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ABSTRACT

New Testament catena manuscripts contain both the biblical text and a form of
commentary which is a compilation of extracts from the Church Fathers. Several catenae
on the Pauline Epistles were compiled between the sixth and twelfth centuries. The oldest
and most important is the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena, attributed to Oecumenius. The
fullest previous study of this, by Karl Staab in 1926, grouped manuscripts of this catena
into five types.

The present study examines a wider range of manuscripts than Staab in order to
reach a new understanding of the Pseudo-Oecumenian tradition. Subgroupings within the
main types, and connections between exemplars and copies, are identified using
palaeography and both classical and digital philology. The first-ever critical edition of a
secondary type of Pseudo-Oecumenian catena on Galatians is presented, along with two
previously-unknown extracts which could be part of the Scholia Photiana. Most
significantly, the thesis shows that by removing two later sets of additions, the Scholia
Photiana and the Corpus Extravagantium, a single original form of the catena on
Galatians (the Urkatena) can be established. Supplemented with the first stage of the
Corpus Extravagantium and dating from the eighth century onwards, this form also
underlies the Typus Vaticanus catena, and is preserved in two surviving manuscripts (GA

075 and GA 1980).
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1. Introduction

The catenae in general, and those of the Pauline epistles more specifically, provide a
challenging field of research. Regarding the catenae on the Pauline epistles, in particular,
there is no thorough examination of the manuscript tradition and the patristic material that
is preserved in them. Furthermore, their biblical quotations have not been taken into
consideration when reconstructing the textual history of the New Testament. Part of the
problem is the volume of material and the complex interrelationship between biblical text
and commentary as well as different types of catena. Catenae also have their own
exegetical value and should be regarded as part of the history of interpretation of the
biblical text, although scholarship has not focused on the criteria that their compilers
applied when gathering their material or on the major exegetical trends that they may
represent. Concerning the latter, Lamb notes: “They 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.” Pauline catenae have not been studied for a long time and
there has been no systematic study either of the catenae themselves or of the biblical text

they contain. Its study and edition remains a fascinating research task.

My overall goal is to collect biblical textual data from early Christian

commentaries on the Pauline epistles and analyse them based on internal and external

YLamb, W., The Catena in Marcum: A Byzantine Anthology of Early Commentary on Mark, Texts and
Editions for New Testament Study 6, Leiden: Brill, 2012, p. 21.



factors. This will reconstruct a possible line of tradition that goes back several centuries
and assist in establishing the authenticity of the Pauline catenae that are attributed to each
author in the manuscript tradition and understanding an author’s compilation technique.
Another aim is to identify the patristic evidence, examine compilers’ possible trends or
preferences, analyse the possible patterns of biblical quotation and their value and detect
and identify the anonymous patristic quotations in these catenae. This will provide
information about the target group of these compilations as well as their ideological and
exegetical context. | will also produce a critical edition of an unpublished Pauline catena
for the Epistle to the Galatians. Using modern digital scholarship. | anticipate that the
final results of my research will have an important impact on the scientific community, on
the perception of New Testament and its ancient exegesis today and may even lead to the

recovery of otherwise lost texts preserved in these witnesses.

1.1 Introduction to the term catena

Biblical catenae are manuscripts that contain the biblical text and a kind of
commentary, which consists of patristic quotations forming a kind of exegetical chain
(catena in Latin). They emerged at the beginning of the sixth century. One of the most

complete definitions is given by Sloane in the New Catholic Encyclopedia:

“Biblical catenae (from catena, chain; fuller name catenae patrum) are
commentaries made up of short excerpts from the Fathers or other ancient
writers strung together like the links of a chain to form a continuous exposition

of a passage of Scripture. The first use of the name catena in this sense appears



to be in the editio princeps of the Catena Aurea of St. Thomas Aquinas,
although he himself had described this work as an expositio continua of the four
Gospels. Among earlier names were exegetical eclogues, collected explanations,
and simply interpretations. Some catenae are drawn from one Father
exclusively; others from two or three, with an evident attempt to give equal
place to the Antiochene and Alexandrian schools of exegesis; still others are
based on as many as 80 or more sources. In the better catenae each excerpt is
introduced by the name of the commentator or by an identifying abbreviation.
Where this is not the case, some excerpts can only be tentatively ascribed to a
given Father or be left as of unknown authorship. As this suggests, much
research remains to be done in this field. In typical appearance the manuscript
has either only relatively few words of text in large letters in the center of the
page surrounded by abundant commentary, or the text is immediately followed
by the commentary written in parallel columns. There are Greek, Latin and

Eastern (mostly Syriac) catenae”.?

Greek manuscripts themselves do not offer an equivalent term for catena. The
word oeipa is not older than the end of the Byzantine era, while the literal translation
diboec is rarely used.® In cases where a title is given the typical one is “tév eic ... (e.g.
mv mpog Pwpaiovg Tadlov émiaroinv) éénynuxav éxloydv ovvaywyn” [Collection of

exegetical extracts on (e.g. Romans, or more generally on this or that Bible book)] or

2 Sloane, C. O’C.,“Catenae Biblical’ in New Catholic Encyclopedia, v. 3, pp. 244-246, New York 1967. See

also Mihlenberg (TRE reference), which is described by Kannengiesser as ‘indispensable’.

® Devreesse, R., ‘Chaines exégétiques grecques’ in Dictionnaire de la Bible. Supplément (sous la direction
de Louis Pirot) Fasc.iii-iv (Paris, 1928), coll. 1084-1233, more specifically col. 1087.



“oovaywyn eénynoewv amo owpipwv matépwv kai odackalwv eig...” [Collection of
interpretations/exegeses of the Holy Fathers and teachers on...].* As noted by Sloane, the
use of catena derives from the biography of Aquinas written by his pupil Wilhelm von
Tocco in 1320. Although French scholarship uses the translation chaines and German
literature borrows the original as Katenen, the Latin term catena has become the standard

term.®

Over the last fifty years, considerable work has been done on biblical catenae,
including Miihlenberg’s three volume work on Catenae on the Psalms,® Dorival’s further
work on the Psalms, Reuss’ on Gospels and Lamb’s edition of the Catena in Marcum.
Dorival observes that research into catenae tends to take place by focussing on individual
biblical books: “Il n’existe pas aujourd’hui de spécialistes des chaines; il existe seulement
des specialistes des chaines sur la Genese et I’Exode, des specialistes des chaines sur les

Psaumes, des specialistes des chaines sur les Proverbes, et ainsi de suite”.” The goal of

* see Miihlenberg, E., “Katenen”, in Theologische Realenzyclopadie 18, Berlin — New York : Walter de
Gruyter, 1989, p.16.”

® Miihlenberg, “Katenen”, 1989, p.16

® Miihlenberg, E., Psalmenkommentare aus der Kateneniiberlieferung, Bd. 1-2: Didymus der Blinde u.
Apollinaris von Laodicen (editio + apparatus crit.). Bd. 3: Untersuchungen zu den Psalmenkatenen.
Patristische Texte und Studien, vols. 15, 16, 19, Berlin: De Gruyter, 1975-1978.

"Dorival, G., Les chaines exégétiques grecques sur les psaumes. Contribution & I’étude d’une forme
littéraire, t. 1 [Spicilegium Sacrum Lovaneniense Etudés et Documents Fasc. 43], Leuven 1986, p. viii. An
English translation of the phrase can be found in Kannengiesser, C., ed., Handbook of Patristic Exegesis:
The Bible in Ancient Christianity, Leiden: Brill, 2006, p. 978, “Currently there are no specialists of catenae,
but only specialists of the catenae on Psalms or specialists of the catenae on Proverbs and so forth”. Parker
agrees with this statement, too, see Parker, D. C., Textual Scholarship and the Making of the New
Testament, Oxford, 2011.



the present research is to examine the catena manuscripts of the Pauline Epistles, both as

witnesses to the biblical text and to the history of commentary.

1.2 A chronology of catenae

The earliest known catena is on Luke, Codex Zacynthius (Z).2 The manuscript that
in 1821 was brought from the Greek island Zakynthos to England is now in Cambridge, at
the University Library, Add. 10062 (GA 040). Parker and Birdsall date it to the seventh
century, while Metzger believes that it is a catena of the seventh or eighth century.® On
the other hand, other researchers support the possibility of a sixth-century date and there
are handbooks that repeat this dating, e.g. Kannengiesser among others.'® More recently
Makris, in a presentation at the European Association of Biblical Studies annual meeting
in Cordoba (Spain) in 2015, tried to prove that this manuscript was in fact written in the

middle of the tenth century, comparing the codex with a couple of other manuscripts

8 Tragelles, S., Codex Zacynthius = — Greek Palimpsest Fragments of the Gospel of Saint Luke, London:

Samuel Bagster and Sons, 1861.

° Birdsall, J. Neville, and Parker, D. C., “The Date of the Codex Zakynthius (Z): A New Proposal”, Journal
of Theological Studies 55, Oxford 2004, p. 121. Metzger, B. M., The text of the New Testament: Its
transmission, corruption and restoration, 31992, p. 27. See also Greenlee, J. H., “The Catena of Codex
Zacynthius,” Biblica 40 (1959), pp. 992-1001.

19 Kannengiesser, C., ed., Handbook of Patristic Exegesis: The Bible in Ancient Christianity, Leiden: Brill,
2006, p. 979.



claiming that they were written by the same scribe at the same place at about 950.*
Although this has not yet been published, Karin Metzler, too, in a recent publication is

aware of Makris’ attempt to date the genre of catena much later.*?

Continuing with Codex Zacynthius itself, it should be said that this manuscript is
also unique because both biblical text and catena are written with uncial letters, the only
difference between the two types of text being the size of the letters. At least four
manuscripts written in uncial characters are a witness to the existence of catenae in the
sixth and seventh centuries: cod. Zacynthius (Z) (possibly 6th C), cod. Patmius 171 (7"-

8" C.), cod. Vat. Gr. 749 (9" C), cod. Taur. B 110 (8" C)."

One of the major researchers on catenae, Dorival, locates the first appearance of
the genre of catenae in the sixth century for different reasons. Dorival believes that the
father of catenae was Procopius of Gaza, who lived at the end of the fifth century and the
beginning of the sixth.** Procopius’ theological writings consist of commentaries on Old

Testament books, which are the earliest examples of the catena form. The manuscripts

! Makris, G., “The Date of Codex Zacynthius: Questioning the Theories on the Invention of the Biblical
Catenas”, at the session Biblical Philology in Byzantine Manuscripts of the European Association of

Biblical Studies annual meeting in Cordoba, Spain, 12-15 July 2015.

2 The pre-publication form was ready in 2015, but it hasn’t appeared yet. See, Metzler, K. (transl. and
commented) Prokop von Gaza. Der Genesiskommentar. Aus den “Eclogarum in libros historicos Veteris
Testamenti epitome™, [Die griechischen christlichen Schriftsteller der ersten Jahrhunderte, neue Folge 23],
Berlin: De Gruyter, 2016, pp. XXXI- XXXIII.

3 Dates from Kannengiesser, C., ed., Handbook of Patristic Exegesis: The Bible in Ancient Christianity,
Leiden: Brill, 2006, p. 979.

Y Dorival, G., Les chafnes exégétiques grecques sur les psaumes. Contribution & I’étude d’une forme

littéraire 1. In Spicilegium Sacrum Lovaneniense Etudés et Documents Fasc. 43, Leuven 1986, p. 23.



themselves offer three indications of the date of the compositions. Firstly, there is the
superscription of the catena, that usually attributes the work to a writer, whose dates are
known. Secondly, the catena is necessarily written after the latest author it cites, which
may be considered as a terminus a quo. Thirdly, of course, the catena is earlier than the
earliest surviving manuscript. Finally, there are other historical reasons associated with
the appearance or disappearance of catenae, like heretical controversies or the Arabic
conquest in Palestine and the resurgence of the genre later on in the eighth century in

Constantinople.

The catenists can be found also under the title of compilers or commentators.*®
They continue a long tradition of commentaries on the text of Paul that started when
Origen wrote in the third century and continued with John Chrysostom, whose homilies
cover all fourteen Pauline epistles, and Theodoret of Cyr. Oecumenius is supposed to
have compiled a catena on Pauline Letters. Until the dawn of the twentieth century,
scholars accepted the identification of Oecumenius as the bishop of Tricca in Thessaly,
who lived in the tenth or even in the eleventh century. At the session of the Academy of
Sciences of Berlin that took place on October 31% 1901, Diekamp announced that
Oecumenius in fact lived around the year 600.*° He appeared to be a monophysite writer
from the group of Severus of Antioch, with whom he corresponded. This followed the
discovery of a full commentary by Oecumenius on Revelation in a manuscript in Messina

(Italy) and an additional examination of two more fragmentary manuscripts. Through this

1> parker, D. C., An Introduction to the New Testament Manuscripts and their Texts, Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2008, pp. 267-8.

16 Also Parker seems to agree with this date, see Parker, An Introduction, pp. 238, 267.



correspondence we learn that Oecumenius in fact was married, he was an aristocrat, he
had the title of the “xopn” (nominative, kopng) and therefore not only he was a layman
and not a bishop, but also he never lived in Thessaly, in Tricca, but in Asia Minor, more
especially in the area called Isauria. Hence, he should not be confused with the bishop of
Tricca that lived in the tenth century in Thessaly. Furthermore, this Oecumenius preceded
Andreas of Caesarea: Oecumenius’ commentary on Revelation was therefore written
before that of Andreas. In Diekamp’s opinion, Andreas had merely imitated Oecumenius.
This announcement was published afterwards under the title “Mitteilungen Uber den

neuaufgefundenen Commentar des Oekumenius zur Apocalypse” *’

and changed
everything previously known about Oecumenius. About a century later, in 2006, Suggit
published a translation of the commentary on the Apocalypse written by Oecumenius.*®
According to this discovery and theory, then, Oecumenius succeeded Theodoret and was
followed by John of Damascus. John of Damascus wrote a commentary on the fourteen
letters of Paul in the early eighth century. However, all the extracts | have so far
encountered which might belong to John of Damascus are identical to Chrysostom: this
probably means that Damascus used Chrysostom. The next catenist, in chronological
order, is Theophylact, Archbishop of Ohrid or else of Bulgaria (11" — 12" centuries), but

his commentary is based upon earlier writings,*® especially those of Chrysostom. Next

comes Nicetas of Heraclea or else of Serrae, who at first was a deacon of the Church of

7 See, Diekamp, F., “Mitteilungen Uber den neuaufgefundenen Kommentar des Oekumenius zur
Apocalypse”, in the Sitzungsberichte der PreuBischen Academie der Wissenschaften zu Berlin (Phil.-Hist.
Klasse) 43 (1901), pp. 1046-1056.

'8 Oecumenius, Commentary on the Apocalypse, translated by John Suggit, Washington D.C.: The Catholic

University of America Press, 2006.

9 parker, D. C., An Introduction, p. 268.



St. Sophia in Constantinople and then became Metropolitan of Heraclea. Nicetas
compiled biblical catenae on the Psalms, on the Pauline epistles and finally on the
gospels. It has been assumed by Clark, who worked with the catena on John, that this is
also the chronological order of his compilations reflecting the different stages of his
career in hierarchy and as teacher in Hagia Sophia in Constantinopel (first diddorxoarog Tod
yoltiipog, then Siddokalog Tov dmootérov and finally d1ddokohog 0D edayyehiov).”
Regarding the Pauline catenae Nicetas wrote a catena on Hebrews only during the
eleventh century, but there are manuscripts with catena on all the Pauline epistles that
bear his name in the title. Last in this sequence comes Euthymius Zigabenus, a monk who
flourished in the twelfth century and was very close to the Byzantine emperor Alexius |
Comnenus. He was favoured also by the emperor’s daughter, Anna Comnena, who refers
in her work Alexiad to Zigabenus’ learning and piety. Zigabenus and Alexius | Comnenus
tried to repress the dualistic Bogomil sect, a heresy holding the coexistence with God of a
principle of evil that participated in creation. Emperor Alexius commissioned Zigabenus
to write a comprehensive work against heresies, with the title /lavoriio doypozikn tijg

dépbodocov miotews (The doctrinal armoury of the orthodox faith).

2 Clark, M. A., The Catena of Nicetas of Heraclea and its Johannine text, PhD Thesis, University of
Birmingham, 2016. See also Bekker, 1., Codini Curopalatae de Officialibus Palate Constantinopolitani et
de Officiis Magnae Ecclesiae Liber, Bonn: Weber, 1839, pp. 15-16.



1.3 The beginnings of scholarly research on catenae

As noted above, the study and use of the term catenae may be said to begin with
Thomas Aquinas’ Catena Aurea of 1470.% In 1532 Bernardus Donatus published in a
single volume the Oecumenian catenae on Acts, the Pauline Epistles and the Catholic
Letters together with Arethas’ catena on Revelation. This relied on a Greek manuscript
provided to him for the purpose of publication by Gibertus, Bishop of Verona during the
papacy of Clement VII.? Later sixteenth-century editions focussed on translations of
catenae from Greek into Latin, which continued up to the eighteenth century. Aloysius
Lippomani (1500-1559), one of the presidents of the Council of Trent, gives one more
reason for this revival of catenae: to confront the heretics who claim biblical Hebrew and
Greek passages in support of their arguments; there is no better way to refute this than by
the catenae that contained ready answers of the Fathers of the Church for every biblical
passage.”® However, we should bear in mind that catenae were not used in the same way

as the Adversus Haereses by lIrenaeus of Lyons in the early third century. In the

%! The edition princeps was edited by Cardinal Giovanni Andrea de’ Bussi and printed in Rome in 1470 in
two volumes. See Pelican, Y., Hotchkiss, V. R., and Price, D., The Reformation of the Bible: The Bible of
the Reformation, Yale University Press 1996, p. 25 and 118. St. Thomas Aquinas himself described his
work as an expositio continua of the four Gospels; the word catena came from the biography of Thomas
written by his pupil Wilhelm von Tocco in 1320. See, Mihlenberg, E., “Katenen”, in Theologische
Realenzyclopadie 18, Berlin — New York : Walter de Gruyter, 1989, p. 16; But also Wachtel, K., “Katenen”,
in Lexikon fur Theologie und Kirche, v. 5, Freiburg im Breisgau: Herder, 1996, coll. 1326-7.

22 Donatus, B., (ed.) Expositiones antiquae ex diversis sanctorum partum commentariis ab Oecumenio et
Aretha collectae in hosce Novi Testamenti tractatus. Oecumenii quidem in Acta Apostolorum. In septem
Epistolas quae Catholicae dicuntur. In Pauli omnes. Arethae vero in loannis Apocalypsim. (cum textibus.

Edidit Donatus Veronensis), Verona: Apud Staphanum & fratres Sabios, 1532, f. 3v.

2 Miihlenberg, E., “Katenen”, in Theologische Realenzyclopadie 18, Berlin — New York : Walter de
Gruyter, 1989, p. 16; Wachtel, K., “Katenen”, in Lexikon fir Theologie und Kirche, v. 5, Freiburg im
Breisgau: Herder, 1996, coll. 1326-7.
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seventeenth century the Belgian Jesuit Balthasar Corderius not only edited manuscripts of
Greek catenae, but he also translated into Latin collections of patristic excerpts on John

and Luke.?* About forty years later, in 1672, Petrus Possinus edited a catena on Mark.”®

In the meantime, catenae became the subjects of a different type of interest.
Researchers like Francois Combefis?®® and Bernard de Montfaucon®’ were looking for
unedited evidence for early Christian authors, which might be preserved in the
manuscripts of catenae. For a long time, however, there was scepticism about the
authenticity and validity of the writers that were quoted. Other scholars of the same period
believed in the literary value of catenae and prepared the ground for an individual chapter
on catenae in the history of literature. Gottlieb Christoph Harles revised and continued J.
A. Fabricius’ most important work, Bibliotheca Graeca. Harles wrote a whole chapter at
the end of the eighth volume of this huge work giving additional information about the

manuscripts and the authors cited in catenae. % In 1762 Nésselt published a small treatise

% Corderius, B., Catena sexaginta quinque graecorum patrum in S. Lucam, quae quatuor simul
Evangelistarum introducit explicationem; luce ac latinitate donata, et ex alijs patribus tam Graecis quam
Latinis suppleta et annotationibus illustrate, Antwerp: Ex officina Plantiniana, 1628; Corderius, B., Catena
Patrum graecorum in sanctum Joannem, ex antiquissimo graeco codice Ms. nunc primum in lucem edita et

auspicatissimi Hungariae et Bohemiae regis nuptiis consecrate, Antwerp: Ex officina Plantiniana, 1630.

% possinus, P., Catena graecorum Patrum in evangelium secundum Marcum couectore atque interprete
Petro Possino Soc. lesu presbytero qui et adiecit, titulo spicilegii commentarium, ad loca selecta quatuor
evangeliorum: accessere collationes graeci contextus omnium librorum novi Testamenti cum XXII codd.
antiquis mss. ex bibliotheca Barberina. Rome: Typis Barberinis, 1672.

26 Combefis, F., Novum Auctarium Graeco-Latinae Bibliothecae Patrum, Paris 1648.

" Montfaucon, B. de, Analecta graeca, sive varia opuscula graeca inedita, Paris, 1688); idem. Collectio

nova patrum graecorum, 2 vols., Paris, 1706- 1707.

%8 Fabricius, J. A., Bibliotheca graeca; sive, Notitia scriptorium veterum gracorum quorumcumque

monumenta integra aut fragmenta edita exstant, tum plerorumque e MSS. ac deperditis ab auctore tertium
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of forty-eight pages with the significant title “De Catenis Patrum graecorum In Novum
Testamentum Observationes”.” Indeed, N&sselt tried to cover the subject for all the parts
of the New Testament and for all the compilers. A few years later, Matthdi published
catenae on Gospels from Muscovite manuscripts that were accessible to him (1774-
1782).%° Finally, Cramer published catenae on all of the New Testament books (Oxford
1838-1844).%* At almost the same period as Cramer, another publication appeared in
Greece, but remained in obscurity. Theoklitos Farmakidis published seven volumes of

catenae on all books of the New Testament (Athens, 1842-1845).%

However, another interesting practice should also be mentioned, a radical
experiment undertaken by a single Greek monk. In 1806 Nikodemus the Hagiorite (of

Mount Athos, or of Naxos), published intralingual translations of catena texts. This

recognita et plurimis locis aucta edition quarta variorum curis emendatior atque auctior, t. 8, edited by
Gottlieb Cristophoro Harles, Hamburg, 1802, pp. 637-700.

2 Nosselt, 1.A., De Catenis Patrum graecorum In Novum Testamentum Observationes, Halae ad Salam:
Stanno Hendeliano, 1762.

%0 Matthai, C. F., Novum Testamentum XII tomis distinctum Graece et Latine. Textum denuo recensuit,
varias lectiones numquam antea vulgatas ex centum codicibus mss. variarum bibliothecarum,
Mosquensium, Pultaviensis, Dresdensis, Lipsiensis, Goettingensis et suae summa diligentia et fide collegit
et vulgavit, lectionaria ecclesiae Graecae primo accurate evolvit, singulasque lectiones sedulo indicavit,
plerorumque codicum specimina aere expressa exhibuit, primorum editorum ... sententias examinavit,
editiones etiam alias, ut complutensium, Erasmi, Bezae, Stephani, Mastrichtii, atque adeo Griesbachii
Halensem ... inspexit, scholia Graeca maximam partem inedita addidit, commentarios Graecos, cum editos,
tumineditos consuluit et notavit, patrum Graec. et Latin. lectiones notabiliores memoravit, animadversiones
criticas adiecit et edidit Christianus Fridericus Matthaei. Cum tabulis aeneis XXIX, Riga: Hartknoch, 1782-
1788.

31 Cramer, J. A., Catenae Graecorum Patrum in Novum Testamentum, 8 vols, Oxford, 1837-1844.
2 Qappaxidng, ©., H Kowvi) Atabikn petd Yropvyudrov Apyaiov, 7 vols, ABqva: Nucoraog Ayyehidng,
1842-1845.
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brought together the old practice of paraphrase with the new perspective of bringing the
writings of the Church Fathers closer to less well-educated people in modern Greek: he
not only gathered the extracts for his compilation, but also translated them into a simpler
form of the Greek language. His translations of the Catholic®* and the Pauline letters®
were published in 1806 and 1819 respectively. They were largely based on Theophylact,
but Nikodemus also provided personal notes or references not only to Greek sources but

also Latin Church Fathers (e.g. Augustine, see for example inv. 2 on p. 155).

With regard to the Pauline Epistles in particular, the first printed catena on the
epistles, as noted above, was published in 1532 at Verona by Bernardus Donatus. It is a
catena known by the name of (Ps-) Oecumenius, patterned after the Catena Aurea of

Thomas Aquinas.*® Donatus’ work was re-edited by Morellus and translated into Latin by

33 . . VR C e N NV ) ,
Nwddnpov Ayiopeitod, ‘Eppnveia eig tag énta KaboAkag émotordg t@v Ayiov kai IMaveveripov
Anoctorev TakdBov, ITétpov, Twdvvov, koi Todda, fitig Vmd 10V év Hovayolg éhayiotov Nikodnov

Ayiopeitov €k d10popav cuvepaviobeioa, Venice: Tomoig ITavov Ogodociov 1od €€ Twavvivav, 1806.

¥ Nucodnpov Ayiopeitod, Haviov 10D Ociov ko &vdoEov ai IA” émotohal Eppnvevdeioat Pev EAnVvioTi
V70 100 Hakapiov OeopvAdkTov Apylemiokonmov BovAyapiag, HetappacOeicor 8¢ €ig v kab  MUAg
Kowotépav OldAekTov, Kol onUeidHact dtaeopolg KotoyiaicOeicor , mopd tod &v Hakopig Tfj ARget
vevopévov Nikodnpov Aylopeitov, V. 1 Tiv npog Popaiovg kai v npog Kopwbiovg Ipdyv mepiéywv,
@tvi mpocetédnoay ei¢ Kavov Hapaxdntikdg ei¢ tovg IB° Amootohovg, kai Oikor KA™ elg tovg
Kopvpaiovg TTétpov koi ITadAov, @ihomovnBévieg mapd tod avtod Metagpactod, V. 2 Thv mpog
Kopwbiovg Agvtépav, v mpog oldtag, v npodg Egeciovg, v mpog @ihmanciovg, Kol v mpog

Koloooagic mepiéywv, Venice: Nucdrioog I'kog, 1819.

% Turner says Oecumenius, Miihlenberg says (Ps[eudo]) Oecumenius. See respectively Turner, C. H.,
“Greek Patristic Commentaries on the Pauline Epistles”, in A Dictionary of the Bible, edited by J. Hastings,
New York: Charles Scribner’s sons, 1905, pp. 484-531; Mihlenberg, E., “Katenen”, in Theologische
Realenzyclopadie 18, Berlin — New York : Walter de Gruyter, 1989, p.16.

% Miihlenberg, E., “Katenen”, in Theologische Realenzyclopadie 18, Berlin — New York: Walter de
Gruyter, 1989, p.16
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Hentenius in 1631 and this is the edition that was reproduced by Migne in 1893 as

volume 118 of the series Patrologia Graeca.

In 1636 in London, Augustine Lindsell, bishop of Hereford, published for the first
time Theophylact’s catena on the Epistles of the Apostle Paul. In the preface of Lindsell’s
edition, addressed by T. Baily to Archbishop Laud, it is said the commentaries were
copied out from a “very old codex” (codex vetustus) of the Earl of Arundel.®® This was
probably Thomas Howard, 21 Earl of Arundel, whose collection was divided in 1666 by
his grandson Henry Howard between the Royal Society and the College of Arms; the
former portion was sold to the British Museum in 1831 and now forms the Arundel
Manuscript collection within the British Library. So, this “very old codex” must be
Arundel 534 (GA 1961). In 1738, Giovanni Lami from Italy published in his multivolume
work “Deliciae Eruditorum” a specimen of a Florence manuscript (Bibliotheca Mediceae
Laurenziana, Plutei 1X. 10), which contained 1 Corinthians 1-8. Its title names Nicetas of
Heraclea as the author of this catena. Turner in his article noticed that “the relation
between the two catenae of Oecumenius and Nicetas is exceedingly close”, that the
Florence catena ascribed to Nicetas “simply represents one of the numerous subdivisions

of the Oecumenian tradition” and that “until more has been done for a critical edition of

%" Morellus, F. (ed.), Hentenius, I. (transl.), Oikovuéviov Yropvipata eic tag tijc Néag Aiabirng
mpaylateiog taode = Oecumenii commentaria in hosce Novi Testamenti tractatus : In Acta Apostolorum, In
omnes Pauli Epistolas, In Epistolas Catholicas omnes. accesserunt Arethae Caesareae Cappadociae
episcopi Explanationes in Apocalypsin : Opus nunc primum Graece et Latine editum, interprete loann.
Hentenio, emendatore et praelectatore huius editionis Fed. Morello, Lutetiae Parisiorum: Sumptibus Claudii
Sonnii, 1631.

% See Turner, C. H., “Greek Patristic Commentaries on the Pauline Epistles”, in Hastings, J., (ed.) A
Dictionary of the Bible, New York: Charles Scribner’s sons, 1905, p. 486.
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Oecumenius it is hardly possible to be certain that the Florence manuscript may not, after

all, embody a recension by Nicetas of the Oecumenian Catena”.*

In Cramer’s edition of catenae, published between 1841 and 1844, the catenae on
the Pauline Epistles are found in volumes four to seven.*® Cramer chooses different
manuscripts of catenae for the different epistles, namely those attributed to different
writers, some of which are anonymous. His contemporary Farmakidis also dedicates four
of his seven volumes to the Pauline Epistles. This was based on Oecumenius’ compilation
but Farmakidis supported it with additional text from Theophylact’s catena, and
Theodoret’s and Chrysostom’s commentaries. The product of this practice could be
characterized as a new compilation, in practice very close to that of Nikodemus the

Hagiorite.

Finally, in 1897, a Greek scholar, Nikephoros** Kalogeras, published the catena on
Pauline Epistles written by the twelfth-century Euthymius Zigabenus. In this edition
Kalogeras notes in the title that this is edited “for first time from an old manuscript”. * It

should be mentioned that Matthai, who first edited Zigabenus’ catena on the Gospels,*

% Turner, C. H., “Greek Patristic Commentaries on the Pauline Epistles”, in Hastings, J., (ed.) A Dictionary
of the Bible, New York: Charles Scribner’s sons, 1905, p. 486.

40 Cramer, J. A., Catenae Graecorum Patrum in Novum Testamentum, 8 vols, Oxford, 1833- 1844.

I Turner inaccurately writes “Nicolas” instead of “Nikephoros”. This is a common mistake for the uncial

letter N for masculine Greek names, since the name Nicholas is more usual.

* Kahoyepéc, N., Evfopiov tov Ziyafnvod, Epunveia eic o 14" émotolig tod Amoatélov Iadrov kai eig
tag Z' kabolikag, Topog wpdtoc (V. 1) Hepiéywv v éppunveiav tijs mpog Pwlaiovg émiotolijg, 1@V 6o mpog
Kopiwbiovs kai tijs mpog I'oAdrag, AOnva: Aderpoi ITeppny, 1887.

3 Matthai, Ch. F., Euthymii Zigabeni commentarius in quatuor evangelia graece and latine: textum

graecum nunquam antea editum ad fidem duorvm codicum membranaceorum bibliothecarum SS Synodi
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had also found a manuscript in Munich containing Zigabenus’ catena on Romans and 1

Corinthians but he had not edited it.**

1.4 Methodological developments in the twentieth century

In his article on catenae, Mihlenberg outlines the methodology followed in this
field since the late nineteenth century, on which much of the following overview is
based.* Earlier scholars such as Angelo Mai and Jean Baptiste Pitra only edited texts or
published non-critical editions. The history of the discipline was changed by the
appearance of philological criticism, which originated in Germany during the nineteenth
century. This is the study of literature as an aid to tracing the origins of words, the
evolution of languages, and the establishment of accurate texts of authors' works, rather
than reading the literature as a subject of study which had its own, non-linguistic interests.
It consists mainly of the study of biblical languages in their widest scope, contributing
also to textual criticism, so that the vocabulary, grammar, and style of biblical writings
can be understood as accurately as possible. Philological analysis could demonstrate

whether a text or a passage belongs to a single writer or many.

mosquensis auctoris aetate scriptorum diligenter recensuat et repetita versione latina loannis Hentenii

suisque adiectis animadversionibus edidit Christianus Frider. Matthaei, Leipzig: Weidmann, 1792.
* As Kalogeras also concedes in his edition, see Kalogeras, p. &a, n. (a).

> Miihlenberg, E., “Katenen”, in Theologische Realenzyclopadie 18, Berlin — New York: Walter de
Gruyter, 1989, p. 17-18.
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Following this perspective and strongly influenced by the new philological
method, Paul de Lagarde in a review of Dindorf's edition of Clement (1870) insisted that
the catena tradition is of great importance and has to be taken into consideration while
editing early Church Fathers.*® Paul Wendland (1864-1915) formulated a project to make
a catalogue that would include manuscripts of catenae according to their type.*” He and
Leopold Cohn*® (1856-1915) were among the first editors who recognized that every type
of catena must be scrutinized and classified according to the background and the origin of
the evidence and the material contained, so as to be able to check and verify the quality of
the text and the allocation. The author of the chapter on catenae in Harnack’s Geschichte
der altchristlichen Literatur bis Eusebius, Erwin Preuschen (1867-1920) agrees with

Wendland and Cohn, adding that the texts of early Church writers cannot be edited before

“® Lietzmann, H., Catenen. Mitteilungen iiber ihre Geschichte in handschriftlicher Uberlieferung. Mit einem
Beitr. v. Hermann Usener. Freiburg - im - Breisgau, 1897, p. 4. Dindorf's edition was severely criticized by
Paul de Lagarde in the Gottingische Gelehrte Anzeigen, 1870, pp. 801-24; republished in Lagarde’s
Symmicta (1877), pp. 10-24. See also W. Muss- Arnolt’s review of “Catenen. Mitteilungen Uber ihre
Geschichte und handschriftliche Uberlieferung by Hans Lietzman. Mit einem Beitrag von Professor Dr.
Hermann Usener. Freiburg i. B.: J. C. B. Mohr, 1897. Pp. vi + 85. M. 4.”, in: The American Journal of
Theology, vol. 2, No.4 (Oct., 1898), pp. 904-906.

“"Wendland, P., Neu entdeckte Fragmente Philo’s nebst einer Untersuchung iiber die urspriigliche Gestallt
der Schrift de Sacrificiis Abelis et Caini, Berlin: Georg Reimer, 1891; Cohn, L., “Zur indirekten
Uberlieferung Philo’s und der é&lteren Kirchenvater. Nebst einem Nachtrage von P. Wendland”, in
Jahrblcher fir Protestandische Theologie 18 (1892), pp. 475-492; Erhard, A., “Katenen”, in Karl
Krumbacher, Geschichte der byzantinischen Litteratur von Justinian bis zum Ende des Ostrémischen
Reiches (527-1453), Miinchen: Beck’sche, 21897, pp. 210-211; Mihlenberg, E., “Katenen”, in Theologische
Realenzyclopadie 18, Berlin — New York: Walter de Gruyter, 1989, p. 17; Kannengiesser, C., ed.,
Handbook of Patristic Exegesis: The Bible in Ancient Christianity, Leiden: Brill, 2006, p. 979.

“8 Cohn, L. and Wendland, P., Philonis Alexandrini Opera supersunt, Berlin : Georg Reimer, 1896-1915;
Cohn, L., “Zur indirekten Uberlieferung Philo’s und der &lteren Kirchenvater. Nebst einem Nachtrage von
P. Wendland”, in Jahrbicher fir Protestantische Theologie 18 (1892), pp. 475-492.
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catenae have been studied; he also gives an index with the printed catenae and the
manuscripts that contain catenae.*® As for as the literary genre of catenae, Albert Erhard,
who wrote the chapter about theology in Karl Krumbacher’s significant work on
Byzantine literature, agrees with Wendland and Cohn and calls on scholars to answer
questions such as “How many types of catenae are there for each biblical book? What is

the relationship or similarity between them?”*°

At the same period, Hans Lietzmann had already begun to survey the field of
catenae, making a distinction between Catenae and Florilegia.>! He defined the catena as
special exegetical comments by different writers, small pieces that form a larger chain in
order to explain a biblical book, and explained the different catenae. Florilegia are broader
in scope. Lietzmann also demonstrated that the ‘marginal catena’ or ‘frame catena’
(Randkatena), with the bible text in the middle of the page and the catena written all
around in the top, bottom and outer margins of the page, precedes the ‘text catena’

(Textkatena), where the commentary comes directly after the biblical verse or group of

9 Erwin Preuschen, “Kurze Ubersicht iiber die indirekte Uberlieferung”, in Harnack, A., Geschichte der
altchristlichen Literatur bis Eusebius, T.1 Die Uberlieferung und der Bestand der altchristlichen Literatur
bis Eusebius v. 2, Leipzig : J.C. Hinrich’sche Buchhandlung, 1893, pp. 835-842. This volume was not
available to me: | have only seen the table of contents in the first volume and for the description | follow
Lietzmann, H., Catenen. Mitteilungen (iber ihre Geschichte in handschriftlicher Uberlieferung, Freiburg-

im-Breisgau, 1897, p. 5.

0 Erhard, A., “Katenen”, in Karl Krumbacher, Geschichte der byzantinischen Litteratur von Justinian bis
zum Ende des Ostrémischen Reiches (527-1453), Miinchen: Beck, 1897, p. 210-211.

%! Lietzmann, H., Catenen. Mitteilungen tiber ihre Geschichte in handschriftlicher Uberlieferung. Mit einem

Beitr. v. Hermann Usener. Freiburg-im-Breisgau —Leipzig-Tibingen, 1897, p. 1.
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verses that it interprets.®” In the same work Lietzmann discusses the way that the Bible
text is written differently to the catena text, the use of different colours of ink for different
purposes and the lemmata of the catenae, which in this case are the names of the Church

Fathers.>®

In 1902, Lietzmann and Georg Karo carried out Wendland’s project and produced
a basic classified catalogue of manuscripts with catenae. >* This was arranged by book of
the Bible, with each witness classified according to their type.> In this catalogue, which is
for books of both the Old Testament and the New Testament, the beginning and the end of
each excerpt were given along with the names of the writers (so long as they were written
sin the manuscript). Although Kannengiesser calls Lietzmann’s catalogue ‘indispensable’,
Dorival characterizes it as ‘notoriously inadequate’ (‘notoirement insuffisant’). Some
years later, Lietzmann inaugurated a series named Catenenstudien for the publication of

analyses of whole manuscripts. Only two volumes were published (Lang on 1 Corinthians

52 Ljetzmann, H., Catenen. Mitteilungen (iber ihre Geschichte in handschriftlicher Uberlieferung, Freiburg-

im-Breisgau, 1897, pp. 9-12.

%% Lietzmann, H., Catenen. Mitteilungen (iber ihre Geschichte in handschriftlicher Uberlieferung, Freiburg-
im-Breisgau, 1897, pp. 10-14.

% Karo, G. and Lietzmann, H., Catenarum graecarum catalogus, Gottingen, 1902.

% See Dorival, G., Les chafnes exégétiques grecques sur les psaumes. Contribution & I’étude d’une forme
littéraire, t. 1. [Spicilegium Sacrum Lovaneniense Etudés et Documents Fasc. 43], Leuven 1986, p. 3;
Kannengiesser, C., ed., Handbook of Patristic Exegesis: The Bible in Ancient Christianity, Leiden: Brill,
2006, p. 979.
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and Hoppmann on Proverbs).”® However, neither of these satisfied scholarly expectations,

possibly because these were in the form of indexes with no further analysis.’

In the same year as the appearance of Lietzmann’s catalogue, Cardinal Michael
von Faulhaber published his second volume of Old Testament catenae.’® He had
inaugurated a new perspective by editing catenae in full, showing this way the whole
spectrum of ancient interpretations to which they witnessed.*® His later publications
included further articles about catenae and relevant scholarship.®® A few years later,
Georg Heinrici edited a catena on Matthew.®! This followed valuable preparatory work on
Peter of Laodicea.®® According to Reuss, Heinirici’s study stands out from other editions

of the same period, which were only reproductions of inferior manuscripts that editors

¢ Lang, O., Die Catene des Vaticanus gr. 762 zum ersten Korintherbrief analysiert, Catenenstudien 1,
Leipzig, 1909; Hoppmann, O., Die Catena des Vaticanus gr. 1802 zu den Proverbien, Catenenstudien 2,
1912.

%" See Miihlenberg, “Katenen”, 1989, p. 17.

%8 Faulhaber, M., Die Propheten-Catenen nach rémischen Handschriften, Biblische Studien 4, Hefte 2/3,
Freiburg-im-Breisgau, 1899; id., “Hohelied-, Proverbien- und Prediger-Catenen”, in Theologische Studien
der Leo-Gesellschaft 4, Vienna, 1902.

%% Kannengiesser, C., ed., Handbook of Patristic Exegesis: The Bible in Ancient Christianity, Leiden: Brill,
20086, p. 980.

% Faulhaber, M., “Die Katenenhandschriften der spanischen Bibliotheken”, Biblische Zeitschrift 1, 1903,
pp. 151-159, 246-255, 351-375. Id., “Katenen und Katenforschung.” Byzantinische Zeitschrift 18 (1909),
pp. 383-395.

% Heinrici, G., Des Petrus von Laodicea Erklarung des Matthausevangeliums, [Beitrage zur Geschichte des

Neuen Testaments V], Leipzig, 1908.

82 Heinrici, G., “Aus der Hinterlassenschaft des Petrus von Laodicea”, Beitrage zur Geschichte und

Erklarung des Neuen Testaments 111 2, Leipzig 1905, pp. 99-120.
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happened to have at hand.®® In the same period Joseph Sickenberger investigated two
types of catenae on Luke, namely those of Titus of Bostra and of Nicetas,** and made

significant observations about the catenae on the other Gospels.®

Giovanni Mercati, who had worked in the Ambrosian Library in Milan since 1893,
was called to work at the Vatican Library in 1898 when he started to publish several and

numerous articles on the catenae on the Psalms until his death in 1957.% In 1911-1913

% Reuss, J., Matthaus, Markus, und Johannes-Katenen: Nach den Handschriften Quellen, Minster:
Aschendorf, 1941, p. 2.

% Sickenberger, J., Aus romischen Handschriften iiber die Lukas Katene des Niketas, Roma, 1898; Id., Titus
v. Bostra. Studien sur dessen Lukashomilien, Texte und Untersuchungen 21.1, Leipzig, 1901; Id., Die
Lukaskatene des Niketas von Herakleia untersucht, Texte und Untersuchungen 22.4, Leipzig, 1902; Id.,
Fragmente der Homilien des Cyrill von Alexandrien zum Lukas Evangelium, Texte und Untersuchungen
34.1, Leipzig, 1909.

% Sickenberger, J., “Uber griechische Evangelienkommentare”, Biblische Zeitschrift 1, Freiburg im
Breisgau, 1903, pp. 182-193; Id., “Uber die dem Petrus von Laodizea zugeschriebenen
Evangelienkommentare”, Theologische Quartalschrift 86, Tlbingen, 1904, pp. 10-19.

% Mercati, G., “L’ ultima parte perduta del commentario d’ Eusebio ai Salmi” (1898), reprinted in Studi e
Testi 77, Roma 1937, pp. 58-66. Id., “Il commentario d’ Esichio Gerosolimato sui Salmi”, Studi e Testi 5
Roma, 1901, pp.143-179. Id, “Sull’ autore del ‘De titulis Psalmorum’ stampato fra le opera di S. Atanasio”,
OrChrP 10 (1944), pp. 7-22, reprinted in Studi e Testi 296, Roma, 1984, pp. 133-147. Id., “A quale tempo
risale ‘Il Siro’ dei commentator greci della Bibbia?”, Biblica 26 (1945), pp. 1-11, reprinted in Studi e Testi
296, Roma, 1984, pp. 148-157. Id., “ll Niceforo della catena di Daniele Barbaro e il suo commento del
Salterio”, Biblica 26 (1945), pp. 153-181, reprinted in Studi e Testi 296, Roma, 1984, pp. 158-184. Id.,
“Ancora per Daniele Barbaro”, Biblica 27 (1946), p.1-2, reprinted in Studi e Testi 296, Roma, 1984, pp.
199-200. Id., “Osservazioni a poemi del Salterio di Origene, Ippolito, Eusebio, Cirillo Alessandrino e altri
frammenti inediti”, Studi e Testi 142, Roma, 1948. Id., “Un Salterio Greco e una Catena graeca del Salterio
posseduti dal Sadoleto”, Lat. 15 (1949) 205-211, reprinted in Studi e Testi 296, Roma, 1984, pp. 299-305.
Id., “Il frammento maffeiano di Nestorio e la catena dei Salmi d’ onde fu trarro”, Studi e Testi 154, Roma,
1950. Id., “Alla ricerca dei nomi degli “altri’ traduttori nelle omilie sui Salmi di S. Giovanni crisostomo e

variazioni su alcune catene del Salterio”, Studi e Testi 158, Roma, 1952. Id., Psalterii Hexapli reliquiae.
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Hermann, Freiherr von Soden published a substantial work about the manuscripts of New
Testament®” and in the first part of it gave an overall view of the catena manuscripts in
several libraries. Von Soden tried to arrange and analyze the different types of catenae
and to classify the New Testament manuscripts with commentaries separately from

continuous text witnesses.®

In 1924 Karl Staab, who studied with Sickenberger, published his first article
about the catenae on the Catholic Epistles, where he gave an outline of the state of catenae
scholarship.®® Two years later he published his monograph on the Pauline catenae.”® His
introduction defines his aim as the overview of the history of exegesis in the Byzantine
era and the development of criteria to separate one catena from another. These are
threefold. Firstly, the presence or absence of authors’ names identifying the sources
quoted gives two groups of catenae. Secondly, he distinguishes them as earlier and later
catenae according to the time that they were written. A related question to this is whether
they were originally created as catenae or were later revisions of compilations: both these
considerations give the same groups. Thirdly, Staab identifies the anonymous catenae

according to the location of the main representative manuscript (Typus Vaticanus,

Pars prima: Osservazioni. Commento critico al testo dei frammenti esaplari, [Codices ex ecclesiasticis

Italiae bybliothecis selecti phototypice expressi 8], Roma: G.R. Castellino, 1965.
®7 Soden, H.F. von, Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments, Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1911-1913.

% Soden, H.F. von, Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments. |. Teil : Untersuchungen. I. Abteilung: Die
Textzeugen, Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1911, pp. 249-89.

% Staab, K., “Die griechischen Katenenkommentare zur den katholischen Briefe”, in Biblica 5, 1924, pp.
296-353.

"% Staab, K., Die Pauluskatenen nach den handschriftlichen Quellen untersucht, Rome, 1926.
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Monachensis, Parisinus), whilst the compiler’s name is used when present (Nicetas,

Oecumenius, Theophylact).

Meanwhile, Robert Devreesse made a breakthrough by proving that one type of
the catenae on the Psalms could be used as a pattern for the text of other types.”* The
systematic application of this method enabled Marcel Richard to identify two types of
catenae on the Psalms according to the quotations of Psalm commentaries copied from
their sources. "? In these two types the sources of the commentary were easily identifiable,
whereas these texts in the other types could be characterized as extracts, quotations or
paraphrases and rewording. The same assumptions enabled Joseph Reuss to reach similar

results for the catenae on the Gospels with an initial survey of Matthew, Mark and John.”

™ Devreesse, R. “Chaines exégétiques grecques.” in Dictionnaire de la Bible. Supplément, 1928, coll. 1084-
1233.

"2 Richard, M., “Les homélies d’ Astérius sur les psaumes IV-VII”, in Revue Biblique 44 (1935), pp. 548-
558, reprinted in Opera Minora Il, Nr. 27; Id., “Quelques manuscrits peu connus des chaines exégétiques et
des commentaires grecs sur le Psautier” in Bulletin d'information de I'Institut de Recherche et d'Histoire des
Textes 3 (1954), pp. 87-106, reprinted in Opera Minora I, Nr. 69; Id., “Les premiéres chaines sur le
psautier” in Bulletin d'information de I'Institut de Recherche et d'Histoire des Textes 5 (1956) 87-98,
reprinted in Opera Minora Ill, Nr. 70; Id., Asterii Sophistae Commentariorum in Psalmos quae supersunt.
Accedunt aliquot homiliae anonymae, [Symbolae Osloensis S 16], Oslo: Brggger, 1956; Id., “Les
manuscrits de la chaine du type VI sur les psaumes”, in Revue d'Histoire des Textes 3 (1973), pp. 19-38,
reprinted in Opera Minora Ill, Nr. 71; Id., “Les fragments du commentaire de S. Hippolyte sur les
Proverbes de Salomon” in Muséon 78 (1965), pp. 257-290; Muséon 79 (1966), pp. 61-94; Muséon 80
(1967), pp. 327-364, reprinted in Opera Minora I, Nr. 17; Id., “Les fragments d’Origéne sur Prov. 30,15-
31” in Epektasis, Fs. J. Daniélou, Paris, 1972, pp. 385-394, reprinted in Opera Minora Il, Nr. 23; Id., “Le
commentaire du codex Marcianus Gr. 23 sur Prov. 30,15-33” In Medioevo e umanesimo. Vol. 24,
Miscellanea Marciana di Studi Bessarionei, Padua, 1976, pp. 357-370, reprinted in Opera Minora Ill, Nr.
84. All Richard’s works can be found on Richard, M., Opera Minora, 3 vols, Turnhout — Louvain, 1976 —
1977.

" Reuss, J., Matthaus, Markus, und Johannes-Katenen: Nach den Handschriftlichen Quellen untersucht,

Neutestamentliche Abhandlungen 18.4-5, Minster: Aschendorf, 1941, pp. 244-256.
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Reuss continued his studies in this field over four decades, publishing full accounts of
Matthew, John and Luke but sadly not Mark.”* At this point in history, a kind of
genealogy was being established. Only a few types of catenae are useful for the
transmission of their sources word by word; the variety of other types of catenae derives
from paraphrasing earlier ones, lengthening them, abbreviating them and even combining

them in many ways.

The first half of the twentieth century thus saw two trends within scholarship
about catenae. On one hand, Faulhaber and scholars with the same beliefs suggested that
each of the catenae has to be edited in full, exactly as they have been transmitted, in order
to present their entire content and also to give an overview of the history of interpretation
for each verse of the biblical text, according to the whole spectrum of ancient

interpretations to which they witness.”® On the other hand, Reuss and others employed on

™ Reuss, J., “Die Evangelienkatenen in Cod. Archivio di S. Pietro gr. B 59”, in Biblica 35 (1954), pp. 207-
216. Id., Matthaus-Kommentare aus der griechischen Kirche, aus Katenenhandschriften gesammelt und
herausgegeben von Reuss J., Texte und Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der altchristlichen Literatur 61,
Berlin:  Akademie, 1957. |Id., Johannes-Kommentare aus der der griechischen Kirche, aus
Katenenhandschriften gesammelt und herausgegeben von Reuss J., Texte und Untersuchungen zur
Geschichte der altchristlichen Literatur 89, Berlin: Akademie, 1966. Id., “Ein unbekannter Kommentar zum
1. Kapitel des Lukasevangeliums”, in Biblica 58 (1977), pp. 224-230. Id., Lukaskommentare aus der der
griechischen Kirche, aus Katenenhandschriften gesammelt und herausgegeben von Reuss J., Texte und

Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der altchristlichen Literatur 130, Berlin: Akademie, 1984,

’® Kannengiesser, C., ed., Handbook of Patristic Exegesis: The Bible in Ancient Christianity, Leiden: Brill,
2006, p. 980.
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the editions of Greek Church Fathers by the Berliner Kirchenvaterkommission’® aimed to
gather the fragments of lost commentaries preserved in catenae, based on the attribution
of the texts in the catalogues. Of course they were aware that the texts in catenae, such as
excerpts, fragments or very short quotations, could be understood only in a study of the

writers of these excerpts. The study of catenae was an essential preliminary task.”’

From this period of scholarly activity, work on the Catenae on Genesis, Psalms
and Job in particular has shown that the types of the catenae in their most ancient
manuscripts must be analyzed and compared and the tradition of their texts must be
checked, in order to reveal the Urcatena/Urkatene, the first catena in the tradition of each
text. Then some chosen excerpts or parts of the catenae may be shown in tables which
demonstrate their dependence on one other. The work on Psalm 118 in two volumes by
Marguerite Harl, with the assistance of Dorival, ® can give us insight into the way that a
writer of a catena works, and also how verses can be important as individual units since

they can be studied even when their sources have been removed.

The main task remains always to identify the types of the different catenae of a
biblical text that took their material directly from the source that they use. Miihlenberg

believes that this work is extended in New Testament studies, but not in Old Testament

"® Eltester, W., “Zur Geschichte der Berliner Kirchenviterkommission anlaglich der 75. Wiederkehr ihres
Gruundungsjahres”, Theologische Literaturzeitung: Monatsschrift fir das gesamte Gebiet der Theologie

und Religionswissenschaft, 1968, pp. 11-20
" Devreesse, R. “Chaines exégétiques grecques.” in Dictionnaire de la Bible. Supplément, 1928, coll. 1099.

"® Harl, M., and G. Dorival, “La chaine palestinienne sur le Ps 118 (Origéne, Eusébe, Didyme, Apollinaire,
Athanase, Théodoret). Tome I: Introduction, texte grec critique et traduction. Tome Il: Catalogue des

fragments, notes et indices.” Sources chrétiennes 189-190, Paris: Cerf, 1972.
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studies.” Nonethless, despite mentioning this gap, Miihlenberg himself produced a work
on the catenae on the Psalms in the 1970s.2° Although at the beginning of this volume he
poses the question as to which are the initial and original catenae and stand at the
beginning of the tradition as primary types,®! he appears to believe that the problem for
the most of the biblical texts is that none of the extant types of catena preserves or reflects
the initial or primary catena, but only revised versions of catenae that were reworked

multiple times during the Byzantine period or simply mixtures of them.

In 1980 Mauritius Geerard in his work Concilia Catenae®® succeeded in listing
clearly all the previous scholarship regarding editions of the catenae and to give tables
with the authors cited in each type. Van Winden in his positive review of Concilia
Catenae notes that the catenae as is generally known has come more into researchers’
field of view during the last decades, that whoever deals with these fragments of indirect
tradition knows how difficult it is to find the way in this forest, and that Geerard gives a
clear outline of the different types of exegetical catenae on the different books of the Old
and New Testament: Octateuch, Kings, Psalms, Odes, Job, Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel,

Daniel, Canticles, Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, Matthew, Mark, Luke, John, Acts, Pauline

" Miihlenberg, E., “Katenen”, in Theologische Realenzyclopadie 18, Berlin — New York : Walter de
Gruyter, 1989, p. 18.

8 Miihlenberg, E., Psalmenkommentare aus der Kateneniiberlieferung, Bd. 1-2: Didymus der Blinde u.
Apollinaris von Laodicen (editio + apparatus crit.). Bd. 3: Untersuchungen zu den Psalmenkatenen.
Patristische Texte und Studien, vols. 15, 16, 19, Berlin: De Gruyter, 1975-1978.

8 Miihlenberg, E., Psalmenkommentare aus der Kateneniiberlieferung, Bd. 3: Untersuchungen zu den

Psalmenkatenen. Patristische Texte und Studien, vol. 19, Berlin: De Gruyter, 1978, p. 1.

82 Geerard, M., Concilia Catenae, Clavis Patrum Graecorum IV, Turnhout: Brepols, 1980.
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Letters and Catholic Epistles.®® This outline is comprehensible only in connection, firstly,
with the catalogue of Karo and Lietzmann,® which Geerard uses to display the types that
they identified and their list of patristic authors, secondly with the list of Rahlfs published
in 1914%° especially for the books of Old Testament, and finally with the lengthy article of
Devreesse.® Although these lists are generally very helpful, Miihlenberg observes that
some require special attention. Particularly misleading are lists of authors that are listed in
the catenae in the cases when no distinction is made between the authors or elements
which regularly appear together and those that appear occasionally with some scattered

quotations. These offer no insight into the structure of the respective type of catena.®’

More recently Gilles Dorival has undertaken work on the evolution of the catenae
on the Psalms.® In his first volume he surveys the study of the catenae, describing the
four stages of the traditional methodology in the study of catenae. Firstly, scholars have to

identify manuscripts containing catena. Secondly, catenae have to be described by

8 van Winden, J. C. M., review of Geerard, M., Concilia Catenae, Vigiliae Christianae, vol. 36, No.1
(Mar., 1982), pp. 79-80.

8 Karo, G. and Lietzmann, H., Catenarum graecarum catalogus, Gottingen, 1902.

8 Rahlfs, A., Verzeichnis der griechischen Handschriften des Alten Testaments, Mitteilungen des
Septuaginta-Unternehmens (MSU) 2, [Nachrichten der Kdniglichen Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften zu
Gottingen. Philologisch-historische Klasse 1914], Berlin : Weidmann, 1914; Rahlfs, A., Verzeichnis der
griechischen Handschriften des Alten Testaments. Band 1.1, Die Uberlieferung bis zum VIIl.Jahrhundert,

revised by Detlef Fraenkel, Stuttgart : Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht 2004.

8 Devreesse, R. “Chaines exégétiques grecques.” in Dictionnaire de la Bible. Supplément, 1928, coll. 1084-
1233.
8 Miihlenberg, “Katenen”, 1989, p. 18.

8 Gilles Dorival, Les chaines exégétiques sur les Psaumes; contribution a I’ etude d’une forme littéraire, 4

vols, Spicilegium Sacrum Lovaniense: Etudes et Documents 43-46, Leuven: Peeters, 1986-1995.
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identifying the sources within the text. Thirdly, the genealogy of the text must be
established, whilst at the same time the order in which they were compiled and the
relationships among primary, secondary and isolated catenae must be shown. Fourthly,
Dorival mentions attempts to date the catenae and to propose their probable provenance. ®
Dorival gives the reader an idea not only of how ancient authors of catena between the
fifth and eighth centuries worked, but also a survey of the previous modern research on

this field.

The most recent work to appear concerning catenae on the Gospels was Lamb’s
The Catena in Marcum, published in 2012.%° It filled a gap in modern scholarship, since
the Gospel of Mark was not covered by Reuss. This book consists of two parts. The first
one covers earlier scholarship and tries to show the way in which the catena originated
and developed. The second part is an English translation®® of the catena on Mark found in
Cramer’s edition.’? At the end of the book Lamb gives an appendix of the identified
sources of the catena. Influenced by Dorival’s work, Lamb champions the idea that the

catena is an “open book”.

8 Dorival, G., Les chaines exégétiques sur les Psaumes, vol. 1, Spicilegium Sacrum Lovaniense: Etudes et

Documents 43, Leuven: Peeters, 1986, pp. 7-33.

% | amb, W., The Catena in Marcum: A Byzantine Anthology of Early Commentary on Mark, Texts and
Editions for New Testament Study 6, Leiden: Brill, 2012.

° Similar to Suggit’s work, who translated the commentary on the Apocalypse of Oecumenius. See
Oecumenius, Commentary on the Apocalypse, translated by John Suggit, Washington D.C.: The Catholic

University of America Press, 2006.

92 Cramer, J. A., Catenae Graecorum Patrum in Novum Testamentum, v. 1, Oxford, 1840.
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In the next chapter of the current study | will try to show that the so-called
Pseudo-Oecumenian catena could be categorized further and that there are manuscripts
that have a closer relationship between them than others, enabling the identification of

different strands of tradition.

1.5 Explanation of major works on Pauline catenae related to the Pseudo-

Oecumenian tradition

1.5.1. Explanation of Theoklitos Farmakidis’ work (1842—1844)

Theoklitos Farmakidis (1784-1860) was a theologian with studies in Greek philology
in Constantinople, in Bucharest, in Vienna and in Gottingen. He was ordained to the
priesthood and many years after he returned back to Greece he became professor at the
newly-established University of Athens (1837). He wrote many books and he was active
in politics, especially about ecclesiastical matters. Farmakidis advised the King of Greece
to decide on the creation of the Autocephalous Church of Greece, because he believed
that since the aim of the Greek Revolution was the independence of the Ottoman Empire,
the Oecumenical Patriarchate that was based in Constantinople would thus potentially

endanger internal Greek policies.”

Farmakidis wrote a seven-volume work with a title that explains its genre, H Kouvy

Mobnrn Peta vmopvpdtaov apyaiov, Which could be translated as: The New Testament

% For more about Farmakidis’ life, see H {of kat 1 8péon tov Oedrintov Dappaxidn (1784-1860): 1o
emoTnHovikd ovvédplo Nikawa-Adpicag 24 & 25 Ampuiniov 2010. Adpica: TIvevpotikdg Torrticpkdg

Opyoviclog Anpov Nikawag, 2010. Also, @aplakidng, @., Amoroyia, ABnva: Ayyehog Ayyehidng (1840)
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with ancient hypomnemata, and published it between 1842 and 1845.%* In this work, he

covered all the books of the New Testament:

v. 1: The Gospel according to Matthew (1842)
v. 2: The Gospels according to Mark, Luke and John (1842)

v. 3: The Acts of the Apostles and the Pauline Epistle to the Romans (1842)

<

. 4: Both Epistles to the Corinthians (1843)
v. 5: From Galatians to Philemon (1843)

v. 6: Hebrews and the Catholic Epistles (1844)

<

. 7: Revelation (1845)

For the Gospels, Farmakidis used Zigabenus’ catena, for Acts and the Pauline
Epistles it was that of Oecumenius (to adopt Farmakidis‘s own nomenclature) and for
Revelation he relied on both catenae by Arethas of Caesarea and Andrew of Caesarea.
Given the focus of the present thesis, my interest is limited to the Pauline epistles in
volumes three to six. In his introduction in the Pauline epistles at the beginning of the
third volume,® Farmakidis talks about Oecumenius (whom he still believed lived in the
tenth century) and the editorial history of his catena on the Pauline epistles, with
references to Montfaucon, Donatus, Morellus, Hentenius and Nikodemus the Hagiorite.

Then he compares the works on the Pauline epistles by Theophylact, Zigabenus and

% Qappaxidng ©., H Kawvij diabijin Pete smopvgdaov dpyaiov, AOva: Nikdroog Ayyedidng, 1842-1845.

% Qappaxidng ©., H Kawij Awabixn Pete dmolvipdrov apyaiov, V. 3 Hepiéywv toc Tpddeic v
Arootélwv kol v mpog Pwlaiovg émiatolnv, ABRva: Nwkdraog Ayyehiong, 1942, pp. {—1y’.
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Oecumenius, concluding that Oecumenius’ compilation is closest to the genre of catena.
Later on he explains part of the methodology that he followed for his edition. He seems to
consider as very important whether the names of the Church Fathers are written in the text
or in the margins; this is something that | also discuss in the chapters below about
Urkatena and the codex Vaticanus. Since Farmakidis observed that some extracts appear
sometimes with a name of the Father to whom they are attributed, some others without
name and in some cases with a different name of another Church Father, he decided that
he could not trust these names and thus he would not generally use them. His practice was
to include in his edition only the names that could be found in the text and some of the
names in the margins that he included in parentheses, and he explicitly apologises to those
who may find this practice unsatisfactory.®

Another innovation by Farmakidis stems from his judgement that Oecumenius’
compilation is in many cases so bad that it is difficult to understand. He does not blame
the compiler for this, but rather the scribes and later editors.®’ It is clear that Farmakidis
did not use any manuscripts, which he admits: “How could we correct these mistakes?
From manuscripts? There are no manuscripts in Greece as far as we know.” In this he was

right, because the geographical extent of Greece was so limited at that period® and the

% Qappaxidng ©., H Kowvij Awabikn Pete dmopvipdrov apyaiov, V. 3 Hepiéywv toc Tpddeic v
Arootdlwv kai ty mpog Popaiovs émiotolnv, ABMva: Nucoiaog Ayyeliong, 1942, p. 6”.

7 Gappaxidng ©., H Kowij Awabixn Pete dmopvppdrov apyaiov, V. 3 Hepiéywv toc Tpddeic v
Armootdlwv kai Ty mpog Pwlaiovg ériotolnv, ABva: Nikoraog Ayyehidng, 1942, p. v.

% After 1830, the new country only consisted of the Peloponnese and Central Greece. With the Treaty of
Constantinople in 1832 the borders were extended a little bit further in the North, and were represented with
a horizontal line from the Ambracian Gulf of the lonian Sea in northwestern Greece to the Pagasetic Gulf

that is formed by the Mount Pelion peninsula in central-east Greece.
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Pseudo-Oecumenian catena manuscripts that are known to us today belonged to libraries
in areas, which at the time were still under the Ottomans. So Farmakidis relied on
Morellus’ edition for his publication. Farmakidis’ innovation is that he “healed the text”
or “filled the gaps” with the help of Hentenius’ Latin translation and Theophylact’s
catena. In order to make it clearer, | will give an example using Gal 1:1-5 the way that he

worked.

This explanation relies on the table below, which is structed as follows. The first
column characterises the nature of the text in the far right column. In many catenae,
especially the text catenae, the biblical text is found as a block of text which is followed
by the commentary. The reader could have easily been confused if there was no
distinction between the comments. Furthermore, in this format it would be difficult to
associate each comment with a certain word or phrase of the verse, so there was often a
repetition of the relevant biblical text. The second and the third columns refer to the
chapters and verses of the biblical text respectively, whereas the fourth column allocates a
unique identification number (ID) to each comment of the catena. In the final column we
see the text. The letters in black show the text that is expected to be found in an
unabridged Pseudo-Oecumenian Pauline catena manuscript. The green letters are
additions from Theophylact that were introduced by Farmakidis. The words in red were
omitted by Farmakidis, whereas those in blue are those which Farmakidis took from
Theophylact to replace those of Pseudo-Oecumenian catena (which are identified in

parentheses).
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Ch. [VenID
Repctition |1 |1
Comment (1 (1 |1

Theophylact*
Fepetiion[1 1 ]2
Theophylact
Comment {1 (1 |2
Repetition |1 (1[4
Comment {1 1 |4
Repetition |1 |1 |3
Comment (1 (1 |3

Theophylact

Repetition (1 2 |5
Comment ({1 (2 |5
Repctition | 1 2 |6
Comment {1 (2 |6
Theophylact®
Repetition |1 [3 |7
Comment (1 (3 |7
Repetition {1  [3 |8
Comment |1 (3 |8
Repectition | 1 4 |9
Cormment |1 (4 |9
Repctition | 1[4 |10
Comment (1 (4 |10

Theophvlact

Comment |1 [4 [10
a
Repetition 1[4 |11
Cormment | 1 4 |11
Repetition |1 {5 |12
Comment- |1 |5 |12

Text
otk dn” avBpdaroy
Exislénn; dvaiper vd elvin dovlpdmay pebryris- dnbotolog yip Siul ool ol dr” vBpdmoy
ypeymobels iy droatod iy, obde B avBpdmon. daki 81 abrol tol Xpurtol. gl tolito S3EdEy
iy Eprpov.

Efdmrrine piv yap abriv Avevios S0 ok Exelvos npis mleny baileaey, @i dn’
obpavei 6 Xprords. A 7i & win lme, Malilog waprds, &, rdevolos; Auin sepi
Toirow mlc v & kigog, Leypdvroy bnoix” dvBpdney dnderoloes KEPEIpOTOVYTO- Npdc TodTo
oty dvierare, dekvig Gn otk o Tofito,

akhi i Inool Xpetod Kol Beoll marpds

Kl pipy ai MpdEees, imd rod Tveiporos dniodan atrtiy dpopuaiivo eic vy drosroiiy.
Afjhov oliv, B pla EEpveln Yied, kol Tivedperos, kol Morpdc.

Enuebmon 68 vh G fxi narpds kol viol kelusvoy- Kol gpioy o vidy ovopeabévia

1ol Epeipavros airdy

Wakp i el vhy motépa Twils todto elpmrel. kol Sia Ty 1y dxoudvioy Godiveumn.

EK VER OV

Etsanipos i oikovopieg wal tol Bowirow duniein tob woploe- Tva iy ol Xpratod
slepyEmdn Dropvrimes | ot poiy 1H npdemd meion wrete ol vopes mpoadery. E0E i
Hprandy,

16 tradp adrdy droBovdyn kol dvoerdyn- kol fn o toedtoy delerosbo etepréton,
pEYHEiNE fyviopomive.

woi of eiv Epol wavres dichooi

Tu Gfpmote vilv mavToy gy To ol AGekpdre- ST ol Sl lovies aimdy Eheyoy pdwoy 1oy
Tleihow wemerdt wovoTopiey TY REMITORTV Koibery- Botlere oby BELSm okloi: i towitmy
dopwiroy fying koteembs,

Tols Enrnaimes s DNoheriong

Thpa 1ol Sopet Ty EvBarfiy - ob yip elrey dic eidAe tolg dyamyrols i ol fyeapivens fyow
s Exrchnmiog ol Beod- dd tals Exineioes i Feletiec.

[Exeui) 8& wal Sweeraaioloy, siwitos kol mekias fdnaiog rofrovs dvopdle: Gpo &2
Kol fvrpémoy @ireobs, svvdye eig Bv Sl 1ot dvdpartog tottou. O yitp £lig aolih
duppnpévor, o Sivavrm redry cokelabo off spoanyopie, ) evpgoviay Gnlol]

s Dy vl £ipryv )
"Exewify plp éscvdiveooy T meproopd] s pdpmros gxneaely. teboy abtols dnsigerome ek fe
el kel slpfvn - foow yip éxmolepmBivies tpbs Bedw T Tl vopkdw Svtokpdron

T PHETT] AT REL.

demd Beod motpic "

0 Bedg meriyp bpdy Epivero. Tlddev & Eete onol coleTy mordpe vhy Bedy. oo dmd Tob
Permrloparo; i oty Exectis- tol wigow,

100 divrog fuvrdy

Toob &murdy Sédokeay- Suiy aliv dxodorys wed ol merphs airby Gedbaby, THv etbosiny kol
iy BEknew vhey 1ol marphe.

freag ESEMTOn fjpis

"Edmkey dovrdy tmdp tdy duepruiw fpdw SEnkelpov 12 of mpdrepa ol mpdc mh pEldov
auvTnpdne S wip ooy EERNTML Nuis & ol Evestdos oifvos movnpol- TouTESTL THEY
novpdy (okdv Ps-Oecumenins] xowpdy Theophylact) mpafean: wal i Swpbappémc
npoapéecms (Lofs Ps-Oecumenivs] spompéeews Theophylact) Goifc- talbaony witp abe
WAED o oab o oy 1 ol Nl poc Sneye. ofites wigp ool Ruets sldBapey, Soae nondy
adosajooy fuly aupfi. kaeiy ooy fpépay txoinan-

Kokfyy Bayov fjpépay: ol tiv wmpdy, dkld iy ceploramy, kol iy npdlov Sunfldkiovrec
00 yip Iva fpis dmowteiv), wol fxflain tic nopolons Cwode Gl tolivo dxsbovey &
Xperds &6k Tva vdv movwmpdy apdieoy dmakdln rod owoi.

Al B rodb gineiv évesiito eliwo: movnpod, Eheikev 611 Th wokby otk dyfvnroy olbdé asffuoy.
GG mpdmmpoy.

el oh BELy o ;

‘Exenidy yip Sueyov #eivon pr Geiv iy tovwopov dcimd Geol doBivoe. Selivvuay Gm wal 1d
o Xpurrd morebom. BEinua ol moTpds fore- wark o S€inue yip ol mompde. Edawev
ey & Xpordo- dpdc &m cdSoped émroyf) tol netpbs mpdc thv vidv Riyera, 0 winm
alveenos, maky 58 told monpds iy simdyv. tol fertiopotoc tmopgomoker T ol Eeclls
ol Wi

@ 1) &5 £ig Toic aldvag

EvBupndels Sl viv sipneivay s dodvous sbepreaio; tof Seol, 45 ov xorexpivovto oo,
aguivees 1hv slepyenijoavra Xperdy- elra fwmhoyeic Totres £ic Sofohoyioy sorérauo:
v Adpov- ob wip v alods Efemeiv-gic Sofoloylay korénoveey Thy Livov.

Table 1: Farmakidis compilation Gal. 1:1-5
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Only the two passages that are marked as Theophylact* feature a note that these
are interpolations from Theophylact’s Pauline catena. The rest of the green text is present
in Farmakidis’ “Pseudo-Oecumenian” catena, but he does not mention that these are
Theophlact’s words. It is difficult for the reader to spot these interpolations, since they fit
so nicely in the meaning of the text. In fact, they complete it, as for example in Gal 1.1,
where the third comment, «Evkaipwg g oikovopiog kai tod Oavdtov EUvicOn tod
Kupiov: tva t@v tod Xp1oTod eVEPYECIAY VTOUVICAG, TOVTE® YOOV TG TPOT® Teion UNKETL
T VOU® Tpocéyey. Al T® Xplotd,», IS completed with: «t® vép avtdV dmobavovtt
Kol avaotdvtr kol 6t 0 To10hTov dgictactot gdepyétov, Heyding dyvopoovvne»: the

dative in the latter clause attributes further qualities to «t@® Xpiot®d».

Also, it is evident in Gal 1.4 comment 10 that Farmakidis has opted for the
replacement of the words that are present in the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena tradition with

those from the Theophylact’s text. This way we have the following two changes:

* kak®v Ps.-Oecumenius] rovnp®dv Theophylact

* (ofg Ps.-Oecumenius] npoapécewc Theophylact

o MMépav €moinco Ps.-Oecumenius] Koknv &oyov uépav: o0 TOV Kapov, GAAGL TNV
nepiotacty, kol v mpdlwv dwfdiiovteg. OV yap tva MUAS dmokTeiviy, kol kAN
g mapodong {ofg, 610 TodTo Amébavev 0 Xp1oTdg: AAL tva T@V Tovnp®dV TPAEEDY

amordén tod Aowrod Ps.-Oecumenius.

It seems that Farmakidis tried to give readers or the scholarly community
something that could be considered as complete as it could be. But, by interpolating
extracts from Theophylact, he was creating something new that never existed in any

manuscript. He presumably believed that, by doing this, he prepared an edition, which
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was not lacking in meaning. Indeed, in some cases the readers of Oecumenius’ work have
the sense that the sentences are incomplete. Yet Farmakidis added so much more to the
meaning of the Oecumenian text that his edition could be considered as a version of
Theophylact’s Pauline catena. Additionally, the way that Farmakidis divides and arranges
the comments for his edition could rather be characterized as similar to Theophylact’s

division of the comments.

In any case the reader should be aware that not all changes are mentioned in the
footnotes. Farmakidis sometimes mentions cases in which he interpolated text from
Theophylact’s catena, but not always. As we saw in the table above, only for two
comments are there footnotes by Farmakidis with the information that these are

interpolations to the text of the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena:

*  «Efdntice pev yap adtov Avaviog: AL 00K €KEVOG TPOG MIoTY EKAAECEV, GAN
an’ odpavod 6 Xpiotdc. A Ti 8¢ ovk eimev, IMadiog KANTOG, GAN’, dmOGTOAOC;
ATl Tepl tovTOL TAG MV O AdYog, Aeydviwv St O’ AvOpOT®V AmOGTOAOC
KEYELPOTOVITO* TIPOG TOVTO 0BV dvicTatal, Seikvdg 8Tt 00K Eott TobTO».*

*  «Emeidn 0¢ kol deotaciolov, €lkOT®mg Kol TOALOS €kkAnciog tovTovg Ovoldlet
GHo 0 Kol &vpénmmv avTolg, cuvayel g &v 01d Tod dvopatog tovtov. Ol yapeig
TOAAGL dmpnUévol, o duvavtal tavty kaAlelcBor T mpoonyopiq, 1 GVHE®Viav

dnAot.»'

% Qoppaxidne ©., H Kows Awbdikn petd dmopvnpdtov apyaiov, V. 5 Tepiéyov iy mpdg Tokdtag

EMOTOAMY PEYPL Thig TpOg D1Aqova, (ABAva: Nwkolaog Ayyehidng), 1943, p. 5.
190 pappakidng ©., H Kows Awbfixn Hetd dmopvnpétov apyaiov, v. 5 Hepiéyov v mpoc Tokdtag

EMOTOAMY HEYPL Thig TpoOg D1Aqova, (ABRva: Nwkdlaog AyyeAidng), 1943, p. 6.
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What makes Farmakidis’ edition even more intriguing is that, apart from
Theophylact’s catena, he also uses further extracts. These are mainly from Theodoret,
with a few from Chrysostom. In total, the number of the additions he records in the
footnotes are thirty-six additions from Theophylact, nine from Theodoret and six from
Chrysostom. After a few pages it is left to the discretion of the reader whether he/she
wants the assistance of these texts, because they are not found in the main body of the
text but instead are found only in footnotes. Interestingly, not all of these additions are
taken from Theophylact’s catena on Galatians or Theodoret’s and Chrysostom’s
commentaries on Galatians, but also from commentaries on other books. For example, on
page 6 in comment 4 on Gal 1:1 there is a comment from Chrysostom’s homilies on
Acts. Although, this is not a new practice, as we will see in the edition of Staab’s Pseudo-
Oecumenian “sekundérer Erweiterungs-Type” in chapter six, it is a surprise to find it in a

modern edition.

In his mixed apparatus, combining an apparatus criticus, apparatus fontium, and a
list of parallel texts, all in the form of footnotes, Farmakidis not only adds his own
comments (on Galatians see pages 16 and 24) and other encyclopedical comments (e.g.
pages 37 and 47), but also text critical comments on the biblical text, even though he did
not rely on any manuscripts. Thus, these text critical comments must be based on editions

of the New Testament to which he had access. Here are two examples from Galatians:

* Gal 4.4 yevopevov: Farmakidis comments «map’ dAAo1g yevvallevovy» (p. 48)

» Gal 6.13 zepirepvopevor: Farmakidis comments «zap’ dAog meprzetiypévor» (p. 76)

Furthermore, conjectures can also be found as part of his text critical comments.

For example, at Gal 5.13 Farmakidis says: “om. &mte aut éxdéEnobe aut éxtpéymte post
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éhevbepiov”. ' However, none of these three words is attested in a biblical manuscript

reported in any of the standard editions.

1.5.2 Explanation of Cramer’s work (1842—1845)

Cramer’s edition is the most widely known and used edition of all. In eight
volumes he published several types of catenae in all books of the New Testament except
Revelation. Cramer’s work could be characterized as very “Oxoniensis and Parisinus”
with only a hint from Munich, since he used manuscripts from only these places. This
shows some of the limitations of his work. One must admit that he worked with more

manuscripts than earlier scholars, which remains a great help even today.
The New Testament volumes are arranged as follows:

v. 1. Matthew and Mark (1840)

v. 2: Luke and John (1841)

v. 3: The Acts of the Apostles (1838)

v. 4: Romans (1844)

v. 5: 1-2 Corinthians (1841)

v. 6: Galatians, Philippians, Colossians, 1-2 Thessalonians and Ephesians (1842)
v. 7: 1-2 Timothy, Titus, Philemon, Hebrews (1843)

v. 8: Catholic epistles (1840)

10! pappakidng ©., H Kows Awbfikn Hetd dmopvnpétov apyaiov, v. 5 Hepiéyov v mpoc Tokdtag

EMOTOAMV HEYPL Thig TpoOg D1Aqova, (ABRva: Nikolaog Ayyehidng), 1943, p. 65.
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I have created tables for the Gospels, the Catholic Epistles, the Acts and the
Pauline Epistles, that explain in a nutshell which manuscripts were used in his work for

each catena type and what name each type has been given.

1.5.2.1. Gospels

Matthew Mark Luke John

Oxoniensis, Bodl. Supplement | Supplement
Laud. 33 o

recensio ii
Paris. gr. 178
Parisinus catena integra catena
Coislin. Gr. 23 integra

typus B

Oxon. Bodl.
Misc. 182
Oxon. Bodl. | supplement - catena
Auct. T.14 Chrysostom integra

Table 2: Cramer’s types of catena in the Gospels

For the catena on Matthew Cramer used Parisinus Coislinianus gr. 23 which he
characterized as “catena integra” (v. 1, pp. 1-257) and Oxoniensis Bodleianus Auct. T.1.4
for supplementary material from Chrysostom’s commentary on Matthew (v. 1, pp. 449-
496). For the catena on Mark, which he named “recensio ii”, Cramer used three

manuscripts: Oxoniensis Bodleianus Laud. 33, Parisinus gr. 178 and Parisinus
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Coislinianus gr. 23 (v. 1, pp. 261-447). For the catena on Luke, characterized as typus B,
he used Parisinus Coislinianus gr. 23 and Oxoniensis Bodleianus Misc. 182 (v. 2, pp. 3-
174) and as supplement Oxoniensis Bodleianus Laud. 33 (v. 2. pp. 415-430). For the
catena on John, Cramer used Parisinus Coislinianus gr. 23 and Oxoniensis Bodleianus
Auct. T.1.4, which he characterized as “catena integra” (v. 2, pp. 177-413) for

supplementary material from Oxoniensis Bodleianus Laud. 33 (v. 2, pp. 431-450).

1.5.2.2. Catholic Epistles

For the Catholic Epistles (v.8) he published the so-called catena Andreae from
Oxoniensis Coll. Nov. 58 for all the Catholic letters apart from Jude, for which he used

Oxoniensis Bodl. Libr., Rawlinson G. 157.1%,

Jas|1Pet |[2Pet |1Jn |{2Jn |3Jn Jd

Oxon. Rawlinson G.
Catena Andreae Oxon. Coll. Nov. 58
157

Table 3: Cramer’s types of catena in Catholic Epistles

192 This manuscript has no GA number, thus is not in the Liste. Whereas Karo and Lietzmann identify it as
‘Bodl. Misc. 169’. See Houghton, H.A.G. and D.C. Parker (eds.), Textual Variation: Theological and Social
Tendencies? Papers from the Fifth Birmingham Colloquium on the Textual Criticism of the New Testament

[Texts and Studies, Third series, vol. 6], Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias, 2008, p. 21.
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1.5.2.3. Acts
Cramer used the same manuscript for Acts as the Catholic Epistles, publishing the

catena Andreae from Oxoniensis Coll. Nov. 58 (v. 3. pp. 1-424).

1.5.2.4. Pauline Epistles

Rom 1Cor 2Cor Gal Eph Php Col 1Thess 2Thess 1Tim 2Tim Tit Phm Heb

Oxon. Bodl. Auct. E.  typus
2.20 [=Misc. 48] Vaticanus
typus
Monacensis gr. 412 Monacensis
Typus
Paris. Gr. 227 Vaticanus
Ps-
Paris. Gr. 223 Oec
Ps-
Paris. Gr. 216 Oec

Oxon. Bodl. Auct. T. Ps-Occ Ps-Oec
1. 7. [=Misc. 185] Ps-Oec (Supp.) (Supp.) (Supp.)

Oxon. Bobl. Roe 16 Ps-Oec (Supp.) Ps-Oec (Supp.)
Paris. Coislin. Gr.
204 Typus Parisinus e cod. Parisinus 204

catena
Paris. Gr. 238 Nicetae

Cramer, v. 4 (1844)
Cramer, v. 5 (1841)
Cramer, v. 6 (1842)
Cramer, v. 7 (1843)

Table 4: Cramer’s editions of several catena types in the Pauline Epistles

Cramer published typus Vaticanus for Romans (v. 4) from codex Oxoniensis Bodl. Auct.
E. 2. 20 [Misc.48], and also included Typus Monacensis from the codex Monacensis gr.
412 (v. 4), in order to facilitate comparison between the two. For 1 Corinthians (v. 5) he
used Parisinus gr. 227, with supplementary material for the Pseudo-Oecumenian type
from Oxoniensis Bodleianus Auct. T.1.7 [=Misc. 185] (v. 5, pp. 460-469) and from

Oxoniensis Bodleianus Roe 16 (v. 5, pp. 477-478)

Cramer published a Pseudo-Oecumenian catena on 2 Corinthians from two manuscripts.

The first half of the text comes from Parisinus gr. 223 (v. 5, pp. 345-444) and the rest
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from Parisinus gr. 216 (v. 5, pp. 445-459). He also supplemented this with more extracts
from Oxoniensis Bodleianus Auct. T.1.7 [=Misc. 185] (v. 5, pp. 469-477) and from

Oxoniensis Bodleianus Roe 16 (v. 5, pp. 479).

In his sixth volume he published Typus Parisinus from Parisinus Coislinianus gr. 204 for
Galatians, Ephesians, Philippians, Colossians, 1 Thessalonians and 2 Thessalonians. He
also adds supplementary material for these epistles from Oxoniensis Bodleianus Auct.
T.1.7 [=Misc. 185] (v. 6, pp. 399-410) and from Oxoniensis Bodleianus Roe 16 (v. 6, pp.

410-413).

Finaly, in the seventh volume he continues with typus Parisinus for 1-2 Timothy, Titus,
Philemon from Parisinus Coislinianus gr. 204, with no supplementary material. The same

volume also contains Nicetas’ catena on Hebrews.

1.5.3 Explanation of Migne’s work (1893)

With regard to the Pauline Epistles in particular, the first printed catena on the
epistles, as noted above, was published in 1532 at Verona by Bernardus Donatus. It is a
catena known by the name of (Ps-) Oecumenius,'® patterned after the Catena Aurea of

Thomas Aquinas.*®* Donatus’ work was re-edited and translated into Latin by Morellus in

193 Turner says Oecumenius, Miihlenberg says (Ps‘eudo’) Oecumenius. See respectively Turner, C. H.,
“Greek Patristic Commentaries on the Pauline Epistles”, in A Dictionary of the Bible, edited by J. Hastings,
New York: Charles Scribner’s sons, 1905, pp. 484-531; Muhlenberg, E., “Katenen”, in Theologische
Realenzyclopadie 18, Berlin — New York : Walter de Gruyter, 1989, p.16.

194 Miihlenberg, E., “Katenen”, in Theologische Realenzyclopadie 18, Berlin — New York: Walter de
Gruyter, 1989, p.16
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1633: this is the edition reproduced by Migne in 1893 in the volume 118 of the series

Patrologia Graeca.

1.5.4. Explanation of Staab’s work

1.5.4.1. Die Pauluskatenen (1926)

Staab’s work “Die Pauluskatenen” (1926) was a very serious attempt at gathering,
grouping and studying manuscripts of several Pauline catena types. He studied Typus
Vaticanus, Typus Monacensis, Typus Parisinus, and the catenae of Nicetas, Pseudo-
Oecumenius and Theophylact. He was interested not only in their types and character, but
also in any possible relationhip among the types. He also studied a few more manuscripts
that do not fit into any tradition, such as Athonensis Pantokratoros 28 (GA 1739), which

is also very important for New Testament textual criticism.

1.5.4.2. Pauluskommentare aus der Griechischen Kirche (1933)

In his work “Pauluskommentare aus der Griechischen Kirche” (1933) Staab tried
to reconstruct commentaries on Pauline Letters by Church Fathers from extracts found in
catenae. He gathered together scholia that he had detected during his work on catena
manuscripts for: Didymus the Blind, Eusebius of Emesa, Acacius of Caesarea,
Apollinarius from Laodicea, Diodorus of Tarsus, Theodore of Mopsuestia, Severian of

Gabbala, Gennadius of Constantinople, Oecumenius, Photius and Arethas of Caesarea.

Staab collected the scholia for the edition of the above-mentioned commentators

from the following manuscripts:
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Mss GA number Type (see Staab, 1926)
Vat. gr. 762 1915 Typus Vaticanus
Monac. gr. 412 1909 Typus Monacensis
Paris. Coisl. 204 1910 Typus Parisinus
Athous Pantokratoros 28 1900 Unique

Vindob. theol.gr. 166 1953

Ambros. E 2 inf. 1983 Niketas

Paris. gr. 238 1938 Niketas

Vat. gr. 1430 622 Pseudo-Oecumenian
Vat. Palat. gr. 10 1997 Pseudo-Oecumenian
Vat. gr. 2062 627 Pseudo-Oecumenian
Vat. Barber. gr. 574 1986 Pseudo-Oecumenian
Vat. Palat. gr. 204 1998 Pseudo-Oecumenian
Marcianus gr. 546 617 Pseudo-Oecumenian
Marcianus gr. 33 1923 Pseudo-Oecumenian
Ambros. D 541 inf 1982 Pseudo-Oecumenian
Ambros. C 295 inf. 1981 Pseudo-Oecumenian
Paris. gr. 219 91 Pseudo-Oecumenian

Oxford Magdal. Coll. 7 (for

Rom -2 Cor 1:12)

Pseudo-Oecumenian

Cambridge Univ. Libr. F f 1

30 (for 2 Cor 1:13 — Hebr)

Pseudo-Oecumenian

Oxf. Bodl. Misc. 185 (=
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Auct. T1,7)

Table 5: Manuscrispts for Staab’s edition (1933)

Staab after the completion of his book in 1926 and before the edition of the fragments of

Pauline commentaries in 1933 he had the chance to consult and study twenty-three more

manuscripts from Greece, England, Germany and Austria. He provided the description of

these manuscripts in his edition of 1933 and he used some of these for his edition. These

manuscripts are the following:

Mss GA number

Athens, National Library 138 2013
Athens, National Library 100 075
Athens, National Library 207 1360
Athens, National Library 490 254
Athens, National Library 96 1973
London, British Library Add. 22734 641
London, British Library Add. 7142 1956
London, British Library Add. 39599 911
London, British Library, Arundel 534 1961
Oxford, Bodl. Roe 16 1908
Oxford, Bodl. Misc. 185 (= Auct. T. . 7) -
Oxford, Bodl. Misc. 74 (= Auct. E. V. 9) 325
Oxford, Bodl. Barocc. 3 314
Oxford, Coll. Nov. 59 327
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Oxford, Bodl. Cromwell 7 -

Oxford, Bodl. Misc. 179 (= Auct. T. I. 1) -

Oxford, Bodl. Grabe 22 -

Oxford Magdal. Coll. gr. 7 (for Rom — 2 Cor 1:12) 1907

Cambridge Univ. Libr. F f 1 30 (for 2 Cor 1:13 — Hebr) 1907

Basel, A. N. 111. 11 2817
Dresden, A 104 101 and 11551
Vindob. theol. gr. 302 424

Table 6: Pauline catena anuscripts that Staab accessed after his publication in 1926.

1.5.5 Explanation of the work of Nikodemus the Hagiorite

In 1806 Nikodemus the Hagiorite (of Mount Athos, or of Naxos), published what
he called an “intralingual” translation of commentaries on the Catholic Epistles.'®> A
similar volume on the Pauline letters followed in 1819.% Both “intralingual” and

“commentaries” call for further explanation. An intralingual translation is a translation

195 Nuodnpov Aytopeitod, ‘Eppnveio eic tag énta KaBoikdg émotohds t@v Ayiov kai Havevphpov

Anoctorov TaxdPov, ITétpov, Twdvvov, koi Tovda, fitig VO T0L év Hovayoig éhayiotov Nikodnpov

Ayiopeitov €k d10popav cuvepaviobeioa, Venice: Tomoig ITavov Bgodociov 1od €€ Twavvivav, 1806.

106 , . - , . Cass CTAC 4 L ~ - )
Nwddnpov Aylopeitod, [Hodvrov tod Oelov Kol EvodEov ai IA” Emotodal Eppnvevbeioar pev EAAnvieTi

VO Tob Mokapiov Ogopurdktov Apylemiokdénmov BovAyapiag, petappoacOeicar 8¢ gig v kab  MUAG
Kowotépav Slihektov, Kol onUEldHact dlapdpolg katayraicOeioal, mopd tob &v Hokopig tf Anget
vevopévov Nikodnpov Aylopeitov, V. 1 Tiv mpog Paopaiovg kal v npog Kopwbiovg Ipdnyv mepiéymv,
otvi mpooetédnoay sic Kovav IMapaxintiedg eic tovg IB° Amootorove, kai Olkor KA &ic tovg
Kopvpaiovg TTétpov kai ITadlov, @ilomovnBévieg mapd tod adtod Metogppactod, V. 2 Thv mpog
Kopwbiovg Agvtepav, v mpog ['ordtog, v mpog Eeeciovg, v mpog @ummanciovg, Kol v mpog

Koloooagic mepiéywv, Venice: Nucdrioog IMkog, 1819.
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from an older form of one language to a more modern form of the same language, in this
case Greek. Commentaries written in the high style, similar to the ancient Greek language,
were translated into the form of the Greek language that was more comprehensible and
simple for contemporary readers. As for the phrase “a commentary”, it should not
perceived as a literary term, since for his work in the Catholic Epistles Nikodemus was
not translating from a single commentary, but combining three sources never found in the

same manuscript. In effect, then Nikodemus is compiling a new catena. As he says:

«ovvepaviatnv tifv Epunveiov todtny tov Kaboiikdv Emioroldv, ék t@v
1 Epunvevtav. ¢ émtomieiotov (SIC.) UEv oyedov maviayod, &k tod
iepod Mntpopavovg. mollaxis d¢ €k 0D igpod Ocopviaxtov, dlyaxis o Ek

< , 107
700 Oixovleviov»

The three sources for the Catholic Epistles were thus the commentary by
Metrophanes of Smyrna, Theophylact’s catena and, less frequently, Oecumenius.
Nikodemus repeatedly states that Oecumenius is covered by Theophylact. The idea
that Theophylact preceded Oecumenius is repeated in Nikodemus’ work on the
Pauline catena: «dAld kai O Meta TOv ‘Tegpov  Bego@OAoktov  AKUAGOG
Oikovpéviog».'® Nikodemus also adds that for the times that he uses Oecumenius
is only because he gives an alternative interpretation for some verses and this

interpretation can be used to support further Nikodemus’ material.

197 Nikodemus, p. 01" .

1% Nikodemus (1819) t. 1, p. u".
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Nikodemus also admits that he tried to enhance the text with additions,
omissions and changes (characteristics which he says should feature in a good
modern translation in any language). The reason he gives is that Theophylact’s
interpretation is in many cases so short that, if he was translating word for word, it
would have remained obscure. Finally, because of the shortage of witnesses, he
supplies additional material from the Bible and the Church Fathers, which he
acknowledges and is obvious to anyone who wants to compare the original texts

with the modern translation:

«Eme1dn 08 1 copnvela, kol 1) moAlyy ocvviolia eivor Sbw
mpaylata évavtia: 6 o€ Tepogc Ocopviaxtog Elctoyeipioln eig
wapurolia Wépn tiic EpUnveiog tov moliny cvvioliav, dia v Omoiav
nrolovber vo, Un capnviCetor kabopndg 0 vonla, kol Hdiioro, €ig 10
amiodv Pebeplnvevdlevov: e todto éya eic dmoia épny ebpov
acapelay T@V vonldtwv ot Ty ocvvroliav, fjvoia o6iiyov ta
kexlelol\éva, kai émidrove ta ovvretUnléva, Ue mpootijkag, &
apapéoelg, kai Y& Petafolag, Hovov kai HOvov 010 vo Kavm €IS ToDG
OmlovS GoEPPoLS ov capn ta vonlatos Emeidn av kata thv Aéltv
Hovyv Uetéppalo ta ooviofo todto. Uépn dmo to Eldnvikov,
roviaraoty Eleve 0 Voo okoTeEIVOV: Kol Gykoldo. €ig kdbe yiwaong
Hetappaaty ypeidletal Tavrote vo, YiveTol Tpocdnkn Tig, kol Apaipeoig,
kol Jetafoln], o1a toig Eeywplaorovs i0imwTiolovs Exaotng: 04 GG
Kal dia Ty cvvroliav, ai npoctijkor Ett 6iiyov avénpvOnoeav. Encion
8¢ xai eic Tva Pépn, frov éAdelwels aptopidv avaykaiomy tijc Ociog

I'popiis, kai vonlatwv dplolovimv eig v apokeilevny dmobeory, dio,
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T00T0 QvemAMpwaoa Kai Tavtos &k te TV Ociwv Ipapdv, kai Tdy
Tepiyv Tatépwv, kabog tovto dvvartal vo. i0f] kabe évag, ¢ Tic 1jfelke

rapaféin v Uetdppaoty tobmy Yé w0 Elnvikov.»'

And, Nikodemus continues, as if he were trying to convince people to buy
his work, in this way readers will also have the commentaries by Chrysostom,
Theodoret, John of Damascus, Oecumenius, Photius and others that can be found in

the text and even more in the form of notes:

KATOTOAPD Vo 60g eind, Aoelpol, ét1 hali Ye v Eppunveioy tadtyv
700 Hakopiov Ocopvlaktov, kal tag Aoiwas EpUnveiag 1ot Xpvoopprnpovog,
700 Ocodwpitov, 100 Aapacknvod Twavvoo, tod Oikovleviov, 100 Pwtiov,
kol dAlov lotépwv, Oélete droktioel, ¢ Kgreivog v oy, kol Naliota

e , I3 . 110
&v Tolg voonUerwoeot, oLVIOUWS TEPIEYOUEVOS.»

Proof that he takes into account not only all the names given in the commentary, but
also the commentaries themselves is shown by his combination of the hypothesis and the
prooemium (attributed to Theodoret in the manuscripts) as a single argumentum, which he
describes as: «Ymobeoic ti|g mpog Toddtog ‘Emiotorflg koatd tov XpuodoTtopov,
Ocoddprrov, Oeopvriaktov, kai Oikovpéviov.» (=The hypothesis of the Epistle to the
Galatians according to Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophylact and Oecumenius). He puts
the names in what he believes is the right chronological order. As has already been

mentioned, he believes that Oecumenius lived after Theophylact. But what is rather

1%9 Nikodemus (1819) t. 1, p. n'—10".

