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INTRODUCTION
PRELIMINARIES

I. Introductory thesis

This volume presents a critical edition of two works by Maximus
the Confessor (ca 580 - 662):

1. the so-called Ambigua ad Thomam (Amb. Thom.; CPG Sup-
plementum 7705 [1]);

2. the Epistula secunda ad eundem (Ep.sec.; CPG 7700), closely
related to Amb. Thom.

It might be argued that the first of these works is not complete
in itself in the strictest sense since it is often bracketed together
with Maximus’ Ambigua ad lohannem (Amb.lo.; CPG Supplementum
7705 [2]) under the collective name of Ambiguorum liber. How-
ever, Amb.lo. clearly constitute a separate, independent work?”),
while, as we will show, the name Ambiguorum liber is a fairly re-
cent appellation.

1. Terminology

The Greek title of Amb. Thom, is Mepil dlaQOPwWY OMOPWY TWV
ayiwv Alovugiouv kat [pnyopiou, mpo¢ Owpuav ToV NYIOCUEVOV.
The use of the term ambigua in the Latin title goes back indirectly
to John Scot Eriugena (ca 810 - ca 877), who made a Latin trans-
lation of Maximus* Ambigua ad lohannem. In the prooemium the
translator describes this work, which has no proper title in the
manuscripts, as follows: ‘de quorundam in sermonibus beatissimi
Gregorii theologi ambiguorum, hoc est intellectu difficilium, expla-
nationibus* (my italics) (2).

(1) About the close relationship that nevertheless exists between Amb. Thom.
and Amb.lo., see my article Does the Combination of Maximus* Ambigua ad Thomam
and Ambigua ad lohannemgo back to the Confessor himself?, to appear in Sacris Emdiri.

(2) Jeauneau, Amb.lo,, p. 3, 7-9. In the Latin table of contents of Amb.lo.
(Jeauneau, 0.c.yp. 7-9), which the editor claims to be atranslation of a lost Greek
one (0.c., p. Ixvi-Ixvii), the term ambiguum appears another 16 times. In addition
Eriugena translated the Greek ‘amopov’ by ‘ambiguum’ also in QTh. 38, 10 (Laga-
Steel, QTh., I, p. 255) and particularly in QTh. 39, 59 (ibid., p. 261).
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XVI PRELIMINARIES

Thomas Gale, the first editor of both Amb. Thom, and (the first
part of) Amb.lo. (1681), adopted Eriugena’s terminology, albe-
it hesitantly and even then only in the introduction and the
notes i3). However, as proper title for Amb. Thom, he opted for the
translation ‘Epistola ... ad Thomam de diversis quaestionibus ex
SS.PP. Dionysio et Gregorio petitis’ (my italics) i4).

Franz Ohler took over parts of Gale’s introduction in the prae-
fatio to his collective edition of Amb. Thom, and Amb.lo. (1857),
and so was certainly acquainted with the term ambigua (5. Yet he
preferred Amb. Thom, to be titled ‘De variis difficilibus locis SS.PP.
Dionysii et Gregorii* (my italics) f).

It was not until the reprint of Ohler’s edition by J.-P. Migne in
PG 91 (1860) that the term ambigua finally became institutional-
ised: Migne had ‘Ambiguorum liber printed at the top of every
right-hand page as a collective name for both Amb. Thom, and
Amb.lo.

I11. Authenticity and Testimonia
1. The manuscript witnesses (direct and indirect tradition)
a. Amb. Thom.

No manuscript of the direct or indirect tradition attributes
Amb. Thom, to an author other than Maximus. This comes as no
surprise since Maximus* name is mentioned in the inscriptio of the
work (prol., 3-5).

Only in some manuscripts is Maximus’ name found in full at
the beginning of the text: pa&ipouv in Ath”), pagipouv povdyou in
Za, pagipou tamevol povdyou in H, tou ayiou pogiyou in Z, Y
and Venetus, Marcianus gr. 155, and Ttou év ayiol¢ po&ipou in B.
Whenever, as is the case in most manuscripts, Amb. Thom, are
transmitted in a corpus of Maximus’ works, we find indications
such as Tou avtou paéipouv (in Am), Tou adtou ayiou pagipou (in
Ib), or simply Tou altou (in all other manuscripts).

(3) See Galte, in the ‘“Testimonia’, f. 8§ 3r-v and Appendix, p. 81.

(4) Gate, Appendix, p. 46.

(5) See Onhler,p.vn (= PG 91,1029-1030).

(6) Ohler did not have a separate title for Amb.lo. In his edition, Amb.lo. forms
one work with Amb. Thom.

(7) For the sigla, see the lists on p. xxvi (direct tradition) and p. 1vii (indirect
tradition).
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TESTIMONIA XVII

b. Ep.sec.

The three surviving witnesses of Ep.sec. all give Maximus as
the author. Vaticanusgr. 1809 (siglum V) mentions Maximus in the
inscnptio (see Ep.sec., prol, 3-4). Cantabrigiensis, Collegii S. Trinitatis
0.3.48 (our Ga), in which Ep.sec. is found immediately following
Amb. Thom., has tov a0Tol PO Tov abTéY by way of a title. Final-
ly, Pansinus gr. 121’1 (Ka) has the following title: emigToAn Ttou
dylov matpd¢ AWV Kai opoAoyntoll po&ipov mpdg Tov KOplov
Bwpav.

2. Testimonia

Judging from the manuscript tradition, the authenticity of
Amb. Thom, and Ep.sec. is beyond doubt. Even so, a number of
early testimonia are listed below.

a. the Bibliotheca of Patriarch Photius, codex 194 (8):

Ipdger 3¢ (ii. 6 ayloc MdA&iuog) Kai mpd¢ Owpav TIva, aitnod-
MEVOV PNTQV TIVGV ATOPOUPEVWY ETIAUCEIC. TA 0¢ pnTa Tou Oco-
Aoyou T€ €0t [pnyopiou Kai Tou Begiou Alovuaiou, €K PEV Tou Tepi

ToU a0TOl AGYOU €IC TO “00TOC Yap O VUV 0Ol KOTA@PPOVOUUEVOS”,
Kai €&nc. TEtopTov €1g T0 “Q¢ pév yap Aoyo¢ oUTE UTIKoOoG NV
oute avnkoo¢” Kai €&nc. Tou ¢ ye Beomeaiouv Alovuaiou €1¢ TO
“TI¢ @NR¢ *MINoolg O TAVIWY EMEKEIVO TIACIV €0TIV AVOPWTOIC 0U-
OlwOWC GLVTETOYPEVOG” Kai €Eng, Kai €1g €tepa Oldpopa. Kai tou-
Ta pévV &V TN MPO¢ Owuav TPWTN EMOToAN. ‘Ev 6€ Tn deutépa olov
EMOVAANYIV EViwY PNTOV TWV TIPOCAPNVICOEVTWY €K TN BEOAOYIKNG
ouvtdéewe moleital, Kai mPO¢ ye 1O “O1d pESOL VOOG OMIAACAC
oapki” €w¢(9 “Tou Kpeitrovog EKVIKAOOVTOC” Opoiwg eppnvelel.
AMG TalTo pév év ToUTOIC.

From Photius’ accurate information with regard to addressee
and content we can safely infer that he had before him a manu-

(8) Henry, Bibliotheque, IIl, p. 87, 22 - p. 88, 39.
(9) In both the edition and the translation Henry has treated eax; as if it were a
part of the quotation from Gregory.
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XVII PRELIMINARIES

script containing both Amb.Thom. and Ep.sechoth attributed to
Maximus. It is all the more striking that Henry failed to recognize
even Amb. Thom, in Photius’ description.

b. Contra Constantinopolitanos, 1 26-27 (10) :

'Id00 peTd xeipag twv Amopwv N BiBAog avtol, v maca @LOIC
€0a0paoey Kai Bovpddel, Kai €Tl BaupooTWBNOETAL (A Ilen -N eil,
Scripta, p. 231).

The indication Twv Amoépwv n BiAog is considered by Pauline
Allen to be a reference to ‘Max. Ambig. PG 91, 1032-1417" (i.e.
both Amb.Thom. and Amb.lo.). Without further specification
however, the indication anopa could just as well allude to Maxi-
mus’ QTh. (n) or QD (12), to name but two.

c. the catalogue of Maximus’ works in the so-called Additamentum
to the Greek Vita (BH G 1234) (13):

ANAG yAp 000V NTTOV OYETOI TIC TO TOUTOU GVNyHEVOV €V AGYOIG
Kai Toi¢ movnBeiolv alTw ayoAiolc mepi Ta Tou peydAou pnyopiou
OUYYPAUUOTO EVIUXWVY TOUTWY YOP WG IoPEV TA TOAAG duoAnmta
dvta Kai o0 cagr) TNV dNAwaCIv €xovta Kai JAAIoTa do0 G0YUATWY
EXETOI Kai TNC €év TN Tp1ddl BeoAoyiag, avtog Kai tov év TOUTOIg
€ide volv Kai QWTi yvwoewg BeloTépaC £I1¢ TO EMISNAOTEPOV FYOYEVY,
00K éwola Jovov Kai Bewpia JUOTIKWTEPD, GANG Kai @pdoel Omep-
@epel Kai Aoyw TEPIKAANET TNV €EAYNatv dlabéuevoc.

In 1d oxoMa mepi 1@ TOV PeydAou [pnyopiov cuyypdpuata
Devreesse recognizes what he calls “Ambiguorum Liber (P.G., XClI,

(10) An anonymous work by one of Maximus’ followers; see B racke, Vita, p.
174-178, and particularly Arren-N ein, Scripta, p. xxm (introduction) and 229-
232 (edition). A certain terminus post quem for the document is the trial of Maximus
in 662 (see A1ten-N eil, 0.c,, p. xXm, and W inkelmann, Streit, p. 155, n° 152).
B racke, Vita, p. 175-176, suggests the death of the emperor Constans Il in 668 as
a terminus post quem (lines 11-12 allegedly allude to the latter’s violent death), and
the sixth Oecumenical Council (680/1) as a terminus ante quem.

(11) See the title of QTh. to begin with: ... mepi dla@dpwv AmMopwvy NG Aylag
Fpa@ng (Laga-Steel, QTh.t 1, p. 17).

(12) As noted by Bracke, Vita, p. 123, n. 4. See also Declerck, QD, p.
ccxvm (‘Leflorilege du Vind.phil.gr. t493, and my own article An unnoticed witness
ofsome works of Maximus the Cotifessor: Atheniensis, EBE, Metoxwv Mavayiouv Tagov
37, in: Byzattiion 70 (2000), p. 242-262.

(13) D evreesse, Vie, p. 21, 11-19.
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1032-1417)* (14), that is, both Amb. Thom, and Amb.lo. Bracke
seems to follow suit (15).

If this identification is correct, it is noteworthy that Amb. Thom.
and/or Amb.lo. are here explicitly called ‘oxoAla (16), to be placed
on a par with the Scholia in Corpus Areopagiticum (CPG 7708) at-
tributed to Maximus (17).

d. the catalogue of Maximus’ works in the Saint’s Bio¢ kai TOAI-
Teio kai @BAnoig, edited by Epifanovich (the so-called Recensio
Mosquensis, BHG 1233m):

... WOOUTWE O€ Kai Mpnyopiou Tou O£0AGYOU T SUGANTTOTEP TOIC
pn duvapEvolg vonaal aUTo¢ BewpNTIKQG Tadtv ETpdvaaey (19).

Once more Bracke takes this to be an allusion to ‘Ambiguorum
Liber’ (29).

e. in the so-called aBAnoig év émitdépw (Epitome, BHG 1236), also
edited by Epifanovich (2), there is a catalogue identical to the
one in the above-cited document BHG 1233m so that Epifano-
vich did not consider it necessary to re-edit it.