19 Nikodemus (1819) t. 1, p. 16".
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intriguing is that he recognizes that these texts or part of these can be found in the works
of Chrysostom, Oecumenius and Theophylact and is aware there is some kind of
relationship between them. His translation of the hypothesis could thus correspond to a
fictional collation of the text, which had never happened, yet in a way alluded to their
relationship in a very diplomatic way. ! Agnés Lorrain, in her recent article “Des
prologues bibliques d’origine chrysostomienne: Les Arguments attribués a Théodoret et a
Théophylacte sur les épitres pauliniennes” has shown that the argumenta to the Pauline

Epistles that are found in the catena of Oecumenius just before the analysis of the verses,

1 This is the translation/ paraphrase for Gal. 1.1:

Mapsvdie sic v apynv g émotoAfic Tadmg dvoupel 6 Iadrog mhdc d&v eivon Mabntig kai
AmocTtolog TV AvOpdnv: 3 6,11 Aéyel, g d&v EkarécOn amd avOpdmovg, AAA’ dvmbev kol Ao TOV
Ovpavov: kai Oyt de H€Gov Tvog avBpdmov, dAld d1d ToD Incod Xpiotod. Eneidn, éfdntioe Yev adtov,
Avaviog 0 ATdoToA0g, GAAL &V EkdAecey amd tov Ovpavov &v 1@ Kap@d tod Peonpeplod, dia thg vmep
HMov Aapmovong poPepdc ontaciag éxeivng. (TIpdg. 67, ) A Ti 8¢, S&v elne, Iladhog kANTOC, KoBMS YPaPEL
gic Vv mpod¢ Pwpaiov , kai mpdc Kopwbiovg Emotorv , dAA gimev ITavdog Andctorog; Aot mepi
10UTOV fTOoV BAN 1} VOOESIC TOD AdYOV, He TO VoL Edeyov ol &€ Tovdainv vewoTi motevcavteg, 611 6 Iadiog
EYMoeictn amo tovg avlpdTovg ATdoTOAOG, Kol Oyt Ao TOV XploTOv AUECMS, MG TPOEITOHEY €1g TNV ApyTV
&v 1f] vmobécel tig 'EmiotoAfig tavtg. Eig tov Adyov howmov todtov Evavtobpevog 6 ITadrog, Eypaye 10,
Amootolog, Seiyvovtag e Tobto, 811 8&v firov UadnTic TV dvBpdrnv, obte fTov amd Tode dvlpdTovg

YNOIoUEVOG AndGTONOG.

At pev Ipa&eig 1dv ATootoA@V Qovepdvovoty &tL 7o Tod Ayiov Ivedpatog £dtwpicOn 6 TTadiog
ATOGTOAOG: «AEITOVPYODVIOV Yap @noiy, adtdv ¢ Kvpin, kol vnotevéviov, sine 1o Ivedpo 10 Ayiov-
apopicate dnpot tov te Bapvapav, kai tov Zadlov, gig 10 £pyov 8 mpookékAnpat avtovgy. (Acts 13.2) 'Edd
8¢ Aéyel 6 [Tadrog, 6t EdwpicOn Andotolog Hid T0d [Hatpog, kKol tod Yiod, d1a vo Labwplev MHelS, 6Tt pia
givan 1 €€ovaia Hotpdc, Yiod kai ayiov IIvedportog tfic adtapétov kai poovsiov Ayiog Tpiadog. AMmg
1€ 88, koi Gmd TOV Yidv dmeotédn: avtdg yop eime mpdg odTov: «mopsvov 8t £yd sic "EOvH Hokpov
g€amooteldoe». (Acts 22.21) Inpeiocor 68 6t 1), 61, Tpdboig evpioketanedd kol £ni tod [Matpog: kol 1t

npdTov O Yiog €tayOn amo tov [Matépa....
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and which later on were used by Theophylact, are without doubt summaries of John
Chrysostom’s argumenta to the Pauline letters.'*?

In order to show the diachronic re-use of the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena in other
forms of the Greek language, and to demonstrate that much later witnesses attribute forms
of text to the correct source and can therefore can be used to identify these sources and,
potentially, preserve original material otherwise lost, a comparison is provided here of
Nikodemus and Theophylact. The sample below covers Galatians 1.13. The word for
word translation in Nikodemus’ text is in bold letters, whereas all the rest of the text is
Nikodemus’ additions so as to facilitate a better translation, filling any possible gaps in

the meaning.

THEOPHYLACT:

NIKODEMUS:

Gal. 1.13a «Hkovoate yap v EUNV avactpo@ny tote &v 1@ Tovdaico»

[I60ev dfjhov 611 o1 dmokarvyews Oeiag
napélafov 10 Evayyéhov; Ex tiig mpotépog
Hov avactpodig. ‘O yap to10dT0g SIDKTNG, TAG
av  aBpoéwg petePAndnv, el P Bela  Tig
amokaAvyig eiAkvaé Le; ‘Ot yap 6podpog fiUnv
SudkNg, OfjAOV Amd ToD Kol DUAG AKOVGOL TOVG
FoAdtog, TOVG TOGOVTOV OlecTNKOTOG  THG

‘Tovdaiag.

MM60ev  givor  @ovepdv  oTL U Oziav

amokdioyw mwoapérhdfov éywd o Ilodrog TO
Evayyéhov; and tiv npotépav pov Lonv Kol
ot

avacTPOPNV: &y 6 1600V éyog

KT TAOV XploTwovdv, 7wTDOG TOHGOV
oyrliyopa f0gha petafin0d cic v wictv
00 Xp1otod, aviemg o&v 1|0che UE Tpafin sic
avToV, 0giki) Kol VepELOIKT dToKAAVYIG; OTL

0¢ fjHovv Yéyag kal Ogplog d1dKTNG XploToD,

112 A, Lorrain, «Des prologues bibliques d’origine chrysostomienne : Les Arguments attribués & Théodoret

et a Théophylacte sur les épitres pauliniennes», Zeitschrift fir Antikes Christentum, 19, 2015, p. 481-501.
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Kol T®V XploTiavéy, Qavepov £ivel Kol Gmd
£€6dg Tovg N'ohatag, oi 6moion kol péAov OwoD
anéyere amo tv Tepovcainy Téo0vV TOLD
daotne TémOV, MKOLGOTE OU®G GPOOPHV
KOTAOPOUNV Kal TOV SlyHoV 0mod €moiovv
évavtiov  &ig  TOVg

Xprotiavovg,  kabdg

EpUnveveL 0 Zevnplavog.

Gal. 1.13b «'O11 ke’ dVmepPornv €diwkov v Exxkinciov tod @god, kai éxdpbovv antryv.»

"Opa nd¢ ExaoTtov Peta Emttdoeng tibnow. O
yap einev, Edlokov, dAld, Med  OmepPorfc
Kai aAlG  xad,

nhong. oy Movov  todro,

«EmopHovv-» TOVTEOTL, Koataokqyot
éneyeipov, Kol apavicor tovto yop mopOntod

£pyov.

1.6 Conclusion

Biéme nddg €60 0 Andotolog Efare kGO piav
MEW UE adénowy: 8 8,11 ddv elmev, 6TL
&¢d0lokov amid¢ Vv ExkAnciov tod Ogo?,
GALa TNV é0iokov PE kGOe vmepPoinv: kol
otv  1MpkéoOn eig HoOvov TOUTO, GAAD
énpocbeoe kol 6TV ¢mopOovv avTV, 1youvv
Emeyeipovy vl KOTOOKAWY®, KOi vo  ThV
apavicm: TodTo yup sivar T0 Epyov ékeivov
0mo¥ TopOET KGUiov TOMY KAl KAGTPOV, TO VO

KATOOKAWT], Kol Vi Apavior avTnyv.

In this introductory chapter on Greek biblical catenae in general, with particular

reference to catenae on the New Testament and especially the Pauline catenae, we have

tried to outline developments from the sixteenth century to the twenty-first century.

Efforts were made both for editions of texts and studies of the broader field. The editions

were mostly based on only one manuscript, with some reusing or based on a previously

published one. In many cases, this was probably due to lack of means. Nevertheless, in

many cases these editions remain in scholarly use. With regard to studies of the genre, the
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achievements are more impressive. Each study has added a little piece of knowledge,

building up a greater sense of the whole picture.
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2. On Staab's types of the Pseudo-Oecumenian Pauline Catenae

In 1926 Karl Staab published his monograph on the Pauline catenae. His
introduction defines his aim as the overview of the history of exegesis in the Byzantine
era and the development of criteria to separate one catena from another. These are
threefold. Firstly, the presence or absence of authors’ names identifying the sources
quoted gives two groups of catenae. Secondly, he distinguishes them as earlier and later
catenae according to the time that they were written. Thirdly, Staab identifies the
anonymous catenae according to the location of the main representative manuscript
(Typus Vaticanus, Monacensis, Parisinus), whilst the compiler’s name is used when
present (Nicetas, Oecumenius, Theophylact). He also tries to categorise the manuscripts in
five Oecumenian types. As Staab uses the prefix “Pseudo-“, to explain the relationship
among these five types in simple terms, in accordance with the use of the umbrella term
“Ps-Oecumenian tradition” in scholarship, the term “Ps-Oecumenian type” will also be

used in this paper to refer to this particular group of Staab’s types.

Staab gives information for all the epistles of the manuscripts of the Pseudo-
Oecumenian tradition that he studied. It is evident that he puts some stress on the first
three epistles (Romans, 1 Corinthians and 2 Corinthians), because he believes that he
could establish some connection or relevance or some kind of lineage with typus
Vaticanus and more expecially with the main representative of this type, cod. Vaticanus
gr. 762 that contains these first three Pauline epistles only. It must be noted here that two
more epistles, Galatians and Ephesians, can be found in only one witness of typus

Vaticanus, the cod. Vat. Gr. 692.
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2.1. Methodology

For the purpose of this thesis | will examine one epistle only in the Pseudo-
Oecumenian tradition, namely Galatians. | will attempt to establish a more concrete
relationship between the manuscripts. | will be referring to fifty—one manuscripts. Most of
these are manuscripts that also Staab used in his work and it was possible to be
established some further or different connection between them. | will also give the
Gregory-Aland number in parenthesis (GA) next to the institutional name and shelf-
number of the manuscripts. Since any relationship shown here concerns the construction
or text of the catena in these manuscripts, it might be of some help to New Testament
textual criticism to understand any genealogical relationship of the biblical text of these

manuscripts.

The selection of manuscripts for this part of the thesis is based on the presence or
absence of the Corpus Extravagantium or the Scholia Photiana. Regarding the Corpus
Extravagantium, we should say that the term derives from Staab who used the term
“Extravagantes” from Canon Law to describe the unnumbered comments that are found
next to those of the Pseudo-Oecumenian tradition that are numbered. These comments
from Corpus Extravagantium usually have signs in front of them, but can also be found
without a sign in front of them, and other times with nothing at all. The Scholia Photiana
on the other hand, that Staab calls ‘Photiana’, are comments that are attributed to Photius
(810-891), Patriarch of Constantinople (in two periods 858-867 and 877-886). His most
important work is Myriobiblos (also known as Bibliotheca), a collection of extracts and
abridgments of works of classical authors, historical writers and Church Fathers. Thanks

to this work we have in fragmentary form works which are otherwise lost and information
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about these. Not only Myriobiblos but also his other works Amphilochia (a collection of

question and answers on difficult points in Scripture) and a Lexicon (Aé&ewv Xvvaymyn)

are all in some kind of compilatory form.

The manuscripts used in this section are listed in the following table:

mss GA Holding institution City Date
Lavras L 172 1772 | Monastery of Great Lavra Mount Athos | XIV
Vatopedinus 593 2189 | Monastery of Vatopedi Mount Athos | XIlI
Basil. A. N. 11l. 11 2817 | Universitatsbibliothek Basel XI
Oecum. Patriarch. ex
Chalki Kamariotissis 33 1871 | Oecumenical Patriarchate Istanbul XI
Laur. Conv. Soppr.191 619 | Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana | Florence 984
Laur. Plut. IV.1 454 | Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana | Florence X
Laur. Plut. 1X.10 2007 | Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana | Florence XI
Laur. Plut. VIII.19 — | Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana | Florence XIl
Laur. Plut. X.19 1922 | Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana | Florence X111
Laur. Plut. X.6 1920 | Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana | Florence X
Laur. Plut. X.7 1921 | Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana | Florence XI
Add. 22734 641 | British Library London Xl
Add. 29599 911 | British Library London XIl
Ambros. B. 6 inf. 1941 | Biblioteca Ambrosiana Milan X111
Ambros. C. 295 inf. 1981 | Biblioteca Ambrosiana Milan XI
Ambros. D. 541 inf. 1982 | Biblioteca Ambrosiana Milan XI
Monac. gr. 375 0142 | Bayerische Staatshibliothek Munich X
Mosc. Sinod. gr. 098 1927 | TocynapcTBeHHBIN HcTopryeckuid | Moscow
(Vlad. 94) my3eii (State Historical Museum) X
Oxon. Bodl. Roe 16 1908 | Bodleian Library Oxford XI
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Paris. Coislin. gr. 217 1972 | Bibliotheque nationale de France | Paris X1
Paris. Coislin. gr. 26 056 Bibliotheque nationale de France | Paris X
Paris. Coislin. gr. 27 1905 | Bibliotheque nationale de France | Paris X
Paris. Coislin. gr. 28 1906 | Bibliotheque nationale de France | Paris XI
Paris. Coislin. gr. 30 1970 | Bibliotheque nationale de France | Paris XIl
Paris. Coislin. gr. 95 1971 | Bibliotheque nationale de France | Paris XIl
Paris. gr. 237 82 | Bibliothéque nationale de France | Paris X
Paris. gr. 101 468 | Bibliotheque nationale de France | Paris X1
Paris. gr. 218 607 | Bibliothéque nationale de France | Paris XI
Paris. gr. 219 91 | Bibliothéque nationale de France | Paris Xl
Paris. gr. 222 1932 | Bibliothéque nationale de France | Paris XI
Paris. gr. 223 1933 | Bibliothéque nationale de France | Paris Xl
Paris. gr. 224 1934 | Bibliothéque nationale de France | Paris X1
loannou gr. 15 1162 | Monastery of St. John Patmos XI
Sinait. gr. 282 1879 | Monastery of St. Cathrine Sinai Xl
Vat. Barb. gr. 503 1952 | Biblioteca Vaticana Vatican City | XIV
Vat. Barb. gr. 574 1986 | Biblioteca Vaticana Vatican City | XIllI
Vat. Chis. R VIII 55 (gr.

46) 1951 | Biblioteca Vaticana Vatican City | XIllI
Vat. gr. 1430 622 | Biblioteca Vaticana Vatican City | XIllI
Vat. gr. 2062 627 | Biblioteca Vaticana Vatican City | XIllI
Vat. gr. 3 — | Biblioteca Vaticana Vatican City | XV
Vat. gr. 761 1914 | Biblioteca Vaticana Vatican City | XI
Vat. gr. 765 1916 | Biblioteca Vaticana Vatican City | XI
Vat. gr. 766 1917 | Biblioteca Vaticana Vatican City | XIllI
Vat. gr. 873 — | Biblioteca Vaticana Vatican City | XIV
Vat. gr. 875 — | Biblioteca Vaticana Vatican City | XV
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Vat. Ottob. gr. 31 1946 | Biblioteca Vaticana Vatican City | XI
Vat. Palatinus gr. 10 1997 | Biblioteca Vaticana Vatican City | X
Vat. Palatinus gr. 204 1998 | Biblioteca Vaticana Vatican City | X
Marcianus gr. Z. 33 (423) 1923 | Biblioteca Marciana Venice XI
Marcianus gr. Z. 34 (349) 1924 | Biblioteca Marciana Venice XI
Marcianus gr. Z. 35 (343) 1925 | Biblioteca Marciana Venice XI

Table 7: Manuscripts for the study of the stages of the creation of the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena

A hybrid edition has been prepared, featuring all the patristic extracts found in the
manuscripts that have been studied. Because of the length of the text, it will be placed
after the end of the thesis, as Appendix I, with five columns. The first two columns refer
to the numbers of the chapter and the verse of Galatian. In the fifth column first comes in
bold the biblical text that is being commented and then, in regular type, the respective
comment. In the fourth column stands the Greek number that usually accompanies this
comment, whereas in the fifth column I have given a number to each comment, which |

will use in this thesis, when | refer to a comment.

2.2. Staab’s “Normal Typus”

According to Staab the manuscripts that are grouped under the Pseudo-

Oecumenian “Normal Type” are actually the majority of the members of the Oecumenian

113

family==* and in general they share similarities in terms of structure, features, text layout

and the way that their text begins (initia). The first words of the first comment of the first

113 Staab 1926, 100.
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epistle of the Corpus Paulinum, i.e. Romans provide a means of grouping the
manuscripts. Witnesses to Staab’s Pseudo-Oecumenian “Normal Typus” start with «7o
dmovot ypdpelv aitiov 100 keiobar avtod to dvoa...» Or the slight variant «Tivog évexev

00700 70 Ovola.».

Although this type is considered as the ‘normal type’, this is only a norm set by
Staab. In this type all the extracts are numbered, with the exception of some comments
that have signs instead of numbers in front of them as well as some other comments that
are attributed to certain authors and have their names in front of them.*** It is evident,
however, that these exceptional comments were later additions to a pre-existing catena, an
“Urtyp” as it is characterized by Staab.''®> Another feature of the “Normal Type” catena
manuscripts is that these additional extracts are independent of each other, with no

connections made between them.

It is possible to identify four subgroups among the manuscripts of Staab’s Pseudo-
Oecumenian “Normal Typus”, with further divisions, based on the presence or absence of

118 and how

those scholia that constitute the “Corpus extravagantium”, as Staab calls it,
these are presented. These scholia were simply inserted into an existing catena in whcih
the extracts were numbered. Yet there are various ways in which they have been

integrated. In some cases, they are present in the manuscript as a paratextual feature in the

manuscript; in others they are part of the text but unnumbered; in others they are part of

14 Oecumenius, ®EOA (Gal 4.2), TENNAA (Gal 4.3)
115 Staab 1926, p. 195.

116 Staab 1926, p. 101.
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the text but with a number; finally in others they are hidden as additions to an existing

numbered scholion.

Using the first chapter of Galatians, where only two additional comments
(Extravaganten) are found, | started to investigate the possibility of establishing a
relationship between the manuscripts of the “Normal Typus”. The first is a comment on

the phrase «ék tob éveot@toc aidvog movnpod» (Gal. 1.4)

A0, 100 eimelv éveotdtog aidvog movhpod &dcilev Otl TO0 Kakov 00K

2 r 9y N g 3 \ r
AyEvvnTOV, 0DOE GI010V, GAAG TIPOTKAIPOV.

This is normally found after the tenth numbered comment and for the purpose of this
study it will be called “10a”. The second comments on the word «Tovdaiop®d» (Gal.

1.13). It is attributed to Severian in most of the manuscripts and reads:

Tic ypeio i év 1@ Tovdoiol® dvaotpopiic AL tva deiln- 6t 0b
Tpolnyel dovlevel, GAAG dAnbeia. ob yop iohoag tov volov drédpolley

™V yopiv- ECedikel yop adToV, AL EOPAV TO TEAELOV Adméathn TOD VOUOU.

This is placed normally after the twenty-fifth comment of the original comments of the
basic form of the Pseudo-Oecumenian tradition, so for the purpose of this study it has

been given the number “25a”.

2.2.1. First group

It seems that the additional comments initially appeared with or without a sign in
front of them, in order to be distinguished from the numbered comments, and were later

given a number. Thus, starting first with the manuscripts that the comments have a sign in
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front and when available by the name of their author, we subgroup the manuscripts as

follows:

a) The comment 10a has a sign only whereas in the comment 25a the sign is
accompanied with the name of the supposed author of the extract “Xevnp” (that is
Severian). In this subgroup belong not only the following seven manuscripts that
Staab used for his study, but also five more that were identified as Pseudo-
Oecumenian catena by von Soden:**’

Staab’s manuscripts

Laurentianus Conv. Soppr. 191 (GA 619), Laurentianus Pluteus X.7 (GA 1921),
Vaticanus gr. 766 (GA 1917), Vaticanus Ottobonianus gr. 31 (GA 1946),
Vaticanus Palatinus gr. 10 (GA 1997), Vaticanus Chis. R VIII 55 (gr. 46) (GA
1951), Parisinus Coislinianus gr. 28 (GA 1906).

Additional witnesses

Londonensis BL Add. 39599 (GA 911, von Soden O%), Moscovensis Sinod. gr.
098 (Vlad. 94) (GA 1927, von Soden O™), Oxoniensis Bodl. Roe 16 (GA 1908,
von Soden O™%) Patmiacus loannou gr. 15 (GA 1162, von Soden O™°),
Constantinopolitanus Oecumenical Patriarchat, ex Chalki, Kamariotissis 33 (GA
1871, von Soden 0%), Athonensis Lavras L 172 (GA 1772, von Soden E™).

All the aforementioned manuscripts are dated between the tenth and the twelfth
centuries, with the exception of Athoniensis Lavras L 172 (GA 1772) which is

dated to the fourteenth century and which von Soden categorised as an anonymous

7soden, H.F. von, Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments, I. Teil: Untersuchungen, |. Abteilung: Die
Textzeugen, Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1911, pp. 270-278.
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catena,*® possibly because it does not have the usual appearance of a frame catena
as all the rest of this group, but is an alternating one with numbered blocks of text.
Among the characteristics, which they share, all are laid out as frame catenae, and
before Galatians they all have vrd0ecv, Tpooipiov (except GA 1917) and the titles
of the chapters in the top margin of the page in which that chapter begins (except
GA 1951 and GA 1908); none of them has a list of chapter titles in the body of the
text before the epistle, with the exception of Parisinus Coislinianus gr. 28 (GA
1906). Concerning the numbering, the comments are numbered from o” to p” (1-
100) and after p” start again from o”.

b) Parisinus Coislinianus gr. 30 (GA 1970) shares all the aforementioned
characteristics with the difference that it splits comment number 10 in two halves
and joins its second half with the additional comment 10a. Thus the result is the
following comment with a sign in front of it:

“Ovtwg yop Kai Neis einbollev, 5tdv 1 TV adoxnTwV HUIV cOUBT], Karxnv
pnaiv HUépav Emoinoa: O10. T0D EImETV EveaT@TOS aidVog movpod Edeiéev

071 TO KOKOV 00K GYEVVHTOV, 0UOE 4io10V, GAL0 TPOTKALpOV

¢) Similar to the previous case, Mediolanensis Ambrosianus C. 295 inf. (GA 1981)
and Vaticanus Barberinus gr. 574 (GA 1986) from the eleventh and twelfth
centuries respectively join comments 10 and 10a in one with the letter " in front of

them, while the comment 25a has only the name «Zevnpavod» in front with no

18 Soden, H.F. von, Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments, I. Teil: Untersuchungen, |. Abteilung: Die
Textzeugen, Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1911, p. 283.

61



other sign. It should be mentioned that Staab considers Vaticanus Barberinus gr.

574 as a manuscript of “der erweiterte Typus” that is the expanded type.*

2.2.2. Second group

A second group consists of two codices used by Staab in his work, Laurentianus
Pluteus 1X.10 (GA 2007) and Vaticanus gr. 761 (GA 1914), and one more that was not
mentioned neither by Staab nor by von Soden, that is Basiliensis A. N. 11l. 11 (GA 2817).
They are all dated to the eleventh and twelfth centuries. In these manuscripts, comments
10a and 25a have no sign in front of them and also have no numbering system for the rest
of the scholia. On the other hand, these manuscripts have a couple of differences between
them. Firstly, Laurentianus Pluteus 1X.10 (GA 2007) is an alternating catena, whereas
Vaticanus gr. 761 (GA 1914) is a frame catena, and Basiliensis A. N. 11l. 11 (GA 2817) is
a frame catena with repetitions of the biblical text. This difference is not substantial,
although it helps us understand the reason that there is no sign in front of the comments.
Second, GA 1914 omits the name of Severian. For this group it is difficult at this stage of
the study to say whether or not the fact that the comments are unnumbered is a key for a

genealogical relationship or just a coincidence.

119 Staab, 1926, 140-141.
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2.2.3. Third group

In the third group there are seven frame catenae: Parisinus gr. 222 (GA 1932),
Vaticanus Barberinianus gr. 503 (GA 1952), Parisinus gr. 224 (GA 1934), Athonensis
Vatopedinus 593 (GA 2189), Vaticanus gr. 1430 (GA 622), Parisinus Coislinianus gr. 217
(GA 1972), Parisinus gr. 223 (GA 1933) and two alternating: Parisinus gr. 218 (GA 607)
and Laurentianus Pluteus VI111.19. All range from the eleventh to the fourteenth century.
In this group, the established catena absorbed the unnumbered comments by giving them
numbers. In this case there are three recognisable subgroups. Although the comment 10a
takes the number «wa”» in all of them, the comment 25a (which is always preceded by the

name of Severian) receives different numbers as follows:

a) «k('» in the manuscripts: Parisinus gr. 222 (GA 1932), Vaticanus
Barberinus gr. 503 (GA 1952) and Athonensis Vatopedinus 593 (GA
2189). This is the number that is normally expected to be used for this
comment. In this subgroup the unnumbered comments are integrated
without problems.

b) ««C’». This is due to some anomaly in the numbering of the comments.
Indeed, the comment that starts with «Bodleror deicau...», twenty-second in
row in the pre-existing catena, but twenty-third after the insertion of the
Corpus Extravagantium, has here some irregularity.

a. InParisinus gr. 218 (GA 607) the comment «Bodetar deilou...» has
no number. Its previous comment has the number «kB’» (inc. OV
o 10 koAakedoat... ) and the one that follows it has the number

«ky » (inc. Kata Oeov yap €otu..). This is rather interesting since
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the comment starts in a new line, with an uncial letter in the
beginning and we also find a strong punctuation at the end of the
previous comment. This irregularity is the reason that the comment
25a is numbered as «kC"».

Something similar happens with Vaticanus gr. 1430 (GA 622) with
the difference that here the number «xf"» is repeated. Thus, both
comments «BodAetar ocicar...» and «Ob oia 10 kKolaxedool...» are
numbered as «xf3"». More specifically the comment «kB". O% dwa to
kolaxevoar..» 1S the last one on f. 104r and comment «xf.
Bovletou deilou...» 1s the first one on f. 104v. Since this happens at
the turn of the page we should also consider in this case the reason
that this happened. It could have happened for three reasons: i)
Either the exemplar did’t have a number in front of the comment
«Boblerou deicau...» and the scribe deliberately added one, or ii) the
scribe who was adding the numbers in front of the comments forgot
that he already wrote «xf"» on the previous page and continued
repeating it on the following page, or iii) he copied from an
exemplar that had exactly the same numbering repeating the
number «kf3"».

There is one more manuscript that could fit in this category
although the comment 10a is numbered as «i"» and the comment
25a has no number at all. The codex Laurentianus Pluteus VII1.19
(it has no GA number, because no biblical text has been copied, but

only catena) seems to have been written by a not so careful scribe.
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It supplies evidence of at least three stages in the copying
procedure for this manuscript. First, the scribe copied the main
body of the manuscript with brown ink and then wrote (or gave it to
another scribe to write) the initial letters of the comments with red
ink. After that, the scribe who wrote the initial letters wrote also the
numbers of the comments. The latter must have been considered to
be an easy task since in this catena all comments were to be
numbered and it was easy to distinguish them, since they were all
starting with an initial red letter. But this was not the case, because
in many cases the initial letter had not been written, e.g. comment 2
(inc. Xnpeiowoor 10 da...) or the scribe of the main body had
already accidentally written it with brown ink, e.g comment 26
(inc. Ovk é&dimkov Hovov...). The omission of the number for
comment 2 caused the misnumbering of comment 10a, so instead
of the expected number «wa’» we find the number «'». As for
comment 25a we have an interesting observation. Only the
comments with Oecumenius’ name receive a number: all other
comments with their author’s name remain unnumbered. This is the
reason that the comment 25a has only Severianus’ name in front of
it. In any case, the main reason that this manuscript is categorised
here is due to comment 22, the only comment in the epistle to
Galatians that has a sign in front of it instead of a number. This
feature resembles the previous two manuscripts with some kind of

disorder. In all cases the comment 22 seems to be problematic for
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the scribes or for a scribe at some point of the manuscript tradition
and this has been repeated later on. However, more especially in
this case any carelessness of the scribe was probably also due to the
fact that he did not copy the biblical text too, not even phrases of it
to which he would connect or attach the comments. Hence, copying
only a bulk of comments with no reference made his work rather

confusing and difficult.

c) «g’» in Parisinus gr. 224 (GA 1934) or «ty"» in Parisinus Coislinianus gr.
217 (GA 1972) and Parisinus gr. 223 (GA 1933) as a result of an
idiosyncratic numbering that starts from the beginning on every opening of
the book (verso-recto), with the exception of the beginning of each book.
This appertains to this group, because both original and additional
comments are present and all of them are subject of one numbering, though
not from «a’» to «p”» (1-100) and starting from «a’» again, as in all the
other manuscripts. This is exactly the same with an alternative system for
reference reliant on footnotes that start from 1 on each page. The
inconsistency between the two numbers «ig’» and «y"» is first due to the
quantity of the comments that are contained on each folio in every
manuscript according to the space that the scribe has for the catena, the
space between the lines or the size of the letters. Concerning the two
manuscripts that have the same number «ty”», one happens to be a copy of
the other. Coislinianus gr. 217 (GA 1972) is an Abschrift of Parisinus gr.

223 (GA 1933). Staab considered Parisinus gr. 223 as a manuscript of the
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“erweiterter Typus” (= expanded type), *?° but further investigation showed
that Photius’ name is only encountered four times in front of a comment in
the Pauline corpus and always in the outer margins as a later addition (cf.
ff. 7r, 38v, 46r and 88v). Staab wrongly says of this manuscript that the
Scholia Photiana were written in the outer margins at the beginning of the

manuscript and in the latter part were incorporated into the text.*?*

2.2.4. Fourth group

Six more manuscripts constitute the fourth group of Staab’s Pseudo-Oecumenian
normal type. These are: Laurentianus Pluteus X.19 (GA 1922), Laurentianus Pluteus IV.1
(GA 454), Laurentianus Pluteus X.6 (GA 1920), Sinaiticus gr. 282 (GA 1879),
Mediolanensis Ambrosianus B. 6 inf. (GA 1941) and Parisinus Coislinianus gr. 95 (GA
1971). They are all frame catenae, except codex Parisinus Coislinianus gr. 95 (GA 1971)
that is written in two columns; the inner, thinner one contains the biblical text, whereas
the outer, wider one is for the catena. They all share a few more common characteristics.
First of all, they have integrated the “corpus extravagantium” and given its comments

numbers, as in the third group, but here the comment 10a is numbered as «i"» whereas the

120 Staab, 1926, 148-150.

121 Staab gives two folia as examples that can be found incorporated Photiana scholia, f. 21v and 34v. After
an examination of this claim, | can say that there is no comment unter Photius’ hame on f. 34v, but indeed
there is a comment —the only one in the whole Pauline corpus, as far as | can say— with Photius’ name on
f. 21v, but it seems as if the copist is struggling to put Photius name in front of a sign, indicating a later

addition.

see Staab, 1926, 149.
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comment 25a as «xf"». The divergence of these numbers and those given in the third
group is remarkable. This happens because in this group a few comments are missing or
change place and this causes a new numbering. The comments that are missing are the
following: i) the comment 10 (inc. "Edwkev ovtov vmep TV apapTidV NUV...), 1i) the
comment 12 (inc. 'EvOupunbeic d1a tdv eipnuévov...), 1ii) the comment 17 (inc. Mn yép
Hot enoiv ginng ITétpov...) and the comment 24 (inc. Eito émeidn v yevopdgvny adtd amod
Xprotod anokdroywv...). A misplaced comment is the comment number 25 that in these
manuscripts is found after the comment 25a. These five manuscripts could be divided into
two further subgroups taking into account the presence or the absence of the name of

Severianus in scholium 25a. Thus, the following groups are generated:

a) Those that have «Zevnpuvod - xf»: Laurentianus Pluteus X.19 (GA
1922), Laurentianus Pluteus IV.1 (GA 454)

b) The ones that have «xf’» only: Laurentianus Pluteus X.6 (GA 1920),
Sinaiticus gr. 282 (GA 1879), Mediolanensis Ambrosianus B. 6 inf. (GA

1941) and Parisinus Coislinianus gr. 95 (GA 1971).

The subgrouping above can also be confirmed by a previous study on the Pauline
catena manuscripts looking for the relationship between the Pauline catena traditions,

namely those of Pseudo-Oecumenius, Theophylact and Zigabenus.

122 panella, Th. 2016. “Resurrection appearances in the Pauline Catenae”, in Houghton, H.A.G. (ed.) 2016,
127.
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2.2.5. Summary Table

The following table brings together the results of the analysis in this section,

detailing the manuscripts and their key features.'?®

section | GA Library Shelf number | Date 10a% 25a%
2.2.1a | 619 Florence, BML | Conv. Soppr. 984 SIGN SIGN- Xgunpuovov
191
2.2.1.a | 1921 | Florence, BML | Plutei X.7 Xl SIGN SIGN- Xgunplavov
2.2.1.a | 1917 | Vatican, BAV | Vat. gr. 766 Xl SIGN SIGN- Zgunprovov
2.2.1.a | 1946 | Vatican, BAV | Ottob. gr. 31 Xl SIGN SIGN- Xgunplavov
2.2.1.a | 1997 | Vatican, BAV | Pal.gr. 10 X SIGN SIGN- Zgunplavov
2.2.1.a | 1951 | Vatican, BAV | Chis. R VIII XIl SIGN SIGN- Xgunplavov
55 (gr. 46)
2.2.1.a | 1906 | Paris, BN Coislin Gr. 28 | 1056 SIGN SIGN- Zgunprovov
2.2.1a | 911 London, BL Add. 39599 XI SIGN SIGN- Zgunprovov
2.2.1.a | 1927 | Moscow, Hist. | V.94 S.98 X SIGN SIGN- Xgunplavov
Mus.
2.2.1.a | 1908 | Oxford, Bodl. Roe 16 Xl SIGN SIGN- Xgunplavov
Lib.
2.2.1.a | 1162 | Patmos, 15 Xl SIGN SIGN- Xgunplavov
loannou

123 For further comparison of some of these manuscripts concerning the biblical text, see also, Morrill, B., -

Gram, J., “Parsing Paul: Layout and Sampling Divisions in Pauline Commentaries”, in Houghton, H.A.G.
(ed.), Commentaries, Catena and Biblical Tradition, 2016, pp. 110-111.

69




2.2.1.a | 1772 | Athos, Lavra L172 XV SIGN Zevunplavod
2.2.1.a | 1871 | Istanbul, ex Chalki, X SIGN Yeunplav
Theol. Sch. 33
Oec. Patr.
2.2.1.b | 1970 | Paris, BN Coislin. Gr. 30 | XII SIGN_second SIGN- Xgunplavov
half of 10+10a
2.2.1.c | 1986 | Vatican, BAV | Barb.gr.574 | XII NO SIGN_ Zeunplovod
10+100=1
2.2.1.c | 1981 | Milan, Ambros. | C.295 inf XI NO SIGN_ Zeunplovod
10+100=1
2.2.2 2007 | Florence, BML | Plutei IX.10 XI NO SIGN Ygunplavou
2.2.2 2817 | Basel, UB A.N.iii.11 XI NO SIGN Yeunpt
2.2.2 1914 | Vatican, BAV | Vat. gr. 761 XII NO SIGN NO SIGN
2.2.3.a | 1932 | Paris, BN Gr. 222 Xl o K Zeunplovon
2.2.3.a | 1952 | Vatican, BAV | Barb. gr. 503 1323/4 | w’ k(" Zeunplovon
2.2.3.a | 2189 | Athos, 593 Xl o K Zeunplovon
Vatopedi
2.2.3.b | 622 | Vatican, BAV | Vat. gr. 1430 XIl o Kot XZeunplavod
2.2.3.b | 607 Paris, BN Gr. 218 XI o Kot XZeunplavod
2.23.b | - Florence, BML | Plutei VII1.19 | XII U Zegunplavou
2.2.3.c | 1934 | Paris, BN Gr. 224 XI o 1€” Zevnplavon
2.2.3.c | 1972 | Paris, BN Coislin Gr. X111 o 1y - Zevnplavod
217
2.2.3.c | 1933 | Paris, BN Gr. 223 1045 o 1y
2.2.4.a | 1922 | Florence, BML | Plutei X.19 X1 U KB - Zevnpravov
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2.2.4.a | 454 Florence, BML | Plutei IV.1 X U KB - Zevunpravov
2.2.4.b | 1920 | Florence, BML | Plutei X.6 X v KB’
2.2.4.b | 1879 | Sinai Gr. 282 XI U KB’
2.2.4b | 1971 | Paris, BN Coislin Gr. 95 | XllI v KB’
2.2.4.b | 1941 | Milan, Ambros. | B. 6 inf X1 V- Oikovpéviov | «f

Table 8: Subgrouping of the manuscripts of the Pseudo-Oecumenian group I11.
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2.3. Staab’s Spezialtypus

Staab continues his work by characterizing Vaticanus gr. 1430 (GA 622, Diktyon N°¢ 68061),
a manuscript from the 11t century,124 as “a special type”.12> This manuscript will be
examined more closely in the following section. Following this, the presence of different

catena types in this witness will be examined in more detail in section 2.3.2.

2.3.1. Studying Vaticanus gr. 1430 with the help of palaeography and codicology

Several scribes were involved through the centuries for the final form of Vaticanus gr.
1430. The manuscript consists of the Pauline epistles (ff. 1r-222v) and the Catholic
epistles (ff. 223r-270v), and was copied in the eleventh century. The biblical text for both
sets of epistles was copied in the centre of the pages, apparently by two scribes: one (A)
was responsible for the majority of the manuscript, while another (B) wrote the quire that
consists of ff. 231r — 238v. Staab believes that B might have copied two other quires, ff.
40r — 48v and ff. 49r — 60v,"?® but this claim is unsupported in both cases. The original
quire of 49r-60v is missing and what we have today is a replacement of the original,
which permits no identification of the original hands.**” A careful palacographical study

of 40r-48v indicates that it was written by the scribes A for the biblical text and C for the

124 1n http://pinakes.irht.cnrs.fr it is dated in the 11" C, whereas in the Liste in the 12" century.
'%° Staab 1926, 126 ff.

126 Staabh 1924, 302

127 them to have written the quire: ff. 40r — 48v and ff. 231r — 238v,'?’ who as Staab believes might have

copied a third quire, too, ff. 49r — 60v,'? but this claim is difficult to be proved since the original quire is

missing.
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catena. Proof for this is offered by the words knpbyparog (f. 39v, from the previous quire)
and knpvypa 40v (quire in question), as well as the words “Exinveg (f. 39v) and "EAlnot
twice on f. 40r with the first three letters written in the same way as well as the accent and
the breathing. The manner of writing «m» in f. 40r could be cited as an objection, but in
fact there are many examples of this letter with the same uncial shape in the previous

quire .

Scribe A initiated the plan to copy this manuscript with the intention of the
creation of a frame catena. For reasons unknown to us he had the support of the scribe B
for the sole aforementioned quire (ff. 231r — 238v). Scribe A also started to copy the
catena text, but he stopped as soon as he completed f. 2r. From f. 2v onwards this task for
the Pauline epistles was continued and completed by scribe C. At this stage of the
preparation of the manuscript the Catholic epistles were left without commentary,
although the mise en page of the manuscript attests that the wide space in the upper, lower

and outer margins had been provided to be used for a frame catena.

It has been shown that only one quire for some unexplained reason was written by
a different scribe for the biblical text, though in Pinakes under the entry for this

manuscript'?

one can find the not so convincing information that the relation between the
scribes of the two corpora of the epistles is very uncertain (“tres incertain”). This claim is
supported by the fact that in this unit the marginal chapters are also missing and it seems
that there are no quire signatures. Further investigation shows that not all the quires of the

Corpus Paulinum in this manuscript are signed, with quires vy" (93r - 100v), 1" (125r -

132v) and the last quire of the Pauline epistles «0° (221r - 228v) lacking a signature.

128 http://pinakes.irht.cnrs.fr/notices/cote/68061/
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Secondly, the signatures were not supplied by the scribe who copied the catena, that is
scribe C, or if different from scribe C, by the scribe who drew the initial letters of the
extracts. An example for this can be found on f. 149r, where the quire signature is the
same with the initial “K” of the extract with the number £C". This shows why the quires

with the Catholic Epistles that had no commentary are not signed.

Soon after, at some point in the eleventh or twelfth century the seventh quire of
the manuscript that contained 1 Cor 6.13-12.7 fell out of the codex. In the twelfth century
it was replaced by a new quire of six sheets (or else twelve leaves), ff. 49r — 60v. After a
calculation of the lines of biblical text that were missing, | believe that the old quire was
of the same size with six sheets — although the rest of the manuscript consists of quires of
four sheets. Since this is a catena manuscript there was also a need for the equivalent
commentary to be added in these new folia. However, the new catena text is not the same
type as the original, probably because the Vorlage was no longer available. This
assumption suggests that the manuscript may have been moved from its place of origin.
Noteworthy for this quire is that both texts, the biblical and the commentary, were copied

by the same scribe, who may be identified as scribe D.

Something similar to the story of the folia ff. 49r — 60v happened with the first and
the last folia of the first quire of the codex (ff. 1 and 8). The estimated period that these
two leaves were fallen out is between the twelfth and the fourteenth or fifteenth century: if
they had been missing in the twelfth century when ff. 49r — 60v were added, it seems
highly likely that they would have been replaced as well. In Pinakes the fourteenth or the
fifteenth centuries have been proposed as the possible centuries that the two new folia
were added. Staab proposes the fifteenth century, too. | am also inclined towards the later

date as terminus ante quem. Nevertheless, it was not possible for me to examine the first
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folio of the manuscript, as the only images available were those taken in the decade
between 1960 and 1970. But when Staab examined the manuscript at some point before
the publication of his book in 1926, the first folio was there. What is interesting, at least
for f. 8, is that two scribes (scribes E and F) collaborated for the copy of this folio. Staab

suggests that this was also the case for f. 1.

Finally, although this is not related to the Pauline Corpus, | would like to add that
a seventh scribe (scribe G) added comments at the beginning and at the end of the
Catholic Epistles. More specifically there are comments only at the beginning of the
epistle of James (ff. 225v — 227r) and for the whole Epistle of Jude (ff. 268v — 270v).

These are dated around the fourteenth to fifteenth centuries.*?

2.3.2. Several catena types in Staab’s Spezialtypus

Concerning the type of the catena of the original form of the manuscript, it seems
that this had been a manuscript that belonged to the group of the manuscripts that
constitute the “Normal Typus”. It also seems to have the same numbering as Parisinus gr.
218 (GA 607). In Galatians they both give the number 1" to the comment 10a and the
number «C” for the comment 25a, accompanied with the name Zevnpiavod. This happens
because Vaticanus gr. 1430 gives the same number (k") twice in the comments 21 and 22
(although this probably happened due to the fact that they are positioned on the turn of the

page, the first on f. 104r the second on f. 104v), whereas Parisinus gr. 218 does not give a

129 o, http://pinakes.irht.cnrs.fr/notices/cote/68061/
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number to the comment 22 giving the sense that it considers them as a unity. Although
these two catena manuscripts have a different format (Vaticanus gr. 1430 is a frame
catena, whereas Parisinus gr. 218 is an alternating catena), they both share this common
characteristic that differentiates them from the other manuscripts of Staab’s Pseudo-

Oecumenian “Normal Typus”. Thus, they could constitute a subcategory by themselves.

For the replaced quire, ff. 49r — 60v, as has already been mentioned, the type of
the text of the catena is totally different from the type of the catena of the rest of the
manuscript due to the lack of having access to its Vorlage. According to Staab it is
dissimilar to any other known catena, but strongly influenced by the Typus Vaticanus.*

He continues by giving us only a sample text from the first folio (f. 49r) ***

of this quire,
in parallel with text from the codex Vaticanus Gr. 762 as representative for the Typus
Vaticanus for 1 Corinthians for the comparison. Staab seems to find the right excerpts
from Vaticanus Gr. 762 to compare with the quire in question, but he gives incorrect
references for the folia.**? He also makes some observations on the length of the text that
show the differences between the many and short comments used by Staab’s Normal
Typus and the lengthy comments in this part of Vaticanus gr. 1430. He adds that they

look similar to the comments in the Typus Vaticanus and suggests that the compiler tried

to create something new, possibly to offer new interpretations for the biblical text, but

130 For this part of the catena cf. Cramer, v.5, 108-231.
131
Staab 1926, 128-131

132 Staab 1926, p. 129-131, f. 258 should be f. 257v; p. 130, f. 257v should be 258v; p. 131, f.258v should
be 257v.
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was not so successful in doing that even though skill is demonstrated in paraphrasing a

source by abridging comments, or combining or completing them.**®

Further study of the text of this quire confirms some of Staab’s observations
regarding the practice of the compiler and the high register of the language used. The
identification of the source for the catena in this quire as Typus Vaticanus, however, is
totally misleading. However, the compiler of this catena is not the scribe of the present
manuscript, neither is this a new compilation. In fact, the catena in this quire is a witness
to Staab’s fourth type “ein sekundérer Erweiterungs-Typus” for 1 Cor. 6.13-12.7. A
comparison with a manuscript of this type, e.g. Monacensis gr. 375 (GA 0142), ff. 173r -
188r shows the word for word correspondence of the texts, whereas the relationship with

Typus Vaticanus as proposed by Staab is only loose.

Finally, for the last part of the Pauline catena, ff. 1 and 8, written in the fourteenth
or fifteenth centuries, based on examination of f. 8 it can be concluded that this catena is
of the type that Staab calls “der erweiterte Typus” (= the expanded type). It looks similar
to the Pseudo-Oecumenian “Normal Typus”, but contains text that cannot be found in

“Normal Typus”, and which, in other catenae of the expanded type (“der erweiterte

133 “Der Redaktor nahm das dort gebotene Material, hauptsachlich die umfangreichen Scholien, formte sie
seinem Geschmack und seinem Zweck entsprechend, kiirzte, zog zusammen und ergénzte wieder. Die
Berlihrung mit dem Wortlaut der Quelle ist bald enger, bald loser, immer aber so, dass die Parallelitat der
Exegese noch klar hervortritt. [...] Wir haben also hier einen Autor vor uns, der noch selbstdndig zu
gestallten wusste, aber seine Exegese auch dem Inhalt nach aus eigener Kraft heraus zu schaffen, hat er
nicht vermocht. Er blieb in Abhéangigkeit von seinen Quellen und steht damit unter dem allgemeinen
Charakter der Exegese im byzantinischen Zeitalter. Seine Arbeit bleibt eine Kompilation, Staab 1926,
p.129.
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Typus”), bears the name of Photius in front of the extracts. Staab correctly mentions that

this text corresponds to Donatus’ edition from 1532.

2.3.3. Conclusions for Staab’s Spezialtypus

Staab characterized this type as “Special” for various reasons, yet the presence of
three different Pseudo-Oecumenian types (Normal type, expanded type and secondary

expanded type®**

) in a single manuscript is indeed unique. This situation resulted from its
ongoing use through the centuries that resulted in damage, loss and replacement. It
demonstrates that this particular manuscript was in constant use for more than four

centuries and deemed worthy of replacement when pages were lost, even if the affiliation

of the catena and replacement text was not noticed by the users or copyists.

For these reasons, we wonder whether it would be worth considering that a better
description of these two supplements, namely: a) ff. 49r — 60v and b) ff. 1 and 8 (provided
that f. 1 is indeed from the same sources as f. 8), would be the Gregory—Aland number of
the manuscript with a superscripted ‘s’, GA 622°. This is a practice that has been followed
for other New Testament manuscripts such as GA 1739 (1739° for the first two chapters
of Acts), GA 1241 (1241° in part of the Pauline and Catholic Letters) or W (W?® for part of

John).

134 Staab’s types: “Normal Typus”, “erweiterter Typus” and “ein sekundarer Erweiterungs-Typus”
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2.4. Staab’s “erweiterte Typus” (expanded type)

A further group of manuscripts is categorised as the Pseudo-Oecumenian
expanded type (“erweiterte Typus”), which, according to Staab, is an expanded form of
the normal type. These expansions are further additions made by the compiler. They
consist mainly of extracts taken from several authors. The main characteristic is the
presence of the Scholia Photiana, the additional comments that are attributed to Photius,
the ninth-century Patriarch of Constantinople, and are identified by having his name in

front of them.

There are twenty-two additional comments in Galatians that in many manuscripts
are attributed to Photius. These are the following: 33a, 35a, 41a, 50a, 52a, 61a, 64a, 97a,
114a, 124a, 125a, 128b, 159a, 171a, 178a, 210a, 212a, 223a, 232b, 234b, 241b, 253a.
There are two different schemes for the presetnation of these comments, leading to the

distinction of two groups:

a) There is a small group of manuscripts in which these additional comments
are attributed to Photius. These are: Vaticanus Palatinus gr. 204 (GA
1998), Mediolanensis Ambrosianus D. 541 inf. (GA 1982), Venetus
Marcianus gr. Z. 33 (423) (GA 1923), and Parisinus gr. 219 (GA 91).

b) However, in a number of manuscripts these comments are not attributed to

Photius, but the compiler or copist has simply put a sign in front

designating that these are additional comments. These manuscripts are:

Parisinus Coislinianus gr. 27 (GA 1905), Vaticanus gr. 765 (GA1916),
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Venetus Marcianus gr. Z. 34 (349) (GA 1924) and Londonensis Add.

22734 (GA 641)

Two further observations should be made regarding these manuscripts. First, Venetus
Marcianus gr. Z. 34 (349) (GA 1924) was classified by Staab as of Pseudo-Oecumenian
“normal Typus”. Second, Ambrosianus D. 541 inf. (GA 1982) proves to be a very
interesting case for Galatians, since two quires have been replaced. These are k6~ (ff. 153—
160) and ke” (ff. 161-168), that correspond to the biblical text from 2 Cor. 12.11 to Gal.
4.3: in these, the catena is of the normal type (normal Typus), whereas in the rest of

Galatians it is Pseudo-Oecumenian expanded type (erweiterter Typus).

In the introduction to his later volume on Pauluskommentare, Staab repeats
Hergenrother’s suggestion that Photius, as well as his questions to Amphilochius, wrote
something with more exegetical content on the Pauline Epistles, perhaps even a
commentary.'* Hergenréther’s conclusion that “it seems” that Photius wrote a work on
ten Pauline epistles, however, proved difficult to establish securely.’® In his attempt to

reconstruct Photius’ Commentary from the material found in catenae, Staab wonders:

135 Staab, 1933, p. XL.

136 «Eg scheint sonach festzustehen, daB Photius auBer den Amphilochien noch Erklarungenzu zehn
Paulnischen Briefen (Rém., I und Il. Kor., Gal., Eph., Philipp., Kol., Hebr., I. und Il. Thessal.) verfat hat.
Né&heres aber scheint sehr schwer zu ermitteln”, see Hergenrother, J., Photius, Patriarch von Constantinopel
sein Leben, seine Schriften und das griechische Schisma nach handschriftlichen und gedriickten Quellen, v.
3, Regensbourg, 1869, pp. 90-91. (1867)
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“Were there comments which have now been lost, or where there no comments on those

verses and thus we have the whole Photian commentary?”**’

It should be noted that the expanded type derives from the normal type. Evidence
for this is that the unnumbered scholia from the normal type can be found still unchanged
in the expanded type next to unnumbered extracts by Photius, which do not always have
his name in front of them. The expanded type, however, presents the first instances of the
compiler linking together scholia that refer to the same phrase or biblical verse with the
word “dAAwg” before the second hermeneia. This use of “&AAwg” is mostly found in the

Photian extracts.

2.5. The Pseudo-Oecumenian secondary type: Staab’s “sekundarer Erweiterungs-

Typus”

This type has been studied in detail and is presented in Chapter 6. The information
given there includes the description of the three witnesses to this type and the relationship
between them, based on both external and internal characteristics not only for the biblical
text but also for the commentary. There is also information about the sources and the
character of this catena. Finally, in Appendix Il can be found the critical edition of this

catena for Galatians.

137 Staab 1933, pp. XL—XLI.
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2.6. Staab’s fifth category: Extracts from the Oecumenian type

According to Staab, the manuscripts that are grouped under the fifth Pseudo-
Oecumenian category represent abridged versions of the family (*Ausziige aus dem
Oecumenius-Typus” = Extracts from the Oecumenian Type). In fact, since there are
inconsistences in the chosen scholia, manuscripts can be found here that do not fit into
any of the above-mentioned groups. The differences between them clearly show the
specific, personal interests and needs of their compilers. Most of the manuscripts have
only a few scholia. There are even manuscripts like codices Vaticani gr. 9, 873 and 875 in
which the small number of scholia are totally independent of the biblical context and
could, in fact, be listed as part of a collection of Byzantine lexica (e.g. Zonaras’ lexicon,

lohannes Tzetzes’ Glossae in Hesiodi Opera et Dies).*®

There are two manuscripts that are particularly intriguing. First, Parisinus gr. 237
(GA 82), one of the earliest manuscripts of the Pseudo-Oecumenian tradition, dates from
the tenth century.™ It is the only manuscript of this group that could be characterised as

an abridged version of the Pseudo-Oecumenian type A, since there is a good

138 Staab 1926, 172-173. See also Kotzabassi, S., ‘Kopieren und Exzerpieren in der Palaiologenzeit’, in
Bravo Garcia, A. (ed.), The Legacy of Bernard de Montfaucon: Three Hundred Years of Studies on Greek
Handwriting. Proceedings of the Seventh International Colloquium of Greek Palaeography (Madrid -
Salamanca, 15-20 September 2008), Bibliologia 31, Turnhout: Brepols, 2010, p. 473-482. See also Pontani,
F., “A Scholium and a Glossary : two Footnotes to the Circulation of Rhetorical Texts in the Medieval
Greek-speaking World’, in Signes Codofier J., Pérez Martin, 1. (eds.), Textual Transmission in Byzantium:
between Textual Criticism and Quellenforschung, Lectio, Studies in the Transmission of Texts and ldeas 2,
Brepols, 2015, p. 145-168

139 Staab 1926, 180-181
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representation of the comments both from the numbered scholia and the corpus
extravagantium and there is none of the comments usually attributed to Photius. It is
interesting that all these scholia, around one-fifth of the total in the Normal Type, do not
have any numbers in front of them, but only signs or hooks (‘Haken’, “Phantasiehaken’ or
‘Phantasiezeichen’ as Staab calls them). The reason for this is unclear: do the symbols go
back to an earlier version of the commentary, or do they replace the original numbers (in

place of a new numbering system being created by the editor)?

The second notable manuscript is Vaticanus gr. 2062 (GA 627). Staab observes
that this manuscript is the source for the unnumbered scholia in the Normal Type,
although he later contradicts this by saying that these are excerpts from the Pseudo-
Oecumenian tradition and the Typus Vaticanus™® — its main representatives being the
codices Vaticani gr. 762 and 692 (GA 1915 and GA1993 respectively). The reason for
this appears to be Staab’s desire to prove that the Typus Vaticanus is the most important
type of the Pauline catena and the source for all the rest.*** After a close study of the
manuscripts —more specifically in Galatians— my research has shown that the scholia in
Vaticanus gr. 2062 represent most of the anonymous scholia in type A, but not all. The
fact that some are absent indicates that there must have been two stages before the
creation of the Pseudo-Oecumenian Normal Type: the first was the Urkatena —a very
first compilation—, then the unnumbered scholia that cannot be found in Vaticanus gr.
2062 (GA 627) were added, and finally the scholia were added that are present in

Vaticanus gr. 2062 (GA 627), whether from this manuscript, its exemplar or a copy. This

140 Staab 1926, 169.

141 “Der wichtigste Typus von Katenenkommentaren”, see Staab 1926, 7.
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theory helps us to better understand the stages of the creation of the Pseudo-Oecumenian

type.

The variety of manuscripts that Staab lists in this category means that not all of
those, which he lists genuinely, belong to this group. For example, in codex Parisinus gr.
101 (GA 468) only five out of the fifty-five comments on Galatians originate from the
Pseudo-Oecumenian catena. While these five comments could of course assist with
tracing the influence of the Pseudo-Oecumenian tradition, they do not in my opinion
justify placing the manuscript in this category. Furthermore, this example demonstrates
that manuscripts could be assigned to this group, which were not known to Staab but have

been come more recently to scholarly attention.

2.7. Conclusion

In conclusion, it seems that the Pseudo-Oecumenian type of Galatians that Staab
calls the “Normal Type” and has the most witnesses derived from an earlier form of
catena, that is now lost, with the addition of the unnumbered scholia from Vaticanus gr.
2062 and the other set of unnumbered scholia not present in this manuscript. If we assume
that these two sets of comments were added in two different stages, then Staab’s normal
type belongs to the third stage (I11) of the formation of the Pseudo-Oecumenian. If we
consider that in the first stage (I) the “Urkatena” (the very first compilation, in its most
basic form with all its comments numbered), was created and that in a second stage (Il) a
set with unnumbered comments was added, then in a third stage (I11) was added the
second set of the unnumbered scholia. This third stage (Ill) in fact represents the
manuscripts that are grouped in the subchapter 2.2 since they consist of the basic form
with the addition of the two Corpora Extravagantia. Furthermore, the smaller changes

that took place in several stages of the formation of this group were explained in the

84



subsubchapters 2.2.1-4. One of the innovations of manuscripts on stage Il was to
incorporate the unnumbered scholia and give them a number. All the other types seem to
be descendants of group I11 and its variations. The next stage (1) was based on the group
111 of the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena manuscripts to which the Scholia Photiana (scholia

attributed to Photius) were added. These are described in the subchapter 2.4.

The new proposed grouping of the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena manuscripts is

presented in the following table.

Kind of compilation
Group | Basic form
Group 11 Group | + corpus
extravagantium 1

Group 111 | Group Il + corpus

extravagantium 2

(with subgroups)
Group IV | Group I + Scholia Photiana

Table: 9: Groups of the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena manuscripts according to the stage of their formation

What Staab called the “Secondary Expanded form” (sekundarer Erweiterungs-
Typus) was actually based on three sources, namely Group 1V, Typus Parisinus and
Theodoret. This type is studied in Chapter 6 and cannot be considered as part of the
evolution of the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena since it was not used any stage of the

Pseudo-Oecumenian catena in full.

This study has also proven that there is no Pseudo-Oecumenian Special Type
(Spezialtypus), because its sole witness, Vaticanus gr. 1430 (GA 622), is a “patchwork”

with text from the Pseudo-Oecumenian groups Ill, 1V and Staab’s secondary expanded
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form (sekundérer Erweiterungs-Typus) brought together over the course of the centuries.
Finally, there is no coherent Pseudo-Oecumenian type with extracts from the Pseudo-
Oecumenian catena, but a group of manuscripts that either have extracts from the Pseudo-
Oecumenian catena in different combinations or in some way contributed to the formation

of it.

Witnesses of all of the Pseudo-Oecumenian types survive from the tenth century.
This demonstrates both that the five types do not necessarily represent a strict
chronological sequence of development, and also that the development of the Pseudo-
Oecumenian Pauline Catena must have started considerably earlier. If the claim is correct
that Photius is the author of the Scholia Photiana, then we have a safe terminus post quem
of the tenth century for the Pseudo-Oecumenian type IV. In the other cases, more work
remains to tbe done. Pauline catenae must have remained a useful and relevant genre in
subsequent centuries, since they continued to be copied up until the seventeenth and

eighteenth centuries.
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3. Pseudo-Oecumenian group I1: the closest known form to “Urkatena”

3.1. Description of GAQ75

loannis Sakkelion in his catalogue of the manuscripts of the National Library of
Greece, covering the first 1856 codices of the library by shelfmark, describes codex
Atheniensis gr. 100 (GA 075) in six and a half lines. Although laconic, this description is
informative. It is a parchment codex dated to the tenth century, 27 cm high by 18cm wide,
consisting and its dimensions are 27cm length and 18cm width. The manuscript consists
of 377 folia, the first 44 folia of which are a later addition from the fifteenth century.
When Sakkelion published his catalogue in 1892, he relied on the visible foliation of the
manuscript, hence the number 44, but a later numbering corrected the duplication of folio
42, meaning that the number of initial folia is 45. These first 45 folia are bound in the
codex randomly and are irrelevant to the main body of the codex «docyétwg 8¢
cvvedéinoav», containing Georgius Cedrenus’ Zovoyic Totopiiv.*** Sakkelion describes
the rest of the manuscript as a hermeneia on the Pauline Epistles, which he is sure was
written by Oecumenius and others and not by Theodoret as it is claimed in the

manuscript.

Further comments about Sakkelion’s description of the manuscript and its history are
in order. The renumbering of the folios must have taken place between the publication of
Sakkelion’s catalogue and the date that the Institut flir Neutestamentliche Textforschung

took photos for their archives which are now uploaded on http://ntvmr.uni-

Y2 saxkediov, I — A. 1. Takkelov, Katdhoyog yewpoypaoov tig EOvikic Bipiodnkne tic EALGSOC,

ABnva: EBviko Tumoypageio kot Aboypagpeio, 1892, p. 19.
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muenster.de/manuscript-workspace. There are also comments written in red ink in the

manuscript from the nineteenth or early twentieth century. In most cases, the wording of
these is almost identical to that of Sakkelion in his description of the manuscript.
Regarding the Pauline Epistles, the following comment can be found on f. 46r «Ei kai
gmypaoetal 1 mapodoo EpUnveia gig Tov Kopnv Ogoddpntov, ovk Eotiv SU®G anToD,
aAla tod Oikovpéviov HaAlov.» This is a comment that has been made by a scholar,
possibly Sakkelion himself, who in his catalogue says: «Ilepiéyer Eppunveiov €ig tag
"Emiotoldg 1o ITaviov eic @coddpntov Hev dvapepopévny, odk ovcoy 88 TovTov, GALM
paArov Oikovpéviov kol dAlmv». Other notes in the same hand include the following note
in the lower margin of f. 67r (quire k&") there is «E&gppimoav tetpddia ko, frot pOAA
168, év oic mepieiyeto 1 VmoOesIc Kod 1) Epunveia tfig A” Kopvd. Méypt ke 187, €5. 28.

(HetafeTéa 1) onpeinotg bt dmobev &v oL 45%.14)»

One hundred sixty-eight folia would normally equate to twenty one quires with eight
folia each. But were they always quires with eight folia? It should also be mentioned that
both parts of the codex were partly damaged, with loss of leaves at the beginning and end,

before they were bound.

3.2. Description of GA1980

Mediolanensis Ambrosianus A 62 inf. (GA 1980) is a manuscript of the eleventh

century with catenae in the Acts of the Apostles and the Gospels as well as the Pauline

%3 That is f. 46r in the newest numbering.
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Epistles. Staab categorised this manuscript as a manuscript with extracts from the Pseudo-
Oecumenian type, although he was aware that the Corpus Extravagantium is missing:
although that this could mean that this manuscript could be a witness to the Urkatena, his

attempt to defend his categorisation is based purely on external characteristics.**

3.3. The catena in GA 075 and GA 1980 and its relationship to the Pseudo-
Oecumenian types

What is noticeable at first sight and is special about the text of the catena in these
two manuscripts is that certain distinctive characteristics make the text vary from types IlI
and IV. In the following paragraphs not only the similarities and the differences between
the two manuscripts will be studied, but also their place in the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena
tradition, their connection with other manuscripts and their relationship with Staab’s type

A. Could it indeed be the Urkatena of Pseudo-Oecumenian tradition?

The most important and indicative characteristic is that not only are the Scholia
Photiana missing, but also the Corpus Extravagantium. Starting from the Scholia
Photiana, there is no text here which is attributed to Photius in other catenae of group IV

or exists in some other manuscipts as a further addition with just a sign in front.

As has already been mentioned in the previous chapter on Staab’s Pseudo-
Oecumenian types, Vat. gr. 2062 (GA 627) could be the source for the unnumbered

scholia in type Ill. These unnumbered scholia are the following twenty-seven in my

144 Staab, 1926, pp. 179 and 203.
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numeration: 10a, 25a, 80a, 81b, 85a, 94a, 96a, 122a, 122b, 122c, 126a, 128a, 129a, 142a,

153a, 158a, 160a, 166a, 172a, 178b, 183a, 199a, 204a, 214a, 2344, 236a, 241a.

The comments 70a, 70b, 81a, 114b, 114c, 117a, 117b, 142b, 144a, 202a and 248a,
that exist as numbered comments in GA 075 and GA 1980 prove the assumption made in
the previous chapter that they represent the first of the two stages before the creation of
the Pseudo-Oecumenian type Ill, that is these manuscripts of group Il with the Corpus
Extravagantium I, preceding the addition of the extra material in Vaticanus gr. 2062 (GA
627). Even if this does not represent the Urkatena, it would nevertheless be older than

Pseudo-Oecumenian type 111 and thus the earliest catena on Galatians currently known.

Another typical characteristic of both GA 075 and GA 1980 is that many
independent comments in Pseudo-Oecumenian type Ill appear to be paired with the
scholion that follows. For example comments 3 + 4 (=5"), 17 + 18 (=("), 24 + 25 = (=
Ky’) , 28 = 29 (= ko1'), 49 + 50 (= pot), 56 + 57 (= vp), 59 + 60 (= v§"), 70 + 70a + 70b
(= & in GA 075, ot in GA 1980), 106 + 107 (= pB’), 118 + 119 + 120 (= pil in GA
075, pie’ in GA 1980), 130 + 131 (= px{’), 132 + 133 (= px{ in GA 075, pxn’ in GA
1980), 142 + 142b (= pAct - Oikov- Oikov in GA 075, pAL” in GA 1908), 155 + 156 (=
pvB” in GA 075, pvy in GA 1980), 179 + 180 (= poc” in GA 075, poot’ in GA 1980), 206
+ 207 (= oo’ in GA 075, pxn’ in GA 1980), 232 + 232a (= oxot’), 248 + 248a (=cpy” in

GA 075, o’ in GA 1980), 250 + 251 (=ope” in GA 075, oud” in GA 1980).

The following table shows the similarities between the two manuscripts, as well as
a comparison with GA 627 in order to show the location of the further additional

comments.
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comm | GA 075 GA 1980 GA 627
TO pév | o o

npooi

pLov

1 B B 0
2 v v 0
3 & & 0
4 0
5 € € 0
6 ¢ q¢ 0
7 v v 0
8 n’ n’ 0
9 0’ 0’ 0
10 0
10a 0 0 SIGN
11 a’ U 0
12 1 (o 0
13 y’ NO SIGN 0
14 0
15 0
16 0
17 e e 0
18 0
19 n’ n’ 0
20 0
21 K K’ 0
22 Ko Ko 0
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23 KB’ KB’ 0
24 Ky Ky 0
25 0
25a 0 0 SIGN
26 K&’ k&’ 0
27 Ke’ kG’ 0
28 kG’ NO SIGN 0
29 0
30 4 4 0
31 Kn’ Kn’ 0
32 0
33 N N 0
34 Aa’ Aa’ 0
35 AR’ AR’ 0
36 Ay’ Ay’ 0
37 A&’ A’ 0
38 Ae’ AC 0
39 AC NO SIGN 0
40 A A 0
41 An’ An’ 0
42 AB’ AO’ 0
43 ' ' 0
44 po NO SIGN 0
45 up’ (tol | pa’ 0
UEV..)
46 uy’ up’ 0
47 ué’ My’ 0
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47a 0 0

48 pe’ ué’

49 ug’ NO SIGN

50

50a 0 0

51 ue’ ue’

52 NO SIGN un’

52a 0 0

53 ue’ ue’

54 v’ v’

55 va’ va’

56 VB’ VB’

57

58 vy’ vy’

59 vé’ vé’

60

61 ve’ NO SIGN

61a 0 0

62 vC’ NO SIGN

63 NO SIGN_ | NO  SIGN_
om. olov | om. olov
v v
akpoPuotw | dkpoBuoTtwv
v €BVQV . €0V .

64 vn’ vn’

64a 0 0

64b vo’ 0

65 & ve’

66 g’ &
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67 B &’ 0
68 3% 3% 0
69 3% 1334 0
70 &e” (om. 10 | €& (om. 0 | O
6¢ ot | 6¢ otL
70a KOTEYVWOUE | KATEYVWOUE 0
VOG... VOG...
70b - - 0
avtiCaolg -- | avtiCaolg --
> iCéov | > iCéov
MEVTOL) pEvToL)
70b Oikoup
71 ¢€C° Noowg a” | §C 0
(Ao B'=
autdé  Tou
Aelnel  amo
T0 comm.
70a)
71a NO SIGN-in | O 0
margins
72 34 &n’ 0
73 &n’ NO SIGN 0
74 €0’ €0’ 0
75 o o 0
76 oa’ oa’ 0
77 op’ op’ 0
78 oy’ oy’ 0
79 06’ 06’ 0
80 o€’ o€’ 0
80a 0 0 SIGN
81 oC’ NO SIGN 0
81a ol ol 0
81b 0 0 SIGN
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82 on’ on’ 0

82a 0 0 0

82b 0 0 0

83 06’ 06’ 0

84 v v 0

85 o o 0

85a 0 0 SIGN

86 np’ np’ 0

87 ny’ ny’ 0

88 né’ nd’ 0

89 ne’ ne’ 0

90 nc’ nc’ 0

91 n{ n¢ 0

92 nn’ nn’ 0

93 no’ no’ 0

94 g 4 0

94a 0 0 SIGN-
Oeobwp
rTtou

95 Fa Fa’ 0

9% 4B’ 4B’ 0

96a 0 0 tod
avtod

97 4qy’ qy’ 0

97a 0 0 0

98 48 48 0

99 4¢’ 4¢’ 0

100 4C’ 4C’ 0
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101 4 4
102 an’ an’
103 46’ 40’
104 p’ p’
105 pa’ pa’
106 pp’ pp’
107
108 py’ py’
109 p&’ pb&’
110 pe'(wg 1O | PE’

"ka @’

AU®V")
111 om. A folio | pC’

is missing
112 ol
113 pn’
114 06’
114a 0
114b pl
114c pa’
115 NO SIGN
116 py’ pp’
117 pLo&’ py’
117a pLe’ pLo&’
117b pLg’ NO SIGN
117c 0 0
118 pl’ pLe’
119
120
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121 pwn’ pLg’ 0

122 pLo’ pl’ 0

122a 0 0 SIGN-
lwavvou

122b 0 0 Fevvéiou
eig T0
auTo
pNTOV

122c 0 0 SIGN-
lwavvou

123 pK’ pwn’ 0

124 pka’ NO SIGN 0

124a 0 0 0

125 pkp’ pkp’ 0

125a 0 0 0

126 pKy’ pKy’ 0

126a 0 0 SIGN-
levvadio
0]

127 pkd’ pkd’ 0

128 pke’ pke’ 0

128a 0 0 SIGN-
Oeobwp
rTtou

128b 0 0 0

129 pKC’ pKC’ 0

129a 0 0 SIGN-
levvadio
0]

130 oKkl oKkl 0

131 0

132 pkl’ pkn’ 0
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133 0

134 pkn’ pkO’ 0

135 pkO’ [N 0

136 pA’ pAa’ 0

137 pAa’ PAB’ 0

138 pAB’ pAY’ 0

139 PAY’ NO SIGN 0

140 pAS’ pAe’ 0

141 pAe’ pAC” 0

142 pAC’ PAT 0
(142+142b) | (142+142b)

142a 0 0 SIGN-

Oeobwp
rTtou

142b Owkou- NO SIGN 0
Owou

143 pAT pAn’ 0
(shortened) | (shortened)

144 pAn’ pAD’ 0

144a PUB” (post | puy” (post | O
146a) 146a)

145 pAD’ pu 0

146 pu pua’ 0

146a pua’ pUB’ (Opa..) | O
(Opa..)

146b 0 0 0

(Dona

t.)

147 puy’ pusé’ 0

148 pud’ pue’ 0

149 pue’ pue’ 0
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150 pUC  + 0 év | puC + 0 év | O
ayiolg &€ | ayiolg 6¢
150a Kop\og v | Kopiog év | O
BiBAiw G | BiBAw O
g g
TEVTEKALOEK | TTEVTEKAULEEK
atng thc €v | atng Thg év
mv(gvpat)t mv(gvpat)t
Aatpeiag (in | Aatpeiag (in
text) text) add.
NéyeL
150b pul pul om. | 0
Oikoupevio | acBevn...ka
) Ael.
151 pun’ pun’ 0
152 pub’ pue’ 0
153 pv’ pv’ 0
153a 0 0 SIGN
154 pva’ pva’ 0
155 pvp’ pvy’ 0
156 0
156a NO SIGN pvd’ 0
157 pvy’ pve’ 0
158 pve’ pvC’ 0
158a 0 0 SIGN
159 pvC’ pvl 0
159a 0 0 0
0]
159b 0 0 0
Owou
160 pvl pvn’ 0
160a 0 0 SIGN-
levvadio
0]
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161 pvn’ pvo’ 0
162 pvoO’ p&’ 0
163 p&’ p&a’ 0
164 péa’ pER’ 0

(shortened) | (shortened)
165 péB" + 0 6 | p&y” + 0 6| O

&v ayiolg | év ayiolg
165a Kop\hog év | Kopthog év | O

BifAw BiBAiw v

V' TV Qv

Noapalewno Noapalemop

MEVWV  TAG | évwv TAg év

&v mv(gvpat)t

nv(gvpat)t Kol @&AnBeiq

kol aAnBeilq | mpaypatesiag

npaypateia |, pnot oltwe

G $not

oUTwg
166 pey’ pEd’ 0
166a 0 0 SIGN
167 p&d’ pe’ 0
168 p&e’ pEC’ 0
168a 0 0 0
169 peC’ 134 0
170 p&C pén’ 0
171 pén’ peo’ 0
171a 0 0 0
172 p&o’ po’ 0
172a 0 0 SIGN
173 NO SIGN poa’ 0

0

174 comm. In |0 0

margin
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175 poa’ pof’ 0
176 pof’ poy’ 0
177 poy’ pod’ 0
178 pod’ pog’ 0
178a 0 0 0
178b 0 0 SIGN-
lwdvvou
179 poe’ poC’ 0
180 0
181 poC’ pol 0
182 pol pon’ 0
183 pon’ pob’ 0
(183+184) | (183+184)
183a 0 0 SIGN-
Oeobwp
rTtou
184 pon’ pob’ 0
(183+184) | (183+184)
185 pob’ port’ 0
186 prt’ pra’ 0
0
187 prp’ pry’ 0
188 pry’ om. | pnd’ om. | 0
OTNKETE.. OTAKETE..
189 pnd’add. pre’add. 0
OTNKETE... OTNKETE...
190 pre’ pnC’ 0
191 pnC’ NO SIGN 0
192 pnl’ prin’ 0
193 prin’ pno’ 0
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194 pno’ pZ’ 0
195 pZ’ pza’ 0
196 pza’ pap’ 0
197 NO SIGN pLy’ 0
198 pay’ p4&’ 0
199 pa&’ pae’ 0
199a 0 0 SIGN
200 pae’ NO SIGN 0
201 p4C’ pan’ 0
202 4 p40’ 0
202a avtibeotg o’ 0
avtibeolg
203 pan’ o 0
204 p%0’ oa’ 0
204a 0 0 SIGN
205 o op’ 0
206 oo’ NO SIGN 0
207 0
208 op’ oy’ 0
209 oy’ o6’ 0
210 od’ o€’ 0
210a 0 0 0
211 og’ oC’ 0
212 oC’ ol 0
212a 0 0 0
213 ol on’ 0
214 on’ o0’ 0

102



214a 0 0 SIGN
215 o0’ NO SIGN 0
216 ol NO SIGN 0
217 ow’ op’ 0
218 op’ oy’ 0
219 o’ o’ 0
220 o’ ole’ 0
221 ole’ oc’ 0
222 oc’ o 0
223 o ...oUtwg | o’ ..oltwg | O

0 KAAuNng év | 6 KANung év

€ €

‘Ynotunwoe | Ymotunwoe

wv wv
223a 0 0 0
224 own’ oo’ 0
225 oo’ oK’ 0
226 oK’ oka’ 0
227 oka’ NO SIGN 0
228 okp’ okp’ 0
229 oKy’ oKy’ 0
230 okd’ okd’ 0
231 oKE’ oKE’ 0
232 okC’ okC’ 0
232a 0
232b 0 0 0
233 ok{’ ok{’ 0

(different

scribe from
now on)
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234 okn’ okn’ 0
234a 0 0 SIGN
234b 0 0 0
235 ok8’ okB’ 0
236 0 0 SIGN
236a o\ o\ 0
237 o\a” o\a’ 0
238 OB’ OB’ 0
239 oAy’ oAy’ 0
240 oS’ oS’ 0
241 oAe’ oAe’ 0
241a 0 0 SIGN
241b 0 0 0
242 oAC’ oAC’ 0
243 oAl oAl 0
244 oAn’ oAn’ 0
245 OB’ OB’ 0
245a ou’ ou’ 0
246 opa’ 0
247 oup’ opa’ 0
248 ouy’(248a+ | ouB’(248a+2 | O
248) 48)
248a 0
249 oud’ ouy’ 0
250 ope’(251+2 | oud’(251+25 | O
50) 0)
251 0
252 ouc’ oue’ 0
252a 0 0 0
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253 oul’ ouc’ 0

253a 0 0 0
254 oun’ ol 0
255 oue’ 0

This shows not only that manuscripts of group Il were still in circulation in the
tenth and eleventh centuries, such as Atheniensis gr. 100 (GA 075) and Mediolanensis
Ambrosianus A 62 inf. (GA 1980), but also that Corpus Extravagantium 2 was considered
as a separate composition that was incorporated afterwards at the later stage Ill of the
Pseudo-Oecumenian catena, as for example in Vat. gr. 2062 (GA 627). This finding
makes these two manuscripts the only representatives of the oldest form of the Pseudo-
Oecumenian catena so far. Although the identification of a manuscript of the Pseudo-
Oecumenian Urkatena (type I) remains a desideratum for scholarship, we can be sure that
both type Il and also type | legitimately have the prefix “Pseudo-" before Oecumenian,
because there are comments that belong in both these types (I and Il) which cannot be
dated before the end of seventh or the beginning of the eighth century. These are the
comments which come from the commentary of John of Damascus (676-749) on the
Pauline Epistles, and although it is obvious that John of Damascus copies the material
from Chrysostom’s commentary to a great extent, there are genuine comments that belong
to John of Damascus’ commentary only, and are reproduced in the Pseudo-Oecumenian
catena. 1*° For example, the following comments originate in John of Damascus

commentary and they are not part of either Corpus Extravagantium 1 or 2:

145 For more on John of Damascus’s commentary see Volk, R. (ed), Die Schriften des Johannes von
Damaskos VII [Patristischen Texte und Studien 68], Berlin — Boston: De Gruyter, 2013.
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Comm. 212: cdpra &vtadba, Tag copKiKis Kol movnpag Embupiog Aéyet. mvedUo

0¢, TV €mi TN ApeTh, ¥bpwv Tod aylov mTvevHatog. Kol enow. 1 UEv Kakio dvtikeltol Th

apeth}, N 0 apetn mdAw évovtiodtal T Kokig mwodaywyod Tvog TdEy avoamAnpodoa Kol

H1 €doo HHAG Kot Tag PavAag EmBuiag Topeveshot.

Comm. 212 John Damascus John Chrysostom

PG 95.813.18 PG 61.672.13
obpra évtodba, 104G | Zapka enoi, Vv mpoaipeow | H oapl émbvlel kata tod
COPKIKAG Kol movnpag | v movnpav, mvedla Og, mvedpartog, Tepl 600 PNoi

gmBupliog Aéyst. mvedUa oL,
MV €ni T dpeth, xdptv 10D
ayiov TvevHatog. Kol eno.
N Hév Kokio avtikeiTol Ti)
apetil, N 6¢ apern mwdrv
évavtiodTor TR KOKiQ
TOWOYyMYod TWvOG TASY
avaminpovca Kai U éOoa

NHaS KoTa TOS QOUAOS

¢mOuioc mopevecOar

TNV TPOAIPESY THV Ayaonv,
Vv dvo Tpéxey
omovddlovcay.

‘H pév kokio avriketton T1)
apetilc 1 o0& apern mdiv
évavtiovTon

™  Kokiq,

TAWAyMYod TWvOg TACY

avaminpovca, Kol Un
(oo VUAS KatO  TOG
¢émOuliag TaS QavrOG
mopevecOar.

AOYIGH®V-

oVTol Yap GAAAAOIG
avrikewvtor, i GpeT) Kai 1
Kokia, oy 1 yoyn kai to
o®Uo. Ei yap tadta
avrtiketral, GAMNA®V €0TIV
GVOLPETIKA, MG TO TP TOD
¥d0T0G, O TO 6KHTOG TOD

POTOC.

Table 11: Comparison of comment 212 with John of Damascus and Chrysostom
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Comm. 254: otiydata Aéyet T0g TANYAG. TO Tpadata Ta S Tov Kdplov kai to kijpuyHa.

Comm. 254

John Damascus

PG 95.821.15

Etiypato Aéyel TOG TANYAS. TO TPOVHOTO

0 S OV Kbpiov koi to kijpuyHa.

[Moavtog Aoyov xotl madons ¢wvig, ¢not,

AopmeoTtegoy Ll TOV  OTLYUATOV

amoloyoDpoL  mEOS  TOvg  Aéyoviag
vmoxrpivecBal pe TO O0YpQ, Aol TEOG
avOpwmageonriav Aéyew. Zriypara 1Tog

AM)YaS AEYEL, TA TQOUMATO, TO Ol TOV

Xootov.

Table 12: Comparison of comment 254 with John of Damascus

These comments from John of Damascus can give us a possible, if not a definite

post quem date for the creation of the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena, which should be the

first half of the eighth century. | believe that we should date the Pseudo-Oecumenian

catena even later.

107



4. Text that probably originates in the Scholia Photiana

Since catena manuscripts have not yet been well studied textually, they may not
only hide unexplored theological paths, but also lost text from the Church Fathers that has
only survived in these manuscripts. | give here two examples of text that has never been

published before, or has not previously been attributed to an author.

4.1. Comment 210a

There is a long comment on Gal. 5.15 «&i 8¢ dAAAovg dakvete Kol Koteohiete,
BAémete YN Om aAMAov avaioOijte» which is only found in three manuscripts:
Vaticanus Palatinus gr. 204 (GA 1998) on f. 112v, Venetus Marcianus Gr. Z. 33 (423)
(GA 1923) on f. 207r and Mediolanensis Ambrosianus D. 541 inf. (GA 1982) on f. 173v.
The comment is attributed to all three manuscripts to Photius, always with the typical
ligature of the combination of the first three letters of his name: ®wt. Most importantly of
all, it appears to be unpublished. It certainly does not appear in Migne’s volume of the
Pseudo-Oecumenian catena,™*® nor in Staab’s collection of the extracts attributed to

certain authors so as to reconstruct their work.™’ It is also missing from Cramer. For the

146 pG 118.

147 Staab, K, Pauluskommentare aus der Griechischen Kirche: Aus Katenen Handschriften gesammelt und

herausgegeben, Minster: Aschendorff, 1933.
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purpose of this research, the comment has been given the identification number 210a. The

text with a critical apparatus, after a collation of the three witnesses, is as follows:

Ev 1@ devtépe OP@ 10V €ig tov Telerinl. éényntindg €ig to
«OL0 TODTO TWOTEPES PAYOVTAL TEKVA» EPUNVEDG® OV, TAOE EmAéLes
pnoi. Towadta 0¢ éoti Kal T0. TOPE TR GTOCTOAD: OUITIWONEV® TODG
otao1a{oviag mpos GAinlovs &v tiov ékknoioug €l 0 dAAniovg
odxvete Kal katoutidobe: kol 6 Oeiog Paptog 1Toviog v tj] mpog Tovg
&V 1@ Kata 0V O1wYhov Toapameaoviog kal émbvoovtag: éA00vtag o¢
TPOS abTOV €V T@ Ocollotnpiey GVOKINTIKE] TOopPaivésEl, 0TS
AVapéPeL TRV xpHaiv: Aropyolevos obtws: «kaivi] koidoel koialopol:
Koo, leAdv Tévollar - OpdV Tod¢ Hapyopitog THe EkkAnoiag, OTo TV
XOIpV KATATOTODUEVODG: TODG AOTEPOS TOD 0UPavoD, DO THYV 0VPOV
10D 0PaKoVTogS €I TV YV oecvpévovg: v aUmeiov iy épdtevaey 1)
0e1a. 100 Geod, Vo T0D GVOS TOD Hoviod Lvolévyv-» kai Uel’ Etepor
«BAAa YU Tig dmolafn, tékva, ot fovvatnoey 0 Kopiog, AL nueis: Ui
aovvartel 1 yeip Hov tod éceléobor; §j éBdpvve 0 0l¢ 10D Wi drodoar;
dAla To. aplaptilata DAV diiotnoly dvo. Pégov D@V kai tod Ocod-
nUeinooplev yop: évior 0 Kol KATEPPOVATONEY: GALNAOVS daKVOVTES

Kol GAAAOVG KoTouTIONEVOL, OTT” GAAAV AvnA@Onpey.»

Apparatus criticus

devtépm GA1998 ] B~ GA1923 GA1982

aitiopéveo GA1923 GA1998 | aittopévov GA1982

fiv épvtevoey GA1923 GA1982 ] fjv épvtevoev fiv épvtevcey GA1998
ped” €repa GAL1998] pebétepa GA1923 GA1982

ava pécov GA1923 GA1982 | davapéonv GA1998
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HeMoapey GA1923 GA1982 ] iipéinoay pév GA1998

As we can see, this comment is a result of intertextual comparison and at the same
time is also a compilation that indicates a high level of scholarly activity. More especially,
we can find here two different texts that | have put in quotation marks. References are
given for both texts. The first one is a short paraphrase indicating that it derives from the
second volume of an exegesis of Ezekiel «Ev t@ devtépe tol@ t@v gig tov Telexinl
&nynuac», and more specifically on: gi¢ o «dia tovto matépeg pdyovior téxva». There
is a text published in Migne’s Patrologia Graeca (PG) in the thirteenth volume with the
title Selecta in Ezechielem (pp. 767-826). This is one of the three volumes containing
writings by or attributed to Origen.**® The work Selecta in Ezechielem is actually a
compilation of extracts attributed to Origen’s commentary on Ezekiel which were found
in catenae on Ezekiel. In what follows, the two texts are here presented side by side. The
text from the Selecta in Ezechielem is longer, but | tried to keep the whole passage that
refers to this subject: «dia todro matépes pdyoviar tékva» SO as to understand the
connection. The author of the extract promises to be as accurate as he could be «tade ént

AEEemo».

Comm. 210a (1/2) Origen, Selecta in Ezechielem (fragmenta e catenis)
PG 13.783.52-784.37

Ev @ devtép@ ol TtV gig tov  Tade Aéyer Adwvai Kipiog. 'Emétpenev, Omov HEv 10
Telexinh éénynrikag Kpido, Un Aéyewv: "Eotou kpifo év Héoq, dAN, [lotow

Kpilo v Yéow cov: kol 01 1O Hepoykéval ovTovs Td

48 pG 11-13.
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€lg T0 «OW TOVTO TOTEPES

QPAYOVTOL TEKVOY

EpUNveEVo® oL, ThoE EmMAEEEmG

onot. Towdta 0¢ &oTt KOl TO

napo.

™0

am0oTOA®

dylo Tod Oeod, Aéyeton 10, Kdyw drwoolai o dmov 08
natépeg viovg fjeBov, Ovyi moujow, v’ ol matépeg
Qaymol Tékva 1| Tékvo ToDG TOTépaC £mMEl ovK MV
apapUa TV Tatépmv 10 €60iecon HEp aVTAYV TOVG
viovg. AAL 0Vde oikelov BOed TO TODTO EvepyRioat.
OVt yap kol 0 v ‘Efpaiov d1ddokarog £Enynocato
16 Todg dolalovrag e doédow, oi o¢ é€ovBevodviég e
atillacOnoovrar, €v T TwPOIT OV  Boaogileidv
keilevov. Expfiv yop @cod pev Epyov eivar 10 So&dlew,
ovKéTL 0¢ é€vépyelav, OGAAL mapokdiovBo TO TOV
dripélovria @Ogdov  dtalecOar. Tadta  odv
TopaTNPNTEOV Kol €Ml TV €DAOYIADV KOl KOTOPAV TOV
&v Aevitik® xoi devtepovollio, Kol €nl 1OV Adywv TdV
npopnTik®dv. Ti tolvuv €oti 10, d1a TtodTo @dyovrai
TOTEPES TA TEKVA &V 0@ 0OV, KOI TEKVO. QOYOVIOL
matépog; “Ocov He&v oDV kATl KOWAV Tve  Koi
amiovotépav  €kdoynv €ott TODTO 10V €V TOg
axotootatobools kol otaclafoHouls TovPEVOUEVMV
gxkAnoiong. TToAddkig yap ol d10dEavteg Kai &v Xplotd
yeyevwnkéval tovg mop’ avT®V dkovoovtag Tod Oeiov
vOHov  vopicBévteg,  émiPovAievopevor  VmO  TAV
S1day0éviov, olov écBiovral Vo T@V VIGY matépeg. Ei
0¢ avtol mAeovekToiev Kol Adkoiev Tovg TpooayBévtag
O autdv 1@ Oeim AOY®, Tatépeg giciv £é60iovteg TOVG
viovg. ‘Ot 8¢ kelton 10 €obicv 1ag chpkag Tvog &ml
T0600TNG dKkoTaoTaciog Kol otdoems, €oTt Habelv €k
100 KG' WOAHOD: Aia 0 €yyilerv én’ Ee kokodVTag 00
payelv Ta¢ aaprag Pov: kol €k tod Top Aéyovtog: Ei d¢
koi elmov oi Ospamorvai Pov- Tic &v doin AUV 1@V
oopKAV 00100 Qoyelv, Ailod ypnotod ovrog; Towadtd
£€0TL Kol 70 mopd T® ATOGTOM® CITIOUEVO TOVG

otaoclalovrog Tpog airqrovg év Tiow Exkinoiomg: Ei
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JITIOUEVE TOVG 0TAOLALOVTOS 08 aldnflovg dakvere kal kateolicte, fAémeTe U Do

npog  GAMrovg  Ev  ToW dAdnjiwv avalwlijte. Tovto 6¢ TO OAGKvVEWV Kol

ékkinoiong: & 0¢ aAdiovg kateoOicwy, iog yivesOoa 10, Hatépes payovral Tékva &v

O0dxveTe Kol KaToLTI 00 Héow oov, Kol Tékva @ayoviol matépog, ovy O BOgdg

gvepyel, akolovBel 6¢ toig T dwaidpato Tod Ogod
anmbovpévolg kol €v  Tolg VOMiHolg avtod PN

nopevolévorg. (p. 783.52-784.37)

The notorious inaccuracy of attributions in catena manuscripts means that we

should be wary of accepting the attribution to Origen. Nevertheless, these texts are clearly

r

elated, with the extract in the catena of Galatians deriving from the longer text in the

Ezekiel catena.

The second extract reads as follows:

«xoavi] Koldoel kolalolar koto UeADV TEVolar - OpdV TovS Hapyapitog
¢ ékrAnaiog, OmO TAV YOIpWV KOTOTOTOVPEVODS TOVS GOTEPAS TOD
0vpavod, OO TV 0UPaV TOD OPAKoVIOS €IS TV YV oecvpUévovs:  THY
durelov fjv épvtevoev n oelia 100 Bgod, vmo TOD GVLOS TOD HOVIOD
Avopévpv» [rai peld’ Erepa] Y*° «ddra Wi wic dmodfy, térva, Su
novvatnoev 6 Kopiog, 6L pueic Ui aovvarel 1 yeip oo tob éCeléabar; i
éBapove 10 0l¢ 10D W) droboar;, Gl T dlapThata DGV difoTnory Gvi
Hégov U@V Kail T00 Ocod- RUelnoolley yap: Eviol 0 Kol KaTePPOVHTOUEY:
dAAndovg  daxvovies kal  GAAnlovs  katautiwPevor, Om’  GAAAwv

avnlaoOnlev.»

1

9 kai Yed’ &repo is a link inserted by the compiler and not part of the original extract.
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The author of the extract in the catena on Galatians gives us again a reference for
this work, naming the author as «d feiog pdprog ITioviog» and the source as: «€v wjj mpog
TOVG &V 1@ Kot TOV 1YoV mapameaovrag kol éxibdooavtag: éA00vTag ¢ mpog avtov v @
oeolwtnpico avoxinuiki] mopowvéoer». Indeed, this text exists, and was published by

Musurillo in 1972under the title Martyrium Pionii presbyteri et sodalium.**® The two texts

are presented side by side below.

Comm. 210a (2/2)

kol 0 Beiog Uaptog [Tioviog év Thy
mpOG TOVG &V T® Kotd TOV
SlwyUov  mopamecoOVToG - Kol
EmBvoavtoc: EABOVTOC 08 TPOg
avtovV &V T®  decHoTNpi
AVOKANTIKT] TOpatvESEL, OVTMG
xpiow:

<Ko

avapépet mv

amoapyoplevog ovTwmg:
KOAGGEL
LeA®Y TEUVOUOL -

Hapyapitog Tig éKKANoiag,

KoAGCoMon: KaTd
opdV TOVG
TOV

V1o XOoip®V

KOTOTATOVEVOVG: TOVG

aoTépag To oVPAvVOD, VO TNV

Musurillo (1972), Martyrium Pionii presbyteri et
sodalium, Ch. 12 sect. 3*, 13, 14, 15

(1) Opog &’ odv koi &v Tf @uAakii moAlol TGV
E0vav fpyovto meibev B€lovieg, Kol GKOVLOVTEG
avT®V T0¢ amokpioelg E0avpalov. (2) eionecav o6&
Kol 6c0l Katd GvAyKnV Toov GEGUpUEVOL TGV
Xpotiov®dv AOEAP®Y TOALV KAALOHOV TO10DVTEC,
o¢ Héya mévBoc kab’ Exdotnv dpav Exev avTovg,
HéAloto €mi TOlC €VAAPEot Kol €&v KOAf) moAtteiq
yvevopévolg, g kol kiaiovta tov ITioviov Aéyswv:
Kot Péhog

TéEUVOUaL OpAV TOVG Hapyapitos THS EKKANGIOG

(3*) Kowi] xoAldosr wolalolon,
V0 TAOV Y0IPOV KOTUTOTOVUEVOVS KOl TOVG
aotépag TOO OVPAVOD VA0 TS OVPAS TOV
OpaKovTog €ig TNV Yijv 6€6VPUEVOVE, TNV AUTELOV

v £€@UTevoey 1) 0g€10 ToD 0g0D VO TOV VOGS TOD

150 Musurillo, H., The acts of the Christian martyrs, Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1972, pp. 136-166.
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oVpav 10V OpaKOVTOg €ig TNV
YRV 6gcvppévovg: TV AUTELOV

e

v épvtevoev 1] 6gdua TOD
0g0?, V70 TOD 6VOS TOV [ovioD

Avopévnv-»

Koi Yed’ Erepar

«@AAO PN TG VOGN, TéKva,
6T fovvartneey 6 Koprog, aid’
NHeElS: U ddvvatel 1 xeip Hov
100 &EerhécOan; 1| éPfapuve TO
ovg Tod N axovoar; arlli Ta

apaptilata VOV OtieTnowv

Hoviod Avpatvopévnv: Kol TouTnv VOV Tpuy®dot
TAvteg ol mopamopevoUevol TV 036v. (4) texvia
Hov od¢ méA Mdive Em¢c o Hopewdii Xpiotodg &v
VU1V, ol Tpueepol Hov EmopevBnoav 660vg Tpayeiog.
(5) viv 11 Zmwcavvo €vedpeddn VIO TOV AVOU®V
npecPutépv, VOV AVAKOAOTTOLGL TNV TPLPEPAY
Kol Koy, Onmg EUmANcO®dotl Tod KdAAOLG aTHG
Kol yevdi| katapoaptupnomcty ovtic. (6) viv o
Apav kobovileton, EoBnp 6¢ kol mdco mOAG
tapdocetal. (7) vov o0 MUOG Gptov ovde diya
voatog, AL’ §j tod dxodoar Adyov kvpiov. (8)q
névtog évootafav micor ol mwapBévor kol
gkaOevdov; (9) Emnpddn 10 pPRiHa 0D KLpiov
‘Tnood: Apa 6 vidg t0d AvOphmov MGV gvpGEL
v miot émi tfig i, (10) dxovm 8¢ 8t Koi €ic
gK0oTog TOV TANGiov Tapadidwaoty, tva TAnpwbij To
[Mapaddoel aderpog adelpov gig Odvatov. (11) dpa
g&nmoato 0 catavdg MUAG Tod cwidoor g TOV
oltov: mopwvov O& 10 mTvov €v Ti] Yepl 10D Beod
Abyov tod Swakabdpor v Glova. (12) taya
EPAnON

Kotamateital Vo TV avOpdTov. (13) dAha Uf Tig

EHopavn 1O Ghog kol o Kol

VOLAPN, TEKVia, 6TL NOVVATNOEY O KUPLOG GAL’
fueic. (14) M1 @dvvatel yap, enoiv, 1 x&ip Hov
Tod £EedécOar; i) papuve TO olg Hov <TOD> )
gicouxkovoor;, GAAD  TO

auaptTiplata  VUAV

ava, Léoov VUOV Kol Tod Ogod:

oloT®owv ava Pécov €Uod ToD 0oV kol VUGV.

nueAoapey yap: £viol o0& Kol

KOTEQPOVI|GULLEY aAiiovg

oakvovteg kKol GAAMAovg
KOTOITIOMEVOL, V7T°  GAMA®V

avnroOnpev.»

(15) nownoapev vap, évior 0 Kol
KOTOQPOVIGUVTES: nvopMcapey aArrovg
0GKvOVTEG KOl GAMAOVS KOTOLTIOMEVOL V7O

AoV avniaOnuev. (16) 6t 8¢ MUGV TV

dkaloovuVNV  EPLOCEVEY  HAAAOV AoV  TMV
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vYpopHatE®V Kol Dapioaimy.

The differences between the two texts are only slight, with one exception.
Comment 210a says «dava pécov DU®V Kol tod Ogod» whereas Martyrium Pionii says
«Ava Héoov €Uod tod Beod kai bUMV»: the omission of the first-person pronoun makes the
author of the catena extract appear to be more pious. In addition, the authorial comment
«xol Med’Erepox (i.e. “and after other comments he continues™) that builds a bridge
between the two parts of the comment clearly explains the omission of the text in between
the comments and further shows the dependence of our extract from the Martyrium

Pionii.

In conclusion, we should be hesitant regarding the identity of the author: although
the initials ®QT are found in front of the extract, both texts derive from sources not
connected with Photius. What is more, all the other extracts that are attributed to Photius
in these manuscripts have a different typology. They all start with a repetition of the
lemma text preceding the comment. In this case the repetition is lacking. It therefore
appears that these additions derive from a different source, albeit one used by a scholar,

but whose attribution to Photius seems doubtful.
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4.2. Comment 252a

From almost the same sources as comment 210a comes comment 252a. It is only
present in Mediolanensis Ambrosianus D. 541 inf. (GA 1982) f. 176v and in Venetus
Marcianus Gr. Z. 33 (423) (GA 1923) in f. 210v, since in Vaticanus Palatinus gr. 204 (GA
1998) Galatians is only extant until f. 213v (Gal 5.20). The two manuscripts that have this
text are very closely related: in fact, one is a copy of the other. Not only the mise-en-page
of these two manuscripts is remarkable, but also the exact content of the two codices, line

by line:

GA 1923, f. 210v GA 1982, f. 176v

Table 13: Comparison of GA 1923 and 1982.
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In these witnesses, comment 252a is present on the verso of a page at almost the
same place, with neither a number in front nor a sign. However it can be easily

distinguished from the following and previous comments.

«Iopanl. tod Geod. mpog avtidiaotorny Tovdaiwv. Aeyoviwv éavtovg Topani:
. A N 1994 ~ ~ ~ ~ 77 (4 t ’ b ~ 2 (4
Sviwv 08 “*éx Tij¢ 100 aatova cvovaywyis”. w¢ o lwavvig év tjj drmokaldyel,

pnoi.»

This comment has also not previously been published. It was not part of the
numbered comments, and a gap has been left before it, awaiting either a sign or a ligature
representing an author’s name. My inclination is for the latter, more especially that it is
part of the Scholia Photiana. The first phrase «lopani ot Geod.» has exactly the same
pattern and role as the first phrases that are usually written in majuscule in the Scholia
Photiana. These are usually a repetition or paraphrase of a biblical verse and serve either
as a title for the following extract or a part of a larger period with a more active role in the
extract. In this case it is a combination of the two, and although this phrase is written in

minuscule letters, we should not be misled by that.

The comment itself gives us hints of its possible origins. First of all, a reference is
being given: a phrase “ék tij¢ t00 oatava covaywyiic” which is found «w¢ 6 Twavvig év tj
amoxoldyet, pnai», in the Book of Revelation. This is more or less a paraphrase of the first
half of Gal 3.9: «idov J10d éx tijc ovvaywyijc 100 Zarova, TV Aeyoviwy éavtodg Tovdaiovg
elval, kal ovk eioiv dAlo webdovrar» The contribution of the scholar who added this
observation is not restricted to identifying the reference and the paraphrase, but also

features the use of the critical scholion «zpog avtidiaotornv Tovdaiwv», that is similar to

the more widely used «avti tod» in the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena. All these aspects
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support the identification of this extract as an otherwise unattested member of the Scholia
Photiana. This comment might have been overlooked and thus not included in Staab’s
edition (1933), because although he used both manuscripts (GA 1923 and 1982) (see
section 1.5.4.2), this might have been considered as a continuation of the previous
comment. This is an example that proves why surveys based solely on the initia of the

comments may well be misleading.

4.3 Conclusion

The two texts that have been studied in this chapter confirm and prove the initial
the hypothesis that lost texts are preserved in the catena manuscripts that could help in the
reconstruction or the restoration of lost commentaries. An example for this is the
commentary that Hergenrother suggested was created by Photius for the Pauline Epistles

and later on Staab tried to reconstruct.*>*

151 Staab, 1933, pp. 470-652.
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5. Typus Vaticanus and its relationship to the Pseudo-Oecumenian

Pauline catena

5.1. Description and contents

Codex Vaticanus gr. 692 (GA 1993), copied in the eleventh or twelfth centuries, is
made of parchment, consists of 97 folios, is not in perfect condition and has only partially
survived. We do not know its original contents for sure, but given it has four Pauline
epistles in sequence: 1Cor 6:19 — 16:24 (f. 1r — f. 43r), 2Cor (f. 43v - f. 76v), Gal (f. 77r
— f. 91r), Eph 1:1 — 5:13 (f. 91v — f. 97v), and given that the first and last of these are
partial because of damage to the codex it is a reasonable assumption that at least all the

Pauline epistles were included.

5.2. Staab’s information about Vaticanus gr. 692 and its relation with Vaticanus gr.

762

As Staab mentioned, Vaticanus gr. 692 (GA 1993) is considered in the Karo —
Lietzmann catalogue as a separate type of Pauline catena.™ This catalogue gives a list of
the exegetes’ names in this manuscript, but it is neither full nor correct.™* Staab continues

his criticism of earlier work on this witness by turning to Turner’s significant article in

152 Staab 1926, 11. See also Karo, G. and Lietzmann, H., Catenarum graecarum catalogus, Gottingen, 1902,
p. 601.

153 Staab 1926, p. 11
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Hasting’s Dictionary of the Bible.”®* Here again, although Turner believed that greater
value should be placed on this manuscript and gave additional information, Staab showed
that this was partly wrong.™ Finally, Staab concluded that this manuscript is in fact a
descendant of the main representative of Typus Vaticanus, Vat. gr. 762 (GA 1915),*°
which was, in fact, also its Vorlage, and that proof for this is the word éxAoyai in its
title.*>” Unfortunately, we cannot prove this while studying Galatians, since this epistle is
only preserved in one witness of the so—called Typus Vaticanus, Vat. gr. 692 (GA 1993),
and therefore cannot be compared with any other of this type. There is some evidence,
though, to support its connection with Vat. gr. 762 (GA 1915) which was proposed and
supported by Staab. He claims that the catena in Vat. gr. 692 is an abridged version of the
catena text of Vat. gr. 762 (GA 1915), proposing that the Vorlage for the first three
epistles in Vat. gr. 692 (GA 1993) was Vat. gr. 762 (GA 1915). However, his argument is
incomplete and not fully supported. In particular, Staab says that in Vat. gr. 692 (GA
1993) the biblical lemmata “almost always” start with the same word, that for the “largest
part” the scholia are identical, that the scribe or editor of Vat. gr. 692 (GA 1993)
“paraphrased in many cases” and finally that Vat. gr. 762 (GA 1915) uses always “lo” or

“loavvov” in front of the Chrysostomian extracts instead of “Xp”, that we are

accustomed to find in other catena.®® It is therefore difficult to accept his conclusion that

B4 Turner, p. 522

155 Staab 1926, p. 11.

156 Staab 1926, p. 11. For Vaticanus gr. 762 see also Lang, O., Die Catene des Vaticanus gr. 762 zum Ersten
Korintherbrief, [Catenenstudien 1], Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs, 1909.

157 Staab 1926, p. 13.

158 Staab 1926, p. 10.
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“Die Abhangigkeit der fraglichen Handschrift ergibt sich aus dem Gesagten mit voller
Evidenz” (“the dependence of Vat. gr. 692 (GA 1993) from Vat. gr. 762 (GA 1915) arises
from a self-evident truth”) His argument for common mistakes in both manuscripts is
more convincing, but even these could have originated in a common ancestor of both
manuscripts. 1 am sceptical about their relationship, but more evidence is needed to
support this, such as a collation of the two manuscripts in the first three epistles. For now,
I am only studying Galatians and | will try in this chapter to identify whether there is

connection of Typus Vaticanus (as found in GA 692) with other catena manuscripts.

5.3. The biblical text in «Tév gig v wpog FordTog EmoToM]y EENYNTIKAY EKAOYDV»

Although Typus Vaticanus presents a catena on Galatians, it is interesting to see
that not all the verses of Galatians are present; sometimes the same verses are repeated,
whereas at other times verses from other Pauline epistles can also be found. More details

will be discussed in the following sections.

5.3.1. Fragmentary character

The following verses of Galatians are present in the manuscript:

Gal 1:1-2 (f. 77r), Gal 1:3-5 (f. 77v), Gal 1:8-10a (f. 78r), Gal 1:13 (f. 78r), Gal 1: 15-
16a (f. 78v), Gal 1:16b-17a (f. 79v), Gal 2:1-2 (f. 80r), Gal 2:6 (f. 80v), Gal 2:11-13a (f.
81r), Gal 2:15-17a (f. 81v), Gal 2:19-20 (f. 82r), Gal 3:1-2a (f. 83v), Gal 3:13-14 (f.

83v), Gal 3:15-16 (f. 84v), Gal 3:19-20 (f. 85r), Gal 3:23-24a (f. 85r), Gal 4:1-4a (f.
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85v), Gal 4:4-5 (f. 86r-v), Gal 4:8-9a (f. 86v-87r), Gal 4:19 (f. 87r), Gal 4:21-23 (f.
87v), Gal 4:24 (f. 87v), Gal 5:2-3 (f. 88r), Gal 5:9-10a (f. 88v), Gal 5:16-17 (f. 88v),
Gal 5:19-21 (f. 89r), Gal 5:22a (f. 89v), Gal 5:24 (f. 89v), Gal 6:2 (f. 90r), Gal 6:9-10a
(f. 90r), Gal 6:11 (f. 90r), Gal 6:12-13 (f. 90v), Gal 6:16a (f. 91r), Gal 6:17a (f. 91r), Gal

6.18 (f. 91r).

These verses are written in semi-majuscule script and before each line of them is a
diple “<-” which indicates that this is part of the biblical text. It is not clear, though,

whether these signs were written by the principal copyist or a later hand.

The verses that are missing or are not written in semi-majuscule are the following:

Gal. 1:6-7, Gal. 1:10b-12, Gal. 1:14, Gal. 1:17b-24, Gal. 2:3-5, Gal. 2:7-10, Gal.
2:13b-14, Gal. 2:17b-18, Gal. 2:21, Gal. 3:2b-12, Gal. 3:17-18, Gal. 3:21-22, Gal.
3:24b, Gal. 3:25-29, Gal. 4:6-7, Gal. 4:9b-18, Gal. 4:20, Gal. 4:25-31, Gal. 5:1, Gal.
5:4-8, Gal. 5:10b-15, Gal. 5:18, Gal. 5:22b-23, Gal. 5:25-26, Gal. 6:1, Gal. 6:3-8, Gal.
6:10b, Gal. 6:14-15, Gal. 6:16b, Gal. 6:17b. The missing biblical verses are equivalent
almost to two-thirds of the whole epistle, that is almost 94 out of the total 149 verses of
Galatians. This makes the manuscript interesting, since it would be intriguing to find out

why these verses have not been included.

The first explanation of this fragmentation could be that it is related to a liturgical
use of the text. The biblical text could have been taken from a lectionary with only the
relevant readings for the whole ecclesiastical year. But it seems this is not the case, since,

firstly, there are no lectionary marks and, second, the biblical text is not the Apostolos
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reading that one would expect to find in a lectionary.™® Could it be a reading for another
occasion (such as a catechism) or for didactic purposes? It could be, as the resulting
biblical text flows smoothly and could easily be read aloud in one hour. Third, one might
expect the commentary to cover the gaps in the biblical text, since the Church Fathers
often inserted parts of the biblical verses in their commentaries. However, this is only

partly the case.

5.3.2. Repetitions in the commentary

The scribe sometimes puts the diple “ <- ” in front of biblical repetitions which are
found in the extracts of the Church Fathers. This is the same sign that he uses to signify
the biblical verses in semi-majuscule in the main block of biblical text. An indicative
example can be found in the second column of f. 77v where we can see the repetition of
the biblical verse Gal 1:4b “kotd 10 6éAnpa 10D Beod Kol ToTpog UGV that has already
been written in the block of the New Testament text that precedes it in the first column,

Gal 1:3-5.
More examples like this can be found in the following places:

»  Gal 1:2 «taic éxkinoiog thig Fodatiag» (f. 77v)
» Gal 1:9 «ig mposipnka kol dptt widw Aéyw» (f. 78r)

* Gal 1:16b «ebbéwc 00 TpocavedEUny copki kol aipfats (f. 78v)

9 See Gibson, S.J., The Liturgical and Textual Tradition of Acts and Paul in the Byzantine Apostolos
Lectionary, Birmingham, 2015 (unpublished doctoral thesis)
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Gal 1:16b-17a  «o¥v mpooavedéunv ocapki Kol aiflote ovde avijAbov  &ig
Tepocdivpla PO TovG TPo €U0V kal PNy anfjAbov» (f. 79v). This, in combination
with the previous example, prompts further discussion. In this case not only the
phrase «gbbéwg 0b mpocavebEUNV capkl kai aiplatys IS written in semi-majuscule
as part of the block of the biblical text (f. 78v), but it is also repeated twice (f. 78v
and f. 79v) with a sign that indicates that this is a biblical verse. Which one of all
these marked texts should be considered as the text of the New Testament of GA
1993? While the answer may focus on the semi-majuscule script, such a policy
would lead to Gal 1:17a being overlooked. In the latter verse we observe an
interesting variant reading that is not mentioned in the Nestle-Aland 28th edition:
kol Py cod.] arda NA28 et al.,. How should somebody transcribe this manuscript
for the purposes of a NT edition? Or better, how should this biblical verse be
handled for an edition of the biblical text only?

Gal 3:1 «oig kat’ 6@Buipovg (scripsi] cod. kato@Oaipovc) Tnoodc Xpiotdg

(scripsi] cod. 1g xc) mpoeypdon éotovpwpévog (scripsi] cod. Eotpwpévog)»

5.3.3. Biblical verse repeated in the next block of biblical text

Following on from the issue of the repetition of verses in the catena, there is one

further similar phenomenon to discuss which is unique in my experience with the
manuscripts. This case of repetition occurs not at the change of the quire or folio: instead,
the last part of a block with the biblical text in semi-uncial writing, Gal 4:1-4a (f. 85v),
«bte 58 AOev 1O TAMpwa ToD ypdvov», is repeated in the first part of the next block with
biblical text in semi-uncial writing, Gal 4:4-5 (f. 86r). Given that here there is no change

in the wording, this could simply be considered as dittography.
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However, the answer advanced to the question in the previous paragraph as to
“What do we consider as the text of the New Testament of the GA 1993?” was only the
semi-uncial script. Could there be more to this repetition than simply inadvertent
dittography? It might have been the case that the compiler—not the scribe here—copied
the biblical text from several exemplars. In fact, he may have copied the biblical text from
the catena or the commentary that he used for that biblical verse. It would have been
fortunate if there was a variant in one of the two biblical blocks which proved that this did
indeed happen. At present, however, arguments can only be put forward on the basis of
the palaeography of the manuscript. There is no doubt that the scribe of both blocks of
biblical text (f. 85v and f. 86r) is the same person. However, a more careful observation of
the first block (in f. 85v) will show that at least two words are written in a different way,
as they are abbreviated. These are the words «fA0(ev)» (where the letter «0» is written
above the letters «fqA») and «yp(6vov)» (which is written like a christogram), two words
that are not often found abbreviated, especially as they are written in a different way on
the next page (f. 86r). There are also abbreviations for «omo» and «&ot» Iin the same
block of text, although these are more common in the semi-uncial blocks of New
Testament text elsewhere in the manuscript. So while these palaeographical observations
could support the idea of a different exemplar, they are not as compelling as a variant

reading or even the slightest alteration or omission.

5.3.4. The catena covers the omission of biblical verses

The following two sections deal with the treatment of biblical text in the catena,

specifically verse which are present in the commentary but not in the lemma.
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5.3.4.1. Biblical text in the commentary
The following three verses missing from the lemma can be found in the

commentary text of the catena:

Gal 1.17 (f. 79r): «odoe avijlbov eic Tepoaoivpa. mpog to0S TPo EUOD ArooTOAOVS»

Gal 3:10 (f. 84r): «émixardparog mwig, 6¢ ovk EUUéver mhol TOIS &yyeypolUévors. év @

PifAie tod vopoo, Tod motijoor avTa»

Gal 3:24 (f. 85Vv): «date 6 vopog mardaywyog npiv (Uiv cod.] udv NA28 et alii) yéyove»

5.3.4.2. Hermeneia of biblical text that is missing
Additionally, there is a part of the commentary in the catena that fills the gap in

the biblical text where certain verses are absent from the lemma.

Gal. 3:17-18 (ff. 84v-85r) «Opa ti 0éher S 10D Vmodeiypatog thg SabnKng
KOTOOKEVAGAL... akvpodtat 1 dwdnkn tod 0(e0)d M wpog APpadap». This
corresponds to comment 114 of the Pseudo-Oecumenian Family (see

appendix 1).

Gal. 4:25-31 (ff. 87v=88r) «To Xwa ¢ bpog év Apofig Yev €onv... Ayap kai adro
rpooayopevollevov». This corresponds to comment 173 of the Pseudo-

Oecumenian Family (see appendix I).

In these cases, the commentary which has been excerpted from the original form

interprets also verses that are missing and had not been lemmatized.
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5.3.5. Other texts indicated with diple
There are also other biblical verses, from both the Old Testament and the New
Testament, that are found within this catena, written in minuscule and indicated with

diples, suchas < or <-

f. 79r: “cidov ydp,” enowv “Uarordtnta, dvlpwmov doavia wap’ Eavt@d ppoviov eivar:
3 4 4 5 ” ~ 3 ~ 33 AT ¢ ) 7 ¢ ~ A
élmioo Pévror eiyev dppawv Hallov abrod-” kai “obai oi ovverol mop’ Eovtoig, kai
&vomov obtdv émothloves” kol avtog maiive ‘U yiveale @gpovijlor mop’

éavroig.” (Proverbs 26.12)

f. 82v (1): 6 yop vopog tod mv(edparo)s tijs {wijc (0m. év Xpiot® 'Inood) 1jlevbépwaé pe:

(Rom 8:2a)

f. 82v (2): Mwoiic pnai- (pnoi cod.] Hev yap mpoc tovc matépac imev 611 NA28 et al.)
mpopnTyy BUIv dvaotioer k(0pio)s 6 O(eo)s (OM. SUDV). éx TV doelpdV DDV d¢

EUé- avrod drovoeable. (Acts 3:22)

f. 83r (1): Nexpoocoate yép gnot (yap enot cod.] ovv NA28 et al.] to UéAN PGV Etiva
gotwv (Gtva Eotv add. cod.) ta émi thg Y. mopveio (mopveio cod.] mopveiov
NAZ28 et al.), powyeia (Loyyeia add. cod.) dxabapoia (dxabapcio cod.] akabapoiov

NA28 et al.) (Col 3:5)
f. 83r (2): 6 mahowog HUdV GvBpmmog cuvestavpmbn: (Rom 6:6)

All these originate in the source of Typus Vaticanus for a couple of folia (e.g. ff.

79r, 83r-v), which is Typus Parisinus.'® In comparison with other catenae Typus

160 See, Cramer, v. 6 (1844), pp. 41-42.
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Parisinus is quite rich in the interpretation of Gal. 2:20, which is supported by all these
biblical passages form other books of the Bible. This is probably the reason that Typus

Vaticanus opted to copy at this place from Typus Parisinus.

Apart from the biblical quotations which are not from Galatians, there are also a
few phrases that are indicated with diples and are not biblical at all. Instead they have a
common characteristic, namely that they all appear in Typus Parisinus too. It seems that
the person —scribe or reader— who added the diples in front of these lines was possibly

misled and considered them as biblical. These texts are the following:

f. 83r : 81" Mg vexpodte (vekpodte cod] vexpodtar Chrysostom Typ. Par.) fiuév to Héln

(Typus Parisinus, cf. Cramer v. 6, pp. 41-42, Chrysostom PG 61.645.49)

f. 83r : 6mep €v 1® Aovtp® yéyovev (Typus Parisinus, cf. Cramer v. 6, p. 42, Chrysostom

PG 61.646.1-2)

f. 89r : kai yap aAlayod mod enot katemifupog ETv 1) oy Hov: kol Ti EmOvEl 1 yoyn
oov kai (om. kai Typus Parisinus) mtomocm oot kai pn (om. pr Typus Parisinus)
TOPEVOL. KTa TNV MOV THS Yoyfic 6oV Kol moAv: obtmg Emmobel (Embulle)

N yoyn Hov. (Chrysostom, PG 61. 671. 26 and Cramer, v. 6, p. 81).

The last of these texts is probably indicated with diples because it is based in a phrase
from the Septuagint: «katerniBvpog Eotv 1 yoyn Hov» (Psalm 41.2). The first two texts
are both by Chrysostom and they are next to a biblical phrase, so (as | mentioned before)
probably the person who added the diples in front of these lines had been misled into

considering them as biblical.
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5.3.6. Alterations to the biblical text
There are a few interesting alterations or additions to the biblical text in semi-

uncial letters which have not so far been indicated in any apparatus criticus.

Gal 2:20 (f. 82r): avactavtog cod. | ayomoavtog Pe kol mapaddvtog Eatov VIEp EUOD

NAZ28 et al.
Gal 3:14 (f. 84r): AP cod. ] MaPopev oo mictemg NA28 et al.
Gal 3:10 (f. 84r): éyyeypappévorg cod. ] yeypappévorg NA28 et al.
Gal 5:19 (f. 89r): add. poyeia ante axabapcio cod. ] - NA28 et al.
Gal 5:21 (f. 89r): add. 6t post vpiv ] - NA28 et al.

The last of these, as it is the last word of the block of the biblical text, provides a strange
reading that interrupts the sentence in an unexpected place. However, it is commonly the
practice of the scribe/compiler to leave the last verses of the blocks of biblical text
unfinished. This happens in almost fifty per cent of the text. An ungrammatical jump such

as this one would therefore not be immediately noticeable to readers.

Searching in the database of the COMPAUL project’® at the University of
Birmingham for quotations of Galatians in Greek authors, | found that the word potyeia in

this verse is widely used by John of Damascus, but also used once by Theodoret of Cyr (c.

181 The COMPAUL project with H. Houghton as the principal investigator has received funding from the
European Union Seventh Framework Programme (FP7/2007-2013) under grant agreement no. 283302

(“The Earliest Commentaries on Paul as Sources for the Biblical Text”).
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393- c. 460)."°2 NA28 gives more patristic evidence with the use of this word in this

context by Irenaeus of Lyon and Ambrosiaster, which also shows how old this reading is.

5.4. The catena

Staab claims that the catena in Vaticanus gr. 692 (GA 1993) is an abridgment of
the Typus Vaticanus, more especially of the manuscript Vaticanus gr. 762 (GA 1915).
However, our investigation has led to different results and in the following paragraphs we

will try to show how this is not exactly the case.

5.4.1. The connection with the Pseudo-Oecumenian type

Trying to deconstruct the catena text, using smaller units so as to find the elements
from which the catena in Galatians in this manuscript was constituted, we found many
comments from the Pseudo-Oecumenian family. This is something that Staab has already
mentioned and it is also common characteristic in 1 Corinthians in this manuscript.'®®
More specifically, we can find the following comments: 3, 5, 6, 9, 10, 11, 16, 17, 18, 24,
27, 30, 34, 47, 49, 50, 59, 60, 70, 70a 2 (OIKOYM), 70b (OIKOYM), 71, 70a
2/2_(OIKOYM), 81, 81b (ANON), 93, 94, 110, 111, 114, 118, 119, 120, 122, 129, 130,
131, 132, 133, 141, 142, 142b (F'ENN or OIKOYM), 144, 145, 146, 148, 150, 150a

(KYPIA), 150b (OIKOYM), 165, 165a (KYPIA), 170, 171, 172, 173, 190, 200, 211, 212,

162 http://www.epistulae.org/citations

163 Staab, 1926, 17-18
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218, 219, 223, 231, 232, 232a (OIKOYM), 241, 244, 245, 246, 248, 248a (ANQN or

OEOAQPHTOY), 249, 250, 251, 252, 253, 255, 256.

Some of the comments mentioned above are grouped together and, most of the
time, are attributed as a whole to one or two Church Fathers: these are shown by the
names in the margin that are found in front of the gathering of the comments, which will
be provided in the table below. However, at other times these extended passages remain
anonymous. Staab observes that these gatherings of comments are a result of the
compiler’s desire to create some kind of uniformity in the layout of the text.*®* The scribe
writes the comments in continuous text. When he starts an extended comment he writes
the first letter of the first word slightly further into the left margin and usually its size is
larger. If one of the following comments starts in the middle of a line, he will indicate that
there is a comment that starts there by projecting the first letter of the following line
slightly further into the left margin and often its size is larger. The same happens with the
following comments as well. This practice is called ekthesis.*® This is plausible as
another external characteristic that we should take into consideration concerning the
original separation of the comments. However, as will be shown later on, it is not always
the rule. Sometimes the copyist also uses a stronger punctuation mark, either an upper dot
or double dot, whereas at the end of the collection of comments he uses a double-dot

followed by a horizontal line or circumflex “ :~ or =" .

The following table serves as an overview of the manuscript, broken down into the

individual comments with details of any commentator’s names provided in the margin

164 Staab, 1926, 17-18.

185 Houghton- Parker, 2016, p. 5.
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and the opening words of each comment. The fact that we find more than one Church
Father in one block of text (column two, “name in margin”) is proof of the compiler’s
attempt to combine extracts from two or more sources. Some compilers do it in a more
successful way, so that one does not easily observe the transition from one Father to
another, since the comments are intertwined artfully together, like in Staab’s “sekundérer
Erweiterungs-Typus”. However, in this case the scribe or the compiler (I refer to both
because in this case we are not sure whether it is a copy or the original manuscript itself,
since it is the only manuscript of this type that we have in our hands) tried to indicate that
a new comment begins using the practice of ekthesis or stronger punctuation, as

mentioned earlier.

For the interpretation of the index above it is useful to know the following. The first
column shows the location of a comment in the manuscript. The second column shows the
abbreviated names of the Church Fathers that can be found either in the left or the right
margins, but never in the middle margin. The third column shows the information that can
be found in the text about the ownership of the comment. In the fourth column can be
found the results after the collation of this manuscript with the Pseudo-Oecumenian
Pauline catena tradition. The numbers in the fourth column represent the numbers given to
each comment of the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena, while the use of fractions is to show
whether it is the first (1/2) or the second (2/2) part of the comment of the Pseudo-
Oecumenian catena. The asterisks represent each comment that is separated with ekthesis
and cannot be found in the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena. Finally, for this column my
comments: 1) “with no distinction” refers only to the previous numbers/comments, 2) “it
seems to be split” refers to only the preceding comment, and 3) “paraphrased” refers to

only the preceding comment, as well. The fifth column gives the beginning and the end of
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every comment or block of comments that is either attributed to a certain author (see
second column) or remains anonymous. The sixth column has notes that follow a
comment or a block of comments and is always related to the content of the preceding
comment. The sixth column has almost the same function as the third column, giving us
information about the authorship of the next comment. Their only difference is that the
name in the third column stands alone, independent of any comment, either following or
preceding, whereas in the sixth column it appears at the end of a comment and refers
either to the next comment, or to a comment that would be similar or would agree with the
previous comment but is not present in the text. For example on f. 87r there is a comment
“otepbeipate pnot... oo tijc katnynoews” attributed to Chrysostom (“Io” ) and after the
comment there is the information that Theodoret agrees, meaning that he wrote something
similar in his work. This way the compiler strengthens an interpretation without repeating

the same ideas in this catena and using up parchment with such repetitions.

folio | name in | name in text | comm. initia followed by
margin OR preceded | Number
by
77r— | Yn(60eowg) - Ipooylio To Hév mpooifiov... GAld Tig
77v Tw(dvvng) - OT BeodmpnTov, Toatiog
3,56
T7v eT - 9,10,111/2 180D £avtov 0é0mKev... E0wKkev | TODTO KoL O
£awtov o X(poto)g XpvoooTopog

10 TOAADV

78r Io k(oi) Ot - 16, 17, 18 tva UM 116 €inn... 10 dcovonmote

oNoi 10 Hucpov

78r lo - *[* ovy, ATADG...00Teg EENveyke TO
AeyOev

78r-v | lo - * tivog €vekev... améotn TOd
volov

78v 01 GAAog pnoiv 24 £MELdN v YEVOUEVN V...

KOTOPPOVAGLY o0TOD

78v Oikov(péviov) - 2712 10 8¢ TPOEKOTTOV ... TAPAL
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‘Tovdaiorc.

OT - 30,*,34,* el &k kowiag... mpO  EHOD
GTOGTOALOVG
79r- | lo Kol GANOG | *I*[*[*[*[* €00émg 0V... 00 mpocavebEuny
80r onoiv G0 eVOEmG
80r-v | I x(ai) Oco0d/ - 47,49, 50 Kol tivog £vekev... €lg Kevov
TPEX®
80v Io - *[* 0 Topa mv apymv...
vmomotevovtag 8Tt OVK  &ig
KEVOV TPEX®
80v— | OT - 59, 60 and 1OV SokoOVTWV... Omoiol
81r TOTE oAV
81r oT - 70 (it seems to | ov Hayms. . SwahexOijvan,
be split) TPOGEAVTOVG.
81r Evoc Evcéplog 8¢ o | 70a1/2 MR eivor  todTOV...TOWDTNG
Hapeirov oikovolliag
amodeikvooty
&v il
ExkAnclactikii
‘lotopia
81v Oikov(péviov) 70b, 71, 70a | iotéov pévrot... 1@ Kopviliw
212 GUVEQAYEV.
8lv— | - - 81 TANPOCOG TG KOTd... cobfjvol
82r TPOGOOKAVTEG
82r - GAAog pnoiv 81b 0 avaykoio Tod... Epyov vopov
82r oxoh(ov) Kinu | - * {® 8¢ pnoiv... viod Tod 0(e0)d
82r- | lo - *[xxx x> Sty €xet todTo... €ml Tod | TO aOTO Kol
83v KOTAKAVGHOD Be6dmpog
83v OT «(ai) IQ - 93 2/3, *, 93 | dvontovg avtovs... TPO TOHTOL
3/3 npdtTovtag
83v lo - 94 kol pv év TepovcoAnp...
mapdVTO aDTOV 10eTE
84r OT - 110, 111 1/2 | dvtiBeow vmavtdoay... | Kol Aleg T
(with no | dédovtal ai emaryyehion npokeievov
distinction) vonfnoetat
84r-v | lo - * 0 Hev Aaog... tva Avon Ekeivnv
84v oxOA(10v) - * Mera v Emayyehiav... mdg
y6vog &t vA
84v- | - - 114 Spa ti O€Aet... 1 Tpog APpadpl
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85r

85r Io - 091 - 118, 119, 120, | ag &
122 (with no | dvtiBéoewg...éknemoreOUEVOLG
distinction)
85r-v | OT «(ai)Oikov - 129, 130, 131, | kol yap v TUYODOAV... MUV
132 (with no | kotapavdv
distinction),
133
85v- | lo-O1 - 141, 142 KOA®G mapfyoyev... VmO T
86r oToryEin elmev
86r Oikov(péviov) GAAog pnoiv 142b gv 14fel TV dmrpémov... GAA | glnev 8¢ T
£mAa EoBiey Eévov &ig TovTO
kol  EvcéPuog
&v Moyo & Tiig
gvoyyeMKig
amodei&ems
86v lo - 01 - 144, 145 | ovk ginev 518 yovouKoOG... mhAw
(Distinction TPOG TOV VOHOV
with  double
dot), 146
86v Dot GAAmG */* THM-QP yevvdHevov  Bel... EKQAOVNOWV
moteicOon
87r OT - 148, 150 npog tov & Tovdaiov...Exovta
TPpoOG dkaiwow
87r Oikov(péviov) GA\hog 8¢ enoiv | 150b ao0evi] Kol TTOYA...0ic0NcEmG
kai {ofg
87r Kv 0 d¢ aywg | 150a otoyeloc  KOGHOV...  KOGHOL
Kopidhog  év Aéyet
Bipriw ot 1Thg
é&v mv(evpaty)
Aozpeiog
87r I - 165 Swpbeipate ¢enot... S Thg | TO  odT0  KOd
KOTN(NOEWDG Be0dmdpnTog
87r-v | Kv GAAmG * tekvia Hov 00G... dumiacOdot
vobv
87v lo - 01 - 170, 171 (with | d€i€on Podhetor... HOVNG Tiig
no distinction) | émayyeliog
87v Io k(oi) Ot - 172 dtwva €ott... €oTv dAANyopia
87v— | - - 173 (it seems | 10 Zwa 8¢
88r to be split) TPOGUYOPEVOLEVOV
88r-v | Iw - 190, */*[*[*[* ) a&omiotia... Unde 1o Pépog
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88v OT - 200 tva pn  Aéyoot... Eav  HUn
SopBhoncbe
88v oT - 211, 212 (with | kot mvedpa... Tag @odrag | ©©  adtd  Kod
no distinction) | mopgbechHon Oikovpéviog
89r lo Kol GArog | * Yoy coOpatt... 00 T0d GOHATOG
opoimg pnoiv
89r-v | lo - * Opic o ov...
KANpOVOUnGOVGLY
89v OT - 219, 218 TEDG MEV Yap... HeTA HEDNG
89v lo - * Ovx ginev 10 Epyov... 10D 0(0)
eav(Opom)iog
89v lo - * ohpra TAAWY... Kol oTOLDHEV
89v OT Kol GAL®G *,2231/2 dneldn elmev 811 O KAPWAG... TO
0¢ mapéhiceTan
89v— | Oikov(Uéviov) i obtog 223 2/2 Kol it Ayo... cbpra | obtwg Kinpng
90r £ot(0d)pwoav &v g
‘Yrnotondoemv
90r - - 231 2/2, 232 | mopowel Pny... oi €vtoAol Tod
(with no | X(poto)d
distinction)
90r OT i 611 232a QP 70 T0 GAAA@V Bapn... Tod Bglov
volov
90r lo - 01 - 241 2/2 £mMeLdN Oepiopod... movov
VIOVOT|oNTE
90r-v | lo - *[*[244 £vtadba ovdEV ... 0D KNPVGO®
TEPLTOUNV
90v - - 245, 246 (with | 6oot Bélovow...dpxwvror Kol
no distinction) | dibkwvrat
90v OT - 248a, 248 1/2, | &g yoAemdv TL... TOVTEADG
249 (with no | dvevépynrov
distinction)
Ov- | lo Kol aahog | */* DOOTEP TLTAV... Kl YO EKEVOIG
91r onoiv
91r - - 251, 250, 252 | 6cot pnot Td Kavovt... OpOVTIG
(paraphrased) 70V 0(£0)v
9lr lo - 253 1/2, 255 | todto ovK OKVAV
1/2 ...Gvomokpitmg motevecan
91r - - 256 oLV T@® MYeHOVIK®... EmedyeTon
yevéoBa

136



Table 14: Overview of Typus Vaticanus, cod. Vat. gr. 692 (GA 1993)

I would also like to comment on the second and third column, that are related by the
authorship of the comments. Summarizing the data of the index we see that John
Chrysostom alone is mentioned sixteen times in the margins, Theodoret thirteen times,
Oecumenius five times, Cyril of Alexandria twice, whereas Eusebius of Caesarea,
Clement of Alexandria and Photius are mentioned once each. Although all these names
are accurate, they must have been added at a later stage in the history of the text, as the
following evidence makes clear. Only what is included in the main body of the text (third
column) has a claim to be part of the original, although this is less precise as it uses just
phrases such as: dllog gnaiv, kol dAlog Opoiwg pnoiv, dAiog d¢ pnoiv, dliwg, 1 oftwg, f
Ji. It makes no sense to use dilog pnaiv for an extract from the well-known Chrysostom
at the same time as providing his initials in the margin. Given that they occur in the
margin, the initial must therefore be later. However, as the names in the margins seem to
have been written by the same hand, which wrote the main text, this suggests that this
manuscript is a copy of another in which the names had already been added. The absence
of the names in the body of the commentary — indeed, the apparent attempt to obscure the
source of the comments — would have made it strange if the compiler had added this

information in the margin. What is more, the compiler would have had the infomration

about each source to hand when making the compilation, yet chose not to supply it.

Nevertheless, the abovementioned introductory phrases dllog enoiv, xai dliog
Oloiw¢ pnoiv, dAlog d¢ pnoiv, diiwg, 1§ obtwg, f 61, are followed by an extract from a
Church Father, and introduce only the second or third part of the discussion related with a

certain biblical text. In this case, if the first comment is attributed to Chrysostom —
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according to the indication in the margin — the second comment after the introductory
words of the third column, will be attributed to Theodoret, and if there is a third this will
be attributed to Oecumenius (see for example on f. 89v). It could also be the other way
round, with Theodoret coming first, then an agreement with Oecumenius and then
Chrysostom follows (see for example the comments on Gal 5:16-17 on ff. 89v-90r).
However, there are further combinations. There are few instances when two names are
combined together. There are three different ways for the combination of John
Chrysostom with Theodoret of Cyr: a) lo — ®t (John-Theodoret, five times), b) To «(ai)
Ot (John and Theodoret, twice), ¢) Ot k(ai) To (Theodoret and John, once). We also find
Ot x(ai) Oikov/ (Theodoret and Oecumenius, once) and Io k(ai) @=0d/ (once). It is also
notable that these combinations in the margins are found only next to interpretations that
are never followed by the information that another author is of the same opinion. A
comparison of columns two and six helps to understand this. Thus, these combinations in
the margins are used for the same reason as the information at the end of an interpretation,
namely to strengthen an interpretation with the authority of the used names. It is rather
intriguing when we see that all the comments that are related to these combined
attributions are from the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena. Other interesting observations are
that there are a few half comments from the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena and that there are
no comments from the second stage of the Corpus Extravagantium.'®® Also, comments

49, 50" and 252 are paraphrased in Vaticanus gr. 692 (GA 1993).

166 See the chapter 3 about the Pseudo-Oecumenian group I1.

%7 For example, «AMLY énewdn) yap év Toic Tepocolbpolg mavies éokavdaAilovto, &l Ti¢ mapaPain Tov
volov, &l Tig kohvot yprioacBot ] mepttopf]s 010 kol EAeye, Ocwpels, ddelpe, méoar Pvpiddes eiol TAV

TEMOTEVKOTWV; Kai 00TO1 TAVTES Elol KatnynUévor mepi ood, Jti dmootaciov Gmo 10D VOPov 010GoKelS: EMEL
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Finally, I should say that although this catena has clear signs that it does not derive
from the stage IV of the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena, whose main characteristic is the
addition of the Scholia Photiana, there is one comment in f. 86v with the indication ®QT.

Indeed, this comes from the Amphilochia.*®®

obv éokavdarifovto, moppnoig Hev mapeAbsiv kol 1O KfpvyUa Gmokoddyol T avtod ovk TfvelysTor Kot
idiav 8¢ 10l Sokodow avédeto émi Bapvapo koi Titov, tva odtor HépTupeg AEOTIGTOL YEVOVTAL TPOC TOVC
gykadodvrag, 8Tl o0dE Toic dmootololc Ed0Eev dvavtiov sival, dALd PeParodol TO KNpLYHA TO TOODTOV.
‘Otav 8¢ Aéyn, Toic doxodotv, odK Gvoip@dv TO elvol adtovg HeydAovg Todto Aéyel: émei kol mepi £ovtod
onotl, dokd o¢ kayw Ilvedpa Ocod Eyerv: dmep €otl PeTplaloviog, ovk avatpodviog 10 Exewv. Obto kai
gvtada. Toig dokodat, pnoi, Hetd Thg £avTod Kol THV Kownv andviwv Aéywv yijeov.», Chrysostom, PG 61.
633.

168 See, Laourdas, B., and Westerink, L.G., Photii patriarchae Constantinopolitani Epistulae et
Amphilochia, vols. 1-6.2 [Bibliotheca scriptorum Graecorum et Romanorum Teubneriana (BT) Leipzig:
Teubner, 1983-1988. Epistle 227 :

Title: «E&anéotethev 0 B0 TOV LiOV 0dTOD YEVVOHUEVOVY BET Aéyev | «yevOpevovy, dU £vOg «v» fj

o1 60;

«I"evoplevov» el Aéyev «€K yOvaKOc», Momep Kol «yevOopevov DO VOHOVY», did Tod €vog aueTaforov:
TpdTOV UV €K TiiG cLVEX0DG TapadEécEmg TOV VoAtV T8 Kol pnudtov, debtepov 8¢ &L yeyévvntol Hev O
Xp1o106 €K TaphEvou, T@V dVO YPaPoUEVOVY KaTd TV deVTéEpaV GLAAAPTY dletafoOArwy, 00 Uy 8¢ yevvatar
arog yap ék mapBévov yeyévvnrat. PUndevi 8¢ 1 tod Bgoddyov I'pnyopiov ewvn mhavng aitov yvécbm:
€Kkelvog yap Epnoev «Xplotog yevvatow, ody 6Tt d1d mavtog €k mapBévou yevvatat, GAA’ &t ye 1| mapodoa
1OTE TAVNYLPLS THG TOD SEGTOTOV YEVVIOEWMG ETVYYOVEV NUEPA: S10 TAVTL TPOT® PLAOKTEOV TOD «yeVOHEVOV

€K YOVOLKOGY S10 TV 000 «vv» PNTE TNV Ypoenv Ufte TV éKkedvnoly moteichat.
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5.4.2. The relationship to the Pseudo-Oecumenian group |1

Following the observation in the previous section (5.4.1) that comments from the
second stage of the Corpus Extravagantium are not present in Vaticanus gr. 692 (GA
1993), we can begin to be more specific about the relationship with the Pseudo-
Oecumenian catena. A comparative study of the Pseudo-Oecumenian passages of Vat. gr.
692 (GA 1993) not only with the group Il of the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena, but also
with Atheniensis gr. 100 (GA 075) and Mediolanensis Ambrosianus gr. A. 62 inf. (GA
1980), the two manuscripts that comprise the earliest known form of the Pseudo-

Oecumenian catena, type 11, has shown that they have many similarities.*®

First of all, the prooemium that is usually found in the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena
with the title: «ITpooipiov Ocodwpritov» (Init. To pev mpoipov...) before the exposition of
the verses of Galatians, takes the first place among the extracts of the exposition after the
first verses of the biblical text in Vat. gr. 692 (GA 1993). This is also exactly what
happens with Atheniensis gr. 100 (GA 075) and Mediolanensis Ambrosianus gr. A. 62
inf. (GA 1980). The only difference is that in the latter two it is numbered ("), but this is
not the case in Vaticanus gr. 692 (GA 1993) because no other comment is numbered in

this manuscript.

Concerning the text itself, there are a number of different readings between these
three usually-identical sources which show the relationship between these manuscripts.

Examples of these are shown in the following table:

169 More details about this can be found in the comparative table between representative manuscripts of

different catena types on Galatians. The table can be found as an Appendix at the end of the current thesis.
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“Typus Vaticanus”

Ps-Oecumenian group Il

comm. -
) ) Pseudo- Oecumenian stage 111
N ps- [ Name in
Oec. margin GA1993 GAT5 GA1980
GA1993-
catena
oT GUVEYDPOLY TV TEPLTOUTV GUVEYOPOVVTO TEPLTOHTY
8t 8¢ mopeyévovro ol 8€ || OtE 88 mapeyEvovto 6t 8¢ mapeyévovto ol €€ Tepovoalipt
‘Tovdaiov
70 0 Q¢ gipnton
0 Pavepdg Ti dMNmote P GLVESTL TOTG AkPOPVGTOLS
gl yap &g elye
amodeikvoot &v i) ékkAnowaotikij iotopia &v 1) ékkAnowaotikii iotopia dmodeikvoot
1/2 EYX
70a 12/2  post
71 Todtov 1OV Kopupaiov [ TOv Knedv todrov tov [Iétpov
TIétpov
0 €1 Ny yap mpokaTEYVOGON Ttap’ avtdv okavdolcOéviov ékel
, OUK &v VDV DIeGTEAN . Wi DmoGTaAéVTOG 88 , OoUK TV Xpeia
100 1€ EMéyYOV , TG T€ KT TPOCOTOV GVTIoTACE®S . Ti 8¢
2/2  post . n oo A o o .
Ohmg MEELET ) KATA TPOCOTOV AVTICTACLS;
208 712
EYX mo
VoD
Oikov iotéov pévtot (0]
0 MHelg pooet Tovdaiot ki 00k & £Bv@V duapTorol
£av €l
70b 0 £unpocbev mavtov
0 kol NUETS €ig Xpiotov Tnoodv émotedoopey: tva Sikarwbdey €k miotemg Xpiotod: kol 00k &€ Epymv voHov
Heto&d ood kol avTod kat’ idiov aredodvit 8¢ kai Tépovg kai Tf EkkAnciy éniotnoov
Hovou
71 NO SIGN 0 Gmaye post i86tog
olopévav Hd Kpioty etvor drokpivew / Drokpiveshon S
118 E(Q - OT | avtd avToig
122 - £V yepi Peaitov Tovtéott Tod Xpiotod £v el Heoitov 860 gnei dud xepdg PesiTov ToVTESTL TOD
Xpiotod
130 * £pvLattey 8¢ UGS QUAOTTOHEVOVG ot
132 * i mioTel i} mioTel Kol Ti) Gpécer
133 * amoAhoyfivor TV amodhaynv
141 @ o 6T 0 Tl yap; 6L BproTo mapd 10D maTpdg PNdEV SloKelV , Gypt Tiig VOHUNG Akiag .
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*
* veopnviong voupnviong
142
veopnvion vovpmvion
Owov - ofg Apev 31 T THG YvhoEng GTEAEG GUUQEPEVTMG dEdOVAMLEVOL ol iev S£dovAmuévor did 1o Tic YvhoEDS GTehsc
dAhog
gnot |
Evoéfiog
142b
Zappaoctv kai v veopnviaig ZafBdrorg kol voupnviag
Zappacv Zafpdrog
KY Tekvia pov 0dg wahv ddive odg ddive
165a (margin) -
drhog (in
textu)
172 iQ - 0T Yevéoelg yevvioelg
* TOM0g £6TIV THG TOAOLAG Thmog fv g makaudic
173
*
200 oT 0 &y mémodo gig VUAG &v k@ - Boppd VMV, enaiv, Buppd &v ko 811 Stopddoecbe, kai 008V PPOVHGETE Tapd
TV Sdayiv Hov - todto 8¢ . mapabappivovtog
241 2/2 * UéxBov kol  movov | mahw Kkoi tote PoYBOV vmovoronte oA kol Tote LY 0TV Dovononte
lo- O1 drovononte
0 8% mhikoig. o0 [ T0, mnAikoig, oV HeyEBovg £oTi SNAMTUCOV , GAAL GHOPPinG TAV YPaUUdT®Y
NO HeyéBog  doti  povov
244 SIGN* ?'m)\umrmv, AL K~(ll
apopoiog MV
YpappdTOV
- 1} kai obtwg obTe VOcElg T00T0 8¢ oo 0BT VocElg
vonoelg
246
dpyovar kol SibKkovTaL dpyovrat - StdK®VToL dpyovrar Koi StoikdvTaL
251 * Yrofncovot Yrobfodot Yrobncovot Ymobdot
OUK OKVQV ELeyev ovy, Okvav Ekeye * ovy, Okvdv | 0vK Okv@V AfyeL
253 1/2 *IQ Eheyev ____ corr.
ovK 0KV Edeye
255 12 * W KV

Table 15: Comparison between Typus Vaticanus — Pseudo-Oecumenian types Il and 111

As we can see in the table, there are many common readings between the Typus
Vaticanus and the Pseudo-Oecumenian group 1l that are different from the readings in the
Pseudo-Oecumenian stage Ill. These may be categorized in three groups. In the first
group we find text in the Pseudo-Oecumenian stage 11 that cannot be found in both Typus
Vaticanus and the Pseudo-Oecumenian group Il . This text can be a longer addition, as in

the following examples:
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*  povepdg Tl onmote W ovveott tois axpofvorors (comm. 70)

* &l U5 yop mporateyvawaoln mop’ avtdv okovoorichévTwy Ekel, 0bk dv VOV meatdly. i)
OTooTaléVTOC 88, 0K 1V ypeio ToD 1e EAEyY0D, TIiC T& KOTO TPOCWTOV GVTIoTATEWS. Ti
0€ BAw¢ Pelel 1 koo mpoowmov dvtiotaotg; (comm. 70a)

or it can be a shorter addition, such as:

* Q¢ eipnror (comm. 70)
*  dumpoobev mavrwv (comm. 70b)
*  é0obn pnal dio. yepog Peaitov (comm. 122)
*  kai 1] dpéoer (comm. 132)
All these additions have the common characteristic that their aim is to clarify further the

text.

The second group of changes in Pseudo-Oecumenian stage 111 which do not exist

in both Typus Vaticanus and the Pseudo-Oecumenian stage 1l are changes of style. For

example:
“Typus Vaticanus” — Ps.-Oec. type II” Ps.-Oec. Type 111

*  amoilayijval - v anoilaynv
*  veoUnviaic - voolnpviaig
*  veolnviou - voolnviou
*  2apfoorv kai év veolnvioug - 2apfarois kai voolnvioig
*  2apPooiv - 2opPadroig
*  yevéoelg - yevvioels

143



As we can see, the “Typus Vaticanus™ and the Pseudo-Oecumenian group Il share
readings that could be generally described as being of higher linguistic style. The different
endings in the dative plural of the noun «t6 Zafpatov» are «ZapPaci(v)» (which is the
right one according to the rules of ancient Greek Grammar), and «ZapBdatoic» (which is
only an adjustment of the spoken language that has finally dominated). The word
«veopunvial(c)» seems to be in a more pure form in order to show clearly the etymology of
the word, and of course precedes the form «vovunviai(c)» with the synairesis (eo > ov). In
the same sense, the use of an infinitive is considered more difficult than the use of a noun,

e.g. in the case of «dmaAiayfvar> and «tiv amaAloynv».

Third, we notice that the Pseudo-Oecumenian stage Il situates itself at some
distance from the original text. Perhaps this is a result of chronological distance, or
because of the several stages of compilation up to this point. An example for this is at
comment 173, where the representative manuscripts of the Typus Vaticanus and the
Pseudo-Oecumenian stage Il have «tomog éomiv ti|g mahoudc», Whereas the Pseudo-
Oecumenian stage Il has «tomog 7v tiic maiadg». The difference between the present
and the imperfect tenses signifies this distance, as if in indirect speech. The Pseudo-
Oecumenian catena in stage |11 also removes other characteristics of direct speech, such as
the vocative case in comment 165a, where the phrase «Texvio pHov odg mIAYV ®OTve»
becomes «ob¢ mdive». All these changes show the priority of the Typus Vaticanus and

the “Urkatena” against the Pseudo-Oecumenian stage I11.

However, there are also shared readings between the Pseudo-Oecumenian type Il
and the Pseudo-Oecumenian type Il that Typus Vaticanus does not follow most of the
time (for example in comments 70b, 71, 141, 200, 244, 255). Some of these are less

important, but in two cases we have some evidence for the possible reason that this has
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happened. Comments 141 and 200 «zi yop; d11 dpioto wapd 100 TATPOS PWHIEV OLOIKETY,
Gypr tijc vOoUng Hlixiag.» and «éya mémoifo eig DUag év kw - Ooppd BUIv, pnoiv, Boppd
& ko du odopbdocable, kal 00dév @poviioete mopd TV Sdoyiv Hov: T0dTO0 OE.
rapabappvvovroc» in Atheniensis gr. 100 (GA 075) both feature a double dot before the
phrases which are not present in Vaticanus gr. 692 (GA 1993). This is probably the reason
why Vaticanus gr. 692 (GA 1993) has opted not to use the following phrases. Its compiler
must have thought that these were two different comments or could have been two
different comments in a previous stage. This should not, however, be taken as an
indication that Atheniensis gr. 100 (GA 075) was the exemplar for Vaticanus gr. 692 (GA
1993): there are other readings that show a connection with Mediolanensis Ambrosianus
gr. A. 62 inf. (GA 1980), for example in comments 251 and 253. In the latter case it
agrees with the corrector, after the correction of the breathing in «oxv@» and the
subsequent correction of «ovy» to «ovk». Finally, there are other cases in which there is
no agreement between the three of them, for example in comments 241, 246 and 151. This
could have happened due to additional mistakes that their scribes made while transcribing
from an older manuscript than the two Pseudo-Oecumenian group Il witnesses which
must have been used as an exemplar for the Pseudo-Oecumenian comments by the Typus

Vaticanus.

5.4.3. The connection with Typus Parisinus

In Vat. gr. 692 (GA 1993) at the end of a comment on f. 83v there is a reference to

the name ®g6dmpoc, «td0 avTd Kol Oeddwpoc», Who must be Theodore of Mopsuestia.
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However, no text is present, leading to the unusual situation of a reference which indicates
that Theodore said something similar to what has already been mentioned, but without
having his text provided. Tracking down this text proved to be a challenge. Although
Staab has almost one hundred pages dedicated to Theodore of Mopsuestia, there is no
single comment in Galatians.'”® A search for the origins of the preceding comment in the
Thesaurus Linguae Graece (TLG) online also brought up nothing. I then identified the
comment in folia 83r-v, Otk eimev ¢ (& @ Xpior®- @A’ 6 ... d¢ xoi émi t0D
kotaxAvollod, as coming from Typus Parisinus apart from a section in the middle of the
comment: Ercion ¢ Eleyev, ovveatodpwlar kai ovkétt (@ kal dméoavov: kai E0wikel
roAloic amiBavo. Aéyerv- éxnyayev- The following table shows the exact relationship of the

whole text of this comment with Typus Parisinus.

Typus Vaticanus (GA 1993) Typus Parisinus (GA 1910)

‘Emte1on yap e0nviov £avtov 1@ Xplotd KOTECKEVACE,

- kol wavta €EERade o Protikd, kol Tpog T0 BEANUA TO
ovk eme {® 1t® Xprotd, GAL O .
ékelvov mavto Emnpottev, ovk gime (B TA XpLoTd,
oAy mAéov v, “Cij 8¢ &v épol o .
aAL’ 6 moAl® mwhelov v, “LRy 02 &v £llol 6 XproToc.”
Xpiotog.”

Qonep yop 1 dpaptio 6Tav kKpation, adty Eotiv 1
Qonep yap 1N  apoptic  Gtov

{®doa, mpog @ PovieTar TNV Yoy dyovoa, ovtmg Gv
kpation, avtn Eotiv 1 (®oo,

gkeivng vekpoBeiong, 10 XproT®d dokodvta yiveTal,
mpdg & PovdeTon TRV Woymv

006¢ avlpmmivy howtov EoTv 1) TowwvTN {ON, AVTOD
dyovoa, obtwg Gv  éketvng

{dvTog &v UiV, TovTéoTy, £vEPYOTDVTOS, KPATODVTOG.
vekpwbeiong, td Xpiot@d dokodvia

yivetor, ovk  avOpomivny Aowmov  AAdog 86 onow: O VOHOG, COHATIK®Y Eygl TNV

170 Staab 1933, 113-212.
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gotv 1 towvtn Lo, avtod (dvtog Epyaciov kol TV ardAavov: O O6& Pdaye, Kol T0dE U

&v NUiv, évepyodvtog.

0 ovtd kol Oeddwpog (f. 83v,

coll.1)

\

0

8¢ viv (® év capxki, &v miotel {®

eayng Zappatov mpnoov, mEPITOUNV: 1 YOPLG OV

Booletal oe S TOVTOV E€VSOKIPEV EveKp@O.......

N

TOVTOLG TNV ¥peiav Exm vOHov: (D ....... &ym, (f) o€ épol

¢ LI

0 Xpotog 0 éym Elov EUavt®, VO VOOV TNV
gmelon 0& Xpiotog (i &v éol, 0 PnkéTL VIO VOOV GAN’
&v 00pavolig, €k de&dv tod Ilatpog, ovk abetd OV v

éHol Cdvra.
‘O o¢ viv (@ év aapki, év miotel {@.

Motevm yap €ig tov Yiov 1o Oegod- €i 6¢ 0 Yiog tod
Qeod O mioTevw, v dekig Tod Iatpdg, &v ovpavoig

moltedopar O 88 vopog, &v toic &mi YA elye TAC

TNPNGELS: OVK Gpa DIOKEAL VOU®.

(Oc6dwpoc.) AMAoc oMV Bde onoiv: &medn &v d

Barticlott ToD 1€ Oavitov Kol TS AvacTUCEMC TOTOV

£nApovv, cvuotavpotchot EAEyovto T Xplotd: ®c dv

ovTod UEV 010, oTawpod TOV Odvatov defapévou kal

avacTdvtog, avtol 8¢ katd TOmoV Tod PomticUoatoc &v

T0i¢ OMoiog yryvduevol, &n’ EAmdt tod kol whvtn woTE

uetacyeiv 1tdv  Odoiwv, Otav Thc kowfc mhviov

avactdoeme &v Th tod ai®dvoc cuvteleia TOV KopOv

nopsivor  oupfoivny:  tobTo  obv  Adysl o1t

ocvvesTavpolal” enoiy, “1d Xpiotd:” 000E Uiov Tpdg

Vv Tapodooy TavTny Loy Koweviay §ymv, &v ) Katd

voUov molMteveson NUAC avaykn.

Z& ¢ ovként éyw, (] d¢ €v élloi XpioTog.

T@ Vv ékeivov Lomv Lfjv v dBdvatov: & yap émi
AV Tpaypdtov Eotal toTE, TaDTO OC 1O YEYEVNHEVQ

Aéyet.

Kai 4240¢ méAw onot, “Cf év éQol 6 Xpiotog” o U
VTOKEILEVOC VOU®, DTTEP VOOV BV B¢ YOG £yd ¢ did

tov {®vta év €Hoi, domep ol deyOHeVOL TAG ADYAG TOC
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] 100 Yiod: w0 pév eipnpéva poi

mepi g voepag {ofic, pnot

ooV yap gig Vv morotdy molteioy
Kol TOV VOOV, €6YATNG KOALGE®MG
&g MUnv, kol  whAor  av
amoldAew: “mavteg yop fHapTOov
kol votepodvral Tiig 06&ng Tod
®eod-” Kol VIO TNV ATOPUCY NUAG

KEWEVOLG,

gV 0 Xpiotog kol gig Odavatov

EVTOV  €KOOVG, NUag

é&nproce tod Bovatov: dote “O

TAVTOG

viv (® év ocopki, év mioter (®”
tovtéott, O TNV gig Xprotov

niotv {®. émel, el Un todto W,

INTAY EKMAVE TOVTOG
apovicOfvar: ®¢ kol émi  tod
KATOKAVGHOD

NAokag eotevol Kol S1E0elg, vidg 0 6& viv (@ &v
oapki, ¢év wiotel {® 1) 100 Yiod 100 ®Ogod- Td pPév
gipnuéva poi onow, mepi Tijg voepag (oijg &l 0¢ Tic
kol tavy €€etalot v aicnty, Kol abtn o1 TNV &ig
Xpotdv Hov mictv y€yovev. doov yap eic TNV
molowdy  wolteiov Koi  TOV  vOUov, £oydrtng
KoAdoe®g dfrog fjUny, kol wdior Gv amol®Aiewv:
“ravteg yop fiHapTov Kol voTEpoDVTOL TiG 06ENC
700 @0V’ Kol VO TNV anéQacty NG KEWEVOUG,
Kol yop ol mavteg anébavov i koi PN Tij meipq, G
T dmoeacel, Kol TNV TANYNV EkdeyoéVOVG. Emeldn Kal
0 vOlog katnyopnoe Kol 6 Oegdg dneprvato, EAB@V 6
Xprotog kai gig Oavatov €0vtov £Ko0Vg, TAVTOG

3

nuag é€nprace tod Bavdrtov: dGote “0 viv (@ &v
capki, év wictel (@ TOLTEGTL, O TI|V Eig OVTOV
7 ~ 5 N ) 3 ~ 3 5 5 ’.

miotwv (®. émel, €i U TOOTO 1)V, 0VOEV EKMOALE

navrog agavieOijvar- 0 Kol  émi Tod
KOTOKAVGOD yéyovey: dAL’ 1) ToD XpioTtod mapovoia,
omoaca tod Ogod TV OpynV, Ot Tii¢ miotewg v
NUag €moinoev: 811 yop todTO @QNOIV, dKOvoOV TOV
éEfic eimmv yap Ot “0 8¢ viv (@ &v capki, &v mioTel

{®,” énnyaye.

In fact, the comment in Galatians in Typus Vaticanus is an abridgement of several

comments from Typus Parisinus. Also, during this investigation we found the answer to

our question about Theodore’s commentary on this subject, namely the additional

paragraph:

«Erme1on év 1@ Pantiofatt 100 1€ Govarov kai THS GVAOTATEWS TOTOV

éminpovv, cvatavpodalar éAéyovio 1@ Xpiot@- ¢ Av oadtod Hev i

atavpod 0V Gavatov oeCallévov Kol avaoTovtog, avtol 0¢ KaTa TOTOV TOD

partiolatog év toigc Oloioig yryvolevol, éx’ éAmior tob Kol mTavTy mOTE

Hetaoyelv t@v oloiwv, Otav TS KOIVIG TOVIMV GVOOTATEWS &V Tfj TOD
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aidvog ovvieleiq 0V Kaipov mapeivor ovlfaivy: todto ovv Aéyerr “‘Om
(4 7 hS [1] ~ ~ 33 by hY 4 N\ \ ~
ovveatavpwpal,” enoiv, “t@ Xpiot@®-’ ovde WHiov mpog TtV mapodoay

tavtyy (oY Kotvavioy Exwv, v 1] koto volov moiitedeabar A avayrn.»

The most important finding of all, however, is the dependence of Typus Vaticanus on
Typus Parisinus. If Vat. gr. 692 (GA 1993) is a descendant of the main representative of
Typus Vaticanus, Vat. gr. 762 (GA 1915), as Staab says,'”* and if Galatians offers an
analogy for the first three epistles, then we could generalize and say also that Typus
Parisinus was among the sources for Typus Vaticanus. Concluding, I should say that there
are more passages in the manuscript that derive from Typus Parisinus, e.g. in f. 79r
«todto €l PéV Tig avtd ko Eovtd... mepiémimtev: GANT Omep €onv», which may be

compared with the text in Cramer, v. 6, p.23.

5.4.4. Two «ayoéiia» (scholia) in the catena on Galatians

Staab reports the presence of several scholia in Vaticanus gr. 692 (GA 1993).'"
More especially, one of them on 1 Cor. 15.42 is attributed to someone whose name starts
with NIKO/, whom Staab suggests is an otherwise-unknown Nicolaus,'”® 6 anonyma on

1Cor and 2Cor, and four more scholia by Clement of Alexandria on 1Cor 8.1, 1Cor

17! Staab, 1926, p. 11 “Bei genauerer Untersuchung entpuppt sis sich indessen als Abkémmling von Vat.
762”; p. 13 “Und einige Stichproben ergeben sofort mit voller Gewissheit, dass Vat. 762 als Vorlage
gedient hat”; “Die Abh&ngigkeit der fraglichen Handschrift ergibt sich aus dem Gesagten mit voller

Evidenz. Es muss sogar unser Vat. 762 selbst die VVorlage fiir den Epitomisten gewesen sein.”
172 Staab, 1926, pp. 15-16.

173 See Staab, 1926, pp. 16-17.
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15.42ff, 2Cor 2.14 and Gal. 2.19. Although Clement’s scholia were unedited when Staab
wrote in 1926, this happened later.!™ Since our focus is on Galatians, we are most
interested in the scholion on Galatians 2.19, in f. 82r in Vaticanus gr. 692 (GA 1993),
which originates in Clement’s Stromata.'” This scholion reads: «Z@ ¢ pnow odkén éyid
¢ Ewv kata tag Embvliog: (ij o€ €v ol 6 XpioTog 010, TS TV EVToLDV DTaKoTS, CyvAdS
kol Haxapiog dote 10te YUV E(wv €v oapki, iva gimw copkikds: 0 o€ vOv (@ &v oapki, &v
miotel (& i) Tob viod tod Geod.» It is one of two scholia that can be found in Galatians and

the only one that is mentioned by Staab.

But Staab did not mention one more special characteristic of f. 84v, namely a
genealogy which is in fact marked by the word oydliov before the beginning of the

comment and zélog ayoliov at the end.

«Meta v érnayyeriav (joag 6 APpacph &ty ke yevwd tov Toack: doadtwe
Toaax (joog &y & yevva tov Tokap: Tokaf 0¢ (joag &y nl . yewwd tov
Aevi- Aegvi 6¢ Gjoag & e . yevvd tov Kaod- KaaO (ioog &y &y yevvi tov
Aupap: Appop Gioag &p o yewd tov Mawoijv - Mwoiic (joag &t m

oéyetar mapa Beod TOv VOOV cvvayeTal obv d Tag xpovog &t vi. »

This anonymous scholion can be found in two other manuscripts: Mediolanensis
Ambrosianus gr. A. 62 inf. (GA 1980) on f. 192v and Escorialensis 410 (X. IV. 15) (GA

1974) on f. 74r, with the only external difference that the comment is not incorporated in

Y Frichtel, L., Stahlin, O. und Treu, U., Clemens Alexandrinus, v. 2 (3 edn.) [Die Griechischen
christlichen Schriftsteller 52], Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 1960.

175 Stromata, 3.18.106.4
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the text, as happens here, but rather exists as a marginal comment. Nevertheless, the
presence of the scholion in Mediolanensis Ambrosianus gr. A. 62 inf. (GA 1980)
reinforces the argument for the connection of this manuscript with the Pseudo-
Oecumenian group Il. This is not a pure coincidence, but it is difficult to specify the
direction of the influence: although they both have the indication «oyoAov» at their

beginning, there are some textual differences, mainly palaeographical and orthographical:

*  "Appap GA 1993] ABpaap 6¢ GA 1980

*  Mooiv GA 1993] Mwvonv GA 1980

*  Mooiig GA 1993] Movorg GA 1980

*  Mooiv GA 1993] Mwvonv GA 1980

o (um GA1993]émn GA 1980

o Koaab ioag GA 1993] Kaab 6¢ {noag GA 1980

o &tivh GA 1993] & tetpakooia tpiaxovra GA 1980

Additionally, Mediolanensis Ambrosianus gr. A. 62 inf. (GA 1980) has an introduction to
the oyoAov, which can also be found in Escorialensis 410 (X. 1V. 15) (GA 1974), but not

in Vaticanus gr. 692 (GA 1993). The introduction reads as follows:

«AeT 0€ eidévar OTL TAOV TETPAKOTIWY TPIGKOVTA ETAV O YPOVOS, 0UTWS WHPILETOI».
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I was not able to identify this scholion in TLG. The closest text that | was able to find was
from Nicephorus | (8""-9™ centuries), Chronographia brevis.!”® Its wording is not identical
(e.g. yevopevog instead of {ioag), but this is the only text that gives the same numbers,

with the exception of :

o «Kaal Gjoag &y Ey» appears in Nicephorus as «Kaa6 yevépevog étn & »

o «Aupap Gioag &ty o» appears in Nicephorus as «Appapl yevopevog &ty oy».

5.5. The marginal notes

There are two marginal notes in Galatians in codex Vaticanus gr. 692 (GA 1993).
Both of them begin with the indication «<XHM», which may be expanded as either
«onHetmtéov» Or «onpeidooaw. This word is used to draw the attention of the reader and
means: «lIt is noteworthy» or «look at this note». Both notes are important not only for the
tradition of Pauline Catena manuscripts but also for the transmission of the text and of the

notes.

The first one can be found in f. 77v next to the block of the biblical text with Gal
1:3-5, with the indication «XHM» and a sign like # next to it. The same sign can be found
also in the biblical text above the word évesrdroc from the phrase évestiroc aidvog
movpov and works as a sign of reference, connecting the explained word with the

explanation.

176 de Boor, C., Nicephori archiepiscopi Constantinopolitani opuscula historica, Leipzig: Teubner, 1880, p.
85.

152



To pnrov tovtov Eyovarv oi Maviyaiot, €ig Hoptopioy, S 6TL TOVHPOS O

olwv, ¢ OV 100 TOVHPoD Toinla

This note can also be found in the witnesses to the Pseudo-Oecumenian group I,
Mediolanensis Ambrosianus gr. A. 62 inf. (GA 1980) in f. 185r and Atheniensis gr. 100
(GA 075) in f. 127r. This once again underlines their connection. However, what is more
important is that the note tries to make the reader aware of the teachings of Manichaeism.
In the tenth century, Manichaeism was expressed in the Balkans through the heresy
known as Bogomilism. Thus a note like this would help the reader to know his opponents

and defend his belief with the support of the catena.’’

The second marginal note stands in f. 89r next to the block of the biblical text with
Gal 5:19-21. As in the previous comment it starts with the indication «<XHM» but with no

additional sign of reference. The note reads:

Kdog éativ Pebvotinis adlog kataBélywy 1o0¢ daitvlovag todg v oive

Eyypovilovrag

This comment can be found word-for-word in the catena on Romans in Staab’s so—called
Typus Monacensis. The special characteristic of this type—apart from the fact that it is a
catena on Romans only—is that almost every single comment is attributed to an author,
with very few exceptions. Staab mentioned at least four of these exceptions, giving

references in Cramer’s edition, discussing in particular those occurring on 205.19, 292.20,

" See for example Wachtel, K., “Katenen”, in Lexikon fiir Theologie und Kirche, v. 5, Freiburg im
Breisgau: Herder, 1996, coll. 1326-7.
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502.8, 521.24.1® Cramer used for his edition the codex Monacensis gr. 412 (GA 1909)
dated to the twelfth century.”® There are two more manuscripts that belong to the same
group: Monacensis gr. 110 (GA 2888) from the sixteenth century and Vaticanus

Barberinus gr. 546, from the seventeenth century.

The comment under discussion in Typus Monacensis is an exegesis of Romans

13:13:

«Wg v NUépa ebaynovag mepimatiomwpev, Ui kolois kal Wébaig, Ui

Koltoig kol doédyeioug, U Epiot kai (Hi@»

It occurs next to comments by Chrysostom, Theodoret and Maximus, although this
particular comment is attributed to Isidore.*®® Investigation in the TLG and further study
of the text suggests that the source of the comment is Clement of Alexandria. Not only

can it be found in his work Paedagogus,™®* but it is also connected there with Rom 13:13.

178 See Staab 1926, pp. 50-51. Cf. Cramer, v. 4 , p. 205.19, 292.20, 502.8, 521.24.

179 More about this manuscript see Cavallo, G., “Scritture informali, cambio grafico e pratiche librarie a
Bisanzio tra i secoli XI e XII”, | manoscritti greci tra riflessione e dibattito : Atti del 5 Colloquio
internazionale di paleografia greca, Cremona, 4-10 ottobre 1998, Papyrologica Florentina 31, Firenze,
Gonnelli, 2000, pp. 219-238; Mondrain, B., “La reconstitution d'une collection de manuscrits : les livres
vendus par Antoine Eparque & la ville d'Augsbourg” , Scritture, libri e testi nelle aree provinciali di
Bisanzio. Atti del Seminario di Erice (18-25 settembre 1988), Biblioteca del “Centro per il collegamento
degli studi medievali e umanistici nell’Universita di Perugia” 5, Spoleto, Centro italiano di studi sull'alto
medioevo, 1991, pp. 589-601; Mondrain, B., “Antoine Eparque et Augsbourg: le catalogue de vente des
manuscrits grecs acquis par la ville d'empire”, Bollettino della Badia greca di Grottaferrata, 47, 1993, p.
227-243.

180 Cramer, vol. 4, p. 468.

181 Harl, H.M., Marrou, 1., Matray, C., and Mondésert, C., Clément d'Alexandrie. Le pédagogue, vol. 2
[Sources chrétiennes 108], Paris: Editions du Cerf, 1965, Chapter 4, subchapter 40.
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The bold letters in Clement’s text below are used to highlight the similarities with this

comment.

11dg ypn mepi tog Eotidoeig dvieolai.

Améotw o NUIV TijS Loyikis ebwyias 6 KBUOG, AL Kol oi movvoyides ai
Udtaior énl moporvig kodoar: 6 Pév yap éoti PeBvotinog [avlog] dlug,
EPTIKTS aed100THS donpoviag, 0 KNG épag O¢ kai Nébn, ta dloyiota
7aln, Haxpay dr@riotar 00 HUedamod yopod- cbOyKkwlog d¢ mapoivia Tig
éotrv 1 movvoyic [0€] émi moTe, WéOnc ExkAntikn kai ovvovoiag
épebioniry, Tolla aioyporoidg. Oi 9¢ v ablois kai waltnpiols kai yopoig
Kol opynooty kol kpotoloig Alyorticwv kol toiadtais pebvlioig adlot
ATaKTOl KOl GTPEmelS Kal amoioevtol kofidl] yiyvorvto Gv kvlfdloig kai
lravoig &nyodUevor kal ToIS TS GTATHS OPYGVOIS TEPIYOPOVIEVOL:
ATevaS yap, wg élol dokel, Oéotpov NéBNS 10 To100TOV YiveTal coUTOTIOV.
«Amobelévovs yap HUAS 0. Epyo. T0D oKOTOVS EvovaacBol 0. OmAa TOD
PWTOC» GL10T O ATO0TOLOG, MG &V NUEPA ELGYNUOVOIS TEPITATODVTAG,

U kopois kai Péarg, L Koitaig Kai acelysiais» oyolalovrag.

Although the relationship might seem at first glance to be weak, if we compare it with two
other places in the bibliography up to the the tenth century this history of this text
becomes clearer. It is often found in a shortened and paraphrased form, as in Suda’s

Lexicon®®

182 Adler, A., Suidae lexicon, 4 vols. [Lexicographi Graeci 1.1-1.4], Leipzig: Teubner, 1928-1935
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Kaopos éott pebvotikog abdlog, Eyxpovidovrog oivov épelilwv tv
novmaberoy kol Gcotpov doynov moidv 10 cvrooiov, kvlfaloig tiol kol
opyévoic katabéiymv todg Jdautvpdvag. xoi avbic O eic Epwtag
éayolole kol kwlovg. Eml kdHov Epyetor eBdwv avBpwmog ok dypoikws

1S Vviig &xawv. PiAdaTpatog.

Not only are there still similarities with Clement’s text in the wording: Gazpov,
kolpdloig, dpyavorg, épwrag, eaydlalev, but Suda’s lexicon introduces the key expression

«xarabélywv todg doutvlovac» that leads to the comment in Typus Monacensis.

« Kédpog éotiv Jebvotikos ablog kotobédywy todg dartvllovas todg &v

oive &yypovi{ovtog»

There are two reasons for the changes in the text of Clement. First, it has been shortened
in order to be re-used either as a lexical entry or as a short comment in a catena
manuscript. Second, especially for the catena the additional details of the original context
have been omitted given the greater theological conservativism of later times. Similarly, it
has also been updated for use in a different cultural context from third-century
Alexandria: for example, the phrase «xpotdAioig t@v Atyvmtiov» would have been
unlikely to make much sense in Constantinople in the tenth century. It might have

sounded exotic, but was of no use for a theological text.

This comment is also helpful to date the compilation of Typus Monacensis.'®* We

are sure about the date of the compilation of Suda’s Lexicon in the tenth century.'®* We

183 About Typus Monacensis, see Staab, 1926, pp. 37-52.
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are also confident in assigning the earliest surviving manuscript of Typus Monacensis,
Codex Monacensis gr. 412 (GA 1909), to the twelfth century. Typus Monacensis must
therefore have been compiled at some point between the tenth and the twelfth centuries.
While this agrees with Staab’s conclusion, the difference between the two is that Staab
uses as the terminus a quo the latest exegete in the catena, namely Photius, whereas | used
an entry from Suda’s lexicon. Given the lack of clarity regarding the attribution of these
comments to Photius, with no evidence or other reference to his exegesis of the Pauline
Epistles, the compilation of Suda’s lexicon provides much more certain evidence for the

dating of this compilation.

5.7. Conclusion

The result of the present analysis casts doubt on Staab’s assertion that Vaticanus
gr. 692 (GA 1993) is simply an abridgment of the main representative of Typus
Vaticanus, Vaticanus gr. 762 (GA 1915). Conclusive proof can only be provided once the
overlapping part of these manuscripts, namely 1Cor 6:19 — 16:24, has been examined,
which is beyond the scope of this study. Instead, however, | believe that Vaticanus gr. 692
(GA 1993) is a compilation based on other catena manuscripts and compilations. It has
been shown in this chapter that, in Galatians, its compilation relied on the Pseudo-
Oecumenian type Il of the Pseudo-Oecumenian tradition, the Typus Parisinus and also

other compilations, such as Sudas’ Lexicon and Photius’ Amphilochia. This means that it

184 Adler, A., Suidae Lexicon. 5 vols, Leipsig: Teubner, 1928-1938. (Reprinted in Stuttgart, 1967-71). See

also: http://www.stoa.org/sol/
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is potentially a rich source both for earlier catena traditions and other writings, if the
origin of the different comments can be ascertained. The relationship to the Pseudo-
Oecumenian group Il is particularly important, meaning that it reaches behind Typus
Parisinus and the later sources used to compile this catena. The other sources identified
have also enabled us to be more specific about the time period for the compilation of this

catena, placing it between the tenth and twelfth centuries.
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6. On Staab’s Pseudo-Oecumenian sekundarer erweiterungs—Typus: A
complex Constantinopolitan compilation based on Pseudo-Oecumenian

group 1V

According to Staab there is a Ps.-Oecumenian extended catena form “sekundéarer
erweiterungs—Typus” that is represented by only three witnesses: Parisinus Coislinianus
gr. 26 (GA 056), Monacensis gr. 375 (GA 0142) and Venetus Marcianus gr. Z. 35 (343)
(GA 1925)."% To our knowledge there are no other representatives of this type. In section
6.3.1 below it will be shown that indeed this compilation is based on the Pseudo-

Oecumenian group IV.

6.1 The witnesses

6.1.1. Coislin. gr. 26 (GA 056)

Coislinianus gr. 26 at the Bibliothéque nationale de France in Paris contains the
Acts, the Catholic Epistles and the Pauline Epistles in this order. It has received the
186 In

Gregory-Aland number 056, because of the majuscule writing of the biblical text.

Tischendorf’s list it is identified with the numbers 16 and 19°,*®" whereas in von Soden’s

185 Staab, Die Pauluskatenen nach den handschriftlichen Quellen untersucht, Rome 1926, p. 160.

186 Aland, K., Kurzgefasste Liste der Griechischen Handschriften des Neuen Testaments. Zweite,

Neuarbeitete und ergénzte Auflage, Berlin: De Gruyter, 1994, p. 24.

187 Aland, Liste, p. 378.
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list can be found as O’, among other manuscripts with the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena.
Coislinianus gr. 26 is a parchment manuscript in good condition palaeographically dated
to the tenth century and its size is approximately 29.8 x 23.3 cm. It has 381 folia. The text
is written in one column with forty lines per folio and according to Leroy’s ruling system
catalogue it is characterized as 44C1s.'®® Coislinianus gr. 26 was previously part of the
collection of the manuscripts of the monastery of Great Lavra on Mount Athos in Greece
and had probably been brought there by the monk Makarios in the year 1218.%° As we
read in f. 1r : «Bifriov tiig tetdpng Oécewg A'», it must have had the number 4.4 in the

library.

With regard to its external characteristics, this is a Textkatena, with a few biblical
verses followed by a proportionally large commentary text. In front of the biblical verses
there are diplai (dizioz), and the first complete line of the commentary is marked by
ekthesis (ékfeoic), with the first couple of letters of this line projecting into the left
margin. Each epistle is preceded by its vn60eo1c, but no other elements of the Euthalian
apparatus'®® are present. A horizonal thick line separates each biblical book. After this
thick line one can find the hypothesis, which should have been followed by a decorative

band, but the band is not always there, nor in the right place.'®* The title of the book is

188 Sautel, J.-H., Répertoire de réglures dans les manuscrits grecs sur parchemin, Turnhout: Brepols, 1995,
pp. 61 and 207.

189 Duplacy, J., Manuscripts grecs du N.T. émigrés de la Grande Laure de I’Athos. In K. Treu (Ed.), Studia
Codicologica (pp. 159-178). Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1977, p. 171.

199 gee Willard, L.C., A Critical Study of the Euthalian Apparatus, [Arbeiten zur Neutestamentlichen
Forschung 41] Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2009.

91 GA 056, f. 264r there was left no place for a band, not even for a title. In f. 246r the band was drawn so

close to the text that was left no space for the title.

160



normally under this band. Additionally, for each epistle, the initial letter of the hypothesis
and the initial letter of the commentary are capitalized, and the latter is decorated. Since |
have only studied the manuscript from black and white images, | am unable to determine

whether different inks are used for the biblical text and the commentary.

There are some comments in the margins written by the first hand. A much later
hand has also occasionally annotated lectionary marks in the margins. But | believe that
we should consider that the writing is a “bouletée” with signs of Perlschrift.**? For this

reason it could probably be classified as the individual style.*®*

6.1.2. Monac. gr. 375 (GA 0142)

Monacensis gr. 375 at the Bayerische Staatsbibliothek in Munich contains the
Acts, the Catholic Epistles and the Pauline Epistles, in this order. It has received the
Gregory-Aland number 0142, because of the majuscule writing of the biblical text.** In

Tischendorf it is identified by the numbers 46 and 55°,**> whereas in von Soden’s list it

can be found as O°, among other manuscripts with the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena and

192 Folieri, E., “La minuscola libraria dei secoli IX e X, in Glénisson M.J., Bompaire J., Irigoin J., (eds), La
paléographie grecque et byzantine, Paris: Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique, 1977, pp. 139-165.
See also, Irigoin, J., Une écriture du X°® siécle: La minuscule Bouletée, in Glénisson M.J., Bompaire J.,
Irigoin J., (eds), La paléographie grecque et byzantine, Paris: Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique,
1977, pp. 191-199.

193 See, Barbour, R, Greek Literary Hands AD 400-1600, Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1981, pp. XVI1-XIX.
194 Aland, Liste, p. 32.

195 Aland, Liste, p. 379.
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just before O that is GA 056. Monacensis gr. 375 is a parchment manuscript in very
good condition dated to the tenth century and its size is approximately 32 x 24.5 cm. It
has 381 folia. The text is written in one column with forty lines per folio.*® It also has the
same external characteristics as Coislinianus gr. 26. It is a Textkatena with a preceding
vmobeotig for each of the epistles and has exactly the same comments in the margins as

Coislinianus gr. 26.

The identical number of pages, the same content, the repetition of the marginal
notes, the diplai, the ekthesis and even the same pagination lead to the conclusion that
they are palaeographically related to each other. Additionally, Monacensis gr. 375 is more
decorated than the others. A horizonal thick line separates each book from the next. After
this thick line one can find the hypothesis, which is followed by a decorative band. Under
the decorative band is the title of the text. In the top margin of the first page of each

epistle can be found the title of the epistle.

6.1.3. Marc. gr. Z. 35 (343) (GA 1925)

Marcianus Gr. Z. 35 (343) in the Biblioteca Marciana in Venice is missing a large
part at the beginning. It thus contains only a part of the Pauline Epistles (2 Cor-Heb).
Although its biblical text has the same writing character as GA 056 and GA 0142, is

considered among the minuscules and not among the majuscules, being allotted the

19 Hardt, I., Catalogus codicum manuscriptorum graecorum Bibliothecae Regiae Bavaricae. v. 4
[Cod.graec. 348-472], Miunchen 1810, pp. 108-119
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Gregory-Aland number 1925.%7. In Tischendorf’s list**® it has the number 112, whereas

in von Soden’s list it can be found as C™° 1%

Marcianus Gr. Z. 35 (343) is a parchment manuscript in not such good condition,
since the first part of the codex is missing. It is dated to the eleventh century in the library
catalogue,”® but we should probably consider dating it earlier, to the tenth century like
GA 056 and GA 0142, since they were possibly all produced as part of the same project.
Its size is approximately 37 x 29 cm, slightly larger than the other two. It has only 159
folia. The text is written in one column with forty lines per folio. It also has exactly the
same external characteristics as Coislinianus gr. 26. It is a Textkatena with a preceding

vrobeotg for each one of the epistles.

This manuscript is considered to have been part of Cardinal Bessarion’s library,
according to a note in Latin on the first folio: ”Expositio in epistolas s. Pauli, deficiunt ad
Romanos, ad Corinthios prima et secunda, ad Thessalonicenses, liber b(essarionis) car.
Tusculani. Fere eademverba graece in summo margine inscripta sunt.” Staab mentions
also that the manuscript must have been brought to Paris by Napoleon. Proof for this is

the stamp “Bibliothéque Nationale” on the first and last folia of the codex.?®*

97 Aland, Liste,, p.156.
198 Aland, Liste, p. 381.

99 This designation is given in Aland, Liste, p. 402; however, it is given as E™° according to Soden, H.F.

von, Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments 1.1, Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1911, p. 283.

200 Mioni, E., Bibliothecae Divi Marci Venetiarum Codices graeci manuscriti, v. 1 Thesaurus antiquus.
Codices 1-299, Roma: Istituto Poligrafico dello Stato, 1981, pp. 52-53. See also Mioni, E., La

catalogazione dei Manoscritti greci in Italia, 1981, pp. 52-53.

20! Staab 1926, p. 163.
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6.2 Relationship between the manuscripts.

The only examination of the relationship of these manuscripts of which | am
aware is that of Staab, who groups them and relates them to the Pseudo-Oecumenian
catena.?® In fact, all three manuscripts are related as exemplar and copy. Despite Staab’s
claim, | have already demonstrated in a study of 1 Corinthians that GA 0142 is a copy of
GA 056.%° These two witnesses share the same ruling system and have an identical
number of pages: the contents of any page chosen at random corresponds to the equivalent
folio of the other manuscript, sometimes with slight differences in the distribution of
words on each line or even in some pages, but never at the content of each quire. The
verse 1 Cor. 15:4 is missing from both manuscripts. The biblical text is written in a large
block of majuscule script. Indirect speech is a particular feature of the commentary, and
biblical verses are repeated within the exegesis in such a way that they are not clearly
distinguished. The Byzantine character of the text is preserved in these repetitions (e.g.
mAeiovg ... kol kekoipnvrtat), although it should be noted that both manuscripts read
gnewta. for efza in 1 Cor. 15:5. By examining more material, including one more
manuscript and an exhaustive study of both the biblical text and the catena in Galatians, |
will show that GA 1925 is also a product of this same tradition: as my findings in 1
Corinthians apply also in Galatians, it is more than probable that the same is true of the

rest of the contents of these codices.

202 Staab 1926, p. 160.

2% panella, Th. 2016. “Resurrection appearances in the Pauline Catenae”, in Houghton, H.A.G., (ed.)

Commentaries, Catenae and Biblical Tradition. Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias, 2016, pp. 121-122.
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6.2.1. External characteristics
In Coislinianus gr. 26 (GA 056) and Monacensis gr. 375 (GA 0142) Galatians
starts on f. 227v, whereas in Marcianus Gr. Z. 35 (343) (GA 1925) the beginning of

Galatians is found on f. 26v (another verso page).

On folia 232v of GA 056 and GA 0142, and on f. 31v of GA 1925, the quire number can
be found at the bottom right corner. In all three witnesses this is “x0”, showing that they
all follow the same pattern and indicating that at least 201 folia are missing from GA
1925. It therefore seems that it originally had exactly the same content as the other two

manuscripts, as shown in the following table which works backwards from GA 1925.

quire GA 056 GA 0142 GA 1925
K0’ 225r — 232v 225r — 232v 24r — 31v
Kn’ 217r — 224v 217r —224v 16r — 23v
kC 209r — 216v 209r — 216v 8r—15v
Ke 202r — 208v 202r — 208v 1r—7v

Table 16: Quires in GA 056, 0142 and 1925.

If we check the biblical text on the lower part of the last folio of the quire k0 in
each manuscript (the first quire of Galatians, each of them has Gal. 2:11-12, finishing
exactly with the same word “éx”. This could be an indication of a professional project to
produce a set of identical manuscripts, with the same number of verses per page.
Although the ruling system has only been identified by Sautel for GA 056, in fact all three
share the same mise-en-page with a visible ruling system which, according to Leroy’s

ruling catalogue, is 44C1s.
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Table 17: Quire k0" in GA056, GA 0142 and GA 1925.

Without a comparison of their text, the fine decoration and completeness of
production of GA 0142 in comparison with the others may lead to the erroneous

concusion that it was the first to be created.
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6.2.2. Internal characteristics:

6.2.2.1. Biblical text
All three manuscripts, GA 056 (A), GA 0142 (B) and GA 1925 (I'), make or repeat the

same mistakes in the biblical text, which confirm their shared source:

Galatians ABT

1:9 ¢ TpoepnKapey, Kol dptt TdAw Aéym- &l Tig VUG evayyehiletal map’ O

naperapete, avadepa Eotw NA28] om. ABT

1:10 nelbo 1| tov Oeov; §| {ntd avOpodmoig NA 28] om. ABT

2:7 neniotevpon A°B NA28] neniotevton ABT

2:9 otdAot NA28] otdrot ABI]

2:21b ovK GBetd TV xapv Tod Beod ante gi yap NA28] om. ABT’

3:18 €€ gmayyehiog t@ 6& APpadpl 6U émayyehiog NA28 ] om. ABT, €€ émayyehiog

¢ 68 ABpadp &€ émayyeliog A°

3:19 Swatayeic NA28] dwotoyrg ABT

3:23 10D 8¢ ABI' NA28] 3¢ tod Antoniades

4:2 oikovopovg A*P“BI' NA28 ] oivopovg A*C
4:17 gkrheloon ™ NA28] dkrkdfican ABI™*
6:11 OUiv NA28] uiv ABT

In addition, we may observe that 0142 (B) and 1925 (I') have common readings
which differ from 056 (A). The nature of these variations, several of which are omissions,

shows that B and I" are subsequent to A in the textual tradition. These are as follows:
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Galatians A]BT
1:4 00D kai ToTpog A] matpog BT

1:8 evayyeAilntal A] edayyehiCeTon BT

1:10 avOpdmoig A] avOpdmovg BI

1:12 napa A] map’ BT

1:16 npocoveféUny A] npoavedéuny BT

2:20b vov A] om. BT’

3:13 gEnyopacey A] dényopacag B4 éényopacar BT
3:14 yévntar A] om. BT’

3:16 gppédnoav A] éppéberoav BI

6:4 gavtov A] avtov BT

In addition 1925 (I') makes further mistakes, which are not found in 0142 (B),

showing that it is the most recent of the three:

Galatians AB]T
1:14 npoékomtov AB] énpoxontov I
1:16 evayyerilopar AB ] edayyeriCopor T
1:18 Tepocdrvpa AB] Tepocdivpa T
1:23 gndpOer AB] €nopOn T
3:8 gvevloynOnoovror AB ] edhoynbfcovian T
4:6 éloméoteilev AB ] é€améotehe I
4:6 kpalov AB ] kpalov I’
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4:13 ticAB]lom. T

4:17 kodd¢ AB] xadog T

4:17 gxheioar IP] éxxifican ABI*®

4:22 &o AP"BP T évva A*BAT

4:24 avtar AB] avton I

5:1 éhevBepia AB] éhevBépa T

5:11 gt ABlom. T

5:14 gt ABlom. T

5:19 doélyewo AB] doéhysion T

5:2 gidmroratpio- pappakeio ExOpar- Epig- (fjhot Bupoi- épBeior- AB] om. T’
6:1 koi ABJom. T

6:6 kowoveitm AB] kowvovite T

6:13 neprretpnpévor I'] mepitetunpévor AB

In conclusion, as GA 0142 not only repeats mistakes found in GA 056 but also
omits words and phrases found in GA 056 and these omissions are repeated in GA 1925,
which also repeats the errors and the omissions of GA 0142 and makes further errors and
omissions, the conclusion must be drawn that GA 056 was created first, GA 0142 is a
copy of GA 056, and GA 1925 is a copy of GA 0142. Consequently, this forms a linear
stemma for the biblical text as follows (as we do not know whether GA 056 was the

archetype, a possibly exemplar has been included as “x’:
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6.2.2.2. Type of the biblical text

The demonstration above of the relationship of these manuscripts is also supported
from the results of the studies of the text of the New Testament at the Institute flr
neutestamentliche Textforschung (INTF) in Munster. According to Kurt and Barbara
Aland, and the results of a systematic test collation of the Corpus Pauline Epistles, GA
056 agrees in 189 test passages (Teststellen) with the Byzantine text, in 46 test passages
with the Byzantine text where it has the same reading as the so-called original, in 5 test

passages with the so-called original and in 8 test passages has an independent or
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distinctive reading (Sonderlesart). They therefore categorize GA 056 as category V, that

is manuscripts with a purely or predominantly Byzantine text. 2%

The same study shows similar results for the Pauline Epistles in GA 0142, which
agrees in 192 test passages with the Byzantine text, in 44 test passages with the Byzantine
text where it has the same reading as the so-called original, in 4 test passages with the so-
called original and in 7 test passages has an independent or distinctive reading

(Sonderlesart). Consequently, GA 0142 is also categorized sas category V. 2%

Because GA 1925 has not been categorized as majuscule, it is not included in the
analysis by the Alands. Nevertheless, it does appear in the later, more extensive, Text und
Textwert analysis.?® This comprises a full collation of all surviving Greek New
Testament manuscripts, where available, in a certain number of Teststellen for each
epistle. Seventeen Teststellen are used for Galatians. In GA 1925 fourteen out of
seventeen Teststellen correspond to the Byzantine text type (LA 1), whereas the other
three agree with the Byzantine text where it has the same reading as the so-called original
(LA 1/2); one of the Byzantine readings is considered as idiosyncratic (Singulérlesart),
namely & ev0épq in Galatians 5:1 (where 056 and 0142 have éievfepiq).”” GA 0142 has

exactly the same results as GA 1925, without the idiosyncratic reading. GA 056, in

2% Aland, K. and B., Der Text des Neuen Testaments, Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 21989, pp.123-
126.

2% Aland, K. and B., Der Text des Neuen Testaments, Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 21989, pp. 131.
26 For the explanation of the abbreviated words in the table, see Aland, K., Text und Textwert der
Griechischen Handschriften des Neuen Testaments. Il. Die Paulinischen Briefe, v. 1: Allgemeines,
Romerbrief und Erganzungsliste, Berlin-New York: Walter de Gruyter, 1991, pp. 149-152.

27 Aland, K., Text und Textwert der Griechischen Handschriften des Neuen Testaments. Il. Die
Paulinischen Briefe, v. 3: Galaterbrief bis Philipperbrief, Berlin—-New York: Walter de Gruyter, 1991, p.
84, 162.
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contrast, only has thirteen agreements with the Byzantine text, as at Galatians 1:8 it agrees

with the earliest form of text (LA 2), against Byzantine tradition. Its other three readings

are places where the Byzantine text has the same reading as the so-called original (LA

1/2). These figures are summarised in the following table

GA 056

A LA2 [:1 1)

B. LA -2, 10, 14 (3)

1/2

C.LA1 |:3-9 1113 15-17 (13)

GA 0142

A LA2 [:- (0)

B. LA -2, 10, 14 (3)

1/2

C.LA1 |:1,39,11-13, 15-17 (14)

GA 1925

A LA 2 [:- (0)

B. LA -2, 10, 14 (3)

1/2

C.LA1 |:1,39,11-13, 15,17 (14)
1C | : 16

Finally, Wachtel and Witte observe that GA 056 and 0142, among other

majuscules from the ninth and tenth centuries, represent a text type developed between the

%8 The table was compiled from the data in Aland, K., Text und Textwert der Griechischen Handschriften

des Neuen Testaments. Il. Die Paulinischen Briefe, v. 3: Galaterbrief bis Philipperbrief, Berlin-New York:

Walter de Gruyter, 1991, p. 10-11, 84.
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seventh and ninth centuries.?®® This was established in the ninth century with the use of

Hetayapaktnpiopoc, the transcription of majuscule codices in minuscule script.