Despite the testimony of a number of documents that without
doubt precede the earliest surviving manuscripts of Maximus’
works, the only conclusion that can confidently be drawn from
this survey is the fact that Amb. Thom, and Ep.sec. were available
in Constantinople in Photius’ day. All other indications have
proved to be too vague to enable us to recognize our works with
any satisfactory degree of certainty.

(14) Art.c., p. 21, n. 2.

(15) Vita, p. 270 (‘Ambiguorum Liberd. In Manuscript Tradition, p. 103-104 the
author, from the fact that Dionysius the Areopagite is not mentioned, concludes
that we are dealing with a description of Amb.lo. alone.

(16) Note that also in the manuscript tradition Amb.lo. are sometimes called
‘OXONA ... €1¢ TOV BEOAOYOV’; seeJeauneau, Amb.lo., p. xn and n. 15.

(17) There is as a matter of fact an explicit reference to the scholia on Dionysius
in the continuation of the cited fragment (see D evreesse, Vie, p. 21, 9 - p. 22, 1).

(18) Epifanovich, Materialy, p. 5, 21-23.

(19) Vita, p. 363.

(20) O.c., p. 21-22.
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IV. Historical background

As a result of Emperor Heraclius* (610-641) christological dis-
cussions with Bishop Cyrus of Phasis (Lazica) in the year 626, the
latter asked Sergius, patriarch of Constantinople (610-638), for a
clear statement on the single or double energy in Christ (21). Ser-
gius was able to win Cyrus for the new compromise doctrine of
monoenergism (f2) and in 631 Cyrus became patriarch of Alexan-
dria. In this capacity he succeeded in reconciling the so-called
Theodosians, an Alexandrian monophysite community, with the
imperial ‘orthodoxy’ (3June 633) i23). The main bridge between
both religious convictions was the affirmation of one single 6eov-
OpIKA évépyela () in the incarnate Christ, by which He was said
to have accomplished both the divine and the human in His ac-
tions.

But the compromise met with vehement resistance - especially
from Sophronius, the later patriarch of Jerusalem, and so in Au-
gust 633 i) Sergius banned any discussion on the number of en-
ergies in Christ (the so-called Wng@og). In his Epistula synodalis,
which he sent to his colleagues when he became patriarch ofJeru-
salem (early 634), Sophronius kept to the letter of the ban, but
did not fail to profess, albeit implicitly, the doctrine of the Coun-
cil of Chalcedon (two energies in Christ, one divine and one hu-
man) f 6).

About the same time Maximus the Confessor (ca 580 - 662),
then residing in Sophronius’ former monastery of Eucratas near
Carthage, entered into the monoenergist controversy at the re-
quest of a number of old acquaintances. Following the example
of his friend Sophronius, Maximus steered a cautious course at
first but quite soon adopted a more rigid position towards the

(21) See W inkelmann, Streit, p. 36, and p. 57-58, n°® 18-19.

(22) On the origins of the doctrine, see W inkeImann, 0.e., p. 36, and A11en-
N eil, Scripta, p. xi-xii (Historical background ofthe monothelite controversy).

(23) See Winkelmann, 0.€., p. 66-67, n° 27.

(24) The term originated in Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite’s fourth letter to
the monk Gaius (see infra).

(25) See W inkelmann, Streit, p. 73-74, n° 36.

(26) See Schonborn, Sophrone, p. 83-91.
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CONTENTS XXI

new ‘heresy’ (27), a position he was not to change until his death
in 662 (25).

V. Contents

1. Amb. Thom.

The first work to be edited in this volume consists of Maxi-
mus* exegesis of five excerpts from orations 23,29 and 30 by Greg-
ory of Nazianzus the Theologian. In addition it contains an ex-
tensive analysis of the fourth letter of (Pseudo-)Dionysius the
Areopagite to the monk Gaius(2). The exegeses are preceded
by a dedication ‘to the holy servant of God, spiritual father and
teacher, master Thomas’ (Amb. Thom., prol.), and conclude with a
plea for sympathy to the same Thomas (and his brothers?)
(Amb. Thom. V, 297-308).

The annotated places, which even at first sight bear out the
central position of christology in Amb. Thom, are:

Amb.Thom. I: Greg. Naz., Or. 29 (Defilio 1), 2, 13-14 (SChr.
250, p. 180) and Or. 23 (De pace 11 [I11]), 8, 9-11 (SChr. 270, p.
298);

Amb.Thom. II: Greg. Naz., Or. 29 (Defilio 1), 18, 21-25 (SChr.
250, p. 216);

Amb.Thom. Hll: Greg. Naz., Or. 29 (Defilio I), 19, 1-10 (SChr.
250, p. 216-218);

Amb.Thom. IV: Greg. Naz., Or. 30 (Defilio II), 6, 5-20 (SChr.
250, p. 236);

Amb. Thom. v :Ps. Dion. Areop., Ep. 4 ad Gaium.

(27) Maximus’ indomitability is already foreshadowed in Ep.sec. Ill, 76-84.
However, it is only after Sophronius* death in 638 that the full weight of leading
the Orthodox ‘party’ came to rest on his shoulders.

(28) After his tongue had been cut out and his right hand cut off Maximus, al-
ready over eighty years old, was exiled to Lazica. Weakened and exhausted, he
died shortly after his arrival, in Fort Schemaris (13 August 662).

(29) For Maximus, Dionysius the Areopagite could not have been anyone else
but the real convert of the apostle Paul. See V. C roce, Tradizione e ricerca. H meto-
do teologico di son Massimo il Confessore (Studia Patristica Mediolanensia 2), Milan,
1974, p. 85 and p. 95-%.
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2. Ep.sec.

The addressee must have expressed his dissatisfaction with the
all too moderate course which Maximus had been following in
Amb. Thom., for in Ep.sec. | and Il Maximus resumes his review
of Gregory’s Or. 29, 2, 13-14 and Or. 23, 8, 9-11 (see Amb. Thom.
I) and Or. 29, 19, 7-9 (see Amb. Thom. IlI), while Ep.sec. Il is
structured around Maximus* own words (Ep.sec. Ill, 2-8 =
Amb. Thom. V, 93-98).

In Ep.sec. Maximus* explicit references to Severian monophy-
sitism and his personal resistance to the regulations of the Psephos
have by now brought him dangerously close to overt insubordi-
nation with regard to the official imperial and patriarchal policy.

Once more we find a preceding dedication full of praise of
Thomas (Ep.sec., prol.), and a conclusion in which Maximus
pleads for sympathy for his imperfections (Ep.sec. Ill, 85-97).

VI. Dating

1. Amb. Thom.

In modem literature Amb. Thom, are commonly dated ‘634 or
shortly thereafter* CO) since it is widely assumed that Maximus
was acquainted with Sophronius’ confession of faith in his Epistula
synodalis, dating from the beginning of 634 (3). However, Bellini
considers it not proven that Maximus knew Sophronius’ Epistula,
or even Sergius* Psephos, so he goes no further than accepting 6
June 633 as the definite terminus post quem (32).

(30) See Balthasar, Gnostische Centurien, p. 150-152; id., Kosmische Liturgie, p.
71; Sherwood, Date-list, p. 39; Larchet, Ambigua, p. 13 and n. 20; id ., Divinisa-
tion, p. 16-17; id., Opuscules, p. 12-13. Though referring to von Balthasar, G arri-
gues, Charite, dates Amb. Thom, ‘vers 635*.

(31) See Schonborn, Sophrone, p. 90. W inkeImann, Streit, p. 82, n° 45, refer-
ring to Brehier, accepts ‘end 634’ as a dating.

(32) Bentini, Maxime interprete, p. 41-42, particularly n. 19. In chapter seven of
the compromise text signed on that day by Cyrus of Alexandria and the mo-
nophysite community of his city the patriarch interpreted Dionysius the Areopa-
gite’s famous ‘pia (sic) Beavdpikr) evépyela’ in a monoenergetic sense, thus suc-
ceeding in reconciling the monophysites with Constantinople. When dealing with
this passage in Amb. Thom. V, Maximus reacts precisely against this ‘“falsification’
(pia in stead of kouvry T1) by Cyrus and/or Sergius (see Amb. Thom. V, 237-238).
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IDENTITY OF THOMAS XX

Although it might indeed be hard to prove Maximus* acquaint-
ance with Sophronius’ Epistula synodalis at the time of Amb.
Thom., his conspicuous avoidance of the expression duo beqyeiai
does suggest that he was aware of the ‘ban* of the Psephos, which
he initially accepted (33).

2. Ep.sec.

Amb. Thom, provide us with a definite terminus post quem for
Ep.sec.

At the time of his Date-list, Sherwood was not yet acquainted
with Ep.sec. Neither does Canart mention any date in his edition
of this work. Riou i34), followed by Larchet (35), propose a date
o f‘debut’ or ‘printemps 640’ for Ep.sec., but do not give any evi-
dence to support this.

However, there is no reason to assume that there would have
been so long an interval between Amb. Thom, and Ep.sec. <*).

VII. Identity ofthe addressee, Thomas

Thomas is addressed as nylacuévo¢ do0Ao¢ Tov Beov (Amb.
Thom,, prol., 3; Ep.sec., pro/., 2), which probably indicates that he
was a monk (37). Indeed, this Thomas has traditionally been iden-
tified with the k0plog apPac Owpdc, mentioned in Maximus* Ep.
40 (38). Moreover, on the basis of his relation with Stephanus (see
infra) it is assumed that this Thomas was a monk in the Philip-
picus monastery near Constantinople, where Maximus had spent

(33) See Maximus* Ep. 19, PG 91, 589C-597B, and the analysis of W inkel-
mann, Streit, p. 77, n°® 42.

(34) A. Riou, Le monde et VEglise selon Maxime le Confesseur (Theologie historique
22), Paris, 1973, p. 202.

(35) Ambigua, p. 13; Divinisatioti, p. 17; Opuscules, p. 13.

(36) Garrigues, Charite, p. 115, n. 2 takes the same view. Rather surprisingly,
as it contradicts his dating on p. 17 of the same work, also Larchet, Divinisation,
p. 289, n. 55 writes: ‘La Lettre 2 a Thomas a ete ecrite quelques mois apres les Ambi-
gua ad Thomam.”

(37) On nyilacpévog as term of address for monks, see Lampe, s.v. aylalw,
A.2c.

(38) See Combefis in PG 91, 636, n. 3; Balthasar, Gnostische Certiurieti, p.
150-152; Sherwood, Date-list, p. 64 (Index ///); M ahieu, Travaux, p. 144-145;
Canart, Deuxieme lettre, p. 425-426.
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a part of his monastic life. This would agree with the fact that
Maximus calls him his spiritual father and teacher.

On the basis of the sole manuscript witness, the Florentinus,
Mediceus-Laurentiatws Plut. LVII, 7 (s. xi), f. 2, B. Markesinis is
currently preparing a new edition of Ep. 40 to replace Combefis*
rather poor edition (PG 91, 633C1-636A13). In the manuscript
the letter is not addressed to Thalassius - as in Combefis* edition -
but mpdg tov autov, i.e. to ZTEPavov Beo@iréatatov mpeaBiTEPOV
kai nyovpevov, the addressee of CPG 7707 (30), which directly
precedes Ep. 40 in the manuscript (f. 1v-2) (39). This Stephanus is
assumed to have been a monk and abbot in the Philippicus mon-
astery in Chrysopolis f40).

What follows here is first of all a rereading of PG 91, 633D4-
636A9 on the basis of the Florentinus, Mediceus-Laurentianus Plut.
LVII, 7, as this passage is central to my argument:

MAV €yw OEOTIOTA POU €VAOYNUEVE, TNC OPETEPOC TOMEQOOUS
ETOPETN TEAEIOTNTOC TNV KEAELGIV TTANPWOAIL ETOIPOTATOC, TAVTOC
oveidoug Kai Yoyou Tuxov EuPrval pEAAOVTOG, TG €UNG duadoug
€M TOUTO TIpOTETEiOg EvEKEY TAPA TWV QIAOCKWHHOVWY, TNV Ope-
TEPAV AYATNV OVWTEPW TIBEPEVOC.