6.2.2.3. Commentary text

The study of the commentary text gives exactly the same results as those for the biblical
text and indicates the same stemmatic relationship between these three manuscripts. What
IS more interesting is that the character of the mistakes made in the catena by GA 0142
and, later, by GA 1925 is the same as in the biblical text. So, for the commentary text we
have a couple of characteristic examples of common mistakes that demonstrate further the

relationship of the three manuscripts:

1.6-7 ambng A ] aydmng A*BI2°
2.6-10 éne1dn NA28] émdn ABI
2.20-21 evayyeAiCetv A] ev[..erasure.]JediCew BT edtediCewy BC T2

209 \Wachtel, K., — Witte, K., Das Neue Testament auf Papyrus, I1. Die Paulinischen Briefe, 2. Gal, Eph, Phil,
Kol, 1 u. 2 Thess, 1 u. 2 Tim, Tit, Phlm, Hebr, [Arbeiten zur Neutestamentlichen Textforschung 22], Berlin:
Walter de Gruyter, 1994, p. XXVII. See also, Wachtel, K., Der byzantinische Text der Katholischen Briefe,
[Arbeiten zur Neutestamentlichen Textforschung 24], Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1995.

2190 two cases (1.6-7 and 4.8-12) the manuscripts transmit a wrong reading, that either a corrector (in the
first case) may have corrected or an editor could have introduced through taking into consideration also the

sources for this work.
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3.15-20

4.8-12

gmdlotdooeton A] émrdooeton BT dmdordooeron P

napatnpeicor NA28 | tapatnpeicte ABT

GA 0142 and GA 1925 omit words which are present in GA 056:

1.3-5

1.3-5

2.3-5

2.14-16

2.20-21

6 Al om. BT

nv Al om. BI'

oV mepiételov A] om. BI'
noMteiav A] om. BT

@0etel A] om. BI'

They also have common orthographical mistakes against GA 056:

1.1-2

1.3-5

2.6-10

2.6-10

6.1-2

dedwrdtwv Al dedokodtwv BT
dvvnbeicav A] duvndicav BT
aopdplev A] apodpilev BI
anoieiog A] amoieiog BI

dArog A] GAwg BI'

211 Eor the word evteliCew in the critical edition. Initially all three manuscripts must have had the word

gvayyehilew, but in two of them has been corrected to dteiCev according to the source. See, the Pseudo-

Oecumenian normal type, comment 91.
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Most importantly, the misunderstanding of some words in GA 056 causes the

transmission of a totally different meaning in some of the following cases:

1.6-7 armavidvrog A] dratdvrog BT

2.6-10 ¢poounkovta A] O° BI'

3.1-2 BoviecOe A] Bovropebo BT

3.13-14 evAokiig A] pvcewg BT’

3.15-20 SraxovnOeig xai émtayeig A] dwotoyeic BT
4.19-20 Sieréyybel A] dieléyyer BT

5.2-5 avoiyvoot A% | avoiyewy TB*®, avoiyet B,
5.13-15 @Bopomotov A] pbovomorwv BT

6.1-2 napawvicens A] pavepdoemg BT

Finally, GA 1925 makes further mistakes, mainly orthographical, or corrections (e.g.

ApdaPwv) and omissions:

1.1-2 £owoev AB] owbev T
1.3-5 vpag ABlom. T

1.6-7 Tidav AB] tipdv T

1.8,10 npooicte AB] npocietor T’
1.11-14 fiunv AB] i T

212 Thjs has been chosen for the text of the edition, because it can also be found in the source of this

passage, in Typus Parisinus, for that see Cramer, v. 6, p. 76, 8.
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1.11-14 amoroyfoactal AB] droloyicacOot T’

1.15-16 AN’ év éloi ABJom. T

2.14-16 eldoopev AB] elacev T’

3.28-29 ot kowvovodvteg AB] oikovopodvteg T’

4.22-27 Appafwv AB] Apdafwv I’

5.6-10 aveilev: og UNd’ étépav dOvacOat PAantey f| o@elelv. dALG miotig AB]
om.T

As detailed with the palaeographical and text critical observations above, the linear
stemmatological relationship of the manuscripts has been established. GA 056 is on the
top of the stemma, GA 0142 uses is as an exemplar and copies from it, while GA 1925
copies from GA 0142. It is hard to see what other conclusion could be drawn from the

textual data provided here.

6.3 Sources and character of this catena type

The information that Staab provides about the character of this Pauline catena
type, ‘Ein sekundarer Erweiterungs-Typus’, is based entirely on examples taken from
Romans, with a single exception from 1 Corinthians 1:18-19 in a table for the comparison

213

of the use of the sources (and two more from 1 Corinthians 1:1, 15).“"* According to

Staab, the compiler uses «kai GAAwc» Or «ifj obtwe» to introduce a second or even a third

213 Staab, 1926, pp. 163-167.
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explanation for the same topic. Staab compares this type with Parisinus gr. 219 (GA
91),* observing a couple of pages later that this type must derive from a similar
manuscript to GA 91 but without the Scholia Photiana.?*> Apart from the Pseudo-
Oecumenian catena, Staab also counts Chrysostom and Theodoret among its sources,
suggesting that the compiler was trying to be follow more closely the structure of the
Pseudo-Oecumenian catena. According to Staab, the compiler was trying to create a
continuous catena, transforming a Randkatena into a Textkatena in such as way as to
remove the sense of fragmentation between the extracts. However, although a good
balance is maintained in the use of sources, the compiler (who remains anonymous) is not
so competent in bringing them together with regard to their language and style. As for the
compilation itself, there are no other copies to our knowledge, and no further use or

influence of this catena has yet been identified.

6.3.1. Sources for the catena on Galatians

As observed in the previous section, Staab identifies the sources for this catena as the
Pseudo-Oecumenian catena, supplemented by direct reference to Chrysostom and
Theodoret. The following investigation shows that, while the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena
is indeed the principal source, the material from Chrysostom (and several other writers)
was, in fact, introduced from another type of catena, Typus Parisinus. The compiler also

used Theodoret, and possibly a further, still unidentified, source.

214 Staab, 1926, p. 164.

213 Staab, 1926, pp. 164, 166.
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6.3.1.1. Relationship to Pseudo-Oecumenian catena Group IV

Staab affirms that this catena was based in the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena, calling it
an extended form (“ein erweiterter Typus’). As may be proved from the use of the scholia
that belong to the Corpus Extravagantium (10a, 47a, 70a, 70b, 81a, 85a, 94a, 96a, 144a,
1584, 160a, 165a, 172a, 199a, 202a, 2044, 234a and 236a) and only one comment 33a (on

Gal. 1:16) of the Scholia Photiana, we can say that more especially this compilation is

based in Type IV of the Pseudo-Oecumenian tradition.

comm. 33a
‘Photius’

catena

1 obT®G. 00K anékAva eig dveoty Kol
Nnovmadelay: 008 d¢ PEya Tt KatwpHOKOG.
€lg paoTOVNV Kol OAlYpioy Avémeso: GAAL
obvvtovov Tov 10D gdayyeiiov dpoHov
EMOLOVUN V" 1} 0VT®G. OV TPOETIUNGAUNY 1OETV
ovyyeveic f oikiov: 1§ cuvnbeic. 1 matpida-
GAAQ TAVTO MIT@V. 0VOE YOp €V TOVTOLG TMV
nepl [Tétpov kai Toavvny élattodiat.
e00¢mc gic Apafiav kai gig Aaplackov Kol gig

T0 KN pLYHa ETpeyoVv:

1} obT®G * 00K ATEKAVA TPOG PAGTAOVIY * OV
8¢ d¢g T Péyn KatopboKkdg gig dveoty Enecov
. | 611 00 TTpoETIUNGAUNY 1OETV GVYYEVETS T

oixiav . ovk &ig ieposdAvHa HAOOV

Table 18: The comment 33a

In total, 190 comments from Group IV were used for the compilation of this
catena form, making up almost two thirds of the comments in group 1V. However, as this
source was not reproduced in its entirety, Staab’s description of it as an extended type
(“‘ein sekundéarer Erweiterungs-Typus’) is incorrect: whereas group Il uses the whole of

group | and adds additional material (and the same is true of both groups Ill and 1V), in




this case only a selection has been used. The relationship of the main groups has been

indicated in section 2.7 as follows:

Kind of compilation
Group | Basic form
Group 11 Group | + corpus
extravagantium 1

Group 111 | Group Il + corpus

extravagantium 2

(with subgroups)
Group IV | Group Il + Scholia Photiana

Table 9: Groups of the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena manuscripts according to the stage of their formation

(repeated from section 2.7)

Based on the above considerations, it does not seem correct to identify the catena
which forms the subject of this chapter as another type of the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena,
as it is not based on the complete comments of any of the Pseudo-Oecumenian groups I,
I, 1l or even IV. Instead, its selective character, using only some of the extracts, is
comparable with the practice of the Typus Vaticanus (Vat. Gr. 692, GA 1993), which is

not identified by Staab as an extended Pseudo-Oecumenian type.

6.3.1.2. Chrysostom

As noted above, Staab identifies Chrysostom’s Yzouvyua eic v mpog I'aldrag

216

émoroinv" (Commentary on Galatians) as one of the sources for this type. There is some

218 Migne, J.-P., Patrologiae cursus completus (series Graeca) (PG) 61, Paris: Migne, 1857-1866, coll. 611-
682.
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truth in this. In terms of quantity, the same amount of text from Chrysostom’s
commentary is provided in this type as is supplied from the Pseudo-Oecumenian group
IV: the proportions are equal. However, it is intriguing that there are differences in
wording between this compilation and the text of Chrysostom. Although these could have
been introduced by the compiler, an examination of the Typus Parisinus catena type,
which also cites Chrysostom extensively, shows the same wording as this catena. This is
clear in the entire compilation, in both short and long extracts of Chrysostom. For
example, Typus Parisinus shortens some extracts, as in the case of the first abundant part
of the explanation «moAloi TV dmAidg — émrpioet Stopdwddow» for Gal. 2:11-13 2.

The compilation that we find in these three manuscripts (GA 056, GA 0142 and GA

1925) repeats the text found in the earlier Typus Parisinus catena.

Another way to illustrate the dependence of this compilation on Typus Parisinus
regarding the Chrysostomian text is the change of some Chrysostomian words in Typus
Parisinus also present in these three manuscripts. For example in the above mentioned
passage (Gal. 2:11-13), Chrysostom’s words “pntov, towdty, adtoi, ovdev” became
“ympiov, Tocavtny, odtot, ddidpopog” respectively. In other cases it becomes easy when
studying and analyzing the text to understand that any alterations of wording, grammar or
syntax are on the basis of Typus Parisinus and not on the basis of the Chrysostomian
commentary itself. I give here the example for Chrysostom’s word pntov that becomes

yopiov in Typus Parisinus and it is repeated in this catena:

21T See in our edition of this catena type, for Typus Parisinus see Cramer, v.6, pp. 33.29-35.19, whereas for
Chrysostom see PG 61.640.2-641.55.
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Chrysostom (PG 61.640.2-6)

Typ. Par. 39.25

catena

MoAlol T®V dwhdg

AVOYIVOOGKOVTOV TOVTI TO

pnTov tiic EmotoAiic,
voifovol Tod IIéTpov TOV
[MoedAov KaTNYOPETV
VAOKPLGLY: AL’ OVK E0TL
Tadta, ovK £oTw, dmaye:
TOAM]VY YUp gUpricolley Kal

1o IIéTpov Kai Tov

[avrov T1)v 6OvESTY
EYKEKPUUUEVY EvToDOa
POS TNV TOV AKOVOVTMV

Opérelay.

IToAlol T®OV

AVOYIVOOKOVTOV GTA®dg

TOLTL 70 Ypiov THG
"EmiotoAfic, vopilovet Tov
Hétpov tov Iadrov
KOT1YOPEIY VAOKPLGLY:
aAl’ ovK £0TL TAUTA, OVK
g€oTwv: dmaye: TOAAY YOp

gopioolev kol Tod MéTpov

kol 100 [Tevrov Ty

oOvecty EykeKpLUUEVNY

évtavfa, Tpog TV TOV

GKOVOVTOV @ QELELAY.

[MoAlol TV amA®dg 10 ywpiov
Emovtav: voliovot Tod
[Tétpov tov [Tadrov
KOTNYOPEY V1O Kpiow: GAA’
00K €071 T0DTO" TOAAV Yap
eVpNGOHEV GUPOTEPOLG
évtadfa kekpuUUévnNV
GUVEGIV" TPOG MPEAELOY TV

AKOVOVIOV:

Table 19: Comparison between Chrysostom, Typus Parisinus and the complex Constantinopolitan catena

6.3.1.3. Typus Parisinus

In addition to the introduction of Chrysostomian comments from Typus Parisinus, the
earlier catena has been used so extensively as a source that further material from it has
been introduced into the later compilation. This includes comments by Theodore of

Mopsuestia, for example in Gal. 3:28-29:

tijc mapodong (wijc dpyn toic miorv, 6 AdG eic d¢ dvlpwmog mavtes éoev: 6
A0y Tij¢ phoews: obtw kol &l tijc WeAlovang {wijc ~ dpyn Uev O Xpiotog mavteg
8¢ oi Korvwvodvteg Tijic dvaotdoewe kol tiis davaciag. domep «eig» yrvopeda
TPOS avTHY THV OPOLOTHTA TOD TPAYPOTOS TOTE TOIVDY «0UTE dpoev olte Oniv»

Oewpeitar  «otte Tovdaiog 1§ "EAAnv»- 0b yop év aBavarw @ioer oioxpiBnoetal
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meprtetnlévog 1 drpofvotog, maons dvawpaiios mpoylarwv dvypnpévng. (cf.

Typ. Par. 59.22-60.1, Staab 1933, p. 78)
Severian of Gabala, for example in Gal. 1:16:

o1 ovk éoroiynoo. Ovnti oopxi (CF. Typ. Par. 23.13-14, Staab 1933, p. 300).
and Eusebius of Emesa, for example in Gal. 1:6 :

Ao, wovtwv niénoe ™y dromiav th¢ YETafolfS. TO 00Ttw¢ EImWV. TOINY Exwmv
&voerétv: kol 10 «Tayéws» émavvayog: kol «Uetatifeobe» einwv, ov [etaysobe:
a¢ énl aydywv pnaiv «letotifeale mpog Etepov evayyéliov»: O movielns éotiv

evoefeiag Petabeoig (cf. Typ. Par. 16.4-9, Swete 9)

All three examples above originate from Typus Parisinus.?®

6.3.1.4. Theodoret of Cyrrus

Ninety-two extracts in this compilation are taken from Theodoret’s work «Epunveio
¢ mpog Fardtag émotoAtic» (PG 82.460-505) which is part of a major work with the
interpretation of all the fourteen Pauline epistles.?® This number makes it the third most

used source for this compilation, and although Theodoret’s commentary is not so long as

218 Cramer, v. 6, pp. 4-95. Comments by different authors found in catenae were all gathered in Staab, K,
Pauluskommentare aus der Griechischen Kirche: Aus Katenen Handschriften gesammelt und

herausgegeben, Minster, 1933.

2% Migne, J.-P., Patrologiae cursus completus (series Graeca) (PG) 82, Paris: Migne, 1857-1866, coll. 36-
877.
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Chrysostom’s the percentage of its use in this type of catena is very high. This could be
because its well-defined structure makes it easy to incorporate in a catena: each biblical
verse is followed by Theodoret’s hermeneia, which is usually short and with no overlaps
between the verses. This is very useful for the compiler, who incorporates them as they
are. The brevity of these extracts means that they are rarely abbreviated further or

paraphrased by the compiler.

Theodoret Catena (Gal. 1:6-7)

Eito  Ocppavleic éx g HvAUng tdv | elto. Swdeplavleic €k T UvAUNg ThV
évavtiov, kol T@ Oowai® Céoag OLU®, | évaviiov kol dwai®d (Eoag BvU®, dAAOTPLOV
aALOTplOV ThiC evoePeiog kaAel tov Etepa | Thig 0oePeing KaAel TOV £tepa KnpHTTOVTA

KNpottew melpopevov, Koi fod- Kol Bod.

Table 20: Comparison (1) between Theodoret and the Constantinopolitan catena.

The following is an example of the rare occasions that they are abbreviated:

Theodoret (PG 82.472.22-300) Catena (Gal. 2:6-10)

el pev ovv TOV dAA®Y, onot, Tov
HORDS REYONUEVOV TD VOUD EXETVQL
elmov, Svoyeoaivmv 8¢, Mg TOV oixelwv

nednrev franropévov éveedBev: tovto | PAantopévoug tovg €€ 0vv

yao O nat eionue, T ta €Ovy avayxdlels
Tovdaitew; Tov ot Sdyua, ui) naTd
vopov moiteveoal ToUTous:
avrugB€yyeTan O¢ Toic 110N yoadeiol Ta avtipBeyyetar 6 8¢ MéTpog’ T o1yf] KLpol Ta
nedypata. O 8¢ uéyogs Iérgog i) ovyi Aeydueva: pdvov ovxi Aéywv:

%«VQO1 T AeYOnEVa, HOVOVOUYL AEYOV

183



710¢ Tovg £E Tovdalmv memotevrdTag
TOVG TNVIXODTA TOQOVTAS, OTL Aixouna dikaia Empépupetar kai avTtiAéyetv ovK €vi’
EMUENPETOL, RO AVTIAEYELY TOIG
Leyopévols ovx Eveatwy. ‘Ot yap £otegte
TA AeYOUEVQ, TS TOV AROVOVTMV
meounBoluevog mpeleiog, TovTt TOU

dNhov- émerdn toivuy 6 pev éneuémparo, | émel odv 6 uév éuéuaro’ 6 8¢ karedé€ato

0 8¢ ovyf) xatedéEaro, xal Toig £ ‘OVNo1POPOV GUPOTEPOLG KATAOKELATAY
Tovdainv, xai toic ¢€ €0varv, pdpuakov

0V OLPOQOV RUTEGREVGTON GhonaxoV.

Table 21: Comparison (2) between Theodoret and the Constantinopolitan catena.

In identifying the sources for the extracts of this catena, we observed an error in Staab’s

edition. This catena features the following comment from Theodoret on Gal. 4:12:

70 Yap TS 000vNG mabog ovveydS avtov avaykdlel Jetafdrierv o Adyov To
gldog xai vov Yev émuldy: vOv 8¢ mapaxaleiv: dilo te koarnyopelv éviadBo O¢
010G0KeL G O YpopelL: 010, PLAOGTOPYIaY YPaPel: 0VOEY yap gnowv mop’ OUDV

nolknpod. éAio Oepareioc Patlov én meiotne Héiwpon.?*°

However, in Die Pauluskommentare Staab presents this comment attributed to Severian
of Gabbala?®! This identification was made on the basis of two manuscripts: Athoniensis
Pantokratoros 28 (GA 1900), an idiosyncratic catena rich in extracts of the Church Fathers

and valuable since it most of them are attributed to a writer, and Coislin. Gr. 204 (GA

220 of Theodoret PG 82.488.36-42

221 Staab 1933, 302.
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1910), which is Typus Parisinus. In Typus Parisinus only the following text is found

under the name of Severian:
Mn yap dAlnv tivo, Eoyov Amny mpog DUAS Kal 010 TODTO ETITANTTW
In contrast, Pantokratoros 28, f. 135v starts with this:

Mpn volionte, pnoiv, ét dAAny Tiva Aomny elyov mpog VPAS Kal 010 TODTO

EMTANTIO
and continues with no interruption:

Ti]S YOp 600VNS 10 TABog cvVEYDS avTov etofdllely dvayralel ToD A0yov O
€l00¢ Kol VOV eV EmTIUay. VOV 08 TOPOKOAETV. Kol TOTE UEV KOTHYOpEelV
wote o Gpnvelv évtavBa. O¢ J10G0KeEL DG OTEP YPAPEL: 0VIEV Yap PHoly Top’

VU@V poiknpot. aAlo Gepameias Naliota wheiotng néiwpor.

However, it is wrong to attribute the whole text to Severian, because it is clear that the
following text is from Theodoret: it appears as such in full in the separate textual tradition
of his commentary. The only text that should be attributed to Severian is the common text

that is found in GA 1900 and 1910.

6.3.1.5. Unidentified additional material in the catena

Around fifty texts belong to this category. Most of them are as little as three to four

words. Many of them could be considered as connecting phrases used by the compiler to
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connect two extracts from different sources. Nevertheless, it is impossible to be sure

whether some, at least, could actually be extracts from an unknown or lost work.

We observe also that there is at least one unidentified phrase in almost every block of the
commentary text. This regular recurrence is something that reinforces the argument that
the unidentified texts could come from a certain source. Here are some of the more

extensive examples:

Gal. 4:15-16 Ov &yd te kol dAlotl DUAG Elakapiiov €v Tf] ToD edayyeriov vmoTayfi: Kol
£6€1 Pev émayayelv’

Gal. 4:19-20 KoM kol 1 wpog antovg TdV AOYOV ATOcTPoPn 10 «dmopodlar &v
DUIV»- olov ok Exo Ti einw- @oivetar yap S8 maviov VIO g TédV

yYeYovoTOV GuvEYOUEVOG AVTING

Gal. 4:21 «TOV VOOV 0VK dKkovETE;» 0lov Ti Aéyet mepi £antod

Gal. 4:22-27 ovkoDV €ebbepot kal ol €& avTiic: yovaik®dv 8¢ dvopata Ogig. Evépleve
M oty

Gal. 4:28-5:1 kol &t ovK Eyel ydpav o VOPIHo €mi Tiig ko’ MUAg Ttadta elmav,

ovAloyiletar «dpa adelpol, ovK EGHEV TOISIoKTG TEKVOY
Gal. 5:2-5 gmapditol yop Toig U mévta mAnpodoty: ov Hovov odv DUV ¢noi dAld

Kol Toavti avOpdre todto dtapaptopopat

Gal. 5:11-12 KoAOV EAkecBor gig 60y

Gal. 5:13-15 M &ydmn odv odTodg dooiletar T map’ AUEOTEPOV EmavODHEVN:
Gal. 5:16-17 obtmg Yap enot EmBuel 1 yoyn Hov Tpog o€ 6 Beoc:

Gal. 6:9-10 “Tva, pn| vopion tic adtov T®dv ddackdiwv Emlereicar tdv 8¢ GAA@V

GpeAELV, gig KooV EEdyel TOV AdYoV:
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Gal. 6:11-13 avyeiv §0éhovteg g Hetabévteg DUAG
Gal. 6:17 Todto 0vy ©g KAUDVY T TEpIKOKicHg Aéyel AAAL POVAOHEVOG TOVG
1e0évTag mop” adTod VOUOLE GKIVATONG Elval B¢ ovK ETL MEALOVTOG

avtod Ti Tpocbeivar §j dpereiv:

6.3.2 Use of the sources

The compiler tries to keep an equal balance in deploying his three principal
sources. Material from each is used alternately. Only in a few cases is a single source used
more extensively for consecutive comments. This occurs most often with the Pseudo-
Oecumenian catena, as in the provision of comments 53-58%%? and 171-178%% in a block.
In fact, this is largely in proportion to the use of Typus Parisinus, because the material
incorporated from that source is normally much longer. The longest text introduced from
Typus Parisinus is an extract from Chrysostom «moAlol TtV GTADG — EmTUNGEL

Slopdwddctv» which covers almost two modern printed pages.***

The study of the use of sources reveals some patterns, which typify the compiler’s

practice in producing this work.

222 See in the edition of this type Gal. 2:3-5 lines 4-21.
223 See in the edition of this type Gal. 4:22-27, lines 12-25.

224 See Cramer, v. 6, pp. 33-35.

187



6.3.2.1.Mixing Typus Parisinus and the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena

The compiler often inserts one or two Pseudo-Oecumenian comments from Group
IV into an extract taken from Typus Parisinus. In the example below the enclosed Pseudo-
Oecumenian comment 84 replaces the following text from Typus Parisinus: av toivov
QULOVEIKNOMUEY oTiioal avtd Tovto, mopaPdtar yivopeba. The choice of the Pseudo-
Oecumenian comment appears to have been due to its similarity to the meaning of the
omitted phrase. The personal contribution of the compiler here is the addition of two
words: a) olov (dotiv) to introduce the interpretation and b) 7 to connect the phase ta

KataAvbévta v’ UV With ta moapa Oeod Avbévta and subsequently the two different

225

comments.

Catena sources Text of the sources
«gl yap 6 KotéAvoo» Gal. 2:18
010V AQEVTEG TOV VOOV olov apéviec — tpeiv] | mémawtar 6 VOHog, kol TodTo
KOTEPVYOUEV €ml TNV €K cf. Typ. Par. 40.7-13 OUoAoyAGaeY, 81 GV
TioTEmG cOTNPIAV. (Chrys. PG 61.645.1-4, | da@évteg o0TOV KOTEQVYOLEV
KOTOADOOVTES QVTOV. TO Damasc. PG 95.789.37- | émi v €k g mioTemg
£doar aVTOV Kai XpLotd 40) cotpiav. dv Toivov
TPOGOPaEIv: &v oOv oAy (QUAOVEIKNOMHEV GTHioOL
Emyepdey I6TaV AOTOV a0t 10010, TapaPdTan
napopdaror Eopév: OTLTO Ywopeda, Td mapd Tod Oeod

225 Some more examples: mewpacpodg — Sedéodar | cf. Typ. Par. 65.20 (Chrys. PG 61.659.37) encloses
comm. 157, katpyntoe po — t@dv Tovdaiwv ] cf. Typ. Par. 78.13-25 (Chrys. PG 61.668.20) encloses
comm. 203, molhol T®V g — émtyfiost dopHwbdow] Typ. Par. 33.29-35.19, Chrys. PG 61.640.2-
641.55 encloses comm. 73, éoti {fjhog — dmdvrog ] cf. Typ. Par. 66.11-26 (Chrys. PG 61.660.4-26)

encloses comm. 161.

188



KoToAv0évta Ve’ NUAV AVOEVTO PIAOVEIKODVTEG
Emyepovpley ioTav- 1) T0 TNPELV.

napd Beod AvBévta
(UAOVEIKODVTEG TNPETV:
KotoaAvoavteg — iotdv] | katedboapev enot tov

cf. comm. 84 vOHoV 1@ €dcat avToVv Kol
Xp1o1® TPOGOPaAEIV: &0V
toivuv TaAY aOTOV ioTdV
EMUYEPDHEV. KOT OVTO
10070 mapaPdror EGUEV: OTL
10 Top” MUV AvBévta,

loTdv TéA EmyelpodUey:

Table 22: Mixed comments. Typus Parisinus and the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena

There are no examples of the opposite scenario, in which an extract from Typus Parisinus

is enclosed in a comment from the Pseudo-Oecumenian Group V.

6.3.2.2 Mixing two consecutive comments of Pseudo-Oecumenius’ catena

It is interesting that in two cases the compiler mixes two consecutive comments from the
Pseudo-Oecumenian catena, with one of them enclosing the other. These are the

following:

a) in Gal. 2:11 the comment 70a (Evocéfiogc — €Aéyyov) encloses comment 71
(kateyvoopévog — o 10 mpayHa). Comment 71 is used as a first interpretation of

xateyvoolévog 1y and then the compiler replaces the phrase Svvacot kai obtog voficat
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with f§ obtwc. In the new compilation, this phrase does indeed introduce an alternative

interpretation. This shows good understanding and management of the sources from the

side of the compiler.

Catena

Pseudo-Oecumenian catena group IV (source)

EbdoéProg 8¢ év Tij
‘ExkAnciaotikii Totopig
Aéyer Un etvor TodTov TV
«Knoeav» tov ITétpov. GAA’
GAAoV OUdVVHOV Eva TV
ERdopnkovta kal Thavog o
LOY0G 00OE Yap Gv HET TO
neipav dodvar tov [T€Tpov Tiig
oikelog apetig TO1NTNG
£0e10n vmooToANG Kal
oikovoliag xai to
KKOTEYVOOUEVOS V> 0V Ti|
aAn0sig 006¢ wapd MMaviov
700 TI|v oiKovoliav £id6T0g"
GALD TOPd TOV AYVOOOVTOV
Kol oioévey DTokpivesOar
oo 0 mpaypa 1 oVt
véyovev éUol pNoi TPOPACIG
oD Kath TpOGOTOV
avtioTijvol. 1 Tepl Tod
ocvveobigy toig dkpofvaTtolg
aitio- 0 8¢
TPOKATEYVOGHEVOC TV VIO
@V Tovdainv gikf]: dd T
nept KopviAtov. 810 kai vdv

VIEGTOAN" €1 yap N

Comm. 70a

dAAmg: gvoéProg O mapeilov v 1] EkkAnolaoTik] ioTopia

ATOdEIKVVGL. T EIVOL TOV KNOAY TOUTOV TOV TETPOV, GAL

oudvvUov adt® Eva TV EBdounkovta. Kol Thavoc 6

AOYog: 0oV yap v O métpog £0eNnON TAAY VTOGTOATG. OGTIG

H0n mepi tovTov dmoloyncdpevog v &v TepovcaAny kol
neicog dmavtag dte T® KopynAio cupeoaydv. Twvag TV €k
neprropdiic Eokavddhoey: Ote kai einev, én’ dAndsiog,
aderpol, KataiapPavopat, 4t oK £GTL TPOCOTOANTING O
0g0g, AL &v mavti EBvel O POPOVIEVOG ADTOV, SEKTOG ODTR
gotv. oV yap N oy todto- €1 88 TodTo mopd THY ApyNV
70D KNPOUYHOTOC TOMOAG, EMEIGEV GTAVTAG DG 0V KOK®DG
€moinogv 10D TvevoTog adTOV €l ToUTO évayovtog. TG Gv

vV eTd Toc0DTOV YPpOVOV. Wetd TO meipav dodval TOV

wéTpoV Tig oikelag dpetig. €0eNn0n maAY TG ToHTNG

oikovoliog: 10 8¢ 8Tl «kazeyvwapévoc fvy. dvvacol Kol

ovtwc vofioar yéyové ot enoiv TpdQaclc ToD KOt

TPOCOTOV aOT® AvTioTval Koi dteléyEot adtov: GAAO Uev

008&Vv. N 10 mepi 100 cuveabiely Toig &v dxpofuoTio-

TPOKOTEYVOGUEVOC TV Gmd TV lovdaimv §te Td KopvnMe

oLVEQUYEV: €l UN YOp TTpoKaTEYVMOGOHN Tap  avT®dV

OKOVOAAGHEVTOV €KETL. 0VK OV VOV DTESTAAN - U

VToGTOAEVTOC 8. 0K NV Ypein Tod T ELEyyoL- THig TE KT

TPOCOTOV AVTIGTACENDS: Ti 0& OA®G MPEAET 1) KOTA

TPOCOTOV AVTIGTAGIC.

Comm. 71

«KOTEYVWOUEVOS v O TETPOC 0V TH aAn0eia. obte mopd
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VIEGTAAN 0K NV ypeioy ToD TadAoL ToD TNV oikovolioyv e180To¢ Gmorye. AAAL TAPA TAV

s

ELEyyov- GyvooOVI®V TO 01IKOVOHOVHEVOV: Kol 0loéveV

vrokpivesHat d1d 10 mpdypa. 6Tl AmOvIeV PEV TV €5

iovdainv TotdV cuvicbiev Yy Toig EBveot. mapoOVI@V &€

oVK 1.

Table 23: Mixing two consecutive comments of Pseudo-Oecumenius’ catena (1).

b) The compiler acts the same way at Gal. 6:17, enclosing comment 254 (¢ otiylato —
Kvpiov) inside comment 255 (doet — Hoptopodot). The rationale for this is to offer a
clearer interpretation of the word otiypata in the biblical text, by replacing the word

Tpavpata in comment 254 with a fuller definition found in comment 255.

Catena Pseudo-Oecumenian catena group 1V (source)
woel Eleye Unoeig He Comm. 255
SforiéTo: avTd Yop T woel Eleyev: Undeig e dg vokpitnVv daPfarréTm wap VUV

otTiylata 1jTol ai TAnyol ai ovT YOp TO Tpodoto . Kol ol 610 TOv Kvprov winyoi.

oo Kvprov- dvomoxpitog le | Haptupodot pot dvurokpitog toltevesbat diefdrdeto yap

noAtevestat paptupodct TAVTO TOLDV MG KOTA VTOKPIGLY: Kol GAL0Y0D HEV TEPITOUNV
Knpvecwv. dAroyod o8, ov.

Comm. 254

otiypato Aéyetl g TANYOC. 1o Tpavplata Ta S tov Kopilov

v , 226
Kol TO KpLYHa.

Table 24: Mixing two consecutive comments of Pseudo-Oecumenius’ catena (I1).

There are also other cases in which the compiler uses a comment from the Pseudo-
Oecumenian catena in combination with something from the first half of its consecutive
comment, and then continues with the second half of the second comment. This is the
case, for example, in Gal. 4:13 for the comments 155 and 156. Here the phrase ¢now

acOévelav capkoc gomyyemlopmy vuiv (first part of comm. 156) is used in combination

226 3ohn of Damascus, PG 95.821.15.
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with the phrase olov peta doBeveiac capkixiic (comm. 155). The resulting compilation is

shown in the first column below.

Catena

Pseudo-Oecumenian catena group IV (source)

«Gobéveiay 8¢ oaprog». olov LETA
aoBeveiog capkikijc evnyyeMeaunv
VMUV HeTd 0eGUDV: Kol GLAAK®V: Kol
TANYOV- Grep VIO TGV EVAVTIOVHEV®V
@ KNPOYHaTL DTEPEVOV: Kol OU®G
tadto e Tdoyovto OpAVTES, 00K
gokavoaricOnte gig €U 000E
dlentHcaTé oL «T0V €V Tj] sopKi
zeipaolov». fTol Tag TANYAG: TAG

HéoTryos: Tovg dStwyHovg:

(comm. 155)
olov leTd ao0sveiag cupKikils: ToDTECTL ETA

0@V Kol TANY®V Kol @UAAKAV. drep VIO TOV

£VOVTIOVUEVDVY TA KnpLYUOTL VTEUEVOV

(comm. 156)

i Myo enoiv ovk 81kcaté Pe: TOAAV OOV TIUNV
elg éug énedei&achal: kai yap pacti{opevog kai
dlwKoevog tadta Yap enow dodiveray capkog

gONYYEMEOUNY DUIV: kol SUc TavTo e OpAVTES

naoyovto. oUte fokovdoricOnte eic Ue . olte

SlenTHG0TE e TOV YOp TEWPAGHUOV oV 1ol TOV &V

] Gopki Hov 0Ok E£0VOEVOCATE: TEWPAGUOV TOAY

KOADV. TOC TANYAC. TOC QLAOKAC: TOVC dYLOVC

Table 25: Mixing two consecutive comments of Pseudo-Oecumenius’ catena (1)

6.3.2.3 Mixing Theodoret with Typus Parisinus and the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena

Two different types of combination of the compiler’s source material are found in the use

of Theodoret’s commentary. These are exemplified as follows:

1) An extract from Theodoret’s commentary (ékactog — V¢ €& ¢ ¢ Aoyov, cf.

Theodoret PG 82.500.32) is enclosed in an abridged comment from Typus
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Parisinus (o0 vopobet®v — 10 ocvvewdog, cf. Typ. Par. 87.21, Chrys. PG
61.675.51) for Gal. 6:5.
2) An extract from Theodoret’s commentary (tadto 6& — diwdaokariog, cf. Theodoret
PG 82.468.18) is enclosed in a comment from the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena
(odk MAOov — Xpiotod, cf. comm. 34) for Gal. 1:16.
This information, together with our observation that there is no instance in which a
comment from Theodoret’s commentary encloses a comment taken from either Typus
Parisinus or the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena, shows again the priority that the latter two
have as sources for the compilation of this new type of catena and the way that the
compiler was working. This indication of the weight that the compiler was giving to his
sources can also be confirmed from the amount of material introduced from each, as

indicated above (section 6.3.2).

6.3.3. Paraphrase

While the compiler is trying to combine all these sources, to make the best use of
them and at the same time not to create too long a catena, it is inevitable that, on occasion,
he will abridge the text of his sources, as we have already seen in the previous examples,
and he will also paraphrase them. He paraphrases either for the sake of the syntax of his
compilation or to make the meaning more compact. The following table gives as
examples the phrases that are found in the catena for Gal. 3:15-19 and the corresponding

text in the compiler’s source (cf. Typ. Par. 53.24-54.2):

193



The compiler The source
gnnyyeilotd enot 6 0eoc @ APpaapt 0 B¢0g 0160et0 T APpadp daAeyOEVOG
&v T oméppatt adtod gvAoyeichar ta £0vn eig ta E0vn fi&ewv tog edAoyiag &v T® oméppatt
avTod
0 VOUog yopiletar tag evloyiog kol dukatol 0 VOlog yopiletar tag evioyiag kal tnv {onv
Kol TV S1Kaosvvnyv

Table 26: Paraphrasing the source

6.3.4 The compiler

As noted above, we know very little of the compiler, who is anonymous. It is only
through his interventions, as in the case of the paraphrases in the previous section, that we
can discern his hand at work. Comparison with the sources also reveals some occasions
on which he introduces words. For example, although @AAoc, dAAmg and 1| oVtwg are
common in catenae, many of the instances in this catena are due to the compiler. The
compiler also uses 1j alone or in combination: §j ®g, §j obtwg, 1§ O¢ Etepwc, T €mel, §| S
tobto. He also has a tendency to make frequent use of the preposition 61 usually with the
genitive. In most of the cases we see 61 Tod or dwi tod eineiv followed by the biblical text

to be interpreted. For example:

1. da 6¢ 100 vmep TV alaptidv fudv (Gal. 1:3-5)

2. da 6¢ 100 mapetaijlbov kal tod karookornijoor (Gal. 2:3-5)
3. o tod yap évepynoog (Gal. 2:6-10)

4. S Tod gimelv todro Povov Gélw pobeiv (Gal. 3:1-2)

5. o 8¢ tod kalov o€ {niovobor (Gal. 4:17-18)

6. d1a Tod eimelv edppavOnt oteipa (Gal. 4:22-27)
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In some other cases dw is followed by the accusative, e.g. §| dwx todto, St 8¢ TO
darorxaivpBijvar. In many cases he also uses avti tod to introduce the interpretation of a
biblical word. This is usual practice in the interpretation of words. Finally, the compiler
also introduces conjunctions such as koi, 6ALd, 8¢, yap, particles as odv, and many times

the adverb &ita.

6.4 Character of the catena

Dorival, in his multivolume work Les chaines exégétiques grecques sur les
psaumes, analysed the types of the catenae on Psalms and offered a classification.??” In
his third and fourth volumes he analyses the Constantinopolitan models. Despite the
different biblical books under consideration, some parallels may be observed between
Dorival’s analysis of the Psalms and the present consideration of the Pauline Epistles.
These include the extensive and systematic introduction of material from the works of
John Chrysostom and Theodoret. This practice started around the year 700 and, according
to Dorival, the result is what he calls the primary catenae.??® The Constantinopolitan

models comprise both primary and secondary catenae. Under the term primary, Dorival

understands the catenae that were compiled from the direct tradition (i.e. the original

2T Dorival, G., Les chaines exégétiques grecques sur les psaumes. Contribution & I’étude d’une forme
littéraire, 4 vols, [Spicilegium Sacrum Lovaneniense Etudés et Documents Fasc. 43-46], Leuven: Peeters,
1986, 1989, 1992, 1995.

28 Dorival, G., Les chaines exégétiques grecques sur les psaumes, t. 3 (1992), pp. 1-2, 232.
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commentaries of the Church Fathers), whereas under the term secondary he understands

catenae that based their compilation on at least one other earlier catena.??®

The primary type is divided into two models. The first model is the one that
appeared around the year 700. The second model of the primary type, based on the
exclusive use of the complete commentaries on Psalms, is much later than the first model
and according to Dorival is to be dated without doubt in the first period of Byzantine
humanism (the ninth and tenth centuries).”®® The secondary Constantinopolitan type for
the catena on Psalms is divided by Dorival into a) daughter catenae (consisting of one
primary catena combined with other sources from direct tradition) and b) complicated
catenae (consisting of two primary catenae possibly in combination with other
interpretations or commentaries from the direct tradition). The last part of Dorival’s
division, namely the complicated catena, describes exactly the catena studied in the
present chapter: this is a compilation based on two different catenae (the pseudo-
Oecumenian type IV and Typus Parisinus), and at the same time it was supplemented
from Theodoret’s commentary on the Pauline epistles and other minor sources, both of

which represent the direct tradition.

The only apparent difference between Dorival’s “complicated catenae” and the
one studied here is their dating. Dorival clarifies that the secondary type, which includes
“complicated catenae”, is not a Constantinopolitan invention (although it is called

Constantinopolitan), but exists in the Palestinian period.?*! It should be noted, however,

2 Dorival, G., Les chaines exégétiques grecques, t. 4 (1995), p. 2.
20 Dorival, G., Les chaines exégétiques grecques, t. 3 (1992), p. 2.

2! Dorival, G., Les chaines exégétiques grecques, t. 4 (1995), p. 2.
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that Dorival refers to its invention, and the practice may well have continued in later
centuries or in other centres, such as Constantinople. Even though his typology concerns

the catenae on Psalms, nevertheless we find analogies with this in the Pauline Epistles.

The present catena, that from now we will call the complicated Constantinopolitan
Pauline catena, is definitely a product of the subsequent centuries. In fact, because of
comment 33a, which is attributed to Photius, we should date its creation later, to the
period of the ninth or tenth centuries. Given the number of corrections, which the
manuscripts have in common,?? as well as all the other shared characteristics, this catena
must be a project of a scriptorium, located possibly in Constantinople. Thus, this catena
with its three witnesses: Parisinus Coislinianus gr. 26 (GA 056), Monacensis gr. 375 (GA
0142) and Venetus Marcianus gr. Z. 35 (343) (GA 1925), can be a product of the first
period of Byzantine humanism, created in Constantinople at the same time as the new

secondary model of the primary catena was emerging.

6.5. Critical Edition of Galatians from the complicated Constantinopolitan Pauline

catena

This thesis provides the editio princeps of the complicated Constantinopolitan

Pauline catena of Galatians based on the three manuscripts described above. For practical

%2 5ee for example in section 6.2.4. two of the manuscripts have exactly the same correction and
evayyeAiev becomes eutediCewv (Gal. 2:20-21, in GA 0142 and 1925), or in section 6.2.2. for the biblical
text the addition of one more «v» in the word &va (Gal. 4:22, in GA 056 and 0142).
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reasons, the critical apparatus has been incorporated in the text in parentheses next to the
word or the phrase in question. The punctuation is given according to Parisinus
Coislinianus gr. 26 (GA 056), the manuscript at the head of the stemma. This reflects the
preparation of the text for reading aloud, featuring three symbols: the upper dot,
equivalent to the English full stop; the lower dot or comma (both equivalent to the English
comma, and more frequent); the middle dot, for a gap between the two (the most frequent
mark of punctuation). As the older punctuation system has been retained, lower case
letters are used for the beginning of sentences. The stemma and its rationale are described

in 6.2.2.1. above.

In the apparatus fontium, when a comment derives from the Pseudo-Oecumenian
catena it has this form: “comm. 1”. When a comment is found in Chrysostom but has also
been transmitted in Typus Parisinus, | have checked both: if the wording is closer to
Typus Parisinus than to Chrysostom, | have written Typus Parisinus and provided the
reference to Chrysostom in parentheses. Both Chrysostom and Theodoret are cited from
the Patrologia Graeca (PG) with the numbers of the volume, column and line. All the
other authors are cited either from the Patrologia Graeca or more modern editions, if there

are such.

6.6 Conclusion

In conclusion, I have shown that this is a totally new catena. It is not part of Pseudo-
Oecumenian tradition, but a fresh compilation. It is attested in only three witnesses (GA
056, GA 0142 and GA 1925). These are all related as exemplar and copy, with GA 056

the earliest and GA 1925 the latest, although all may be dated to the tenth century. The
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compiler’s sources were the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena in its fourth stage (IV), the
catena of Typus Parisinus and Theodoret’s Commentary on the Pauline Epistles. The
compiler’s goal was to provide a synthesis of comments on Galatians from his sources.
Within this, priority is given to group 1V of the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena and Typus
Parisinus, the latter being used as the source for additional comments from Chrysostom.
The compiler tries to keep some balance in the use of his sources, alternating their use and
occasionally combining them in a distinctive way. On occasion, they are abridged or
slightly paraphrased. The compiler also introduces the usual linking words that are used in
catenae for this purpose, although not in such a sophisticated way as was later done by
Theophylact. This kind of compilation, based on two earlier catenae with the support of
one or more sources from direct tradition, finds its parallels to the model of the
‘complicated’ catena proposed by Dorival that is a product of the first Byzantine

humanism (ninth- tenth century).

Given that this complex Constantinopolitan Pauline catena does not make use of any
Pseudo-Oecumenian catena group as a whole, it is wrong to consider it as a part or branch
of the evolution of the Pseudo-Oecumenian tradition. We can only consider it as a
derivative form, similar in its creation to the compilation to the only representative for
Typus Parisinus in Galatians (Vat. Gr. 692 = GA 1993), which is also not considered as

part of the Pseudo-Oecumenian tradition.

Finally, the compilation of this complex Constantinopolitan Pauline catena offers
some more information about its sources. As Pseudo-Oecumenian group IV and Typus
Parisinus were re-used in this catena, they must both pre-date the tenth century (during
which the three witnesses to this catena were copied). This shows at the very least that

there must have been an earlier witness to Typus Parisinus than the oldest surviving
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witness to this tradition, Coislinianus gr. 204 (GA 1910), the eponymous source of Typus

Parisinus, which was copied in the eleventh or twelfth century.
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7. Conclusions and Avenues for Further Research.

The surviving Pauline catena manuscripts date from the ninth century onwards.
The commentary is always written in minuscule script, whereas occasionally the biblical
text is provided in the earlier, majuscule script. The oldest of these manuscripts belong to
the so-called Pseudo-Oecumenian catena tradition. Its name comes from the belief that
Oecumenius, a writer of the sixth century, was the compiler of this kind of Pauline catena.
Internal evidence confirms that this type of catena was the earliest: for example, the first-
person comments of the compiler are transformed into the third person in subsequent
compilations such as those by Theophylact and Zigabenus, showing that they used the
Pseudo-Oecumenian catena as the base of their compilations.?® Yet it is not easy to say
whether the entire compilation was made by Oecumenius or whether he based his own on
a previous compilation, of which, if it ever existed, there are no traces or witnesses. And
there is no secure evidence identifying Oecumenius as the author, since it could always be
the case that just the presence of the name ‘Oecumenius’ in this compilation served to
identify the type of the catena among others and ultimately resulted in a false attribution

to him.

The survey of the earliest surviving manuscripts, from the second half of the ninth
century, shows clearly that the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena had been firmly established

before then. However, we should not be lured into believing that the Pseudo-Oecumenian

233 Panella, Th., “Resurrection appearances in the Pauline Catenae”, in Houghton, H.A.G. (ed.)

Commentaries, Catenae and Biblical Tradition. Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias, 2016, pp. 117-139.
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Pauline catena is one more product of the movement of encyclopedism of the ninth and
tenth centuries in Byzantium. Our proposed dating with the mid-eighth century as the
terminus post quem for the emergence of the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena (because of the
presence of comments by John of Damascus) is close enough to the flourishing of the
movement of encyclopaedism. Could this be an indication of the emergence of
encyclopaedism earlier than the ninth century? Dorival, who dedicated his career in the
study of the catenae on Psalms, has shown that catenae existed from the sixth century in
Palestine: Procopius of Gaza, who lived in the late fifth and early sixth century, is
commonly hailed as the founder of the genre of the catena. The commentary on the
Pauline Epistles written in the seventh century by John of Damascus is nothing more than
a compilation of extracts from Chrysostom with additional comments by the compiler.
Furthermore, Codex Zacynthius, a palimpsest whose underwriting is a catena on Luke, is
dated by Parker and Birdsall to the seventh century. We can only say that encyclopedism
and the broader use of minuscule script in this period facilitated the proliferation of the

genre of the catena in general.

Manuscripts of the Pauline catenae were used for educational purposes, addressing
the clergy, the congregation, and even the enemy. The authentic exegetical tradition of the
Church Fathers had been reduced into a dense compilation presented alongside the
scriptural text. The sense that nobody would again write like Chrysostom and the other
Church Fathers of the past was strong. This Church tradition played an important role for
Christianity. Church Fathers not only agreed but also disagreed in certain matters. A
writer may have been expressing the same position in different words, or expanding and
confirming the position of previous generations, or even somehow opposing them. In any

case all these were accepted by the Church. The extracts from the Pauline catenae must
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have been the yeast for the homiletic work of the clergy. So the reader from the clergy, or
their audience the congregation, were being educated through these readings.
Furthermore, catena manuscripts with an explanation from several Church Fathers for
every single unit of the biblical text could be used in discussions as weapons against the

heresies e.g. Manichaeism, or Muslims from the Arab world.

The Pauline catena manuscripts have been largely neglected in textual scholarship.
In a few cases the biblical text of certain manuscripts has been taken into consideration,
largely because it is written in majuscule script. Most of the patristic citations are known
because of the editions of the works of Church Fathers like John Chrysosostom, but others
like Photius or Gennadius of Constantinople, whose work is not extant in separate books
and has only survived in a fragmentary form in the Pauline catenae have never been used.
On the other hand, the catena text has always been considered too complicated to be
edited in a critical edition, with the result that only diplomatic editions have appeared so
far. For the Pseudo-Oecumenian Pauline catena we rely on Migne’s edition and for the
other types on Cramer’s edition, whereas there are critical editions of individual extracts

that appear in this compilation, such as Staab’s edition (1933).

In my introduction | have given an overview of the scholarly research from the
sixteenth century, when catenae were still copied, up to the twenty-first century. This
overview was followed by a discussion of the methodological development in the
twentieth century in the field of the study of the catena manuscripts. The appearance of
philological criticism influenced the study of the catenae and there was a strong belief,
expressed mainly by Wendland, Cohn and Preuschen, since the end of the nineteenth
century that the texts of the early Christian Fathers cannot be edited before catenae have

been studied. My research on the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena on Galatians does not

203



support this position, because of the difficulty of identifying the sources for catena
extracts even when they are preceded by the name of a Church Father, since they are often
heavily paraphrased. The situation presents analogies to the theoretical work The Death of
the Author by Roland Barthes (1968): we may wonder what the author of the comment
originally wrote, how this has been paraphrased and transmitted by the compiler, what
was the actual message, and whether it is still the same in its new context, leading in short
to the question as to whether we can still recognize the original author. Nevertheless, it is
comparatively easy to attribute an extract found in a catena to a Church Father with the
help of an edition of a continuous work of this Church Father, while with the same tool
we may also reject the possibility that a certain extract was part of a specific continuous
work of this Church Father. The greatest online repository of ancient Greek texts, the
Thesaurus Linguae Graecae (http://stephanus.tlg.uci.edu/), offers help that earlier
generations of researchers did not have: it allows the researcher to identify an extract from
any given text, shorter or longer, providing that it has already been included in the digital
repository. Another tool from the digital humanities that can support the identification of
at least the patristic citations is the Birmingham Database of Quotations of the Pauline
Epistles (http://www.epistulae.org/citations) created as part of the COMPAUL project. As
said above, it is difficult to study a catena without the help of an edition of the Church
Fathers’ texts. Even so, once the catenae are being studied, they can help afterwards in

filling in any possible gaps in the existing editions of the Church Fathers.

One observation from my historical account of the study of the Pseudo-
Oecumenian Pauline catenae is that most scholarship only mentions editions, translations,
reuse and reprints produced in Western Europe. Both the edition by Theoklitos

Farmakidis (1842-1844) and the translation in contemporary Greek by Nikodemus the
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Agiorite (1819) were neglected. They were both Greek and, although they tried to make
the text more easily accessible, they complicated its form, either adding text from
subsequent compilers as Theophylact, or by paraphrasing it in their attempt to translate it.
The result was that the text no longer had the form that the Westerners were used to —even
the Latin translation was almost word-for-word and easily identifiable. In my work | have
tried to shed a little more light on the works of these two Greek scholars who somehow
continued the tradition of the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena adding material or rephrasing it

in the Greek language.

The most serious attempt to categorize the Pauline catena manuscripts was made
by Staab in 1926. He classified the several types of the Pauline catenae. More especially,
for the Pseudo-Oecumenian Pauline catena he proposed five categories for the
manuscripts known to him. The vague description of the manuscripts and Staab’s
insistence on the first three Pauline epistles (Romans, 1 and 2 Corinthians) has prompted
the present project to explore further the Epistle to the Galatians. | transcribed and studied
several manuscripts, revealing that there were some gaps or mistakes in Staab’s work. My
research in library catalogues revealed more manuscripts than those used by Staab and |
included them in my research. | scrutinized their numbering and the presence or absence
of all the scholia, as well as the presence or absence of the prologues and the kephalaia.
The result of my research has been presented in Chapter Two through the representative

sample text of the first chapter of Galatians.

Staab’s Normal Typus, or type (group) Il in my classification, consists of both
numbered and unnumbered scholia and seems to have derived from an earlier form of
catena (type IlI) with an established numbering of the extracts and the addition of

unnumbered scholia that constitute the Corpus Extravagantium 2. Type Il has taken
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several forms, from putting only a sign and/or the name of its author before each
additional extract to assigning them numbers. In Chapter Two | have subgrouped these
manuscripts. Later on, extracts attributed to Photius known as the Scholia Photiana were
added to type Il resulting in type IV. Manuscripts of the Pseudo-Oecumenian Pauline
Catena which did not fit the above pattern, through the absence of these comments, were
categorized by Staab under the general category “extracts from the Pseudo-Oecumenian
catena”. My research has shown that Staab’s “Spezialtypus” does not exist as a separate
type: its sole witness, codex Vaticanus gr. 1430 (GA 622), is a combination of types Ill,
IV and the secondary expanded type (Staab’s “sekundérer Erweiterungs-Typus”, see
Chapter Six of the current thesis) resulting from the replacement of several quires during
the centuries, with each of these supplements provided from different exemplars. All these

have been studied in depth in Chapter Two.

In Chapter Six | have also shown that another extended type based on type IV is
Staab’s “sekundérer Erweiterungs-Typus”, that not only uses extracts from the Pseudo-
Oecumenian type 1V, but also Typus Parisinus, as well as Theodoret’s commentary on
Galatians. This is a complex Constantinopolitan Pauline catena which is based on two
primary catenae and on a commentary of the direct tradition and seems to agree with the
concept of the Constantinopolitan type of catena, proposed by Dorival.?* The wording of
Chrysostom’s extracts in this catena indicates that they were taken from Typus Parisinus

and not directly from Chrysostom’s commentary.

A critical edition of the complex Constantinopolitan Pauline catena (“sekundérer

Erweiterungs-Typus” according to Staab) is presented in this thesis for the first time (see

234 Dorival, G., Les chaines exégétiques grecques sur les psaumes. v. 3 and 4, 1992-1995.
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Appendix I1), along with a hybrid form of comments found in manuscripts of groups 111
and IV (see Appendix 1), but which never existed all together in one manuscript. This
hybrid form is useful for the collation of catena manuscripts on Galatians. | have used it
for my transcriptions and | will continue to use it with the aim of producing a critical

edition of these manuscripts in the future.

The discovery that two manuscripts, Atheniensis gr. 100 (GA 075) and
Mediolanensis Ambrosianus A 62 inf. (GA 1980), provided a form of the oldest Pseudo-
Oecumenian Pauline catena type, for which there are witnesses and which may be
described as the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena type Il, is a further contribution of the
present thesis in Chapter Three. This form of this text proves my hypothesis that the
Corpus Extravagantium was created in two stages. These two witnesses present only the
first stage of the inclusion of the unnumbered scholia, whereas all the scholia that were
included in the second stage can be found separately in the codex Vaticanus gr. 2062 (GA
627). This Pseudo-Oecumenian Pauline catena type Il in my classification,in combination
with Typus Parisinus and other sources, as | have shown in Chapter Five, was also used
for the creation of Typus Vaticanus, as is evident from the sole witness to the epistle to

Galatians, codex Vaticanus gr. 692 (GA 1993).

Additionally, in Chapter Four the detection of two comments in type 1V, 210a and
252a, which had not been included in any previous edition, is of considerable
significance. First, both comments were made by a highly literate person, potentially of
importance for the textual or exegetical tradition. Second, the comment 252a clearly fits
the pattern of the Scholia Photiana, since it starts with the repetition of the lemma text
and proceeds with an explanation of it. This could, therefore, derive from Photius himself,

and possibly even an otherwise unpreserved commentary on Galatians.
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Despite the advances listed above, and its contribution to a better understanding of
the relationship among the manuscripts and the several catena types, much of this thesis
remains preliminary research on the Pauline catena manuscripts. The proposed groupings
of the manuscripts should be of assistance to future researchers involved in the study of
the text of the manuscripts, whether this is for the biblical text only, or a collation of the
catena, or the study of the Euthalian apparatus, or the study of manuscript provenance, or
the identification of the several compilers who initiated the changes in every stage. This
thesis confirms the value of Faulhaber’s practice of editing catenae in full, showing the
whole spectrum of ancient interpretations to which they bear witness. Every critical
edition of the catena manuscripts based on critical editions of patristic texts will provide a
new perspective in the study of the patristic texts, resulting in mutual benefit. There could
also be a comparative edition of the several types of catena manuscripts using an
electronic presentation to identify the different stages of their development. The
development of digital tools and methodologies in recent years could provide us with
opportunities and new ideas to built not only a more extensive, exhaustive and
methodologically consistent corpus of work on Pauline catenae that could also be freely
accessible, collaborative and widely disseminated in order to lead to new understanding of

these rich treasuries of Christian history.

208



BIBLIOGRAPHY

Adler, A., Suidae Lexicon. 5 vols, Leipzig: Teubner, 1928-1938. (Reprinted Stuttgart,
1967-71).

Aland, K., (ed.) Materialien zur Neutestamentlichen Handschriftenkunde 1., Berlin: De
Gruyter, 1969.

Aland, K., Text und Textwert der Griechischen Handschriften des Neuen Testaments. II.
Die Paulinischen Briefe, v. 1. Allgemeines, Romerbrief und Erganzungsliste, v. 2:
Der 1. Und der 2. Korintherbrief, v. 3: Galaterbrief bis Philipperbrief, Berlin-New
York: Walter de Gruyter, 1991.

Aland, K., Kurzgefasste Liste der Griechischen Handschriften des Neuen Testaments.
Zweite, Neuarbeitete und erganzte Auflage, Berlin: De Gruyter, 1994.

Aland, K. and B., Der Text des Neuen Testaments, Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft,
21989.

Aland, B., Aland, K., Karavidopoulos, J., Martini, C.M., Metzger, B.M., (eds.) Novum
Testamentum Graece. 28" revised edition, Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft,
2012.

Alpers K., 1991. “Eine byzantinische Enzyclopadie des 9. Jahrhunderts. Zu Hintergrund,
Entstehung und Geschichte des griechischen Etymologikons in Konstantinopel und
im italogriechischen Bereich”, in Cavallo R., de Gregorio G., Maniaci M. (eds),
Scritture, libri e testi nelle aree provinciali di Bisanzio. Atti del seminario di Erice
(18-25 settembre 1988), Spoleto: Centro italiano di studi sull’alto medioevo, 1991,
pp. 235-270.

Alpers, K., “Marginalien zur Uberlieferung  der Griechischen Etymologica”, in
Harlfinger, D., Prato, G., D’Agostino, M., Doda, A., (eds.) Palaeografia e
Codicologia Greca. Atti del Il Colloquio Internazionale (Berlino-Wolfenbuttel, 17—
21 ottobre 1983), v. I: Testo; v. II: Tavole. Alessandria: Edizioni dell’Orso, 1991, pp.
523-542.

Andorlini, 1., “Codici papiracei di medicina con scoli e comment”, in Goulet-Caze, M.—
0., et al.,, (eds.) Le Commentaire entre tradition et innovation. Actes du Colloque

International de I’Institut des Traditions Textuelles (Paris et Villejuif, 22-25

209



septembre 1999) [Bibliothéque d’Histoire de la Philosophie, Nouvelle série], Paris:
Librairie Philosophique J. Vrin, 2000, pp. 35-52.

Avtoviadne, B., 'H Kown Awbnkn, éykpicer tiig Meyding tod Xpiotod ExxkAinociog
(Potoavactatikny avotintmolg e €kdocemg tod 1904), Afnva: Xtapodin A.E.,
2004.

Atsalos, B., “Les signes de renvoi dans les manuscrits grecs”, in Harlfinger, D., Prato, G.,
D’Agostino, M., Doda, A., (eds.) Palaeografia e Codicologia Greca. Atti del Il
Colloquio Internazionale (Berlino—-Wolfenbuttel, 17-21 ottobre 1983), v. I: Testo; v.
I1: Tavole. Alessandria: Edizioni dell’Orso, 1991.

Aubineau, M., “Les Catenae in Lucam”, Byzantinische Zeitschrift, 80 (1987), pp. 29-47.

Baldwin, B., “Oikoumenios”, in Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium (ODB), v. I11, p. 1518.

Barbour, R., Greek Literary Hands A.D. 400-1600, Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1981.

Batiffol, P. , “Chaines Bibliques”, in Vigouroux (ed.) Dictionnaire de la Bible, v. I, Paris,
1899, coll. 482-487.

Baur, P. Ch., Initia Patrum Graecorum, 2 vols, [Studi e Testi 180, 181], Citta del
Vaticano: Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, 1955.

Beck, H.-G., Kirche und Theologische Literatur im Byzantinischen Reich, Munich: Beck,
1959.

Bekker, 1., Codini Curopalatae de Officialibus Palate Constantinopolitani et de Officiis
Magnae Ecclesiae Liber, Bonn: Weber, 18309.

Berardino, A. di, Dizionario Patristico y di Antichita Cristiana (DPAC), v. 1, Casale
Monferrato, 1983-84.

Birdsall, J. Neville, and Parker, D. C., “The Date of Codex Zacynthius (£): A New
Proposal”, Journal of Theological Studies, 55 (2004) pp. 117-131.

Bravo Garcia, A., (ed.), The Legacy of Bernard de Montfaucon: Three Hundred Years of
Studies on Greek Handwriting. Proceedings of the Seventh International Colloquium
of Greek Palaeography (Madrid — Salamanca, 15-20 September 2008), [Bibliologia
31], Turnhout: Brepols, 2010.

210



Cadiou, R., ‘La Bibliothéque de Césarée et la Formation des Chaines,” Revue des Sciences
Religieuses, 16 (1936), pp. 474-483.

Cameron, A., ‘Byzantium and the Past in the Seventh Century. The Search for
Redefinition’, in Fontaine, J., and Hillgarth, J. N., (eds.), The Seventh Century.
Change and Continuity, London: Warburg Institute, 1992, pp. 250-276.

Canart, P.— Perria, L., “Les ecritures livresque des XI° et X11° siécles”, in Harlfinger, D.,
Prato, G., D’Agostino, M., Doda, A., (eds.) Palaeografia e Codicologia Greca. Atti
del 1l Colloquio Internazionale (Berlino-Wolfenblittel, 17-21 ottobre 1983), v. I:
Testo; v. Il: Tavole. Alessandria: Edizioni dell’Orso, 1991, pp. 67-116.

Casiday, A., — Norris, Fr. W., (eds) The Cambridge History of Christianity, v.2:
Constantine to c. 600, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007.

Cavallo, G., “Una mano e due practiche: Scrittura del texto e scrottura del comment nel
libro Greco”, in Goulet—-Caze, M.—O., et al., (eds.) Le Commentaire entre tradition et
innovation. Actes du Colloque International de I’Institut des Traditions Textuelles
(Paris et Villejuif, 22-25 septembre 1999) [Bibliothéque d’Histoire de la
Philosophie, Nouvelle série], Paris: Librairie Philosophique J. Vrin, 2000, pp. 55-64.

Cavallo R., de Gregorio G., Maniaci M. (eds), 1991. Scritture, libri e testi nelle aree
provinciali di Bisanzio. Atti del seminario di Erice (18-25 settembre 1988), Spoleto:

Centro italiano di studi sull’alto medioevo, 1991.

Clark, M. A., The Catena of Nicetas of Heraclea and its Johannine text, PhD Thesis,
University of Birmingham, 2016

Cohn, L., “Zur indirekten Uberlieferung Philo’s und der &lteren Kirchenvater. Nebst
einem Nachtrage von P. Wendland”, in Jahrbucher fiir Protestantische Theologie 18
(1892), pp. 475-492.

Cohn, L. and Wendland, P., Philonis Alexandrini Opera supersunt, Berlin: Georg Reimer,
1896-1915.

Colwell, E. C., Studies in Methodology in Textual Criticism of the New Testament, [New
Testament Tools and Studies IX] Leiden: Brill, 1969.

211



Combefis, F., Novum Auctarium Graeco—Latinae Bibliothecae Patrum, Paris 1648.

Corderius, B., Catena sexaginta quinque graecorum patrum in S. Lucam, quae quatuor
simul Evangelistarum introducit explicationem; luce ac latinitate donata, et ex alijs
patribus tam Graecis quam Latinis suppleta et annotationibus illustrate, Antwerp: Ex

officina Plantiniana, 1628.

Corderius, B., Catena Patrum graecorum in sanctum Joannem, ex antiquissimo graeco
codice Ms. nunc primum in lucem edita et auspicatissimi Hungariae et Bohemiae

regis nuptiis consecrate, Antwerp: Ex officina Plantiniana, 1630.

Cramer, J. A., Catenae Graecorum Patrum in Novum Testamentum, 8 vols, Oxford,
1837-1844.

Crostini, B., “Towards a Study of the Scriptorium of the Monastery of the Theotokos
Evergetis: Preliminary Remarks”, in Mullet, M., and Kirby, A., (eds.) The Theotokos
Evergetis and Eleventh-Century Monasticism, [Belfast Byzantine Texts and
Translations, 6.1], Belfast, 1994, pp. 176-97.

Crostini, B., “The Christian Greek Bible in Byzantium”, in Matter, A., and Marsden, R.,
(eds.) The New Cambridge History of the Bible, vol. 2. The Medieval Bible,
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012, pp. 41-55.

Dain, A., Le Moyen Age Occidental et la Tradition Manuscrite de la Littérature Greque,
Actes du congrés international et quinquennial de I'Association Guillaume Budé
(Nice, 24-27 Avril 1935), Paris: Société d’Edition “Les Belles Lettres” 1935, pp.
358-378.

Dain, A., Les Manuscrits, Paris: Société d’Edition “Les Belles Lettres” 21964, 31975.

Dain, A., “Les Manuscrits et le probleme de la copie”, in Harlfinger, D. (ed.), Griechische
Kodikologie und Textlberlieferung, Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft
(1980), pp. 120-131

Devreesse, R. “Chaines exégétiques grecques.” in Dictionnaire de la Bible. Supplément 1,
Paris, 1928, coll. 1084-1233.

212



Devreesse, R., Le commentaire de Théodore de Mopsueste sur les Psaumes (I—LXXX),
[Studi e Testi 93], Citta del Vaticano: Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, 1939.

R. Devreesse, Essai sur Théodore de Mopsueste . Studi e Testi 141. Vatican
City: BAV, 1948, which assembles fragments from catenae.

Devreesse, R., Les anciens commentateurs Grecs de I’Octateuque et des Rois (fragments
tires des chaines), [Studi e Testi 201], Citta del Vaticano: Biblioteca Apostolica
Vaticana, 1959.

Dickey, E., Ancient Greek Scholarship. A guide to Finding, Reading, and Understanding
Scholia, Commentaries, Lexica, and Grammatical Treatises, from Their Beginnings

to the Byzantine Period, New York: Oxford University Press, 2007.

Diekamp, F., “Mitteilungen Uber den neuaufgefundenen Commentar des Oekumenius zur
Apocalypse”, Sitzungsberichte der PreuRlischen Academie der Wissenschaften zu
Berlin (Phil.—Hist. Klasse) 43 (1901), pp. 1046-1056.

Donatus, B., (ed.) Expositiones antiquae ex diversis sanctorum partum commentariis ab
Oecumenio et Aretha collectae in hosce Novi Testamenti tractatus. Oecumenii
quidem in Acta Apostolorum. In septem Epistolas quae Catholicae dicuntur. In Pauli
omnes. Arethae vero in loannis Apocalypsim. Verona: Apud Staphanus et fratres
Sabios, 1532.

Dorival, G., “L’apport des chaines exégétiques grecques a une réédition des Hexaples
d’Origene (& propos du psaume 118).” Revue d’Histoire des Textes 4 (1974), pp. 45—
74.

Dorival, G., “Origene dans les chaines sur les psaumes. Deux séries inédites de
fragments.” Origeniana (1975) Quaderni di Vetera Christianorum 12.

Dorival, G., “Athanase ou Pseudo—Athanase?” Rivista di storia e letteratura religiosa 16
(1980), pp. 80-89.

Dorival, G., “Apercu sur I’histoire des chaines exégétiques grecques sur le psautier (V€-

XIVE siécles).” Studia Patristica 15 (1984), pp. 145-164.

213



Dorival, G., “Des commentaires de I’Ecriture aux chaines”, in Mondésert, C. L., (ed.) Le
monde grec ancien et la Bible: Bible de tous les temps I, Paris: Beauchesne, 1984, pp.
361-386.

Dorival, G., “Nouveaux fragments grecs de Sévere d’Antioche.” in ANTIAQPON.
Hommage a Maurits Geerard pour celebrer I’achévement de la Clavis Patrum
Graecorum |, Wetteren, 1984, pp. 101-121.

Dorival, G., “La reconstitution du commentaire sur les psaumes d’Eusébe de Césarée
grace aux chaines exegétiques grecques, en particulier la chaine de Nicétas”, Studia
Patristica 15 (1984), pp. 165-175.

Dorival, G., “La postérité littéraire des chaines exégétiques grecques”, Revue des études
byzantines 43 (1985), pp. 209-226.

Dorival, G., Les chaines exégétiques grecques sur les psaumes. Contribution a I’étude
d’une forme littéraire, t. 1, [Spicilegium Sacrum Lovaneniense Etudés et Documents
Fasc. 43], Leuven: Peeters, 1986.

Dorival, G., Les chaines exégétiques grecques sur les psaumes. Contribution a I’étude
d’une forme littéraire, t. 2, [Spicilegium Sacrum Lovaneniense Etudés et Documents
Fasc. 44], Leuven: Peeters, 1989.

Dorival, G., Les chaines exégétiques grecques sur les psaumes. Contribution a I’étude
d’une forme littéraire, t. 3, [Spicilegium Sacrum Lovaneniense Etudés et Documents
Fasc. 45], Leuven: Peeters, 1992.

Dorival, G., Les chaines exégétiques grecques sur les psaumes. Contribution a I’étude
d’une forme littéraire, t. 4, [Spicilegium Sacrum Lovaneniense Etudés et Documents
Fasc. 46], Leuven: Peeters, 1995.

Dorival, G., Exégése juive et exégese chretiétienne, in Goulet-Cazé, M.-0., et al., (eds.)
Le Commentaire entre tradition et innovation. Actes du Colloque International de
I’Institut des Traditions Textuelles (Paris et Villejuif, 22-25 septembre 1999)
[Bibliotheque d’Histoire de la Philosophie, Nouvelle série], Paris: Librairie
Philosophique J. Vrin, 2000, pp. 169-181.

214



Dorival, G., “Exégese juive et exégese chretiétienne”, in Geerlings, W., — Schulze, Ch.,
Der Kommentar in Antike und Mittelalter. Beitréage zu seiner Erforschung, Leiden:
Brill 2002, pp. 131-150.

Dorival, G., “Biblical Catenae: Between Philology and History”, in Houghton, H.A.G.,
(ed.) Commentaries, Catenae and Biblical Tradition. Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias, 2016,
pp. 65-81.

Dover, K., “Textkritik”, in Nesselrath, H.—G., Einleitung in die Griechische Philologie,
Stuttgart—Leipzig: Teubner, 1997, pp. 45-58.

Downey, G., “The Christian Schools of Palestine: A Chapter in Literary History”,
Harvard Literary Bulletin, 12 (1958), pp. 297-319.

Dulaey, M., “Oecumenius”, in Dictionnaire de Spiritualité (DSp), t. XI (Beauchesne,
Paris 1982), pp. 681-682.

Duplacy, J., “Manuscripts grecs du Nouveau Testament émigrés de la Grande Laure de
I’Athos”, in Treu, K., (ed.) Studia Codicologica, Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1977, pp.
159-178.

Duplacy, J., “Manuscrits grecs du Nouveau Testament émigrés de la Grande Laure de
I’Athos”, in Delobel, J., (ed.) Etudes de critique textuelle du Nouveau Testament,
Leuven, 1987, pp. 259-278.

Dyck, A., — Glock, A., “Scholien”, in Der Neue Pauly, v. 11, Stuttgart 2001, coll. 209—
214,

Ehlers, B., “Eine Katene zum Johannes-Evangelium in Moskau, auf dem Athos
(Dlonysiu), in Athen und in Oxford (050)”, in Aland, K., (ed.) Materialien zur
Neutestamentlichen Handschriftenkunde 1., Berlin: De Gruyter, 1969, pp. 96-133.

Ehrman, B.D., The Orthodox Corruption of Scripture: The Effect of Early Christological
Controversies on the Text of the New Testament, Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1993.

Elliott, J. K., A Bibliography of Greek New Testament Manuscripts, Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2000.

215



Eltester, W., “Zur Geschichte der Berliner Kirchenvaterkommission anléaRlich der 75.
Wiederkehr ihres Grundungsjahres”, Theologische Literaturzeitung: Monatsschrift

fur das gesamte Gebiet der Theologie und Religionswissenschaft, 1968, pp. 11-20.

Erhard, A., “Katenen”, in Karl Krumbacher, Geschichte der byzantinischen Litteratur von
Justinian bis zum Ende des Ostrémischen Reiches (527-1453), Miinchen : Beck’sche,
21897, pp. 210-211.

Fabricius, J. A., Bibliotheca graeca; sive, Notitia scriptorium veterum gracorum
guorumcumqgue monumenta integra aut fragmenta edita exstant, tum plerorumque e
MSS. ac deperditis ab auctore tertium recognita et plurimis locis aucta editio quarta
variorum curis emendatior atque auctior, t. 8, edited by Gottlieb Cristophoro Harles,
Hamburg, 1802, pp. 637-700.

Oappaxiong, 0., H Kowvy Awabikny Pero Ymolvnpudrov Apyoiwv, 7 Vvols, Abnqva:
Nwodraog Ayyeridng, 1842-1845.

Faulhaber, M., “Die Propheten—-Catenen nach romischen Handschriften”, Biblische
Studien 4, Hefte 2/3 (1899).

Faulhaber, M., Hohelied-, Proverbien— und Prediger—Catenen, [Theologische Studien der
Leo—Gesellschaft 4], Vienna, 1902.

Faulhaber, M., “Die Katenenhandschriften der spanischen Bibliotheken”, Biblische
Zeitschrift 1 (1903), pp. 151-159, 246-255, 351-375.

Faulhaber, M., “Katenen und Katenforschung”, Byzantinische Zeitschrift 18 (1909), pp.
383-395.

®e1ddg, BA., Exkinowotiky Iotopio. A", An’ apyfic Méxpt v Eikovolayia, A6Mva
32002.

®e1ddg, BA., Exkinolootikn Iotopio. B” Ano v Eikovopayio péypt tv MetappHbpion,
Abrva 22002.

Fishbane, M., Biblical Interpretation in Ancient Israel, Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1985.

216



Folieri, E., “La minuscola libraria dei secoli IX e X”, in Glénisson M.J., Bompaire J.,
Irigoin J., (eds), La paléographie grecque et byzantine, Paris: Centre National de la
Recherche Scientifique, 1977, pp. 139-165.

Froehlich, K., Biblical Interpretation in the Early Church, Philadelphia: Fortress Press,
1984,

Fowl, S.E. ed., The Theological Interpretation of Scripture: Classic and Contemporary
Readings, Oxford: Blackwell, 1977.

Gahbauer, F., “Oikumenios”, in Lexikon fir Theologie und Kirche (LThK), v. VII (2006),
[Freiburg—Basel-Wien], 1009-1010.

Gamillscheg, E., “Handschriften aus Kleinasien (9.-12. Jahrhundert). Versuch einer
paldographischen Charakterisierung”, in Cavallo R., de Gregorio G., Maniaci M.
(eds), Scritture, libri e testi nelle aree provinciali di Bisanzio. Atti del seminario di
Erice (18-25 settembre 1988), Spoleto: Centro italiano di studi sull’alto medioevo,
1991, pp. 181-202

Groote, M. De, “Die Quaestio Oecumeniana”, Sacris Erudiri 36 (1996), pp. 71-80.

Groote, M. De, “Opera (Pseudo-) Oecumeniana: Das sonstige echte und vermeinte
Oeuvre des Apokalypse-Exegeten Oecumenius”, Byzantinische Zeitschrift 94 (2001),
pp. 20-28.

Groote, M. De, “Grammatischer Index zum Apokalypsekommentar des Oecumenius”,
Glotta 79 (2003), pp. 29-61.

Geerard, M., “Concilia Catenae”, in Clavis Patrum Graecorum IV, Turnhout: Brepols,
1980.

Geerlings, W., — Schulze, Ch., Der Kommentar in Antike und Mittelalter. Beitrage zu

seiner Erforschung, Leiden: Brill 2002.

Glénisson M.J., Bompaire J., Irigoin J., (eds), La paléographie grecque et byzantine,

Paris: Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique, 1977.

Goulet-Cazé, M.-O,, et al., (eds.) Le Commentaire entre tradition et innovation. Actes du

Colloque International de I’Institut des Traditions Textuelles (Paris et Villejuif, 22—

217



25 septembre 1999) [Bibliotheque d’Histoire de la Philosophie, Nouvelle série],
Paris: Librairie Philosophique J. Vrin, 2000.

Greenlee, J. H., “The Catena of Codex Zacynthius,” Biblica 40 (1959), pp. 992-1001.
Gregory, C. R., Textkritik des Neuen Testamentes, 3 vols, Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1900.

Gregory, C. R., Die Griechischen Handschriften des Neuen Testaments, Leipzig:
Hinrichs, 1908.

Hardt, 1., Catalogus codicum manuscriptorum graecorum Bibliothecae Regiae Bavaricae.
v. 4 [Cod.graec. 348-472], Miinchen 1810

Harl, H. M., Marrou, I., Matray, C., and Mondésert, C., Clément d'Alexandrie. Le
pédagogue, 3 vols. [Sources chrétiennes 70, 108, 158]. Paris: Editions du Cerf,
1:1960; 2:1965; 3:1970.

Harl, M., and G. Dorival, “La chaine palestinienne sur le Ps 118 (Origéne, Eusebe,
Didyme, Apollinaire, Athanase, Théodoret). Tome I: Introduction, texte grec critique
et traduction. Tome Il: Catalogue des fragments, notes et indices.” In Sources
chrétiennes, 189-190, Paris: Cerf, 1972.

Harlfinger, D., Griechische Kodikologie und Textlberlieferung, Darmstadt:
Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1980.

Harlfinger, D., Prato, G., D’Agostino, M., Doda, A., (eds.) Palaeografia e Codicologia
Greca. Atti del Il Colloquio Internazionale (Berlino-Wolfenbittel, 17-21 ottobre
1983), v. I: Testo; v. II: Tavole. Alessandria: Edizioni dell’Orso, 1991.

Harnack, A., Geschichte der altchristlichen Literatur bis Eusebius, T.1 Die Uberlieferung
und der Bestand der altchristlichen Literatur bis Eusebius v. 2, Leipzig: J.C.
Hinrich’sche Buchhandlung, 1893.

Heine, R.E., ‘Can the Catena Fragments of Origen’s Commentary on John be Trusted?’
Vigiliae Christianae, 40 (1986), pp. 118-134.
Heinrici, G., “Aus der Hinterlassenschaft des Petrus von Laodicea”, Beitrdge zur

Geschichte und Erklarung des Neuen Testaments 111 2, Leipzig 1905, pp. 99-120.

218



Heinrici, G., Des Petrus von Laodicea Erklarung des Matthausevangeliums, [Beitrage zur

Geschichte des Neuen Testaments V], Leipzig 1908.

Heitlinger, A. “Der “Codex Cusanus 18” die Vorlagehandschrift der “Corderius—Katene”
zum Johannesevangelium.” Biblica 42 (1961), pp. 443-454.

Hergenroéther, J., Photius, Patriarch von Constantinopel sein Leben, seine Schriften und
das griechische Schisma nach handschriftlichen und gedruchten Quellen, 3 vols,
Regensburg, 1867-1869.

Hooker, M., “Chalcedon and the New Testament”, in Coakley, S. and Pailin, D. ed., The
Making and Remaking of Christian Doctrine, Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1993.

Hoppmann, O., De Catenis in Proverbia Solomonis: Codicibus Vaticano graecol802 et
Berolinensi Phillippico Graeco 1412 traditis. Dissertatio Inauguralis. Leipzig:
Hinrichs’sche Buchhandlung, 1911.

Hoppmann, O., Die Catena des Vaticanus gr. 1802 zu den Proverbien, Catenenstudien 2,
1912,

Houghton, H.A.G., (ed.) Commentaries, Catenae and Biblical Tradition. Piscataway, NJ:
Gorgias, 2016.

Houghton, H.A.G. and D.C. Parker (eds.), Textual Variation: Theological and Social
Tendencies? Papers from the Fifth Birmingham Colloquium on the Textual Criticism
of the New Testament [Texts and Studies, Third series, vol. 6], Piscataway, NJ:
Gorgias, 2008.

Houghton, H.A.G., and Parker, D.C., “An introduction to Greek New Testament
commentaries with a preliminary checklist of New Testament catena manuscripts”, in
Houghton, H.A.G., (ed.) Commentaries, Catenae and Biblical Tradition. Piscataway,
NJ: Gorgias, 2016, pp. 1-36.

Hunger, H., Katalog der griechischen Handschriften der Osterreichischen National
Bibliothek, I, Vienna: Prachner, 1961.

Hunger, H., Schreiben und Lesen in Byzanz: Die byzantinische Buchkultur, Munich: C.H.
Beck, 1989.

219



Irigoin, J., “Une écriture du X°® siécle: La minuscule Bouletée”, in Glénisson M.J.,
Bompaire J., Irigoin J., (eds), La paléographie grecque et byzantine, Paris: Centre
National de la Recherche Scientifique, 1977, pp. 191-199.

Irigoin, J. “Le Livre de Job commenté”, in A propos du ms. Venise, Bibl. Marciana, Marc.
gr. 538 (540), observations sur la disposition du texte dans les mss grecs de la Bible
pourvus de chaines exégétiques, Paris: Ed. du Cercle de la Librairie~Promodis, 1990,
pp. 66-71.

Jacquart, D., Burnett, Ch., Scientia in Margine: Etudes sur les Marginalia dans les

manuscrits scientifiques du Moyen Age & la Renaissance, Geneva: Droz, 2005.

Jenkins, C., “The Origen Citations in Cramer’s Catena on 1 Corinthians”, The Journal of
Theological Studies 6 (1905), pp. 113-116.

Jenkins, C., “Origen on 1 Corinthians”, The Journal of Theological Studies 9 (1908), pp.
231-247.

Karoyepag, N., EvfOvliov tov Ziyafinvoo, Epunveio eic tog IA” émotolag tod Amootélov
Hovrov ko eic tog Z kabolikag, Topog mpmtoc (V. 1) Iepiéyawv v épunveiav tijg
zpo¢ Pwaiovg ématolils, v ovo mpog Kopivbiovs kal tijg mpog Iolarag, AOva:
Adelpot Ieppn), 1887.

Kannengiesser, C., Handbook of Patristic Exegesis: The Bible in Ancient Christianity,
Leiden: Brill, 2006.

Karo, G., and Lietzmann, H., Catenarum graecarum catalogus, GoOttingen: Luder
Horstmann, 1902.

Kofsky, A., and Bitton-Ashkelony, B. (ed.), Christian Gaza in Late Antiquity, Leiden:
Brill, 2004.

Kofsky, A., and Bitton-Ashkelony, B., The Monastic School of Gaza, Leiden: Brill, 2006.

Kotzabassi, S., ‘Kopieren und Exzerpieren in der Palaiologenzeit’, in Bravo Garcia, A.,
(ed.), The Legacy of Bernard de Montfaucon: Three Hundred Years of Studies on
Greek Handwriting. Proceedings of the Seventh International Colloquium of Greek
Palaeography (Madrid — Salamanca, 15-20 September 2008), Bibliologia 31,
Turnhout: Brepols, 2010, p. 473-482.

220



Kpwdvng, Xp., “Ilepi Eppunvevtikdv celpdv”’, Bolavava 8 (1976), pp. 91-139.
Kpwowng, Xp., Zuvayoyn Hatépov gic 1o kata Aovkav dmo Niknto Hpaxielog, 1976.

Krumbacher, K., Geschichte der byzantinischen Litteratur von Justinian bis zum Ende des
Ostrédmischen Reiches (527-1453), Miinchen : Beck’sche, 21897.

Labate, A., “Ecumenio”, in Di Berardino, A., Dizionario Patristico y di Antichita
Cristiana (DPAC), v. 1, Casale Monferrato, 1983-84, pp. 1063-64.

Lagrange, M.-J., Introduction a I’étude du Nouveau Testament. Deuxieme partie:

Critique Textuelle. La Critique rationnelle, Paris 1935.

Lamb, W., The Catena in Marcum: A Byzantine Anthology of Early Commentary on
Mark, Texts and Editions for New Testament Study 6, Leiden: Brill, 2012.

Lamberz, E., “Die Handschriftenproduktion in den Athosklostern bis 1453, in Cavallo
R., de Gregorio G., Maniaci M. (eds), Scritture, libri e testi nelle aree provinciali di
Bisanzio. Atti del seminario di Erice (18-25 settembre 1988), Spoleto: Centro italiano
di studi sull’alto medioevo, 1991, pp. 25-77.

Lamoreaux, “The Provenance of Ecumenius’ Commentary on the Apocalypse”, Vigiliae
Christianae, 52.1 (1998), p. 88-108.

Lang, O., Die Catene des Vaticanus gr. 762 zum ersten Korintherbrief analysiert,
Catenenstudien 1, Leipzig, 1909.

Leanza, S., Procopii Gazaei catena in Ecclesiasten necnon Pseudochrysostomi
commentaries in eundem Ecclesiasten, [Corpus Christianorum. Series Graeca, 4],
Turnhout: Brepols, 1978.

Lietzmann, H., Catenen. Mitteilungen Uber ihre Geschichte in handschriftlicher
Uberlieferung. Mit einem Beitrag von Professor Dr.. Hermann Usener. Freiburg-im-
Breisgau, 1897.

Attcag, Ev., 2ovioun Ewsoywyn oy EAAnvikn Ioiaioypagio kow Kwdikoloyia, V. 2
ITivakeg [e emleyppéva. deiylazo. ypapns kot oyoria, Oescorovikn: University Studio
Press, 2001.

Maas, M., Exegesis and Empire in the Early Byzantine Mediterranean, Tubingen: Md&hr
Siebeck, 2003.

221



Makris, G., “The Date of Codex Zacynthius : Questioning the Theories on the Invention
of the Biblical Catenas”, presentation at the session Biblical Philology in Byzantine
Manuscripts of the European Association of Biblical Studies annual meeting in
Cordoba, Spain, 12-15 July 2015.

Matthéi, Ch. F., Euthymii Zigabeni commentarius in quatuor evangelia graece and latine:
textum graecum nunquam antea editum ad fidem duorvm codicum membranaceorum
bibliothecarum SS Synodi mosquensis auctoris aetate scriptorum diligenter recensuit
et repetita versione latina loannis Hentenii suisque adiectis animadversionibus edidit

Christianus Frider. Matthaei, Leipzig: Weidmann, 1792

Matthadi, Ch. F., Novum Testamentum XII tomis distinctum Graece et Latine. Textum
denuo recensuit, varias lectiones numquam antea vulgatas ex centum codicibus mss.
variarum bibliothecarum, Mosquensium, Pultaviensis, Dresdensis, Lipsiensis,
Goettingensis et suae summa diligentia et fide collegit et vulgavit, lectionaria
ecclesiae Graecae primo accurate evolvit, singulasque lectiones sedulo indicavit,
plerorumque codicum specimina aere expressa exhibuit, primorum editorum ...
sententias examinavit, editiones etiam alias, ut complutensium, Erasmi, Bezae,
Stephani, Mastrichtii, atque adeo Griesbachii Halensem ... inspexit, scholia Graeca
maximam partem inedita addidit, commentarios Graecos, cum editos, tum ineditos
consuluit et notavit, patrum Graec. et Latin. lectiones notabiliores memoravit,
animadversiones criticas adiecit et edidit Christianus Fridericus Matthaei. Cum
tabulis aeneis XXIX, Riga: Hartknoch, 1782-1788.

McNamee, K., “Another Chapter in the History of Scholia”, Classical Quarterly, 48
(1998), pp. 269-288.

Mazzucchi, C. M., “Minuscola libraria. Transliteratione. Accentazione.”, in Harlfinger,
D., Prato, G., D’Agostino, M., Doda, A., Palaeografia e Codicologia Greca. Atti del
I1 Colloquio Internazionale (Berlino—-Wolfenblittel, 17-21 ottobre 1983), v. I: Testo;
v. II: Tavole. Alessandria: Edizioni dell’Orso, 1991, pp. 41-46.

Means, J. C., “Oecumenius”, in Smith, W., A Dictionary of Greek and Roman Biography
and Mythology [London—-New York 2007] pp. 15-16.

222



Mercati, G., “L’ultima parte perduta del commentario d’ Eusebio ai Salmi” (1898),
reprinted in Studi e Testi 77 (1937), pp. 58-66.

Mercati, G., “Il commentario d” Esichio Gerosolimato sui Salmi”, Studi e Testi 5 (1901),
pp.143-179.

Mercati, G., “Sull’ autore del ‘De titulis Psalmorum’ stampato fra le opera di S.
Atanasio”, OrChrP 10 (1944), pp. 7-22, reprinted in Studi e Testi 296 (1984), pp.
133-147.

Mercati, G., “A quale tempo risale ‘Il Siro’ dei commentator greci della Bibbia?”, Biblica
26 (1945), pp. 1-11, reprinted in Studi e Testi 296 (1984), pp. 148-157.

Mercati, G., “ll Niceforo della catena di Daniele Barbaro e il suo commento del Salterio”,
Biblica 26 (1945), pp. 153-181, reprinted in Studi e Testi 296 (1984), pp. 158-184.

Mercati, G., “Ancora per Daniele Barbaro”, Biblica 27 (1946), p.1-2, reprinted in Studi e
Testi 296 (1984), pp. 199-200.

Mercati, G., “Osservazioni a poemi del Salterio di Origene, Ippolito, Eusebio, Cirillo
Alessandrino e altri frammenti inediti”, Studi e Testi 142 (1948).

Mercati, G., “Un Salterio Greco e una Catena graeca del Salterio posseduti dal Sadoleto”,
Lat. 15 (1949) 205-211, reprinted in Studi e Testi 296 (1984), pp. 299-305.

Mercati, G.,“ll frammento maffeiano di Nestorio e la catena dei Salmi d’ onde fu trarro”,
Studi e Testi 154 (1950).

Mercati, G., “Alla ricerca dei nomi degli “altri’ traduttori nelle omilie sui Salmi di S.
Giovanni crisostomo e variazioni su alcune catene del Salterio”, Studi e Testi 158
(1952).

Mercati, G., Psalterii Hexapli reliquiae. Pars prima: Osservazioni. Commento critico al
testo dei frammenti esaplari, [Codices ex ecclesiasticis Italiae bybliothecis selecti

phototypice expressi 8], Roma: G.R. Castellino, 1965.

Metzger, B. M., Manuscripts of the Greek Bible: An Introduction to Greek Palaeography,

New York: Oxford University Press, corrected edition 1991.

223



Metzger, B. M., The text of the New Testament: Its transmission, corruption and

restoration, New York: Oxford University Press, *1992.

Metzler, K., (ed.) Prokop von Gaza. Eclogarum in libros historicos veteris testamenti
epitome. Teil 1: Der Genesiskommentar, [Die griechischen christlichen Schriftsteller
der ersten Jahrhunderte, neue Folge 22], Berlin-Minchen—-Boston: Walter de
Gruyter, 2015.

Metzler, K., (transl. and commented) Prokop von Gaza. Der Genesiskommentar. Aus den
“Eclogarum in libros historicos Veteris Testamenti epitome”, [Die griechischen
christlichen Schriftsteller der ersten Jahrhunderte, neue Folge 23], Berlin: De
Gruyter, 2016.

Mioni, E., Bibliothecae Divi Marci Venetiarum Codices graeci manuscriti, v. 1 Thesaurus
antiquus. Codices 1-299 (Indici e cataloghi, Nuova serie 6), Roma: Istituto
Poligrafico dello Stato, 1981.

Mioni, E., “La catalogazione dei Manoscritti greci in Italia”, in Cuturi M. C., (ed.) Il
manoscritto. Situazione catalografica e proposta di una organizzazione della
documentazione e delle informazioni. Atti del seminario di Roma (11-12 giugno
1980), Roma 1981, pp. 15-25.

Monaci Castagno, A., “Il problema della datazione dei commenti all’ Apocalisse di
Ecumenio e di Andre di Caesarea”, Atti della Academia delle Scienze di Torino.

Classe di scienze morali, storiche e filologiche 114 (1980), pp. 226-228.
Montfaucon, B. de, Analecta graeca, sive varia opuscula graeca inedita, Paris, 1688.
Montfaucon, B. de, Collectio nova patrum graecorum, 2 vols., Paris, 1706-1707.

Morellus, F. (ed.), Hentenius, 1. (transl.), Oikovpéviov Ymopvipara eic tag tijc Néog
Mabnrng mpoylateiog taode = Oecumenii commentaria in hosce Novi Testamenti
tractatus : In Acta Apostolorum, In omnes Pauli Epistolas, In Epistolas Catholicas
omnes. accesserunt Arethae Caesareae Cappadociae episcopi Explanationes in

Apocalypsin : Opus nunc primum Graece et Latine editum, interprete loann.

224



Hentenio, emendatore et praelectatore huius editionis Fed. Morello, Lutetiae

Parisiorum: Sumptibus Claudii Sonnii, 1631.

Muhlenberg, E., “Florilegien. I. Griechische Florilegien”, in Theologische
Realenzyclopadie 11, Berlin — New York : Walter de Gruyter, 1983, pp. 215-219.
Mihlenberg, E., “Katenen”, in Theologische Realenzyclopadie 18, Berlin — New York :
Walter de Gruyter, 1989, pp.14-21

Miuhlenberg, E., Psalmenkommentare aus der Katenentberlieferung, Bd. 1-2: Didymus
der Blinde u. Apollinaris von Laodicen (editio + apparatus crit.). Bd. 3:
Untersuchungen zu den Psalmenkatenen. Patristische Texte und Studien, vols. 15, 16,
19, Berlin: De Gruyter, 1975-1978.

Muss-Arnolt, W., (review of) “Catenen. Mitteilungen uber ihre Geschichte und
handschriftliche Uberlieferung by Hans Lietzman. Mit einem Beitrag von Professor
Dr. Hermann Usener. Freiburg i. B.: J. C. B. Mohr, 1897. Pp. vi + 85. M. 4”, in: The
American Journal of Theology, vol. 2, No.4 (Oct., 1898), pp. 904-906.

Nesselrath, H.—G., Einleitung in die Griechische Philologie, Stuttgart—Leipzig: Teubner,
1997.

Nwodnpov Aywopeitod, EpUnveio eic tog émta Kabolikas émiotolog t@v Ayiwv xai
Hovevpnuwv Amoctolwv Taxwpov, [létpov, Twdvvov, kai Todda, #tig dmo t0d &v
Hovayoic élayiotov Nikodnpov Ayiopeitov éx diopdpwv ovvepavicbeioo, Venice:

Tomoig [Tdvov Bcodoaciov tod & Twavvivev, 1806.

Nwodnpov Ayiopeitod, adlov tod Ociov kol évoocov ol IA™ émarolal Eppnvevbsion
Hev  éMnvioti dmo 100  Hoxopiov Ocopvidktov  Apyiemioxomov  Bovdyapiog,
Hetappacbeioor o€ gic v kal’ HUAS Ko1votépay di1dAekTov, Kol onelnlact d10popois
kozoyloioOeioal , mopa o0 &v Pakapiog i Anéel yevouévoo Nixodnov Ayiopeitov, V. 1
Ty mpog Polaiovg kai v npog Kopivbiove Hpotny mepiéywv, @uivi npocetédnoay
gic Kavav Hapaxinuixog gig tovg IB™ Amootélovg, kai Oikor KA  gig tovc Kopvpaiovg
Iépov kol Tladlov, priomovnBévies mapo. tod obtod Metoppaotod, V. 2 Tinv mpog
Kopwbiovg Acvtepav, v mpog I'aldarog, v npog Epeaiovg, v npog Dilizanoioug,

kol v mpog Koloooaeic mepiéywv, Venice: Nucoiaog ['Avkvg, 1819.

Nworomovrog, I1. T'., Ileprypapn yepoypopwv kwoikwv e EOvikns BifiioOnxng g
Eliadog, apif. 3122-3369, Abnva: E6vikr Biiwodnkn g EALGSoc, 1996.

225



Nosselt, 1.LA., De Catenis Patrum graecorum In Novum Testamentum Observationes,

Halae ad Salam: Stanno Hendeliano, 1762.

Odorico Paolo, “Cultura della cvAioyn. 1, 1l cosiddetto Enciclopedismo Bizantini, 2. Le
Tavole del Sapere di Giovanni Damasceno”, Byzantinische Zeitschrift 83 (1990), pp.
1-21.

Oikonomides, Al. N., (ed.) Abbreviations in Greek: Inscriptions, Papyri, Manuscripts,
and Early Printed Books, Chicago: Ares Publishers, 1974.

Orsili, P., Gregorio Nanzianzeno Nelle Catene Neotestamentarie Greche, Uinversita degli
Studi di Macerata, 2014 (unpublished dissertation).

Overbeck, F., “Die sogenannten Scholien des Oekumenius zur Apokalypse”, Zeitschrift
fur wissenschaftliche Theologie VII (1864), S. 192-201

Panella, Th.. “Resurrection appearances in the Pauline Catenae”, in Houghton, H.A.G.
(ed.) Commentaries, Catenae and Biblical Tradition. Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias, 2016,
pp. 117-139.

Parker, D. C., The living Text of the Gospels, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1997.

Parker, D. C., An Introduction to the New Testament Manuscripts and their Texts,

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008.

Parker, D. C., Textual Scholarship and the Making of the New Testament, Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2012.

Parpulov, G., “The Bibles of the Christian East”, in Matter, A., and Marsden, R., (eds.)
The New Cambridge History of the Bible, vol. 2: The Medieval Bible, Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2012, pp. 309-324.

Parpulov, G., “The codicology of ninth—century Greek manuscripts’, Semitica et Classica,
8 (2015), pp. 165-170.

Pelican, Y., Hotchkiss, V. R., and Price, D., The Reformation of the Bible: The Bible of

the Reformation, New Haven: Yale University Press, 1996.

226



Petrides, S., “Oecumenius de Tricca, ses oeuvres, son culte”, Echos d’Orient 6 (1903), pp.
307-310.

Pohlmann, E., Einflhrung in die Uberlieferungsgeschichte und in die Textkritik der
antiken Literatur, v. 2. Mittelalter and Neuzeit, Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche
Buchgesellschaft, 2003.

Preuschen, E., “Kurze Ubersicht iiber die indirekte Uberlieferung”, in Harnack, A.,
Geschichte der altchristlichen Literatur bis Eusebius, T.1 Die Uberlieferung und der
Bestand der altchristlichen Literatur bis Eusebius v. 2, Leipzig: J.C. Hinrich’sche
Buchhandlung, 1893, pp. 835-842.

[ToAitng, A., Katdhoyog xepoypdowv ¢ EOvikns Bifiiobnkns e EALddog, opif. 1857—
2500, [Mpaypateion thw Axadnpiog Adnvov 31], Adfva: T'pageiov Anpocievpdtmv
g Axadnuiog AGnvov, 1991.

Pontani, F., “A Scholium and a Glossary: two Footnotes to the Circulation of Rhetorical
Texts in the Medieval Greek—speaking World”, in Signes Codofier J., Pérez Martin, 1.
(eds.), Textual Transmission in Byzantium: between Textual Criticism and
Quellenforschung, Lectio, Studies in the Transmission of Texts and ldeas 2,
Turnhout: Brepols, 2015, p. 145-168

Possinus, P., Catena graecorum Patrum in evangelium secundum Marcum couectore
atque interprete Petro Possino Soc. lesu presbytero qui et adiecit, titulo spicilegii
commentarium, ad loca selecta quatuor evangeliorum: accessere collationes graeci
contextus omnium librorum novi Testamenti cum XXII codd. antiquis mss. ex

bibliotheca Barberina. Rome: Typis Barberinis, 1672.

Preuschen, E., “Kurze Ubersicht iiber die indirekte Uberlieferung”, in Harnack, A.,
Geschichte der altchristlichen Literatur bis Eusebius, T.1 Die Uberlieferung und der
Bestand der altchristlichen Literatur bis Eusebius v. 2, Leipzig : J.C. Hinrich’sche
Buchhandlung, 1893, pp. 835-842.

Reuss, J., Matthdus, Markus, und Johannes—Katenen: Nach den Handschriften Quellen,
Minster: Aschendorf, 1941.

227



Reuss, J., “Die Evangelienkatenen in Cod. Archivio di S. Pietro gr. B 59”, Biblica 35
(1954), pp. 207-216.

Reuss, J., Matthdus—Kommentare aus der griechischen Kirche, aus Katenenhandschriften
gesammelt und herausgegeben von Reuss J., Texte und Untersuchungen zur
Geschichte der altchristlichen Literatur 61, Berlin: Akademie, 1957.

Reuss, J., (ed.) Johannes—-Kommentare aus der griechischen Kirche, aus
Katenenhandschriften gesammelt, Texte und Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der
altchristlichen Literatur 89, Berlin: Akademie, 1966.

Reuss, J., “Ein unbekannter Kommentar zum 1. Kapitel des Lukasevangeliums”, in
Biblica 58 (1977), pp. 224-230.

Reuss, J., (ed.) Lukaskommentare aus der griechischen Kirche, aus Katenenhandschriften
gesammelt, Texte und Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der altchristlichen Literatur
130, Berlin: Akademie, 1984.

Reynolds, L.-D., — Wilson, N. G., Scribes and Scholars: A guide to the transmission of

Greek and Latin Literature, Oxford: Oxford University Press, “2013.

Richard, M., “Les homélies d’Astérius sur les psaumes IV-VII”, in Revue Biblique 44
(1935), pp. 548-558, reprinted in Opera Minora Il, Nr. 27

Richard, M., “Quelques manuscrits peu connus des chaines exégétiques et des
commentaires grecs sur le Psautier” Bulletin d'information de I'Institut de Recherche
et d'Histoire des Textes 3 (1954), pp. 87-106, reprinted in Opera Minora Il1, Nr. 69.

Richard, M., “Les premiéres chaines sur le psautier” Bulletin d'information de I'Institut de
Recherche et d'Histoire des Textes 5 (1956) 87-98, reprinted in Opera Minora lll,
Nr. 70.

Richard, M., Asterii Sophistae Commentariorum in Psalmos quae supersunt. Accedunt

aliquot homiliae anonymae, [Symbolae Osloensis S 16], Oslo: Brggger, 1956.

Richard, M., “Les manuscrits de la chaine du type VI sur les psaumes”, in Revue
d'Histoire des Textes 3 (1973), pp. 19-38, reprinted in Opera Minora Il1, Nr. 71.

228



Richard, M., “Les fragments du commentaire de S. Hippolyte sur les Proverbes de
Salomon”, Museéon 78 (1965), pp. 257-290; Muséon 79 (1966), pp. 61-94; Muséon
80 (1967), pp. 327-364, reprinted in Opera Minora I, Nr. 17.

Richard, M., “Les fragments d’Origéne sur Prov. 30,15-31” in Epektasis, Fs. J.
Daniélou, Paris, 1972, pp. 385-394, reprinted in Opera Minora Il, Nr. 23.

Richard, M., “Le commentaire du codex Marcianus Gr. 23 sur Prov. 30,15-33" In
Medioevo e umanesimo. Vol. 24, Miscellanea Marciana di Studi Bessarionei, Padua,
1976, pp. 357-370, reprinted in Opera Minora I11, Nr. 84.

Richard, M., Opera Minora, 3 vols, Turnhout — Louvain, 1976 — 1977.

Sautel, J.-H., Répertoire de réglures dans les manuscrits grecs sur parchemin, Turnhout:
Brepols, 1995

Schmid, J., “Okumenios der Apokalypsen—-Ausleger und Okumenius der Bischof von
Trikka”, Byzantinisch—neugriechische Jahrbicher 14 (1938), pp. 322-330.

Schéublin, Ch., Untersuchungen zu Methode und Herkunft der Antiochenischen Exegese,

Cologne-Bonn: Peter Hanstein Verlag, 1974.

Sickenberger, J., Aus rémischen Handschriften Gber die Lukas Katene des Niketas, Rome,
1898.

Sickenberger, J., Titus v. Bostra. Studien sur dessen Lukashomilien, Texte und

Untersuchungen 21.1, Leipzig, 1901.

Sickenberger, J., Die Lukaskatene des Niketas von Herakleia untersucht, Texte und

Untersuchungen 22.4, Leipzig, 1902.

Sickenberger, J., “Uber griechische Evangelienkommentare”, Biblische Zeitschrift 1
(1903), pp. 182-193.

Sickenberger, J., “Uber die dem Petrus von Laodizea zugeschriebenen

Evangelienkommentare”, Theologische Quartalschrift 86 (1904), pp. 10-19.

229



Sickenberger, J., Fragmente der Homilien des Cyrill von Alexandrien zum Lukas

Evangelium, Texte und Untersuchungen 34.1, Leipzig, 1909.

Signes Codofier J., Pérez Martin, 1. (eds.), Textual Transmission in Byzantium: between
Textual Criticism and Quellenforschung, Lectio, Studies in the Transmission of Texts
and ldeas 2, Turnhout: Brepols, 2015

Sloane, C. O’C., “Catenae Biblical” in New Catholic Encyclopedia, v. 3, New York,
1967, pp. 244-246.

Smith, L., “The Glossed Bible”, in Matter, A., and Marsden, R., (eds.) The New
Cambridge History of the Bible, vol. 2: The Medieval Bible, Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2012, pp. 363-379.

Soden, H.F. von, Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments, Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1911-1913.

Speck, P., Die Kaiserliche Universitat von Konstantinopel, [Byzantinisches Atchiv 14],
Munich: Beck, 1974.

Spitaler, A. — Schmid, J., “Zur Klarung des Okumeniusproblems”, Oriens Christianus,
series 3.9 (1934), pp. 208-218.

Staab, K., “Die griechischen Katenenkommentare zur den katholischen Briefe”, Biblica 5,
1924, pp. 296-353.

Staab, K., Die Pauluskatenen nach den handschriftlichen Quellen untersucht, Rome:
Verlag des Pépstlichen Bibelinstituts, 1926.

Staab, K, Pauluskommentare aus der Griechischen Kirche: Aus Katenen Handschriften

gesammelt und herausgegeben, Minster: Aschendorff, 1933.

Stroumsa, G., “Religious dynamics between Christians and Jews”, in Casiday, A., —
Norris, Fr. W., (eds) The Cambridge History of Christianity, v.2: Constantine to c.
600, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007.

Suggit, J., (trans.), Oecumenius, Commentary on the Apocalypse, Washington D.C.: The
Catholic University of America Press, 2006.

230



Swete, H. B. (ed.), Theodori Episcopi Mopsuesteni in Epistolas B. Pauli Commentarii.
The Latin version with the Greek fragments. v.1 Introduction, Galatians —
Colossians, v. Il: 1 Thessalonians — Philemon, Appendices, Indices, Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1880, 1882.

Tasker, J.G., “Greek Catenae on the Pauline Epistles”, The Expository Times 39 (1928),
pp.325-326.

Tregelles, S., Codex Zacynthius = — Greek Palimpsest Fragments of the Gospel of Saint

Luke, London: Samuel Bagster and Sons, 1861.

Treu, K., Dummer, J., Irmscher, J., and Paschke, F. (eds.). Studia Codicologica. Berlin:
Akademie—Verlag, 1977.

Turner, C. H., “Greek Patristic Commentaries on the Pauline Epistles”, in Hastings, J.,
(ed.) A Dictionary of the Bible, New York: Charles Scribner’s sons, 1905, pp. 484—
531.

Uthemann, K.-H., “Was verraten Katenen Uber die Exegese ihrer Zeit? Ein Beitrag zur
Geschichte der Exegese in Byzanz”, in Schollgen, G. — Schelten, C., (eds.) Stimuli.
Exegese und ihre Hermeneutik in Antike und Christentum. Festschrift fur Ernst
Dassmann, Jahrbuch fur Antike und Christentum (JAC) 23. Minster: Aschendorff,
1996, pp. 284-296

Van Winden, J. C. M., (review of) Geerard, M., Concilia Catenae, Vigiliae Christianae
36.1 (1982), pp. 79-80.

Vogel, M. — Gardthausen, V., Die Griechischen Schreiber des Mittelalters und der
Renaissance, Leipzig 1909 (reprint Hildesheim 1966).

Volk, O., Die byzantinischen Klosterbibliotheken in Konstantinopel, Thessalonike und
Kleinasien, (Dissertation), Munich 1954,

Volk, R. (ed), Die Schriften des Johannes von Damaskos VII [Patristischen Texte und
Studien 68], Berlin — Boston: De Gruyter, 2013.

231



Wachtel, K., — Witte, K., Das Neue Testament auf Papyrus, I1. Die Paulinischen Briefe, 2.
Gal, Eph, Phil, Kol, 1 u. 2 Thess, 1 u. 2 Tim, Tit, Phlm, Hebr, [Arbeiten zur
Neutestamentlichen Textforschung 22], Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1994.

Wachtel, K., Der Dbyzantinische Text der Katholischen Briefe, [Arbeiten zur
Neutestamentlichen Textforschung 24], Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1995.

Wachtel, K., “Katenen”, in Lexikon fur Theologie und Kirche, v. 5, Freiburg im Breisgau:
Herder, 1996, coll. 1326-7.

Wendland, P., Neu entdeckte Fragmente Philo’s nebst einer Untersuchung Uber die
urspringliche Gestallt der Schrift de Sacrificiis Abelis et Caini, Berlin: Georg
Reimer, 1891.

Willard, L.C., A Critical Study of the Euthalian Apparatus, [Arbeiten zur
Neutestamentlichen Forschung 41] Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2009.

Wilson, N., “Griechische Philologie in Byzanz”, in Nesselrath, H.—G., Einleitung in die

Griechische Philologie, Stuttgart-Leipzig: Teubner, 1997, pp.104-116.

Electronic Sources:

http://www.stoa.org/sol/

http://ntvmr.uni—-muenster.de/

http://www.csntm.org/

http://vmr.bham.ac.uk/

http://pinakes.irht.cnrs.fr/

https://github.com/OpenGreekAndLatin/catenae-dev/

http://www.sources—chretiennes.mom.fr/

http://www.sources—chretiennes.mom.fr/index.php?pageid=auteurs anciens

http://www.biblindex.info/

232



APPENDIX I: Pseudo-Oecumenian Catena. A complete compilation of

all four stages (groups I-1V)

GALATIANS Pseudo-Oecumenian Catena

CHAPTER 1
o 00K a7’ avOpdTOV
1 11 o e008mg Gvaipel TO eivorl avOpdOTOV HodnTthc dmdcoTolog yap eifi

onoiv: ovk an’ avlpdnwv £yyeipiobeic TV AmTOGTOANV. 00OE U
avOp®dmov. dAAG 01" adTod Tod Xpiotob. gig Tobto EAOGV 1O Epyov

1 |1 |2 p’ airo

B’ onMeimoat O 010 €mi TaTPOG Kol vVioD Keievov: kol TpdTOV TOV
VIOV dvopacBivia ~
1 |1 |3 Y 0god moTpoC
1 713 Y gbKkaipwg tiig oikovoliog kai Tod Bavdtov Euviodn Tod kupiov- iva

T@V 100 Xp1oTod €0EPYECIAV VTOUVAGOS , TOVT® YOOV TQ TPOT®D
melon UNKéTL T® VOU® TpocEyev. ALY 1@ XPploTd.

&yeipavrog

VIEp TG €ig TOV Tatépa TG TovTo eipnTan. kol S TV TOV
axovoviev dcbévelay -~

1 |2 |5 g ovv Lol

& TL Omote VIV TavTeVv HEPVNTOL TOV ASEAQ®V: OTL Ol J1aAAAOVTEG
avtov Eleyov Hovov Tov TTadlov KoTd KavoTolioy TV TEPITOUNV
KOAEY: BodAetor obv Seiéar moAlodg TV TolovT™V SoyUdTmv
dvtag Kovavoug 1~,

< Todlotiog
1 12 |6 < &pa Tod Bvpod TV EvSeléy - 0D yap elmev dg eim0etl Toig dyomnToig
fi Toic Mylwwopévolg fiyouv Taic ékkAnciolg tod Ogod: GAAG TG
ToAatiog :~,
3 |7 ¢ 1aprg
1 13 |7 ¢ €MEION YOp EKVOVVEVOV TH] TEPLTOMT] TG XApLTog EKTEETV. TAHTNV

avTolg  émevyetar KOAMDG Oe enol kol eipivn: foav  yap
ékmohelwbévieg mpog Oeov T TV VOUIKAV  EVTOAUATOV

TOPATPNOEL i ~,

1 |3 |8 n a0 0god TaTpog

n wobev Eyete onol koAelv motépa TOV Oeov. 00K Amd TOD

Banticpatog; 11 ovv €yecBe- Tod VOUOL I~

1 |14 |9 0 70V d6vTog £avTOV

1 1419 0 idod favtov §48wkev: BTy oLV dkovong VO TOd TATPOC AVTOV
ded06c0at. ebdokioy vogL Tod ToTpoOg I,

1 (4 |10 U €& Tan
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10 v £0KEV £0VTOV VITEP TAOV AUAPTIAOV UGV EEorelpmV TE TA TPOTEPO
Kol TPOG TO HEAMAOV oOVINP®OV: dTtmg Yap onowv EEEAnTol NUag €k
70D €veGTATOG 0UMVOC TOVNPOD* TOVTESTL TAOV KaK®V Tpdéewv: Kol
g d1epBappévng Lot TavTV yap aidva KaAel Tovnpov: oV TOV
xpovov 1 T UEpag dmaye. obtmg yap kol NUelg eimbaplev, dtav Tu
TAV AdoKNATOV MUV GUUPTH. Kaknv enotv NUépav énoinoa

10a | ~ EVECTMDTOG

10a | # du oD ginelv EvestdTOg 0lidvog TOVNPoD, £0e1&ev OTL TO KAKOV OVK
ayévnTov o0dE GEId10V. AAAL TPOGKALPOV i ~,

11 1w’ Kot 70 0éAnpa

11 1w’ gmelon yop Eleyov Un O€iv €dv TOV VOOV mg VO Bgod dobévta.

deikvoowy Ot kol 1@ 1@ Xprot® motedoot. BEANUA TOD TOTPOG
€0t K0T TO OEANHO YOp TOD TOTPOG. EO0MKEV £0VTOV O XPLoTOC
opQg 6t 00dapoD Emitayr TOD TATPOG TPOG TOV VIOV. GAAL LOVN
oUVVELOLS; TTAAY ¢ ToD ToTpOg NUAV gimwv. tod Poanticpatog
vropviokel Tl o0V Execde Tod VOO i~

12 | & 1 96t

12 B &vBuunOeig o100 TV eipnpévav tag dpdtovg evepyeciog tod Oeod.
€lg 00&oAoyiav KOTETAVGE TOV AOYOV: OV Yap NV avTig EEeumeiy i~

13 vy Oavpalo

13 1y dvo éykAnpata 16 1€ Petatifecbot kal 0 Tayfwme: ™G Un g xpdvov
dglclal tovg dmatdvrog Opa 0 axkpifeiav: medn Tod VOOV
EYOUEVOL BOVTO SVGMOTETV TOV matépa. deikvuoty dtl 6 00 Xpiotod
Kol ToD edayyeliov APIOTAEVOC. KOl TOD TOTPOg ApioTaTal a)TOG
yap 0 matnp enoiv Ekdhecev NUAG €ig v yapwv Tod viod avToD- O
HEV yap vIO¢ mopéyel TV dpecwy @ 10l oifatt. yoprtt Kol ov
M@ O 0& motnp TPOg TAVTNV KOAET: TO 6& TveEDHA GUVEVLOOKET:
Kownm yap 1 g fUdc edepyeoia tiig ayiog Kol pakapiog TpLadog.

14 10 gig érepov

14 1B TV YOp EQVTAY ATV olov To TAPPoTo Kol THY TEPITOUNV THpEiv
neifovteg tovg TaAdrag. evayyéhov éxdAovv: 810 ToD OGVORATOG,
HaALov deredlovteg i~

15 1€’ €i PN Twvég

15 1€’ Omep pnoiv &v Povov tiva GAAo mapd todto- €i Un dpa Tveg DUAG

dwtapdocovotv: daotpéyal  PovAopevol DUAG. kol HETOoTPEWL
70 100 Xp1otod evayyéAov i~

16 1<’ Kol

16 1<’ tva P t1g €inn 6t kotd Kevodo&iav tO 1010V GLYKPOTET KNPLYHA,
TpMdTOV £0TOV Avabelatilel einep mapomotjoat Ti £v T® evayyeM®
BovAnBein ~

17 W ayyehog

17 W p1 vap Mot enoiv €inng métpov kol imdvvny kol idkopfov. GAL’ &l

kol ol Gveo Svvapels moapatpéyaley TO  evayyEAov. Gvabela
éotwoov: tadto O0& ¢noiv oy ®G &tepov TL TOV meEPL TETPOV
KNpueGOVI®OV: 0Vde yap ol Gve Ovvdapelc. GAAd Poviopevog
amoppdyor Td oTtOHATO TOV AmATEOVOV: TOV o0 10D ASIOUATOG
TAV AP TETPOV ATOTOVTOV ADTOVG i~

18 m’ gonyyeMoapeda

18 m’ 70 ap’ 0 dnAol. 10 doov dNToTE HIKpOV I ~,
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19 10
19 10
10 | 20 K
10 | 20 K
10 | 21 Ko,
10 | 21 Ko,
11 | 22 KB’
11 | 22 KB’
11| 23 Ky’
11| 23 Ky’
13 | 24 Kk
13 | 24 Kk
13 | 25 ke
13 | 25 ke
13| 25a | #
13| 25a | #
YEYH
PIAN
oy
13 | 26 kC’
13 | 26 kC’
14 | 27 k(
14 | 27 k(

MG TPOEIPNKOLLEV

iva yap pn vopicooty 817 opynv avtov tadta gipnkéval: P odTteg
Katd dAnOelov Slokeipevov. dgvtepol O PRipa- weibov d¢ todto
KEKPLTOL Kol TETAyiTOL Tap” ovTd B ~,

aptiyap

gito tva U vopicmotv 81t avtodg Povieton meloat. kai ALl dAA
KnpoutTel O1EPaAlov yap avtov oi drote®dveg Ot Topd HEV dALOLG
TEPLTOUNV KMpOooel: mop  £T€polg d& GAAO TL Kol Avonécmoty
domep KoAaKkeLOHevol onol: Mn yap viv OUdG TAnpogopficat
BovAduevog tadbta SifjAbov, tov Ogov Béhm mAnpoeopiical: Emel
Hte 08ho avOpdmolg dpéoat: Torydpovv obte VIV i~

ntd

ob S1n 10 koAakedoar kol dpéoar VHiv Tadta eimov el yap
npovAdouny avlpmdmolg dpéokewv. dpo kol tod iovdaicpod
avelyopnv Kol eikov Kol cvyyevdv: Kol 00K v TAvVTo KUTOAETOV
Xp1ot@® TPoGEdpapoy -~

goayyeMoOEy

Bovieton d€t&at adtoic &1L 00 TOpd AVOpOTOV TTap  AvTOD 6& TOD
Xprotod mapérafev TO KNpLuyHa i~

ovk €011

katd 0gov yap ot todTéoTt katd 00D dmokdAvyy 0L Yap Ao
avOpodmov onol  mopélofov  avtdr  TODTO YOp Ereyov ol
Swafarrovteg avtov: &1L 0 [Madrog mapd avOpdTeV Tapélapev 0
KfpuyHa: ovy domep ol apei [Iétpov map’ adtod Tob Xpiotod: 410
gleyov oV Ol avTd meifecbon :~,

noapérhafov

glto, &medn ™y yevodévny antd amd Xpiotod dmokdAvyy fyvoouv
ol TaAdtor Podieton deilal €ovTOV TPOTEPOV SIOKTNV KOl VOV
g€aipvng petafePAnpévov katackevdoar: &L €l U Ogla tig avTd
amokaAvyig £yeyovel. ook Gv oltmg HetefAndn tayéwg iva éx
10010V MEIGOEVTEG Xp1oTod etvar anTdv HadnTVv. P KoTappovdGY
avToD"

avacTPOPnV

ovK av og ano [Molatotivng gic Folatiov nKnkonoav. €l U ceodpa
MV didkTng i~

&V T® iovoaiocd

Tig ypela tiic &v T® 10VIAIGUD dvacTpoefic * AL’ Tva deiln 6t 0D
TpoANyeL doviedel. GAAL dAnbeigr oV yap Hionoag TOV vOUoV
VIESpaEY TNV yhpv: £Eedikel Yap avTOV. GAL’ €DPAV TO TEAELOV
améotn tod vopov i~

¢mopBovv

00K &dlmkov HOVov. GAAG Kol KaTooTpéyol Kol Gpavicolr enoi
a0 TNV TPONPOVHNY. TODTO Yap TO Kol EndpBovv avThiv:~
TPOEKOTTOV

1| mpoékomtov &v Tf] TopHncel TV EKKANGIDY: TOVTEGTIV Emedidovy
el TPOG TO YUAEMMTEPOC EIvaL: | TPOEKOTTOV Kol EVTIHOG UMV S1dL
0070 TOPA TOIg iovdaiolc: Tl ovv 10 aitov. Tob aipnoacOai pe
E€aipvng moOAeOV TTPOG OOTOVG TOVG TIUDVTAG TPOG ODTOVG TOVG
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14 | 28 Kn’
14 | 28 Kn’
14 | 29 K0’
14 | 29 K0’
15| 30 A
15| 30 N
15|31 Ao
15| 31 Ao
16 | 32 B
16 | 32 B
16 | 33 Ay
16 | 33 Ay
16 | 33a

16 | 33a | @QT
16 | 34 A8
16 | 34 A8
17 | 35 Ae”
17 | 35 Ae”
17 | 35a | #

TIUOVTOG Kol Ayam®dvTag ovdev dAlo onotv, 1 1 dmokdAlvyig 10D
Xplotod -~

MEPLEGOTEPOG

TPOEKOTTOV EV. Emeldn Alav fUNV (MA®Tg TOV TOTPIK®Y HOL
TopaddGE®V I~

CnAoTig

dote enoiv ovdémote Kot Kevodo&ioy €moiovv G €moiovv: GAAL
katd (fhov  Oeod &l kol memhavnuévov: 6 obv Undetdte Katdl
kevooo&iov Ti Toldv. i Gv VOV Jeta v Eniyvoow Tii¢ dAndeiog
gknputtov yevdi] tva avBpdmolg dpéow: Kol PN €keiva dTvo dmo
Xprotod mopérafov i~

agopicag

€l €k KotMiog PNTpog AQ®OPLETO TPOG TO KNPVYHA Kol EmeAéAekTo
S Tva mavtmg Ogiov olkovopliay Tov Pécov €idOn ypovov: tva M
oVT®g avTod GOpda HeTAPOAT]. TOAAOVG TIGTOOTTAL I~

KaAéoog

adTOC HEV mg okedog Ekhoyiic EkANOM: Aéyel 8¢ €ovtov yapitt
kekAfo0ol Goel eimev: Ava&ov Pe dvto kol dvemtidelov ydprrt
KEKANKEV O KOPLOG.

TOV VIOV

0 ToTnp He enoiv ékdiecey Eml T® AvoKaAdWaAl Hot TOV V1OV adTod:
v éllol 82 elmev: S&itan OEAmV 00 AOY® LOVOV HaOOVTA 0DTOV. GAAGL
kol v@ kol kapdig. ofov egig Tov o AvOpwmov Tiic YvdoE®G
évilnodong i~

gvayyerilopan

0paic 6Tl 0 KOAECHG TOTNP KOl ATOKOADWAG ODT@ TOV VIOV adTOD:
adTOG AVTOV KNPLKA Kol ATOGTOAOV EYEIPOTOVNGEY ; THS 0DV PNGi
mapa avOporev Tapérapov kol £515ayOnV TO KHpLYU I~

1} obtwe. 0K amékiva gig Gvestv Kai ovTadelav: 008" mg Héya TL
KATOPOOKAOG. €1g pacTOVNY KOl OAlYyOpioy dvénesa: AAAL GOVIOVOV
TOV T0D g0ayyeriov dpopov EmoloVUNY: 1 0UTMG. 00 TPOETIUNGEUNY
i0elv ovyyeveic: 1§ oikiov: | ovvnbeig. §| matpida: GAAQ whvTo
Mr@v. 006¢ yap &v tovtolg TV mepi [létpov kol lawdvvny
Ehattodpal. e00éwg €ig Apafiov kol eig Aopackov kol &g 10
KnpuyHa Etpeyov:

0V TPocuveDEUNY

ovk AoV gig Adyovg enoi Toig dmootérolg mepl ToD kNpOYUaTOg
apkecbeic T1j Oelg dmoxodlvyel todT0 8¢ PNGL deKVYG HTL 0V TAPQL
TAV Habntdv Elabev 10 kNpLYHo. ALY Tap  avtod Tod Xpiotod- ol
yap SraPdrrovieg avtov Epackov: avOpdnmv eival kol 0d Xpiotod
Habntiv:

aviiABov

ToQEéCTEPOV ODTO ElMeV SEIKVDG MG 0oV Tapo TAV AToGTOAMV
£0104 0. dALa Tap” avtod Tod XproTod i~

avijAOov
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1 |17 35 |®QT
17]36 [T
1 [17]36 [T
1837 |
1837 |
1 [19]38 |an
1 [19]38 |an
1 [19]39 [0
1 [19]39 [0
1 [20]40 |
2040 |
21|41 | po
1 [21]41 |po
1 [21]41la |®QT
1 [22]42 [pp
1 [22]42 [pp
22|43 |y
2243 |y
24 |44 |
1 24|44 [p&

ok aviibov enoiv &ig Tepocdivpa. mpog 10 Bedoachal Tovg mpoO
€UoD dmootorovg Kol Habeiv ti €& adtdv: aviibe pev yop eig
‘Tepocoivpa o Aapoackod ©g dniodowv ol mpdaéelc. GAL™ ovKk &mi
@ Hodntedoar AL’ €nl T® Kol avTOV Knpdooew Tov Xplotov. Kol
Vv wioTwv dddckew: Kol yap Ov tpomov gig ApaPiov drnew enot
knpvéov: kol molv gig Aopaokov, TOV avTOvV TPOTOV Kol E&ig
‘TepocOivpa peta 0 &t tpio ToD KNpvoocew He Kol O104CKELY.
avijABov 1d€iv [Métpov: ov Hobelv i map’ avtod. 1on yop &yod
eOMyyeMLOUNV Kol EKNPVGGOV*

aAr

T0c moOkelg eimdv v oic AmfiAOev. T &kel yevodeva avtdd
Katopddpata G1Ond, dTEP TOAATG TV TATEVOPPOGIVIG.~
iepocorvpa

6po tamelvootv: PeTd TOG00TOVG Kol TOOVTOVG AYDVOG. GTNEL
iotopiiowv Ilétpov ¢ peilova: kal tO mpoopeival O, TG mepi
[étpov Tific Evexey &yéveto: Opa d& TG AGPAADC AaAel: EmEPEVa
oNGi TPOG ADTOV. 00 UMV €310 ONV ~,

étepov

0 Unde €idmg Tva. g av EHabey map’ avTOV I~

idkmpov

ovK MV GAL" évolileto: mAV tva adTov émdpr. Adedpov Kakel Tod
Kupiov :~,

om

oplc g maymviletal ToVTE T AOY® ; Kol yop EKVOUVELEV HUN
glval GEWOMOTOC TPOG TO KHpLYHa, B¢ AvOpdTev Kol od Tod
Xpiotod pabnrng dv i~,

gig Tl

Hetd TO 10€lv métpov. mbAwv giyeto TG mpoOg T £0vn 060D TPOg
0T YOp ATECTOATO (~.

A obtwg mapd métpov ovk EHobov. HOvov eidov odToHV mopd
iokdPov ovk Edabov: kdkgivov yap HOvov eidov: HAAov TdV
GTOGTOA@V: GALA UT) Gt TIVOG £TEPOV TATEWVOTEPOV KOl 0VY 0VT®G
EMIGNOV TPOSOTOV ; Kol MG ToVTO Ydpav Exel. Habelv € ékeivaov.
ol 003¢ 10 TPOCOTOV MOV EMPAKAGIY: AYVOOOUEVOS Yap HUNV TQ
TPocHT®. Taig &v Xplot@® €kxkAnciong tiic Tovdaiog: ol yap Aouroi
€0é0vTo ddaokoMoc. GAA ovk Edidackov: oDKODV. OVK G
avOpmmov EHabov-

fqHny

T060UTOV PNV 0K EKNPLER TOTG €K TEPLTOUTG TEMGTEVKOGLY, TO
delv meprtépvelv: tobto yap ol dwafdariovteg Eleyov dtL Tolg €&
Tovdaimv ToTEHOVGL TEPITOUNV KNPVGGEL T0G0DTOV 0DV PNGiv 0K
gknpvéa. 6T Kol yvOouV oL T0 TPOCOTOV i ~*

Tii¢ Tovdaiag

Taig apei v Zopiav koi Kikkiov dtokeiévalg éxkAnoiong: taig €€
iovdainv émioTpeyaoalg TpoOg TOV KVPLoV. ToDTO Yap OMNAol 10 €v
Xpot®d:~-

£66&alov

ovK eimev émivouv | £86Ealov Pe. EAlo tov 0edv enoiv 886Ealov-
dlov yap 10 kot UE enoi Thg ydprtog fv Tod Ogod. v Eloi.
TOVTESTL O’ EHE i~
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1 24 | 44a OQT
45 pe’

2 |1 [45 |pe

2 |1 [46 |pC

2 |1 [46 |pC

2 |2 |47 |

2 |2 |47 |

2 2 | 47a | /£

2 2 | 47a | /£

2 2 | 48 un’

2 2 | 48 un

2 2 |49 no’

2 2 |49 no’
50 v
50 v

2 2 | 50a | QT
51 va
51 va

€00&alov €v €lol TOov Oedv- ovyl OV deiva T TOV €iva SI8ACKAAOV.
AL aTOV TOV B0V adTOC NV O dmoKaAdWag EHol. Kol d104&ag T
KnpoyHa-

CHAPTER 2

01l O0EKUTECGAPOV

10D P&v 10 mpdTov dveldeiv. Tlétpov einev v aitiav elvar 10D S
70 dgvTEPOV. TNV AmOoKGAVYLY 1~

Heta Bapvapfa

TOVTOVG EMNYETO HapTLPOG. TOD 1di0V KNPVYHOTOG :~

avépny

kol tivog &vekev W1 mapd TV apynv avébeto adtoic. dAAd HeTd
tocodta &t €medn] mwoAlol Opdvieg TOovg auel ITétpov
oVYYWpoOOVTOG TePLtoUnv. tOv 0¢ Iladlov Ui ovyywpodvra.
gokavoarifovto mg dwemviag odong &v @ knpOyHatt, TO0 TVEDHA
0 Gylov dmexkdivyev adt®d tv &v Tepovcainp Evodov, iva
newofdoy ol okoavdoMlopevol, 6Tl dapavio PHEV ovdepia &v T@
KknpYyHatt, oikovopio 6& HaAAoV T0D cuyympeicHat TepITopnV.
aveéuny

k3 ) r 4
0lov £€KOW®mGAUNV, GuvERoVAELGO.

KNpU6cm

diyo meprropiic.

kot idiav

émewon ol & lovdaiov motevoavteg v lepovcoAini
éokavoarifovto, &l TIg mepltopnv koAveL, 10 8¢ Tod Ilaviov
KAPLYHO GViPEL avThV, dTe¢ aDTovE AoKAVOUAIGTOVE TNPNOT, KOT
idiov avtoig dvédeto 10 KNPLYHQ.

701 00KO0DOLY

10 88, 1oic Sokodotv, ovK Avarpodvidg &oTl. TO £ival TOVG TEPL
néTpov Heydhovg, AL (g &v Tig £lmot, T0ig 0Vt Ti, Toig KopvPaiolc.
Kot idiav 8¢ T1oig dokodoyv: o1 i kat’ 1diav; tva | EUmpocbev
whvtov dvabeig, okovdoodicwm veomayelc Ovtag TOTE TOLG €K
TEPITOUTG, Kal AMOGTIVOL A)TOVG TUPOCKEVAG® SO0V TTiC TIOTEWMG
00 Xprotod, kol dmodécm TOV OpOHOV Hov, Kol Kevog deiydf O
ay®v Hov Kol 1] omovdn Hov. TG Yop oVK E0TL KEVOV TPEYEWV Kol
dedpaunkéval, dtav tpéyov v cOC®, £TEPOVG TAALY Ol TG
dmepiokénton dxpiPeiag amolldm; mog ovv Vv, koi Smuociq
g éyyet; 6TL mpoxomn v, koi 8Tt SOYHA TVEG TRV oikovoliav
ETOMOV TOLETV. 1} 10, UNT®G, dVvaTal Kol kot £paTtnow gipficba,
o¢ dwPePormtikov Ov 10D, dt1 00K €lg kevov Tpéxm 1| Edpajlov,
GALO TAVTO GUV AoQOAElQ EXPATTOV KOl TPOVOiqQ.

Hrog

00 yap va &yd pabw, PN Tog gig kevov Tpéyxm 1| Edpajlov fidey yap
€K Tii¢ dmokaAvyemg o Xpiotod, Vv akpifelov o KknpOYHATOG.
ALl iva pabwolv ol dSwotoacdlelv He Toig mepl Ilétpov
VTOVoolVTES, OTL OVK €lg KEVOV TPEY® T} Edpalov.
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52 B’ aA)’ 000E

52 vp’ 0 ovv €Hoi, enow, avelbov eic Tepocdivpa "EAAnv, tovtéctiy,
axpoPuctoc. Toryapodv dkpopvoTog MV, OVK MVayKAcOn Tapd TdV
dmoctorwV mepttpndijvor, dmep Edeyyoc v, UndE todg mepi Iétpov
Knpvocew meprtopny, o 8¢ ovykatdfocy t@v & Topoani
MGTAOV. CLYXWPEV TNV TEPLTOUNV.

52a | ®QT | @A 00¥6¢ Titog 6 oVv Hoi: dGAlwc. o06¢ Titov, enol, kaitot
Emidniov Ovta €€ EMAMnVIKiic omopdc yeyevnévov, ovdE TolUTOV
nvaykooav ol drdcTodol wepltunOijval, kaitol mapdvag OpAVTES
Kol TOVG YELSUSGELPOVG. TO YOpP, GAL" 00OE, Amod KOoWoD EKAnmTéoy,
olov. GAL" ovd¢ Titog NvaykdcOn, enoi, meprtundfjvat. ovde S
TOVG MOPEIGAKTONS YeLdadEAPovs. TL obv; St Tl tov TiudOsov
meplételley, €l AOyov o0 Toleltal TAV YeLOAdEAPDV; 003  EKEIVOV
S tovTovg mepléTele, UN yévorto, dAN iva kepdfon Tovg OU
acOévelay Aoyiopdv ckavdalopévoug. toig HEv yap dcbevodaot,
del ovykartafaivew énl Oepomeig Tpgeiq Tod APppwoTaTog, Tolg 6
€K KaKovpyiag Kol Tovnpag YVOUNG OpUOUEVOLS 00OE TO EAGYIGTOV
vmeikey. odTol Yap, ov HOvov o Séovtar Oepameing, kpeittovog
amdong Oepomeiog 00 maOovg avtoic Evotnpybéviog, Al Koi
Tovg TAnciov {nrodot Tfig oikeiog vooov dvamiijcat. 10, 0VOE TPOG
dpav avtoig iéapey, kai 0 Bgloc droeaiveral Tadrog.

53 | vy TAPELGAKTOVG

53 vy’ 000¢ Emeldn ol yevddadelpor mapijoav, onoiv, mMvaykoocav oi
amoctorot Titov meprtnOfvar, dmep fv Selypa, Tod Wy vopodeteiv
ToVG Gl TIéTpov THV meptropny. yevdadedpol 8¢ foav Tiveg &v
oYNHOTL ABEAPDV YPLOTIOVDY, TEPLITOUNV KNPVOCOVTES, 0V) MG Ol
nepl [1étpov, o1 ovykatdfacty Kol oikovopiov, GAA ®g VOOV
Ekd1koDVTEG TO TTPdyHa. Kol ol eV dndoTtorot, map’ Tovdaiolg Tovto
HOvov cuveydpovv, Ekegivol 8¢ kal &v tolg &bveot meprtopnv
gvopoBétovy. obtol yap foav oi Toddtag StabopvPodviec. 006E
adTBY 0DV, QNGi, MoPOVI®V, Oic Epyov TEPITOUNV KNPOGGELY,
nvaykacOn Titog meprtunbijvar.

54 | v napeloijriov

o4 Vo ol yevdaderpoi, onot, Aobpaing mapeicédvoay, KOTOUCKOTTGOL
NUGV {ntodvteg v &v Xprot® Elevbepiav, va fUbg oAy T® (oyd
0D vOpov voPdlmat, kol taig Tovdaikaic mapatnpnoest. 0 yop
pn tovtolg vmokeicOat, éhevOepiov Aéyel. Opa 6& mhG E£deikev
adTOVg ToAeMiovg, kol €mi AVMN Thg wiotewg eioeAnAvbotoc
npdTOV, T® eimelv mapeicnAbov, TV Aabpaioay avt®dv kal éxifoviov
glcodov MA@V, Kol T@ €imelv KOTOoKOTTGAL. O YOP KOTAOKOTMV,
émi PAaPn kol émPouvr] katackomel.  koi, fva  MUAG
KATOSOVADGMOVTAL, QNGiV.

55 ve’ iva fHag KaTtadovridrcovTol

95 ve’ ol Hev yop apei ITétpov cuveympovv TV mepttopny, iva Kotd
Hikpov OmoxkAéymot Thc Sovkeiagc 10D vOpHov: oltot 88, fva
KOTAOOVADGMOGLY.

56 Vot 0ig 0032 Tpog Dpav eialley

56 Vot du ToUTo, enoty, ovk iopev avT@V T1] vVIoTayf], iva 1| dAnbsio ToD

Kknpuydévtog map’ ERod Tpog VUGG evayyeAiov, Heivn GodAenTog Kol
BePaia. Tig 8¢ N dANOg avTod; 0 Apyoia TapfAle. Koi &l T1g &v
Xpiotdravn Ktiolg. Kol 6tt Tovg Tepitevoévong, XplioTtodg 0VdEY
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DQEMGEL.

57 | VO Tij vVmoTayij

57 Vg ovk eine i S1dayf, GALL T Vmotoyf, dSnAGY adTodg oToVdALEV
VTOTAEAL KOl KATUSOVADGL TAAY TQ VOU®.

58 | wn’ o 8¢ TV dokovvTOV

58 i’ el povepdg eimev O IModrog BTl 0iKOVOUIKDS TNV TEPITOHUTV

ovyy®podGLy, Amepoitnoay v avT®v ol Ti TePITOpT] yaipovteg €€
‘Tovdaimv motol, &tL Ui Tf aAnbeiq £6€yovto TNV mEPLTOUNVY, GAA’
oikovolig kol cvykoatafdost 60gv odk dvaxoivmter vV TV
oikovopiav 0 Tladlog. GAAwg 6& pebodever tOV Adyov, @ Gv
dmopoyolevog toig mepi Métpov, Bt1, enoi, Adyov ddGovoy GV
KNpvocovct Bed - ToDTo 8¢ i TNV ékeivov dcBévelay.

59 Vo’ givai T

59 Vo’ amo 88 TV Sokovviov eivar Heyddwmv, @V dpuel ITétpov, dmoiol
TOTE Noav, olov elte evapecTodvieg Ded, ite 0. S1d 1O GLYYOPEIV
TEPLTOUNY, &Y, PNoiv, ob Srapépopat. oida yap 8Tt Adyov EKacTog
Swoel Oed, kai o0 kv odTodg 6 0gdc Epubpidcel Sia TO &ivol
Kopveaiovs: Tpdowmov yap 0eog avOpdmov 0 AapPdver todto 6
6nog eipntar Gvo meptyéypomtat £v Td vi© aplOpd.

60 | & ‘Onoioi mote oav

60 g deikvoot kol avTovg 1on TETOVHEVOVG TOD 0IKOVOUIKMG GUYXWOPETY
TEPLTOUNY. OV Yap elmev, oloi TIveg gictv, GAL’ 6moiol moTe Hoav.

61 &’ YOp oi dokovvreg

61 &’ KOTO TOUTO 08, ENGiv, oV dloeépel td map avTdV, 6Tl TE®g TOD

€UoD knpOYHaTog dkovoavteg, 00OEV 1 mpocédnkav 1 dpeilavrto.
Soxodvrag 8¢, olov Heydiovg kai dvtag tovg mepi [léTpov enoiv.

6la | ~ YOp ol dokoDvTeg 0VOEV: 0VOEV TpoceldPolev: 0VOEV  Hot
wpeooektOn, GAL  domep ékeivoug O 0gd0g  AmMOOTOAOLG
Exelpotovnoey. obtm KApE kol od mpoikpvev Ekelvovg EUoD: 00
vop Aappdavel tpécmmov 6 00 Mg MUETS.

62 Ep aAlo Tovvavtiov

62 Ep’ o0 Hovov, enolv, 003y diwpbwoav tod gHod KNPVYUATOS, GAAN
Tovvavtiov, Koi éxnvecayv. 1 8¢ ovvtadig abtn. dALd Todvavtiov,
id0vteg OT1 TemioTev L TO €DayYEMOV ThiG AkpofuaTiag, 1) Andd0o1g
Hetd moAla, degag O, onolv, &dwkoav €Uoi kol Bopvapa
Kowoviag. todto ovv €ott Tod Soplwdijvar 1o Evavtiov, TO kol
dekac kowvoviog Aapeiv, 8 fv Selypa 100 amodéyecdar avtdv o

KNpOYHa.

63 &’ 70 gvayyéhov Tijg akpopueTtiog

63 &’ olov T®Vv (’XKpO[Sl’)GT(D\CéeVG)V. 6pa 8¢ ndg Eavtov £E160T TQ TETPY.
TOVTOL Yap VOV xpeia v, tva deryd1] yordtaig aE1OTIOTOC.

64 &y TG mEPLTOUTiG

64 | & olov, T@v Tovdaiov.

64a KaO®g TéTpog
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2 7 | 64a | ©QT
2 |7 |64b | X
2 |7 |64b | X
2 |9 |65 &
2 |9 |65 &
2 9 | 66 Eot’
2 9 | 66 Eot’
2 |9 |67 &
67 &
68 &n’
68 &n’
10 | 69 &0’
10 | 69 &o’
2 11| 70 o

el elmev 6 madAog kat oikovopioy TPATTEWV THV MEPITOUNV TOVG
nepl [étpov, £60&ev v kal aVTOG TAVTNV CLYYOPELV, Kol OVTOC
HBALOV cuvipéymv &deikvuto v, oic &pyov elxe moleleiv. &l yap
[Tétpog KaA®DG molel cLyy@P®V, Ti U Koi ob; enoi. ti 8¢ kai HEHeN
TKPAC, v oikovopiov kaAels; o mpattey Kol Un mitipa, Kol dg
Gv oot gilov Ovopale, eite oikovopioy, eite dOYHo kal dxpifelav.
tabto av kol éhoyifovio kal &leyov mpog tov ITadrov, &l kotd
oikovopiav gime tovg mepi [Métpov TV meprtopnv KatadéyecOat.
Yoy Yop émtonpévn mepl T1, HiKpag kol Tiig TuyovoNg APOPHTC
AaPopévn, mhéov avT® oikeloDtol Kol TEPUTAEKETAL 010 GOPAC
dyav 0 IMadrog, 10 Uev Tii¢ oikovopiag OA®G drocimnd, SPIHEDS O
kaBanteTon g Tpa&emc, Kol g mapavopodvtag dffev EAEyyetl Tovg
oLYY®PNCAVTASG, Vo T cPOdPY TAG mEPl EKEIVOLG EMITIUNCEWC,
T0UG AANO®dG mapavopodvtag mronon kol dopbmdontat. 610 Kol
doKkoDVTaG aDTOVG, Kol KOTEYVOOUEVOVG, Kol DTOKPIVOUEVOLS, KOl
pr opBomododvtag, oO maporteitar KaAeglv, va Hévov TO TOD
Xprotod kipuyHa BePaidon. obtmg ARG vEp ToD KNPOYUATOC
£€04ppovv, Kol TNAIKOVT® £€0£0€VTO GLVOESHU®, (¢ deficay, av obTw
Toym, O Thg GAMA®V Kotayvdoewg TOV TOD  KNpOYHOTOC
kpatatodohat Adyov, UndE todto mapatteicOat. kai tva TodTo HLddng
axpifdg, okomer IModrog St TAV EMGTOADYV KATOYIYVOOKEL
[étpov, kai [Tétpog o1 TG €moToAfig EyKkmpalel TodAoV, Kol TOG
dmotoldc, cogiog Ogod Kol ydpitoc ivor mANpelc Hoptopel. Kol
TOVG Gotnpiktovg, TOV &v adTaig KEKPLUUEVOV VoDV, 00 GuViEval,
A0 Kol Swotpépey avaPod. dAlmg o0&, kol madlog VmEp TOD
KnpvyHotog tadta meplt mETPov ALymv, KOTO TOAD TAEOV £0VTOD
neplémel TodTov Kol TG, Tl yap oty gig Adyov DPpews, TO dOKELV
Kai Py 0pOomodsiv, mpog 10 Avadepa eivar dmd Tod Xpiotod;
éviipynoe kool gic T £0vn

olov 1oic dxpofvotailc

K01 YVOVTES TNV YapLV

|G 000giong adTd XAp1Tog TOVS TEPL TETPOV TOPAYEL LAPTLPAG.

01 60K0VVTES 6TDAOL

ol dvteg, onol, otdhol Tiig ékkAnociog kol Tiig miotemg, kol Tdot
dokodvtec.

oglrog £0mkay

6tL kowd, onot, T doOyHata, kal OTL KOWw@VoOLg MUAS €0VTOVG
€momoavto €ig 10 KNpLYHa. 61 todto yop kol doeflug Edwkav,
dhodvteg OtL dpéokovtol @ MUETEP®, @NOL, KNPVYHOTL, o0 TO
glval ToVToV 16 EKetvav.

iva Nelg PEv gig Td £0vn

va MUEG pEv eic ta £0vn, onoiv, ékelvor 8¢ mapd Tovdaiolg
KnpouEwot.

Hovov TRV TTOYOV

0 KNpLYHO, ONoi, J1EAOEVOL, TOVE TTOYOVG AUEPIOTOVG EXOLEV.
obtol 82 Noav ol mtwyol, ol mapd TAV idiV GLHPLAET®Y TOV N
TIOTELGAVIMV SLOPTOYEVTES, 010 TNV €l XPloTOV ToTIV.

6t 62 A0 mETpog £ig avTidyELay
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11 | 70 o

11 | 70a | Oixkov
Héviov

11 | 70b | tod
avToD

11|71 oo’

o0 Héyng ovde katayvdcemg fv, T tov Hadrov dviiotivar 6
[Métpw, GAN’ oikovopiog. €mewdn yop O cvykatdfoacty ol mepi
[étpov &v TepovGainl Guvey®POVY TNV TEPLTOUNY, KATO HIKPOV
BovAduevor tovg €€ ‘lovdaimv €ml O TéAEOV Ayoyelv, EAOmV O
[Tétpoc eic Avtidyetav, dxpt Hev ovdeic v TdV &€ Tovdainv motdg
€Kel, ad10pOpmg HeTd TOV £€ £0vdV moTELGAVTOV GLVNGOlEY, OTE
8¢ mapeyévovto, iva PN avtovg okavoarion &t dcbevelg dvtoc,
VIEcTEMAETO cvvealiev €xeivolg. Tovtov 6¢ aitov, a¢ gipntal, M
ékelvov acBévela. kai 10 TOv madlov 08 Qavep®dg, GAAL U Kot
idiav avriotiivar t® ITétpd, oikovopiog Mv, tvo Opdvieg ol &&
Tovdaimv motol TOV dddokarov avtov I[létpov éykalovevov
oavepdg, Ti ONmoTe MUN ovveott TOIC GkpoPOoTOlc KOl N
avTiAéyovta, YVOGLY OC 0V ¥PEW®ONG Aowtov 1 mapatnpnols tod
VOUov Meta TNV wioTtw, GAAL TPOQAclY mapocyodod, TOD
EykAnOfvarl wetpov. &1L 8¢ T0UTO PKOVOUNTO, PavepdS €l Adyovg
A0V O Madrog 1 Iétpo, tva oi &k meprropiic motol dkodovTec,
HeTaO@var tfig Tod VOHOL TapaTPHoEnS: O £lye TO GAnd&g MV
opyn, €del kat’ idilov adToVC SraAreyBfivar TpOG E0VTOVG.

(M wg.)  edoéPlog 6 mapeirov &v T EKKANOOTIK] ioTOopiQ
dmodeikvoot Un eivar OV knedv todtov, TOV TWETPOV, GAN
OH@VVLHOV avTd, Eva T@V ERSopnKkovta. kal mhovog 0 AoYoc. ov
Yop av O métpog £0eNnOn whAv VTOoTOARG, GoTIC 110N TEPL TOVTOL
dmoloyncdpevoc fv év Tepovoaryl koi meicag Gmovtag, dte T®
KOPYNAI® GUHQOYQV, TIVAG TMV €K TEPLTOT|G EoKavodaey, dTe Kol
gimev, én’ &AnOsiac, &dekgoi, katodopPdvoat, &TL ovK EGTL
npocomoinmtng 6 [ns]Og[\ns], AL év mavti £6ver 6 @oPovpevog
adTOV, SeKTOC OTG E6TIV». 00 Yap MV eindv tadta. € 8& todto
Tapo TV apyny tod KNpOYHATog Tocas, ETEIceY GmovIog Mg 0
KOK®C €moinoe 1o TvedHaTOg avTov €ig T00T0 €viyovtog, Tdg Gv
viv Hetd TocodTOV Ypdvov, Hetd 1O meipav dodvat TOV TETPOV THig
oikelag apetflg, £6en0n wdAw tiig TowdTNG oikovoliag; TO 0 Ot
Kateyvoopévog My, dhvacar kai obtog vofjoar: yéyové Hot, onoi,
TPOPACIG ToD KATA TPOCHOTOV aVTA AVTIoTHvVOl Kol OteAéyEot
avtov, GAlo HEV 00dev, i OtL mepi toD ovveobiewv 1Oig &v
axpoPuotia  mpokateyvwopévog v amd @V Tovdaiov éte 6
KopvnM® ouvvépayev. € PN yop TpokaTEYVOGHN mop’ o0TOV
oKavOaMGOEVTOV EKET, OVK dV VOV DITEGTAAN. U1 DTOCTOAEVTOG 08,
ovK NV ypeia T0d 1€ EAEYYOV, THC TE KOTH TPOCHONTOV AVTIGTUGEDG. Ti
8¢ OAG DEELET 1| KATO TPOCOTOV AVTIGTACIC;

611 evkaipwg Enoinoe Agydijvor EUmpocbev tdv Tovdaimv, TO, NUELG
evoel ‘Tovdaiol, kal ovk && €0vdv apoaptorol, €iddteg OtL 0V
dwarodtan GvBpomog €& Epymv VOHoL, Eav Ui 01d miotewg Incod
Xpiotod, kai Muelg eic  Xpotov Incodv émiotedoapev iva
dwaimBdUey €k miotewg Xpiotod, Kol ovk &€ Epywv VOO, d1d TO
AeyOijvar tadte EUmpocbev maviwv, yEyYovev 1 KOTO TPOCOTOV
dvtictoolg. émel &ypilv eimep dpo Tl cedMla Ty, kot idiov
gykaiecat kai dtopbdcachat, 10D Kupiov Aéyovtog: €4v apdptnon
i 0 4dehpdc cov, Eheyéov avtov Kot idiav. dmeldodvtt 08, Kol
£Tépovug kal TNV EkkAnciav nictnoov.

611 KaTEYVOGUEVOG Y.
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11|71 oo’
11 | 71a | Oikov
Héviov
12 | 72 op’
12 | 72 op’
12 | 73 oy’
12 | 73 oy’
13 | 74 08
13 | 74 08
13 | 75 o¢g
13 | 75 og
14 | 76 oot
14 | 76 oot
1477 [oC
1477 [oC
14 | 78 on’
14 | 78 on’
14 | 79 00’
14 | 79 00’
14 | 80 1l
14 | 80 ’
15| 80a | #
15| 80a | #

KaTeyvoopévog iy 6 métpog, oV Tf dAndeig obte mopd TavAOL TOD
Vv oikovoliov €i60tog, dmaye, GAAX TOpd TAOV GyvoOoOVI®V TO
oikovopovevov, kol olopévav vrokpivesOatl o 10 TpdyHa, 6T
aroviov pev tdv €€ ‘lovdaimv miotdv ocvviobie toig &bveot,
TapOVIOV OE, 00K ETL.

oidag 8¢ ti mapayéypamtol S1d kneav;

ano Taxopov

TakoPog 6 t0d Xpiotod ypnuaticag 6delpdc, émickomog MV
TepocoAdpmv. 4’ avtod odv amocstarévieg HAOov &€ Tovdaimv
TOTELGOVTES, £TL Kol ToD VOUoL £xolevot,

VéoTeELLE KOl QO PLLEV £0VTOV

VTEoTEAMAE KOl AQOplev €ontov €k Thg T@V E0vik®dv dnAovott
GLVOLGiaG. TO 08, PoPfovievog, o1 ToUTo Aéyel OTL HES0IKMG ADTOVG
P Tt wéon moap’ adtdv, GAAO eoPovpevog PN okavoaAlcBEvTeg,
GTOGKIPTNOMO! TH|G TOTEMG.

Kol ovvotekpineav avtd

VIOKPIoY 1O TPAyHo KoAEl, iva 1 oikovoMic EKKOUALTTOMEVT,
HNKETL OQEXT] TOVG €K TEPITOUTG TOTOVG.

Kai oi Lourol Tovdaior

foav yap kai GdAlot &k mepTolfic moTol £ic Avtidyglav, ol kai
avTol, MoV, APOPLEY E0VTOVE €K TAV £ dxpoPuotiag, 610 TOVG
EMBOVTOG G0 Taxkdpov.

aA)’ 6te

oiq dwavoig gipnrtal 10, cuvurekpidnoav avT®, ToVTY Kol TO, OVK
opbomodoloy, €AEyON, ov yap PovAietar TV oikovopiov
avoKoAvyat.

nPoOg TNV GA0e1ay ToD gvayyeriov

N yop GAndewn tod edayyehiov €oti TO MfTE TEPLTERVELY, MNTE
amoywpelv TV €& dxpoPvotiog motdv. 0vk Evi yap Tovdaiog 006
“EAAnv.

ginov 10 [étpo EunpocOev TavToOV.

opag 6t du Todto EUmpocbey Tavtov EPéRyarto @ [étpw, ovy tva
[Métpov katoyvd, AL tva Tolg €k mepttopilg, Kabmg Tposipntat ,
opeAno;

i o¥ Tovdaiog Vapy®v

Hovov odyi 81 00 Qavepdg eine Toic and TaxdPov: HipHcacOe TOV
dddokarov HUGV EOvikdg (@VTa, TOVTESTLY, ArapotnpiTOc. To0UTO
yop katackevalel &k Tiic mpog [étpov opkiag.

Ti TO £0Vn;

"0 60, enot, Uf motelg, Unte dAhovg avéyrale. doti 8& PN eine, Ti
ToVg €K TepLtopils avaykalelg Tovdailewv; kol yap S ékeivoug
tadto éAéyeto, kai dkolovdiov eiyev obtwg AexOfvar. obtwg 88
ginev, tvo 80&N @V idlov KNdecOar Hadntdv, tdv & E0vdv, dmmg
pn avaxedvedii 1 oikovopia, 6u fjv 1 EykAnoig.

MNETS pvoer Tovoaior

avti oD, dvmbev kal €k Tpoydvomv.
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15 | 81 o
15 | 81 o
2 16 | 8la | 4
2 16 | 8la | 4
2 16 | 81b | ~#
2 16 | 81b | ~#
17 | 82 np’
17 | 82 np’
2 17 | 82a | #
2 17 | 82b | «
2 17 | 83 ny’
2 17 | 83 ny’
2 18 | 84 s
2 18 | 84 s
18 | 85 ne’
18 | 85 ne’
2 19 | 85a | ~#

Tovéaion

TANPOGCAG T0 Kot TV dvtictacty tod [Iétpov, Aowmov Epyetar &ic
10 mpokeijevov, Kotd Hikpov E€Eevtedilov TNV meprTopny, kol
0ackwv, Un &yecbar Tod vOoHov, ®G U1} duvapévoy odool. Kol Ta
HeV Kot TETPOV, eNol, TadTa. NUElG 68 ék phoewg Gvteg Tovdaiot,
TOVTESTY, 00 TPOoNAVTOL TODUTO Yap £€0TL TO, OVK &5 Ebvdv
apapTmAol, Emedn Eyvopey 6Tl 00K 0Tl cwbijval did TV €k VOOV
Epyov moAA yap N ékel, onolv, Emintovpévn dxpipela,
nemoTevKapey Xplot®, o0 Tii¢ €ic avToOV mioTeEmS, PNol, cwOfjval
TPocdok®VTEC. TodTa Kol Tpog [Tétpov kai mpog [ardrtag giprjcbot
appolet.

¢€ E€pyomv vollov

Su TV év adTd EmdyOeiov.
01071 00 dtkanmOfoeTan £€ EpyVv volov Taca 6apE

0 avaykoio T@ VOH®, kKol 11 @Oolg €6idacke, TOLTEGTL TO, OV
Hotyevoelg, o povevoelg, 00 KAEYELS, Kal T0 Aotrd 660 Toadta. T0
0¢ ye mepl ZaPPdrtov, kol meptropiis, kal Aempod, Kai yovoppLov,
Kai Que1dV, kai Tepippoavinpiov, dio v Tod vOHov. 00deY Yap mepl
TodTeV M PUoI1g €naidevoe. Tadta toivuy, Epya Aéyel 10D VOMOVL.
TOVTOV 8¢ N P&V mapdafocic apaptia, 1 8& ELANKT], OV SIKALOGVVNG
teAeiog katopbwaoig. tadta yup €tépov aiviypoto, Tovdaiolg o8
SUwg kai gkeivov HpHoTTe TOV Kaupdy. TEPL TOVTOV £imev 6 Ogiog
Gm6GTOAOG, 610TL 00 dikowOnoeTon €€ Epywv VOoL Tdoa odpé.

€i 0¢& nrovvreg OikamOijvan &v Xprot®

€l 0¢ PovAiopevol da Xprotod dtkowbijval, evpébnpev apoptoiol
¢ 1OV VOHov, onoi, kotahmely, apa 6 Xpiotdg Gpaptiog VUV
veyove mpo&evog, Oplc mAC O Thg €ig dtomov  Amay®yfic
KatodAdel TOV VOLOV;

‘Ot 610 TioTE®G AYLUGHOV, 00 d1d VOLLOV.

el dpa &yeole Tod VOHOL kol PovAecle kai Sn  XpioTod
dkonmOfvar, gvpickecte aUoptOAOl £V TQ KOTOATEV TOV VOUOV.
pn apa 6 Xp1otog TovTo mpoeévnoey;

un yévorro .

70 Gromov, Tf] Amayopehoel EVelley.

el yap @ xkotéhvoa

KateAboOeV, @Noi, TOV VOUov, T@® £dcal avtov, kol Xplotd
TPOGIPAUETY. £V TOIVLV TUAY 0DTOV 1GTQV EMYEPDOUEY, KT oOTO
o010 mopoPdrar éopév, Ot map’ MUV Avbévta, iotdv TAAW
Emyepopey. 6pa 8¢ adtod cOvestv: €keivol €k oD U QuAdTTEWY
TOV VOOV, (dovto elvar  mopoPdrtal, avtog 8¢ deikvuoty, €k 10D
ExecOa avtod, mopafdrag sival.

napafarnv ELavTov cvvieTn

€k yap tod mdAwv meibecbol 1@ VOP®, dekvOom Ot (g TopaPdang,
aOTOV TOV TPMOTOV glaca, Kol Xpiotd éniotevca.

&yo yap
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g&y®, onow, avt® 1@ VOU® TeEohels, vekpov EUAVTOV TR VOU®
KOTEGTNOA. O VOHOG YOp Mot TOV XPloTtov TPpoeUnvLoE, Kol EKEVe
HEV il vekpodg ovk &tt yap kat €kelvov moMTEVOMAL, TOIG OF
T00TOL dOYHaoY EmOHat.

o1 véLlov VO ® anéBavov

1} 01t ToD VOHOL ToD gdayyeElkoD, améBavov 1@ MocEwng VOU®. Tdg
oDV 6 vekpmOeig kol dvevepyNtmg Exmv Tpog anTodv, PUAGED adTOV;
1} 010 ToD VOOV ahTod, Kol TAV &V aDT® SVGYEPDV TAPATNPNCEDV,
vekpog yéyova T apaptia St odtod. Apa odv TV dmokTeivavTo
QuAatte dEov;

ovvesTavpOUML

"Tva, pnoi 0ed (oo Tovtéott, TV abdvatov kol aynpom onv. @
Xpiot@® 10 100 PanTiclaTog GLUVESTOVP®HAL. O TOTVLY VOUOG TO €
aOTd améktevey, 6 8¢ Xpiotog womoince. TdG ovV PUAATTO TOV
vOlov;

L@ 02 oKk (T &y®

d10 tfig Hetd tadta mohteiog. S Mg &vekpdOn avTod To HEAN.
VEKPMGUTE YOP, PNGL, TA HEAT VUGV Ta €ml yijG. 0 0& Xprotog (i €v
éUol. évepydv, onol, deondlmv, mAvVTO Mol oOTOG YWOHEVOG: &V
To0t® 0¢ (fj év éHol, ® Mndev yivesBor map’ Epod TdOV HN
dokoHvVTOV aVTd.

"0 8¢ viv {® év capki

Kol 00 Hovov, enot, Ty vontiy Loy 61 tov Xpiotov (@, dAla Kol
mv aicOntyv. 7wdg Vmo amdeavow Gvteg S TOV  VOHOV,
EUEAM@PEY, onol, Kol ocopkik®G amobviokeww ®¢ €ml ToD
KatakAVopoD. 0 6& Xpiotog Lfjv NHdg Emoince, Tiig dpdg Tod VOOV
ATpocdpevog: dote o Hovov 1 vonrn (on, AL Kol 1 aicOntr,
S v el Xpiotov miotv E5wpRdn MUiv. whg ovv mEAv
VTOGTPEPOUEV TTPOG TOV VOUOV;

Kol Tapaddvrog £avtdv vrEp £oD

TO KOOV 1010V TolETTaL, OEIKVDG TOGOOTNYV EKAGTOV OETV OLOAOYETY
xopw @ Xpotd, g €l 61 a0TOV PHOVOV EvnvOpdhInKévar.

OVK G0eT® TNV YapLv.

¢ of ye &1l kal vOv 10D vOpov €yopevol dbetobot v do Xpiotod
Yopwv. abetelv 0¢ éoti 10 dmictely, 10 £€gvteiley, 10 Stamailewy.
Opag mod Avryaye TOV AOYOV;

€l yop o010 vélov d1KaloGUVY

€l yap 0 vopog, enoi, cdlew kol dukatodv ioyvel, 6 Xplotog Patnv
amébave. S todTO0 VAP TOPES®KEV £0VTOV OC TOD VOHOL N
ioyvovTog, tva avtdg oot old Tod Bavdtov avtod. dg €l ye odlel O
vOpog, meptttog 0 Bdvatog Tod kvpiov.

CHAPTER 3

Q avénrot yordtar

amodeifog Eovtov PN mapd avOpdmov, GALT Vo Tod kvpiov
deddaypévov, viv Heta TAgiovog avbevtiag d1ddoKel, cOyKplow 0D
VOHOV Kol TR ToTE®G TOOVHEVOG. AVONTOVG 08 aDTOVG KOAET. Kol
Yop Svtog avontov to, aesival Xplotov, kol Execbal Tod vOov.
Tig Vdc, pnotv, &Phokavev; ovk eine, Tic DUAG Hmdnoey; va PN
Aowopiav €mi Aowopig Hin: dAra, Tig éBdokave kol €pOovNoE;
dekvug d&a pBovov Tpd ToHTOL TPATTOVTOG.
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94 ne’ oig ka1’ 6¢pOuLUoVS Incoidc XpioTog.

94 | W kol UV 8v Tepovcolil éotavpddn. mdg odv enotv, oig Kot
0pBoApove, Kai, &v DUIV; deikvuot Tii¢ Tiotemg TV ioyvVv, Kol To
TOPP® Ophone. TAV BTl TPOEYYPAP €lne, TOLTESTL 10 THig TOD
KnpvyHotog ypoeiic, woel Eleye: 10 UEV knpuyHa Elwypdoenoev
DUV TOV aTawpov, DUEIS 6€ Toig Tig TioTemg 0QOUAUOIC MG TapOVTA
avToV gidete.

94a | # TPOEYPAPEL

94a | OBEOA | ot yop émiotedoote, ®G ovTOvV ToD Xp1otod TOV 6TOVPOV
7 Oeacdpevor.

95 he’ 70070 [L6vov 0ELm LaBelv G’ DUDV

95 ne EMELON, PNol, Tf] TocaHTY 0IKOVOUIQ 0V TPOGEYETE GUVTOUOV TL EPA

TPOG VUAC. O TV év VOH® Epymv mvedpa Gylov éAGPete, kal
TocovTag SVVAHELS kal onpela émomoate; §| d0 Tii¢ mioTews; émel
U 6te Tod VOUOL &lyecde, mvevHotog Mte NEWDUEVOL DG OV
aQévteg TV TioTwy, £xecbe TaAy T0d VOHOU;

96 | uC’ 00TOG avénroi éote

96 e’ obtwg, enotiv, avonrtoi éote, 611 T0D Ypdvov TPoPavTog, gig TodTic®
péxete. Evap&apevol yap mvevpott émiteleicOal. todto yap Amod
kowod, viv capki émtereicle. nvedplatt yap €netedodvto, onpeio
moodvTec, copki 8¢ mepitepvopevol. Spa 8¢, ovk eimev, SmITEAETTE,
AL, émteleiobe, dekvig &L dikny Tpofdatmv AapBavovteg adTovg
nePETEPVOV, UNTE €160T0C O TAGYKOVGL.

96a | # TVEVLOTL

96a | OEOA | wvedla MEV TNV yGpv Ekahece, odpka O&, TNV KATd VOUOV

7 molreiov.
97 wg TocavTo £ma0eTe Eiki)
97 wg ToALOTg Noav mepucioic d1d tov  XpioTtdov maAaicovies. TocadTo

obv, enol, Hatnv mendvOate. €l yop meprrepvéce, Patny ékeiva,
TOVTEGTIY, GmoAéoate avtd: &ita fva PN el dmdyvosty odTodg
EUPBGAN, onolv, €iye kol eikf] &l yop PovAnbeinte dvavijyai, ovk
NG

97a | #

97a | ®QT | Tooodta £émdOete sikf, € v& kol ikf): GALG U kai dminpiog;
€ikf] MV Yap €Tl TO PNdev Pfte mpocroPeiv unte dmobécbor 6 &€
évap&apevog  mvebHoTt Kol O TODTO  TOAAOLG TWEPMECHV
nelpacoic: eita Petofarldpevog, ov UoOvov €iki Emolev Gmep
gmalev, Ao kol éminpiog dnolécog: O Amékelto ovT@ S TNV
vEp Xpiotod OAiyv Kai ToO¢ Tepacovg Exadia.

98 |uy 0 oVv EmopnydV VUiV

98 ' 0 émyopny®v, enoiv, VUiV T0 mvedpa Bgdg Kol Evepydv, TOVTESTL,
duvapelg onpeimv &v DUV Epyalopevog, did ta €k vOopov Epya tadta
TOLET,;

99 no’ é¢nioTevoey

99 o’ MéMota PEv noiv. &€ dv dneteléoate onpeinv, dgeilete yvdvol

v dOvapy Tii¢ Tiotemg. ANV Kol wpoOg TOV mpomdtopa APpadp
anidete, 1L Kol AOTOG €K TOTEWS EJTKOLMO.

100 | p’ YWAOKETE
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Emeldn €oedoikelcay AQeival OV VOOV, UNTmOg Tig ovyyeveing
éknéomot 100 APpadl, €ic 10 évavtiov meptionol TOV AOYoVv. 10,
dpa, Toryapodv.

611 0i ¢k mioTemg

obtol 816 todto HbAoTo lovto TOD VOOV, TO dpyoiov adTod
dvoomovpevol. Bélet odv d&itat 811 1) mioTic dpyatotépa ToD VOHOL
kaBéotnke, Kai oty HaAlota dvmbey @ Oe®d dpéokecbart.
npogvnyyericoTo

®¢ Héya TL Aéyovoa Gyabdv, 10 €k miotewc cwbijval. todto yap
dnAoi 10, TpogvnyyericaTo.

évevhoynOncovrton év 6ol mavra T £0vn

70, €V 601, TouTéaTLY, &V T omépHaTL ooV, &g 0Tt XploTog. TAG 08
gvevdoyodvrat; St tfig miotemg dnhady, Mg apymyods 6 APpadpl.
dvvatat 08 10, év Gol, Kol 010 TV ax’ avtod micty vogichat. to, &v
coi, Kotd Hignow cod kol Opoldtnta, £punvedel 0 &v ayiolg
Kopilhog év Piprio odevtépm tilg €v mvedpott Kol dAnOeiq
npoypateiog, mepl tag dpydg Tod Pipriov.

Dote oi ¢k TioTEC EVLOYODVTOL

ol ék ti|¢ miotemg Nvodévol 1@ APpadp kol gig onéppa avTod
TEAODVTEG, OVY, Ol €K GOPKOGC.

6c01 yap £€ Epymv vélov giciv

ool gioi, onow, &yduevol T®V Epymv TOoD VOUOV, EmKATAPATOL
glow. €medn yap €keivovg €mtoel  €doar TOV VOOV, PNTOG VO
Katdpov yévovtal did 0 yeypaedal, émikotdpatog O PN EUHEVOV,
onoi, T® VOH®, avtog dywviletar dgi&ot 6tL VIO Katdpav giciv ol
EUHEVOVTEG T® VOU®. TS, OTL 00dElG, PN oL, TANPOT TOV VOOV, 310
EMKOTAPOTOL. OG Of Y& GMOOTAVTESG TOD VOUOV, Kol TG KOTAPOGS
Nnigvbepddnoay.

nag 6g ovk EHpéver

d10. Todto ovv Emikatdpotol oi &xdpevol oD VOHov, S TO R
ioydew TAnpdGaL TOV VOHOV.

owkorodTol Tapd T@ 0ed

"Towg yap mapd avOpmdmolg dikatdg Tig d0&et.

611 0 dikonog ¢k wioTewg CfjoeTon

Hio yép €otiv 060G dikatoboa, enoiv, 1 S10 TieTEMS.

0 02 vo[log 0vK ZoTIV ¢K TTioTEOKC,

aAL” €€ Epyov. xoi dfjlov &vBev, dtL 0 momcog avtd GvBpw o,
{Noetor  €v avtoig. date 01” Epywv €otiv 1 &v VOU® cotpia, Kol
0V 010 ToTEWC.

Xprotog Npag EEnyopaocev
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avtifeo Yavidoav Adel. 0 ABpadl, enot, d1d TodTo EdkaidOn ék
niotemg, &1L Tpd Tod VOUOL BV, 0dK RV V7O TOV {uydv Tod VOHov.
OtL p&v yap, onotv, N miotig dkowol, meldopeda, GAAL TOVG HN
YEVOUEVOLG VTTO TOV VOHOV, (Gomep kol Tov APpadpl. UdG 6€ §{on
VO TOV VOHOV YeEVOHEVOLG, gimep avTOV AmoMroUey Kol Tij mioTel
Hovn dpkecOdpey, Tic Avtpmdoetal €K TG Kotdpag Tod VOOoV; did
T0 yeyphobol, @noiv, €mkatdpotol ol PN EUUEVOVTEG T VOH®.
T0dT0 0VV EmlbeL, detvicug OV Xpiotov HUdg Aelvtpdoot 8k Thig
Katdpag tod Voo Tf] 1dig Katdpa. KoADG 6¢ 10, EENYOpaceY. 0V
YOp TNV 10 adTog yevésbat katdpa, ydpacev NUAG TS KATAPOC
10D VOHoL. Spa Yap. QHeV VO KoTapay, S0 TO T TAnpdoaL TOV
vopov. 6 Xp1otdg ovk RV VO ToHTHV. TETANPOKEL Yap odTOV Kai
OHmg xotedéEato katdpav, v ook dEeke, v 100 KpeacOHijval
émi EvAov, Tva v kad’ MUV Adon koatdpav. domep €l TIC TOVG
KkehevaOévtag amobaveilv Avtpmdoetan adTOC, AlpoOHUEVOC TOV VIEP
adT®V Bdvatov.

iva gic Ta £0vn.

véyovev 8¢, pnoiv, émkatdpatog BovAndeig 6 Xpiotog, tva eig ta
£€0vn, tovtéoTwy, €ig TOVG UM ExOpeEvovg TOD VOOV, TA THG
Emayyehiog 1o afpaap yévntot. yévntar 6& 6’ avtod tod Xpiotod.
ndg O avtod; Emewdn T® omépHatt Tod APpadp S€dovtor ol
gmayyela, onépplo 8¢ avtod 6 Xpiotdg. 6 Xpiotdg ovv Kabd 0Tt
Kol vogitar dvBpwnog, kKAnpovolncag Tag énayyeiiog, T® Aowmd TV
avOpdOT®V Yével TanTag E6mPNCOTO TIGTEVOVTL EIG OVTOV.

iva v énayyeiiav Tod avevpatog AMAfwpiev

va 1@ tpome To0TE, enoi, 10 TvedHa AdPoHev. Kol yap 1 HEV
katdpo EAOON T@ otawpd, S O¢ Tig eig  Xplotov TioTEMG
dwatoovvn  yeyévnral €k O&  SKaoovuvng  EmMGmAGHOG  TOD
TAPUKANTOV TVEDHATOC. Kol Yap Kkai O mvedpo &v émdyyeliq fqv. 6
yap einov 6t &v ool évevioyndncovtal o £6vn, Tf) T0D TVEOUATOC
EMEoLTNoeL TNV evAoyiav Emnyyeilato.

aoglPoOi

gmelon &k 1€ TOV map ovToig onpeiov, kol €k Tfic Tob ayiov
TveDATOG EMPOITNOEMG, Kal €K ToD aTtavpod tod Xpiotod, Koi €&
OV €600 6 ABpady, &deiée ™y mioTv odlEw, Koi 0O TOV VOUOV-
viv 4o avBpomivov mopadeiylatog avtovg nelcot (nTel. 0 yap,
katd dvOpwmov, vl tod, kot avOpdmivov Adyov Kol mopadetypa.
KOADG O0& GOEAPOVC KOAET, AVONTOVG KOAEGHG. Ol Yap, TOTE HEV
EMoTOQEY, TOTE 6€ YAvkaivew.

avOpAOTOV KEKVPOUEVY 01001 KNV

O6pa Tl Bélel kataokevdool 610 ToD VIOdelyHoTOg TG drabNKNC.
Emnyyeiratd, enow, 6 0g0g 1@ APpadal, ot oD orépHATOg avTOD
gbhoyeicOar ta £0vn. oméppa o0& tod APpadp, TO KaTO GhpKA O
Xp1ot0g. 0 VOHOC £000m peta £t TETPOKOGIO TPLAKOVTA. €l TOIVVV,
onoiv, 0 vopoc yopiletar tag €dAoyiag Kol TV SkaocHvny, 1
énoyyeria kol 1 d1a0nkn tod Bgob 1 Tpog APpaday, dvpog yivetar .
glto avOpmmov Pev Sradnkny 0ddeic dbetel, Tod Ogod 8¢ dxvpodTon
N 6bNKk”n; Kol tadTo TOALY ¥pOVOV KPATNoAGH, UETH TETPUKOCLO
Tplakovto . €i yop €mmyyeidato Hev ékeivn edAoyeiv 10 T0D
Xpiotod, 6 0& vopog avti tod Xpiotod gdA0YeEl, dpa drxvpodton 1
d1aBnKkn 100 Ogod 1| TPOg APpadl.
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"Opo¢ vOpATOV KEKVPAOUEV: KAADS KEKVPOHEVV 1ol dpK®
YOp EKEKVPOTO. AKPIPDG 6€ TO, KEKVPOUEVNV, ENGIV. 1 YOpP EKLPOGC
Kol petatifetat, domep 0 vOLog anTog, €ic TO eVAyYEAOV,
¢mowtdoceTon,

TOVLTEGTL, TPOGTiONGY Ti.
eppnoOnocav

¥ k3 7
olov annyyérdnocayv.

70070 8¢ Aéy®, o100 KNV

GOoQVELNS Yapv avaralBdvel 1OV Adyov.

ano tod Ogo? gig XproToOV

glc Xpiotov yap fv 1 &noyyeda. elne yap, di6 tod oméppatog
avtod gdrhoyelcBar ta £Ovr. TobtO Yap €oTl, &v Gol. oméEPHA OE TOD
APBpadpl, T0 Kotd ohpka 6 XpioTog.

Katapyfjcol TNV énayyeiiav

€l yap o tod VOHov yeyévnrol 1) €dbAoyia, kol pn S Xpiotod,
nkvpwtol Koi Eofectal 1 Emayyeiio kai 1) o100mKn Tod Og0d.

€l yap ¢k vopov 1] Kinpovollia

a0TOC OOTO NPUNVEVGEV.

o émayyeiiag

TNV €0A0Yiav @Nol kol 00 did VooV i~
0 Hetd £11 TETPpOUKOOLO KON TPLAKOVTA

0l TETPAKOGIOL TPLAKOVTA ¥POVOL GLVAYOVTOL 0UTMG Ao 08 £T0Vg
ABpaap Eog p- ymeiletor &t ke’ Toadak &m & Takop, £ 4"
Toomne, &m pt - &v aiydmte £ pUd - 0poD, £t VA .

i ovV;

oc && avtifécemg elpntol adTd. T ovv O VOog £500m, enotv, &l
o®cot ovk ioyvel;

Tov ntapapdaceov yapuv

oUK &ikt] £€060m, enolv, aAA’ tva PN mapafaivntol 10 dokodv T@
0e®, tva kv OAlyag mAnUpereiog K@ADT.

TPOCETEON

KaA®G 0¢ 10, Tpooetédn, tva deiln TOV volov U dvta mpwTdTLTTOV,
domep al Emayyerion gioly, AL €€ émyevopévon Tvog dobévta.
aypig ov £10n

GAL" VK €l dmépavtov, enoiv, 6 vOHog 88601, GAL” Eypic od EAON
6 Xp1610g, O émfyyehtat 1o dvevloyeiv mhvta o E0vn.

owatayeig oU ayyéhov
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€000n 8¢ 0 vOHog, dlatayeic, ToLTEDTL, dlakovnOeig Kal Emttayeig St
Hécwv dyyéhav, 1 TOV lepémv, 1| Gvtog dyyéhov. v yepl Hecitov
£€000m, pnoi, Tovtéott, Tod Xprotod. BEAeL yap STt Kol TOV VOOV
V10 Xpiotod dedopéEVoV, tva kol Tod AveLElV aTOV KOPLOG YEVNTOL.
0 yap dedmrmg, Kol avelely EEovaiay Eyxel. Heoitny 0& TOVv XploTtov
Koel, S10 10 Peouredoot @ maTpl Kol T0ig AvOp®dTOIg, 0lov TPOg
eWiav. kol amokotoAAGEon  MUAG  mPOg  TOV 0eov,
EKTEMOAEPUMHUEVOVG.

&v ye1pi lesitov

Hecitnv évtatba tov Xpiotov enot, dekvog Ot kal TpoTEPOV TOV
VOHOV a0TOg E0mKEY. O O& Heoitng, enoiv, £vog odK EoTly, 0 8¢ Bg0g
glc éoTv. O Weoitmg, onoi, 800 TvdV yiveton Uesitng. Tivog obv
Heoitng 0 Xpiotog; onAovott avOpodrov te kol 0eod. Opdg mdg
deikvuoty 8Tt kai TOov vOpov anTog E0mKke, kal kOplog Gv ein kol
Mooew méy;

0 0¢ leoitng évog 00K E6TLY

Aéyel Toivuv, 6t Moof|g eV élecitevoe Tpog TV 8061 T0D VOO,
AL évi pOvov éleoitevoey EOvel. €l 8¢ TOV g AANOdC PéALovVTa
Heotteve Tpog TOV TV andviov £0vav Eva Bgdv, ovy VTEP £VOG
£€0voug, AAL’ VmEp TAvTV Kowi] TV Heotteiov mooacal, Exedn
Kol Tavtov 80vadv i éott O£dc. € & v 00T, 00 YILOG BvOpwmOg
oloc Mobofic, dAAd Xp1otdg 6 vidg Tod Bg0d, 0£dc e OV AANOGHS O
avTo¢ GUa, kol GvOpomog aAnbdg, wal tTf] ovyyevelq T ©pOg
EKATEPOV, €ig &V cUVAY®V &V £AVTA TA EKATEPA. ADTOC Yap 0TV M
glpNvn NUAV, 0 TOMGaG TA AUEOTEPO. EV.

owatayeig oU ayyéhov

i tovg iepéag ayyéhovg kaAel. i kol adTOLG TOLG AyyéAOULG
vnpetoacal enoiv tf] vopobesia.

‘Evog ovk 0TIV

00 yap €vog yéyove peoitng, aiid 0eod kal avOpdnov. €l 6& avTog
éUecitevc, enoty, adToC Kol GMOOEL

0 8¢ 0£0¢ £ig £oTIV

el o0v 1OV Ueoimy dvaykn ndoa dVo Tvdv fi kol TAEOVOV TPOg
£avToNg Srapepoévay elvar Hecttny, 6 8¢ Bedg gl 6Ty, Bdnlov
OtL @ 0Bed xoi toig avbpdmolg éecitevoe, kol dmoxatnAia&ev
NUEG PO avdTov. €1 oOv 6 Xpiotdg MNUAC kol ody 6 VOHOG
amokotAragev, ebdnlov dg 0 Xplotog Kol 1 €lg oVTOV TOTIG
omlet, Koi ovy 0 VOUOG.

GALo. 0 6¢ Oedg €oTv O Kal TOV VOOV Kol TO gvayyéAov dovg, Kol
Heottencag Kol AToKaTaAAAEAG TG TaTPl. TOVTESTV O ADTOC 0TV,
8¢ ot Xp1otoc. &l yap kol §0o té Peottevdpeva, GAL" O Ueoitng €ic
goTv- €1 yap kai Oeilet etvou.

6 oVv véllog

el yop ai P&v Emayyedion eDAGYOVV, O € VOUOG EMIKATAPATOVS TOLET,
dpo 0 VOHOG Kot TV Emayyel®dy tod Oeod £5601, TovTéoTy, €l TO
gunodicatr ovtoic Tod edAoyfjcal. tavTny 0OV AVel THV &vtieoty,
T01¢ te £ET|G, Kal Tf] dmayopedoeL. N yévolto yap, eNoiv.
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3 21 | 125a | QT
21| 126 | xot’
21| 126 | xot’

3 21 | 126a | ~

3 21 | 126a | I'svva

8/

3 |21 |127 |«

3 |21 |127 |«C

3 221128 |«

3 22 1128 |«

3 22 | 128a | ~

3 22 | 128a | ®EOA

V4

6 0DV vOHog Katd TdV EnaryyeMdy Tod 0eod; dvtifesty Adel. fipmace
YOp, Qaigv av Twveg, O VOHOG TO OKoiopo TOV EmayyelM®dv, Kol
véyove Kot adTdV. GAAG U1 yévorto. &l HEV yap Md0vaTo (momolely,
glkotmg Gv Tig Evople Kata TdV ErayyeMdv Ektecbeiofat, Kol TV
gkelvaov dikaiopo VQapTacal, dte avTov ioydovVTa SKaldoal. ETEl
0¢ ovdev ToloDTOV ioyvel wolfjoar, ovte (womoifjcat, 0vTE
Sucardoat, SNAovoTL ovk £560m KT THV EmayyeAMdy. adTor Yap To
oikelov émdeifovot dikaimpa, ochlovcatl kol dtakatodoal TOV €k
niotewg. kol dpa cogiav. Omep dv Tig Etepog €ig dwafoinv tod
vOpov mponveykey, &tl o0 {omolel, 006E dikatol, ToDTo AVTOG &ig
amoloyiov €ykANHaTog Kol €i¢ EYyKOUIOV GVVEGTHGOTO. d1d TOVTO
YOop, enoilv, 0 VOHOC oV yeyove katd TV EmayyeMdv, Ot Unoe
odlew PUnde dikaodv ioyvoev. o HOVOV 88 0V YEYove KAT OVTAV,
GALG YE TPOTOV TIVEL KO GUVIPYNOE Kol DANPETHGHTO avToic 1 GV
Yop ovk E£cmoev 00OE E€dKaimogy, &ml TNV TOTWYV KOTAPLYELV
nposTpéyoto. St GV 8¢ &mi TV mioTv cuvRhooe, TAC Emayyeliog
TeEAELOBTVOL GVYKOTEPYACATO.

€l yap £000m voLLlog 6 dvvallevog Lmomolijcatl

el P&v yap, enotv, 6 volog glxev ioydv tod cmletv, 008 ypeio RV
g miotemg. GAAQ S1d TodTo oVK Toyvoe {womotijoat, va 1 wioTic
XOpav AGPn, mAv 61t mpoekdBaipe Kol TPO®ONYEL TOdAY®YOD
Siknv, Kol y@pNTIKOLG NUAG ATETELEL KOl OEKTIKOVG TTiC TIOTEWC.
g obv KoTh TV Emoayyeldv oD 0cod 6 mpoodomoidv Toig
gmoyyeiiong;

£0660n volog

00 Toivuv €vdeyopevov o000 ebloyov, &n’ dvalpécel TV €OAOYIDV
5ed66001 pdvar OV vopov.

"OvTog év £k voLov i 1) dikatoctvn

viv 8¢, pnotv, avtdg ovk ioyvoey, iva 1 Tiotig ioybon.

GALO oVVEKAELOE

GALOL GUVEKAEIGE, TOVLTEOSTL, GLYKAEIGORVOL GUVEXDPNGE Kol Olov
arootevobijval Tovg mavtog gig apaptiav 0 0gog, o0 T@V oikeinv
Sapopwg Moymv Kol Stokhicemy. avtal yap 1 ypaew, tva, ¢not,
yopav Adafn M S Xpiotod wioTig. Kol yop TG O VOHOG
napafovopevog, £0idate tovg avBpdmovg 6Tl apaptorol gioty.
GAA0 013GEag, oOK MAgvbépwoe Tiig GAPTIOG ®OC AOWTOV TOVG
avOpodmovg @aveion Tfj wiotel dopéveg mpocoelbely, T E0édev
puodijvar TV AUopTidV. ToDTO 08 OAOV YEYOVE, Pnoty, tva ai Tpog
Tov APpadapt émayyeriol, to, gevAoynOncovtal ta £0vr, dd g &ig
Xp1otov TicTe®mg, 600D TOIg TUPUSEYOUEVOLS ODTT V.

OUVEKAELGE

dmAeyEev 1 Bela ypapn) kol TOVG TPO VOHOL Kol TOVG €V VOU®. TOVG
Hev TOvV TG @Ocemg, TOVG 0¢ TOV H®odikOV mapafaivovtag.
are€lpdppakov d€ Kol TOVTOLS KAKEIVOLG TNV EXNyYEAUEVY S1d THig
TOTEMG TPOGEVNVOYE GOTNPIOY. TOAY YOp TO, GLVEKAEIOEV, GVTI
T0D, fiAey&e, Té0eIKe.
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231130 | A
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23 | 131 | A
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24 1 132 | Ap

24 1 132 | Ap

24 1133 | Ay

24 1133 | Ay

24 | 134 A

24 | 134 A

25| 135 e

25| 135 e

25| 136 | Aot

AMLO ovvékheloey 1) Ypa@1): 'O vopog, epnoiv, olovel meptédafe kal
neplékdelce mavtag eig apaptiov, aUoptmAovg Gmédeite. ndg; eine
Yop, émkatdpatog mig 0¢ obk EUHEVEL €V TAGL TOIG YeYPAUUEVOLS,
00 moujoatl avtd. ToUTo 8¢ AdhvaTov. 00 HOVOV Yap OLYL TAVTES
énoinoav Gmavta, GAL’ ovdE Eviol avT®V Gmavta, GAAL HOAS ol
EMPAVESTEPOL aTAV TO TAglova. dote T@® W Tavta woujoal,
K@keivol Vmd Katdpov kol Gpoptiov foav. &maviec  dpa
GLYKEKAEIGHEVOL ETVYYaVOV €iC TNV GUopTiay. 810 €K HOVNG THOTEMG
dvvavtal toyelv tig Enayyeliog. €k yap tod vOHov, HaAAOV Kol gig
apaptiov cuvelabévreg anedeiydnoav droaviec.

ipo Tod 0& £A0gTV Ti|v mioTIV

Kol yap ov TNV Tuyoboav ACQAAELNY TOPETE T TAV TAELOVOV
ameipysv aUopTNHATOV.
V7o voLov éppovpodleda

‘Eme1dn toivuv, ¢noiv, odk &€& dpyfg, GAL Dotepov yapitt Thic
Sikardoemg MU v 0ed Sokodv dmoladoat, £ikOTmG TEMS VOHOIG 1)
QUo1G NUAV Tepi teryileto KOAvOUEVT T€ Kol AvayotTilolévn TpoOg
ékdotng  apaptiog  évépyewn, v elg v O TioTE®G
avametavvopévny dikaiooty btpeneic €k 100 @povpiov TOD KOTO
VOUov dmoivBeinpev.

OVYKEKAEIGEVOL

@LAoTTOUEVOL, NG, TPOC TNV HEAAOVGOV THOTY. TdG; O YOUp VOUOG
EAEYYOV MUOV Tag apaptiag, pvoacbor 0& ovk ioyvwmv, ovdev
gtepov Emoiel, 1| mpobupotépovg €ig 10 @aveion Tij miotet
TPOGIPAUELV TOD Puebijval ThV AUAPTIRV.

gig v Hérrhovoay mioTv moKkalv@Ofval

E0NMAmoey OtL dvobev 1 eig XplotoOv TGTIG TPODPLGTO, AAAL VOV
véyove toig avOpdmolg katapavng, Ote Kai 1) Evavlpodrnoig.

DoTe 6 VOO T Ay ®MYOS UGV

TPo0odoToL®dV ONAadT Tij i Xpilotov wiotel, St Tod yvopilew pev
NUv 10 alaptipota, katemopovg 8¢ molelv, eaveion Ti miotel
TPOGdpaUElY Kol Tf] dpéoel. dote ovK Evavtiog O VOHOG Ti] mioTEL.
000¢ YOp O TWAdAY®YOS T® OWaoKAA®D, GAAL TO 0dTA EKEIVE
Bovietat, Kol Tpodddokel Tood T HabnpoTa.

véyovev gig XpLoTov

domep yap O TWABAY®YOS  TPOSIBACKEL TOVG Taidag, iva &ig
ddaokdAovg @ortmoavieg evpabéotepol €covtor kol TO VT
éxeivoug 6é€acbat, obtmwg kol O vOHog mpodei&ag MUV avTd TO
eldévor Ot apaptdvopev, ovdev Etepov 1| ETollotépoug Emoiet,
eovévtl @ Xplot@® TPOoodpalelv T® ToOely GmoAAayny TV
AHOPTIDY TAV 10 TOD VOUOL YEVOUEVAOV NIV KOTOQOVAY. KAAAMGTO
oV vt gipnrar 1o Tod modaywyod mapaderypa

iva ¢k TioTeOC

ENEyymv yap tog apoptiag, kal P ioyvov dwkaidoal, T@ Xplotd
NUGG TopETEUTEY.

£M00V0NG 02 Tijc TioTEMG

Tf|g AowoV TV TEAEIOTNTO KO TNV LioBeGioY d®POVHEVNC.

0VK £T1 V710 TAd Ay YOV Eoliev
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25| 136 | Aot
26 | 137 | AL
26 | 137 | AL
27 |1 138 | A
27 |1 138 | A
28 | 139 | A0
28 | 139 | A0°
29 | 140 | W
29 | 140 | W
141 | po’
141 | po’
142 | pp’
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vnmiovg yap 6vtag, £del VO TOSOYWYOV TPATTEY, 0D PNV TEAEiOVG
YEVOUEVOVG. TEAEIOTNTOG Yap ATOSEIELG, TO €l VIOVG &g OO vaL
0 0ed.

o Tijg miotemg &v Xprot®d Incod

du tiig év Xprotd Incod miotewg. obtw yap M odvtaéic. Opa 6
TPOTEPOV VIOVG APpadpt itmv did Tiig TioTEW®S, VOV VIOV Ayl TOD
OeoD.