Ei pévtol kelebonte tw nyloopéve (?) Kupin GBRa Owua,
To0TW TPOBOUWC UToupynoal TwW TPAYUATI, TAPEXOVTEG ONANdK
v dpkougav UAnv, ¢ olyal, O1d Tou XEIPwvog, TNV TolalTnv
UMV TOU Kupiou Guvepyouvtog MANPWaal KEAELaIV duvatal(4l).

The content of the entire letter can be summarized as follows:
Stephanus has written approvingly about and to Maximus, sug-
gesting that the latter would be the very person for a task which
he has in mind. Maximus declines Stephanus’ praise but expresses
his willingness to undertake the task in question. However,
should Stephanus order the reverend Thomas to start writing the

(39) Apart from CPG 7707 (30) (Epifanovich, Materialy, p. 84-85) and Ep.
40, also Ep. 23 is addressed to the same Stephanus.

(40) See Sherwood, Date-list, p. 33 and 50. From CPG 7707 (30), labelled ‘ep.
B’ by Sherwood, we learn that Stephanus was not actually living in Constantino-
ple itself, though he was not far away either (see Epifanovich, Materialy, p. 85,
10-14).

(41) Our thanks are due to B. Markesinis, who has consulted the manuscript in
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work, then he (Thomas) would, given enough time, certainly
complete it successfully.

In view of the politico-religious situation at the time it is not
unreasonable to assume that the work in question was meant to
take a stand with regard to the burgeoning monoenergism. If we
now relate these facts to Amb. Thom., and it is certainly tempt-
ing to do soi4?), then it appears that it was indeed Thomas to
whom Stephanus assigned the task of devoting a work to the
issue of the energies. But in his turn Thomas passed the mission
on to Maximus, his emigrated but not forgotten former disciple.
Hence Maximus’ words of praise for the humility of his teacher,
who was putting to his disciple questions to which he himself has
long known the answer (Amb. Thom., prol.,16-18).

(42) Sec Garrigues, Charite, p. 52-53, and Larchet, Ambigua, p. 13-14. Start-
ing from the false assumption that Thalassius was the addressee of Ep. 40, Sher-
wood, Date-list, p. 34 assumed that the work mentioned in the letter could be
identified with QTh.
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CHAPTER I: DESCRIPTION OF THE WITNESSES

A. Ambigua ad Thomam
1. Direct tradition
List of manuscripts

A Romanus, Angelicusgr. 120 (s. xi), f. 115-119V

Am  Mediolanensis, Ambrosianus B 137 sup. (c. 1600), f. 68-71v

Ba  Athous, Batopediou 475 (s. xm ex-xivin)9f. 25v-32v

D Monacensisgr. 83 (s. xv), f. 128v-138v

Dd  Cantabrigiensis, Bibliothecae Universitatis Dd.11.22 (s. xiv),
f. 40-43

G Guelferbytarns, Gudianusgr. 39 (s. xm-xiv), f. 104-116

Ga  Cantabrigiensis, Collegii S. Trinitatis 0.3.48 (s. xnm), f. 117-
139v

H Mediolanensis, Ambrosianus H 45 sup. (s. ix), f. 7-8v

/ Vaticanusgr. 505 (a. 1520), f. 68-72v

J Athous, Panteleimonos 548 (s. xv), f. 10-18

K Vaticanus, Barberinianusgr. 587 (s. xvi), f. I-11v

L Vaticanusgr. 507 (a. 1344), f. 209v-217v

M Monacensisgr. 363 (s. xm-xiv), f. 76-81

Mosq Mosquensis, Bibliothecae Synodalis gr. 324 (Vladimir 444) (s.
xvi-xvn), f. 23w31

N Parisinus, Coislinianus 90 (s. xn/xiv), f. 141v-147

0o Venetus, Marcianusgr. 136 (s. xm), f. 118v-125v

P Parisinusgr. 1097 (a. 1055), f. 195v-210v

Par  Parisinusgr. 886 (s. xm), f. 130w-136v

Q Oxoniensis, Bibliothecae Bodleianae, Baroccianus 128 (s. xiex),
f. 39w-51

Re  Vaticanus, Reginensisgr. 37 (s. xv), f. 120v-135

S Vindobonensis, Suppl. gr. 1 (s. xiv), f. 384-389v

Sin  Sinaiticusgr. 1726 (s. xvirx), f. 25-31v

Sup  Parisinus, Suppl. gr. 228 (s. xvi), f. 54-58v

T Parisinusgr. 888 (s. xvn), f. 296w-320

fTaur Taurinensis, Bibliothecae Nationalis C.111.3 (s. xim), f. 108-
112

Va  Vaticanusgr. 1502 (s. xii), f. 83-89

Y Vaticanusgr. 504 (a. 1105), f. 116v-117 inmg.; f. 117118

Z Parisinusgr. 1094 (s. xiv-xv), f. 61-68
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Chronological survey of the witnesses:

IX 1
X .
X 4ft
Xl 4
Xl 2
Xiii-xiv 3
XV 4(2
XIV-XV 1
XV 3
PAY 4
XVi-xvii 2
XVII 1

In all there are 29 manuscript witnesses of Amb.Thom., which
reveals a lasting interest in the work since around the year 1000.

Ba Athous, Batopediou 475 (s. xm e*~xiv,n), f. 25v-32v

The description of this manuscript in the catalogue of Eustra-
tiades-Arcadios (3) has been supplemented by Van Deun(4). The
manuscript is also mentioned by Lamberz(5), who is currently
preparing a new catalogue of all the VVatopedi manuscripts, and is
briefly described by Allen-Neil (*).

(1) The manuscript Taur, which was lost in a fire in 1904 (see infra p. x1viii),
has nevertheless been included in this survey.

(2) A number of folia from the twelfth-century manuscript N were replaced in
the fourteenth century. For this reason N has been counted twice in this survey.

(3) Katahloyog, p. 95-96.

(4) Opuscula, pP. xxvi-xxvii.

(5) E. Lamberz, The Library of Vatopaidi and its Manuscripts, in: The Holy and
Great Monastery of Vatopaidi. Tradition - History - Art, Mount Athos, 1998, vol. 2, p.
573.

(6) See Scripta, p. xxiv and particularly p. 4. Of the ‘scripta vitam Maximi
Confessoris illustrantia’, Ba contains the Relatio Motionis (CPG 7736; f. 38-44); the
Epistula Maximi ad Anastasium (CPG 7701; f. 44rv); the Disputatio Bizyae (CPG
7735; f. 44v-53) and the Hypomnesticum (partim) (CPG 7968), appended to the end
of the Disputatio Bizyae (f. 53r'V).
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XXVIII DESCRIPTION OF THE WITNESSES

The folia 1-100 contain a remarkable collection of works by or
about Maximus. The reader will find a detailed table of contents
in the description by Van Deun. It will suffice here to indicate
that Amb. Thom. (f. 25v-32v) are immediately preceded by MySt.,
EOD, EPs59 (partim) and Ep. 11, and followed by a series of let-
ters (Ep. 5, 23, 30, 25, 31, 24, 32, 33, 34, 35 and 21). It is evident
that the compiler of Ba, whose name and origins are unknown,
selected freely from the body of Maximus” works (7), with more
than one manuscript at his disposal.

For the contents of the second part of the manuscript (f. 100v-
167), written by a second hand of the same period, see once again
the description by Van Deun (?).

If the manuscript was indeed written on Mount Athos, as sug-
gested by Allen-Neil (*), it has probably never left that location.

J Athous, Panteleimonos 548 (s. xv), f. 10-18

The description by Lambros(10) has been supplemented by
Laga-Steel (n) and Van Deun(12), while J. Noret has studied the
last folia of this manuscript (f. [347]-[350]) (13. In its present state
J contains (the remains of) at least three originally independent
manuscripts (14). Only the present f. 1244 and 335-342 have
works of Maximus (15).

(7) See the comparative tables in Van Deun, Opuscula, p. rii-1v. Furthermore,
within the tradition of the so-called Corpus Constantinopolitamm, Ba is one of the
few manuscripts that transmit Amb. Thom, but not Amb.lo.

(8) The four major works by Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite (Coel.Hier.,
Eccl.Hier.,, Div.Nom. and Myst.Theol. [partim]) fill the majority of the folia in
question.

(9) Scripta, p. xxiv.

(10) KatdMoyog, 11, p. 393-394.

(11) QTh., I, p. xc.

(12) Opuscula, P Ixxxviii-Ixxxix. .

(13) J. N oret, Le dernier binion du manuscrit Panteleimon 548: duJean Climaque avec
des scholies, partiellement inedites, in: A. Schoors - P. Van Deun (ed.), Philohistor.
Miscellanea in honorem Caroli Laga septuagenarii (OLA 60), Leuven, 1994, p. 251-256.
The folia in question are not numbered.

(14) New quire numberings begin on f. 245 and 293 (the a on f. 293 designat-
ing the beginning of the quire is not to be found but the one indicating the end of
the quire on f. 300v is there).

(15) The recto side of f. 1 is not on our microfilm. In all probability it has re-
mained blank.
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Folio v transmits the ode to Maximus, on which see Laga-
Steel (16), followed by a fragment of Maximus’ Ep. 13 which has
so far escaped notice: évdlabétwg KtnoacBal v mpadTnTa Kai
NV TAMEVWOIY - KOl OQeC TAoac TA¢ apaptiag pou (Ps. 24, 18)
(PG 91, 509D2-512A14). Another three short, unidentified frag-
ments ensue: 1. inc. 6 BewpPNTIKOC Kai O TPAKTIKAC Adyoc* Katd
Bewpiav yap 6 avyouotivog - expl. oLyKaAUTTOlEY TNV aIoXOVNY
autwv, being an interpretation of the Fall of man, with a reference
to Saint Augustine; 2. inc. pdAiov Bewpolvtal oi bTepri@avol TolTo
dbvacBal o dlvatal dyyedog - expl. dmep ekMAATTOVTOL Of U Td
Tolauta duvapevol; 3. inc. To mvebua tng aAndelag (John 15, 26;
see ljohn 4, 6) 8 6 kdopog o0 dOvatal Aapeiv - expl. dvBpwmroc ov
OEXETAIL TG TOU Beiov TMVELPOTOC.

At least three anonymous, fifteenth-century scribes have been
at work in the manuscript, while f. (348)-(349), stemming from
an older manuscript, can be dated to the fourteenth century (17).J
bears the names of three or four different owners (18), but apart
from that nothing is known about its later history.

Dd Cantabrigiensis, Bibliothecae Universitatis Dd.11.22 (s. xiv),
f. 40-43

This manuscript, one of the numerous copies of the ‘popular’
Vaticams gr. 1502, has been described by H. Luard (19 and P. Van
Deuni2)). It contains only works of Maximus, one of which is
Amb. Thom. (f. 40-43).

Dated by Luard to the fourteenth century, nothing is known
about the origins of the manuscript. However, Thomas Gale has
provided us with a possible clue as to its later history. In his search
for the Greek text of Amb.lo. for his 1681 edition, Gale had to fall

(16) QTit., I, p. xc; see ibid., p. rii, n. 120 for an edition of the poem, based on
Vaticanusgr. 1502 (our Va).

(17) See N oret, art.c.,, p. 251-252 and n. 4.

(18) See Van Deun, Opuscula, p. 1xxxviii, in which the notes in question are
edited.

(19) <H. R. Luard >, A Catalogue of the Manuscripts Preserved in the Library of
the University of Cambridge, vol. 1, Cambridge, 1856 (reprinted Munich - Hildes-
heim, 1980), p. 47-53.