6c01 yap eig Xprotov éfoanticOnte

gnedn Péyo eimev viovg Oeov HUAG KekKANKAOG, AEYel Kol TOV TpOTOV
TOG YEYOVAHEY. DPEIAE 08 OG TPOG TO TPOKEIUEVOV VO Elmely,
ool gig Xpilotov €PanticOnte, viol OBeod yeydvate: adtn yop 1
drolovBia. ALY Kol VOV GAA® TpOTT® PHAAAOV TEPLYEYOVOTL TO OVTO
gimev. &l yap TOV viov 10D Oeod dvdedvleda, kai olov TV eikdval
avTod NUPEcpeda, gbdnrov dTL Kol TG LVIOTNTOC AVTOD KOW®VOL
goplev. el Kol Ekelvog PEV TO YN olov, NUETS 3¢ 1O BEaet Eyopev.
navTEg Yop VUETS £ig dote &v Xprotd Incod

@ &vo tomov Kol Hiav Hopenv €vdeddobat v tod Xpiotod, kol
Hiov &xew ke@aAny avtov, kol whvtog €ig &v o®dHUo GLVTEAETV. &v
Xpotd, enotv, Incod. &’ avtdv yap o sivor Exopev, did Tod
otawpod avtod, Kai 1o Bavdatov, kol Thg ¥dprToc.

€l 6¢ Vel XproTod

el 8¢ VUelG éote XplroTod Hopon Kol cdpa, enoiv, gikdtwg tod
ABpadp éote cnépua EMEION YOp & unpocs@sv Eleyev O6T1 Xp1oTtog
ongpha ABpadp 0Tt TO KT GApKO. avTd oLV TO omépHatt ABpady
€00noav ol émayyedial, tovtéott @ Xpot®, VOV TO AVTO
avaxkepaiaiodtal. €l €0té, enot, o®pa Xpiotod, onépHa Té€ €0TE
ABpadp kol kAnpovopor tilg T@® omépHatt avtod dobeiong
gnayyehog, 0 Xprotog MHiv, enoi, tovtev aitog, 0 cdpo MUAG
ET@® momodpevog, Kol o1 todto Kol €lg oméplo T® APpadpt
gloayaydv, ov Pnv 0 vOHog.

CHAPTER 4

ayp tijg Tpobeciliog Tod maTpog

Tl yap; 611 dproto mopd TOD WOTPOG HNOEV Slokelv, dxpt THC
VOUIUNG NAkiag. koA®dg 08 fiyaye TO Tob vnmiov mapddetylo. domep
yop Sszog Kbplog mavtov dv S TV vnmomTa KOAdETOL
gykpatic elvar Tdv adtod, obtw kel Meig, S 1o mhhar eivol vimot
TOV vobVv, ékoAvopeda ti|g vioBeciag tod Oeod aiwbijva.

ViTI0L

vimiot, eNoiv, ov Tf NAkia, A tf] yvdcel Tod 0e0d, deikvig 6TL 0
pev Beog 1i0ele tavta €€ apyiig yopicacbal, Tovtéott TV viobesiav
AL MUETS Tiig avaPorfig aitiol, vimol dvieg Tag epévag. eladnuey
oDV Kot cuyydpnoty Beod, dedovidodu Toig cTotyEiolc, ToVTEGTL
M meppopd 0¥ MAlov kol TG oeAvng. dedoLA®PEVOL YOp
Yappact kal veopnviag kol NUEPOV mapaTNPNOESLY, ATIVA KOTA
TOV VOOV €QUAGTTETO, TQ TAEioTE HéEPEL, enoiv, MAl® Kol ceAnvn
vmothydeda, €€ v ai HUépar, kol ai vovpmviot kol Té EdBBaw
whvo o8 Boukousvog KOTOYoyelv T év @ vouoa apelg eimelv, VIO
1OV VOpOV eV Sedovimpévot , Dd o GTolyETn ElmEy.
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142a | # Nviko, enoi, VAmol kai dteleic MUev, oldv Tiva émitpomov Kai
®eod | oikovopov eiyolev TOV vOHov. otoryelo yop ToD KOGHOV, TOG
VOUIKAC TTapotnPGELS Elmey. Emeldnmep amd HAiov kai ceAqvg VOE
Kol NUEPO KaAgltal, Gmo O6& MUepdv, ERSopadeg kol Hiveg Kol
€viantol cuviotovtal, O 8¢ vOHog Kol To ZapPata kol vouunviag Kol
éviavoiong €0ptag Kol Eviantdv EPSoHAdag @uidttely EkéAeVoe,
TOVTOVL YApV eimev, VO o otoryeior dedovimpévol, dmeldn Kol ék
TOVT®V 0 YPpOVOG GLVIGTUTAL.

142b | 7 10 oToyEia

142b | 7 évta&el TV EMTpOTOV Kal 0IKOVOH®V TV TOVG ATEAEIS TR MAKiQ
IF'evva | pdg 10 cLHEEPOV Tadaywyodviwv, Elafe td ototyeio Tod KOGHOL,
8 oig Mlev ded0vVAmpEVOL S1d TO THG YvhoEmG ATEAEC. OVK GV 0LV, (G

oiplar, HAov kol cedqvny Elofev eic taEy @V Emtponwy, d1d 10
dovp@opov eivar TV gig Tadta vrotayny, GALY cToEin eNoi Tod
KOGHOV, 1} TOV GTOEDON Kol Elcay®YIKOV VOHOV. Kal yop Toig €&
Tovdaimv motolg Eypoee, Koi dnAol T4 1€ HIKPOV AVOTEP®
gipnpéva, kal 10 €av mepttévnobe, Xp1otog DUAS 0VOEV DQEANGEL.
7| otoygia koAel, NUépac, Bdwp, Tp, GV foav &k Tod eic Sovieiav
VoY yovTog VOO ai mapotnpioEls. NHep®dv Hev, &v te capPatolg
Kol veopnviolg kol meprtopoig. ¥oatog 08, &v Tuic COMHOTIKAIG
ayveiong kKoi Bontioloic. Topog 8¢, &v T@ Un avoakoie wop €v Toig
Tafparorg, GAL EoAa €oOicwv. dpa 88 ti eimev eig todTo Eévov
EbcéProg év 1@ tetdpto MOy TG evayyelikiic dmodei&emg.

143 | py’ 6t 62 A0 TO TAMpoUa TOD poVOV

143 | yy Kb’ dv ypovov Edet, pnolv, EABev TOv XploTdv. TPodPIoTo Yap O
xpovog Tiic Eledoewc tod Xpiotod mopd Aavink 100 TpoPnTov, OC

EhoPe téhog Emi tig Paocireiog Kaicapog Avyovotov, dte xoi 1
gvoapkog oikovollia. Tod Xpiotod pov apynv Erafe.

144 | pd’ £K YOVOIKOG

144 | us’ 8160 Todto 0dK gime 10 YvvauKkdg, tvo U Tapodov S Thig H0TdKOL
vopiong yeyevijoOat, GAL’ €k yuvaikog, 0ekvig €& avtilg eiAneoTa
10 GMKO TOV KOPLOV.

144a | 7~ yevéevov

144a | 7~ obto yap Hmd vOHov €yéveto, Ot kol mepletdnon, iva, enol tovg
VO VOOV Kol Kotapav 6vtag eayopdon, T@ t€ oTavp®d, Kol T
O6Aog VIO VOOV yevéahar.

145 | pe’ iva Tog o voplov EEayopdon

145 | pe 00 Hovov yop kak@®v amnArae, th|g apdg dmoAda&ag Tod vOHov,
AL kal vioBeoiav &ydpiooto. eimwv o0g, amoAdPwpev, £dei&ev
avTV dvebev keypewoévny, NUAG 6& PN dvvacOatl AaPeiv, St

10 Tfig yvoUNS viTov.
146 | pC’ 011 6¢ o1 Vil
146 | pC’ kol mwobev, enoi, dniovott viobeoiog NEdpED; mObev; €k 10D Ti|g

vioBeciog Tvedplatog. 6mep KaTamEQOiTNKE, TAPACKEVALOV UGS Kol
d1ddckov Todto Aéyel TO kpalov, matépa TOV 0e0v KoAEl, dmep ovk
av v, &l PN vioBeciag HEwUeDa. koi Aowmdv Bdpost, @ dvOpone, dtL
oVK £TL VTTapPYELS SODAOC, GAL™ VIOG Bg0D KOl KANPOVOLOG aDTOD. d1d.
00 @Ooegl viod ovTod copkwOEéviog kol TO MUEtepov  GAov
popécavtog, ovk &Tt &1 Sodrog kol V1o LYoV Tod VOHOL. THG OVV
00K (Tomov TOVG YeVoUéVoug viovg Oeod, dd & Xpiotod kal dud
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TVEDUATOG, EMOTPEPEY TAAY TPOG TOV VOLOV;

70 tvedlla ToD viod

“O11 KooV TaTPOS Kol viod TO TVEDHA.

kol 6pa EUeocty Tiig ayiog tpuadog. O matnp Amnéotelrev, O VIOG
€oapkmon, Kol 0 Tvedla cuvipynoev, O Kol gig T0¢ Kapdiag MUV
éneioehbov, diddokel Aéye, apPa O matnp.

0w Xprotod

d1 10D oTOPOD AVTOD.

[iYY¥]

wpog tovg €€ Tovdaimv SwAéyetar, OekvOg @¢ TO MUEPOC
napotnpeicOat Kol Ufvag kol Katpodg Kol EvienTodg Kai MV &V VOU®
N mapompnols, eidmioratpeiog €otiv. 00OV Yap, onotv, Etepov
todt0, §| oAV Kkai MA@ mpookuvvelv €€ @V ai MUépar THV
napatpnoty Exovcty. &k mepovsiog 88 todto inev, dnostiicat Tod
vOHov BEAmV. ol Yap TNV TEPLTOUNV KNPVGGOVTES, KOl TAG TOLHTOG
GUVEKTPLTTOV TOPATNPTCELS.

HaAirov

00 yap VUELC, pnoly, oikeim wOVE TOV Ogov edpeTe, AL’ avTOg €V
TAavn d1Gyovtag, EnEcTAGATO.

ARG EmoTpEPeTe TAMY Eml TO GoOEVI] KOl TTOYO GTOVYETM

nepi NAov Ay kol ceEMvNg kai dotpmv StaAéyetat, &€ OV ol Tdv
NUEPBV TopaTNPNoEC. TTOYXR 08 Koi acOgvi] adtd KoAel, @©C
Hnoepiav ioydv Exovta. TOANY O¢ 10, TdAy, EQeacty Exel: LeTd TNV
vioBesiav, pnot, koi 10 yvoodijvar vro Ogob.

10 Go0evi)

otoyElo KOGHOL, Td HopLa TOD TOVTOg KOGHOL 1~
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9 | 150b | ~
Oikov

10 | 151 | vo’
10 | 151 | vo’
11 | 152 | vp’
11 | 152 | vp’
12 | 153 | vy’
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12 | 153a |
12 | 154 | v&
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13 | 155 | v¢
13 | 155 | v¢
13 | 156 | vC’
13 | 156 | vC’
14 | 156a | ~
14 | 156a | ~
14 | 157 | v¢
14 | 157 | v¢

ac0evij Kol TT@Y0 VT KOAET, OO 610 TNV EVTEAEIY OOTAV. Ti Yap
ovpovod kol yiic Heyalompenéotepov; Ti 8¢ MAIOL Kol GEARVING
TIHoAPEaTEPOV Kal GoTp@V; AAAL 61 TO €otepficOal vod kal {wiig
kol aicOnoemg.

NUépoag TapatnpeicOor.

€K TOVTOL OMAOVOTL, 0L  HOVOV  WEPLTOUNV  EKNPLTTOV  O1
YELSOTOGTOLOL, GAAG KOL TOVTOV TG TOPATNPNGELS, TNV ApYTV HEV
€k 100 VOOV AaPdvTeg, TapekTpamévieg ¢ Kol ToD VOHOV.
oofodpa

6po. omhdyyva, €keivol caievovtal, kol [Tadlog eofeitat. o o8,
Pnmog, dniol &t €0TdTOG Kol UNT® TEAEOV VALOYNOOVTOG. Koi
didmov avtoic éAntida, 6Tl €i BeAncovoy dvavijyatl, ovk gikel O &ig
adTovg YévnTol kOmog. moel Eheye, UvneOnté Hov Tt@V €ilg VUAG
KOTOV Kol iI0pdT®V, Kol U HoTodonTté Hov Tov Tdvov,

viveoOe ¢ £yd

&t Tpog tovg €& Tovdainv 6 Adyog. yivesbe mg &y®d. Hiuntai Hov,
onoi, vyivesbe, Ot1 ol &y® TOV VOUov €doag, Tf mioTel
TPOGEdPaOV. Kal Yap Kol £Y®, enow, ®¢ LUEG UMY, POV Kol
mePl TOALOD TOV VOOV TO10VEVOC,.

6TL KGY® g DUETS

o@Odpa TOV VOHOV KAYd €mdBovv, GAA’ Opdte TG PeTafEPAnLat.
TV Kol DUETG, enot, {nAdoate TV HeTafoAnV.

adehpoi

TOPOKOAET adTOvG, oikelav TNV Ekelvov coTnpioy 1YOOUEVOG.
de&épyetal 0& avT@V dyaploTias, Kol dg ETipnoav adTov THAG, Kol
¢ TPl TOALOD avTOV £GY0V, ToDTO BOVAGEVOG KOTOOKEVAGOL, OTL
al kot avtdv Aeyxbeicot viv Aowopiot top’ avtod, ovk EAéxOncav
Katd dnéyxdewav Tva iy ExOpav, TG yap &v, enotv, aneyxddg elyov
POG VUAG, mepl mOALOD memoUévovg, GAAT Ot T Agybévtal
KNSOUEVOL KO Gyom@VTog fy.

oV acOéverav

olov Hetd dcbeveiog capkikiic, TOLTEGTL, HeTd SEGUGMY Kol TANY®V
Kol QUAaK®V, Gmep VIO TGV EvavTovpévov T® KnpOyHaTt
VIEUEVOV.

gomyyeMoeauny

i Méyw, enotv, ovk nowNoaté He; TOANY OOV TIUNV &ig SHE
évedeibacbe. kal yap Hactilopevog kol Suwkdpevog, tadta Yap
enow acBévelov copkdg, evnyyeMCOUNV VHIv. kol OP®G TadTo e
opdvTeG maoyovta, olte EokavdalicOnte gig EUE, ovte demtdoaTE
He. TOV yap TWEPAGHOV Hov, ¢noi, Tov év Tfj capki Hov, ovK
é€ovdevmaoarte, TEWPASHOV TOAY KAADV, TOG TANYAG, TG PVAUKAS,
ToVG S1YHOovG.

¢Eentdoare

O06¢ éntdoate enol: OpdVTES e ToDTA TACYOVTA.

aAL” ®g dyyehov BgoD

TG 0OV oK dAoyov, NGi, Slwkdlevov kol ELavvopevoy, Sedéydat
wap” VPOV O¢ dyyelov Kol ¢ avTOV TOV KOPLOV GVHBovAEDOVTO 08
Kol t0 Tpog cwtnpiov Tapovodvra, damtiecOot;
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Hokopiopog

Tig v, Pnotv, 6 Hakopiolog VUGV, dv &yd Te kol Etepol moAlol
EHakdpifov VUG, érl Tf] rakof] Kol 1] brotayfi To edayyehiov; Tig
oVV 1V, NG, VOV Yap ovy 0pd 0OTOV.

Tig 0OV NV

7wov, enoi, 10 (Aot tig Tiotewe KoTopHdata; TO yop Tic, Avti
oD, oV, Tébetkev.

HapTop®

oida, enotv, 8t TV OPOAAUDY VUGBV TIIOTEPOV He fyeiche S1a 10
KNPLYHa ThAaL.

Tig v, 00K EpOTdVTOG £6Tiv, AAL’ olov BovpdlovTog Kol &maipovtog
TV 161 TOTV AVTAV, Koi TOV &7l Ta T Hokapiolov. Tig fv. Hiikog
NV, onot, Oavpootoc. MAikov Haxopiopod &femécare. | kot
gpdIMoY. Tig Nv. AvapepvicOnté enot, Tic RV O Hokapioog DUGY.
Mav yap Eaxdapilov. viv o0& Ti; EAéyym. d1d TodTo HiooDHaL. Ot Ti
0¢ ELEyy®; d1a TNV coTNpioy DUAV.

énel el PN todto My, WG Gv PN 8¢ Hiov EAANV mopacydviev
TPOPaAGLY VUMV, 6 Emonvdv kol Haxopilmv ig 1o yéyewy nAdov;
&x0pog

AV, enoiv, ovk oida Exdpag aitiav, §j 8Tt T GANOT DUV Kai Tpog
compiav dyovto mopodidmpt doyHota, 61 & Kol émavéfjcot VUG
£0eL TNV TTPOG HE aydmnyv.

{nrodorv

o0k &n’ dyaf®, onoi, v ooty VUV gig  Xpiotov mioTtwv
aomdlovtar, GAA Tva OpAC Tadng  ékkAeicavieg  €ovtoig
avoreiocoow Eneobat 611 TPOG LUETEPAV ATATNV TO TO0DTOV AOTOlG
Hepnybvnrot.

0V KOAOG

gott yap kai {fjAog kalog, dtav tig obtw {nioi, dote HiUnocacHot
v apetv. €ott Kol {fjAog kakog, 6tav Tig obTem {nhol, g EkPaielv
TG APETIIG TOV EVAPETOV.

aALd EkKAieToan DUag B0£hovory

amokAelool VUAG, @nolv, kKol Oamayoaysiv Thg aAnbodg yvdoewmg
0élovoty, tva Aomov adTol DUAYV yeVOUEVOL d10GGKAAOL, TPOG TOV
avtov (fAov kol v Hipnow dydyootv DA otd ToUTo dmdyovot
HeV DUAG TG aAnbodg YvdeemS, PEPOVGL 6€ TPOG TOV VOHOV.

KOAOV

BovAeton Seiar BtL ovTol of VIV Avarpémovieg avTodg Kol Tod
vopov &yecbor mopameifovteg kol €k ToOTOL TAPUCKELALOVTEG
avtovg (niotag kol Hpntog ovtdv yevéoOai, €CNAovv adTOLg
woAor v T} yvocel 100 edayyeriov, Ote TOPOV TPOS AOTOVG O
Madrog €5idaocke. kaAOV ovV &otl, @noi, O Ui Hovov &v T
Tapovcig Hov, dALd Kol Tavtote énl kKoA®d {nAovobal. deikvuot 08
dud TV dmovoiay avtod dratnOéviag.

TEKViQ LoV

el kai depbeipate, enot, v Hopenyv t0d Xpitotod Kol TV gikdva
v €0’ VUIv; Opmg &t tekvia Hov €o0Té. tekvia d&, eNot, To HiKpd
kol €1t ayévvntas §| GUPreBévta Bpéoen, Kol yevwnoewmg €voed. dud
10070 0VK £ime TEKVa, GALL TEKViO Hov.
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aypig ov Lope®On XpiroTog £v HUIV

SiepOeipaté, enot, v &p VUiV eikdva tod Xpiotod, fv Mie
évdedvpévol S tod Pomticpatog. oot yap eic  Xpiotov
éPamtiodnte, Xpiotov €veddoache, kai TV Hopenv avtod, Kol 0
glvar avtod PEAN dmoAécate. ypeion OOV ETEpAC YEVVNGE®S, ThG
néAy évtumovong ViV v Osiav Tod Xpiotod Hopenyv. Ti odv;
A OHAG @dived O Thg Owayfic. mAAW yevw®, Owd TG
KatnMoewe, £o¢ Gv éviumwbijte mélwv v Ogiov 100 Xpiotod
Hoponyv . Gpo Tl Aéyovol mpog tavto oi Navoatiovoi; Tdov yap
QavepADC TOTOIG YPae®V TadTa.

ol¢ modive, dypig av ol Heydrot kol dmepeveig thg BedtnTog T0D
Xpiotod yapaxtipes, gic OV DUETEPOV dlamAocOdot voDv.

10ghov 0¢& Tapeivan

6po dydmnv. ovk dpkobUal, enoi, Tolg YpAUHOol, TopPEvoL TPOg
VUAG €ENTouvv, Kol dvtaAda&or Opnvolg kol OAOQUPUOIG TNV Ol
pMUdTev dackariav, iva, enot, Heta Opvev DUAG £didata. kol
YOp amopd Ti €inw mEPL VPOV, TO0eV 0VTOC 0l VYmOEVTEG Tf] YVDOEL
o0  edayyehiov koatefANOnte kol mepioOpecbe yopal, TAAWY
€yopevol Tod VOHOV;

Kol GALGEOL TV @VIV LoV

TV Hev, TV Ektponny Opnviioat, T@V 8¢, T0 PEPatov Bavpdoart.

AéyeTé [lov ol V7o VooV

dmokpidnTé Hot, enotv, ol OEAovTeg DO TOV VOUOV £ival. KOAMDS 88
70, 0€hovteg. TG Yap avT®dV NV dxaipov eriovelkiog o mTpdyUa.

6TL Appadap

ti, onoi, Aéyel mepl €ovtod; kal AOwmOV THG YeVECE®MG QEPEL
Haptopiov. £00G yap avT® TAGHV THV TOANLLY, VOOV KOAETV.

TOV VOOV ovk dxovete; "Hyovv ti|g yevécemg v Biprov;

000 viovg Eoyev
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Kol opaidv Tt katackevalel. €l fodrecbe, pnot, Tod vopov €yxechat,
amoctnTe TOU VOUOV. obtm Yap avtd meloBnoecbe. TovTo WAS; O
vOpog, onoilv, avtdg, &inep iote 0 &v 1@ VOU®, cLUPovAevel
apiotacOor avtod. &l toivuv eifecbe adtd dndotnTe 0VTOD. Spat €
TNV KOTOGKELTV.

éva ¢k Tiig radiokng kai éva £k Tijg Ehev0ipag

Oet&on PovdeTar TOVG d1lL THV CAPKIKNY cvyyévelav Ovtog omépla
10D ABpadyl, tovtéott Todg Tovdaiovg, kot cépko ivar cuyyevelc,
TOVG 8¢ o0 mioTewg €ig oméppa APpadapl gioayolévovg, TOVTEGTL
TOVG XPIOTIOVOVG, KT Emaryyedioy elvan oméppa APpadpl. ALY Kol
1018, PNolv, ££ePANON O kaTh odpka VIO Topon, domep kol viv ol
KaTd odpKa cvyyevelg avtod Tovdaiot. TOV 6€ kat’ Emayyehioy VIOV
tov Toadk, éco Uelvavta Aéyel, domep kai viv, @noiv, ol Kot
gmayyehav cvyyevelc, ol ypiotiavoi. Opdc 61l 6 VOHOG 01dev
EKPOAY TOV 0T PHOVD 6TOL0OVTOV, TOVTEGTL TAV Tovdainv;
KOTd 6apKa yeYEVVIITOL

elkoTOC oV Hev TopanA, kotd olpka Aéyel. VOU® yop QUGEMG
oopkog yeyévvnrat. 0 yop loadk, od VOH® copkOg. TG Yap
YEVVIGELEY O EKATOVTAETNG, GAAL 610 LOVNG TG Emayyeiag;

AML 6 Udv £k Tiig Tondiokng: U oDV 1O KaTd GhpKa £vol VUGG
ovyyevelg tod APpadp, todTo QLoVT®, Kol weléte, 6Tl &l PN
vévnobe tékva kot €mayyediav Tod APpadp, tovtéott HEAN Kol
cveompol Xpiotod, ovtog yap &€ dnayyehiag omépio Tod APpady,
£€m éote ThiC EmayyeAiag.

arvé

TOVTEGTL, TOTTOL NGAY TOV PEALOVGHY S1adnkdV ai yevicelg tdv §0o
To0TOV mWodiov. o0 Yap HOVOV TG OpdHeve, GAAN kol Etepa
VTOYyopeVOVGLV Ol TOKOL.

aiinyopodpeva

avti Tod £T€pmG VOOUHEVa. OV Yap TV ioTtopiov dvellev, ALY T €V
M) iotopiq TpoTLIT®OEVTA S10ACKEL. EMAYEL Yap.

amwo dpovg Xavi- gig dovieiav yevv@doa,

‘Ot 10 vl dpog év ApaPia Hev Eoti. €kel 8¢ O vOUog £000M @
Maooel. yerrvialet 6¢ tf] Tepovoainp. dmep avtod 10 Zwvd 6pog, Ti
TV Apapaov yhooon, Ayap kaAeital. koi, enotv, obtog 1 Ayop
Kai 1 Zappa, TOmOL Hoow TdV dvo Stdnkdv. N Uev mandickn thig
moAaiog 00nKng, T@ Kol avTnV TNV d1dnKnV 60VA0VG TOD VOHOL
yevvay. 1 8¢ eéhev0épa TOTOG ThiC VEag dabNKng, T@ EAevBépoug amod
oD {uyod tob VOpov TikTEW. 8T1, PNGL, TO Xvd dpog EvBa 0 VOROC
£€000m, yerrvialer pév tii Tepovsainy, tij 6¢ tdv Apdafov yAmdcoon
OMOVLHOV €0t T Avyap T O0VAN, Ayap «Koi adTO
TPOGOYOPEVOUEVOV, (G Elval Kol &k ToD OVOHOTOG, TOV THTOV &YYUG
g aAnbeiog yvouevov.

gig dovieiav yevvdoa

Eig dovieiav tiv 100 vopov.

Yop

“Htig, pnot, dwbnkn v Ayap &yl Tomov. Kol ovtwg. dtt 10 Zwvd
Opog tf] TV Apapav yAdoon Ayop KaAeital.

OLOTOVYEL
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TOVLTESTLY dmtetal, yerrvidiet.

dovievel

adt, onolv, 1 Swbnkn M mwoda 1 &v @ Zwvd Opel dobeioa,
dovAdevel Petd v tékvav avtilg T®V Tovdainv, doviedel 08 T@
VOU®.

&éhevBépa

0 H&v tomog tiig Ayoap, &v To0TOlG, 100V Kol O TOmOog TG XAppoc.
Tomog 0¢ avtilg | dvo TepovcaAnp, tovtéotv N €x’ OVPAVIOG.
gkelvn yap 1 wOMG 1@V ToTt®V EAevBépa E0Tiv €K TV &V TQ VOU®
TOpATNPNOEOV. Kol 0TV UGV HATNp, enoiv. dote 1 HEv Ayap,
g modotdg Kol TV Tovdainv minpol tov Tomov. 1| 8¢ Zdppa, THic
véog Kol NHAOV. v 8¢ TepovcaAnp, Kol Tv EkkAnciov Ekxdleoe.
ovotolyel 1) vov Tepovcainiu

ovotoel 82 i) VOV TepovcaAn: olov tf évradda T mi yic. dote
g dve kal Erevbépag, GUE® d1ecTNKAGCL.

Avtn, enoiv, ovy HTOKELTAL VOU®* TOOTN YOp ELevBipa EaTiv.

véypomwTar yap

Kkai obtmg, enoiv, 1) Tappa THmog NV T dvo TepovcaAn, TovTécTl
gkkAnoiog, 8t kol avT otelpa ovco Kol fmoig, ¢ 1 && E0vdv
ékkAnoia mote, éviknoev &v 1@ onépatt TV Ayop, Kol 1| EkkAncio
gviknoe TV cuvay@ynv. kai Haptug tovtev Hooloc.

oV TiKTOVGA

M €& é0vdv éxkAnoig 0 ‘Hoalog éykelevetar, &mi €d@pocvvy
Pofjcat. piiov 8¢, §| v oteipooly &g TOKETOV, §| QOVIV
0ppocvHVNg Pri&ov.

671 TOLAD TO TEKVA TG EpTiLlov

gpnUov kol oteipov kakel, TV & E0vdv éxxkAnciav. kol yop MV
gpnHog dyabod movtog, Tpiv moTeve XploTd.

1] Tiig &xovong Tov dvopa

&yovcav dvdpa, TOV olov d1evbvvovta Kol TPovoodvTa KaAel, THV
ocuvoyoyny t@v Tovdaiov, | ®g &govoav TOV vOUov, §| ®G Exovcay
wéAon v vroyiav 0go0d.

fHelg 0 adehpol, kato Toadk

oV yop Hovov oteipo v 1 ékxkAncio, domep Tdppa, 00SE Povov
ToAOTTaLG £YEVETO MG €KElvT, AAAA Kol oUTmG €yévvnoev. obte yap N
2appo VOU® pOoemg £yévvnoey, aALd yaprtt Beig. obte 1) EkkAnocia
VOU® QUGE®S YEVVE &V Tf] KOALUPNOpa, GALL xapttt Oeiq. Opdc TOV
TOHTOV TAOG Kot TAvTa OoPmVEL T dAnOeiy;

Kot Toaak

00 Yap KOTO QUOY, GALY KOTO Xapv €T€xONUeV, o¢ Toadk Sl Thg
Enayyehog. Unde todto MUAG Avidte, TO TOVG TETOTELKOTAG VIO
TOV amictov éladvecOal. towodtov yap TL kol &v T® TOTQ
gvpiokolley, ioyvoev & 0VIAUDS.

Kot Toadak
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katd Pipnow, onot, tod Toadk €& émayyeliog EcpEV yevvnOévec.
dote T €levBépac Ovteg, odk  Opeilopev VOU® Mwoimg
dovAeve.

al)’ Gomnep 16TE 6 KOTA cApKA YEVVNOEIS

kol €€ avTod tod dldkeshal ToVg meTovg V1o Tovdaimv, ToTE Yap
£010K0VTO, 0gikVLGL TOV TOTTOV dAnBgdovta. kol yap Topani 6 kotd
obpka yevvnbeig, &dimke tov ‘loodk TOV Katd mvedpa kol
gmayyediav texBévTa.

alra Tl AéyerL ) ypooi;

avotépm &vla 10 kepdAalov MpHNVeELETO, TO, Aéyeté Mot ol VO
vOlov 0élovteg elval, TOV VOUOV OVK GkoVete, gimopev TodTO
katackevalew tov I[Hadiov, 611 kol adTOC O VOHOC, TOVTESTV M)
ToAae Tponyopevoe OV £Qv TOV VOOV kal Tov Tovdaicpov, kai
500 dmodédector. OmoTE Yap N Hev Ayap tHmog v tdV Tovdaimv
Kol ToD Tahot vOHov, 1 8¢ Zdppa kai 0 Toadk @V ToTOV Kol Thg
véag Sbnkmg, év oot o0& tf moioud ExPePinton 1 Ayoap Koi O
Topand, éxPade yap, onot, TV madicknv Kol TtOV VOV adTig,
dniovott &v oot T morod mpoelwypagpeito 1 @V Tovdainv
€KPoAn. 0pdc 6Tt 00 Sl T0D VOpoL Exechat; Ol TO TOVG €T ADTH
neno@otag EkPePAiicar; I8od ovv koi avth 1 makaid T SuvEpel
ovvePovrevoe PN €xecbor toD VOOV, T® EKPOAElV TOVG TOOTM
HOvVe otoyodvtag, tovtéatt tovg Tlovdaiovg. &l yop eig del Exphv
OTOWEV T® VOU® Kol 1] Tahotd, ovk dv £EeBANON Hev 1 Ayop kal O
Taig avtic, ol noav tomog TV Tovdaimv. PHovog 8¢ EkAnpovouncev
Toadi, 8¢ v TOTOG T® XPIoTH MEMOTEVKOTOV. KOl TUAYV. 00 S8 TO
dwokew Povov EkPEPAnTaL, GAA’ Tva kol PN yévntal Kowwvog Thg
KAnpovolliog.

apa adeipol

€l Toivuv ovK E0UEV Tadickng Tékva, 00OE 00DAO0L, TMG Tf] doLAEiY
0D VOUoV €ovtovg vmoPdAdopev; odk EoPEv 08, émel PNTE MUDV
TOmog M Ayap, GAL’ Tovdaiov. HU®VY yap 1| Zappa THTOG.

i £hev0epia oOv )| XproTog NUdc Nrevbipwcey

0 vOUOG KatedovAov, 0 Xplotodg NUdg NAevdépwoey k g Katdpag
10D VOHov. Sel ovv, gnoiv, éothvar év i Vo Xpiotod Sobeion
€levbepiq. 10 8¢, oTNKETE, GAAEVOUEVOVG dNAOT.

Kol Un wéiv Luy®

70, TAAWY, avolcOnciov dut@dv dniol. Luyov 8¢ gindv, 10 Popd Tiig
dovAeiag delkvuot Tod VOLOV.

"Iog ¢y® IMadrog

M a&omiotio Tod OVOpaTOog, AvTi Tdong dmodeifemg Expoato.
Xprotodg VUAG 0008V G @eM)oEL

duwn ti; 61 0 mepirevopevog, dfjAov @g v T00 Xpirotod yhpv
gEovevel, Hmo 88 tod VOHOL cdlecabal TOTEVEL TOV 0DV W)
miotevovto Xprotd obte avTog EA01TO MPEATCAL.

611 0pE1AETNC E0TIV HAOV TOV VOOV OO

TPOg T0 HUnkétl, onoi, Undev mapd Xpiotod deeieicbor, Omep
YOAETOTEPOV Hupimv yeevw@dv. kol Papog avemeerss €ovtoig ol
towovtol meprtiféacty. 0 yap katd v TL TOV VOHOV TNpdV, AvAayKnv
g€€el kata mavio TMPElv avtov, €mel mavta olynoetal. Ti 08
Baputepov 1OV VOUIK®Y TOpATNPCEDV;
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Katnpynonte ao tod Xprotod

AmEKOTNTE, Amenéoete A’ AOTOD, AVOEELT] DUIV AOTOV TG KT TOV
Xpiotov. mavta kol Ty yopv adtod.

oitveg &v VOLL® dkaodode

avti to¥, dikarodobor omeddete, woel Eleyev. oitveg omovddlete
€Kk VOpov dikawobobat, thg xdprrog ééeméoare, kal amod Tod VooV
oV dkowOnoece.

MNUETS Yap avedlaTt

NUELG yap ol miotol enol. ovk ék vOpov om{echal TPOGOOKDEY.
GAAD OU  eMQOITNOE®C 7TveVLHaTog Oyiov EAmida  dKoloovVNg
amekdeyopebo: v yapitog Hépel 10 omlecbul TPOGOOKAVTEC
KOADC 0 Keltan 10 €k mioTemwg: JOel yap thv MHetépav Myeicbot
mioTwv Kol oVT®G TV 610 TvedoTog AapPavery dikaiwo :~,
TEPLTOUN

TEPLTOUNVY Aéyel, o TV TPd THC micTE®mS oVoav, MGEL EAeyey. ol
amoypa@opevol &v Tff véq Swbnkm, ovdev ék Tig dxpoPuotiog
nepPrafnoovtal, domep 0VdE EK TTC TEPITOUTG dPeEANONcOVTIL
aAra mioTIC

00K Gpkel yap HoOvov 10 miotebootl @ Xpiotd, dAld Ol v mioTtv
TavTnV évepyeiclon kai StupuAadrtecOat kol olov dvalwmupeicOot
dua tiic gig Xprotov dydnng. aivitretal 08, OTL TGTEVGAVTEG HEV, UN
ayonnooavteg 6& Tov Xplotov, Tpog TOV VOOV NOTOLOANGAV.

Tig VUG évékoye

10 Tic, o0k E6TIV EpTdVTOC, GAL’ OAOQLPOUEVOL, (oEl elmey: NTe
glg teherdom o eOacavteg, ti yéyove; Tig tocoltov ioyvoev dote
€Umodioat VUV tf] aAnbsiq Tod evayyeliov | neibecba;

TELGLLOVT

N melcpovn Tovtéott TO  melsHfjvar  toilg  Aéyovowv VUiV
neprtépvectat. ovk ék 100 Xpiotod 100 KaAoDVTog DUAS TPOG TNV
avtod Tiotv Moel Eleyev. ovk €ml Todt kékAnobe mopd TOD
Xprotod, Hote 101 T To1adTo GVPoVAEvOVGL TEIBETHAL.
i610v yap 0eod t0 Kakelv, 10 6¢ Teibecbal TV AKOLVOVIDV.

Huepa COLM

iva PN Aéyoot: ti TocodTov UV KoMy Hiov évioAnyv povov tod
vopov euio&dviev. onot, Hiov: kol ti Tobto - domep yap €keivn
6lov t0 @Upapa Kipvd, onoilv, obtwg kol VUAG 1 TePLTopn &ig
TéAElOV Eveykelv HEAAEL {ovddicHov, €av MU dlopOdoncbe. éym
némolfa gig LUAG &v Kupim: Bappd VULV, pnoiv, Bappd &v kupim dti
dopbmcecbe, kai 00dEV Ppovicete mapd TNV Sy Hov: todto
d¢. mapabappvvovrtog i~,

0 0¢ Tapdccmv VUag

VUETG Hev petaPfolreicds, Spmg oV mapd todto ol €ig ToUTo VUAC
ayoyovreg, éhevbepwbeiev Tiic Tiwpiog, GAAd Pactdocovot kol
voicovcty o Katdkpia todto.

&y® o0&, adehpol, i meprroli}v £TL Knpdoow

€me0N Aoldopodvieg antov Eleyov, Hmokpithg €otv, dAlayoDd HEV
TEPLTOUTV  KNpOUTTEL, GAAaY0D 8¢ o, ¢enotv, &1L Sudkopor Vo
Tovdaimv, kol DUEIG Tote. €l 0OV meprtopnv  kNpHocm, TEPTTOV TO
duokesOai Ue.
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i odv; o0 mepiétee oV TidOsov; dAld t0DT0 Hév oMV KaTd
oikovoliav, tva edmapadextog yévntot Tovdaiolg. dpa 8&. odk einey,
€l mepLToUn Vv gipyosdpny, GAL™ €l knpvco®. U Yap, enot, 10 Kot
oikovoliav yevopevov, gig 60yHa AGPnG.

apo KaTpynTol 10 6KGvoariov TOD 6TAVPOD

6hwg, onolv, i ol meprrepvécbat, kai todto KNpLoc®, AéAvTaL 1
ouroveikio T®v Tovdaimv 1 TPOg TOV GTOVPOV, Kol 00K £TL €oTiv
adTolc 7TPOg adTOV HAyn. vOv yop o Ttodto T® GTOLPD
ameyBavovtat, 6t ADEL TEPLTOUNV KOl TOV VOHOV.

"O@ehov Kol GmoKOyovTaL

mepl VUGV ot HéLEL, mepl 8€ TOV AvaoTaTovVI®V DA, g dviata
voooUvVT®VY, 00K £TL. Tolyapodv M| Hovov mepitepvécBmaooy, AN
€i0e xal dmokdmovg EaVTONE Emoincav.

"O@ehov

€ife kal téheov €E€telov E0VTOVG, Ol TNV TTig TEPITOUT|G DUV dmdtny
TPOGPEPOVTEG,.

Vel yap én” EhevBepiq

0UK £T1 yap VOU® SO0VAEVOLEY.

gig agopunyv 1 capki

Emeldn Gvo kol kdto éhevbepiov kalel, koi &tt AmnAAGyney S
Xpiotod, 10D vopov, Epofndn U drovonowowv dti EAHON 6 Luyog
10D VOOV, Kai Aowmdv Eeotv & Bovddpeda mpdTTey. TodTO OVV
dopbodtar koi ¢not. Ui damoypriioncBe Tij €hevbepiq eig 1O
dovAevey Kol Toig Thg capkog Embupiog.

copkl

péynte ENol . TovtéoTv €ig T0 dobvol ydpav Toig Tig oapkiC
émBoupiong.

GALd Ol THg Gryanmng

gmeldn aveike tov Quyov tod Vvopov, Etepov Emttifnot Tov Ti|g
ayanng, €hoepov te Kol ioyupdtepov Ekeivov. 10 08 SOLAEVETE,
oo, 10 émretapévov Tig AyAmnG. KaADG 6& TO, GAANAOIG. GO
Papyiog Yap ooy adTOlG EICKOUAGAVTES, 01 TPOG THV TEPLTOUTY
GvaoTaToDVTEC.

0 yap mag volog

el 6Awg, enol, TAnpodv BéAete TOV VOOV, UN &v T® mepitéplvesbar,
AL &V T® dyomdv GAAMAoVG, TANpodTE OOTOV.

€l 0& GAAN AoV OGKVETE

dakvew 8¢ Kol &t EMTOKTIKOTEPOV TO Katechiewv Aéyel, 1@ 1A
Towdta 60Ypata TapeUPArAEWY. OO Yap TOGODTOV GOUO damavaTol
katecOidpevov, 6cov yoyn eOsipetarl €k TV TOOLTOV SOYUATOV.
BAémete ovV. mroOodVTOG 88 TODTO. PN VI GAANA@V dvodmOfite. 1
yYop otdolg, ¢notv, adtm kol VHAG Eyel TOVG GVACTATOVVTOGC
KatafAdyot. €ikog 8¢ avtov Pn Hovov mepi Tdv doyHdtwv todto
dnAodv, dALA Kol apmay®dv, Kol TAoVEELDVY, Kol ETEPMV ASIKIDV.

263



15 | 210a | ot
16 | 211 |
16 | 211 |
17 212 |
17 212 |
17 | 212a | dort
18 | 213 | vy
18 | 213 | vy
19 | 214 | &
19 | 214 | &
19 | 214a | #
19 | 214a | #

Ev 1@ devtép® TOP® TdV €ig Tov Telexmh EEnyntikdv: €ig T0 o1
t00T0 matépeg payovral tékva Eppnivevom ov (NORMALLY ocot),
140e émAé€emc pnol. Toladto 8¢ 0Tl Kol Ta TOPA T ATOGTOA®:
aittopéve tovg otactdlovtag Tpog GAAMAOVG &V TIoY EKKANGIOIG
€l 0& dAANA0VG dakveTe Kol katatidobe: kal 0 Bglog Haptug ITidviog
é&v i 7[...] 7Tov¢ év @ Kot TOV SwYHOV TopomESOVTOC Kod
Embvoavtag EAOOVTag 8¢ mpog avtov &v @ decpopin
AVOKANTIK]] TopavESEL, 0UTMOG AVaPEPEL TV YPo, Aradyopevog
obtmg: kowvi] koAdoel kKoAdlopatl: Katd HeEA®Y TEUVOAL: OpdV TOVG
Hapyapitog Tiig ExkkAnciag. Vo T®V YOIPOV KOTOTATOVHEVOVS TOVG
aotépog Tod ovpavod, VIO TNV 0VPA TOD OPAKOVTOC €ig TNV YijV
oecVpHEVODG TNV GUTELOV Tiv €@DTEVGEY Tiv €@UTEVGEY 1) 00l TOD
0g0D, V7O TOD GVOG TOD HoVIoD AvOHEVNV: Kol D™ Etepa GAAG N
TIG VWOAGPN, Tékva, OTL NOvVATNoE O KVPLOG, GAAG TMEC HUn
advvatel 1 yeip Hov 10D EedécOar; | éBapuve TO ovC TOD WY
axovecsOat; GAAL T1 GpopTiUata VUGV Stiotnow dvaléownv VUGV
kol 100 @god: NUEANCOV UEV yap- €viol 08 Kol KATEQPOVNGAEV
GAAMAOVG dGKVOVTEG Kol GAANAOVLG KOTOUTIOUEVOL, VT’ AAANAQV
avnAmOnpev.

TVEVLOTL TIEPTTATEITE

Kotd TvebPd, enot, Kol Td avt@® dokobvta dudyete kol Prodte, Kol
00K (v TANPOONTE GOPKOG EMBVLaY.

1 yap ocaps émOvpel kato Tod TVELATOG

obpra évtadba, Tag capKikag kal Tovnpag EntBupiog Adyel. Tveda
8¢, v €mi Tf] dpeti, xopwv 10D ayiov TVeLHATOC. Kol Nov. 1| Hev
kakio dvrtikertol Tf) dpetf, N 6& apertn A Evavtiodtal T Kakig
Taday®yod tvog taév avaminpodca kol P édoo NUAG KT TOG
oavrag EmBupliog mopedechat.

dAlmg. avtikertol 1 apetn tf Kokiq, iva ), Thg Kokiag épebicdong,
ev0émc domep amdAvtov Kol dyorivotov éml mpavods @Eépntatl T
capKiKov B€ANHa Tpog v apaptioyv. TaAw dvtikerton Tf] Gpeti 1
kakio, tva PN tig dpetiic M épyocia dtaAaimopog mavin Kol
ducboc €, kol olov £k @voemg kol & Avaykmg Muiv
OGUYKEKANPOMEVY, Kol B¢ HOVe T® dStavondijvar katopBovpévn,
YOPIG oToVdTIC Kol Amdong Kol AyovicHatog. adTog 88 GLVTOMMG
adtd enowv, iva Pn Grep v 0éAnte, tadto moujte, UNTE TG KOKAQ,
enow, evyepdc OAwG Kol AK®AVT®G, HNte Ta dyadd Ppediong mtavin
Kol OAYDpmG. T0 0UTO TPATTOUEVA, 00O  Ayadd v &in.

€l 0¢ mvevlaTl

el kot Vv Povinv, enot, tod ayiov mvedatog TepInaTEiTe, 0V
opoinoece. 0 0¢ PN mraimv &v Tvi, oV xpnlel Tod VOHOL Kal Ti|g
évtebfev oLUPOLATG. 0 8¢ ye PN ypnlov, ovTE VT AVTOV E0TLV,
Omep Kol dAloyod enot, dikaim VOLog o KeTTaL.

Qovepa 0f éoTl

woel Eheyev, €€ abTOV TV KapTAV EMyvdoeche v movnpay Kol
@oOANV ToAlteiav. copKOC O& mAAv Afyel, TOD OlapBeipopévou
Aoytopod kai thi¢ yeddovg Kol capkikiic {ofic.

10 £pya Tijg cupKig

SfjAov Toivov d¢ GapKa, TO GOPKIKOV GPOVIHA KOAET, TOVTESTL, TG
YOYTC TNV €Ml TA XEIP® POTNV, TVEDUO OE TNV SESOUEVV XAPLV.
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axaBapoia, acélyera

axoabopoiov Kol doélyelay enot, Tpdmovg aicypovg Topveing.
E0par

al dducot. giot yop xal dikatat EyOpat, ai ot v wioTv yvOpeval. €l
duvatov yap, enot, o €5 VUV UeTd TAVTOV AvOpOT®V ElpMVeDETE,
o¢ eivar dfhov, 811 Eottv &t 0K EoTL Suvardv. Cfijlot. od ypw yap
{nievew, aAlO yaipewv HeTd yopoOvVIOV, Kol Kloieww HeTd
KAOLOVTOV.

&piferan

olov @ulovelkiot 4md thg Eprdoc.

K®Ool

TO KOUOOE Kl ATOGKAOTTEWY AAAOTPiOG VTOANYELG LeTd HEOMC.
Pacireiav 00D 00 KAnpovouRGoLVGL

Téo¢ Pacireiog EKMTOGLS. TA Yap TOV TIHOPIGV O1dpopal.

Kapmog

Kapndv eime kol odk Epyov, tva Seifn 611 Tiig Tod 00D Seiton
Bonbelog €ig 10 kapmopopfical. Tod mvedUOTOg. 1| 00TOD TOD
TOPOUKANTOV, 1} TOD TveupatikoD Kol Evapetov Piov.

xopa

70 yaipew €nl 0@, T0 cvveidnow Exewv. ol yap tolodtot yaipovot.
KOTO TOV TOL0VTOV 00K £6TL VOLLOG

0 yap todto Kotoplok®mg 00 dgitol ToD Todoy®yoDVTOG VOHO.
VYNAGTEPOG YOP 0OTOD EGTLV.

o1 0¢ o0 Xp1oTod TV 0apKa.

elto tva PNy Aéywot, ko tic tadta motel; noiv. ovtoi gicty oi Tadta
molodvteg, oitveg TV cdpko To0 Xpiotod, Tovtéstt 1O oikelov
o®dUa, oapé yap Xpiotod, 10 NUETEPOV GHA, EGTAVPOGAY KO 010V
EVEKPOGOV ATO TAOV COHOTIKGV ToddV. kal ov Hovov 0 oda,
doov fikev €i¢ Td TaON dotavpmoay, GALY Kol adTd T ThON, G0V
NKev &ig 10 émtedelcon map odTOV EoTAVPMVTOL, KATH TAVTNV THYV
EpUnveiay, 10, 8¢, mapérketal. 1| oVT®G. Kol Ti Aéyw, enoiv, &v ko’
v dpetiic 1d0c; icl Yap Tveg ol Kol EoTavpOGAY EAVTOVS, GOV
TPOG 0 AN, Kal T wAon, doov TPOg EaVTOVE. KOTO TAVTNV TNV
EpUnveioy, ov TapéAkeTor TO, 68, ol 6& tod Xplrotod, TovTéoTl
TEIVOVTEG TNV €0VTAOV GAPKO E0TAVPOGAV. OVT®G O KANUNG &V
TEUTTO® VTOTVTIOCEDV.

€011 0¢ T0 ol 8¢ kal dvTi ToD ovTo1 8¢ é€akoboat. ovtol O€ giotv olC
glnov, of Tiveg To0 Xp1otod TV odpka Eotadpwoay, Kol €&fic.

gi {dPev mvedlaTt

‘Opeilopev odv kai MUelc kotd THV PovAny tod mvedlatog Ciiv.
Grog otavpodv PéALOvVTEG TNV Gapko NUOV, Kol TVELHOTL, @NOl,
oToy®dHeV, TOVTESTV ApKECODEY Tif TTapd ToD Ayiov TveDHATOG
dobeion ydprrt, kKol U {ntdUev €k VOOV coBTjval.

H1 yvopeda kevodocor

0010 Yap TO TAVTOV aiTiov TV KOK®OV.

aAiiniovg TpoKarovEVOL.

eig Epelg dOnAovortL.

aiirovg pOovodvTEeg
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4 | 234b | oot

5 [ 235 | A&

amo yap kevodoiag 6 pOovoc. amd eOovov 8¢, Ta Hupio Kokd.
CHAPTER 6

~ o

npoiN Q0T GvOpmmog Ev TIVL TOPATTAOLATL

ToALOL €ig avToVg PLAapyio fTIMHévol, &v T TPOg Td ApapTHHaT
TV TANGiov émtipnoel, 10 tdbog Eminpovv. Omep dopbodtat. Eav
Yap TIG, PN o1, cuvapTayT] €mi apapTHaTL. TOUTO Yap TO, TPOANEOT
VUElS oi mvevaTKOL

ol katd mvedpa (dvteg, koataptilete, Tovtéoti SopbHodche TOV
towodtov. egita EkPaAlov v elapyiav, ¢noiv, &v TveLHOTL
TPROTNTOG. TOLTESTLY, &V MPAOTNTL, NTIg €0Ti YOploHa Tod dyiov
TveOHaTOG.

OKOTAV GEAVTOV

gito. tva P 6 Sopddv Emapdfi, noil: okodmeEL Kol GV Kol THPEL
caVTOV, U1 101G i601g AADG.

aAMrov ta Bapn Bactalete

gnedn yap ovk Evi elvar  EvOpwmov yopig Gpoptiog, mapoivel pn
axpiforoyeicOot mpog te tod mAnciov GpapTAHOT, O 0D BTt
Kol oV €yelg apaptiag, kol xpn NUAg GAANLo1g cupTEpIPEpechal.
Kol 00TO¢ avarinp®@oate TOV VOLov ToD XploTtod

o

iva O élol Agimel dALOG GvamAnpdoT GUUTEPLPEPOUEVOS HOot. Kol
obtmg, ék 10D &va Exactov T@ TANGiov yeipa d1d6val, TAnpodvTat
al évrolai tod Xpiotod.

fi 611 0 dAAMAV PBdpn kol éAdtTdpata Poctdlew, katd TOVTO
TAMpwoic éott 10D Vopov tod Xpiotod, kabo €& aydmng yiveral.
TANPOTIKY| 6¢ 1) dydmn tod Ogiov vopov.

Kai obtog dvarinpdcate: 0 yop tod Xpiotod vopog, o0 TV
Epy@V T0100T0G £0€iyON. adTOC Yap TAG AUapTiag MUY dvéraPe, Kol
Tag vooovg éPdotace. koi, 1 VmePPoAN, OTL KOl oTOLPOV Kol
Odvatov EP NUAV KoTedEEATO.

i yap dokel Tig givai T

81 antd Hovov 00dév dottv, O Sokel eivai Tt Toryapodv Pndev dv,
EQVTOV PPEVOTTAT].

ookialetrom £kaoTtog

éetaléto Exactog mop  £avt®d To Pefropéva avt@d: TodTo Yap
TowdV, €0vToV €ig T0 Pertio HetappuOiicel. 0d vopobetodvrog 6
0070, AAAL cuyKaTaPaivovtoc. o0 d&l eV yap, enot, kKavydoOat. &l
8¢ dpa, k@v Un og 6 Papioaiog Kotd ToD TANGIOV KOVY®, GAAL KV
Katd covtoD.

(BMwg.) &l 8¢ kai oguvovesBar Oéhelg, onoi, OV cavtod
nePLoKoOTEL Plov, KOV AKATAYVOGTOV EDPNG, KATH GOVTOV GEUVIVOL,
ginep dpa 10016 o€ Ol TOIETY.

70 6% Epyov ovtod dokialeT®: € yap Tig TO £owtol Epyov
dokalot, koi Eavtov Epevvi axpipds, HOAAOV gig Eavtov EEel TO
KavynHo, kol ovyl kab €tépov, tovtéott kb €avtod EEgl 1O
KavymUa, olov avTod KatayvdoeTal, Kai ovyi ETépav. i &l Eoavtov
£Eel TO KoOMHa, TOVTESTLY ADTOC E0VTOV EAATTOOUEVOV KOl EVOEDG
Exovta PAET@V, €0vTov PEPWETOL Kol THG £TEP®V ATOGTACETOL KOl
KOTAYVOGEMG, €10 E0VTOV, 0VOE TNV OVTNV Gel Toltteioy ovTOD
dpvidttovta, ALY Kol TovTng £60° Ote dramintovta.

"Exaotog yap T0 idr10v
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Tl yap Kotakavydcol tod mAnciov; enoi. kol ol KAKeIvog 10 dtov
eoptiov Pactdoete. kol toTE doKiacOnoeTal EKdaTOV TO EpYOV.
KOWOVEITO 6§

KEAEVEL TOIG TAV TMVELHOTIKAV OGTOANDOVGL, HeTadiddvolr TV
GOPKIKODV.

0 KotnyoOUEVOC TOV AOYOV, TOVTESTLY, O O1000KOHUEVOS, HETAdIOOTM
@ OBACKOVTL, TPOEAS, €bvolav, TIUNV. todto Yap Snrol T0, &v
nicwy dyadoic. koAdc 68 eime, kowwveito, kai ov HeTadidoTwm.
KOWw®Vio, yop O TpdyHo. EKEIVOG TVEVHATIKE GUVEICQEPEL, GV O O
S1d0oKkOHEVOC, CAPKIKA.

0£0g 0V pukTnpileTan

00K dmoatdtol, o0 T® Ayodd Kokd, 7| TWAAWY T® KaK® Aayoda
avtdidwotv. avéykn yap icov eivar TOV GUNTOV 16 oTOP®. KOd
0Vdelg OpdPovg oneipag, oitov Oepioeiey.

611 0 omeipov gig Ty cdpka

Tl 0¢ T omeipel &v TM coapki; HEOMV, TPLETYV, YOooTPLapYiay,
drolaciav. 6 tolodtoc €k 1Tfig capkdg, olov S THV GhpKo THV
TANpHeAMcaoay, EEEl TIHpioy EKEL. TO O& €K THG GOPKOG, TOVTECTL
1 T®V €v T copKi OTOPEVTOV AUOPTNHATOV.

0 0¢ omeipov €ic TO Tved o

Ti 8¢ T1¢ omeipel €ig 10 TvedHa TO Gywov; Ti GAko, §| Edenpocvny,
Kol 6OEPOGUVNY, Kol TAGOV APETNV;

&€k ToD mvevatog Oepioel oMy aidviov

domep yap dhpopa Td omépUATa THG copKOS Kol Tod TvedlaTod,
obtow kai 6 Oepioldc. éxel @Oopd, ®Oe (on aidviog. R
EKKOKKMDEV.

M1 éKKaKK@ eV

Un dmeinopey U 8& EkAvO®UeY, S1d TO £lvol TAG AVTISOcELS &V T)
HéAAOVTL. Eotan yap kalpog 0 mdviog HEwv, dtav droldfmpey T
Kohd, kol Ogpicopev ta VOV MUV oropévio ypnotd. eito £meidn
Oepiopol EUvnpovevcey, oVTOG 08 KOTOL Ogital Kol KAUATOV,
npocébnke, Un EkAvopevol, doel Eleyev. 0 Oepilv TOTE, 0V KALVEL,
000 kAvetal, ®g &v T@ KOOU® TOLTE. M| TOivuvy AKOVCAVTEG
Oeplopov, TaAY kal tote Poybelv bovonoeTe.

&mi Jev yap v aicOntdv Tpaypdtov, Kol 6 omdpog elye koMo, Kol
0 AENTOC OGUOTOC. J1OADEL YOp TOAAA TOVG GUOVTOC, Kol TO GUAY,
Kol 10 Thig dpoag Beppov. AL’ Ekelvog 0V To10UTOG O AUNTOG. TOVOL
Yop Kol dpdTOC EoTv EAeBeEPOG. TOVTO Yap N, U1 EKAVOUEVOL

pn ékhvopevor: §j U EKAVOEVOL, TOVTEGTL P1| ATOVOPKAVTES, UNOE
g dyaboepyiag dpiotapevol. t@v yap €ig Téhog dyoviopévov
£€0Tiv O GTEQUVOG.

MG KOpOv Exollev

év 1] (ot yap tavtn, 0 Kapds £0TL THig Epyaciag, EKel 6€ ovk ETL.
70 aya00v mpog mavrog

wpog Tovdaiovg, Tpog "EAAnvag, é&aipétmg 8¢ Tpog TOVE TIGTOVG.
ANAikolrg
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T0 TMAiKolg ov Heyébovg €oti SNA®TIKOV, GAAL Qpoppiog TMV
YPOUUOTOV. OcEl EAeyey. Kol TodTa U 10D YPAPEW KAADGS, OU®G
nvaykooat idtoxepov TNV EMGTOAMYV yphwat, 310 T0 OHoAoyiov
Hov, enotv, idoyepov anokeichat, 6tL 00 KNPVGC® TEPITOUNYV MG
ol dtaPdArovieg Aéyovoty.

6601 0¢hovory evpoconiicaL

ool 0&hovot, ¢nol, mapd AvOpodmolg evSokilelv, ovTOL
avaykdlovow VUGG mepitepvécsBol. moiolg avOpomolg; 1 mapd
‘Tovdaiolg g Exopévolg ToD TATPMOL VOOV, T Tapd Toig EE® TOIG
avOpomolg, mg Hadntaic VUV kexpnUévorg.

&v capki

&v oapki yap, Toutéaty, &v avBpmmolg

VHaG TeprTEvecOm

0éhovowv Exev kol £tépovg mepitepvopévovg, fva pn 018 Tod
otovpod Kol Tii¢ miotemg, EAadvavtol kol diwkmvrtal. &l 0¢ £ort,
dow@vtal, obtw VONoels. mdvta molodol, kol avOpomolg dpéoat
Bélovat, Hovov tva Pn dud Thg TioTemc dpywvTal Kol SotKdvTaL.

0V Yap oi mepLTEVOLLIEVOL

delkvuot kot kevodofiov TO miv avTodC mOlEiv. od ydp ovToL,
onoiv, ol meprtevopevol kol VUGG TEPITEUVOVTEG, DG VOMOV
podvieg Kol QLAGTTovteg TolTo mMoodow, GAN iva &ywot toD
KavydcOal dpoppnv 010 Tod VUAC TEPITERVELY. TODTO YOP 0TIV, €V
0 NUeTépe capki, tva, enoiv, dct Siddokaiot, koi HodnTac VUGG
&xoot.

£Uol 0& 1] Yévorto KavydcOal

tig 6¢ M kavynolwg OtL S MUAg Todg dva&iovg kotedéato
oTavpodijval. TodTo yap MUV Kavyncemg AQopUn. €ig TOV GTAVPOV
obv 10D Xpiotod & Mot kovydcOoi, TOV 10l dmicTolc koi
gmoveidiotov eivor Sokodvra.

p Yévorro

O¢ YoremoV TL Anndéaro.

31’ 0V &llol k6o oG EcTadpeTIL

kOGHovV @nol, 0 ProTtikd TpdyHata, TOV Tapd avOpdrov Eravov,
v 86Eav. 8cov ovv mop’ EHol, TadTa mAVTO VEKPE £GTIV. £t
dnitoacy eime: kol &yd, onot, tovTolg Vekpdg eifi, TH SutAn
VEKPOTNTL TO PEVKTOV 0DTAV dNADV Kol TAVTEADG AVEVEPYNTOV.
GALD KovT) KTiog

KON KTiolg €oti, PN ol, Td TAVTa, TAVTEG Yap of T€ EUmepitopol Kol
ol dkpofuatol ToTEVoAVTAG, KW KTIGIS Yeyovapey, ol mtolotod
avOp®TOL TOPEVTOG, KOl UV avayevvnBéviov év Ti] KoAvUpnopa.
K0l 6601 T® KOVOVL TOVT® GTOLY1]C0VGLY

6oot, enoi, T® Kovov kol Tf dayf] tavtn apkecH®dGL, TO Koy
Ktioy elvan Td mévTa, Kol U Hroddcty £0vTodg T VOU®.

Kkai £l Tov Topani Tod 0go0D

TopanA 6 Totog 6Tt Ldg, MG OpdV TOV Bg0v. g dye AmoToc, KiV
€k 100 TakmP €otv, EkBEPANTAL THG TPOG ADTOV GLYYEVEING.
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16 | 252a |

171 253 | vy’
171 253 | vy’
17 | 253a | ®QT
17 | 254 | v&
17 | 254 | v&
17 | 2565 | ve’
17 | 2565 | ve’
18 | 256 | vC’
18 | 256 | vC’

TopanA tob Bgod mpog dvidiactory Tovdoimv Aeyoviav E0Tolg
Topani: évtaov 6¢ ék Tiig T0d catavd cuvaynyfg kal olov &v Ti
amoxaAdyeL, PN oil.

70D Aowmod Kémovg [Lot [nodeig mapeyéTm

T00T0 OVK OKV@AV Aéyel, YN yévorto, dALO BovAdUEVOG TOVG TTap’
avTod Te0évTag VOHOUG AKIVATOVG £ival, OC UNKETL LEAAOVTOG adToD
TpooTBEVAL T DPALPETY.

700 Aowwod KOTOvg Hov Undeig: Hnodeig Mot KOTovg mopeyfTo,
Undeic Mot mpog dmoloyion MV mpdttm &ykoAeitw. Eyo yop Koi
oy®v, HeiCova v 010 TV Epy@v dmoAoyiav. Td yap otiyloto oD
Xpiotod, tovtéotv ai vEp Xpiotod mAnyal Kol ovAal, avtd fodct
Kol TOV VmEP avTtod Opopov kot CfjAov, kal TO GVLTOKPITOV Kol
kaBapov kol avundotolov Tod kNpOYHatog. 1 Undeic Mot kdmovg
mopey€tm. UExpt tivog, OAyelc Mot kol KkOmOvG Mot ¢noi,
GOAEVOUEVOL TopéyeTe; SuoOTNONTE £l Kai PRy TL 8ALO, GAL™ oDV Tl
otiypato 100 Xprotod, d 6u” DUAG Kol o010 TO €ig DUAG KNPLYHE, &V
@ oopatt TEPIPépw. eimwv 68, otiydata  Xprotod, Gpa
Gvopipvioketl 8Tt Kakeivog DIEp UMY Enade. Kol TavTi oV TPOTR
amootival Tod vopov kal éotnpiybart tij mictel Tpootikey.

10 oTiylota 100 XproTod

otiydato Aéyel Tag TANYOS, TQ TpavHaTa, TG o0 TOV KUpLov Kod T
KnpvyHa.

&V T® odlaTi [Lov PacTtdlm

woel Eleye. Undeic pe ag vmokprrny dwPoariréte® mop’ VUIV. avTd
YOop T TpovpoTo Kol ol 61 TOV KVOpLov TANYol HopTtupolot Hot
avumokpitog moitevechat. d1efdAreTo YAP, TAVIN TOIDY O KATH
VIOKPIOY, Kol AAAOYOD HEV TEPITOUNV KNPOUGG®V AAAay 0D OE 0.
HeTh TOD TVEVLOTOS DUDV

oLV T@ MYEHOVIKD. Tf] Yuyi] TV xbptv Eredyetal yevéshar.

TéA0G vV Be® ti|g Tpog [aAdrtag EmoToAtC.
&ypaon ano Poung.
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APPENDIX II: The critical edition of Galatians from the complex

Constantinopolitan Pauline catena

CODICES
A = Parisinus Coislinianus gr. 26 (GA 056)
B = Monacensis gr. 375 (GA 0142)

' = Venetus Marcianus gr. Z. 35 (343) (GA 1925)
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1857-1866: 611-682.

Typ. Par. : J.A. Cramer, Catenae Graecorum patrum in Novum Testamentum, vol. 6, Oxford:

Oxford University Press, 1842 (repr. Hildesheim: Olms, 1967): 1-95.

Theodoret PG 82:  J.-P. Migne, Patrologiae cursus completus (series Graeca) (MPG) 82, Paris:
Migne, 1857-1866: 36-877.

Staab : K. Staab, Pauluskommentar aus der griechischen Kirche aus

Katenenhandschriften gesammelt, Minster: Aschendorff, 1933.

Declaratio siglorum

[...] litterae perditae
* prima manus
alt. alterum

ar. ante rasuram

¢ corrector

cf. confer

COrT. Correxit

comm. comment

f. / ff. folium/ folia

in mg. in margine

om. Omittit, omittunt
p.r. post rasuram
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[pog T'addtog

<Gal.1.1-2> Hablos dmécTolos ovk am’ avOpomwy 00d¢ o1’ avBpdmov- diia o Tycod
Xpictod: kai Ocod maTpog Tod EYeipavtos adTov Ex vekpdv: Kal oi odv EUol mAVTES AdEAPOIL:

taic éxxincios tijc Ialdatiog

Ev00C 10 mpooitov: THv yeyevnuévny éréyyet Stofolv: kol dvapel. To P eivar avOpdrmv
Habneg: g yap dmootolikilg e yaprrog &GSl «ovKk avBpdT®V» T0DT0 AVT® Sed®KOTOV
(6edwkoTV A] dedokdtwv BI): 008 yap 0@’ étépov £CdypnTo: GAL’ adTOg adTOV O deomdTNG
ovpavdbey ékdleoeyv (BT om. ékdiecev) ovk avOpdT® xpnodpevog HIOVPYR: TODTO Yap TO «OVSE
U avBpdnov»  kai tva U Tig dYmovpyov todTov volion. émnyaye: «koi 0god matpocy Siddokwv
MG 0VOEHioY PUoEMG SloPopav: 1 «d1a» onpaivel: kol 0 «Eyelpa» 68 0¥ Tiig 0D Hovoyevodg
OgbtnTog aivittetan v dcbévelav: ov yap 1 0eotng Emabev. AL’ 611 TO Tig Evavlpmmnoemg ov

5 7

HOVOog O 1i0g GroVOUNGeY. GAAL Kol O Totip émel yap ol 1@ VOU® cvvyopodvieg: TOV moTépa
€00KoVV TIHAV, Ogikvuoy O AmOGTOAOG: OV TOV VIOV HOVOV: GAAN KOl TOV TaTépo, THG Kovig
xopnNYov ddnkng: evkaipmg tijg oikovopiog kai tod Ooavdrtov pvnobeic: tva tdv tod Xpiotod
€0EPYECIOY VTOUVAGAS TOVT® TQ TPOT® Teion HNKETL T® VOH® Tpocéxev GAAd t@ Xplotd-
whvtov 8¢ HEUVNTAL T®V AdeA@V: Emel ol daPdAilovieg Eleyov: povov tov [Madiov katd
Kawvotopioy kKoAVEWY THV TEPTOUNV: Seikvucty oDV KAKEIVOUG KOW®VODS T@MV TO0VTOV
doyldtwv: Evdeillg 8¢ BupoD- to PN singiv ©g (bg AT] om. B) eimBel toig dyannroic. dAAL Toig
gxkAnoialg ov 100 0god. dAlG i Tolotiag koi mwoAAag avtog Adyswv od Hiav: nNAdV og

mavtoyod elpyev 1 vococ:

dAlog «ovk am’ avOphTV» PEv 6t Bela v kKekAntat. kKai &ti 1 ArocToAn adTd Mg &v
10l mpaceot yéypamtol vd Tod Tvedpatog dédotal dpopicate yap Hot enoiv tov Bapvafov kai
IMadlov 60ev kal dfAov. d¢ pio é€ovoia otiv viod kai TvedpoTog VI’ ékeivov yap dpopicbeic.

070 10D Xpilotod Aéyel dmeotdABal Adapopmg T AOY® YPOHEVOC Koi £mel ol aipeTikol (G
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ghattova TV S1dke€y mpooéppyav T@ vid, TiBnol tadv €mi matpodg N vopobetelv MUdg
dackwv Tf| AppnNtd eVceL. PN 8¢ Pétpa Opilev Bedtnrog. dAAG kal ETepov TTOlEl: Sl TO &V T
Borticpatt énvogly Tvag EAdttooty Tod viod 6Tl Hetd TOv Tatépo tétaktal VOV Tpotifnot tod
TATPOC TOV VIOV" Kol EMAUPOTV TV «S10». EUPPATTOV TOV KEVOAIY®V TA GTOHATO. KOl TOTEPQ UEV
KaAel TOvV 0gdv- Bovddpevog Ty éxxkAnciov eic vioBesiav éAnAvOviav. hevdépav elvar Thc Tod
vOpov dovAeiog: d1d 0 ToD €yelpavtog. deikvuot ta Tiig Oelag evepyeciag eig NUAG yeyevnéva
gEaipeto kai 811 o0 Mwotg o0 dvieiyovro. ménovley §i Ecmoey (Ecwoev AB] Eowlev T), AL 6
Xpiotog &1 82 ta vOppa Eomlev, odk NV xpela otavpod: ovy 8Tl 8& i 1O dclevelv E0nTov
gyeipar yéypamtat K70 10D TATPOG Eyeptnoechor: S yap Tii¢ i avTOV TioTEMG TODTO TOLOVONG
Kol TV ilatiov t@v Hadntdv. avtog nodével. Al i TNy gipntot todto tod maTpog: 1 U
étépav oikovopiay’ éxeivog yap eimev Moate kol éyepd- toig ékkAncioig 82, iomg cuviyar &k

TPOOpliov 10 6Tac1dloV KOTETEYOUEVOG

1-10 e000g — Sdwbfkng] cf. Theodoret PG 82.461.10-14 10-11 gdkaipog — 1@ Xprot®] cf. comm. 3
12-14 ndvrov — doypdrev] cf. comm. 5 15-16 &vder&ic — Taratiag] cf. comm. 6
16-17 koi moAhag — vooog] cf. Theodoret PG 82.461.37-39  18-27 d&Ahog — dovAeiag] not

identified 27-29 du 6¢ — ypeia otavpod] cf. Typ. Par. 7.15-20 29 &i 6¢ — otavpod] cf. Eusebius of
Emesa Fr. Gal 47.1-2 29-33 oby 61t — Kkartemeryopevog] not identified

<Gal 1.3-5> Xapic dUiv kai eipiivy dro Ocod matpos yudv- kai Kvpiov Tncod Xpietod: tod
06vrog éavtov (Eovtdov A° BI'T adtov A*) dmép tdv apaptidy UGY. 6rwg éEEnTar HUaS éx ToD
&veeTdTOS Aldvos movypod- kata to Oéinla tod Ocod kai matpos (00D Kol matpog A] TaTpog

BT) gUdV: @& 3§ d6&a gig Todg aidvag Tdy aidvov iy’

Avaykaing tobto vdv Haloto Taldtolg émotéliov tibnow érel yap ékwvdvvevov Ti

TEPITOMT] ThG YOprtog Ekmecelv. &medyetal Ttodtny avtolg: Kol €mel mpog 0edv £avtovg
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g€emodlépooay T TV VOUIK®V TapoTnpNoEL. TOPAKAAEl TPOg TV TPOG adTOV €ipNvny TAAY
a0TOVG Emovayayelv: «matépo» O& €vtadba. TOv «Oeov» Kolelr KabamtOpEVOG aOT@V Kol TNV
aitioy dmopivickmy. St fg TEQHvacty viol ov yap S1d vOpHov. did 88 Aovtpod moAtyyevesiag.
tave N&wdncav tig Tf|g: ©obev enoiv 0 60DA0G O MAALOTPIOKEVOG. «TOTEPO» KOAELS TOV
«Bedv»- PNy 6 vOHog tovTiy UV &xopicato THV edyévelav; ti oDV KaTtoAMmoOVTeg TOV €i¢ TAVTNV
DA (Vpag AB] om. T') v &yydtnrta dyayovia: 1@ madaywy®d mdAv mpootpéyete: fi iva Tiig
viobeciog @avepovpévne. EkPANOf 1 tod vOpov Avaykn: «Ttod d6vTog £avTov»: Opdg OTL 0V
SovAIKTV VEEVE dtakoviay: GAA” 0nTov EdmKev; Bote TV dkovaong OTL TOV Hovoyevi] Edmkev
VIEP NUGV O ToTNp. €VSOKIAY TODTO TOD TOTPOG VOEL. U ElattdV TV G&lav Tod Hovoyevodg, GAL
&1L kol ¢ moTpl TodTo Sokodv fv- Sl 8¢ ToD «OREP TV AUAPTIBY MUDY» - Edelée THY KaTd VOLOV
wolteiay: GlapmHatov drodld&or pn dvvnbeicav (dvvnbeicav A] dvvnbiicav BT): dAla tOV
Xp1otov T0DT0 TEMOMKEVAL O HEV Yap Qavepov kabiotdg TO apapTnia. Hailov katedikalev: 6 8¢
T4 1€ TpdTa EENAyev (eENhenye A] éEqdetyev BT). kol mpog 10 HEALOV MGTEVETAL GLUVTNPEIV:
0070 YOp* 10 Ommg EEEANTAL «EK TOD €vESTATOG AidVOg TOVNPOD»* TOVTEGTL. TAV KAK®V TPAEE®DY
Kol Thg o1epBappévng Lofig Tadtny yap aidvo KaAel movnpov: od tag NUépag drnaye: O Kol Nelg

gldOapev cLUPEVTOG ABOKNTOV TIVOG Aéyetv: KakmV HEpay énoinca

i ®g £€repog: 0V TG oTOYKElL ENOL CidVO TOVNPOV Kotd TV Maviyaiov EUPpovinciov.
b} \ \ 4 \ b} 4 7. s \ ~. b} ~ \ 7 ~
OAAL TNV TPOGKOIPOV Jay@ynv: €v 1 yopov &yel 1O mANUHUeAelv: ékelbev yap Kpeittovg Tod
apaptavery £c0peba’ &Egideto O (6 AJom. BI') fudg tig katd Tov mapdvto Plov Stoyoydc. &v 1
xopav €xel Ta g movnpiag: 6Tt 08 000 avtn mhow EmPrapng 1 (o avtog £5idae: mpoabeig
10D ovv Xpotd eivar 1O (fjv, d1d 10 dviedbev guipevoy képdoc: 1} d1d Tod einelv «dvectdTog
ai®vog movnpod». £8e1Eev MG TO KOKOV 00K GyévvnTov 00dE Gidlov. dAAd Tpdokatpov 1l 6 10D
«BEEMTO. TapioTNOY OC OVK NV dYEPES VOU® | TpoerTaug fi £Tépm. T0DT0" 10 Yap «EEEANTO -
] Y s ~ \ ] \ b} 7 \ b} \ 7 4 3 r 3 3
ioybv delkvuotl ToD puoapevon: o yap aprdcavtog epnoiv: aAld doviog dote ov Piog v (Mv Al
om. BI), &AL ioyvog: kai 1) AéElg, 10 duokatdpbwtov £Tépe TvVi Tapéotnoey  &ita &mel Eheyov:

p1 O€lv €av TOV VOOV ¢ DO Beod dobévta- delkvuoty dtt kol T@ Xplotd miotedoar: «OEANHA
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0D TOTPOC» €0Tl «katd TO BEANHO yop TOD TatpOcy, Edmkev £avtov O Xplotdg Opdc Ot
00d0oD Emttayi] ToD TaTPOG TPOG TOV VIOV: GAAG GUVVELGIS HOVY; GUVTATIN YOP TOVTOYOD T
Xplot® TOV maTéPO. JOACK®Y ®¢ Kol oOT® GULVOOKEL HN VOMIHmG. GAL"  gdayyeAikidg
nolMtevechal «kai mTaTpog 8¢ HUDV» mpocbeic. avépvnoe 1od Pomticplatog koi pvnobeic tdvV
Ocimv edepyecidv. eic SoEoloylav katémancey  od yap Ny avtic SEemelv’ f| énel dvnAhaylévag &v
apyf tébece TO AUV GAL oV Hetd moAAG ¢ glwbe deikvuoty Mg kol T gipnuéva tkavny Eyxel
kotnyopiav Tadat®dv’ kai 6 A0yog dnnpTiolévog éoti T yap Qavepd T@V §yKANUATOV, 00 TOAATG
detton tfig kotackevtic: elta mupwdeig Homep Vo THG PVAUNG TdV Oeimv edepyecidy kai gdvoiag,

amd oeodpotépac Gpyetar EMmANEEDG OVTO Aéywv’

1 dvayxaiog — tifnow ] not identified 1-4 énel — émayayeiv ] cf. comm. 7 4-5 motépa —
vopov ] cf. Typ. Par. 9.13-15 5-7 8w 8¢ — 10OV Beov | cf. comm. 8, Typ. Par. 9.16-19 7-10 pnm
0 — dwkoviav ] cf. Typ. Par. 9.19-24 10-11 &A)" éovtov — voer ] cf. comm. 9 11-12 pr| éhattdv

— doxodv fv ] cf. Typ. Par. 9.32-10.2 12-14 £deiée — memomkévar] cf. Theodoret PG 82.461.43
14 6 pév — xaredikalev ] cf. Typ. Par. 10.9-13 14-15 6 8¢ — ovvimpeiv ] not identified
16-18 10 6mwg — émoinca ] cf. comm. 10 19-23 o0 6 — képdog] cf. Theodoret PG 82.461.48-

464.11 23-24 518 100 — npdoxarpov] cf. comm. 10a 24-27 dur 8¢ — mapéomoev] cf. Typ. Par.
13.8-14, cf. Eusebius of Emesa Fr. Gal. 47.10 27-30 énel Edeyov — povn] cf. comm. 11.1 30-32
ovvtdrtn — molrevecBar] cf. Theodoret PG 82.464.21 32 xai matpog — Poamtiopatoc] cf. comm.

11.2 32-33 pvnobeic — €ewmeiv] cf. comm. 12 33-37 évnihaypévog — Aéywv] cf. Typ. Par. 13.15-
30 (Chrys. PG 61.620.1-15)

<1.6-7> Oavpdalw 671 0bTtw Tayéws Petatifecls amo Tod Kalécavros VUGS &v yapiti XpioTod

&ig Erepov gbayyéliov, 0 obk Eotiv dAlo- & U TIVES gloty oi Tapdecovtes DAGS kal Oélovteg

HetacTpéwar To ebayyéiiov tod Xpictod

Aw Tavtov niénce v dromiav thg HeTaPoAfig. TO oltwg einmv. ToAANY Exmv Evoei&iv: kal

T0 «Toyé®e» Emovvayag Kol «petatifecOe» egimov, ob Hetdysobe ¢ €mi aydyov onotv
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o

«Uetotifecbe mpog Etepov evayyElov»: O mavteAng éoTv evoefeiag PHeTdbeotg €mel yap EdmKOVY
31 Tod TV vopipwv Tepiéxecat Tindv (tipdv I rindy AB) 10V matépa. deikvuoty g kail todtov
Tapo&Hvoust P Kai TOV Lidv TIUGVTES: 0 ThvTa Té ToD TaTpdg £6TL S0 odV EyKkAfHate Tibnot
Kol TV petdfectv: kol v toyiomv Hetdbeowv: g U 6& ypovov delcbar ToLg AmaT®dVTOG
(dmovidvtog A] dratdviog BT): 6 yap €k mpdng mpocPfolrfic kai év avtoig toig dkpofoAilcloig
nec®V, G0AMmTEPOG Bomep Kol O HETO TOAVV YpOVOV. 0VK EGTL Katnyopiog EAevbepog: deikvuoty
oV ®¢ 6 10D edayyeAiov dPLoTAUEVOS. Kol ToD TaTpdg cuvagiotatal: O¢ kdhecey (éxdlecev AB]
ovvekdieoey T') g eig v xapwv (xapwv A] yoapav BI) 100 viod avtod: 6 Hev yap vidg idigp
aifoatt mapéyel v deecwv xdprtt kol od Hicfd: 0 8¢ martnp wpog TadTV KOAEL TO mveda
oLVELdOKET: Bote KON M €bdokia Thg aylog tprddoc dote £deile v 10D VOHOL QLAAKTY,
dpynotv tod vopodétov: od yap einev petatifecOe amod Ticde thig Sidackaiiac eic THVE, GAL
«Amd Tod KoAEGavVTog DUAC»  Tic 88 0 kaAéoag, 6 matnp St Xprotod- AvakToUévoy 8¢ OHmg Kai
10 UN einelv Petéfeoe. dALL «letatifecOe»- olov o0dénm mioTEV® dmnpticOat Td TG Amdmng
(améng A°] dydmng ABI)™ 6 kai mpoiov capécstepov Aéyel: mémoda mg 00dEv 8ALo ppovicete: 1)
KM|G1C 0OV @noi Tod matpdg ot Tiig KMjoeme 1 aitia, 6 vVidg adTdg Yap dotv 6 KoTaALEENG: O
o0V Qpkmdéctepov MV kol ikovov EkmAfEar té0eike: «10D KoAEcOvVTOC» elmd®v: ol Yyap dmatdv
BovAdpevol ovk aBpdwg todTo Emoiovv: AALL TV Tpayldtov HeblotdVTeg, TV OVOUATOV 0V
HedicTov: TowdTn Yap 1 0D dofdrov TAdGvn od yupva & OYpatpo TiONGLY. £l UEV Yap elmov
dmootijval amd Xpiotod dg TAGvovg dv EQuAGEavTo: VOV 8¢ apévieg avtovg &v Tf| miotel Témd.
Kol Tf] TAGv ToD edayyeriov Emttifévteg Gvola. UETO TOAATC Adeing S1dpVTTOV TNV TG TIGTEMS
0iKodoUNV* KaBAmEp TIVOV TAPATETAGHATOV. TOV OVOHATOV KPUTTOVI®V TODG TompOyovg &mel
obv evayyéhov EkdAovy TV oikeioy mdmy. KoOA®DC kol mpdg TO dvopo HbyeTon Ayov: «eig
gtepov edayyéhov: O ok Eotiv GALO»* ToDTO PNOL KaTOAMTOVTEG ETEpOV 0VY £0pNoete TO aOTO
YOop Tavteg knpouTTOEV: AAAT 0 Mapkiov ®g dcbevig kol €k T@V Vywvoviov oltiov
BromTopevog, 1800 enot kol Iadlog einev «odk EGTv ETEpOV DAYYEAOV» O YOp TAPOSEXOVTOL
TOVG TEGGAPAC EDAYYEMGTAG, GAL" Eva OVoV: Koi anTov, GuYYéavieg MG EBovAovTo: EoTt HEV oDV

KOTAYELOGTOV, TO TEPL TOOVTOV Aéyev: AL dvaykaiov EAEYYEWV, O10 TOVG AMATOUEVOVG. EGTLV

276



obV ginglv 811 KOV Hopiot ypaemoty edayyého: Ypaemot 88 o adtd. &v £6TL T8 ToAAL: domep K
glc 6 Ypagmv 7 kol &vavtia ypaen. ovk oty &V’ Ev yap Kkai Té Téccapa. TH TOVTOTNTL KPIvETOL.
Kol TOAAG TT] £TEPOTNTL KO TO AEYEWV TOVG TEGOAPAG TA OVTA: «OVK £0TV GAAO» Kol dALO Ol TNV
TV TPOSOTOV Sropopdv, GAL" &v, S1d TV cvHmviay TV eipnUévav. Tdc oDV Elmag «ETEPOV OVK
gotl, enoli, dAlo» mapd Tobto: «&gl PN dpo TvEC DUAG SloToplocovsty Kol £Tepov KNpHGGOVot.
Swotpéyor DUAG Tod O0pBoD PovAdpevol ov yap VYEG €otv O TPOoPEPOLGY: AL TO Ogia
TapayapaTTonst Seikvucty odv ¢ Kol Pikpdv mapamomOv tod edayyeliov, 0 dAov Avlaivetar-
kai Bactikod yop vopicpatog mapaxomévtoc. o Shov kifdnlov yivetar eita StabeppovOeic 8k
TG UVNENG T@V évovtiov: kol dikaim (écog OLU®, drAAdTplov Tiig eboePfeiag KoAel: TOV Etepa

Knpvtrovto Koi fod-

1-3 6w whvtwv — petdbeoic] cf. Typ. Par. 16.4-9 (@coddpov) [Swete 9]  3-4 énel yap — matépa] not
identified 4-8 deikvvoy — élevBepoc] cf. Typ. Par. 14.1-17 (Chrys. PG 61.620.26-45, comm. 13.1)
8-12 deikvvow — tpiadoc] cf. comm. 13.2 12-14 &ote — S Xpiotod] cf. Theodoret PG
82.464.33-38 14-23 avaktopévov — toyywpouyovg] cf. Typ. Par. 14.27-15.14 23-33 énel obv —
eipnuéveov] cf. Typ. Par. 15.15-21 (Chrys. PG 61.621.38-45)  33-34 £tepov — BovAdpevol] cf. comm. 15
34-35 ob yap — mapoyoapdrrovot] not identified 35-36 deikvuow — yiveran ] cf. Typ. Par. 16.23-27
(®eoddpov) 36-38 eita — Pod ] cf. Theodoret PG 82.464.47-49

<Gal 1.8, 10> dlia wai éav nueic §f dyyelos &E obpavod ebayyedilnrar (edoyyehilnton A
gvayyeliCetar BI') dUiv map’ 6 edyyyelicapny dpiv. avdabepa éotw- (ABT ante gpti om. Gal 1.9
¢ TpogpnKapey, Kol dptt wdAwv Aéyw- &l Tic DUAG gdayyeAiletor map’ O moapeldPete, avadepla
£otm) dpti yap avlpdrovs (ante dpéoxewv om. meibw i tov Ogov ; fi (ntd avOpodmolg ABI)
apéexev’ &l yap &t avlpdrois (dvBpomoig A] avBpwnovg BTY) idipeorov. Xpietod dodlog odk

av iy
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‘Opo ohvesty anooToAkny  iva yap PN 11 Aéyn &g kotd kevodoiov to id10v kfpuyHa
GLYKPOTEL. TO «NUEIG elne: Kol £0vTOV VroPaArer Tfj dpd kol ¢ dvadipatt, einep mopanocoi Tt
TAV ToD gvoyyediov duvnbein: €medn 6¢ eic a&idpata Katépevyov ol dmnatedveg. EUvRobn kol
ayyéhov. Ui pot enot Takwpov einng kai Todvvnv xai Tétpov’ AN &l kol ail Gveo dvvapelg
nopaTpiyoiey. «avadepa Eotwoav»’ kal iva P Tig «dyyélovg» tovg iepeig bmoldfol. Tpootédeike
10 «€€ oVpavod»- Kol oK elmey &0V AVOTPETOGL TO TAV. ALY KAV TO TUXOV TUPUKIVAGL TO Yop
«map’ O», dNhol 10 Omwe dNmote Pikpdy  tadta 8& eNoi anoppdyotl T0 TOHOTO TV ATATOVIOV

BovAdpevog: Tvevpatt pnol Eknpv&apey: TO 8€ TveDUa, OO LETOVOET

GALog 8¢+ 6Tl Apelg TOVG ATOoTOAOLS O1 TO Py d0&an POV ToDTO TOETY, TPOG TO MEIlov
TOVG «AyyEAOoVG» Exdpnoev. ov ToDTO VPOPMOHEVOS U évavtia tig TV dyyélwv S1daEn: dALG S
TOVTOV" TWAGAV AVOpOTIVNV Kovotopiov ExPdAlmv: kol tva Pn vopion tic OuU® elpnkéval ta
npdTEPQL PN 0UTO Katd dANOsiay drakeitevov. devtepol 10 piita meibov d¢ Todto Kékprrotl map’
avT® kol mémnye: kal év T yvoun xvpooac. obtmg (obitwg A ] obtw BIN) mponyayev: «oi yap
dyyehow- kv Heydiot, dAAd dodrot ai 8¢ ypagai mapd tod deondtov £300ncav: cLVETDG O
cpodpa. Kai Gvemayddg: ovy 6 Seiva §| 6 Seiva. GAL’ «dav Tig elme»: Kol 1 P&V ToD «fUelo».
nacov TEPEYpayey oikeldnTo: 010 6& 10D «kdv Gyyehog». mhv dfimpo’ tadta 8¢ oh TMV
ATOGTOAMY KATOYIVOOK®MY (G ETEPA KNPLTTOVIOV- £1T Yap ol NUES eite xeivor dALL Setkvidg
611 délmpo Tposdrav 0 mpocicte (nposicte AB] mpocieton I')- dtdv mepi daindeiog 6 Adyog i
HEM®VY 8¢ anTovg DIopviokey oD idiov gdayyeliov. npoaceaAiletal iva yap U volicwoty
1L adtovg Povdetan mEToaL: Kol dALOG GAAG KNpYTTEL BOG EvOLEPaAlov ol dmatdvtes: 6Tl wap’
dAAoic meprtonv knpdocel. v 8¢ Tovdaig dAAmg & (8¢ ABT] -A°) [...] kol dvomécmotv g
KOAOKEVOUEVOL. TTPOG TAVTNV AmopdyeTan v Vmdvolav kol enoiv: mtdg dvvapor enoiv GAA0G
EEmOev elvar kod dAAog Evdo0ev: Beod dviog épdpov: hoel Eeye: TOV 0edv 0éAm TApopopfcaL:
ovk &vOpmmolg apécat Toryapody. 00dE VUiV &l yap todTo V- Kai Tod iovdaicpod av eiydunv &t
Kol @OiA@vV Kol ocvyyev®v: Kol obk Gv whvte katoAMmedv. Xplotd mpocEdpaplov Kol Toig

Stwkolévolg cuvnptBovUN V-
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dAlog OpoD kol dmoloyobUevog kol KateEaviotapevog tadta tébsikev: ov yap Swkdlew
101¢ 31800KAAO1G TOVG Habntig, GALG motevew mpoofikey énel 8¢ onol 1 16éig dvtéotpantot
HaBete OG VUAV Hev: 0O moddg Aoyog EHol” did TOV Beov 8¢ mhvta npdtTm: Gote ékeivg Tepl TOV
doypdtwv dmoroynooacBal (dmoloynocacHaur AB] dmoloyicacOBot T'): 6 Hev yap «avOpdIovg
nelco 0Ehov: HTovha TOAAL TOlEl Kol Gmdty kéxpnTor O 08 0e®d omEVOWV APECKEY: OTATG
detrar davoiog kal kabapdg: & yop fifehov «avOpdmolg dpiokev». &t (Et A] 1 BT) av v

gxkkAnoiav £dimkov. kai dimyeitan Evtedbev 10 mepl TG a0TOd KAGEDG AdymV’

1-6 &pa ovveov — mapakwdot ] cf. Typ. Par. 16.33-17.13 (Chrys. PG 61.624.12) 1-3  iva yop —
duvnbein ] cf. comm. 16 4-5 pn por— €otwoav | cf. comm. 17.1 6-7 10 yap — Hwpdv ] cf. comm. 18
7-8 tadta 8¢ — PovAdpevog ] cf. comm. 17.2 8 mvedpatt — petavoel ] not identified
9-13 6t dupeic — mponyayev] cf. Theodoret PG 82.464.50-465.11 11-13 ivo un — mémnye] cf.
comm. 19  13-18 oi yap — Adyog 1] cf. Typ. Par. 17.19-33 (Chrys. PG 61.624.42-625.5) 19
HEM @V 8¢ — mpoacpaiiletor] not identified 19-22 iva yap — xorakevopevor] cf. comm. 20.1
22-23 mpodg tavTnv — épopov] cf. Typ. Par. 18.18-22, Eusebius of Emesa, Fr. Gal. 47.15 23-24
dhogr— 00d¢ VMiv ] cf. comm. 20.2 24-25 &i yap — mpocédpapov ] cf. comm. 21 25-26 «al 101G
dwxopévorg cuvnpdpovuny ] cf. Theodoret PG 82.465.20-21 27-33 6pod kol — KANoewg Aéyov ]
cf. Typ. Par. 18.23-19.3 (Chrys. PG61.625.29-55)

<Gal. 1.11-14> I'vwpilwm d¢ bUiv ddelpoi to ebayyéiiov to ebayyeiicOiy vr’ élod, bti ok Eoti
Kara @vlpomov: ovdé yap &yw mapd (mopd Al nap’ BT) avOpdmov mapélefov adto- obre
g010aylny. aiia o1’ amokxalvwews Incod Xpiotod- nroveate yop thy EURY avacTpopiy mote &v
@ Tovdaicl\@- 611 ka®’ VrepPoiny édiwrov Ty éxkincioy tob Ocod. Kai émopBovy avTHy Kai
rmpoéxonrtov (npoékontov AB] énpokontov I') év tdh Tovdaicl\d vrép moilods covnlikidrag &v
@ yével Pov meplecotipws {niwthg vrapywv tév moatpidyv (natpidv ABT] natpikdv NA28)

Hov mapaddcemv
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‘Opa 1d¢ Gvo Kol ket todTo dticyvpiletal. 611 «Xpiotod» yéyove Habntig: 00K dvOpdmov
Heottevoavtog: GAAA 0ol dmokaidyavtog Tig 6 6 mAnpo@op®dV 6Tt 6L AmoKaAVYWE®DG E6£EM
onoi- 1 mpotépa AvooTpo@r: oV Yap Av el Uf 0gd¢ Mv O dkkaAldmTov: obteg AOpO®G

HeteBoropny. kai &v adtii Tf Thg Haviag dKUf 6ecm@povnKa

e %4

fi &g &repog €me1dn| apeiforov &yiveto  molov €oti 100 KoAécavtog vayyéAov ovyl TOig
TPAyHacty GAAL TOIG GLKOEOVTIOG, «0DK £0TL @nol Kotd GvOpmmov» ¢ Aéyovow Oti mapd
ITétpov mopélafov avtoi’ ypnoipog Aéywv kol 1O «mapéhafov»: Kol 10 «E618GyOnv»- &
avOpdmoig appotTel Npépa mapadidodov’ 1 8 xapig, abpdwg Aapmpiver kotd Beov Yap éott Kai
&v épols «d1a yap dmokaAdyemg todto Elafovy»- iototor yap del Tpog T Ekeivav dtoPforag: ol
Eleyov g «map’ avOpodmov» Elafev 0 kipuypa [adrog: ovy og [Métpog dnd Xpiotod: ov &l
obv avtd mellecbar dote kot ovdEV Amodel TV AV ATOGTOA®Y: MOC YOp EKEIvVOl Tapdl
Xpiotod v Sidockariav mopélaBov. obtem kai odtog «did Tfig éxeivov dmokaldyeme»: &ita
€me1dn Nyvoovv ot F'addror Ty yevopévny drokdAvyty. kKatackevalel dud thg a0poag HetafoArfg:
oOc &l PN Oela T avTd yéyovev EAAopyig, ovk dv Uetefdileto’ 810 kai fkodoate eimev. Ot
Sidrng fiUMV 6popdpdc” EUadete enoiv, ovk Gv oDV 1 e obTm 1PN 6Podpdg. &l N mOAAY v
N @V ywopevov vrepfoln: 0pdc dmwe mavta HeT Emitdoemg TiONol kol ovk aicyvvetat; ovy
amA®dG enoiv «&dimkov». GAL’ dote kataotpéyol. dgavicar todto yop «mopbodvrog» Epyov:
Svopevig iUV i éxkdnciq, @ VOU® cvuvnyopdv: 1 «AvacTpo@i» obv. 1O «kad VmepBornv
Siokew TV dkkAnciav» énel yap mpdg To vOUIHa dvictato 886kel 88 6 vOog etvarl Ogod- mepi 8¢
Xpiotod HAAo VmevoEito. ovk eimev v ékkAnciav Xpiotod. dALd «tod Ogod» 1O 88 «Kkoi

n 2

npoékontovy»- | &v i) mopnoel i ékkAnciog: frot nedidovy del mpdg 1O yarendTEPOG EvoL:
«mpoékontov»- Gvti Tod &vtipog (Bvtipog ABI] £toylog T) v 816 todto mapd toic Tovdaiowg: Ti
obv 10 meicav aipfcacOai Ue mOAepov TPOG TOVG OVT® TIU@VTAC. & Un 1 tod XpioTod
dmokddloyig méhy 8¢ «Tovdaicpdv» gimev. 0b vOUov: 0O BovAdHevog Témg dvaptviicat Tod voLov,

tva P7 okAnpov 1| 10 Aeyopevoy: «mpoékomtov» obv. émel (nAwtng Junv (funv AB] fuw I) Aoy