(20) Opuscula, p. xxvn;id., LA, p. 1ix.
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back on his contacts on the Continent (21). This might indicate
that at that time Dd had not yet been transferred to Cambridge,
or even to England.

Ga Cantabrigiensis, Collegii S. Trinitatis 0.3.48 (s. xnm), f. 117-
139v

This manuscript, once owned by Thomas Galei2), is the only
direct witness of Amb.Thom. and Ep.sec. together in one co-
dex i23). The description in the catalogue of James (24) has been
supplemented by Kotter (25) and Canart ().

The manuscript’s place of origin is unknown. On the basis of
the script it is commonly assigned to the beginning of the twelfth
century (27). Gais the work of two scribes, the first being respon-
sible for f. 1-21, the second for f. 23-168 (28). With regard to con-
tent the caesura is to be found between f. 149bis and 150bisf 9): f.
I-149bis contain a selection of Maximus’ letters, while the sec-

(21) Eventually Gale obtained the text, copied from a Parisian manuscript,
thanks to the efforts of Emeric Bigot.

(22) Hence siglum Ga.

(23) The editio princeps of both our texts (Gale, 1681 and Canart, 1964 respect-
ively) was based on (among others) this Cantabrigiensis.

(24) M. R.James, The Western Manuscripts in the Library of Trinity College, Cam-
bridge. A Descriptive Catalogue, vol. 3, Cambridge, 1902, p. 230-232.

(25) B. Kotter, Die Uberlieferung der Pege Gnoseos des hi. Johannes von Damaskos
(Studia Patristica et Byzantina 5), Ettal, 1959, p. 21, n° 164 (description of the Dam-
ascene part of our manuscript; see infra) and p. 121 (place in the stemma).

(26) Canart, Deuxieme lettre, p. 419-420. Canart labelled the manuscript with
the siglum C.

(27) See Canart, 0.c,, p. 419, adopted by Bracke, Manuscript Tradition, p.
104, n. 29. James, o0.c., p. 230, assigned Ga to the thirteenth century.

(28) Folio 22 is blank. In all the manuscript contains 168 folia, 150 of which
are original, the remaining being seventeenth-century paper supplements (see in-
fra). Between f. 19 and 20, and likewise between f. 75 and 76, there is one unnum-
bered folium. Furthermore, f. 3 and f. 149-150 have been counted twice (in the
latter case the sequence is: 149, 150, 149, 150. Following Canart, l.e., | have re-
numbered the last two as 149bis and 150bis respectively). On the other hand the
foliation jumps from f. 62 to f. 64, and from 139 to 141 (see infra), albeit without
any loss of text, while f. 44, 46 and 143 have disappeared after the foliation had
been added.

(29) Quite probably the present f. 150bis even marks the (mutilated) beginning
of an originally separate manuscript, since f. 154 shows the figure y', designating
a separate quire numbering of the second part (see Canart, 0.c,, p. 419-420 and

Digitized by .0 0o Q

le



AMBIGUA AD THOMAM XXXI1

ond part of the manuscripts (f. 150bis-168) transmits the remain-
ders ofJohn Damascene’s Dialectica brevior(30).

Wi ith respect to f. 137-149bis James’ analysis is somewhat lack-
ing in clarity (31), while Canart’s is not entirely correct (3). The
situation appears to be: f. 137-145 form one quaternion (designa-
tion 100on f. 137), its foliation jumping from 139 to 141. The qua-
ternion’s third folio (f. 139) has been replaced by a seventeenth-
century addition (33), while the corresponding sixth folio (f. 143)
is missing, resulting in a loss of text i34). From this it could be in-
ferred that the missing f. 140 never existed, so that in our manu-
script Amb.Thom. were immediately followed by Ep.sec., as sug-
gested by Bracke(3p). Folia 146-149bis are the remains of another
quaternion. In this case the first (between f. 145 and f. 146) and
the last folia (between f. 149bis and f. 150bis) have disappear-
ed (3). These losses must have occurred before the present folia-
tion was added.

The seventeenth-century additions, as well as a number of mar-
ginal notes, were added by the English humanist Patrick Young

p. 420, n. 1). Moreover, in the upper margin of f. 147, one can read, possibly in
the handwriting of Thomas Gale, the following note: ‘in this book is 150 leaves’.

(30) Before f. 150bis and between f. 153 and 154, 154 and 155, 155 and 156,
157 and 158, and 158 and 159, at least one folium is in each case missing. Kotter’s
analysis of this part of the manuscript is incomplete. Here is the full table of the
contents: c. 13 (inc. mut. PG 94, 576B11 [Siaipeitat), c. 14-17, c. 29 (up to 589C3
Aéyetal de mMOAlV d[vundotatov]), c. 6b (from 549D13 100 GAMov [sic]), c. 7-8 (up to
552D8 aM’oUK eioi oOv[topol]), c. 42 (from 612A11 [not€] pév), c. 44 (up to
616B3 unootociv olvBetov oiov[ei]), c. 49 (from 624C9 womep oitog) - 50 (up to
628D5 kai €té[pwv]), ¢. 50 (from 632A2 o0d¢ ta dtopa) - 51 (up to 633B9 €&ng
[sic] dua[petdpAnTog]), c. 62 (from 653A14 dypdv) - 65, c. 67-68, c. 66; finally, the
so-called ‘Zusatzkapitel” (inc. To yévog Slaupeital - expl. moté 8¢ 6 oLPPEPNKOG;
see K otter, o.c., p. 2, and id., Die Schriften desJohannes von Damaskos, vol. 1 [PTS
7], Berlin, 1969, p. 142-146 for the edition of this etepov ke@daAaiov).

(31) O.c., p. 231.

(32) O.c, p. 419. Canart himself had already indicated that his was but a provi-
sional reconstruction of the quire.

(33) As a result, the origin of the last part of Amb. Thom. (V, 280/281 [ocop-
Kwoewg] - 308), which was copied from Oxoniensis, Bibliothecae Bodleianae, Baroc-
cianus 128 (our Q), differs from that of the first part of the work (see infra, n. 37).

(34) See Ep.sec. 1, 19/20.

(35) Manuscript Tradition, p. 104, n. 30: ‘We doubt whether f. 140 ever existed’.

(36) See the loss of text in Ep.sec. 11, 29/30 and I11, 64 respectively.
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(Patricius Junius, 1584-1652) (37). Also Thomas Gale (1635-1702),
who owned the manuscript after Young, left a number of notes
in the margins, together with the (mainly bibliographical) details
on f. I, which was added later.

The Maximus section of our manuscript contains the following
interesting collection of letters (3):

- f. 1-4: Ep. 8, including the report on the obligatory chris-
tening of African Jews and Samaritans in the versio bre-
vior(39). The text is mutilated and ends with tng ayiag i40);

- f. 4-8: ioov emIoTOANC ypageiong mpog Tov Koplov *lwdwny
TOV 00QIOTAV Tapd Maéipou povayou (Ep. 6);

- f. 8-19v:Ep. 13;

- f. 19v-23v: Ep. 14 (f. 22 is blank: there is a lacuna in the
text from npouTtiynoa [PG 91, 537C3; f. 21v] to T& Twv -
KOVTwv [544A13; f. 23]);

- an as yet unedited ‘appendix’ has been attached to Ep. 14
(f. 23v) (41). Inc. Ald TOOTNC € HOL TNC CUAAAPAC - expl.
TOV TAnpwuaTtog Tov Xpiotov (Eph. 4, 13);

- f. 24-64: Ep. 12;

- f. 64v-65v: unedited letter of recommendation for one
Zacharias, addressed to Johannes Cubicularius (CPG
7703) (42). Inc. O mavta mpIv yevéaewg - expl. Dpac dexopé-
voug alTov;

(37) See James, o.c., p. 230; on Patrick Young and his collection of manu-
scripts, see also ibid., p. x-xi. Young’ additions, at least those concerning
Amb. Thom., were copied from Oxoniensis, Bibliothecae Bodleianae, Barocciattus 128
(as had already been suggested by James, o.c., p. 231). This is proven by the fol-
lowing errors and variant readings which the two have in common: the omission
- by haplography - of pite - évwaw in Amb. Thom. V, 283; yevioeaBé for yéveaBé
in V, 301; apxwv (sic) éotv for dpxwv £otiv in V, 303. See supra, n. 33.

(38) A similar collection is reviewed in Photius, Bibliotheca, codex 194 (ed.
Henry, Bibliotheque, 1, p. 84-88).

(39) As edited by Epifanovich, Matenaly, p. 84 (n° 29), and D evreesse, Fin
inedite, p. 34-35, n. 3. On an inserted sheet of paper (f. 3bis) P. Young added the
versiofiisior of the report, as edited by D evreesse, l.e.,, and reprinted by J. Starr,
St. Maximos and the forced baptism at Carthage in 632, in: Byzantinisch-neugriechische
Jahrbticher 16 (1940), p. 192-1%, in particular p. 194.

(40) Epifanovich, le, 1 11; D evreesse, 0.C., p. 34,1. 2 ab imo and p. 35, n. 3,
/. ult.

(41) The ‘appendix’ in question will be edited by B. Markesinis, to whom |
owe this identification.

(42) Also to be edited by B. Markesinis.
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f. 65v-89: Ep. 1;

f. 89w117: Ep. 15;

f. 117-139: Amb. Thom., here classified under the letters. As
a consequence the scribe did not copy the actual title, only
the inscriptio (Amb. Thom., prol., 3-5) of the work. The title
was added at a later date by P. Young;

f. 140 is non-existent (see supra);

f. 141-150: Ep.secwith two lacunae and a mutilated end-
ing (see supra);

f. 150v-149bisv: Ep. 25, addressed to the abbotJohn in our
manuscript, and not to Conon as edited in PG 91, 613A5.

G Guelferbytanus, Gudianusgr. 39 (s. xiii-xiv), f. 104-116

Once part of the impressive library of M. Gude (Gudius)
(1635-1689) this manuscript was purchased in 1710 for the Herzog
August Bibliothek in Wolfenbiittel, together with the main part of
Gude’s library (43). Sadly, the earlier history of the codex remains
unknown except for the surmise that it originated in the eastern
part of the Mediterranean basin 44).

It is on this Gudianus that F. Ohler based his edition of Amb.
Thom, and Amb.lo., reprinted later in PG 91. The editor’s de-
scription of his manuscript reads as follows: ‘Codex Gudianus,
quo usus sum, descriptus est ab Ebert in Catalogo librorum manu
scriptorum bibliothecae ducalis Guelpherbytanae; est membrana-
ceus saec. XIII., continens folia in quarto, quod dicunt, centum
sexaginta quattuor (45), estque tam eleganter tamque accurate con-

(43) As can be gathered from the auction catalogue of Gude’s library: < Kiilo-
nius> , Bibliotheca ... libris instructissima ... et mamscriptorum codicum ... apparatu cum
nulla privatarum comparanda a viro illustri domino Marquardo Gudio congests Hamburg,
1706, p. 534-535 (n° 44). Based to a considerable extent on Kilonius’ description is
the description of the manuscript in the old catalogue of the Herzog August Bi-
bliothek by F. A. Evert, Die Bildung des Bibliothekars, 2. Zur Handschriftenkunde, 2.
Bibliothecae Guelferbytanae codicesgraeci et latini classici, Leipzig, 1827, p. 112.

(44) See infra.

(45) This should be 264 (written) folia; the total number (blank folia included)
is 274.
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scriptus ut non solum alii inde libri possint egregie emendari at-
que suppleri, sed ipse ad hoc Ala@opwv 'Anopiwv (sic) opus inter-
pretandum alterius libri auxilium non desiderarem” i46).

The contents of G are(47): an extensive pinax of Maximus’
works in the manuscript, subdivided into 185 (pm?) items (f. I-
0) f48) ; Car, which was added at a later date (f. 6Vand in the mar-
gins off. 7-66) i49); Opusc. 13; Ep. 6-7, 11; EOD; Ep. 4, 8-9, 1,
19,12-13, 15; Amb.Thom. (f. 104-116); Amb.lo.

My dating of G (s. xm-xiv instead of xm), as well as the
above suggestion about the manuscript’s origin, are based on Van
Deun’s notes on the possible relation between this manuscript and
Vaticanusgr. 508 i50). In any case a terminus ante quem for G is pro-
vided by its copy (as far as Amb. Thom, are concerned anyway) L,
finished in July 1344 (51).

(46) O nier, p. vii-viii (= PG 91, 1029-1030). Though Ohler knew of other
witnesses to the text (through Combefis, Fabricius [see Bibliotheca graeca, vol. 8,
Hamburg, 1717, p. 764-765] and others), he thought so highly of the Gudiattus
that he felt no need for any other manuscript.

(47) See also the description of the manuscript by F. Ksnier, Die gudischen
Handschriften. Die griechischen Handschriften bearbeitet von F. Koehler. Die latei-
nischen Handschriften bearbeitet von G. Milchsack (Die Handschriften der Herzoglichen
Bibliothek zu Wolfenbiittel 4), Wolfenbuttel, 1913, p. 29-31 (catalogue reprinted as
Die gudischen Handschriften. Codices Guelferbytani Gudianigraeci und Gudiani latini [Ka-
taloge der Herzog-August-Bibliothek Wolfenbittel. Die alte Reihe. Nachdruk der Ausgabe
1884-1913, vol. 9], Frankfurt am Main, 1966). Kdhler’s description has been sup-
plemented by Van Deun, Opuscula, p. Ixxxvi-Ixxxvii.

(48) Amb. Thom., prol. and the ambigua I-V were given numbers jla to jlc.

(49) For this reason the work is not mentioned in the pinax; see Kshiter, 0.e.,
p. 30, and Van Deun, 0.6, p. Ixxxvii, N. 59. Car was probably not added before
the year 1344, when a copy of G was made in which Car is absent (see below,
n. 51).

(50) See o.c., p. xxvii and n. 33 (on Vaticanus gr. 508, siglum Gal), and p.
Ixxxvii with n. 62 (dating of G). Our Gudianus and the Vaticanus in question each
contain about half of the Maximus corpus as is found in Romanus, Angelicus gr.
120.

(51) See p. riii and 1xxxvi-Ixxxvii. L was possibly written in Thessalonica,
which would corroborate the hypothesis of G's origin in the eastern Mediterra-
nean.
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Am Mediolanensis, AmbrosiarmsB 137sup. (c. 1600), f. 68-71v

A fairly recent and rather carelessly written paper manuscript
copied around 1600 together with Ambrosiatius B 139 sup. (2) by
the Scottish humanist David Colvill (53), Am is nonetheless worth
our special attention, since until recently it was assumed to be a
copy of the early eleventh-century Taurinensis C.I11.3, which was
lost in a fire in the Turin National Library in 1904 i54).

In Am Colvill copied the following works of Maximus: QTh.
(f. 1-67v), Amb.Thom. (f. 68-71v), Amb.lo. (f. 72-129v) and Myst.
(f. 131-139) (55). When we add to these the contents of Ambrosia-
nus B 139 sup., as listed by Van Dern”59), it turns out that only
Ep. 11 is missing with regard to the full contents of Tour as found
in the description by Pasinus (57). Apparently Colvill himself no-
ticed this omission sometime afterwards, and subsequently added
the missing work on the last folium of our manuscript (f. 139r'v).

Colvill’s complete manuscript collection apparently ended up
in the Bibliotheca Ambrosiana in Milan, the city where he died in
1629 (58). Laga-Steel have argued that the suspected exemplar of
the two manuscripts which Colvill dedicated to the works of
Maximus, viz. the lost Taurinensis C.I11.3, once resided in the li-
brary of the Dukes of Savoy, where Colvill could have found
and copied it (59).

(52) Together, both manuscripts form an extensive corpus of Maximus* texts.
See the description in M artini-B assi, Catalogus, p. 165-166 and 166-167, and also
Laga-Steel, QTh.t I, p. xtiii-x1vi; Van Deun, Opuscula, p. XXV, p. 1vii- lviii
and 1xvi;id., LAyp. Ixvii.

(53) Colvill left his name on f. 139 of our manuscript: Sa8 xoXN\iXXo" 6 ctxoteik;.
On Colvill, seeLaga-Steel, ox., p. xIv-xIvi, and Van Deun, Opuscula, p. XXV.

(54) See Laga-Steel, le, and Van Deun, Opuscula, Ix., as well as our own
description of Taurinensis C.111.3 (fTaur) on p. x1viii-x1ix. B. Markesinis, how-
ever, questions this hypothesis.

(55) Folio 130rv has remained blank.

(56) Opuscula, p. XXV, n. 15, and LA, p. 1xvii.

(57) Seel. Pasinus - A. Rivautella - F. Berta, Codices manuscripti Bibliothe-
cae Regii Taurinensis Athenaei per linguas digesti, et binas in partes distributi, in quarum
prima Hebraei, et Graeci, in altera Latini, Italici, Gallici, vol. 1, Turin, 1749, p. 94-%
(XXV.b.V.5). Laga-Steel, ox., p. xliv have convincingly argued that Taur did
contain Ep. 13 and 15, despite the fact that they are not mentioned by Pasinus.

(58) And not 1632, as had hitherto been assumed (with thanks to B. Markesinis
for this information).

(59) See Laga-Steel, ox., p. xlv-xlvi.
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H Mediolanensis, Ambrosianus H 45 sup. (s. ix), f. 7-8v

The second part of this manuscript (f. 9-60) dates from the elev-
enth century and contains a number of poems by Gregory of
Nazianzus. It can therefore be safely excluded from this sur-
veYC®)- Instead, we will treat H here as a ninth-century manu-
script of which only eight folia have survived. On f. 7-8v we find
Amb. Thom., prol. and I, 1-30 (up to the word o0twc) i61). From
Muratori’s notes f 2) it appears that the mutilation of the codex
must have occurred before 1709. There is no indication of the ori-
gin or history of the manuscript.

Apart from the above-mentioned fragment of Amb. Thom., H
contains a number of (partly unedited) fragments of Hesychius of
Jerusalem’s Scholia in prophetas minores (CPG 6558) in a deviant,
abbreviated text type f 3). More specifically it concerns:

(60) See the description in M artini-Bassi, Catalogus, p. 522-524. For a recon-
struction of this part of the codex and a detailed table of contents, see N. Gertz,
Die handschriftliche Uberlieferung der Gedichte Gregors von Nazianz, vol. 2: Die Ge-
dichtgruppe I. M it Beitrdagen von M. Sicherl (Studien zur Geschichte und Kultur des
Altertums. N.F., 2. Reihe: Forschungen zu Gregor von Nazianz 4), Paderborn - Mu-
nich - Vienna - Zurich, 1986, p. 162-165. See also W. H ¢ Ilger, Die handschriftliche
Uberlieferung der Gedichte Gregors von Nazianz, vol. 1: Die Gedichtgruppen X X und
XL Mit Vorwort und Beitragen von M. Sicherl und den Ubersichtstabellen zur
handschriftlichen Uberlieferung der Gedichte Gregors von Nazianz von H. M.
W ehrhahn (Studien zur Geschichte und Kultur des Altertums. N.F., 2. Reihe: For-
schungen zu Gregor von Nazianz 3), Paderborn - Munich - Vienna - Zurich, 1985,
p. 89-90; Gertz, o0.e,, p. 165-167 and 180 (‘Gesamtstemma’); F. E. Zehles - M.
J. Zamora, Gregor von Nazianz. Mahnungen an die Jungfrauen (Carmen 1, 2, 2).
Kommentar... mit Einleitung und Beitrdgen von M. Sicherl (Studien zur Geschichte und
Kultur des Altertums. N.F., 2. Reihe: Forschungen zu Gregor von Nazianz 13), Pader-
born - Munich - Vienna - Ziirich, 1996, p. 30-31.

(61) For a facsimile of f. 3, see W. W attenbach, Scripturae graecae specimina in
usum scholarum, Berlin, 19364, p. 6 (tab. xv).

(62) L. A. Muratorius, Anecdota Graeca quae ex mss. codicibus nunc primum eruit,
Latio donat, Notis, & Disquisitionibus duget L. A. M. Serenis. Raynaldi I. Ducis Muti-
nae, &c. Bibliothecarius, Padua, 1709, p. 5-6 (not numbered).

(63) See A. R ahifs, Verzeichnis dergriechischen Handschriften des Alten Testaments
(Mitteilungen des Septuaginta-Unternehmens des Koniglichen Gesellschaft der Wissenschaf-
ten zu Goéttingen 2), Berlin, 1914, p. 432-433, n. 2 (on in Abdiam); R. D evreesse,
Chatnes exegetiques, in: Dictionnaire de la Bible. Supplement, vol. 1, Paris, 1928, col.
1146 (idem); M. Stark, Hesychius von Jerusalem, Scholien zum Propheten Joel, in:
Jahrbuch fur Antike und Christentum 37 (1994), p. 38 (on in loel). In addition our
manuscript is mentioned in: R. M ennes, Hesychius vanJeruzalem. Inventaris van de
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f. 1-3: in loel, from 2, 7i64); ed. M. Stark, 0.e., p. 40-44
(1 [78]-237) &);

- f. 34V in Abdiam; ed. M. Fauthaber, Die Propheten-Cate-
nen nach rémischen Handschriften (Biblische Studien 4, 2-3),
Freiburg i. Br., 1899, p. 21-26;

f. 4V in lonam 2, 1-3 (expl. mwf.); ed. Y.-M. Duval, Le
livre deJonas dans la litterature chretienne grecque et latine, Paris,
1973, vol. 2, p. 633-635, fragm. 3 and 5 (**);

- f. 5-6V: in Habacuc, from 2, 5 (inc. mut.): ineditum;

- f. 6v-7: in Sophoniam, 1, 2-10: ineditum (67).

D Monacensisgr. 83 (s. xv), f. 128v-138v

Little or nothing is to be added to I. Hardt’sf 8) and P. Van
Deun’sf 9 detailed descriptions of this fifteenth-century manu-
script. Apart from works by Titus of Bostra, John Damascene
and Theodore Balsamon, to name but three, it contains a collec-
tion of Maximus’ works (f. 50v-263v), among them Amb. Thom.
(f. 128v-138v). This collection is prefaced by a long pinax (f. 45-
50), subdivided into 185 items.

It remains unknown who wrote the manuscript or where it
originated. We do know that it was in the possession of Johann
Jakob Fugger (1516-1575) before being transferred to the Hofli-
bliothek (as it was then called) in Munich in 1571 (70).

Griekse handschriftelijke overlevering met de uitgave en vertaling van het Groot Commentaar
op psalm 100 en 102 (M.A. thesis, 2 vol.), Ghent, 1971, vol. 1, p. 101, and T.
Schermann, Prophetamm vitae fabulosae. Indices apostolorum discipulorumque Domini
(BSGRT), Leipzig, 1907, p. xxxii (Schermann, who did not collate the manu-
script, erroneously assumed that H was a witness to the recension of the prophets*
lives he was editing, wrongly attributed to Hesychius [see o.c., p. Xxxx-xxxn and
99-103]).

(64) Since f. 1 is illegible on our microfilm, I have here relied on the above-
mentioned catalogue of M artini-B assi, p. 522.

(65) Edition based on, among others, our manuscript: see o.c., p. 37 and the
apparatus on p. 44.

(66) Duval mentioned our manuscript on p. 632 and 634.