«OTEP TOALOVG» " TOALOVG KOl 00 whvTag. did 10 COUUETPOV  «CUVNAIKIOTAC» " 610 TO U7 SOKETV
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Kot TOV TpecPutépwv Enaipecbal «&v T@ yével ov» 8E, tva Topacthon Ot Ekeibev PEV avT@V M)
pila. €vtedbev 8¢ 0 KapmOg: «TEPIGGOTEPMG»* Tva d1d TG VrepPoAiic: Boov dvtékelto i EkkAnoig
TAPACTAGY. «TOTPIKOY 8¢ Tapaddcemv» &imev kai od Volidmv: o yap mopd Popioaiov
npootefévra Aéyel kal &v to0Toc «(nAmTnv» Eantov Aéyel &l «{nAmTc» 8¢ odK AV KT
kevodo&iov émoiovy @noi & &moiovv’ mdG Gv oDV vV KnpdTT® Wevdfi Hetd v ThC dAndeiog
gntyvoowv: iva avBpdnolg dpéow. kai PN ékeiva & and Xpirotod mapéhafov’ od yap Hioncog TOv
VooV VmEdpaov TNV xaptv enot: é5edikouv yap avtov: GAL’ gdpmv TO TéAEOV: ATEGTNV TOD

VOHOL. 0VK EEIGMV TOVTOIG EKETVE

1-5 6pa — dxpfj ] cf. Typ. Par. 19.20-20.3 coppovicog (Chrys. PG 61.626.26-46 viyac) 5-8
gnedn — hapmpovel ] cf. Typ. Par. 20.16-27 (Eusebius of Emesa Fr. Gal. 47.26) 8-11 «atd 0Oeov —
neifeoBar ] cf. comm. 23 11-13 Gote — dnoxarvyewng ] cf. Theodoret PG 82.465.40-43 13-15
elta — peteférero | cf. comm. 24 16 didkng funv 6podpdg ] cf. comm. 25

16-17 éudBete — aioydveron] cf. Typ. Par. 20.3-12 17-18 ovy, anidg — Epyov] cf. comm. 26

19 dvopevig — ovvnyopav ] cf. Theodoret PG 82.465.52-468.2 19-31 7 avootpopr, —
gavtov Aéyer ] cf. Typ. Par. 20.31-21.15 (Eusebius of Emesa Fr. Gal. 47.18-48.18) 21-25 8¢ mpoékomtov
— dmokdlvyig ] cf. comm. 27 26 mpoékontov oOv- émel Nkt fimy ] cf. comm. 28 31-33
ovk v — mapérapov | cf. comm. 29 33-35 ov yap — éxeiva ] cf. Typ. Par. 21.16-20 (Severianus Fr.
Gal. 299.22-25)

<Gal. 1.15-16a> "Oz¢ 6¢ evdoknoev 6 Ocog 6 apopicas [ éx Koldiag UNTpos Lov- Kai Kalécas
oa Tijc yapirtog avTod dmokalbyar Tov viov abtob &v éloi iva ebayyelilopar (edoyyehlopo

AB ] evayyeiCopor I') adrov év toic éOvecy’

Ei «ék kothiog Pntpoc» dpmdpioto (dpmdpioto AT] deodproto B) yevésbor dndotorog, Bein
navtog oikovollia Tov péoov €idbn (gidOn ABT] deeifn (<ageinut Chrys)) ypovov. iva tf] 46poq

HetaPoAf] moAloVG moTOONTOL «YAplTL 08 KekAfjobaw» onoi- woei Eheyev: avda&iov dvo e
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KEKANKEV. £ML TO «AVOKAADYOL TOV VIOV 0TOD»  adTOC HEV Yap dG okebog kA0YRg EkANON- Aéyet
8¢ g0tV «ydpitt kekAfjobo, d1d Tanevo@PocHVNG DIEPPOANY . (¢ kol dAloyod GALY NAeNOn V-
ovk eimev 88 gHols GAL’ «8v éHoi» (GAL &v époi AB] om. I')- SnAdv dg od d1d PtV Hovov
fikovce Ta mepl mMioTE®S GAAG Kol TOAAOD TveLHOTOC EMANP®ON SU AmoKoAVYE®G. ®OG TOV
Xpiotov Exev &v avt®d Aarodvta: §j 6Tt 00 Aoy Hovov avtov Elabev: dALN Kol v@ Kol Kapdig: €ig

oV o0 AvOpoTOV Tiig Yvdoews Eviknodong

GAL0G. «OTe €0OOKNOEN " KOADG AVTO &Nl TNV TPOTEPAY YVADGLY Aviveykev Tob Oeod: dote
Kol pod T avtod vndpEewc: eaiveshul Todto dedoypévov Td Be®d 1O TocobToV Amd 6oV TOD
Ko To gtval Tva Kol ebpecty AvOpdTOV 1O KAPLYHL: «dmokaAdyal TOV VIOV adToD» - TodTNG
Hot Tig yaprtog Hetédwke enoiv O matnp ovy iva tov vopov knpdTte- GAA’ iva Tov viov avtod
amokaAOym toig E0vécty’ Oplc 6Tl O KoAéoag motip: Kol AmokeAvyag TOV VIOV avToD: avTOg
adTOV KNPLKO KEXEWPOTOVIKE Kol GmdoTolov: 0oy iva yv@ HOvov. dAAd kol GAlolg todtov

gvayyeliontar (edayyedionton A gdayyelicston B edayyehicopor IT')

1 -3 &i ék — motdontay] cf. comm. 30 1-2 & ék — ypdvov] cf. Typ. Par. 22.10-11 (Chrys. PG
61.627.32-33) 3-5 yaprrt — kexAfobar] cf. comm. 31 5-8 810 tamevoepocvviig — Aarodvra] cf.
Typ. Par. 22.22-34  8-9 Aoyow — évilnodong] cf. comm. 32 10-12 §te — xnpuype] cf. Typ. Par. 23.15-
19 (*®c6dwpog”, “rat BAAOG”) 12-14 todtng — €Bvéowv] cf. Theodoret PG 82.468.10-15 14-15

Oplic — dmootorov] cf. comm. 33 15-16 0¥y, tva — gdayyekionton] not identified

<Gal. 1.16b-19> &vbéws ov mpocaveBéunyy (npocovedépnv A] mpoavebéunv BI) copki kai
aiplatt 0006& avijibov gic Tepocoivpa (Tepocdivpa AB] Tepwooivpa T) mpog todg mpo éLod
AmO6TOLOVS dAAG amijAbov gig Apafiav. kai mdlv dvrécTpeya gic Aayackov- Ereita Yeta ETny
Tpia- avijibov i Tepocolvla ictopijoar lIéTpov: Kai éméleiva TPpos avTov NUEpas oekaméve:

Erepov 0& Ty amootilwy ovk eidov: g Uiy TaxwPov tov ddelpov tod kKvpiov’
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«Tovg dmootolove» évtavbo aivittetol Omod TG PUOE®S OVTOVG KOADV: 7| 6Tl OvK
dototymoa OvnTi copki- f| 611 ook RAOov eic Adyovg TOig dmocTOrOIg TEPL TOD KMPVOYUATOS:
apkecbeic 1] Oelq dmokoAvyer tadta 8¢ TPoOg TOC Ekelvav Aéyel daPfordag. Aeyoviav Tiig TdV
aroctormv NMEudobar tobtov ddackoriog. ov Tod Xpiotod: i 0VT®S ovK amékhiva TPOg
pactOVNV: 00 08 MG TL Héya katwpbokog gig dveotv Emecov: §| OTL 00 TPOETIUNGAUNY 10€lV
ovyyeveic §| oikiav: «odk &ig Teposdivpa fAOov». AL fipkécOny i dobeion Mot yapit kai
€00V 100 KNpOYHatog Myaunv. Apaytv edayyelModpevog tadta & ov HeyaAnyopdv Kol £0vTOv
Enoipov Aéyel. GALG TOV 00K 0pODG ETaPOVTOV £0VTOVS KOTAGTEAA®Y TNV Gvolov: GTomtiog yop
Mv- 1OV mapd 0eod HabovTa. avOpmdmolg dvatidévar Aowmdy - ovk dmovoiag ovv. GAL Hote deitar
oD dlov knpvypHatog 10 a&iopa. €l 0& petd tadto avijAbev GAL’ 0¥ tOTE g HOONCOHUEVOS TL
anfABev: GAL’ ¢ meicmv oL dvtidéyovtag mepl Tiig mepttopfic’ dpa 8¢ Tomeivooly. B¢ HeTd
TO10VTOVG Kol T0600TOVG dydvag: dmnet «iotopriowv ITétpovy g HeiCova (Heilova AB] peillova
)" dote 16eiv adtov Kol T oot T Tapovsig: 0Bt ToAAfic GEov 1yeito omovdilg: Kai 0 Hovov
i8etv avTov- dALA TO eV dmodnuficat St avtov Tifig qv- 10 88 Emeivon tosadTag NUEpaG. eriiog
oQodpag Kol Gydmng Opa 88 TDG ACPAADG AUAEl «EmEPevo ENol TPOG OVTOVH. OO v
g106y0mv- Etepov 88 ovK gldov- 6 8¢ HN eidwg. mhg EHade mop’ oadTBV: «gldov 8& enol Kol
TakoPov»- £1d0v 0dk £5186xOMV mop” adTod- 0dk v 88 0DTOG ASEAPOC GAL’ dvopileTo  ob yap dg
Tveg 00 Toone v vidg GAAL Tod Khond pév vidg 1o Kvupiov 8¢ dveytdg: Untépa 88 eiye v

adeden V- tva ovV Kai TodToV Emdpn: «adeApOV Tod Kvpiov» koAel

1 tobg dnootorovg — kaAdv ] cf. Typ. Par. 23.10-12 (Chrys. PG61.628.37) 1-2 &t ovk — oopki ] cf.
Typ. Par. 23.13-14 (Severianus Fr. Gal. 300.5) 2-4 ook fA0ov — Xpiotod ] cf. comm. 34 3-4
todta 8¢ — dwaockaAiog ] cf. Theodoret PG 82.468.18 4-7 1 obtwg — ghayyehodpevog ] cf. comm. 33a
4-6 ovk améxhiva — fABov] cf. Photius Fr. Gal. 605.2 67 4AL" fpkécOny — edayyelcdplevog] cf.
Theodoret PG 82.468.29  7-11 tadto 8¢ — mepiropng] cf. Typ. Par. 24.8-35 (Chrys. PG 61.629.25-
630.6) 11-12 6pa — peiCova] cf. comm. 37.1  13-14 Hote — ideiv avtov] not identified 14-15 1o
pév — dydmnc] cf. Typ. Par. 26.5 (Chrys. PG 61.632.5) 15-16 6pa 8¢ — £0uwdybnv] cf. comm. 37.2
16 6 8¢ — map’ avtdv] cf. comm. 38 16-17 &ldov — mop’ avtod] cf. Typ. Par. 26.12-13
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17-19 ovk iv — adehonv] cf. Theodoret PG 82.469.1-4 19 fva oOv — kalei] cf. comm. 39

<Gal. 1.20-2.2> & 6¢ ypagpw OUiv. idod évamiov tod Oeod dt1 ob wevdolar Ererra nibov &ig ta
. - , .. L s . ~ . .2 , -

Klilara tijg Zvpiag kai tijs Kilikiag: filny 0¢ dyvoovevos T mpocone . tais xkkineiais Tijs
Tovdaiag tais év Xp1oT@- Lovov 0& aKxobovTes Hoav: 6Tl 6 DKWY JUAS TOTE. vV edayyelileTal
™y wict v mwoté émopler (ndpber AB] €nopOn ) kai éd6Ealov év Epoi tov Osov: Emerra dia
dexatecadpy ETav- waly avifnv gic Tepocoivla Yeta Bapvafa: colrmapaiefav kai Titov:
2 r hY py 2 r b} 2 4 k3 ~ by ks r [A) 4 b3 ~ I

avéfny o0& Kata amokdlowty: Kai ave@iuny avToic 0 gdayyéiiov. 0 knpveow &v toig éAveoiy:

n

Kat’ idiay ¢ Tois doxobol rwe &ic Kevov Tpéxw i Edpajlov’

"Opa widg émaymviletonl 1 Adym. kol yop dkivdhveve U eivan 4EOMGTOC TPOC TO KiPLYHOL-
w¢ avipdTeV OV. AN 00 Xplotod Habnthg: Hetd o€ to 10€iv [Tétpov. malv giyeto g TPOg Td
£0vn 080D, mPOC avTh Yap AMEGTOATO «HUNV 8¢ dyvooOUevog» elmev. MGOVEL AéymV: TOGODTOV
gknpuéa Tolg €Kk mMEPLTOURG TEMOTEVKOGY: G ol dlaPdArlovieg Eleyov. &tL kol fyvoovy T0O
npdsmROV Hov oi & Tovdainv motpéyacol dkkAnciat Tpdg KOplov: ovk eimev 8 émvouy e §
886Ealov. AL «&56Ealov TOV OgOV» - TAMEVOPPOVAV: TO Tdv NGL Thg Yap1Tog Nv: «&v &Hoi» 88
avti tod 81 g &1L 6 Adkog 10 moévev épyaletol «Emeito Sul SEKOTECGAPMV ETAOV»* TOD Hev
npdTov Aveldely, einag aitiav eivar Tov ITtpov’ 10D 8¢ Sevtepov. TV «dmokdAvyIv»- EnNyeTo 8¢
«xoi Bapvapav kai Titovs. paptopag tod idiov knpdyHatog oO mopd v apynv o6& dvédeto
a0TolG. AL PeTd TooadTa ETN° €MEDN YOp TOAAOL OpdVTEG TOVG AL [TETpov cuyy®podvTag TNV
meprtodnv: tov 6¢ [Madiov Ui ocvyyopodvio E€okavdarilovio mg dapoviag obong &v 1d
KNpOYHoTL. dmekaddedn adtd 1 tpog Tepovoalnp Gvodog: va meicfdov ol okavdaliopevol g
00 dweonvia £oTiv &v T® KNpOYHatt, AL oikovopio: TO TNV TEPLTOUNV cuyxwpndijvar mote d&
todt0° Ot €v Avrtioyeiq knpvocwv odv @ Bapvafo xatd yapwv Brodv énel €€ Tepocorldpmv

katAOov TIveEg TEPMHEVOL TO TOD VOHOL KVupoTUv: AvijABe KOWmGOpevog. kal KotiiAle Kopicag
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ypapHota. U émbeivar toig £0vect TOV tod vOHov Luydv: avijiAbov obv eNoty Kai EKovemGauny:
ovy tva adtog TL Habw, GAL’ Tva S1d3GEm. &TL 00K €ig KeVOV Tpéx®  TO 88 «O Knphoow». avti 10D
Styo meprropfic’ «iot’ idiav 8&». &mel moAlol ooy Tt TOV T0d vOHov AoV Exovies: moppnoio UEV
napeADely kal TO KNPLYHO GmoKoADyal 00K Tveixeto. v Pn okovdorion: «kot idiav 8¢ toig
Soxodotv» avédeto éml BopvaPa xai Titov: v’ odtor péptupeg GEOMGTOL £lEV TPOC TOVG
gykododvrac: 61t o0 8¢ Toig dmootoOrolg Edofev dvavtia Tadta eivar dtdv 88 Adyn «toig
Soxkodoty». ovK Gvolpdv TO elvarl Peydhovg todto Aéyel. GAL’ olov Toi¢ &michUolc TOig
Kopv@aiolg Hetd Tiig é0vtod Kol TV Kownv mdviov Aéyov v (om. v ante yijeov T') yijeov’
T0 8¢ «UNTMG €1 KEVOV TPEY® 1| E0paplov». ob mepl avtod Tébeikey, NdeL yap AL TEPL TOV
dGAlov- tva kdkeivolr gnoi: yvdow v 10D knpdyUatog cuHeoviay. KaADg 8¢ TO »Edpaplovy’
npoenmto (mpoeiinmro AB] mpogiAnmiw ) yap 10 kApuyHa. 0 8¢ «Tpéyw»- €mel (Emel '] émi

AB) évelotikel (évelotikel AB] évnotixel I)

1-2 ‘Opa ¢ ndg — pabnrrg ] cf. comm. 40 2-3 petd 8¢ — oaméotodto ] cf. comm. 41

3-5 tocovtov — mpdowmov Hov ] cf. comm. 42 5 ai €€ Tovdaiov — npog Kbdpiov] cf. comm. 43

5-7 ovk eimev — 8t éue ] cf. comm. 44 7 6 Moxog — épydleton ] not identified 7-8  tod  piv
npdtov — dmokdaivyy ] cf. comm. 45 8-9 énnyero — knpOypatog ] cf. comm. 46 9-13 oV mapa —
ovyyopnOijvar ] cf. comm. 47 14-16 év Avtioxeig — Cuyov ] cf. Theodoret PG 82.469.7-21 15
gkowvmodunv] cf. comm. 47a 16-23 avijA0ov odv — wijpov ] cf. Typ. Par. 27.23-28.13 (Chrys. PG
61.634.18-51) 22 10ig émonporg] cf. Theodoret PG 82.469.26-27 23 101 kopveaioig] cf. comm.
50 24-25 10 6¢ pnog — ovleoviav] cf. Theodoret PG 82.469.30-33  25-27  kaAdg 8¢  —
éverotiket] cf. Typ. Par. 28.14-15 (Eusebius of Emesa Fr. Gal. 48.19)

<Gal. 2.3-5> @A)’ 008¢ Titog 6 ovv &loil "EAANY Gv. NvaykdeOn aeprtun0ijvar 81 8¢ Tovg
TAPELCAKTOVS YEVOUIEAPOVS: 0iTIVES TaPELoTiAOov KaTaoKkomijcal TNV élevBepiav NUAV, fjv
Epopev &v Xpotd ‘Incod: iva fUag koTodovidomviol olg ovdE mpog Gpav sitalev Ti|

vmotayfj iva i aA0gia Tod svayyeriov Sropévy Tpog VUGS
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To é&fig obtwg «aAA™ 00d¢ Titog MvaykdoOn mepttpnbijvar 610 ToLG Yevdade POV O Yap
8¢, mep1r10g «éhevbepiovy 8¢ kadel: v £Em T0D VOHOL dlaymynv: dmodel&lg 8 TodTo caenc. ToD
U1 dokelv TOig GmooTOlOlg QLAATTEWV TOV VOUOV TOV yop &€ éAMvev Kol dmepithntov. ov
nepléteov (o0 mepiéteplov A] om. BT): «yevdadélpouc» 8¢ kadel: tovg &v oyfHott ASeAp®dV
YPLGTIAVAY TTEPLTOUTY KNPOGGovVTaC 0088 adT@Y 0VV eNGIY TupdVIOVY fvaykdcOn mepitundfval.
6pa 8¢ mdg S0 ToD gimelv «katackonfjoay &dNAwoe TOv TOAEHov éxeivov. Aabpaing enoi
TOPEIGEOVOAY «KATOOKOTHoo (NTobvieg «tnv &v Xpiot@ élevbepiav fUdV» v HUAC ToAlv Td
{uy® 10D vOpov vofdiwot kKol Taig iovdaikaic Tapatnpnioest T yap «pUn tovtolg (todtoig AB]
tovtovg I') vmokeioBa hevbepiov Aéyet: 10 8¢ 100 «mapelcfiAbov» kal ToD «KATACKOTH oA . TO
gnifoviov avtdv kol moAépiov katd THY oty (nictiv BTA®] miotnv A) fyvi€ato- €ig i 8¢ Todto
molodol Pnot «iva NUAG KatadovAdomvtaw: ol Hev yap mept [1étpov. Evexdpouvv TV TePITOpNY,
vo KoTo Hikpov VTOKAEY®GL Th|G 00VAELNG TOD VOOV 01 8€. «iva KATad0VAMS®VTALY: 610 TOVTO
obv onol, ovk eiéapev (ovk eiéapev AB] ody eitapev I') adtdv i Dmotayfi: 008E fvesyopedo
TpoOg Ppoyd thg adTO®V @uloveikov YVvOUNG «iva 1 dAnbsie To0 mpog VHAG knpvyBEvTog
gbayyehiov» peivy dodrevtog: Tig 6¢ 1 aAnOei; ta apyoio mapiiide: kal €l T &v Xplot@d Ko
ktiolg el yap @ovepds (povepdc AB] gavepdv I) einev 811 oikovolikdg cvyywpodol v
nepltolny, ameokiptnoav v otv &€ Tovdaiov miotoi Oti PR dAnOewq GAN oikovopig xai
ovykotaBacel 88&yovTo TV mepLtofv: ovK dvakeAdmtel obv SAAmG (8AAwmg AB] AL dg I') 8%.
HeBodevel TOV Adyov ¢ Gv dmopayduevog mpdg tov ITétpov 811 @noi Adyov SdOGOVGY MV
Knpvccovcty” Todto 8¢ St TV éketvav dcbévelay  ovk eimev 8¢ TH Sidoyd, dAAA «Tfj VroToyfi»-

7

MA®V aTovg omovdale votd&at Kol KaTodoLADGAL TAAY T® VOU®" Opa AéEemg evyévelay: o
yop tva S1aEwai Tt xprictov Tobto €noiovy. AAA’ va dovidcmvtal: d10 ékeivolg eV «ei&apevy.
T0vTOIG 88 0¥+ émel 88 V0w AvTémumtey 0T TA TAPE THV ATOGTOAMY: KOl £ikOG IV TIVEG Adyely

TS 0DV EKEIVOL TPOGTATIONSY: 00 Aéyel Hev v odoav aitioy 81t 8’ oikovopiov. étépwg 8¢

HeBodevel TOV Loyov obtm Aéyov’
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1-2 4AA" 00d¢ — Titog dywynv] cf. Theodoret PG 82.469.46-50  2-3 amddeiéic — dmepitpuntov] cf.
Theodoret PG 82.469.36-394-5 yevdadekpovg — meprrundivor] cf. comm. 53 6-11 Spo 8¢ midg —
kotadovidcmvral] comm. 54 (Chrys. PG 61.635.48-636.8, Typ. Par. 29.11-19) 11-12 oi pév yap
nepl — tva koradovidomvray] cf. comm. 55 12-16 S todto — «tioiwg] cf. comm. 56

16-20 &i yap eavepdg — dcbéveiav] cf. comm. 58 20-21 ovk eimev 8¢ — méAwv T VOH]
comm.57  21-25 6pa AéEewg — éxeivov mepiétepov] cf. Chrys. PG 61.636.9-637.19 continues to the

next paragraph

<Gal. 2.6-10> damo 62 T@v dokovvrwy civai T1 omoiol mote foav. 0vOév ot diapépel’ TpéewmoV
0¢ (ABT add. 8¢ post mpéocwmov] om. NA28) @coc avOpidmov ov Aapfdver Lol yap oi
00K0DVTES 0008V TTpocavélevto- diid todvavtiov- idovres dtt memiotevplar (neniotevton ABT ]
neniotevpon A°BC) 1o ebayyéiiov tiic dxpofvotiac kabis Iétpos tijc mepiropiic 6 yap
évepynoas IIéTp i amootolny g meprrolijs: évijpynoe Kai EJoi gic Ta EOvy- Kai yvovres THv
xapw Ty dobcicav ot Taxkwpos kai Kneas kai Todvvyg: oi doxodvres otilor (6tHrhot ABI]
othor NA28) eivar. deiag Edwrav éloi kai Bapvafa kowvwvias: iva gueis eic ta £0vy- avtoi
0¢ &ig Ty meprroljv: ovov Tév mrwydv iva [vplovebwley 6 kol éomovdaca avTo TobTo

rotijoar

‘Evtadfa od povov dmoloyeitor DmEp T@V AmootOAmv. dAAG kol Popldvel avtovg iva
heeAnon ToVg dobevoivtag O 8¢ Aéyetl To1oDTOV E0Tiv: €l Kl EmTpémovoty kelvol mepttévectart.
1OV AOYoV antol Sdcovsty: ov yap énedn (énedn] dmdn ABT) peydlot foav kol Eapyot: 6 0£d¢
TRV TPOcOTOV AyeTar GAL’ obTm &V capdg oK elnev mEPEIGUEVOG 8- Kol oVK glmev Omoiol
mote giolv. AL’ «foav»: deucvdg 8Tt Koi avtol Aowmdv memawpévol tod obte knpdTelw’ TOd
KNPOYHaTog Tavtood StoAdpyovtoc eita tvo P 86&n &vavtia Adyew kol Héymg eicdyetv
Vo0ectv. Sropboditor d10 Tod eimelv «Epoi oi dokoDvteg 0VOEY mpocavidesav» G Hev DUELG Aéyete
eNGiv 0VK 01da: ToDTo 8¢ 0160 HTL {0l 0VK NVAVTIOONGOY. GAAY Kol GUVETVELGAV. TO Yap «SeE10G

£0Kav». T0UT0 Aol dALL Témg, oV Aéyel ToUTo" AL T 00K £dida&av ovde d10pHwoav: ov
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TAEOV TL Tpocidnkay OV §oev kai Tadta £180TEC (g Sta ToDTO MOPEYEVOUNY BoTE KOVHOGUGHAL-

gmayOEVOC Kal TOV akpoPvoTov. @A’ obte €lol Tt mAéov Tpocétnkav: 00dE ékeivov mepételov’

8ALog amd TV Heybhov enoiv @V mepi Ilétpov: «omoiol moté fioav»- gite edapecTodVTEG
¢ 0ed- eite Y- 818 10 GLYXWPEIV TV TEPLTOUNV 0V Stapépoar oida yap 8Tt Exactog Adyov
dmoelr kai ok v avtodg 6 Bedg S TO ivol kopveaiovg £pudpidon: oDToL oV «EHol 0VIEV
npocébevto» avti 10D 003V mpooébecav Tf] d1dacKaAig LoV «AAAL TOVVAVTIOV» KOl EXVECAV

o

Kol «deag Edwrav kowoviagy & fv deiypo dmodoyfic: ai yap de€loi. v opdvolay dnrodoty’
aAAG Tovvavtiov: 1M ovvtadls, HeTd mOAAL: 100vieg kal TO. «delag EdmKav»: dnrolvieg Ot
dpéokovrar T® NHUETEPE KNPOYHATL S1d TO £lvol ToDTOV «IePttopfv» 8¢ Kai «dkpoBuotiov»: 0d
0 TpAyHata Ayel. GAAQ TG GmO TOVTOV Yvopwopeva £Bvis TNV YOp «TEPLTOUTV» KOADV
Tovdaiovg. «dkpofvotiov» Aéyel T EOBvn. Kol deikvooly OHOTIHOV aDTOIG £0VTOV Kol 0V TOIG
P 3 \ ~ 7 b} ~ e O 4 \ 7 ~ 3 o ~ 7
dAAOLG. GAAL T® kopvpaim €E160T €0vTOV TOVvTOL Yap Ypelon VOV Mv- tva deBff yoldrtorg
a&omiotog: kol oy fotatar péypt To0TOL: GAA’ €ml TOV XploTov Avayel TOV AOYoV Kol TV VT
gkelvov dobeloay adTd xapv: d1d Tod «yap évepynoag Iétpm»- kol TavTng TG XapLTog HapTLpag
Tapayel Tovg amostolovg: &1t yvovteg T yxapv 100 Beod TakmpPog kai Knedg kai Todavvng dvti
100 katapafovteg 61 adTtdV TV TpayHdTOV. «debag EdmKav» . Kol OTov HEV GuyKpivol E0VTOV
£de1, TTéTpou PévnTal Hovov™ dmov 8¢ Haptupag £6el Kadéoatl. TAV TpidV: kol HeT’ éykoMinov: «oi
Soxodvteg 6TOAOL elvar»’ olov oi HeydAor ol éEaipetot, oDTol HapTVpég Eiot TV Aeyolévav: &t
Kol @ Xp1otd tadta Sokel. mpotétoktar 88 6 «IdkmBog»: d1d Tod Témov KOPLOg Elvar dwoti moTe
Hev «Knedic». moté 8¢ Métpoc: ol EM06vteg eic Todatiov kol tapdéavieg Tovdaiot Roav: Iétpog
ik e LI} 7. ~ b} 7 1% 3 El T \ 4 by 7

ovv 0 kot €ketvoug «Knedc» dvolalopevog: tva ovv 31 oV fiKovcav 61 TOVTOL Kol KOAEoT,
gipnral Tic 8¢ «n €k TV deE1dV Kowwmvioy; tva O KNpLYHe enol SIEAOHEVOL TOVG TTWYOVG
k3 s P4 . x \ 3 3 \ ~ Qs ~ 3 r
apepictovg €xmpev. ovTOl 8¢ Mooav ol mapd TAOV 10V GULUEULAET®V U] TIGTELVGAVIMV.
Sraproyévteg S v i Xpiotov mioTv: mept OV &v T mpdg EPpaiovg Aéyer: koi v dpmoynv
TV VIopOVIOV DUV Hetd xapdc mpocedéfachor té tod knpdyHoatog odv Stavelddevog: ig TV

TOV TTOYAV TOV mapd Tovdaiolg Enplédeiay. éyd enow 10 map’ ELovTod cuVAVEYKO TODTO YOp
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10 «éomovdaca»  avaykdaletal 8¢ Aowmov kai tig Tpog ITétpov duré€ewg émpvnodijval, Adywv

obteg

dAloc fider (§der AB] fidon TI') peév ¢ dobevidg &t Srokeldévolg toig €€ iovdaimv
ovykatéfatvov ol dmdotolor GAAG PAEmwv PAamtopévovg tovg &€ E0vdv dvtipbiyyetar O 6¢
[étpoc: tif] owii kvpol Ta Aeyopevo: Hovovovyl Aéymv: Oikaio ETHEREETOL KOl AVTIAEYEWY
(Gvtiréyey AT] dvtidéyety B) ovk &vi- €mel oOv 6 P&V Eédyorto- O 88 katedééato: Ovnolpdpov

GUPOTEPOLG KATAOKEVAGAY PAPHOKOV

1-11 8pa Aééewg — éxeivov mepiétepov] cf. Chrys. PG 61.636.9-637.19 continues from the previous
paragraph  12-14 dno tdv peydrov — épubpidon] cf. comm. 59  15-16  o0dev  mpocébBecav  —
amodoyfic] cf. comm. 62  16-17 ai yap — moArd] not identified 17-18 i66vteg — tavtov ] cf. comm.
69 18-28 neprropnv 8¢ — tadta dokel] cf. Typ. Par. 31.25-32.24 (Chrys. PG 61.638.16-54) 28-31
npotétakton — gipnror] cf. Typ. Par. 28.14-15 (Eusebius of Emesa Fr. Gal. 48.22) 31-33 10 kNpuyHa
— wioTwv] comm. 69 (Chrys. PG 61.639.23-34, Typ. Par. 33.1-11) 33-35 mepi v — ovviveyko] Chrys.
PG 61.639.23-34, Typ. Par. 33.1-11 36-37 avaykaleton — Aéyov obtwg] Chrys. PG 61.639.52-55,
Typ. Par. 33.18-20 38-39 fjder — dmdotorol] cf. Theodoret PG 82.472.1-3 39-42  Blamtopevoug
— ¢@apuaxov] cf. Theodoret PG 82.472.22-36

<Gal. 2.11-13> 67e d¢ nibe ITétpog cig Avridyeiav: kara mpécwmov adtd avrécTyv: dti

e 5o 3y ~ By 5 ~ b3 Ny J4 By ~ Py ~ A or \
Kateyvoaollévos nv wpo tod yap EA0siv Tvag amo laxawfov: Peta Tdv E0vav covijebieyv: dte 6&
nllov- vrécteliev Kol apapilev Eavtov, pofovlevos Tovg éx mEPIToUls Kal covorekpiOnoay

abtd kai oi Loiroi Tovdaior dote kai Bapvafac covamijyOn avtdv tij dnoxpicer

IMoAlol tdv anidg 10 ywpiov Emdviav: volilovot tod [étpov tov IMadrov katnyopeiv
VIOKPIoY: AAA" oVK €0TL TODTO" TOAANV YOp €OpNooUev GH@oTéEPOLS Evtadbo KEKPUUUEVNV
obveoty, TpOg GEEAELOV TOV AKOVOVTIOV ol dmdcTtolol (¢ EOnv gimdv: &v Tepocodvplolg HEV:
cvvex®povy mepLtEvESOaL 0O Yap MV 4Opdwg Amocmdcal Tod VOHoL: «&v Avtioyeig» 8¢

EMBOVTEG: O0VOEV TOLODVTOV TOPETAPOLY AOWTOV. AAAL TOIG €5 €0VAV TEMOTEVKOOY ASUPOP®S
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ovvélov- 0 kai 6 [Tétpog émoiel tote” &mel 58 AoV oi 8 Tepocoldpav €iddTeC avTOV Ekel obT™
KnpvTTOVTO, 0VK £Moiel ToDTO PoPovpevog TAREML Ekeivoug: GAL™ dvéDeTo: dVO olkOVOU®V: Kol TO
pn oxavdaiioatl Tovg £€ Tovdainv. kol T0 Tapacyelv T® [adrw. edloyov Emrifcemg TpodPACLY:
gl yap avtog O €v Tepocorvpolg knputT®V HeTd TEpLtopiic &v Avtioyeig Hetébeto- €do&ev av
00Pw tob Ilaviov TobtO TOlEV: KOl KoTéyvev v avtod ToAANv €dkoiiav ol pobntoi- kol
okavdolov Elerle yivesOarr @ Hévtor TTavig: €ido6TL HETOOTOC, OV TOGADTNV TOPECYEV
vmovolay’ kod yap fidel v yvopnv Hed’ fic tadta &yiveto, 810 kai IMadrog mmhirret kai IIéTpog
avéyetar tva &ykaAovpévov Tod SB0cKAAOD Kol oly®vtog: ol Hodntal petdbmvtatl &l PEv yop
UNdevOg yevopévoy mapnveoev 6 TTadroc. ovdev Gv eipydoato HEyo viv 8¢ G@opUry Aapov
Emmnoemg. mAeiova toig [étpov Habntaic eoPfov €védniev: kol yap &l HEV dxodwv [TéTpog
avtéheyev, KOADG Gv Tic EUEPyato O¢ Thg oikovopiag dvatpemopévng viv 6& ékeivov Hev
EMTILAVTOG, TOVTOV 3¢ GLy®dVTOG. TOAVG O pOPog Toig €€ Tovdaiwy €yéveto™ Kol okomel Hed’ dong
axpiPeiog T® Aoy KéxpnTaL S1800¢ TOIG GLVETOIG, MG OV HayNG. GAX oikovopliag To Prpata ovk
glmey «KOTEYVOOUEVOG v» DI dUod. AL VO TV GAA@V: &l Yap adTO¢ KaTéyvm, ovK av
TAPNTAGAVTO TODTO EIMETV: KoL TO «KOTA TPOGOTOV AVTEGTNVY, GYfLo V- £l Yap dvimg éUdyovTo.
ovK Gv €l TOV Pabntdv dAARloig énetipnoay” éokavddhoay yap Gv: viv 8¢ Avottelodoa dhedn
1 &v 1® eavep®d Haym. kai domep 6 Hadrog, eicev avtoig év Tepocoivpolc, obtm kai odTot &v
Avtioyeiq: tig 8¢ 1 xotdyveolg - wpo tod yop €OV Tvag amd lakdPov- ékeivog yop O
S1846K0log &v Tepocordlolg: Hetd TdV £0v@V cuvnodiey: «dte 8& NABov, dempilev (dpmpiiev Al
apopilev BT) £avtov pofodpevogy” od todto ofolievog Py Kivduvedon: adg yap O &v apyn 100
KnpOyHoatog obtm Tappnolacdpevog, GAL” tva U drootdot Tfig miotemg O PEV yap tod Bavdatov
PoPoc adiapopoc {v avtoic: 6 82 thig (toic I') v Hodntdv dnoieiog (droieiog A] dmoleiog
BI'). kotéoeiey Gutovg t0 «Oméctehe» 088 Ti|g 1@V £0vikdv (é0vikdv BT éBvnkadv A) (add.
gontov ante dniovott A) £avtov dnrovott cuvovsiog Kol «dIoOKpLoy» 8¢ TO TpayHo KoAET: 00
yvop Bodietar ékkoAvyal TV yvoUny. iva ékeivol dopbmbdov: émel yap o@odpa Tod VOUOL
GvTelyovTo, Kol «OTOKPIoV» a0TO KOAET KOl 6QOdPO. EMTANTTEL. DOTE TNV TPOANYIV AVEAETV: Kol

axovwv ITETpog cuvumokpiveTol MG AHapTavaV: v év Tf] Tpdg avToV émitiioetl Stopbwbdoy’
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8Mog «dte 62 NAOe TTéTpog»- o0 Hhymg 00dE kotayvdceng v 1 tov Modlov dvTicTival
@ [étpw, AAL™ oikovoplia- €mel yap S cvykatdfacty oi wepi [Tétpov Tepocorvpolg cuveyd@povy
TNV TEPLTopnV: BovAdevol katd Hikpov £mi TO TEAEIOV dyayeiv: «EMOMV gig Avtidyetovy  Eypt Pev
ovdeic fv tdv & Tovdainv &kel mMoTOC, ASPOPOG HETE TAV MOTEVGAVIOV &E £0VAV
ouviicOiev»: 8te 8¢ MAOov €€ TepovcoAnp. «Oméotelde» 1O cuveshictv: iva pn dodevodvtog
oKavdorion: eavep®dg 6& «dvtéotn»- va 0pdvTeg o1 €€ iovdainy Tov d1ddokalov &ykalovevoy:
Tl dfmote PN} GVVEGTL TOIG AKPOPUGTOIG Kol U} AvTIAEyovVTa. YV®DGL AOWOV MG OV YPEIDING 1)
TOPOTNPNGCIS TOD VOHOL HeTd TV mwioTtv: kol PHetabdvral thg Tapatnpioeng EvcéPlog 6¢ év i
"ExxAnoioctiky Totopig Aéyer P eivor todtov 1oV «Knedv» tov ITétpov. AL’ dAkov OpdVVHOV
(opmvopov A] Oopovopov BT) éva tdv épdopnkovta (épdopnkovia A] O° BT kail mbavog 6
AOY0G 0VdE yap v Petd O mEipav dodvar tov TTétpov Tiig oikeiog dpetilg, ToldTng £5616m
VT0GTOAMiG Kal oikovoliag Kol 1O «Kateyvmopévog qv»- ob tf) dAndsiq 008e mapd Iodrov Tod
v oikovopiov €i66t0g (gid0tog A] €iddtmwg BIY): dAld mopd tdV dyvoodviwv kai olopévev
vokpivesBar S tO mpdypa 1 oltwg yéyovev E€Hol enol mPOPACI TOD KOTO TPOGMITOV
avtistijval 1| mepl Tod ovvesic Toig dxpoPvotolg aitia: O 8& mpokaTEYVOGUEVOG TV VIO TAV
Tovdaimv eikfi- St o mept Kopvidiov. 810 koi viv vmestdIn: i yap Py DreotdAn, odk fv ypeiov
10D €Aéyyov- evKkaipog o0V éAéyOn EUnpocOey Thvtov: T el pvoel Tovdaiot kai 8ENg &l yop
iducov 1L opala fv- idia av kol avtog Evekdresey kai Sopddoato’ «houmovg 8¢ Tovdaiovg.
TOVG év Avtioyeia Aéyel €k meprtopf|g: ol Koi adtol APdPIoay £0VTOVg €K TV AKPOPVGTOV. d1d

ToV¢ 4o TakdBov’

1-32 molloi tdv amhdg — émryfioet dopbwbdow] Typ. Par. 33.29-35.19, Chrys. PG 61.640.2-641.55

28-29 10 vméotelle 6¢ — cvvovoiac] cf. comm. 73 33— 40 ov Mayng — mopatnpiosng] cf.
comm. 70  40-48 Evcéprog — €réyyov] cf. comm. 70a 44-46 xoteyvoopévog — O TO
npdypo] cf. comm. 71 48-50 evkaipwg — xai dopbdcato] cf. comm. 70b 50-51 Xowovg 8¢

Tovdaiovg — TakmpPov] cf. comm. 75
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<Gal. 2.14-16> ¢4’ éte gldov 61 00K opBomodoiel mpog Thy drjbsiay Tod evayyeiiov. imov T
IIétp EumpocBey mavrwv &l ab Tovdaios drdpywv é0vikdc {ijs kai obk iovdaixdc: Ti ta E0vy
avaykdleis iovdailerv;, («-» ABT) nueis pvoer Tovdaior. kai obk é& é0vav apapTwmloi. eidotes
(NA28 8¢ ante 6ti] om. ABT) é1 06 dikarovrar dvlpwmog € Epywv voov éav Uiy d10 micTews
Incod Xpiorod: kai fpueic eic Xpiotov Incodv émicrevoalleyv: iva dikalwldley éx micTems

Xpiotoi- kai 0bk &€ Epywv vopov- d1ott 0b dikarwBijcetal € Epywy vopov ndca capé

Mr| OopuPte 7 AéElg ofa yap Swavoia gipntor T cvvumekpibn, tavTn Kol TO «OOK
dpBomododsiv»’ od yap Povretar THV oikovopiov dvakeAvyol oynHatilelt odv TRV AéEwy, Mg
oVHeépov v ékeivolg dkodoot: od yap mpdg BPpv Iétpov todto eimev. dALd S1d tfig TovTOL
gmTipnoeng, xeivovg motel Peltiovg «ainbelav 8¢ 100 gdayyediov». v EE® T0D VOHOL Aéyet
moMteiav: TO HN TEPUTEvEV: TO U xopilew tdv €€ dxpoPvotiog motdv  ovk &vi yap “EAAny i
Tovdaiog: «Epumpocbev 8¢ maviov» 1 HEUyIS ody iva Ilétpov katayvd, AL’ iva Exeivovg
oeelon- Tic ovv 1 dmripnoic «&i ov Tovdaiog Mv £0vikdg (fic» &l oV katd vopov deEdpevog
v zeprtopnv: v Ew 100 vOopov molteiav (molteiov A] om. BT) petépym. «ti ta £6vn
dvorykaleio». 1OV vopov minpodv’ «td E0vip 8¢ eine kol ovk Tovdaiovg: iva deiln tédv oikeimv
KNoOHeEVOC Habntdv todTo Aéyev: Kal PN avakaAveof) 1 oikovolia d fiv 1 &ykinoig: €l P&v yap
glmev Kok®d¢ Toleig TOV vOUov Tpdv: énetincav dv oi &€ Tovdainv. G¢ Opacuvopévon katd Tod
S1300KAAOV VIV 0& VTtep T@V oikeimVv adTd EyKoA®dV HonTdV TdV £ E0vav Aéywm: edmapddekTov
moleltar OV Adyov: «ei ov ‘Tovdaiog dv»: Hovovovyl Swappndnv Podv  Hipncachs ToV
dddoxarov: kai antog yap Tovdaiog mv. é0vikdg (6vnkidg A] é0vikdg BT) (fi- AL’ obtm Hév 0b
Aéyer oo yap Gv 86¢Eavto- ob mpoooyfiatt (mpooyniatt] tpocoyipatt ABT) 8¢ émitidfoemg Tiig
VIEp TV EOvV. O €BovAeTo fjvucev: O orynoag [étpog, katdpOmaose. Katade&apevog DToKpicemG
86&av Aaeiv, tv’ aAndodg vrokpiceng dmoAldtn tovg Tovdaiovg Hdet yap TV yvOUNY Hed TG 6
MMoadrog énetifa. 010 Kol o1yd: Kol 1) TovToLv o1yf], ddackario Toig Tovdaiolg yéyove. oD UnkéTt

TV Volipov &xecbat: ov yap v O d1ddokarog E6iyncé enotv, €l Ui cuvpdel dikaimg EmTU®dVTL
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@ TTodho  ghéyyxel 8¢ avTov. Koi Gnd Tfg mpotépag avaotpoeflg tva Un ék tfig 100 ITavAov
YVOUNG 1 oVPBovAN: GAL €k T TTéTpov kpioewg Tiig 1N yeyevnévng eicevnvéyBar dokij (dokT
AB] dokel ) i AMéyov «hieig ooel Tovdaiow: «fqUeic» ol ék mpoydvwv: oi Gvwbdev TodT0 10
yévog avyodvieg: ToDTO Yap TO «PVGE Kai 0O TPOCHAVLTOL EMEl EYVOHEV MG 0VY 010V TE &K TOD
VvOpov kaprdcachat Ty aAnOf dikaocvvny, 1@ Xplotd nemictedkopley’ kol Tod vopov kabdmal
dméotpev’ moiov obv EEopev dmodoyiov ETépoug eic Todto Elkovies: GAAYL kol aitiov Aéyet Tiig
aroctdoemg gbA0yoV: moiay; €idoTeg OTL «o¥ dwkaiodtal dvOpmmog €€ Epywv vOLov»: «Epya o8
vopov», 10 mepl ZapPartmv kol meprtopiic kai yovoppuiodg, & aiviypa (aiviypata A] aiviypla B)
NV Etépov: GV 1 H&v mapdPacig apaptio: 1) & euiakn od dtkatocvvng Teleinoic §i Epyov elnev:
S TV v avt® EmdyOewav Opa 8¢ mAC AoPUAdS POEyyeTal oby (¢ movnpov GAN’ Mg dobevi]
onol avtov gidoaplev (gidoapev AB] giacev T')- i toivov &€ Epymv oddeic dikarodtal TdV TOVOV
QEPOVTOV: «EK 0¢ TioTEME» " IOV TO TTi¢ EVKOAING Kal THG dkalocVVNG Héya: TG 00K dvayKaiov
€doavtag TOv vopov: dpkeicBar tf] yapitr €& Epywv 6& Aéyetl Un dikatodobat Kai 00K &5 EVIOA®V:

1 Yap &vton Sucatol dkovopévn: to 8¢ Epyov fv duokatdpdwToy

1-4 um BopuPnte N Aé&g — Pertiovg] Typ. Par. 35.30, Chrys. PG 61.642.3 1-2 oia yop — dvakoidyor]
cf. comm. 76 4-5 v o — moArteiav] cf. Theodoret PG 82.493.1 4-6 dAnfeiav — 7 ‘Tovdoioc] cf.
comm. 77  6-7 EunpooBev — mdeeinon] cf. comm. 78 7-9 tic odv 1 émurinoig — ovk Tovdaiovc]
not identified 9-10 iva d&i&n — &yxinoig] cf. comm. 80 10-17 &i pév yap — damorraEn tovg Tovdaiovg]
Chrys. PG 61.642.21-44, Typ. Par. 36.11-27 17-21 #de1 yop — eioeviveybon dokf] Typ. Par. 38.1-9,
Chrys. In illud: In faciem ei restiti PG 51.385.48ff. 22-24 Muelg @voet — memotevkapev] cf.
Theodoret PG 82.473.2-6  24-26 «ai Tov volov — gbloyov moiav] not identified 26-28  idoteg —
teleiwong] cf. Theodoret PG 82.473.14-2129 dui tyv €v avtd €mdyBetav] comm. 81a29-30 6po 8¢ —
gidoapev] Typ. Par. 39.11, Chrys. PG 61.643.21 30-33 &i toivov — dvokatdépbwtov] Typ. Par. 39.17-22

(Zeunpravod)
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<Gal. 2.17-18 > &i 6¢ {yrodvreg dikarmOijvar év Xpiotd sbpéOney Kai avtoi auaptmiol épa
Xpi6tog apaptiag o1dxovog; Ui pévorto: & yap 4 KATEAVGA TADTA TAALY 0iIK0JOUGD, TapafdTyy

lavtov covicTnur

Ei tov vopov xotaAmovieg onol Xpiotd mpoonAbopev: 6w tiig én’ adTOV TOTEWC.
SKaOoEMG TVYXEV TPpocdokNoavteg Topdpacis 8¢ Todto vevopioTal ®G paciv ol iovdailovreg:
gig tov Xpiotov dpa 1) aitia yopnoel: 0¢ NIV TV kavny DIEdeEev: AAAQ U1} Yévolto- gig GTtomov
YOop TOV Adyov Gmayoaymv. obk £0eNOn Kataokevig mpoOg avatpomnyv: AL MpxécOn tob T
amayopedoetl 1O ATomov Avedsiv. mpog Yap Tt AMav coei] kal dvaioyvuvta: ov ypeic KATAGKELTC.
AL pOVOV dmayopedoemg: gita kotackevdlel Todto koi 8’ étépov obtm Adymv: «el yap o
KATEAGO»  0lov BQévTeg TOV VOUOV: KaTe@OYoHey &mi TV &k TioTemg cotpiay. KATOAGAVTEG
adTov. 10 £doar avtdv kol Xpotd mpocdpaelve dv ovv molv Emiyelp®dUev ioTdv avTov
mapofator EGHEV: 0Tt Ta KataAvOEvTa Ve MUY Emtyelpoliev iotdv: §| ta Topd Bgod Avbévta
QUAOVEIKODVTEG TNPETV: Opa 0& MG GOPMG TNV Katnyopiov dvtéatpeyev: Ekeivav yap mopapacty

VOOV £YKaAOVVTOV, aDTOG TopAfacty KEKANKE TOD VOOV TV QUACKTY'

1-3 &i tov vopov — P yévorro] cf. Theodoret PG 82.473.27-34 3-6 &ig dromov — dmayopevoemc] cf.

Typ. Par. 39.33-40.4 (Chrys. PG 61.644.41-49) 7-10 olov d&eévieg — tnpeiv] cf. Typ. Par. 40.7-13

(Chrys. PG 61.645.1-4, Damasc. PG 95.789.37-40) 7-9 «xataldoavieg — iotdv] cf. comm. 84
10-11 6pa 8¢ — puraxnv] cf. Theodoret PG 82.473.42-46

<Gal. 2.19-20a> éya yap oa vopov vop arébavov, iva Oci {jow- Xpiotd cvvestavpwllar (b

0¢ 0bKéTL €y, (ij 0¢ év éloi Xpiotog

Ay Eyxel tobto Bewpiav: 1 yop «vOHov» ToD Tiig YapLtog enoiv g dtav Aéyn O VOHOC

oV TTVEOHOTOG 1| «VOHOV» TOV moAodv Aéysr deikvdg 0Tt «dd TovTov ToD VOHOL: TG VOU®
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améBavev» - avTOG e PNV O VOUOG EVIyayev €ig TO PNKETL TPOGEYEWV OVTH- EimV el XPLoTOD-
T0 TPOPNTNV VUV AVOGTAGEL KUPLOG: €1 TOIVLUV HEALOIHL 0T TPOGEXEWY: Kol aVTOV TapaPaived’
gkeitve PV ovv il vekpdc. od yip mohtedopal kot  ékeivoy. Toig 8¢ TovTov doyHacty Emopot 1
&O¢ mpoeipntar Todto Pnoi- 8t St Tod evayyEKod VooV dmédavov T HocAiK®: Tdg 0OV O
vekpobeilg kol avevepyntmg £xov Tpodg avtov: ELAGE® adTOV: TOV S TOV €v avtd dvoyep®dV
TOPOTNPHCEDY VEKPOGAVTA He T GHoptig Kol amokteivavio «iva yap ¢not 0ed C(Row»-
~ \ ~ r 4 . 3 \ \ ¥
«Xpot®» o tod Pomticlatog «ovvestavpopary  (BIT cvveotpopar) €mel yap eimev
«@méOavov»- fva UN Tig einn ndg obv (fig, émyaye kai v aitiav thc {ofg kol Edeiéev 811 6 UiV
volog {dvta dméktevey: 6 88 Xpiotog vekpov AaBav Sid tod avdatov élmonoince: Td Hév obV
ginelv «Xpiot@d ocvveotavpopaw: 10 Bantiopa Nvi€oto @ 8¢ ginelv «{®d 6& ovk &1l &ymd»: TV
\ ~ /4 s 7 ~ \ 7 (3 ~ 3 4 v 4 3 s
Hetd tadta moAtteioy o1 1¢ vekpodTon Td HEAN MUDV: TNV TpoTépav enoi amebéuny Conv: &ig
e 7 ~ k4 4 ¥ 7 \ Nt ~ N2 b} b \
£tépav HetoféPnka- todto ovv moirtevopat. ov mepikeldor v {onyv «(fj 0 &v éUol XpioTogy»
Evepy®v Koi deomdlov Kol «&v éHol» Pn €V yivesBor t@v PR dokobviov adtd: domep yop
Bavatov Aéyer 00 OV KooV GALG TOV (tov AB] 1@V I') ék tdV apoaptidv, obto kol {onv v
gxeivov amodhoyny Bed yap odk dAAmg €oti CAv. §| vekpwbivta tf] apaptig: nel yap eomviov
€avtov 1® Xplotd kateckevooe kol mivto EEEPare o ProTikd. Kol Kotd TO €keivov AN

nhvta Empottey, €ikOTOC ENol v &v adtd tov Xpiotov: 0 tig &v dAlog ginelv ToAUnoEiEey’

1-4 suav — mapaPaive] cf. Typ. Par. 40.27-41.2 (Chrys. PG 61.645.6-18) 5 ékeivop pEV —
gmopan] cf. comm. 85a 6-8 811 810 ToD — dmokteivavta] cf. comm. 86 9 Xpotd e  Tod —
ovveotavpopay] cf. Theodoret PG 82.473.54  9-13 émei yop — péAN Wpav] cf. Typ. Par. 41.16-30,
Chrys. PG 61.645.35-50  13-14 tyv mpdtepay — thyv {onv] cf. Theodoret PG 82.476.2-3 14-15 G
8¢ — dokovvtov avtdv] cf. comm. 88  15-19 donep yap — Enpattev] cf. Typ. Par. 41.29-42.15, Chrys.
PG 61.645.52-646.15 19 gikdtwg — ToApNoetev] not identified
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<Gal. 2.20b> & é¢ viv (viv A] om. BI') (& év capki- év micter (& tij Tod viod tob Oeod tod

ayameavTog e kal mapadovrog éavtov Omep éLob

OV povov 1 vonen Lon dAla kal 1 aicOn o1 tiig gig Xpiotov £dmpnon ot Tiotemg: Kol

du tiig OvnTiig Tavng €keivny i) wiotel Opd-

n

| obtwg moTEv® €l TOV VIOV T0D Oeod: &l 88 O Vidg Tod Oeod @ moTEV®. v deEid TOD
TaTpOC E0Tv: &V oVpavoic moAttevopal O 88 vOHog &mi THC Yig elye THV THPNOWY: 0VK &pa VOUD
VoKeatl. | 6Tl VIO AmdPacy OV d1d TOV VOOV mhvteg yop fHaptov onoiv: kol HEAA®V
amodviokey (¢ &mi oD katokALGUoD: d1d Tod Xpiotod Bavdtov: fpméyny &yd tod davdtov- elta
nupwbeig V1o Tod wOHoV kal Pvnobeig Tivov amAiagev avTov 0 Xplotog Kol Tiva £xapicato: 10
KOOV id10moteTtar Tod «Tapadoviog» AEY@V E0TOV VIEP ELOD JEIKVDG TOGAOTNV EKOGTOV JETV
OUoLoYELY Yapv T Xplotd: ®¢ &l SU” avtdv Hovov évnvOpdnnce kai Emadev: gito ékeivog Uév
onow obTeg Nydma. ¢ Kol £0vTOV VIEP 60D mapadodval Kol AvEATIGTOV dvio cmOTNPIG, €ig
tot TV {onV énaviyays: o 8¢ Uetd Tocadta dyadd: mpog To mokatd Takvdpoleic; Oeic odv Ta
amo TV AoYIoUDV. AomOV B¢ &V AmOPACEL 6POIPAG AVOKNPVTTEL AEY®V «OVK GOET® TNV Yapv
0D Beod» 00 Aéyw @noi dtL et v yapwv xpeio vopipov: todto yap €otiv. 611 M| xApig ovdEV
ioyvel O yap KoTd VOOV TOATEVOUEVOG. ATIALEL TV XApLY OG 0VK ApKODGAV TPOS GOTNPIOV:
Kol «afetel»: (abetel A] om. BI' g homoioarkton) dfeteiv 6¢ éoti. 10 dmioteiv: 10 evtehilew

(evayyekilew A / gdtekiety BS T/ ev[..erasure.]erilev BI) 10 Stomailew’

1 ob poévov — miotemg] cf. comm. 89 1-2 xai 814 g — 7iotel Op®d] not identified 3-5 motedo &ig
— vmokepa] cf. Typ. Par. 42.27-30 (Severianus Fr. Gal. 300.23)  5-8 vm0 andgacty — vmep éHod] cf.
Typ. Par. 43.32-44.3 (®coddpov), (Chrys. PG 61.646.57-647.3) 6-8 cita mupwbeic — idomoteitan]
cf. Typ. Par. 43.32-44.3 (®coddpov), (Chrys. PG 61.646.57-647.3) 8-9 SEKVUG TOGOV TNV —
gvvOponnoe] cf. comm. 909-13 elta éxeivog — yépwv 10D @eod] cf. Typ. Par. 44.13-19, Chrys. PG
61.647-648 13-14 o0 Aéyo — ioyvel] cf. Typ. Par. 44.21-23 (Eusebius of Emesa Fr. Gal. 49.5) 14 6 yap
kot — cotnpiav] cf. Theodoret PG 82.476.11-13 15-16 a0etelv — dwomaitewv] cf. comm. 91
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<Gal. 2.21b> (odk abetd TNV Yaptv 10D OBeod ante ei yop NA28] om. ABT ) &i yap dia vépov

owkaiocvviy, dpa Xpiotog dwpeay arédave

Ti tobtv TV PnUdtev Evipentidétepov: €1 O VOHOG @nol otkool kol €lg Krtiow
dkaroovvng apkel, tepttrdc 6 100 Xprotod Bhvatog St TodTo Yip TOPLSOKEV E0VTOV. OG TOD
vOpov Py ioyvovrog Mg &l ye cmley N8Vvato éxkeivog meptttdg O TovTOL BdvaTOoC EVvorGag oLV
TNV VIEPPOANV TiiG dToTiog: Kol DPpet kat adTtdV KEypnTon PapvOoudv: ptetd t0 E£eA0elv Tepl Ti|g

TPOg mETPoV SlodéEemc: 0BT Aéywv’

1 ti tovtov Tdv PnpdTev évipentikdtepov] not identified 1-2 & vopog — Xpiotod 6Odavarog] cf.
Theodoret PG 82.476.14-162-3 610 todto — tovtov Odvatog] cf. comm. 92 3-4 évvonoag — PapvBupdv]
cf. Typ. Par. 44.26-32 (Chrys. PG 61.648.20-24) 4-5 Bopvbopdv — obtw Aéyov] cf. Theodoret PG
82.476.18

<Gal. 3.1-2> @ avéyror I'aidrar tic vpag éfdoxnve (§Pdockavev NA28) tif ainbeig i
neifecOar (BYZ] om. NA28) - oic xatr’ opOailods Incoic Xpietog mpoesypdon &v Uiy
dotavpwévog: Todto Lovov Bélw absiv dp’ DUdGY EE Epywv volov to nvedlla élafete f &

AK0T|G TICTEWG;

Amodei€og govtov P v’ avOpdTmv GANG mapd Xpiotod dedidaypévov kal aEdmioToV
KOTAGTNO0G EAVTOV O10GoKaAOV, HeTd TAEIOVOG AoToV Tii¢ dubevteiag d10GoKEL GVYKPIGLY VOOV
ToloOHEVOC Kol TioTems: kal dpyOHevog Pev Bavpalm Eleyev 6t «oVTm HetatifecOe»: viv 8¢ kol
«AVONTOVG» AVTOVG KOAET: OV TOD JEGTMOTIKOD VOUOV KOTAPPOVADV. TOD M| KOAEY HoOpoOv TOV
GOEMPOV TAPAKELEVOREVOD. OV Yap AmAdS eipntan kakel: GAL™ 6 gikf] KoAdV: idov (iddv A] idov

BI') yap tov 100 Xpiotod OGvatov meptttov anogaivoviag. £xdyst Ty Enttipnoy: kol ovde 1ote

297



dElog yodemoTépmv Yap pnUdtov foav &Eor AL’ dvorTovg KaAel: dvontav yap tO desival
Xp1otov kol ExecOat vopov- 0a 8¢ kai mdc e00émg kabveinot TAnEag: od yap einey Tic Amdosy,
AL «éfdoxmvev»: deikvog 6Tt eBO6vov Gl Empattov mpodTEPOV: Kol Saiplovog Emnpela TO
yevolevov fv- Het’ edenpiog toivov 1 mopowio: Packaivel yép Tic, €O0mOpm 0o méEvnTl
gdmuepodvil ov dvompayodvit (dvompayodvtt AB] deiompayodvit T') kai dlopdpetor. d¢g TOV
(tov AB] 10 I') cvveileypévov kevdoovta mAodDTov: 10 88 «oic kat O@OaAUoD» elmev: THC
mioTeg SEKVYG TNV loydv ®¢ kol ta woppwbev dvvapévng Opdv: kaitolr ye év Tepovcoinu
gotavpmbn (éotavpddn A] éotpddn BI)- dAA’ obtw ¢noi émiotedoate, ¢ adTov TOV GTODPOV
10D Xpiotod Oeacdpevol «mpoeyplen» 82 einev ovk éotavp®dn (otavpmOn A] éotpddn BI)
TOVTESTL Ol TG ToD KNPOYHaTog Ypapf|g: mcel EAeyev: TO PV KNpuyHa: Emypdonoev DUV TOV
otadpov  VUELG 8¢ 101G Thg TioTeEmg OPHAANOTG. MG TapdvTa aOTOV €ideTe: TaDTO dE. KOOUTTOUEVOG
Méyer 811 OV eldov VrEp adTdV YoUveévia: dveskolomGHévoy: AL mavTa Yap ESNAmce Sid
0D «mpoeyplon»: TohToV APEVTeg. €l TOV VOUoV Edpaplov, ovdev aidechévieg TV madnUaT@V:
glto. mopdAANAo tidnot, TV yépwv kol OV VOOV kol TaC Gmodeifelg mapdyer: St tod eimelv
«todto Hovov B Habeivy  émedn yop Ote émiotevov yapiopato EAGUPavov. tobto ¢noi: 6
VOHog VUiV £dwke ToD Bglov mvedpatog TV Evépystav. §| 1) xapis €meldr| yap enot Tiig oikovopliog
10 Héyeboc katonteboar 00 PodreoBe (BovAiecBe A] Povrdpebo BI): 810 cuvtopov dnodeienc
VUGG meloon Poviopar «EMGBete (éAafete AB] Elape BI') 1o mvedpo» 10 dylov (10 mvedpa 1o
drytov BT mvebpla Gylov A) ~ gipydoacBot duvaplels; tig DUV 8£dwke TV To600TNG ioydv. O VOHOG;
Kai Uiy oddev émotgite mpdtepov: AL 1 mioTic; mHS ovv odk &oxdtng Maviag: tavtny U&v

aesival: Tpog 8 TOV 0VSEV edNPYETNKOTA VOOV adTOOATioOL

1 dmodeigag — deddaypévov] cf. comm. 93.1 (Typ. Par. 45.9-10/ Chrys. PG 61.647.30-34) 1-2  «xai
a&omotov — ddaokarov] cf. Typ. Par. 45.9 / Chrys. PG 61.647.32-33 2-3 peta mielovog — ol
moteng] cf. comm. 93.2 (Typ. Par. 45.9-10 / Chrys. PG 61.647.30-34) 3-7 xoi apydHevog — Moo
a&wot] cf. Typ. Par. 45.11-13 / Chrys. PG 61.647.35-39 7-8 &AX’ dvontoug — vopov] cf. comm. 93.3

8-10 04a 82 — yevopevov fv] cf. Typ. Par. 45.22-26 / Chrys. PG 61.647.59-648.32 8-9 o0
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yap — mpdtepov ] cf. comm. 93.4 10-12 pet’ evonpiog — mhodtov] cf. Theodoret PG 82.476.22-28
12-14 10 8¢ oic — éotovpddn] cf. comm. 94.1  14-15 oBto @noi — Ococdapevor] cf. comm. 94a
15-17 npoeypaon — €idete] cf. comm. 94.2 17-19 tadta 8¢ — modnpdtov] cf. Typ. Par. 46.1-
12 /Chrys. PG 61.649.2-17 20 gita — mopéyel] cf. Theodoret PG 82.476.36 21 émictevov —
énappavov] Theodoret De Sancta Trinitate, PG 75.1181.8 21-22 6 vopoc— 1 yapig] cf. Theodoret PG
82.476.42-44 22-27 éne1dn — avtoporfjocoy] cf. Typ. Par. 46.19-26 / Chrys. PG 61.649.21-41

<Gal. 3.3-4> obrws avénror éoté;, (NA28 avonroi éote,) évapldllevor mveblart viv capki

émireleiole; tocabta éndbete gikij. &f ye kal eixij

Edkaipog mdAwv v Oppwv Emnveyke: d0&ov yap mpocHnknv moujcal ¢noiv tod yxpodvov
npoidovrog ov HOvoV ovk émeddkate, GAAL Kol €ig tovmicw (tovmicw AT] tod micw B)
KovéyOnte: amd yap mvevpatik®v apEapevol. éml 10 cOUATIKG KateAdoote 1O Hev yop onpeio
TOIETY. TveLHaTIkOV 1O 88 mepitévecOatl GopKIKOV: Kol oK eime TeAElte. GAAYL «TeleicOe»-
dewvig Ot dikmv Opeppdtov aAdyov AaPoviec avtovg Ekelvol Katétevov, Un €idotag O
TAGXOVGL Kol «mvedpa» HEv, TV xapwv €kGAece, «Gapko» OF TOV VOHOV Elta Gmd TRV
naOnpatov v Katnyopiav HEaivel «tocadTo» ALYV «€rabete gikij»- 0 On Kol TANKTIKOTEPOV
gottv: émel yap foav morloig melpacioic St tov Xpiotov molaicavteg: mévio Ekeivo enol o
vmepeivate S1o tov Xpiotov: (nidoat vudg (bUdg A] om. BIY) ovtot Bodrovtar: &l yap dvmp tod
Xpiotod tadta éndbete: OV Xplotov 8¢ kataAmovieg 10D vOHov aviéxeobs. ovoLy Exete kEpdOg
gita tva PNy kataceion adtdv Ty yoynv kol kotaddon o vedpa. odk EUevey &ml Thig Amopacemg
AN émyayev. «elye koi eikfj» (gixf] ABT)- &l yap xoi (kai Bl om. A) BovAnfeinté onow
avoktiooacal avtovg. ovK €ikf- €l Oelnoete EUpeivar Tfj xapitt. AMyecde tov HicBOv™ mod viv

gloiv ol PHetdvolav dvarpodveg eita mepi TdV youpiopdtov Siéésioy’

1-5 evkaipwg — xatétepvov] cf. Typ. Par. 46.33-47.8 (Chrys. PG 61.649.45-650.7) 5-6 pn) €idotog —
d maoyovot] not identified 67 mvedpa pev — doeaiver] cf. Theodoret PG 82.476.44-52
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6 mvedpa pev — tov vopov] cf. comm. 96a 7-8 tocadta Aéyov — minktikdtepov otwv] cf. Typ. Par.
47.11, Chrys. PG 61.650.5-7 8 foav moAkoic — moAaicavec] cf. comm. 97  8-9 TavTa —
Boviovtar] cf. Typ. Par. 47.14-16 (Chrys. PG 61.650.11-12) 9-10 &i yap — képdog] not identified

11-14 &lto. tva — avopodvreg] cf. Chrys. PG 61.650.12-17 14 &ito. mepi @V YapGHAT@V

dié€eiov] not identified

<Gal. 3.5-9> ¢ ovv éryopyydv VUiV 16 Tvedla Kai évepydv dvvdlels v DUIv- && Epywv voplov-
&& axofjc mioctews Kabwg APpaa) émictevoe T Oed Kai Eloyicln avtd &ic dikarocbvyy
/4 ” 1% ¢ r d rd 5 IR S - . ~ \ ¢ N o 5
YWVOeKETE dpa 0Tl 0i ék mieTEWS, 0VTOI gioy viol Afpadl: mpoidodoa O& 1 ypapn Ot1 ék
mictews Odixarol ta E0vy 0 Ogos mpoeonyyslicato Ttk Afpaall, ot1 EvevioynbOicovrai
(edroynbnoovtor T') év coi mavra ta £0vy dote oi éx mictews ebloyobvral cdv T mioTd

Appaap

«O émyopnydv VHIv» enol «t0 mvebpo» 0g0g: «kal duvapelg» EpyaloUevog onpeiov «&v
DUIv»: «dul T0 €K VOHoL Epya» todta molel «ij dwd tnv gig Xprotov miotv». gbdmiov dtL du
t0d10" dpeidete Toivov ovk &€ MV Uovov énetedécate onpeimv avtol yvédver v Ti¢ mioTEmC
dovapy. dALa kol €k 10D TpoTaTopog VUMY APpadl kol adtog yap €K miotemg £dikoidOn kol
Emeldn €dedoikelcay dpeivar TOV VOUov UNmeg thg ovyyeveing tod APpadl EKTEUTOOLY
(éxné[..Jroowv A)- €ig Todvavtiov meptiotnot Tov Adyov: 611 HaAAOV ol TG mioTEMG TPOPIOL.
npocotkelobvton T@ APpadail. Kol TV Tpog Ekelvov ayyloteiav 1 miotig Epydletar O 68 «dpax».
avti Tod Totyapodv’ cuvictnot 8¢ todto Kai md Haptupiog Aéyov mpoidodoa 1 88 ypaen émeid
Yap 010 TovTO HAAoTO TEPLETYOVTO TOD VOHOL TO Apyaiov adTod dvc®TOVHEVOL Amodeikvuoty 0Tt
1 miotic, dpyarotépa 10D VOHoL: avTdg Yap 6 TOV VOHov Sodg: mpiv todtov dodvarl: todto MV
oploag: «éx mioteng Sikarwdijvar té E0vn» ok eimev 88 dmekdAvyey. AL «ednyyedicato» tva
HaOng 61t kKol O ToTpipyng ToHT® T@ TPOTM THG dKoocvVNG Exatpe. kal TodTo EKPivor Emdbet

»n

70 € «&v Go». TOVTESTIY &V TQ oméppati cov O¢ €6t Xp1oTog: 1| «€v coi». avtl oD Katd Hipnow

N

onv Koi OpoldTnTa. i ol Hipodpevoi og- «évevloyndnoovtaw (év edloyndncovtar ABT) 6¢. 61
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niotemg SnAadN: Mg dpynyos APpadi’ «oi éx micteme» NvmUévol kol oméppa telodvieg, ovy ol

amd oapKoOg

1-2 6 émyyopny®dv — mictwv] cf. comm. 98 3-4 &¢ v — &dwcondOn] cf. comm. 99 5-6 dnewdy —

Aoyov ] cf. comm. 100.1  6-7 &t paihov — APpadap] not identified 7 v npog — toryapodv] cf. comm.

100.2 7-8 cvviotnor — Aéywv] not identified 9-10 81 todto — vopov] cf. comm. 101 10-12
avtog yop — énober] cf. Typ. Par. 49.6-11 / Chrys. PG 61.651.27-32 13-15 10 8¢ év — apynyos Appadp]
cf. comm. 103 15-16 oi ék — oapkog] cf. comm. 104

<Gal. 3.10-12> "Ocot (600 B) yap &£ épywv vélov &iciv, bmo Katdpav eiciv. yéypantar yap:
émixardparog mwac (0M. zdg Post émikatdparog) 6c ok EUNEVEL &v AL TOIS YEYPAPEVOIS &V T
Piflie Tod vopov: Tod motijeal avTd: 0T1 O& év VO[® 0VI¢lS dikatodTal mapad Td Oe@. dijiov: ot
4 Id 2 r r - hY r 9 ”w 3 Id 2 £ r k4 by
0 dixarog éx miotews (joetal 6 0 vopos ovk Eotiv éx TioTEWS GALT O TOujcas avTa

avlpwrogs. {ijeetal év avroic

‘Ente1dn €poPer avtovg 10 €4cor TOV VOHOV: PNTOG «OmO Katdpov yévevta: Sl T0
«yeypaeOat Emkatdpotog TG 0¢ oVK EUHEVE. gig TovVaVTIOV TODTO TTEPITPETEL Kal Ay®vileTal
det€ot’ 611 «OTO KaTdpav» HaAlov «gioiv» ol EUPéEvovTEG T)) VOU® Tdg; &1L 0vdeic enol TAnpol
adTOV: ol 8¢ ye dmootdvteg avtod. kai tfig &€ dketvov katdpog RAevdipovtarl S1d TodTo ovv
EMKOTAPOTOL Ol EYOMEVOL TOD VOHOVL: did TO 1| ioybew nAnpodv tov vOHov «mapd @ Oed» o6&
npockeTol énel iomg Tig Top’ avOpdmolg dikatog 06&el: cuvioTiot 8¢ 10 dTL 1| ToTIS dKaol: Ao
Haptupiog Tod mpoertov ApPaxoll obtwg Aéyovtog: «O 8¢ dikalog €k miotemg (Roetawm: 00K
glmev 8k VOOV, dAL" «8K mioTeme»: TodTo Yap 0b TV &K MoTemC StkatosHvny deikvocty Lovov,

\ <

GAL" 811 Kai S1 vOHov cwdfjvor ovk Evis Ui obv 680¢ 1 Sikanodoa- 1 S wiotewg: T yop

npoeNTIKH Hoptoupig: Enecepdyice toV idtov Adyov’ 6 88 volog enoi ok éotiv &k micTtemg olov

00 wiotwv {nrel. ahAa pa&y dmattel: dote U EPywv €oTiv 1) &V VOU® cotnpia: 0 dLeYEPECTEPOV
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100 S10 miotewg O evkoldTEpOV: eita Gvtifeoy Vmovidoav Emdvel O APpoadp @noi «8k
nicTenc» 881kard0n: 8t mpd (npd A] mpog BIY) vopov fv- koi ody Ho {uyov vopov™ MUdg 88 vro
’ . o 5y 5 ’ ;2 , - . ~ ¥ 5 , 5 5
VOHOV yevopévoug: gimep avtov amoleinmopev, tig é€oproetor (0 I') todto ovv Emhdmv. ok €k
TV EVIOAGDV «EEnyopacey NUAG», GAL" «ék ToD VOHoL»- tvo U OHeV DTokeiplevol. mepttopii kai

ocapParoig kai toig dAloig & 0Ok Eotiv £vioAn f dikaimpa. GAAG vOLOC

1-4 éne1dn — MAevbépwvron] cf. comm. 105 4-5 310 todto — vopov] cf. comm. 106 5-6 mapda td Oed
8¢ mpookerrar] not identified 6 iowg — d0&et] cf. comm. 107  6-8 ovviotnor — GAA’ ék mictemc]
cf. Typ. Par. 50.13-22 8-9 tohto — &vi] not identified 9 pia — dw mictewg] cf. comm. 108
9-11 tfj yap — dmautei] cf. Theodoret PG 82.477.45-48 11-12 dHote — edvkoldtepov] not identified
12-14 évtifeowv — émddwv] cf. comm. 110.1  14-16 ovx ék — vopog] cf. Supplementum et
varietas lectionis in epistulam ad Galatas (e cod. Bodl. Auct. T. 1. 7 [=Misc.185]) in Cramer 6.400.13

<Gal. 3.13-14> Xpicrog njuag éényépacev (dEnydpacey A] éénydpacag B*: éEnydpacar BPT)
&K THG KaTdpag ToD VOLov. Yevolevog DTTEP NUDY KATAPO: YEYPOATTTAL YAp ETIKATAPATOS TAS O
Kpelldlevos éri Sblov- iva eig ta E0vy § ebloyia tod Afpaap yévpror (om. yévntor BT) év

Xpiotd Tncod- iva thv éxayyeiiav tob nvevplaros ldfw|ley dia tijg micTews

[eprty enowv 1 od vopov ThpNoig fv HUIv: 6 yap deeileto ¢ VOHU® YpEoc. THS PUGEMC
(pvraxiig A] @voewc BI') napda avOpdrmv. todto 6 Xpiotog katéfarev vmep MUY Hetd yop
ndong akpiPeiog Kol Gomép Tva Adtpa Kotafarav. «EEnydpacey MUdg Thg» Ekelbev dovieiag kol
«KOTAPAC»: oOTOG ETEPMG «KOTAPO, YEVOUEVOGY, «kpepacbeic éni EbAov»  Gdomep & Tig TOVG
keAevcOévtag Oavelv AvtpdoeTolr o0TOG AVALPOVUEVOS: Kol TOV VTEP EKEIVOV VOIGTAUEVOS
Bavatov kaAdg 8¢ 1O «EEnydpace»: dov¢ yop TNV 1O avTovg (avtog A] avtovg BIY) yevésbot
Katdpa. «Nydpacev NUAG Tig katdpoc»: E06gl yap TOig Gpailg TAVTIOV VTOKEWEVOV: TOV U

vrevuvov T KoTdpg ToD VOHOL. AVcat TadTnV did ToD Erapdtov Havdatov: TodTo 08 Yéyovey «iva
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€ig T E0vn»- ToVTEGTL TOVG N Eroévoug T® VOU®. T0 TG émayyeliog yévntal Tod Xpiotod Og
oméppa tod APpadp ot ka® O voeltar GvOpwmog. €v yap T@® oméplati cov @nol
«évevioyndnicoviar 6 Xpiotog odv kb & (kad’ 8] kabd AB) £tV GvOpmOTOC: KANPOVOUYGOG
TG Enayyeiiag. @ Aomd T®V avOpdTOV YEvel TANTOC E3MPNCATO TGTELOVTL EIG OVTOV: Kol 0VT®
npoeow (npo giow I') 7 100 mvedblatog Emayyedio: Kol yop 1 Hev katdpa. T@ otovpd EAHON- S

8¢ tiig eig XploTov TioTEMG: dIKOIOGVUVT £YEVETO" €K 08 TAVTNG. EMOTAGHOG ToD TVEDATOG Kol

avTo yop émayyehio RV’

1-4 mepirt — kartdpog] cf. Typ. Par. 52.12-18 4 avtog — EvAov] not identified 4-7  domep —
katapac] cf. comm. 110.2  7-8 taig dpaig — Bavarov] cf. Theodoret PG 82.480.7 8-10 8¢ vyéyovev —
ABpadp éot] cf. comm. 111.1 10 ka6’ 6 voeiton GvOpwmoc] not identified 10-11 év yap —
évevioyndnoovray] cf. comm. 103 11-12 6 Xpiotdg — &ig avtov] cf. comm. 111.2

12-14 xoi obtw — niotewc] cf. Typ. Par. 52.4-10 14-15 Swatoocvvn — Emayyshio fv] cf.
comm. 112

<Gal. 3.15-20> Adeipoi (post adeipoi dist. NA28 et al. edd.) kara é@vlpwmov Aéyw- dpwe
avlpamov kekvpwévyy d1alfikny ovdeic aletel- fi émdiardeoerar tdh 6& Afpaall éppéOnoav
(éppédeicav BY) ai émayyediar kai td onéplatt abtod- ob Aéyel kai toic oréplacty ¢ émi
ROIADV- GAL° g &9’ évig. (6pevoc T) kai Td erépllati cov’ 6g éott Xpiotog tovto 0& Aéywm
oKy mpoxekvpwUEvyy Omo tod Ocod gic XpioTov: 6 UeTa ETH TETPAKOGIA KOl TPIAKOVTO
YEPOVAS VOUOG 00K GKVPOT £ig TO KaTapyiioal TR Erxayyeiiav- & yap &k volov 1 Kiypovolia.
ovk &1 (ovkétt NA28 et alii) é& (Emayyehiag t@ 6& APpadap ot ante émayyehiag alii] om. ABT :
gmayyehiog 1@ 8¢ APpadap €€ add. A°) émayyeiiac keydpiorar 6 Ogog Ti 00V 6 VOUOG, TAHY
rapafacewv ydpv npocetély: dypic ob 0y to emépla & émijyyeitar dratayeis (Srotayng

ABT) 01" ayyélav év yepi Ueoitov’ 6 0& eoitng. évog ovk EoTiv: 6 6& Oog glg éaT1y’
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"Enedn &k te 1@V mop’ avtoic onpeiov &k te Thg 100 dyiov mvedpatog Enpoitioemg Tod
otavpod- Kai €€ @V ombn 6 ABpadp- Edeiéev v mioTy oOlEW Koi 00 TOV VOHOV. VOV Kol Gmd
avOponivov mapodeiyplatog adtovg meicor {ntels 10 yap «kota AvOpomov»: dvii tod €§
avOpomivov mtapaderylatov Kol AoyIohdV: KaADG 6& «ASEAPOVE» KAAET «AVONTOVE» dvm Eim®dV’
Oel yap mote Pev EmotHpey. ToTE 8¢ yyhukévely  Spa 8¢ Ti kataokevaletl 610 ToD VIOdEIYHOTOG
TG «d10bnKNe» - €av avBpwmog enot dtadntar: U ToAUd Tig dvatpéyat | Tpocsbeivai tt; TodTo Yop
10 «émdlotdooeto (Emdwatdocstar A] émrdooeton BT : émdiatdocstar post corr. I)- ovk odv
TOAAL® HAAAov Emi Oeod- émmyyeilotd onot 6 0gog @ APpodp. «€v @ omépplott adTod»
gvloyeicOat ta E6vn- oméppa 6& tod APpadp katd capka. Xpiotdg 610 Koi EViKDG Keltal «O
VOHog £660n eta £t tetpakdoia tprakovia» (tetpakdcta tpiakovta A] vA” B A T (1] pot. qu. v
vel v in T)- &l toivov enoi 0 vOpog xapiletal Tag evAoyiag Koi dikarol. dxvpodtat 1 Tpog ABpadpl
énoyyerio kal owdnkn tod Beod- kol Tadta. TOAVY ¥pdvov Kpathcaca: €i yap Emnyyeilato HEV
éxeivn S Xpiotod eddoyelv. O 8¢ vOopog avti Xpiotod €0rovel, dxvpog Gpo 1 ToD Ogod d1abnKkn-
émep dromov: GvOpdmov HEV Kpatelv. Tod 8¢ Ogod dkvpodoOar elto cagnveiog xapv
gnavorapfaver tov Adyov kail enoi: todto 8¢ Aéyw (todto 8¢ Aéyw A] om. BT) «dobnknv
TPOKEKVPWUEVIVY - €l XP1oTOV Qnotv fv 1 &maryyedia: ody oldv Te ovv ékefvny Aoty Aafsiv Sid
g 0D vOHov Bécemc: (g €€ dvtiféceme 8¢ pnot: «ti odv 6 voog 8860n» enoi. &l cdool ovk
ioyder O Kol EMAVOV ENotl- oOK gikf] £€500n dAAL «xGpv T@V Tapafdcewnvy- tva P E&f tovdaiolg
Gdedc CAv. GAL™ dvti yaAvod 6 vopog avtoig émikettarl (émikeitar AB] dvrtikerton ') énel yap v
niotv énfipe kol mpecPutépav £deiéev: iva PN Tig vopion mepittov TOV VOHOV. Kol ToUTO
Sropfodtan’ kof VmoKpIoY 88 dvayvooTtéov  olov Bélelg Habsiv Tivog yéptv 6 VOpog £Té0m; TdV
napaPaoemv yapv- Kol odk &imev ¢ omépavtov £660m. Ard Péypic dv EAON Xpiotoc. @
EmNyyehtal TO eDAOYEV Ta £0VN- KOADC O kol 10 «mpoceTédn»- Tva deiln Un 6vra tov vopov
poToOTVIOV. MC ol émayyelion Todto 8¢ mapéykerrar to yap &&fc (8Efg ATl &€ fig B)- «ti odv O
vOog»: tdV mapoPdcemv yapv Tpocetédn: «dlatayeic S dyyédmv &v xepi Hesitou»” v 1 1O
dwotoyeilg. €mt Tod VOHOV VOOUMEVOV: TO 8¢ «dwotoyeig», dvti tod dwaxovnOeig kol émitayeig

(drakovnBeig kai émtayeig A] dwotayeic BTY) «du péowv ayyéhmv»- fj iepéov: fj 6viog (6vtog Al
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obtwg BT) dyyélov™ «pecitnv» 6¢. ol Hev Mmoéa pnoti: dg dtakovnodpevov i Tohtov docel Kai
Heottevoavta. T® 0e®d kol t@ Aad- iva einn &1L v €nayyediov avtog Edmke 01 £0vTOD: TOV 68
VvOHov od 81’ £avtod. dAAL 810 Hesitov GAlotl 8¢ TO Hecitov. dvti Tod S Xpiotod 6ékel yap
dei€on enoi kai Tov vopov Y10 Xptotod dedopévov: tva kol Tod avelelv avTtOv KOPLog yévntal O
YOp Sed0KMOG. EEovaiay Exel Kol Avelelv: «Ueoitnv» d& KaAEl TOV XploTOV: 010 TO HECITEDGUL TG
0ed (tov 0eov I) xoi 1@ (1@ ante eras. A) matpi koi toig GvOpdmolg: Kkoi olov mpdg QiAiav
amoxataAlGEar MGG Exmorepmpévong Be®d  «O6 8¢ Hesitne» enol. dvo Tvdv yivetor Heoitng:
Sfilov 8¢ (g avOpdmmv kai Beod «O 8¢ 0gd¢ £lg dotvy 6 kol TV émayyehiov Tt APpadp
Sedwrag. kai OV VooV tedetkag. kol T mayyediag viv vmodeiag 1o mépag &l oDV adTOG UGG

KomAAaev: eBdnAov dg 1 TpoOg adTOV 6met ToTIc. GAN 0Dy 6 vOoC

dAhoc- Mwofg Pev. €vi £0vel éuecitevoey: £dgl 8¢ TOV AANODC HEAAOVTO UeotTebEly: OvY,
VTP £vOg EBvoug: AN VTEp TavTOV Kowid TV Heotteiov momoacbol £meldn kol ndvtov E60vdv.
«glg ott Bedc»- €N & dv odtog ov YIkdg dvOpmmog olog 6 Mwotic, aALd XpioTtdg 6 vidg Tod
Beod- Be0g 1€ WV AANODG O avTOg Kol dvBpomog dAnOdg kai Tff ovyyeveig ] (tig T) mpog

gkdtepov. gig Ev ouvaymv éxdtepa Xplotdg yap oty )| €ipnvn RUOV. O ToMmcog T0 ALeoTEpD £V

1-5 éne1dn — éyyhokévew] cf. comm. 113 4-5 dvontoug — éyylukévew] cf. Typ. Par. 53.10-11

(Chrys. PG 61.654.2) 5-6 6pa — d1aBnknc] cf. comm. 114 6-8 éav — émi Oeod] cf. Typ. Par.

53.13-15 8-12 émnyyeilatd — tod Beod] cf. Typ. Par. 53.24-54.2 12-25 kai tadta — &v ygipi Hecitov]

not identified 14-15 cagfvelag — Aoyov] cf. comm. 115 16 &ig Xpiotov — émayyeiio] cf. comm. 116
25-28 iv’ | — obtwg dyyéhwov] cf. comm. 122 28-37 pecitmv 8& — ovy 6 vopog] not identified
38-42 Mootig — auedtepa &v] cf. comm. 122b (cf. Gennadius Fr. Gal. 419.8-16)
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<Gal. 3.21-22> 6 00V vé[og Kata TAV émayyeiidy Tod Ocod; Uf yévorro. € yap 660y volog 6
dvvdlevog {womotijeal. $viws @v ék VOov iy 1§ SIKaloGvvy: GAAL GUVEKAEIGEY 1) Ypagl Ta

mavra V7o allaptiay. iva § éxayyeiia éx mictews Theod Xpiotod 000jj toig meTebovoy.

&l év 1@ onéppatt Tod APpadp ai Emayyelion dédovtal «O 0 VOHOG» KaTapav gicdyet. dpa
«KaTd TOV EmayyeM®dv Tod BgoD»- AdeL 08 ToUTo KOl TH dnayopevoetl kol toig EMg &l HEV yap O
vOlog enoiv elyev ioydv 10D cmletv, 0 ypeio N Tiotemg: GALL PRV ovk oyvoev: fva 1 mioTig
ydpov AGPn: mv 81t mpoekdBape kol mpowdnyel (mpoodnyer T) madoaywyod diknv. kol
Sextikodg Ametédel Thig miotemc mdG oDV «katd TOV EmayyeMdv Tod Ocod», 6 TavToug
TPoodomoldV- €l 6& St ToDTo £0001 Iva cuykAeion Tavtag: tovtéoty EAEYEN Kol S18GEN TG oikeln

A ) I} v r by b3 ’ b} \ Y 7 ~ k4 b3 4
TANUUEMHaTa: 00K kdALGE HOvov TaG Emayyediog: GAAL Kol cuUTPATTEL TODTO YOOV £ONAMOE
r b} \ 7 3 s ¥ ~ 7. by T 3 ~
AEY®V: «GALO GUVEKAELGEV 1] YPOOT» 0loV cLYKAEIGOTVaL cuvey®PNGEY Kal 010V mocTevmOfval
«TOVG TavVTag €ig AUaptiov»: St TdV oikeiwv AOymv kal dloiknoemv TodTo Yap ai ypoeai. iva
ydpov Aapn 1 e Xpiotod miotis” mapafavopevog yap 6 vopog, édidackey adtodg 6Tt GUapT®AOL
glov: GAAG 818GEag ovk MAgLBEpoL TG Gaptiog d¢ AoUéveg Aowmov TpoceABeiv T pavioet
niotel, @ €0élev PpucOijvar @V apapTi®V T0UTO 6 PNol yéyovev: tva oi mpog tov APpodpl

amayelhior dud TG gig Xprotov miotemg d00do1 Toig TOpEYOHEVOLG ADTAV

GAlog: «ovvékieloey» - avtl Tod fAeyEe ToVG T€ TPO VOHOL Kol £V VOU® TOoVG HEV QUGTKOV.
TOVG 8& TOV HOGUIKOV Tapafaviag VOLoV: Kol @ApHaKoV GUEOTEPOLS TV 10 TIOTEMG TPOCTVEYKE
cotpiav. énel yap Tovdaiol Gpaptdvovieg ovk fobdavovto’ P aicOavopevol 8¢ o0dE dpécemg

gneBvpovV. dE6mke VOOV EAéyyovTta Ta Tpadlata. iva Todnowmat Tov loTpdv’

1-2 &l év 1@ — toig &&nc] cf. Typ. Par. 56.21-24 (Chrys. PG 61.655.11-15, Damasc. PG 95.797.50-54)

2—6 &i Pév yap — mpoodomowdv] cf. comm. 126 6-8 &i 8¢ dwx — 1) ypaon] cf. Typ. Par. 56.31-57.3
(Chrys. PG 61.655.25-30) 8-13 olov — mapexolévoig avtiv] cf. comm. 128 14-16 ovvéxkleloev —
ocompiav] cf. Theodoret PG 82.484.7-15 16-17 émei yap — iatpov] cf. Typ. Par. 57.6-8 (Chrys. PG
61.655.32-39)

306



<Gal. 3.23-27> 23 Hpo tod ¢ (tod 6¢ ABI' NA28] 6¢ 100 Antoniades) éA0eiv tiv micTiv dmo
vopov éppovpodpcla: ovyksrisiopévor (ovykheopévor B*® ovykexheopévor BPSY) eic iy
Uéldoveay micTy drokalvplijvar dote 6 VOPoS mardaywyog NGy yéyovey gic Xpiotov- iva éx
rictews dikatwOd ey £.00bons d¢ Tijc mictews. ovk &rt (0OkéTt NA28 et alii) dmo mardaywyov
dollev’ mavres yap vioi Ocob éote dia tijc mictews: év Xpiotd Incod- deor yap eic Xpiotov

PanticOnte Xpiorov évedvcachs

Eidec mhc copdc mapéomnoey & sipfikapev; 10 yop «Eppovpovieda GUYKEKAEIGHEVOL -
000&v Etepov: 1| TNV €K TOD VOHOL JeIKVOEL AGPAAEIV: Kol Yap OV TNV TUXODGOV TOPELNE
QLAOKTV: T® TAOV TAEWOVOV GmepYely Qlapmdtov mdAv 10 «cvykekAEGHEVOW. avii ToD
@LLOTTOUEVOL TPOG «TNV HéALOVGOV TioTv»: €ig TO Qaveiong avth|g. TPOGdpapelv: S & 1O
«amokaALEOfvaw. édNlmoev dtL Gvobev 1 elg Xplotov wioTIC TPOMPIGTO: AAAL VOV YEYOove
Kkatagavng. Ote kal EvmvOpdnnoeyv: ékpimteto 08 €mel Kol Yoo ypfHoldov &v Kupd. kol ov
yPRGIUOV £l 1O EERC TapeveTén odv «O VOHOG». «modaywmyod» ypeioy TAnpdV: Gote 6 VOHOG:
00K évavtiog Tf] mioter 006E yOp TUdAY®YOG TR OBACKIAD EvavtiodTol. GAAN GULUTPATTEL
mhong Kokiog GmoAAdttov TOV véov: kol Hetd oyoAfic Oéyecbor T pHobNpata mopd TOD
ddaokdrov mapackevdlov AL dthv EEel yévntor deictotol Aomov 6 madaywyds St todTo
onot- «&M0odong 8¢ T miotewg»: olov g &vdpa télelov &xovong, (dyovong A] éxodong BI]
00K €11 V10 Today®yov €oEV: «mdvteg yap viol Ogov», dvti Tod télelor @ yap vi® Tod Ogob-
0088V Aeimel mpog TeEdednTa 6pdig TG TioTEWG TRV ioYVV; elta émeldn Péyo elmev viOVG KAAEGHG
Beod” Aéyel kol TOV TpOmMOV «boo gnot «eig Xpotov éfamntiodnTe»’ el yap «tov Xplotov
€voedvefa» kal trv eikova adtod NUEEcHED. gBONAOV O¢ Kol Tii¢ VIOTNTOG AHTOD KoVl

goplev- gl kal ékelvog Pev 1O yviolov. NHElG 8¢ 10 Béoet Exoplev’
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1-2 €idec — dopdrewnv] cf. Typ. Par. 57.22-24, Chrys. PG 61.655.57-60 2-3 kol  yop o0 —
apapTnpdrov] cf. comm. 129 4 pvlarttopevor — mpoodpapeiv] cf. comm. 130 5-6 ¢dnAmoev —
évnvbponnoev] cf. comm. 131 (cf. Oecumenius Fr. Gal. 447.8) 6-7 énei koi — O vopog] cf. Typ.
Par. 57.25-30, (cf. Eusebius Fr. Gal. 49.16) 7 mtadaywyod — minpdv] cf. Theodoret PG 82.484.22

7-12 6 vopog ok — vioi Ogo¥] cf. Typ. Par. 58.12-19 , Chrys. PG 61.656.1-12  12-13 avti 100 —
v ioyov] cf. Typ. Par. 58.21-24 13-16 cita 0¢cel — &yopev] cf. comm. 138

<Gal. 3.28-29> ovK &vi ’lovdaios 060¢ "EAAny 0bk &vi doblog 000& éAebbepog ovx évi dpoev
kai Offjiv- (add. t A) mavres yap dueis. eig éoté (dote alii) év Xpiotd Ineod- &i 6 vleic XpioTod:

dpa tob APpacll cwépla éoté Kal kKot émayyeliav Kinpovolor

Einov 611 «évedvoache tov Xprotov» ovde tadtn dpkeiton i A€l AL’ évdotépm
npdecty Eppnvedmv. 8TL mhvieg «eig dote &v Xprotd Incod»- piov Hopehyv. &va tomov Exete
navteg, Tod Xprotod- i &v odUa tedelte: 81’ avtod yap O Ev eivor Exopev: 1 oD oTAVPOD

avtod kai tod Bavdrtov kai Tig xapitog

dAog 8¢ obtag (8[..Jtog ') thig mopodone Lofic apyn toic miowy, 6 ASa &g 8¢
avOpwmog TavTeg E6HEV: T® AOY® TR POoEMG obTm kal &mi Tig HeAlovong Lofig = dpyn HEV 6
Xpiotog mhvteg 8¢ ol kowvwvodvieg (ol kowvwvotvieg AB] oikovopotvieg I') thg dvaotdoems kol
¢ dBavoociog. Homep «eig» ywopedo mpdg adtiy v opodtnTa 100 TPdyHatog ToTE TOTVLY
«obte Gpoev obte OAL» Oewpeitor «obte Tovdaiog 7i "EAAnv»: ob yop &v dbavitm @voel
StaxplOncetan meprtetunpévoc | dkpofuctoc, mdong avopoliog mpayddtov dvnpnUévng elto
oLAAOYILOHEVOC. PNoiv: «&l 6€ DETg Xplotod» «&i DUEIE» noiv «tod Xptotod» odpa did TV £mi
0D Pomtioplatog avayévvnoty. Tomov Exovoay Tiig TOTE YEVNGOUEVNC NIV TPOG aDTOV OHOLOTNTOG:
6 8¢ Xpiotog «tod APpadpl oméppar. dvéykn kol VUG T 8ketvov odHo: ToVTOL £ivol Gméppa,
obmep &M xakeivoc 60ev eikdtmg Kkai tfig «émayyeliog oikovopow (oikovopolr AI'] post ras.