(67) On (possible) further witnesses of these last two fragments see the list of
manuscripts in R ahifs, 0.C., p. 432-433, section y, and M ennes, 0.c., p. 97-108.

(68) Catalogus, I, p. 467-477.

(69) Opuscula, P. IxXXXiv-IXxXXXV.

(70) See Van Deun, 0.Cc., p. Ixxxiv and n. 37-38. On the relationship between
the Fuggers and the Munich library, see B. M ondrain, Copistes et collectionneurs de
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XXXVIII DESCRIPTION OF THE WITNESSES

M Monacensisgr. 363 (s. xm-xiv), f. 76-81

I.  Hardt’s dated though detailed catalogue provides us with a
description of this manuscript (71). It has been supplemented by
Laga-Steel (72) and P. Van Deun (73). | have also had the occasion
to refer to B. Markesinis* as yet unpublished edition of Maximus’
Opuscula, in which the editor proposes to shift the dating of M
from the twelfth to the late thirteenth or early fourteenth century
on the basis of palaeographical data (the so-called Fettaugen-
Mode) (74), a suggestion which | have accepted.

It has been suggested that the manuscript originated in Con-
stantinople, where, as we learn from a note in the manuscript it-
self, it was still to be found in 1509(75). The later history of M
has also been traced by Van Deun (76). In 1806 it was transferred
to the Bayerische Staatshibliothek (then called the Hojbibliothek) in
Munich.

Mosq Mosquensis, Bibliothecae Synodalis gr. 324 (Vlad. 444),
(S. xvi-xvii), f. 23w31

This manuscript has been described by Archimandrite Vladi-
mir”™), whose description has been supplemented by Fonkich-
Poljakov (78). It has also been mentioned by Laga-Steel (79 and
Van Deunid)), but unfortunately they had no opportunity to
consult it (8).

manuscrits grecs au milieu du x vie siecle: le cas deJohannJakob Fugger d’Augsbourg, in :
BZ 84 (1991-1992), p. 354-390; O. Hartig, DU Grindung der Minchener Hofli-
bliothek durch Albrecht V. undJohann Jakob Fugger (Abhandlungen der Koniglich Baye-
rischen Akademie der Wissenschajten. Philosophisch-philologische und historische Klasse 28,
3), Munich, 1917.

(71) Catalogus, 1V, p. 56-70.

(72) QTTi., I, p. 0.

(73) Opuscula, p. xxxi-xxxii;id., LA, p. Ixviii-Ixix.

(74) 1 wish to thank B. Markesinis, who kindly let me consult his descriptions
of this and other manuscripts.

(75) See Van Deun, Opuscula, p. xxxi-xxxii, and LA, p. 1xviii- Ixix.

(76) LA, p. I1xix.

(77) Viadimir, SinodaVnoj Biblioteki, p. 679-682.

(78) Rukopisi, p. 147-148.

(79) Q T hll p. x1i and n. 61.

.(80) Opuscula, p. cm-civ.

(81) The manuscript will be thoroughly described by B. Roosen, whose de-
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AMBIGUA AD THOMAM XXXIX

Mosq is a large sixteenth- or seventeenth-century paper manu-
script (1 + 403 f.) written in three different hands and originating
from the Iviron monastery on Mount Athos. It is one of the
manuscripts and books that were removed from the Holy Moun-
tain to Moscow by Arsenij Sukhanov in 1654 (8).

Folia 22-95 contain a collection of Maximus’ works, including
Amb. Thom. Here is the full table of contents for this part of the
manuscript: QTh., prol. (f. 22-23), followed by the quaestiones 1-2
(f. 23r'\); Amb. Thom. (f. 23v-31); several extracts from Amb.lo.
(f. 31-42) (8); Th.Oec. (f. 45-64; f. 43-44 are missing); the first
century of Div.Cap. (f. 64v-74v); EOD (f. 77-87v; f. 75-76 are
blank); Ep. 9 (up to xai aStxetaQat 7rapaiT7)<f) [PG 91, 448B2]) (f.
88); another extract from Amb.lo. (f. 88w-91v); and finally CPG
7707 (10) (f. 93-95) (84), edited by Epifanovich on the basis of this
manuscript (85).

Q Oxoniensis, Bibliothecae Bodleianae, Barocciarms 128 (s. xiex),
f. 39v-51

This manuscript, containing mainly works of Maximus, has
been described by Coxei8) and Van Deun(87). Among the
works of the Confessor (f. 1-217) we find Amb. Thom. (f. 39v-51)
preceded only by the letters 12-13 and 15 and followed by the let-
ters 19, 6-7, 11, EOD, Ep. 4, 8-9 and 1 (f. 1-96). Folia 97-217 (89)
contain DP, LA, Car, Th.Oec. and Cap.XV, while f. 218 is blank.

scription | have been able to consult, for which I express my gratitude. I have bor-
rowed some of the following from the introduction to his forthcoming re-edition
of the so-called Additamenta, originally edited by Epifanovich (see infra).

(82) On Sukhanov’s expedition to Mount Athos, seeJ. N oret (ed.), Vitae duae
antiquae sancti Athanasii Athonitae (CCSG 9), Tumhout - Leuven, 1982, p. XXX-
xxxi and n. 64.

(83) These extracts will be identified in B. Roosen’s description.

(84) Folio 92 is blank.

(85) Materialy, p. 29-33.

(86) H.O. Coxe, Catalogi codicum mamscriptorum Bibliothecae Bodleianae pars prima
recenstonem codicum graecorum continens, Oxford, 1853, col. 207-209.

(87) Opuscula, p. xcm -xciv; LAYp. 1xxi-1xxii.

(88) Folio 97 also marks the beginning of a new quire numbering (f. 97 = a),
though the scribe remains the same throughout the entire manuscript (with the
exception, of course, of the replacement folia [see infra]).
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XL DESCRIPTION OF THE WITNESSES

The second part of this manuscript (f. 219-264) includes a number
of ascetic texts by several authors (e.g. Antonius ‘Melissa* and
John of Carpathus).

Since our Amb. Thom, have not suffered from the mutilation of
the original manuscript and subsequent replacement of the lost
folia by a later hand (89 Q can safely be regarded as an eleventh-
century witness here.

According to a note on f. 263v the manuscript was once in the
possession of a certain Fepdaipog before it was transferred to Ox-
ford in 1650 at the latest C°).

The selection and sequence of Maximus’ texts in Q hint at a
connection with the so-called Corpus Constantinopolitanum (91),
though this assumption is not entirely confirmed by the form of
the text (**).

N Pansinus, Coislinianus 90 (s. xn/xiv), f. 141v-147

This codex, containing only works of Maximus, has been the
object ofstudy by Devreesse (%), Laga-Steel C4) and Van Deun (%).
A number of folia of the original twelfth-century parchment
manuscript, which once belonged to the Lavra monastery on
Mount Athos, were replaced in the fourteenth century by the
same number of paper folia (%). One of the two scribes respon-
sible for this has already been identified as Nicephorus Moscho-
poulos, metropolite of Crete at the end of the thirteenth and the
beginning of the fourteenth century (97). The second, identified by
B. Markesinis, is Georgius Pepagomenos, a little known scribe of
the fourteenth century. Moschopoulos is responsible for f. 96-

(89) See Van Deun, Opuscula, p. xciv and n. 108; id., LA, p. 1xxii.

(90) See Van Deun, Opuscula, p. xciv and n. 110-111 (the note on f. 263v of
the manuscript is edited by Van Deun, lLe, n. 110).

(91) This assumption is primarily valid for f. 1-%; for the sequence of the
works in the Corpus, see the list in Van D eun, Opuscula, p. rii.

(92) See infra, p. cxviii-cxix (Classification of the Witnesses).

(93) Coislin, p. 78-79.

(94) QTh.91, p. riv-1vi.

(95) Opuscula, p. xxxii-xxxiv;id., LA, p. Ixxxvi-Ixxxvii.

(96) See D evreesse, Coislin, p. 79.

(97) See Van Deun, Opuscula, p. xxxiv, n. 84; Vogel-Gardthausen, p.
340; Repertorium, I, 303; I, 417; 1ll, 492.
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AMBIGUA AD THOMAM XLI

103v, 136-144v and 256-257 and Pepagomenos for f. 257v-279. Fi-
nally, the original ending of N has been replaced by a number of
folia from another twelfth-century manuscript (f. 280-283) i99).

Folia 141v-147 contain Amb. Thom. This means that the first
part of our text (f. 141w144v; Amb.Thom., prol. up to V, 79
[e7TEM6peuTO, 7uc]]) has been copied by Moschopoulos, whereas
the remaining part (f. 145-147; Amb. Thom. V, 79 [|pt7raTO)v hzi
OaAaa<n)<;] - 308) is the original twelfth-century text. In the classi-
fication of the witnesses it is therefore possible that a distinction
will have to be made between the text of the replacement folia
and that of the original manuscript (f. 141v-144v, s. xiv and f.
145-147, s. xii respectively).

In the seventeenth century N belonged to the collection of
Pierre Seguier (1588-1672), chancellor of France. This collection
is known to be the nucleus of the present-day fonds Coislin of the
Bibliotheque nationale in Paris ().

Par Parisinusgr. 886 (s. xm), f. 130w+136v

This magnificent parchment manuscript, a faithful copy of Ro-
manus, Angelicus gr. 120, can be assigned to the thirteenth century
on the basis of palaesographical data (1°). G. Mahieu (10) - like R.
Bracke after him (1) - dated the manuscript to the twelfth cen-
tury, albeit tacitly, apparently influenced by F. Sevin (1682-
1741). The latter, who had been responsible for the Greek manu-
scripts in the Bibliotheque Royale since 1737 (108), had noted on

(98) D evreesse, l.e. The folia in question contain Maximus* Div.Cap., I, 1-97.

(99) See also Van Deun, Opuscula, p. xxxiv and n. 86-88, and id., LA, p.
Ixxxvii with n. 341.

(100) See also O mont, Inuentaire, 1, p. 166; Ceresa-Gastaldo, Car, p. 37 and
n. 32; Laga-Steel, QTh., I, p. xlviii-xlix ; Van Deun, Opuscula, p. xxxvi-
Xxxxvu;id., LA, p. Lxxm-Lxxiv.

(101) Travaux, p. 237-242.

(102) Vita, p. 191, n. 8 (with a reference to H. Bordier, Description des peintures
et audits omements contenus dam les manuscrits grecs de la Bibliotheque nationale, Paris,
1885, p. 222, and to an oral statement from R. S. Nelson). The author quotes the
opinions of these two art historians to shift the dating of the manuscript to the
end of the twelfth century.

(103) See O mont, Inventaire, Intr., p. vii-vm and p. xxix; ibid., p. xxxn**“*"
the reader will find a specimen of Sevin’s handwriting (n° VI).
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XL DESCRIPTION OF THE WITNESSES

Par's flyleaf (the present f. 1): ‘Codex pulcherrimus 12 saeculo
scriptus quo continetur sancti Maximi operum pars major quam
recensere velle supervacuum foret; eo enim praecipue codice usus
Combefisius novam Maximi editionem publicavit’. It seems that
G. Malrieu’s special interest in Par(104) is due to his erroneous as-
sumption, probably based on Sevin’s note, that Combefis’ edition
(1675) was based on this manuscript.

We do not know by whom or where the manuscript was cop-
ied. Brought from Italy by Raphael Trichet du Fresne (f 1661)
and transferred to the Bibliotheque Royale in 1662, Par was indeed
at Combefis’ disposal while preparing his Maximus edition but
our collations have shown that the editor only copied from Par
the scholia (15) and a couple of variant readings, so that this
manuscript can on no account be labelled his ‘manuscrit de

base’ (106).

T Parisimsgr. 888 (s. xvii), f. 296w-320

This manuscript has been described by Omont(107), whose de-
scription has been supplemented by Van Deun(108). It contains
exactly the same selection of Maximus’ works as Parisinus gr.
1097 (109) in precisely the same order. The (anonymous) scribe
faithfully copied even the colophon of his exemplar (f. 296r'v),
but on the other hand he omitted the original pinax of P (f. 1-2).
As was the case in P, it is only after the colophon that Amb. Thom.
are to be found (f. 296v-320).

Considering the fact that P has been in the Bibliotheque du Roi in
Paris since 1599, we must assume that T was copied in France,
which might explain the large number of mistakes. In any event
the manuscript was part of the collection ofJean-Baptiste Colbert

(104) See his extensive description of the manuscript, mentioned above, n. 101.

(105) On these scholia, see p. x1vii (description of Romanus, Artgelicusgr. 120).

(106) See infra, p. cxxix (Previous Editions). Laga-Steel, o.c., pP. Ixxxv-
Ixxxix, and Van Deun, Opuscula, p. Ixxvi (EPs59) and cIxii (EOD) came to
the same conclusion.

(107) Inventaire, I, p. 167-168.

(108) Opuscula, p. xxxix-x1; see also ibid., p. cxxxi, where the author de-
scribes the manuscript as a ‘méAayo¢ oQAAPATWVY’.

(109) Manuscript P in our edition (see p. x Fiii-x1v).
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AMBIGUA AD THOMAM XL

(1619-1683) before its transfer - between 1728 and 1732 - to the
royal library together with the other codices Colbertini (110).

Z Parisinusgr. 1094 (s. Xiv-xv), f. 61-68

Of South lItalian provenance, this paper manuscript dates to
the end of the fourteenth or the beginning of the fifteenth cen-
tury (m). It has been described by Omont(112), Mahieu(113),
Laga-Steel(114) and Van Deun(115. Combefis used this manu-
script to prepare his intended edition of Amb.lo. (116), and labelled
it ‘codex Regius’.

Z contains only works of Maximus, written in one and the
same (anonymous) hand. Folia 61-68 contain Amb.Thom., pre-
ceded by the letters 6-7, 11 and 8-9 (f. 52-59) (117) and followed
by Amb.lo. (f. 68-159).

The later history of Z remains unknown, except for the fact
that it belonged to the collection of the kings of France since the
first half of the sixteenth century (118).

P Parisimsgr. 1097 (a. 1055), f. 195v-210v

This manuscript, on the basis of which Combefis intended to
edit %Hﬂb. Thom. (119), has been described by (]‘_)mont(120), Ma-
hieu(" ), Sotiropoulos( ) and Van Deun( j. Among the
works of Maximus which it contains are mainly letters (Ep. 1-
39), apart from which P contains MySt, EOD, EPs59 and
Amb.Thom. (f. 195w-210v).

(110) See Van Deun, Opuscula, p. xxxix and n. 123-124.
(111) See Van Deun, ox., p. cii-cm.

(112) Inventaire, I, p. 219.

(113) Travaux, p. 150-151.

QTh.yI, p. Ixx-Ixxii.

L.c.; see also ibid., p. 1, n. 10.

See M ahieu, Travaux, p. 161.

Folia 59v-60v are blank.

(118) Seevan Deun, ox. p. chi and n. 169.
(119) See infra, p. cxxix.

(120) Inventaire, I, p. 219.

(121) Travaux, p. 151-152.

(122) Myst., p. 143-144.

(123) Opuscula, P. XXXV-XXXVi.
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With the exception of f. 211r'v the manuscript is the work of
a single scribe whose name is revealed in the colophon (f.
195) (129): MavAog, of whom nothing is known. The same colo-
phon informs us that the manuscript was completed in January
1055 (125), though its place of origin is not indicated. P’s later his-
tory on the other hand is well known and has been traced by Van
Deun(12%).

On f. 1-2 the scribe has given a pinax of the contents of the
manuscript, though Amb. Thom, are not included. Moreover,
Amb. Thom, are the very last work to have been copied and thus
even follow the colophon (f. 195 as mentioned above).

Finally f. 211r', the last folium, contains the following frag-
ments in at least three different hands that do not seem much
younger than the rest of the manuscript:

- f. 211: Gregory of Nazianzus’ Carmen morale 30 (CPG 3035
[2], 30 = Carm. I, 2, 30), verses 1-4 (PG 37, 908Abl4 [apxAv
amavtwv] - 909Aa3 [evnopeiv kKakac]) (127) ;

- ibid.: Ps.-loh. Chrysost., Depatientia (CPG 4693; PG 63,
940,1. 21 abinto - 1 14 ab imo) (128). The prayer - minus the
final line - is found ascribed to Ephraem in Pseudo-Maxi-
mus’ Loci communes, PG 91, 721A11-B2 (= prologus) (129) ;

- f. 211rv: another excerpt of John Chrysostom’s above-

(124) See K. Lake - Silva Lake, Dated Greek Minuscule Manuscripts to the Year
1200 (Monumenta Palaeographica Vetera. First Series, 4), Boston (Mass.), 1935, pi.
276 for a reproduction, and Van Deun, Opuscula, p. xxxv (and n. 95) for an edi-
tion of the colophon.

(125) More precisely it is the part of the manuscript preceding Amb. Thom, that
was completed in January 1055. Amb. Thom, were added at a later date, albeit by
the same hand (see infra).

(126) Opusculay p. xxxv-xxxvi and n. 97-99. On the collection of Cardinal
Niccolo Ridolfi, to which P belonged at one time, see also: R. Baladi£f, Contri-
bution a Vhistoire de la collection Ridolfi. La date de son arrivee en France, in: Scriptorium
29 (1975), p. 76-83: the collection arrived in France from Italy in 1560 at the ear-
liest. Once in France, it became part of the collection of Catharine de* Medici.
From there P found its way into the Bibliotheque Royale in 1599.

(127) Entitled HBi1ka mapayyéApata xat'@A@dapntov, this poem has also been
published anonymously together with asimilar work (inc. dpxrv vopie Twv dAwv
eivatl Beov) in: dwpavog 6 Mehwoog. Mapaptnua tng aytopeltixig BipAodnkng 1
(1932), p. 20-21, on the basis of Parisinusgr. 343, f. 100.

(128) See also CPG 4687.

(129) See CPG 4007, note.
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AMBIGUA AD THOMAM XLV

mentioned Oratio de patientia, lines PG 63, 940, 1 2 ab imo
([mJopevou €1¢ Té omAow [sic] pov) - 941,1. 13 CAunv);

- f. 211v: some ‘bits and pieces’, written upside down: apyxn
TOU €bayyeAlou Ka| uiou | undév oot | Kai 1o (sic) d1](130).

Sup Parisims, Suppl. gr. 228 (s. xvi), f. 54-58v

The description of this manuscript in the catalogue of H.
Omont (131) has been revised and extended by P. Van Deun (13).
Sup bears a close resemblance to Vaticanus, Reginensis gr. 37 (our
Re). The most notable difference between the two manuscripts is
the fact that in Sup the following texts have been added after
Amb. Thom, by the same hand:

- Amb.lo.,, PG 91, 1061-1388B3 (f. 59-137; expl. ém’alt®
¢ dvaywyng), immediately and without any apparent
connection followed by:

- Greg. Naz., Or. 28, 25, 5 (kai @iAotexvov) - 31, 42 (umép
dnavta) (f. 137, 1 14 ab imo - f. 139). This fragment bears
the caption Tw OUVTEAEDT] TWV KOAWV Bew XAPIC.

Lastly f. 140 contains a brief excerpt from the Constitutiones
apostolicae (133) written in a different hand.

The scribe who is responsible for the greater part of the manu-
script (139 has been identified as ’lwdvvng NoBavanh (13). In the
seventeenth century Sup was in the collection of Gerasimos Bla-
chos (1605/7 - 1685) (13*, who kindly placed it at the disposal of
F. Combefis (137). )

(130) The right side of f. 211 has been cut over the whole length of the folio,
causing the loss of the missing syllables or words. As far as the last two lines are
concerned, see Mt. 27, 19 (Undév gol Kal T® dixaiw ékeivw).

(131) Inventaire, 111, p. 235.

(132) Opuscula, p. xcvi-xcviii.

(133) M. Metzger (ed.), Les Constitutions apostoliques, vol. 1: Uvres I et Il (SChr.
320), Paris, 1985, 11, 49,1, 1 (p. 292) - 11, 50,1, 7 (p. 294) (see Van D eun, Opuscu-
la, p. xcvii, n. 127). Folia 139v and 140v are blank.

(134) With the exception of f. 42r'vand 140r.

(135) See Repertorium, I, 173; Il, 231; 111, 285. In Repertorium, I, 231 ‘Gregorios
v. Nyssa’ should read ‘Gregorios v. Nazianz’. This confusion originated from the
description of the manuscript in Omont’s catalogue.

(136) See B racke, Manuscript Tradition, p. 101-102, n. 17.

(137) See p. cxxx of this edition in dealing with the previous editions.
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XLVI DESCRIPTION OF THE WITNESSES

In the pinax (f. 1lI-1V) (13), copied by the same scribe,
Amb.Thom. form the last entry (AS). The subsequent texts (f. 59-
140; see supra) have not been listed in the pinax, neither have they
been numbered in the manuscript itself (139).

As will be shown further on, Re and Sup are closely related;
they are actually copies of the same exemplar. This leaves us with
two possible explanations concerning the presence of Amb.lo. in
Sup and their absence from Re: either Amb.lo. were added in Sup
at a later date, or they were left out of Sup's twin manuscript Re.
The pinax offers the only clue: as this pinax, which is identical in
both Re and Sup, does not mention Amb.lo., it seems safe to con-
clude that the work was not found in their common ancestor. It
appears then that Amb.lo. were added in Sup at a later date, albeit
by the same scribe.

A Romanus, Angelicusgr. 120 (s. xi), f. 115-119v

This famous manuscript, devoted solely to the works of Maxi-
mus, has been extensively described and studied in previous
works on the Confessor (14°). It can be assigned to the eleventh
century. There is no indication as to where or by whom the
manuscript was copied. We do know that prior to its transfer to
the West it was owned by the monastery Tou Xapolovitou in

(138) Folia I-11 arc blank.

(139) Even though Amb.lo. (f. 59-137) have not been numbered as a whole, a
(partial) numbering of the various subdivisions of the work can be found. Amb.
lo.yprol. has not been numbered; Amb.lo. I = a ; Amb.lo. Il = B; Amb.lo. I1I-V
and the first ‘theories’ of Amb.lo. V have been counted, but not numbered. The
Bewpia TNg iepiyolg kai twv éntd meplodwv (PG 91, 1120A14; f. 72) has been
numbered 3. A new numbering starts on f. 83v: the Bewpia €1 Tov pwionv kai
Tov NAiav (sic) (PG 91, 1161 Al) is S. This new numbering extends beyond the end
of the very long Amb.lo. V. Thus Amb.lo. VI (PG 91,1205D1; f. 94v) is A(, etc. It
stops at Amb.lo. IX (PG 91, 1212B11) numbered p, after which no more number-
ing can be seen.

(140) See, apart from the catalogue by G. Muccio - P. Franchi de’ Cava-
tieri, Index codicumgraecorum Bibliothecae Angelicae, in: Studi Italiani di Filologia Clas-
sica 4 (1896), p. 159-161 (reprinted in Christa Samberger [ed.], Catalogi codicum
graecorum qui in minoribus bibliothecis italicis asservantur in duo volumina collati et novissi-
mis additamentis aucti, vol. 2, Leipzig, 1968), also B racke, Vita, p. 189-196; Laga-
Steel, QTh.y I, p. x1vii-x1viii; Van Deun, Opuscula, p. Xxxiv-xxv; id., LA, p.