KAnpovopol B)
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1-3 ginwvv — mavteg t0d Xprotod] cf. Typ. Par. 59.6-9 (Chrys. PG 61.656.51-56) 3-4 gic & —
xépirog] cf. comm. 139 5-10 tijg mapovong — avnpnuévng] cf. Theodore of Mopsuestia Fr. Rom. 124.7,
Cat. Rom Typ. Vat. (e cod. Oxon. Bodl. Auct. E.2.20 [=misc. 48]) 78.28 11-14 & opelg —
KAnpovopot] cf. Typ. Par. 60.5-9

<Gal. 4.1-3> Aéyw 8¢, ép’ (€9 ABT) doov ypovov 6 Klpovopog vijmidg é6Ty 0voEy d1apépel
doblov, kibprog mavrewv dv- ail’ (Gl Antoniades) dmo émirpomovs é6ti Kai oikovoovg:
(oivopovg A*°] oikovopove APCIBI) dxpt tiic mpobdeoiiiac Tod matpés obrwe (obtm Antoniades)
kal nUeic dte fUev vijmior Vmo Té oToryeia Tod Kéollov WUev (HUebo in textu NA28)

oedoviwévor

Ta kopdf mondio TerevTdveg ol matépeg, Emtponolg &yyelpilovoty émpeleicOat. Emg ov
glc &vdpag telécwat: TodTo Yap Aéyel «dypt Tijc mpobeoiliac»- olov Tiig GPIGHEVNS: Kol «HEIG oDV
&v yNmoT T 010V Tva &mitponov elyolev TOV VOUOV: «aToryeion» Yap «Kkéotov». TOG VOIS
TapaTNPNoELG PNoi- €ncinep Gmd NAlOL Kol GeEANVNG: VOE Kol NHEpa. Amd 08 NUEPac. ERSopEdES
Kai Ufjvec 6 8& vopog kol TapPata kol vOuUNViog QUAGTTELY EKELEVGEY OV YAPLY EMEV: DO T¢t
ototyeio T0D K6ollov ey dedovimpévory’ KoAdC 88 fiyaye 1O Tod vnmiov mapdderyo’ ®¢ yop
EKEIVOC «KDPLOG TAVTOV BV»* KOADETOL S18 TG VNmdTNTOC £YKpaTiG Elval TV avtod. «odtw Kai
Aleic vAmol dvteg» OV voiv ékwAvopeda tig vioBeoiog: «vimow 8¢ ob Tff MAig: dAAL Ti
yvdoetl 100 Beod” émel 0 pev 0e0g. €€ dpyfic fifeke TodT0 Yapicacbor, v vioBesiav' AN’ MEG
aitiol tiig avafolrfic, vimotl dvieg tag Ppevag mavy 8¢ PovAdHEVOg Katayayely 0 &v VOU®. GQEig

elmely Ko TOV VOOV «HEV SeS0VAMUEVOY. «DTO TO GTOLYETO» ElMEV

GAAog «ororyeio kOoUov». TOV €l0AYMYIKOV VOHOV KOl GTOLEI®ON: 1| oTOXEl0 MUEPUGC.
B3wp: kol mdp OV &k Tod VOHOL Noav ai mapotnpcelc MUepdV &v TaPPdre: vovpnviag:

neplropaig HouTog, &v 10l cMHOTIKOIG BomTiclolg Tupdg &k Tod Ui dvakaiswy &v Zofpdro-
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AN’ Eoda Eo0isty’

1-6 0 kopdf] — dedovimpévor] cf. Theodoret PG 82.485.17-31 6-8 kaAdg — vioBeoiag] cf. comm.
141 8-11 vAmor — ototyeia sinev] cf. comm. 142 12-15 otoygio xo6opov — éobicwv] cf.
comm. 142b (cf. Gennadius Fr. Gal. 420.6)

<Gal. 4.4-7.> éte 0¢ N§iOs 10 ThjpwPa Tod Ypovov éfamécteiiev 6 Ogog TOV viov abTod,
YEVOUEVOY EK YOVAIKOG: YEVOUEVOY Do VO[OV iva Todg Do vollov éSayopdon: iva thv viobsoiov
arnoldfwpev: 611 6¢ éoté vioi. é anéoreilev ( éEaméoteihe IN) 6 Ocos to mveda Tob viob avTod
gic tag Kapdiag VUGV kpalov (kpélov ) . appa 6 natijp: Gote odk éT1 &l dodrog. GiL’ vI6S &l

0 viog. Kai KApovipog Ocod oo XpioTod

Kotd (cote BI' ka A* ka(to) AP ka(ta)ta APS?) 1oV mpoorikovta ¢notv koipdv: kad’
(ka® ABT) dv £det €éA0elv TOV Xp1oTtOv: «mEMOPQE TOV VIOV», TO Tiig évavbpomnoemg mAnpdoot
Huomiplov: d¢g TV DUETEPAV PUGY avolaPav: kol Tiig ToD volov TiHmpiog EAevBépovg dmépnve:
Kol Thg &mmyyeAuévne viobeoiog nMéimwosv dmionpivocBar 8¢ ypny d¢ TO AmEoTEAE, Ti
gvavOpomoel TPOGHPUOGEY: 00 Yap £imev GmEcTEILEY aDTOV YevésOal GAAYL «pevilevov &k
YOVaIKOGS, AmEGTENE» TO YVHGLOV 8¢ TNpdV: Kai Hetd tod dpdpov eimev: olov: «zov» dvimg vt
«0iov» «ér yovarkog» 68 Kol oD 10 yovoikog Ogtkvig €€ adtiic eiAneota 1O odpa TOV KOpLov’
Kol tva Y Tapodov 61 tiig BeotoKov YeyevijoOat voliong: §| «ék yovaikog» HEV 0 oLV EmEd
npoe&évnoev aplaptiov: kal €nel 0 VOHog odlew ovk ioyvev, obtmg VO VOHOV Yéyovey O Bedg O
gAYV iGoacBar &t mepleTdnn: tva Todg Vmd vOpov kal katdpav E€ayopdon Kkoi viobeoiav
yopiontar koldg 88 elmev «dmoldfwpev»- Seikvdg Tavtny dvodey d@etlolévny MUV Kkoi
EmnyyeAUéVNY. év Talg TpOc APpad cuvOnKalg: «4ti e éoté vioi» Kol TOBev INAovoTt yeyovaplev
vioi; 611 10V «Xp1oTov Eveduoapledo»- §TL 10 «tiig vioBeoiag Tvedpa EAaPopev»: ob (00de T') yap

av NdvvHOnUev karéoon «moatépax; (;] : B)el Ui mpdtepov viol kotéotnpey’ dG ovv odk dTomov
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TOVG YEVOUEVOLG VIoLE B0l 510 Xplotod Vmootpépety mdAy Tpog TOV vOUov: 10D «apBa» 8¢ «oO
naTP» EPUNVELTIKOV: TOVTOV 0DV NEWUEVOC, «obK &T1 &l JodAog»- 00 Uia (008 Uia ] ovdepia
I') kowwvio 6ol TpOg Tovg VIO vOHov {dvtag oV g HeEV yap Liog kol KANPOVOHOG: «ad d¢ kol

0I0¢ Kai KANPovoog» - ETuyeg 6& TOVTOV: «d1d Xpiotod» 0b d1d VOHOL

1-6 kata Tov mpoofkovta — dnéoteire] cf. Theodoret PG 82.485.36-47 6-7 1t yviiclov —
yovawkog] cf. Typ. Par. 62.28-30 (cf. Eusebius Fr. Gal. 49.20) 7-8 o0 &ia — vopiong] cf. comm. 144

8-10 éx yvvoikog — idoacton ] cf. Typ. Par. 62.30-32 (Eusebius) 10 6u  mepetunn —
g€ayopaon] cf. comm. 144a 10-15 tva tovg — mpog tov vopov | cf. Typ. Par. 61.15-26, Chrys. PG
61.657.32-47 10-11 kotdpav €ayopiion — o@elopevnv] cf. comm. 145  14-15 midg obv mpdg TOV
vopov] cf. comm. 146 15-17 tod appa — kinpovopog] cf. Theodoret PG 82.488.1-11 17-18 ov
8¢ — &1 vopov] cf. Theodoret PG 82.488.16-17

<Gal. 4.8-12a> Aiié téte Y&V 00K idbTES D0V éd0vAbGATE TOIS AR PUoEl 0D6L Oc0ig: ViV 08
yvovreg Ogov- Uallov 0 yvweOévtes Vo Ocod, TAs EmoTpépete Ay i Ta aoOevij Kai TTWYA
oTorysia- oig waiv dvwbey dovisbey Oéiete HUépag mapatypeicle Kai Uijvag Kai kaipodg Kol
éviavtois; pofodlar DUdG, Wjrws Eixij Kekomiakxa gic DUAG pivecle ¢ éym, émel (énei ABT]

6T1 NA28 et alii) kayw dg vpeic

[pocg tovg €€ Tovdaimv mETELOVTOC VIV SLIAEYETOL JEIKVDG MG TO NEPAG Topatnpeicat
(mapatnpeicOon ] mapoatpeicfe ABT ) kai kopodc. koi @V &v vOHo 1 mapatipnols, eidmlolatpio
gotiv’ 00S&V yap enor todto Etepov, §| ceMivn kai MAlm mpookuvelv. @’ OV oi HUépar: &k
neprovoiag 82 todto eimev. dnootijcol 0V Tod VOHOL oi yap THV TEPLToPny knpOTTOVTES: Kai
T TOWDTO, GLVEKNPLTTOV: Kal TTplv HEV Yap enot a&lwbijval Tiic kAoews. Elatpedete «rois Ui
pboel 0bo1 Oeoic». «Td 6ToLETO» To1oDVIEG. Be0Dg YapP 00 PUGEL Td GTOLYET EKALEGEY. EI¢ AywViay
adTOVG EUBEALMV- TOTE L&V YOp 0KOTIGUEVOL fTe Kai &V TAdvn: vV 8¢ yvovieg Oedv UdAov 8¢

Yvocdévieg Kd Og0d- ov (00 BI'] 00 A o0 AP*) yap oikel®d move VUi TOV 0edv ebpate: GAN
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avTOg VUAG €K Thig TAdvng Eneondoato: g o Heilova émondoesbs kOAaow «dobevij ( dobevij |
dobevel AT) d¢ ororyeion» Kohel «kol wrwyo». T@® Undepiov (Undeliav] pn 8¢ piav ABI) ddvapw
Exew eig T mpokeifeva dyabd ov yop kamydpnoev mg (dg] om. AT) movmpdv, GAN ®g
mhovutilewy PUn duvapévav: §j dia 1o EotepiioBatl vod koi (ofic &l 8¢ mpog Tovg €€ €0vAV TO 0DK
£id61eg 0OV, PN @VoEL Ogodg lmev o £ldwA: TO Yap MAAY EmioTpéyar: dvadpapely oty &m’
gkgiva ap’ Qv Tic &&fMdev: elta mAAY dmavadvickmv adTodg THV KoK®Y 0ig dveomipnoay
onot- MHepag mapatnpiede: 810 (510 AB ] dvo T') tadta yéyove yarhdtoug: «édodlevoay toig Wi
obor Oeoic», kol mpodg Tovdaicpov Hetfildov’ mpdg ovv T dVo Hetayeipilel & @dppaka &k
TOVT®V YOp OfjAov: Tt 00 UOVOV adTOlG TEPITOUNV EKNHPLTTOV. GAAL KOl VOuUnviag Kol £0pTag:
natpiky (motpwry A Theodoret | matpi BI*® matpi(kn) IT™) 88 N @owvi). 10 «pofodiar»:
Hepvnévoy T@V TOVEV. TOV 8¢ Kapmov ovy Opdviog Opa omAdyyva: €keivor calebovtal. Kol
IMadlog poPeitar doel Eheye: Pvinodnte TV gig VUAG KOTOV: Koi Ui Hotowdonte Tovg idpdrac:
ginwv 8¢ «pofoipar»: Kol 10 «Uirwe» mpocbeic: €ig dyoviav avtovg EvéPade kal gig EAmidag
YPNOTAC: 0V YOp Eimev «eikj] kexomioko», GAML «Uimwe»: wkOplol enoi VUEG éoté 1O TV
dopbdoar kai gig v wpotépay Emaverlelv yodnvny: §| 10 «Uizmwe»: dnhol &tl éotdTag: Kol
obnm téheov memTmKOTAG Eital Bomep yEUAlOUEVOLC YEipa Opéymv. EonTov eig Hécov dyel kai
onoli- «yiveale ¢ éycdr»” Tpog T00¢ &€ Tovdainy Tadta: neildwv avtovg kavteddev (kaviedbev T |
KOvtedbev AB) dmootijvor tdv (tdv AB ] om. T') moloi®dv: &i Undév onowv diho &xete &ig
modetylo. gig EUE yoOv Opdite: Og Hed DmepPorfic dvtexdpevog tod Tovdaiciod. 6podpdtepov
avToV gloca Petd tadto. Kol KOADG avto tébekev Hotepov: ol yap moAAol TV AvOpdOTOV KV

Hupiovg eBpwotl AOYIGHOVE Kai dikaiovg. o tod Opoyevodg HaAlov EpéikovTal

1-5 mpog tovg — cvveknpvtrov] cf. comm. 148 5-6 mpiv pév — mowovvteg ] cf. Theodoret PG
82.488.21-22 6-11 6govg yop — dyaba] cf. Chrys. PG 61.658.12 8 ov yap oikeio — ebpote] cf.
comm. 149 11-12 o0 yap xatnyopnoe — dvvapévev ] cf. Typ. Par. 62.25-26 (cf. Severianus Fr. Gal.
301.27) 12 du 10 éotépnobor vod kai Lwfg] cf. Oecumenius Fr. Gal. 447.10  12-14 obdk &idoteg —
éENABev ] cf. Typ. Par. 63.10-23 (cf. Eusebius of Emesa Fr. Gal. 50.20) 14-16 &ito. mdlv — ovot
Beoic] not identified 16 mpog Tovdaiopov — odpuaxka ] cf. Typ. Par. 63.27-34 (cf. Eusebius of
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Emesa Fr. Gal. 50.30) 16-17 éx tovtwv — éoptag ] cf. Typ. Par. 64.1-3 (Chrys. PG 61.658.14-15
Damasc. PG 95.801.32)  18-19 matpi 6¢ — opdvtog] cf. Theodoret PG 82.488.30-31 19-20 6pa —
idpdrag] cf. comm. 152 21-23 einwov — yorqvnv] cf. Typ. Par. 64.5-9 (Chrys. PG 61.658.20-28)

23-24 §{ 10 — nentoxotac] not identified  24-29 elta — dpéhkovran] cf. Typ. Par. 64.9-10
(Chrys. PG 61.658.28-45)

<Gal. 4.12b-14> ddeipoi déopar DUGY 000év |e Roikfcate oidare 6& 6t1 o1’ dobéveiav tijc
(tiic] om. I) capkog evyyyeiicapuny dUiv 0 mpoTepov: kai tov mewpacdy (nepacov ]
nelpacpov ™) oo tov év ij capki ov- 0bk ééovOevijeate 0008 élentboare dil’ Mg dyyeiov

Ocob 60éEac0é e ¢ Xpiotov Tyooiv’

‘O GAydV: «déetour»: Koi O TOVDV TapaKOAEl: «ddelpodgy 6& Kahel. (Adedpovg 6¢ Kalel B
] ddehpovg 6¢ kaAel, adedpovg 6& kakel AT) Tfj oikeldtnt ti|g mpoonyopiog EkBAlwv TV
vrovolav TG EmPOVARG TO Yap TG 060VNG mdbog cvveydg adtov avaykalel petafairety Tod
Aoyov 1O €ld0¢ Kol VOV H&v  mimipdv: vV 88 mopakaAeiv: GAAo te katnyopelv dviodfo 8¢
d1ddoKel ¢ O ypapel S Prroctopyiay ypdoer oVdEV yap enow mop VUGV NOIKNHol. GAAL
Ocpameiog PoAAov Ott mheiotg MElopal mopokakel ovv oikelov complav v ékeivov
Nyovpevog. die&épyetal 6 avTt®v Kol guyaplotiog kol THag O¢ Etipncov: todto PovAdUEVOg
St 4t ail viv kat adtdv Aotdopiat. o katd dréybeiav tva 1 ExOpav EréxOnoav: mdg yap dv
onoi dneyddg elyov (elyov A] eimov BT) mpdg VUG TOVG mEPL TOAAOD TOMGAUEVOLS: BAANL T
Aex0éva, kmdopévov kol dyamdviog éotiv’ «dobéveiav 88 capkoc». olov Hetd dcOeveiog
COPKIKTC eOMyyeMoGpny OUIv: Hetd JeopdV: Kol QUAOK®V: Kol TANY®V: Gmep VIO TOV
EVOVTIOVHEVOV T® KnpOyHatt vméhevov: kol OHog tadta He mhoyovio OpdVIEG, O0VK
gokavooriodnte gig EUE: 000¢ (000 AB] xai I') diemtdcaté Hov «Tov &v Tj] dopki meipacilovy. fjtot
TAG TANYOG: TAG HAGTIYOS: TOVG SIdYHOVS: GAAA Kol idiovg VUGV TEpacpove, To EUd Ehoyilecbe
n6On 7w ovv ovK dromov StwkOHEVOV He koi Ehavvopevov, Gg Gyyehov Ogod mop’ VUGBV
dedéalat: kol dg avTOV TOV KOpLov GuUPoVAELOVTA TO TPOG cOTNPIAY. TOPAVODVTO OE SLOTTHEY

Kol drootpépectat
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1-3 6 akydv — émPoulic] cf. Typ. Par. 64.25-27, (cf. Eusebius of Emesa Fr. Gal.51.1) 4-6 t0 yap tfic —
n&iowpar] cf. Theodoret PG 82.488.36-42 6-10 mapakorel — dyandvrog €otiv] cf. comm. 154  10-12
olov — vmépevov] cf. comm. 155+156  12-14 koi 8pwg — Stwypovg] cf. comm. 156  14-16 meipaciovg
— 3edéc0au] cf. Typ. Par. 65.20 (Chrys. PG 61.659.37)15-17 ndg obv — dmoctpépecdor] cf. comm. 157

<Gal. 4.15-16> tic odv 3§v 6 Uakxapiclos DUGY- Haptopd yap DUV b1 &i dvvatov: Todg

0p0alovg BUGY éCopbéavtes v EddKkaté Lot date ExOpos DUGY yépova dinbBebwy DIV

Tig DHGG enol éEnmdtnos kol dvémeioey £1épwg datebijvar Tpog NUag ovy VUElS £oté ol
OepoamedcovTes: Kol TBV OPOAAU®Y DUV TdTEPOV e fyodpevol: ti obv yéyove: md0ev 1| ExOpa-
n60ev 1) Doyio: &1L TAANOF TpOC VUAC eimov; d1d TodTo HEV vV, Heldvag &xpfiv TiHdy  8po. 8¢
Hed™ Bomg dmoloyeiton Tfig Tamevo@pochvg: od Yap &’ @V mepl avTovg Enedeifato GAL MV
gkgivol mepl avTdv: detkvuoty MC ovk &vijv €k kakovoiag todta AéyesOol ov yap eimev midg
Eyympel oV HooTOHeVOV TOV €Aauvopevov viv €miPovdevey DUIv: GAL™ gig 6 évnPpdvovto
gkelvol. Amo ToVT®V GLAAOYileTal TG Eyywpel TOV TUNOEVTO map  VUOV TOV G Ayyelov

deyBévrta. Toig évavriolg éueiyactar

i 10 «zig»- dvti 100 oD mod Td (AT VUAV Kotopddlate mod 6 Hakaplolodg Ov Eyd 1€
Kol GAAot PG EHakdapillov €v Tf] ToD edayyediov Vvmotayfis kol £6gl Hev émayayelv. oiyetal
ATOAETO" AAAL KAADG S10 TG EpOTNoE®S EVOEIEANEVOC. 0DK dmopnvapevoc oK idiav Tva mpog
VUG &y AOTV enoi o1da yap 8Tt Kod TV 6POAAUGY DUV TIdTEPOV He mdlot Nyhooacde S O

KNPLYHO VU@V € yapv dAy®- Kol adotnpotépolg d1d v aAnbetav kéypnot Adyolg

1-8 tig Vpag — éueiyacbar] cf. Typ. Par. 65.26-66.5 (Chrys. PG 61.659.48-660.4) 9 0 Tig —
Hakapiopoc] cf. comm. 158a 9-10 6v éycd» — émayayeiv] not identified 10-11 ofyeton —
amognvapevog ] cf. Typ. Par. 66.6 11-12 ovk idiav — Avmnv] cf. Theodoret PG 82.489.512-13  oida. —
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knpvye] cf. comm. 159 13 vpdv — Aoyouc] cf. Theodoret PG 82.489.7-9

<Gal. 4.17-18> {piode buag ob kaide (xolog I)- dida éxxieioar (§xxheioon I'PY] dkkdfoot
ABI*%) duéac 0éiovey, iva abtodg {piodte kaiov 6 to {yiodclar év kaid mdvrote: kai |y

Hovov év T mapeivai e mpog VUGS

"Eott {Aog kohog. dtdv Tig obtmg {nhol dote Hipeiobat dpethv ot {fjAog kakog. &tév
T1g oBtwg {Noi, dote EkPodelv dpetic TOV katopOodvia O &1 kai ovtol enoi viv émygipodot-
g P&V Telelng Yvdoews EkPolely, eig 8¢ TV NkpoTnplacpévny kol vobov EUPadielv Bélovteg:
(06hovteg ABP7] 0éhov BI) 81” 008&v Etepov GAL’ Tvor adtol Pév &v TaEet kaONVToL S1800KAA®Y:
DUAG 8¢ TOLG DYNAOTEPOLG. &V TAEEL KOTOOTNGMGL Habntdy tovTo Yap 10 «iva adrodg (nlodte»:
gyd 8¢ todvavtiov fovropat tva DUAG avToi Exmot Kavova TdV TeEAE0TEPOV O Kol éyéveto. dte
TPOG VUGG iUV 810 éndyel’ «xalov d¢ 10 {nlodobor &v kadd wavrote»- éviadba gipydoato- kai
411 PN mapovTog Tod S1800KAAOL HOVOV TOVG Habntdg v déovaav Exelv YVOOLY HaKAPLOV £0TIV:

GAAG Kol GovTOog

fj o0t ovK £ ayadd v VUDV mioTy domdlovtal AL Tva DUAG TanTng EKKAEICAVTEC.
(éxxdeicavteg A ] ékkinoavteg BT) éavtoig dvansiowow Enecbor kol mpog OUETEPOV Aydmny,

c_subscr.

(&yémnv ABT ] dndmv T ) 10 toodTOV AVTOIg Hepnyavntal: kal dit ToUTo ATdyovety VUAG
g dAnBodc yvdoewg kol EAkovot Tpoc OV vOHov  did 8¢ 10D kahov 8¢ (nhobobai: PovAietan
dei€or 811 ol vV dvatpémovteg avtovg Koi Toh vopov Execbot dvameiBovteg: €(Riovy (E(Riovy A

] xai {nhodv BI') avtovg mdiat &v 1fj yvdoel tod edayyediov mapdvtog ITadrov” O deikvuot. did

v avtod drovsiov dratnbéviag

1-9 éoti {fihog — dmdvroc] cf. Typ. Par. 66.11-26 (Chrys. PG 61.660.4-26) 1-2  gout Cijhog —
karopBodvra] cf. comm. 161 10-12 0¥k ér° dyafd — pepnydvnroay] cf. comm. 160a 12-13

S0 todto — vopov] cf. comm. 162 13-16 Bovietar — dmotnOévrac] cf. comm. 163
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<Gal. 4.19-20> Tekvio. Hov 0dg malv @dive. dypic o LopemOff Xprotog év DUiv: {0chov 2

mOPEIVAL TPOS VIS GpTL Kol dALGENL TV @OVIV oy 6TL drtopoDplan &v DUV

Mntépa Heitor meprtévovoay Toig Toudiolg: kol OGmooToA® mpémovoav  Abvpiov
gvdeikvutar S1epleipaté enot v eikdvo: TV Hopeniv HAlotdoate. fiv dvéedvévol e did
Bonrticpatog GAA’ SHmg ETL «tékva» KoA® TO AUPAwOpidia- T0 ékTpdHOTO: GAAL TODTO HEV 0D
Aéyer @eideton yap mAEat, kol tpadpacty Embeivar Tpadpata’ Kot d¢ ol 6oeol TdV iatpdv: ToVg
Hakpovosio Anedéviac ovy Ve &v Oepamedovoty dAL’ &vaiddacty, obtmg kai obTog &mel kai oi
®divec avtol TV copoTikdv Spiuvtepal: dcm kol Pellwv 1 @ilootopyia 0 88 «wdiiv», dote
OV moAo®dv avTovg Avopvijoalr ®divev ypeio enol VUV £tépag yevwnoewg TG mAAY
gvromovong: VUiV v Oelav Hoperv: 10 8¢ dxpig o0 Hopewdii, énitacty &ysl Tod mébovg ovSE yop

€16070¢ €07l oD oTHoeTal avTd T TOV MOV ToDTo ¢ Kai Navdrtov dieréyyet (Siehéyyber Al

dedéyyel BI) v Gvotav: 10g Tii¢ Hetavoiog dmoxieicavog 60pag

AMog obg @dive: dypig Gv ol Heydhotr kol Vmepeveic Tiig Ogdtmrog 100 Xpiotod
YOPOKTHPES. €i¢ TOV DPETEPOV VOV dramhacHdo pa 8¢ dydmny 61 100 «7ffedov mapeivai»: 0dK
apkodpat enol toig YpAappact: «wapeivar mpog VHAS 7ifclov»: kol avtodha&or Opnvolg kai
OAOQUPUOIC TNV S0 pdTev didaokorioy. avtl ToD 6AoQULPHOV Kivijcal Kal daKpva. Kol TAVTOG
gig Opfjvov émondoachor’ odk v yap St émicToAfig évdeitacOot ddkpoa: Ko Kol 1) TpdG adTOVG
TV AOYOV AmosTPogn 1O «dmopodial &v BHiv»- olov ovK Exo Ti elnm- @oivetat yop S0 TavVTOV
V7O THG TAV YeEYOVOT®V GVVEXOUEVOG ADTING, cuveyEic Tag Hetafolag dexdpevos kal To HEV TPOg
gketvoug, T0 88 mPOC TOVTOVG GyavaKT®Y: €ito HETa@EPel TOV AOYOV TPOG TOVG KAKOVG

ouvnY6povg Tod VOUOL. Kol NGl
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1-2 untépa — HAowwoate] cf. Typ. Par. 67.9 (Chrys. PG 61.660.29-37) 2-3 fiv évdedupévor ne Sia
Barticpatog] not identified 3-6 dAAL— ¢uootopyia] cf. Typ. Par. 67.11 (Chrys. PG 61.660.37-45)

6—7 10 8¢ maAv— wdwdv] cf. Typ. Par. 67.19 (@£63wpog) 7-8 ypeioa — poponv] cf. comm. 165

8-9 10 8¢ typig — ddwvdv] cf. Typ. Par. 67.20-22 (@e6dwpog) 9-10 todt0 8¢ — 6Ovpag] cf.
Theodoret PG 82.489.27-2911-12 od¢g mdivw — domracO®dow] cf. comm. 165a  12-14 Spa 8¢ dydmny
— dwaokoAiav] cf. Oecumenius Fr. Gal. 447.17 14-15 6 opupHov — ddkpua] cf. Typ. Par. 67.27-
29 (Chrys. PG 61.660.54) 15-17 kaAn — Adzng] not identified 17-18 ocvveyeic — dyavoktdv] cf.
Typ. Par. 68.21-22 (©€63wpog) 18-19 petapéper — kai enot] cf. Theodoret PG 82.489.37

<Gal. 4.21> Aéyeté [ot oi DO VOOV BELovTEG Elvar TOV VOLOV 0VK AKOVETE;

'Enel dlo@vpato koi SHAAaEey adTOoVG Koi émeombooto: avdig dyoviletar mpdg Tovg
amavtdviog Kol elodyst Kol antov TOV VOOV Tapatvodvia U QUAGTTEV adTov GAN" dvaympeiv, &
ioyvpotatov «Aéyeté Pow: vt Tod Amokpidnte: koAdG 8& O 0éhoviec: thig yap avtdv MV
axoipov @AOVEIKioG TO TPaYHa. oV ThG TV TPoyHdTeV dkoAlovbiog: «TOV VOHOV 0K GKOVETE;»

¥ 7 7 Ve ~* 7 N2 ~ \ ~ 7 ~ /4 ~ B it ~ 7
olov ti Aéyet mepi Eavtod vOHov d¢ évtadBa. TO mav PiAiov Thg kTicemG KOAET €l 0V TOD VOHOL
onoil €xecbe Povdlecle: dmdéonTe OVTOD OVT® YOp aVT® meloHnoecbs. ToUTO YAP OVTOG
ovpPovredel ginep Tote 10 &v aOTH* GLUPoVAEDEL dpioTachal avtod dmodoTnTe AdTOD Opa 6

TV KOTOOKELAY

1-3 énei — ioyvpotatov] cf. Typ. Par. 68.12-18 (Chrys. PG 61.661.24) 3-4 amokpofte —
dcorovdiog] cf. comm. 167 4-5 olov ti Aéyel mepi awvtod] not identified 5 vopov 6¢ — waAel] cf. Typ.
Par. 68.31-32 (Chrys. PG 61.661.37, comm. 168) 5-7 &i obv — kotoockevnv] cf. comm. 169 5-6
vopov 8¢ — meroOnoecbe] cf. Chrys. PG 61.661.37
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<Gal. 4.22-27> I'éypantar yap 611 Afpaap dvo viodg Eayev: éva (éva AP BP T évwa A*"B*") éx
tijg ma1dickns Kai éva éx tiig evBipag dlA’ 0 Uév ék TG mAIOIGKNS, KATA GAPKA YEYEVVHTAL:
0 0¢ éx Tijc éAevlépag: d1i TiG émayyeiiag: dTiva éotiv diinyopodleva: abrar (abtar I) yap ciot
ovo dwabijrar Uio UEv amo dpovg Zva &ig dovieiav yevvdoa: fitis éotiv Ayap: to yap Ayoap
2wva dpog éotiv év Ti Apafia- cvctoiyei 6¢ tij viv Tepoveaijl: doviebel 0¢ eTd TAY TEKVOY
avtiig ) 0¢ dvew Tepovoainf|l, élevlépa éotiv- fiTis éoTi UfTHP TAVTOV NGV Yéypartol ydp

ebppavOnt oteipa i 0v tiktovea piiéov Kai Boncov §j 0vk @divovea:- 6Tl moria Ta TéKVa THS

épijlov Uadlov. ij tiig épovens tov dvipa

'Eni tov ABpadpl dveist . énei oAl 10D matpiépyov map” Tovdaiog qv 1 d6&a- kol
dei&on PovAieTar Tovg S0 TV capkiviy cvyyévelay dvtag onépla tod APpadp fitot Tovdaiovg.
«KOTO GAPKO» EIVOL GVYYEVEIG: TOVG 8¢ S18 mioTemg £i¢ oméppo Tod ABpadp (ot Tovdaiove. kotd
ohpro eivar cuyyevelc: todg 8¢ St miotewg eig omépha tod APpaau] om. T) eicayopévoue:
TOVTEGTL TOVG (PIGTIOVODG: Kot &mayyedav elvan oméppa tod APpoadil: ALY Kol TOTE OOl
€EePANON 6 «kata capro» Viog TopanA: domep Kol VOV ol katd odpka cvyyevelg adtod Tovdaiot
OV 6¢ «kot Emayyehiov» viov tov Toadk. £ow peivavta Aéysr domep kal vOv enol ol kat
dmayyedMav cuyyevelc ol ypiotiavoi Opdg 8Tl kai 6 VOUOC oldev &kPolv TV avtd HOVD
oTOLYO0VVTOV TOVTésTL TOV Tovdainy; émel yap &leyev Ot 1 mioTig MGG cvvantel @ APpadap 6
£€00Kel amiBavov™ €l ToLg P €€ ékeivov- TovTOVG Ekeivoy enol. deikvuoy B¢ 6 Tapadoov TodTo.
dvwBev yéyovev: 6 yap Toadk ov kotd PV dkolovdiay yevopevog. kol vidg YViGog fv- kai
10D Kot odpko kol eOoel yevvnBévtoc. TIOTEPOS €ikOTMOG 8¢ Katd odpko TOV Topand Kalel:
VOU® yap yeyévntal pvoens: O 8¢ Toadk, o0 VOU® capkodg mAG Yap YEVVAGEL O EKATOVTAETNG
AL «81 dmaryyediag»  «dAANyopovpeva» 88 dvti Tod THmol TV HeAhovosdv noav dtudnkév, ai
OV 300 maidwv yevvnoelg ov yap HoOvov To OpmdHeva. GAAL kal Etepa dyopgdovsy ol toKot
0070 Yap €otv dAANyopia: 1O £€T€pmg vOoOUEVOV: 0V Yap TNV ioTopioy AveTAev. GANL TO €V T
iotopig mpotumwOivta diddoker M PEv yap modiokn «Ayap». TOTOG €0Ti Tig moAadc T@ Kol

L

adTV 00VA0VE TOD VOHOL Yyevvav: 1) o0& éhevBépa Thg Kawig d1abnkng. T® Kol ElevBépovg Tod
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Cuyod Tod vOHov TikTew: «TO Twvdl yap &pog &v ApaPia dotivy T &v @ vOpog €860 Mooel:
vervialov 1] Tepovcornp. koi 1] Apdpov (ApaPov Tl Appapov AB) yidoof] Avyop
KOAOVUEVOV GG £tvar Koi €k ToD OvOUatog yvidval tov Tomov: &yyde thig dAndeiog yvopevov. «eig
dovieiav yevwdoo» tivog Tod vOHOL TO 8¢ «oLGTOWED»: Gvti ToD yertvidlel cuvamtetar Koi
Sovievel Petd TV Tékvov ol TV Tovdainv: @ VOU® Tig: 1} mokoid Stodfkn- fig Tomog 1 Ayap’
g 0& Zdppoag tOHmog, «1 Gve Tepovcarnu». 1 «EAgvBépa» TV &v VOU® Tapoatnpioe®v: fTot 1
gxkkAnoia AevBépa. @ PN doviedey vOU® deikvuot 8¢ kal TV mpoenteiay cuemvodoay T@
TOmE 510 10D imeiv. «eDEPAVONTL oTEIpA» MG Yap 1 Tdppa oteipa oboa Eviknoey v 16 oméplatt
™V Ayap, obte kai 1 &€ E0vav ékkinoia éviknoe v covaywyny «piifov» 8¢ fj v oteipooty
€lg TOKETOV. 1| POV &ig evepocvuvnv- &ykehevetarl (dykekedetar A] éykieietan BI) yap oud
TOVTOV O TPOPNTNG Ti €kkAncig: éml edepocvvn Poijoatl kol Epnuov kol otelpav KoAEl TV €€
g0vadv éxxAnciov: kol yap Nv Epnuog mpod tod motedoat mavtdg dyabod- Exovoa 8¢ &vpa TOV
S1ev0vvovTa. Kai 0lov TPovoodvta KEAEl THY cuvayoyRv: §j O¢ &xovcay TOV VOUOV. fj O &xovca
whhor v émoyiov 100 Bgod” GAAog VO yuvak@v Gviip: 60 maidwv matnp yéyovev ABpadp:
OAL" O PEV €k BOVANG: O 08 €& éhevBépag EPAdoTnoE. GUHPMVET TODTO TOTG UETEPOLG KAOMDG Yap
8Kkel 800 maideg Vo Pntépeg £l 88 matnp, ovtw kdvradda. (kévradda I') §Ho Sradikar dHo Aooi-
glg 8¢ 0edg kai Tfig Pev Tp@dNG 1) Ayap gikav, 1) S00AN: Tfig 88 Sevtépag. Tdppa 1) éAevdépa- 1 Uev
yop €k Zwvd. 611 0 maAaiog vOpog €kelbev- EvBa 10 Tiic Ayop YEVOG E0KNV®TO™ O GUHQMVET T
Kéto Tepovsodl: 1 82 Tappa- tiig Emovpaviov, fig Tékva HHelG Ehevdépa- émel ovk EGye TOV TOD
vopov {uydv: odkodv (ovk ovv BI) éledfepor xoi ol €€ avtic: yuvoukdv 88 dvopota Oeig.

évépleve Tij Tpomtli’

1 émi tov — 86&a] cf. Typ. Par. 69.1-2 (Chrys. PG 61.661.40) 2-9 deiéar — ’Tovdaiwv] comm. 170
9-12 émei yap — tipidtepog] cf. Typ. Par. 69.11-22 (Chrys. PG 61.661.58) 12-14  gikd0tog ——
gmayyedog] comm. 171 14-16 dvti tod — dAAnyopia] comm. 172 16-17 10 étépwg — Nddokel]

comm. 172a 17-21 7 pév — ywopevov] comm. 173 22 tod vopov] comm. 174 22 oVoTOLYEL —
ovvamtetan] cf. comm. 176, Typ. Par. 71.13 (Chrys. PG 61.662.40) 23 Jovigber — moalod  Sabnkn]
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comm. 177 23-25 7 tomog — 1) ékkinoia] cf. comm. 178  25-26 &iev0ipa — 1 tomd] cf. Theodoret
PG 82.492.1826-27 o¢ yap — ovvaywynv] cf. comm. 179 27-29 piiov — Ponbioor] comm. 180

29-30 &pnpov — ayabod] comm. 181  30-31 &yovco — cvvaywoyn] comm. 18231-38 §  @g
gyovoav — vopov {uyov] cf. Theodoret PG 82.492.5  38-39 ovk obv — tponij] not identified

<Gal. 4.28-5.1> rjueic 6¢ doclpoi (ddelpoi I) kata Toadak émayyelios téxva E6lév- AL’ dorep
T0TE 0 KT GAdpKa Yevvnlels édiwke TOV KaTA IVEDIA: 00TWOGS Kal vOv: diAa Ti Aéyel B ypapn:
Exfale Thy mardickny kai Tov viov avtis: 0b yap Ui kixpovopscer (kKinpovopnon A) 6 viog tijs
roudickns [eta tod viod tijs Elevbipag dpa adeipoi 0dk EGUEV maLdicKkns TEKVA: dlla TijS
élevlépac: tij élevOspia (éhevlepio AB] Erevdépa I) 0dv i Xpiotog nac ievbépwaoe, otijkete:

Kal Uiy i {oyd dovieiag évéyecle

0¥ yap kata eOov: GAAG kaTo Yapv EtéxOnuev ¢ Toadk: obte yap €kel 1 otelpo VOU®
gyévvnoe eOoemg: AALG xapitt Bgia- ovte 1) EkkAncia VOU® eucemg Eyévvnoey &v i KoALUPMOpa-
aAAG Oeila yaprtr kKakel yap O tod 0eod AdYog: 1O KaTh TOV Koupov Tobtov EAevBepov 0 PBpépog
diémhace: kal viv ta tod lepémg pritato Kabdmep &v vnovi: Tij KoAvPNOpy gicdvta: dvayevva
1oV Bantildlevov: ovk oDV &l thig otelpac dopev moidec. kai éAev0epot ey ALY Py 8¢ TodTo
Opocitw NUAG 1O TOVG TEMOTELKOTOG VO TV AmicTev éhadvesal kal yap Koi todto év T@
TOn® wpoéhaPev: AL’ ovk Toyvoev: kal yop Topand «6 kotd odpka yevvnbeic: tov (tov ABI]
v %) xot’ énayyehiov» 8dimke «ti yap enot M ypaen»- td yop pripate g Tappog Tiig
Ypoofig elne pHata’ Exovcov OUIKPOYLYGY TOlg StwyHoTG. «EkBaAe THY moudicKkny Kai TOV VIOV
eldeg to Emiyepa Tiig mpookaipov Tvpavvidog, dote kai &v ot mpoelwypapsito TH makad: 1
v lovdaiov Exntmolc kol kPoly kai ovk gimev m¢ S10TL 8dimkey &€ePhiheto: GAL BTl R
KAnpovopron: deikvg 81t ki Tod StwyHod yopic Evmbev v TodTo teTvmmPévoV: Kai &t 0Dk Exel
yoOpav 0 VORHo €ml thig kel MUdg tadto simdv, cvAloyiletor «dpo AdEA@Ol, OVK EGHEV
noudickng tékvor- €l odv odk dopév moudickng tékve 008E Sodrot, ndG TH Tod VOUOL dovAeio

£atovg Vofalhoplev- iovdaimv TOmog 1| Ayap ovy NHUOV Xpiotdg MGG EENYopacey’
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dAAog: 6 Ty (6 Timv] 611 Pnv BIY) 80bg vnép HUGV- St obv otévon &v i éAevOepia. Tij
dobeion Hdo Xp1otod: 1O 0 «OGTNKETE»* GAAEVOUEVOVE dNAOT: Kol TO TaAy, dvaicOnciov avT®dv
Katnyopel: «Quyov» 8¢ elmmv. 10 PapL deikvuot Tiig ToD VOO dovAeiag: {uyov yap dovAeiag: v

Kot vOpov Aéyet onv: éhevbepiav 8&. TNV &v yaprtt molteioy’

1 00 yap — Toaax] cf. Theodoret PG 82.492.30 1-3 obte yap — yépir] cf. comm. 183 3-6 yap o6 —
Opetto npag ] cf. Typ. Par. 73.1-15 (Chrys. PG 61.663.28)  6-—7 10 tovg — npoérafev] cf. Theodoret PG
82.492.36  7-8 AL’ o0k — £dimke] not identified  8-9 ti yap — pripata] cf. Theodoret PG 82.492.42

9-12 Gxovoov — tetvmwpévov] cf. Typ. Par. 73.21-33 (Chrys. PG 61.664.4) 10-11 &dote —
éxpoin] cf. comm. 186 12-14 xoi 611 — tékvo] not identified  14-15 &i odv — é&Enyopacev] cf.
comm. 187 16 & Tipnv dovg vmep HUdV] not identified 16-17 3&i obv — dnhoi] cf. comm.
188  17-18 10 mbAv — dovleiag] cf. comm. 189 18-19 Cuyov yap — moAuteiav] cf. Theodoret PG
82.493.2

<Gal. 5.2-5> "Id¢ éya» MMabrog Aéym VYiv- b1 éav mepirévycle: Xpiotog DS 00EY dpelfcer
Haptipolar o0& malv mavti avOpaOme mEPITEUVOUEVY: 0TI OQEIAéTS é6Tiv AoV TOV VOUov
nmolijoal. Katqpynnte amo tod Xpiotod: oitives év vo@ dikailodels: tijs ydpirog ééemécete

(é€eméoetan B): fjeic yap mvebpatt éx mictews: éAmida dikatocbvyg dmexdeyopela.

[Idg Xpiotog ovdev avTovg EEAMoEL Kol adTOC HEV TODTO 0V KOTECKEVAGEV: OAA’
ameprvato: mg Tfig a&omiotiag Tod TPOoOTOV ApkoveNs GvTi mhong anodeifemg «ide» yap enot
«&y® madrog»: Soppidnv enoiv kol Gviikpug (dvtikpug] dviikpd ABT) «Opiv éyo TTadrog
Aéyw»: Ot Thg Tepltopiic dvtexdpevol, o0dE Hiov Ovnow ék ti|g miotewg &xeter O yap
TEPITEUVOUEVOG: MG ded0Ikdg VOOV mepttévetar 6 8¢ (6¢] om. BTI) dedokde. amiotel i
Suvaper tfig xaprrog 6 88 AmoT@Y. 00SEV Kepdaivel £k Thig AmicTOVUEVNC £lto Kod THY Amddeléy
0D U deereicbe d1a Bpoaytwv Tibnot Aéymv «Haptipopal 8¢ mA mavti avOpdrm»- gikdTwg O

YOp Kot EVTL VOOV TNP@V: avaykny Exstl Tavto tpelv: §| mhvta olyfostal &rapdtat yop Toig Ui
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névTa TANPodoty: 0v UoVoV oDV DUV eNoi GAAY Koi mavti avOpdme todTo Stapaptipopat &v yop
8¢En ti 10D VOO Hikpov, SNV épetlkion (Epetlkbon A] épeikbow BT) v deomoteiov’ 10 8¢
«kotnpynOnte». avti 1ol dmexomnte: €€emécete dn’ adTOD: GVOEEAT] VUV Aowmdv TO KOTO
Xpiotov mhvtor kol 1 xapic avtod: Sikaiodsde odv tod VOUOL 6movdalovies, «Tiig yéprTog
éEeméoete» (§Eenéoete ABPC T éénéoete B*) katooeioag odv 1@ poPw koi Seifog 1o vovdytov:
avoiyvuot (dvoiyvuot A Typ.Par.] évoiyewv TB*": évoiyer B*") aroic koi tiig yéprrog 1oV Mpéva
AMyov: «nUelc yap mvedpott €k miotewg» MUeElg enoi ol miotol ovk €k VOHOL omdlechat
TPOoGOoKMUEY. GAAL da TvELHATOG Gyiov «EAmida dikaloohvng dnekdeyOueba»  Kokdg 8¢ kai TO
€k miotemg: Ol yop TV MHetépav Nynooachol mioty, Kol obTeg TV S mTvedlatog AapPavery
Sikaimotv: 008evog odv éketvov Sedpeda- dprel yop 1 mioTic. mvedpa mapacyeiv kol St avtod

Sukatocvvnv- kol TdAha (tdAra] TiAka A : téAla BI) dyodd

1-2 g Xprotdog — amodei&ewg] cf. Typ. Par. 75.19-12 (Chrys. PG 61.665.4) 2 tmg afomotiog —

amodei&ewc] cf. comm. 190 2—4 i yap — &xete] cf. Theodoret PG 82.493.94-7 6 yop mepirelvopevog —

Aéyawv] cf. Typ. Par. 75.16-25 (Chrys. PG 61.665.4) 7-8 0 vyap wata — oiyfoeto] cf. comm. 192
8-9 éndpotor — dopaptipopar] not identified 9-10 av yap — deomoteiav] cf. Typ. Par. 76.1

(Chrys. PG 61.665.28) 11-12 dmexomnte — yapig avtod] cf. comm. 193 12-15 rtijg ydprtog —

ék miotewg ] cf. Typ. Par. 76.4-10 (Chrys. PG 61.665.4) 15-18 npeic — dwoainow] cf. comm. 195
18-19 00devog — dyaba] cf. Typ. Par. 76.13-15 (Chrys. PG 61.666.10)

<Gal. 5.6-10> Ev yap Xpiotd Incod obre mepiro\n ti icyber obte dxpofvcrio- arie mictic o’
ayannc évepyovlévy: étpéyete KaAd: Tic VUAC évéxowe tij dinbeia i neibeobar (neibecbe B)
1§ wewellovy obk éx Tod Kalobvrog Vlas ikpa {oUn, diov to pipala (ool éyaw mémoifa gic

buac év Kopiw- dt1 000év dilo ppovijeete 0 0& Tapdecwy DUIG. factdoel To kpilla doTic Gv i

IMeprropiic pnow kai dxpofvotiag dwapopav. (Stapopav BT'] dtapopd) 1 xapig Kol 1 TioTig
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(dvethev: g UNS° tépav dOvacOat PAGntey 1 deeleiv. dAla miotig AB] om. T') dveihev: dg Und’
£tépav duvacOot PAaTTEY 1] OPEAETV. «AALD THOTIG EVEPYOLHUEV»: 0V YAp GPKT| TIGTEDGUL HOVOV"
AN’ évepyeioBan v mioty fiyovv dvalomvpeicbor. d1d tiig £ig Xpiotov dydnng aivitreton 8& TOvV
Xp1otov. Tpdg TOV VOOV NOTOHOANGay. Kai Sovieiav édevdepiog NALGEAVTO- £ltol émouvel PHEV TOV
dpopov- katabpnvel 8¢ v 100 SpOHOL TAdAAY AEy®V: «ETPEYETE KOAADG»  TO 08 «Tig» = 0vK
EPOTAOVTOC €0TIV: AL’ ATOPOoUVTOG Kol OAOQUPOUEVOL: TG O TOGOUTOG EveKOTT dPOLOG. MDGEL
Eleyev: eic tehetdtnTa NTe POdcavieg: Tic Tocodtov ioyvoev: Hote dUmodicon VUGG Tfj dAndeiq
00 gdayyehiov Un meibecbe: GAAL TOTOLG EUMEVEV: 1) TEWGHOVT ONGLY 0VK €K TOD KAAODVTOG:
ToVTé6TL 10 melshijvan Toig Aéyovot mepitépvecOar ovk éx ToD Xpiotod Tod kakodviog: olov ovk
i TovToIg 8kbAecev HUAG O KOADY: Hote obtmwg coledesbar. THC KV yap adtod ydpitog Nv: 1O
KoAécor TO dobval TNV xapwv Tod mvedlatog TO Hévior Pévew PePaiovg Emi Tiig miotemg,
VUétepov’ fi 0Bt 1810v eV Ood. 1O KoAelv: 10 8¢ meifeobat, TdV dxovdvTaVv: £ita Tva U Aéyn
i tocobtov KeONy® MUOV: Hiay EvToAnv oD VOHOU @LAAEAVT®V. dKoLVGoV TAG QOPREl Hikpd
COpN 8hov 10 @vpapa Cupol- dédotka enot Ty Tijg vOoou Hetddooy” dg yap 1 {OHN Slov Kipvd
0 @Opapo. oVtmwg kol VUAG ioxdel enolv 10 HIKpOV TOUTO KOKOV 1) TEPLTOMT. &ig TéAElov
Tovdaicpov dyayeiv Pn oopBwbév: kol &ym HEV Bappd €9’ VUIv: todto yap mémoba: Ot S
0pOmcece kai 00dEV ppoviicete mapd TV Sdayny Hov: d &1 Bappivovidg 6Tl Kal ovk elmev
QPOVETTE: AALL KPPOVAGETE»* TOIG YOp YeEYEVNUEVOLS EmMPEUPOPEVOC. gbyeTotl 1Bty Vv &ml 10
KpeitTov PetaBory’ dopictmg 8¢ téleike 1O «6 88 Topdccmv VUAC B6TIc v T»- Tva kav Heydlog
nepl aOTAOV Exot 60&ag Habwow mg dikag 0peeilovst @ Be®d: 1j did ToUTO OVK Emepvicin TV
dvopaTov @V EmiBodimv, tva U AvalsyuvToTépoug épydontal: «doTig dv 1»- émaipov kol obtmg

OV Adyov: 0b yap aideitia tpdowmov: HTav 1 GAnBeio kpivnton

1-2 mepiropiic — aveikev] cf. Theodoret PG 82.493.36 2-3 g und’ — dpeleiv] cf. comm. 196 3-5 oo
yap apxf] — motopdincav] cf. comm. 197 5-6 émoawvel — Aéywv] cf. Theodoret PG 82.493.42

6-7 étpéyete — dpopog] cf. Typ. Par. 76.31-34 (cf. Chrys. PG 61.666.44) 7-9 ol £leyev —
neifeobe] cf. comm. 198  9-13 dAra thmorg — Vpétepov] cf. Typ. Par. 77.1-9 (@=oddpov) (cf. Chrys. PG
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61.666.44) 9-10 1) mewopovi — kaAodvrog] cf. comm. 199 13 Bov — dxovoviwv] cf. comm. 199a

13-15 &ito fvo — @vpapa Copoi ] cf. Typ. Par. 77.9-13 (®codmpov) (Chrys. PG 61.666.54,
Damasc. PG 95.809.48) 14 ti tocodtov pura&aviwv] cf. comm. 200.1 15 dédowo — petddoorwv] cf.
Theodoret PG 82.493.47  15-18 ¢ yap — Ooppovoviog éott] cf. comm. 200.2  18-21 xai ovk eimev —
1@ Be@ ] cf. Theodoret PG 82.493.51 21-23 ovk émedviobn — xpivnray] cf. Typ. Par. 77.30-33
(Chrys. PG 61.667.30)

<Gal. 5.11-12> Eya 6¢ adeipoi- & meprropqy érr (Et] om. T) kypboow. ti 1 dihkolar dpa

KaTijpynTal To0 6KAvOaiov ToD 6TavPoD: GpELov: KAl AToKOWovTal 0 AvacTaTobvTes DUAS

‘Emte1dn ol kaxol 10D vOHov cuviyopor dEPariov avtov: a¢ ToAAayod iovdailovrog kol
VIOKPIVOHEVOV TO KAPLYHa: Spa Tdg drmodvetal LapTupag adTovg KOA®Y oida Y& enotv kol DHES
O6tL 1 00 JSwypod TPoéYacig Todto €otv. &TL KNpvocw dméxecbol VOHoL: €l 08 mepLTOUnV
KNpVGoo. Tt Sidkopar ovdE yap &xovci Tt ETepov EyKoAElv Hot: ovK eimev 8¢ 8Tt mepLTopnv 0vK
gpyalopar GAA” 00 KNPVTTI®: 0V YOp TO €ig TIHOOEOV YEYOVOG 61” 0iKOVOHioY TPOGKAPOV: KAAOV
ElxecOar gig 6yUa- Mv yop mepureddv TIHd0ov: v’ edmapddextog iovdaiolg yévntar: &i Todto
gotiv 0 eate Ot TEPITOUNY KNPpHoo®: Kathpyntal dpa T okdvoaAov Tod 6Tavpod: TOVTESTL TO
KOADHO: 10 EUmddiov avipntor AéAvtal 1| Tpog TOV 6Tavpov ellovelkia td@v Tovdaiov: dud yap
T0DT0 VOV T® 6TOVp® AvTIHdyovTal OTL ADEL TEPITOUNV. Kol KeAeDEL TOV TatpoOov E&ioTache
BecdV émel 68 Kaldg Enaidevoe TOVG NTOTNUEVOVG: TPETETOL TPOC TOVG ATOTNKOTAG: TEPT DUDV
oDV Hot Péler: mepi 8¢ TV dvactatodvimv DUAG Og dviato vosodviav: odk &t £ife yap Kol
téheov €EETeov €0vTovg Kol Gmokdmovg Emoincav: ol TNV Tig meprtopiic VUV €& amdnyv
TPOGPEPOVTEC” TTOD 0DV £iGiy 01 AmoTéVoVTESG E0VTOVG Kad TO HEPOC (G EMiBOVAOV BTOKOTTOVTEG:
Kol toic Haviyaiolg - émifoviov Aéyovotv eivor tO odMa. kol thig YAng Thg movmpdg odk
dmokonTétmwoay HAALovV Todg dQOUAUOVS: 81T GV 1) EmBupio TPOg TV Yoy YV £IGEIGY: GAL  00SEV

TOULTOV oiTlov: GAL’ 7| Tpoaipeoig
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1 émedn — ovviiyopot] cf. Theodoret PG 82.496.3 1-5 diéPpariov — mpdokaipov] cf. Typ. Par. 78.3-
12 (@coddpov) (Chrys. PG 61.667.33) 5-6 kodov ElkecOar €ig 56ypa] not identified 6-7 #v yap —
kvproon] cf. comm. 202.a 7-8 katpyntotl Gpa — v Tovdaiwv] cf. Typ. Par. 78.13-25 (cf. Chrys. PG
61.668.20)  8-9 Aglvtar — Abder meprropnv] cf. comm. 203 9-10 wkeheder — Mmotnkotag] cf. Typ. Par.
78.32-79.9 (Chrys. PG 61.668.40) 10-11 nepi OUdV — odk &r1 ] cf. comm. 204  11-13 &ibg yap —
npoceépovtec] cf. comm. 204a and 204 13-16 mod ovv — mpoaipeoic] cf. Typ. Par. 79.9-18 (Chrys. PG
61.668.40)

<Gal. 5.13-15> dueic yap érn’ élevlepia éxinOnte ddclpoi |ovov Uny thv élevbepiav ig
apopuny tij 6apki- GALd 010 THS AYATNS OOVAEVETE AAAA0IG O yap mAS VOlog: &v évi Loy
ainpoivtar v Tt dyamnicels Tov minciov 6ov ¢ éavtév (éovtov | oceowtdév NA28) & &

dAljiovg ddxvete Kal kateclicte: BAémete Uiy O’ dAljiwv avalwbijte

Eig n0umyv évtedbev petaPaivel mapaivesv: kal apetilg gpovtilewv mapeyyvd: Emel &
&levlepiov eimev modhayod kol dmarlayny S Xpiotod yevopevny: fva U vopicooty dEeivat t¢)
Bovhopéve Gdedg moAtevechat: dopHodtal Todto kol enoiv: oV did Todto Anod tod {uyod Tod
vOpov NhevbepdOnpev tv adedg aplaptavopeyv: ovy tva Tij €ovaia mpog kakiay ypnomdpedo: GAL’
tva Peilovog PisBod mpdgacty AdBopey: Un obv dmoypioncde i élevdepio gig 10 Sovievev T#
capki’ &M0ONTE Yap 6V T0d VOUOL {uydV- Tva yopig {uyod Badiinte edpvbua- eita Seikvuot kai
TOV TPOTOV Thi¢ KaTopOhoemg: GALY 510 Thg dydmng enot. doviedete aAAnrolg (GAARovg T') - 6
yop dyamdv, ovde Sovievewv maparteital T QUOLHEVE: TO émitetapévov oV Thig dydmng
delkvuat S TovTov: gimmv 6& dovAevete: Edei&ev g €€ dmovoiog kol tHeov EAafev apynv to
KaKOV: URp yop macdv oipécsov: 1N tig elapyiag Embupio: ovk eimev 82 dyomdite. AL
dovAevete: TNV EmuteTaydévny @AMov OMA®V: kol TOV Tod VOHou {uyov dgeddv v Hn
amookiptnowoty: &tepov avtolg émtifnot tov Tig dydmng Luyov  ioyvpdtepov HEV: KOVEOTEPOV
0¢: el OAwg 8¢ TANpodv vOpov Bélete: PN €v @ meprtépvectarl AL v T@® dyomdv AAANAOLG

mAnpodte: €viedbev 8¢ dijlov, dg ol Pev dratnBévreg mepletinoav: ol 8¢ Elevov kol ELa oVTo-
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ol J&v & Tod voUov- oi 8 T ThC yaprroc dmatvodvreg ! T dydmm odv odtodg dooliletar: Ti
wop’ AUPOTEPMV EMAVOVHEVN: Gyav EUPavTik®C 8¢ taic Aéfeov éxpnoato’ dakvete: dmép ot
Oupovpévoy: aAlG KotecOicte: Omép otv EUUévovteg Ti movnpios €l PEALOITE @ONOWV TPOG
GAANAOVG 0VT® PLAOVEIK®G dlatifeclatl oUTm PIAOVEIKETV AVEVOOTMOG: 00 HOVOV 0DOEV OQEANCETE
(o@éinoete B : dpeincéte I) EEm yevésbou Tiic evoefeiag momoete: Kai KaADdG AvAAmoy KaAel:
Gte peioow épyalopévav T@ Kowvd: TV TG £0oePeing avoympouvi@v: 1| oVT®S: dGKVEY AEyely
(om. Aéyew BIN)- kai &t émtatikdtepov kateobisty: tO 10 Totodta doyHata wapeParieiv: o yap
T060DTOV TO oOUA damavital KateoBlopevov: doov yoyh eBeipeTon d1d T@V T0100TOV S0YUATOV:
10 8¢ PAénete: TO10DVTOG £0TIV: €iKOG 8¢ N mepl doyHaTv Hovov: Kai 1O dvarlmBfite. kaAdv 1)

yop dibotacic koi 1 Laym eBopomoiov (pbovomoiwv BI') kol GvarmTikov’

1 gig nOwrv — mapeyyvd] cf. Theodoret PG 82.496.24 1-3 énei 8¢ — tod10 KOl enoiv] cf. Typ. Par.
79.29-80-2  3-4 o0 S — apaptévopev] cf. Theodoret PG 82.496.26 4-5 ovy tva — AdaPopev] cf.
Typ. Par. 79.29 (cf. Chrys. PG 61.66949) 5-6 pnv obv — 1fj capxi] cf. comm. 206 6-7 ENDONTE —
koaropfdoemc] cf. Typ. Par. 80.1-3 (cf. Chrys. PG 61.670.2) 7-8 dAld o1 — ¢@uhovpéve] cf. Theodoret
PG 82.496.318-9 10 émtetapévov — dia tovtov] cf. comm. 208cf. (cf. Typ. Par. 80.13-17) 9-14
ginwv 6¢ — minpodte] cf. Typ. Par. 80.5-22 (cf. Chrys. PG 61.670.5) 14-15 évtévfev — émawvodvteg] cf.
Theodoret PG 82.496.42  15-16 tf] dydnn — érawvovpevn] not identified 16-17 époaviikdg — movnpig]
cf. Typ. Par. 80.29-31 (cf. Chrys. PG 61.670.43)17-20 &i pélhotrte — dvayopovviwv] cf. Typ. Par. 81.6-11
(®e6dwpog) 20-23 dakvelv — doypatwv Hovov] cf. comm. 210 23-24 M yop — dvorotkov] cf. Typ.
Par. 81.4 (cf. Chrys. PG 61.670.57)

<Gal. 5.16-17> Aéyw ¢ mvevllatt mepimateite, Kol émOvlliav copkos ov U teléonte: 1§ yap
capé Embvlel Kata Tod mVeVPATOS . TO O0& mvedlla Katd THG GOPKOS TADTA O& GVTIKEITAL

arijiotg: iva Uiy @ v 0éinte, tabta wotijte

Einov 10 mowodv v vocov: Aéyetl kal to v Vyeiav yoplopevov @appakov: 0 mvedHaTt
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Civ: 1® dyovtt tékva 00D 00 VOU® T® drnetlodvTl S0OA0IG Kot TveDHA @M ot Kol ®G 0dTd dOKEl
Brodte: kai 0Ok &v TAnpdonte émbupiav copkdc odpko d& ov 10 DM Aéyet Eviabba TG yap
owbein: 10 Tadta 8¢ dvtikewtal GANA01G: €l TO GOHO" 0D TAV KOWV®VOHVI®OV (KOWmVOOIVI®V
B*T ] xowovviov AB®) dotiv: A0 TV Kivoupévav: 1 dmvpio Tig yoyfic oty obtog yép
onot mOvUel 1 Yoy Hov mpdg & O Bedc: 01dev 0DV GlpKa KAAEIV: oD TO GMUO: GAAL THV
ToVN PV Tpoaipesty’ (g dTav Aéyn: DUEIG odk €618 &v Gapki- GAL &v mvedpatt olov TOV Yemdn
AOYIGUOV. TOV pabvov kal AUEANEVOV: TODTO 88 0V GOMOTOG Katnyopia: GAAX Wyoyflg pabvpov
gykinpa- dpyavov yap €otv 1 capé: &l 8¢ g mpoonyopiag dSafarrev Emyelpels: dpa oot kol
WYoyfic katnyopelv’ 81t yoyikdg dvOpomog Aéyetar: 6 tiig dAndsiag éotepnpévoc T obv tadto
dvtikerrar, mepi Vo Aoyiopdv: ovtog (obtot BI) yap dAAnoig dvtikerror 1 dpetd). Koi 1

Kakio: 00 yoyn Kol GO

dAlog: odpkro 1O GOPKIKOV QPOVIHO: TOVTESTL THG Wuxfg TV &l Ta yeipw pomnv. TOg
COPKIKAG Kol Tovnpag EmBupiog, mvedUa 6& TNV dedopévny xapv Aéyel Koi enot: 1) Hev Kokio
avtikerton Tf) apetic M 6¢ T Kokio: modaywyod Tvog TaEy dvaminpodca. kal Un Edoa MUAG

Katd TG avrog Embupiag mopeveshar

Alog olpka: TV €ml Ta xeipw Tig YVOUNG pomnv mvedbpa Ty évowkodoov ydpwv: 1
TOONYEL TNV YuyNV €l T0 KPEITTO® A 6€ duvatov Ta THS Yuyig mddn vikijoar ; v 1@ &necbat

101G T7|g oapKOG AoYIGHOTG

1-2 ginov — dovroig] cf. Typ. Par. 81.14-17 (cf. Chrys. PG 61.671.8) 1-2 1t mveddoatt — Tékva
®cod] cf. Eusebius Fr. Gal. 51.18 2-3 kotd nvedpa — ocapkoc] cf. comm. 211 3-5 cdpka 8¢ — yoyig
éotwv] cf. Chrys. PG 61.671.16-20 5-6 oltwg yap enot EmBupel 1 yoyn Hov mpog o& 6 Oeog] not identified

6-12 oidev 0OV — yoyn koi odpa] cf. Tmdvvov Cat. Suppl. var. lect. Gal. (e cod. Oxon. Bodl. Auct.
T.1.7 [=misc. 185]) 401.29 6-7 oidev ovv — &AL’ év mvevpatt] cf. Typ. Par. 81.28-31 (cf. Chrys. PG
61.671.16-17) 10 &1t yoycog — éotepnpévog ] cf. Chrys. PG 61.671.55 13-14 obpka 10 —
Aéyer kol onot] cf. Theodoret PG 82.497.14, 30 14-16 % pév kokio — mopevecbor] cf. comm. 212 cf.
Damasc. PG 95.813.18 17-19 cépra v — hoyiopoig] cf. Theodoret PG 82.497.2
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<Gal. 5.18-23> Ei 8¢ wvedpott dyecls. ook £6T1¢ VO VOOV Qavepd 8¢ foTi Ta Epya Tiig
oupKOg GTva &6t [ovyeio: mopveio: dxaBapoia- dcéhysia: (doéhyswon T') sidololatpia:
eaplaxeia- ExOpor Eprc- Cijlor Oupoi- £prBsiar (om. eidwioratpia: eoappokeio- Exbpar Epig:
{fidor Bupoi- épifsion T) diyootacior aipicelg @ovor: @Oovor PéBaL kK@Lov Kai Td dov
T00TOIG" @ TPOLEY® DUIV: KAOMG KOl Tpogimov: 6Tl 0l Td TOwO VT TPdooovTES, facireiov OgoD
0V KANPOVOUNGOoVGLY. 0 3¢ KOPTOg TOD mveOUaTOS £0TIV dydann: yopd- gipfvn: HokpoBupia:

1PNOTOTNG, AYaOmoiv: TioTIS TPAOTNG: £YKPATELN: KATH TAV TOLOVTOV: 00K £6TL VOLLOG

Ei kota v fovAnv tod ayiov avedatog TepTaTEITe. 00 6PaAnceche. O yap N wTaimv ov
xphGew vopov kal tig éviedlev GuUPovATic: O 8¢ pn ypnlov: od 8¢ v’ avTod €otve ™G Kol
GAAayoD- dikaim VOHOg o Keitar 6 yap U 0pyilopevog, Tdg ypnlet dxovev 10 00 povedoels Kol
0 YN PAéT@V dKoldoTmg TOG XPNLEL TOD TAOEVOVTOG U HoyevEY: EiTmV & pavepd 0 £GTL TAL
gpya Tiic capkog: TAAY odpka: TOV O1e@apUEVOV AOYIGHOV TO GOPKIKOV €KAAEGE QPOVIHaL
Sfilov 8&- xai yap eidwlolatpior koi oplaxeion o capkdg dArd yoyfig B0 Tl obv Adyel 6
KaTNyop®dv Thg copkog: Eotm N mopveia Kol 1 Hoyeio: copkog mdbog: al aipéoelg kal ai £xOpar:
ol (iAot kol T Aowmd: Tivog: oV mpooipécems depbappévng; dxabapoiov & Kol GcéAyelov:
TPOTOVG aioypovg mopveiag enol «ExOpoc»: tag ddikovg: eiol yop kol dikawor ol dwd v
e0GEBeloy: £l Suvatdv yap TO &€ VUMV HeTd ThvTov eipnvedete: O eivar SfAov- dTL EoTiv dTe 0K
£ot1 duvatov. {Aove ToLG 0VK Emavovévoug: EpiBeiog tag dmd Epidog priovelkiog: KOOV TO
KOM®OOEY kol Gmookdmtewy GAlotpiag Vvmolnyelg Heta HEONG tadta mavia ¢noi Paciieiog
GALOTPLOT- Th 8 TV TIHPIBY S1épopa: &l cOHUATOC 0DV Ekeiva Povov- Edet derydfvar kol To Tiig
Yoxfic: GAL" o0 tébertar: dote clpka. TV Enl Ta Xelpw Aéyel mapaTponnv: TVEDUO O€ TNV YOpV:
O10 Kol EmNyaye: 10 08¢ Kapmog Tod mvedaTog EGTV Aydmn: €keivov yap T yuyijt cuvepyodvtog:

00TV EKactov KatopOodtar kapmdv 8¢ einev koi ovk Epyov (Epyov BIN): tva Seién 611 thg Osiog
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deitonr Ponbeiog elg 10 Koapmogopijcal: mveLHOTOC 88 T 0VTOD TOD WAPUKANTOVL: 1| TOD
nvevlatikod kol vapétov Plov: fj kapmov eimev mvedpotog: 8t o HEV movnpd Epya &5 NUGY
Hovov yivetar 610 Koi épya KOAET Ta 8& KOAQ 0V Tiig NHeTépag Povov Empeleiog, GALY Kol THG
10D 00D QrrovBporiag: yopav 8¢ Adyst O yoipewy émi Be®d 10 cvveidnow Exev ypnotiv ol yop
To1007TO1 Yaipovstv: 00K £0TL 8€ VOHOC KOTO TAV €Tl TEPLTTOG O VOHOC T0ig katopBodot: Ti yap Gv
Tig émta&ete @ mop’ €0vTod TAVTE EXOVTIL KOI ARXNPTICHEVOS OG Yap inmog evfviog ov deitat

HaoTryog: obtog kol yoyfi ketophodoa did Tod TvedlaTog. 00 dgital vOLoL Tauday®yodvtog

1-3 &i xatd — 0¥ ketran] cf. comm. 213 3-4 6 yap un opylopevog — poyevew ] cf. Typ. Par. 83.13-
15, (Chrys. PG 61.672.38, Damasc. PG 95.813.38) 4-6 ¢ovepa — woyflc 6w] cf. Theodoret PG

82.497.19 5 v capka tov dieeBappévov Aoyiopov] cf. comm. 214 6-8 Tl Y —
SepBappévng] cf. Typ. Par. 83.28-33 8-9 dxabapoiov — mopveiag] cf. comm. 215 9-11 10g
adikovg — dvvardv] cf. comm. 21611 Rrovg * Todg ovk Emavovpévoug] not identified 11 épdsiog —
eovewciag] cf. comm. 217 11-12 kdpovg — pédng] cf. comm. 218 12-13 Bocheing — —
ddpopa] cf. comm. 219  13-16 &i cdpatog — katopBodrar] cf. Theodoret PG 82.497.35 16-18

Kopmov 8&¢— Piov] cf. comm. 220 18-20 fj kapmov — erhavOporiog] cf. Typ. Par. 84.18-21 20-21
yapav — yaipovow] cf. comm. 22121 ovk £ott — xatopBodot] cf. Theodoret PG 82.497.37-39  21-22 i
yap — mondaywyodvrog] cf. Chrys. PG 61.674.23, comm. 222

<Gal. 5.24-26> oi 8¢ 10D XproTod TNV G6dpKE f6TOVPOGAV GVV TOIG muONLooLr Kol TOig
¢mOupiong. gi (OEV TveOUOTL, TVEODLATL KOl OTOL®UEV: U YIVOEDD KeEVEdOEoL arirovg

apockolovevol, (mpokarodpevol NA 28 et alii) éAdfqirorg Bovodtvteg

tva P Aéyng kai tig To10070g" dgikvuot TOVG €l TV Epywv Kotopbodviag odpkrag iy Evtadba,
Tag movnpac mwPa&elg KaAdV: O yop On TNV cdpko dvellov: Emi md¢ EPeAlov (ijve TO yap
8GTOVPOUEVOV: AVEVEPYNTOV KO VEKPOV: GAAL THV AkpiPf @locogiav dniol- émel ovv TOd

nwvedlatog tocovtn 1 ioybe, ékelvo (@dUev: 10 €mdyesr & (®dUev mvedlatt mveddatt kol
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OTOLAEV. KOTO TOVG EKEIVOV VOHOLG TOMTEVOUEVOL GTOLYDHEV: AVl TOD ApKEGODHUEV TOVTQ"

Koi Py émintdpey Ty amod 100 vopov tpoctnkny’

dAlmg: Tiveg ol Tadta motodvieg TV Tob Xpiotod capka’ TOLTESTL TO Oikelov oMU odpé
yap Xpiotod 0 NHUETEPOV GMUA, E0TAVPOGAY: KOl 010V EVEKPOGOY Gd TV COUATIKGY TaddV-
Kol o0 Hovov 1O odla doov Mkev &ig 1O &mteheicOan mop’ adTdV. E6TAVPOVIAL KOTA THV
EpUnveiav- 6 8¢ mopéhkel Katd TavTV: | obtwg: Kai Tl Aéym Ev kad v dpetfig eldog eioi yap
TIVEG, Ol KOl €0TaVP®GAV £00TOVG OGOV TTPOG Ta Ao Kol td TGO Go0ov TPOG E0vTOVG: KATH
TadTV: 0 6& ov TapéAkel ol 8¢ tod Xpiotod dvieg, TV GapKaV £0TOVP®GOV: voNntd Oavdatwm
napadeddract e 1O Un avéyeobar xotd ohpko (fjve elta deuevdg TOVG Emelchyoviag TV
mepLtopnv: S erotiioy TodTo TolovVTHG. PNGi: U Yvdpeba kevddo&otl: O mavTov aitiov T®V
Kak®V amo kevodotiog pOOvoc: dmd PO6VoL- ThvTa To Kakd: GAAAAOVG TPOKAAOVIEVOL: OlOV &ig

£p1g- €ic prioveikiog

1-6 tva pn — mpocbnknv] cf. Typ. Par. 85.3-9, (Chrys. PG 61.674.15-35) 7-12 rtiveg ol — odpka

£0TAVPOCOV 13 vont@® — odpxa (ijv] not identified 14-16 elta — ghoveikiog

<Gal. 6.1-2> @dehpoi £av kai (oM. kai I') Tpoin@di} GvOpwmog £v TV mOpOTTOLOTL: DUELS Ol
nvevaTIKol KoTopTileTe TOV TOLODTOV £V TVEDHATL TPQOTNTOS OCKOTAY GEQLTOV: 1] KOl 6V

nepacdijs: aAMiov ta papn Bactdalete, Kol 00TOG dvarinpdcate TOV VO[OV T0D Xplotod

moAlol €v avToilg @rlopyio MTmUévor €v T mPO¢ TA GHapTHHATO TAV TANGIOV
gmripnoet oikglov mdbog émdpovv: & SropBodtor: &av Yap T NGl ok eimev dav TPEEN: GAL’

gav mpoAnedf: tovtéotv €av cuvvopmayfy €ml dpoptApatt VUEG ol TVELHOTIKDG (®dVTeg:

StopOodte Todtov: opilete: 10 EAAEImOV dvaminpodte: ovk eimev P kotadika{nTe: Kol ovk 0Tt
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Héxpt ToDTOV: GAAG Selkvdg (g MUépovg avtodg eivar S&i- ceddpo Toig VTOGKEAMLOUEVOILC.
d184okel TOV TpdmOV ThC Ogpameiog «dv mveDUATL TPAOTNTOCH: OVK £imev &V mpadTnTl GAL &V
TveLHATL TPAOTNTOS: dEKVLG OTL Kol T@ TveVlatt TodTo dokel. kol TodTto dvvacHatl dtopBodchar
HeTd mpadTnTOC: YApLtodc éoTt mvevdotikfic eita tva U S0pO&dv mapdi, SUPGALEL Kai avTd,
POPov 0bTOC EIMOV «GKOTOV GEAVTOVY* EVOP®TOG 1 PNGL TPETTNV EXELC THV PUGIV: GUVAAYNGOV
T KOK®DG OOKEIPEVD: GAAG Kal THPEL covTOV: PN T0lg ic01g GAMS Kol dmoloyeitar Hrep TOD
NUaptnKoTOg: TPATOV HEV €imdv €av Kol TpoAnedij. devtepov dvOpomog 1O Tiig TOAATG
dcOeveiog Svola. eita P kol ob mewpadiic (newpodeic BT kai Saifovog émfipelav UdAlov: §)
~ < It 3 v 3 k3 A \ r r 5 \ \ 5 o
yoyfg pabuvliov aitiopevog: gita enot «dAAMA@V 10 Bapn Poactdlete»: €medn yap ovk Eotwv
P b 3 4 s ~ \ > ~ \ ~ 7 s \ 1
dvBpomov yopic auaptHatog eitvar mapavel Ui axpiforoyeioBe td tod mAnciov: dAAL Kol
eépely avtdv o fAattOpotos Tva kol To o0 @épnton mop’ ETépwv: ypT oLV GAAAOIG
oLpmEPLPEpEGhal oL PNoL PéPe TO éKeivoy: KaveIvog 10 6OV obte yap mAnpodtat Tfig dydmng 6
vOpog: vopov Xp1totod: TNV Aydmmv EKAAeceV: aOTOD Yip €6TL QOVN" EVTOANV KEVTV dId@ML DIV

tva dyamdte dAAnAovg

dAlog (GAlwc BT)- kowmvijoai pnot avtd tod poptiov o@eilelg todto 8¢ yivetar dtdv dia
napawvicens (pavephoemg BIY) kal ypnotdmrog mkoveilng adt®d v yoynyv: vmo Tfg Ttod

GpopTAHaTOS GLVESNGEMG BEPOPVEVIY

1-3 moArol &v — apaptipaty cf. comm. 228 2-3 ovk cimev — ovvaprayfj] cf. Damasc. PG
95.816.14 3-4 Hpeic — avaminpove] cf. Theodoret PG 82.500.7-8 4-5 ovk  cimev  —
vrookelMlopévorc] cf. Typ. Par. 85.28-30, (cf. Chrys. PG 61.673.48) 6 d1ddoker —  Oepameiag]  cf.

Theodoret PG 82.500.8  6-9 ovk einev — oeovtov] cf. Typ. Par. 85.32-86.3, (cf. Chrys. PG 61.673. 52-
56)  9-10 dvOpwmnog el — Soxeéve] cf. Theodoret PG 82.500.10 10 kai tper — drdc] cf. comm.
230  10-13 kol dmoloyeitor — aitiwpevoc] cf. Typ. Par. 86.8-12, (cf. Chrys. PG 61.674.43-48) 13-15
gmedn yop — étépov] cf. Typ. Par. 86.14-18, (cf. Chrys. PG 61.674.49-54, comm. 231.1) 13-14
gnedn yop — minoiov] cf. comm. 231.1  15-16 ypn — ovunepwpépecdor] cf. comm. 231.2  16-18 ov
onoi — aAiovg] cf. Theodoret PG 82.500.16 19-21 xowoviijcai — BePoapopévnyv] cf. Typ. Par.
86.30 (®cb6dmwpoc, BALOG)
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<Gal. 6.3-5> Ei yap dokel Tig givai 1L Undév dv. £ovtov @pevanatid. t0 62 Epyov Eavtod
doxialéto Ekaotog Kol ToTE £ig favtov (adtov BI) povov T kavynpa £€€ Kai ovk gig TOV

£repov- Ekootog Yap To idlov gopriov footdocst

Tdv puoopévav érl Hikpolg KoTopddUact KOTOGTEAAEL VOV TV 0@pUV Kol dmdvolay: O
yap Soxdv eivai - 008év €oTie mpdToV: TG edTEAelag adTod Selylo @épwve TV TODTNV
vmovolay: S advtd Hovov gnoiv oddév dotir S16TL Sokel elvai T PR 8&v ovv AV EavTOV
opevamatdto: AL Eetaléto Ta Eoavtd Peflopévar obt® yap wpog TA Pertid £avToOv
HetapuOpicel ov Ol Pev yop kavydcOal oot €l 6 dpa todTo del- | ®g O Popleaiog Kavyd KoTo
10D mAnciov: GALd katd cavtod: olov: &l afidyactov Exoig Piov. cepvdvov: todto 88 oD
vopofetav dArd cvykatapoivov enoi- Sel odv éEetaotic UG ivar Biov ovk dAloTpiov GAAYL
ovykotafaivov enoi- el ovv dEetactig MUAG elvar Plov ovk dAlotpiov GAAd toD oikeiov:
€K0oTog Yop Onoi mepl T@V oikeimv VEEEEL Adyov: dlopBolTal Yap TOV KOLY®HUEVOV: ®G U1 08
adTOV Héyo @povelv: eig &vvolav Gyov Tdv idiov aUapTIOV: Kol GUGTEALEL T® EOP®: 10 TMV

ovolatmv. 10D poptiov kai Tfig dyxbogopiag. TEL®V adTOD T0 GLVEBHC

1 tdv pvoopévov — 6ppdv | cf. Theodoret PG 82.500.22 1-3 andévowav — vmovowav] cf. Typ. Par.

86.34 3-4 81" avto epevomatdtm] cf. comm. 233 4-6 é€gtalétw — cadrod] cf. comm. 234 6 el
a&byactov — oelvovov] cf. comm. 234a (cf. Theodoret PG 82.500.22) 6-11 oV vopobetdV — 1O
ovvelddg] cf. Typ. Par. 87.21 (cf. Chrys. PG 61.675.51) 10 &xaotog — Veé€er Adyov] cf. Theodoret
PG 82.500.32

<Gal. 6.6-8> Kowoveito (kowovito T) 8& 6 karnyovpeveg TOV Adyov: T® KoTNYOOVTL
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(katnyodv B) &v maow dyaBoic Ui mhavicls: Ogog ov PoktnpileTar 6 yap &oav omeipn
avOpomog. TovTo Kol Ogpicer 6TL 0 oreipov cig TV 6dpka avTov. (Eavtod NA28 et alii) &k
Tiig capkog Bepicer Oopav: 6 0¢ omeipov €ic 10 mvedla €k Tod mvevlaTtog Oepicer Conv

aidviov’

"Evtadfa mtept 1@V S1800KAA®V adTd 0 AdY0G BoTE TOAATG Gmolade mapd TV Habntdv
Oepomeiog: 010 kol xowwviav 10 TPdyHo KOAET 00 HETAG0CV: KEAEL®OV TAOV TVELUATIKOV
Hetadapupdvovtog: Hetadddvor TdV GopKIK®Y-TpoPds: gbvotov: TIUNV: kol tivog &vekev oVtmg
&vopoBétnoey 0 XploTtog: ToVG KATayYELOVTOC TO €DOYYEAIOV €K TOD gvayyeliov {fjv: Oti kol v i
noakatd. moAAoi Toig igpedov Mooy ai mPdcodol i TomEWOEPOCUHVNG Kol Aydmng VmOOEsLY
npoamoTBépevog: €nel Yap QUod TOAAAKIG TO d1dacKaAKOV A&lmpa TOVg ExovTag: KATUOTEAA®Y
adTo* €ig avayknv katéotnoe tod deichut TOV HadnTtdv: KAKEIVOLC EVKOAWMTEPOVG €VTOLIOY
oV O6mep Kol dydmnv évelpyaleto: U voplionte 8¢ enoi AavOdvew ta yvopeve £popd yap ta
whvto 0 T®V Slwv 0g0g kol ov puktnpiletor fjtol 00K dmatdtol @ dyaddrokd 7| TAAY TQ
Kak@ayodd S186var GAL’ dvaykn kotdAAnlov t@ oméppatt 10 0épog eivar (g odv Emi TAV
onepdtov Sel odtod yévoug eivor TOV omOpOV Koi TOV GUNTOV. oBtw kdv Toig Epyolg O
KatafOAAoV €lg TNV cdpkav: TpuENV: HEOMV: Ndoviv: 10 €k tadtng apnost ti; kOhaow kol
TiHopiav: aicydvny yélwta: Bopav” Tpuefig yap téhoc. pBopd T 8¢ ToD Tveblatog dnevavtiog:

Tpuynoel yap (onv: avti co@poochvng: avti Ehenlocivig

1-2 évradba — Bepameiag] cf. Typ. Par. 87.32 (Chrys. PG 61.676.1, Damasc. PG 95.817.19) 2-3  «xoi
kowaviav — tipnv] cf. Theodoret PG 82.500.37-39 (cf. comm. 236 + comm. 236a) 2-3 o0 petddooy —
ocapki®dv] cf. comm. 236 (cf. Theodoret PG 82.500.37-39) 3 1tpopag — tynv] cf. comm. 236a

3-8 xai tivog — évepyalero] cf. Typ. Par. 87.32 (cf. Chrys. PG 61.676.1) 8-10 pn vopionte —
0¢pog eivar] cf. Theodoret PG 82.500.42-45 10-13 6¢ ovv — amevavtiog] cf. Typ. Par. 88.29 (Chrys.
PG 61.676.64) 14 tpuyfoet yap Comv] cf. Theodoret PG 82.501.3 14 avtl coepochvng: avti

éhenpoovvng] cf. comm. 238
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<Gal. 6.9-10> T0 8¢ koAOV TOLOVVTES M| EKKOK®PEV: Kop®d yop idi® Ogpicopev L
£KAvélEvOL Gpa oDV (g Karpov Exolley. Epyalopeda o dyaBov mpog mavrog. HdioTta 8E Tpog

ToVG oikeiovg Tijg TioTEOG

“Tva, un voplion tic adtov tdv ddackdiwv éniplereiotor TV 8¢ GAAOV ApeLETV, gig KOOV
€€ayel TOV Adyov: N ameinopev enol P 8¢ éklvu0dpev: Eotal yap kapog &te dmoinyopeda ta
Kok koi Oepicopley To xpnotd eita neidy Oepiopod EUvnUdvevsey: Og Exel kKOmoV Kol KaHoTov,
npocEdnke U ékAvopevol doel éheyev: O Bepilwv toTE, 00 KAUVEL 008 EKADETOL MG &V TROE TM
KOGH®  UNSEV OoVV TV AVIapGY EMKOTTET® TNV mepl T0 KOAL mpodupioyv: moévov yap Siyo
Oepicopev: todTO YapP TO HUN} €KALOPEVOL KOTOL Yap Kol idp®dTOG 1O €KeEl Bépog ElevBepov:
onpewmtéov 8¢ OTL TPOG TAVTOG HEV KEAEVEL TNV EAENHOGUVIV TOLETV: Sl0pEPOVTMG dE TPOG TOVG
oikeiovg Tf|g mioTE®S 1{TO1 TOVG OHOTioTOVG  KaTemelyel 8¢ kol cuvmOEel TPOg ToUTo Kol £TEpmbeV
Aéyav: dg Koupov Eyopev: Epyalopedo to dyabov: Mg yop ovk del omeipev £otv, 000 Eleeiv: &v

fi Lofj Yap tavtn 6 kapog Tiic Epyaciog. £kel 68 ovk Tt

1-2 tva pr — Aoyov] not identified 2-5 pn dneinopey — koopo] cf. comm. 241 5-6  undev  —
idpdrog] cf. Theodoret PG 82.501.6 6-10 10 éxel — ovk &) cf. Typ. Par. 89.20-32

<Gal. 6.11-13> "Tégre mmhikowg fHiv (MHiv ABI'] vpiv NA28 Antoniades et alii) ypappaecwy
Eypoya TH Ui yepi- 6601 Bélhovoy edmpocomiical év capki. oVTOL GvayKaGiovowy UG
aeprtépvesOar  Povov. iva Uil T@® otovp®d Tod Xpretod dSidkovror 008& yap ol

aeprreTnpévol (meprtetunpévol Tl mepitetpnuévor AB) avrtol vopov @uidccoveiy: drld
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0hovowy VIG mepLTéUvEsOaL: Tva £v TH) DUETEPQ GOPKL KOVYAGOVTAL

[Mdoav o¢ Eotke TNV EXGTOANY aOTOG Eypaye: 1O 6& mnAikolg oV Heyébovc. ov peyébovg
£€otl SNAOTIKOV: AL apopeiag TV YpapHaTOV: ®cel Eleye: Kol PN €l0MG Ypapew €ig KAAAOG:
nvaykacal ypayat idloxeipmg v éniotolv’ Al 10 keioBai pov 10 id1oyepov: 811 0O KNPVGCW®
TEPLTOUNV. MG 01 vilaPdrloviec Aéyovoy™ eita mhAv émavépyetal i & Héhota £56KveTo avTod
1 yoxn. Kol deikvuoty oy £KOVTOG oDTOVS ToUTO VopévovTtag. AL dvaykalopévous: date Exetv
avowpioemc dpopUiy. oot BElovcty edmpocmniical &v capki, olov map” avOpmTOoLg EDSOKIHETY
7o101G; Toig tovdaiolg: Kai T Ekeibev d6&av Onpdobar- kol tig oikeing doeaieiog tpoUnbodvrar:
o0Tol THY GvOoKAGTIKNY DUV Tig mepttopfc Sidackariav mpocpépovsty: tvo U mapamincing
NUIv tov Xpiotov knpottovies aikiCovtor 1| Bélovoy Exev kal ETépovg meprtelvoplévoug: iva, U
3160 Tod oTavpod kai thig TioTemg Aodvavtal eita S1d Tod eimelv: 008E yap ol mepirevopevol:
deikvuol kot Kevodo&iov TO iV aVTOVG TOLETV: oL yop ®G VOHOV @not tnpodvieg TodTo0
mowodow: AL iva &xmot tod kavydcOal dpoppnv: 0 VUGG TEPITEUVELY. TOVTO Yap €0Tv €V Tij
Vletépa capki tva gnot ®ot diddokaror kol Hadntic VUG Exwowv avyelv £08hovieg mC

HeTabévteg DUAC

1 ndoav — &ypaye] cf. Theodoret PG 82.501.24-25 1-4 10 6¢ mnkikoig — Aéyovow] cf. comm. 244

1-3 10 8¢ — émotoAnv] cf. Typ. Par. 90.14-18 (cf. Chrys. PG 61.678.19-23) 3-4 dw 10 —
Méyovot] cf. Damasc. PG 95.817.47-49  4-5 eita néhv — yoyn] cf. Typ. Par. 90.6-7  5-7 Seikvooty —
‘Tovdaioig] cf. Typ. Par. 90.27-30 (cf. Chrys. PG 61.676.30-35) 7-9 ) éxeBev — aixiCovran] cf.
Theodoret PG 82.501.32  9-10 6éhovowv — éhavvevtay] cf. comm. 246 10-13 deikvuor — Eyoow] cf.
comm. 247  13-14 adygiv — HUdc] not identified

<Gal. 6.14-16> ’Epoi d¢ U yévorro kavydcOai. & U &v t cravpd tod Kvpiov pudv Tycod

Xpiotod: 01’ 00 Eloi KOoloS EoTavpwTal. KAY® TG KOGUD: &v yap Xpiotd Incod obre
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mepITo] Tl ioyver obte akxpofvctia: dila Kaivi) KTicls: KAl 0601 TR KaAvovl TOUTO

oTOLYGOVGIY. Eipifvy ér’ abTods Kai Eleog kai émi Tov Tepanl tod Ocod

"Qonép 1L TV dtomov dmmdtator kai Py 1O TpdyHa émoveidioTov NV 6 6TOwPOS, GAAY
Tapo TOlG AmioTolg: Kol 1 mevia yap Emoveidiotov, AL NIV kadynpa: kol ti €6t 1O Kadyna oD
otavpod- 811 S’ HUdg Tovg dvatiovg. katedééato oTavpwdijvar: Todg dyvdpovag: &v HOVeD oLV T¢)
cotpin cTovpd £ Hot 10 kowyichol kol Péyo epoveilv. St ob meptrtdg EHol O Piog. kol vekpdg
aOT® €YD KOGUOV 8¢ T Ptk TpdyHota enot: v 66&av: Tov map’ avlpormv Erawvov: doov
obv map’ époi, Tadta vekpd EoTiv: gita Kol émitoolg kayd TovTOlg TR SuAf vekpdTnTl TO
PEVKTOV aDT®Y SNAGY Kai GvevépynTov: TolodToV elvat Sel TOV XPIoTIavOV: Ti Yap Tiig VEKpOGEDG
Ta0TNG HoKopLOTEPOV: §| UNOEV ioyver Al Ta Kowva (ATel Thg xapitog mpaypato: whvta yop €v
Xplot@® kowvn Kkticlg éotiv: of 1 yap EUmepitoplol Koi AKpOPLGTOL TIGTEVGAVTES. KOWVT] KTIGLG
veyovaotr tod maiaod avlpdTov Tapévtog Kol UdY dud tod Pomtiopatog davayevvnbévimv: Kol
6o01 eNol T® KavovL ToVT®: fjTot Ti] ddayT] dpkecddol Kavova yap TNV ddackarioy EKGAEGEY:
®¢ evOHTNTL KOGHOVHEVN V" Kal Pfjte ENAETTOV TL UNTE TTEPLTTOV EYovcav- 1 Gcol Pnte iovdailovot
pfte EMAnvifovov dg ko Ktiolg: eipnvn én’ adTovg Kol EAeog: eipfvn: €lg GLUVAPELOY TNV TPOG
Beov- Eleoc. €ig ouyydpPNOWY GHAPTHUATOV: iopanA 8& TOVG ToTOVG MVOHNCEY MG OpdVTOG OOV’

tod10 Yap onroi to dvopla,

1-3 donep — ayvodpovac] cf. Typ. Par. 91.21-31 (Chrys. PG 61.678.59-70) 3 6t 61" Wi — dyvdpovag]
cf. comm. 248 3-5 év povo — éyw] cf. Theodoret PG 82.501.51 5-8 xbopov — HakapidhTepov]
cf. Typ. Par. 92.2-10 (cf. Chrys. PG 61.679.19-27, Damasc. PG 95.820. 33-36) 5-7 KOGHOV —
avevépyntov] cf. comm. 249 8 aM\a to — mpdypata] cf. Typ. Par. 92.29-30 8-10 =wdvra vyop —
avayevvnoévtov] cf. Oecumenius Fr. Gal. 448.211 oot pnoi — dpkesbdo] cf. comm. 251 11-12
kavova yap — Eyovoav] cf. Theodoret PG 82.504.20 12-14 &oor unte — apaptnpatov] cf. Typ. Par.
93.14-17 (cf. Eusebius Fr. Gal. 52.10)  14-15 'Ioponr — &vopa] cf. Theodoret PG 82.504.24, (comm.
252)
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<Gal. 6.17> Toi Aoiwod Komovs Pot Undeis mapeyétw: éyd yap ta otiylata tod Kvpiov Tycoi

év T cdparti lov factdlem

Todto 0dy O¢ KaUdV §| mepkakicag Aéyel dAAd PovAdUevog tovg teBévtag mop  adTod
VOHOVE GKIVATOVG Elval: (g ovK Tt HéAAOoVTOg 0dTod Ti Tpocheival fi dpeAeiv- fj eic vV éA0mV
OV DTESTN KaTayYEAA@Y aDTOig TO eDAyYEALOV: 010V Ttvo HapTupioy Tavtnyv Eppnée TV QoVvAY
ovK &1t enol ypayoar oy avéEopatl: AL’ dvti oD ypawyor To¢ HOA®TAg SeikVUpL Kol TOV
aiKiop®V T0 onpelo’ tadta Hoaptupeito T T0d KnpOyHatog dAndeia: vmep éxeivng yap tadto
gnabov: woel Eheye: Undeig Ue daPfordétm: adtd yop T otiypato fjtol al TAnyol ol d1d KOplov:
avomokpitwg Pe molteveshal Hoptupodotl: kKai ovk eimev &y dALL Bactdlm: dykovydUevog Kai
OYOAAOUEVOG G Ol oMHEPOpOL TA TPAOUATO TEPLPEPELV: UTOAOYODHOL ONGIV TPOG TOLG
Aéyovtag vmokpivesOol kol mTPOg GpEcKeELOy KNPVTTEWV: KOl TAoNG QOVIG AaUTpdTEPOV Pod O1dL
TAOV GTIYHATOV: 0VOE Yap TIG OTPOTIOTNY 100V €k Tapatdéemc NHaypévov, dethiag v kpivol kol

npodooiag &mi 100 cdUaTog Eyovta TV Anddelw’

1-2 todto — dpeleiv] not identified 2-6 gig pvnunv — €rnabov] cf. Theodoret PG 82.504.31 6-7 dosl
— Hoprtupodaot] cf. comm. 255 6 ta otiypata — Kopov] cf. comm. 254 7-11 xai ook — dnddeiéw] cf.
Typ. Par. 94.6-14

<Gal. 6.18> H yapic toi Kvpiov gudv Incod Xpiotod [eta tod mveblaros OUGY: ddedpol.

apfy
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OVK einev GnA®dG Ped VUMV GAAG Hetd ToD Tvedpatog DU@GY: GOV Td Nyeovikd Kai Tf
Yoy, TV xapv Emevyoevog, Kol tiig dobgiong davalipdviokmv dmwpeds: fv ov 610 VOHOL, GALY d1d

niotewg Ehafov: kol gdyf TV TOPOivESY. DOTEP TIVL GOPOYIdL KATEKAEIGEY

1 ovk einev — vp@v] cf. cf. Typ. Par. 94.20 (cf. Chrys. PG 61.680.49) 1-2 obv 1@ — éEmevydpevoc]
cf. comm. 256 2-3 tijg doBeiong — &raPov] cf. Theodoret PG 82.504.41 3 «ai edyfj — KotékAeioev]
cf. Typ. Par. 94.31 (cf. Chrys. PG 61.680.57)
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