Xciii-xciv.
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AMBIGUA AD THOMAM XLVII

Constantinople, founded in the middle of the fourteenth cen-
tury (141). Later on it turned up in the library of Giovanni Matteo
Giberti, bishop of Verona (1524-1543), the library of the Sforzas
in Rome, founded by Cardinal Guido Ascanio Sforza (1518—
1564), and the collection of Cardinal Domenico Passionei (1682-
1761) (142). In 1762 A was transferred to the Bibliotheca Angelica to-
gether with the rest of Passionei’s collection (143).

In the margins of A a hand that is also responsible for a large
number of corrections, has added a series of scholia, part of which
are directed against Neidog, sumamed 0 KoAaBpoc (144). These
scholia can be dated to between 1086 and 1092 (145).

Sin Sinaiticusgr. 1126 (s. xviex), f. 25-3I"

In the greater part of this late witness, to which P. Van Deun
has devoted an article (146), the hand of the sixteenth-century Cre-
tan humanist, author, editor and manuscript collector Maximus
Margunios can be recognized (147).

(141) See the note of ownership on f. 297v, edited by Van Deun, Opuscula, p.
XXv, n. 11.

(142) See A. Piccolomini’s praefatio to the above-mentioned catalogue of Muc-
cio - Franchi de’ Cavalieri, in: Studi Italiani di Filologia Classica 4 (18%), p. 10-15
and p. 16, n. 1.

(143) See Paola M unafo - Nicoletta Muratore, La Biblioteca Angelica, Rome,
1989, p. 44-45.

(144) See e.g. Appendix | (Marginalia), ad Amb.Thom. 1ll, 32/34: dkoue veire
kai oiya, kai pufp o6Bet. The Nilus in question was involved in the philosophico-
religious controversy in which also Michael Psellus and Nilus’ ‘compatriot* John
Italus took part. Around 1087 Nilus was condemned for heresy (see alsoJ. Noret’s
article mentioned below).

(145) SeeJ. N oret, Une allusion a Leon de Chalcedoine et non a un ps.-saint Cedo-
nius. Dotation des scholies de VAngelicusgr. 120, in: A B 108 (1990), p. 320-322.

(146) P. Van D eun, Le Sinaiticusgraecus 1726 de Maxime Margounios: son contenu
et son modele, in: Byzantion 60 (1990), p. 436-440. The manuscript had already been
briefly described by V. N. Beneshevich, Catalogus codicum manuscriptorum graeco-
rum qui in Monasterio Sanctae Catharinae in Monte Sina asservantur, 111, 1: Codices nu-
meris 1224-2150 signati, Saint Petersburg, 1917 (reprint Hildesheim, 1965), p. 170,
and more extensively by Van D eun himself, Opuscula, p. XXXvm -XXXiX.

(147) It concerns f. 1-38v and 68-213v (see Van D eun, art.c., p. 437). On Mar-
gunios’ life and works, see G. Podskalsky, Griechische Theologie in der Zeit der Tiir-
kenherrschaft (1453-1821). Die Orthodoxie im Spanrtungsfeld der nachreformatorischen
Konfessionen des Western, Munich, 1988, p. 135-151 (including a bibliography in n.
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XLV DESCRIPTION OF THE WITNESSES

Sin contains a pinax of Maximus’ works in Margunios’ hand (f.
23) (148) immediately followed by Amb. Thom. (f. 25-31v)(14".
Elsewhere in the manuscript (f. 39-213\j we find Maximus’ Ep.
6-7, Amb.lo., Ep. 8-9 and 12, DP, Opusc. 1-3 and 7-9, EPs59 and
Pseudo-Maximus’ dialogues de sancta Trinitate 1-5 (CPG 2284).

After his death Margunios’ Greek manuscripts were transferred
to the petdxwv of St. Catherine’s monastery in Candia (Iraklio,
Crete), possibly the scholar’s birthplace. From there, a part of his
library, including Sin, found its way to St. Catherine’s monastery
on Mount Sinai, around 1699 (15°).

f Taur Taurinensis, Bibliothecae Nationalis C.I11.3 (5. xim),
f. 108-112

This manuscript, which according to Pasinus’ catalogue (*51)
was written in the eleventh century by the scribe Theopha-
nes(15), was lost in a fire in the Turin National Library in the
night of 25-26 January 1904 (153).

Fortunately the manuscript is not completely ‘ost’. Apart
from the above-mentioned description in Pasinus’ catalogue it is
often assumed that the Scottish humanist David Colvill copied

563 [p. 135-136]); on Margunios’ activities as a scribe, see V ogel-G ardthausen,
p. 285-286, and Repertorium, I, 259; 11, 356; IlI, 427.

(148) As demonstrated by Van D eun, art.c., p. 438-440, this pinax is a copy of
the table of contents of Monacensisgr. 363 (our M). The number and sequence of
works do not correspond to the actual contents of Sin.

(149) Folia 23v-24yv are blank.

(150) See Van Deun, art.c., p. 438 and n. 9.

(151) J. Pasinus - A. Rivautella - F. Berta, Codices manuscripti Bibliothecae
Regii Taurinensis Athenaei per linguas digesti, et birtas in partes distributi, in quarum prima
Hebraei, et Graeci, in altera Latini, Italici, et Gallici, vol. 1, Turin, 1749, p. 94-% (n°
XXV.b.V.5).

(152) See Pasinus, o.c, p. 96: ‘In fine haec habentur: éypdon xelpi Oeogav
GuapToAou’ (sic Pasinus), viz. the famous scribe ©go@dvng twv ‘IApwvy, whose
dated manuscripts were written between 1004 and 1023 (see Repertorium, I, 136;
11, 180; 111, 230).

(153) Obviously G. de Sanctis was mistaken when he reported that the manu-
script had been damaged by water but was nonetheless fully legible (see Inventario
dei codici superstiti Greci e Latini antichi della Biblioteca Nazionale di Torino, in: Rivista
di Filologia e di Istruzione Classica 32 [1904], p. 399).
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AMBIGUA AD THOMAM Xux

Taur in two volumes around 1600 (154). The manuscript must at
that time have been part of the collection of the Dukes of Savoy,
which is known to have been the nucleus of the present Turin
National Library manuscript collection.

From Pasinus’ catalogue we learn that Taur contained Amb.
Thom, on f. 108412 (1%5): Tou alTou TiEpi dloPdpwy amopiwv (sic
Pasinus) twv aylwv Alovuaiov Kai Fpnyopiov mpo¢ Owpav Tov 1)-
YIQGUEVOV.

K Vaticanus, BarbeHnianusgr. 587 (s. xvi), f. 1-11v

In addition to the very brief description by S. de Ricci (159),
this manuscript has also received attention from P. Sher-
wood (157), who dated it to the sixteenth century. There are no
indications as to scribe, origins or later history of the manuscript.

K contains an extensive collection of the works of Maximus.
Apart from Amb.Thom. and Amb.lo., these are mainly letters:
Amb.Thom. (f. 1-1I); Amb.lo. (f. 17-154) (158); CPG 7707 (32)
(f. 160-161)(159); Ep. 14 (f. 161w-164v); Ep. 8 (f. 164v-166Vv), ad-
dressed to Sophronius and including the report on the obligatory
christening of African Jews and Samaritans in the versio bre-
viorCe0)', Opusc. 8 (f. 166w-173v); Opusc. 9 (f. 173v-179v); Opusc.
7 (f. 180-186v); Ep. 6 (f. 187-190); Ep. 7 (f. 190-192); Ep. 2 (f.
192v-198); Ep. 3 (inc. mut.; f. 198-199); Ep. 12 (f. 199v-217v); Ep.

(154) These are the present Mediolanenses, Ambrosiani B 137 sup. and B 139 sup.
See our description of the first (Am), on p. XxXXVv.

(155) Or f. I11v. In any event - that is, again according to Pasinus - on f. 112
begin Amb.lo. On the contents of Taur, see also Laga-Steel, QTh., I, p. x1iii-
x1iv, and particularly Van D eun, Opuscula, p. x1-x1i.

(156) Liste sommaire des mamscritsgrecs de la Bibliotheca Barberina, in: Revue des Bi-
bliotheques 17 (1907), p. 124.

(157) Earlier Ambigua, p. 2.

(158) In spite of the fact that Amb. Thom, and Amb.lo. are to be found at the be-
ginning of the manuscript, the scribe adopted the numbering which he found in
his exemplar (Vaticarmsgr. 504 as it will be seen), starting with jI? for Amb. Thom.,
prol.

(159) Folia 154v to 159 are probably blank (they are not on our microfilm); f.
159v too is blank.

(160) As edited by Epifanovich, Materialy, p. 84 (n° 29), and D evreesse, Fin
inedite, p. 34-35, n. 3 (see also Sherwood, Date-list, p. 28).
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L DESCRIPTION OF THE WITNESSES

13 (f. 217v-226); Ep. 17 (f. 226v-228); Ep. 18 (f. 228-230v);Ep. 11
(f. 230\232v); Ep. 21 (f. 232v-233); Ep. 22 (f. 233v); Ep. 23 (f.
233w-234); Ep. 32 (f. 234r'V); Ep. 33 (f. 234v); Ep. 34 (f. 234v-
235); Ep. 35 (f. 235r%); Ep. 24 (f. 235v-237); Ep. 10 (f. 237v-239);
Ep. 25 (f. 239rV); Ep. 9 (f. 239v-241); Ep. 26 (f. 241rV); Ep. 27 (f.
241v-242V) ; Ep. 28 (f. 243); Ep. 29 (f. 243r'V); Ep. 30 (f. 244rv);
Ep. 31 (f. 244v-245); again Ep. 8 (f. 245-247v) (161).

On f. 247v-249, preceded by an unidentified poem (inc. vou {u-
YOG KOTA TNV Kpiawv - expl. toic 0pmal mpodelkvlel) and a quaestio
ascetica inspired by John Climacus (162), there is yet another work
of Maximus, viz. a unique combination ofEp. 5and 4 (163 : Ep. 5
expl. mut. mointdg amogavorival (f. 249,1. 3; PG 91, 424B12), sup-
plemented by the ending of Ep. 4 (PG 91, 420B1-C1 talta pév
[sic] - d6&wv Kai PootAsiav)., A part of Opusc. 1 (PG 91, 9A1-
12C3; f. 249v-250) and again Ep. 23 (expl. mut. Tou madog [PG
91, 608A12]; f. 250) conclude this list (164).

Y Vaticanusgr. 504 (a. 1105), f. 116v-117 in mg.;f. 117M18

This manuscript is one of the oldest Greek paper codices
known to us (165). As well as containing works by, among others,

(161) In this case the version as edited in PG 91, 440C1-445B12, and addressed
to ’lopddvn mpeaBUTEPW.

(162) On both items see Vaticanus gr. 504, f. 108, and the description of this
manuscript by D evreesse, Codices 330-603, p. 343.

(163) This arrangement can also be found on f. 153w154 of Vaticanus gr. 504
(see Devreesse, o.c., p. 345-346), which will prove to be FCs exemplar (see below
p. cv-cvi).

(164) Folium 250v, the last page of the manuscript’, is not on our microfilm. In
all probability it is blank. It may also have been glued to the cover.

(165) A number of texts, including those we are concerned with, have never-
theless been written on parchment (see infra). The manuscript has always enjoyed
a great amount of scholarly attention. See, apart from D evreesse, Codices 330-
603, p. 338-349, e.g. J. Irigoin, Les premiers manuscrits grecs ecrits sur papier et le pro-
bleme du bombycin, in: Scriptorium 4 (1950), p. 194-204 (in particular p. 198-199 and
202); Laga-Steel, QTh., I, p. 1ix-1x; C. De Vocht, L«as de pique» hors d’lta-
lie?, in: Byzantion 51 (1981), p. 628-630. For the complete bibliography see the
following repertoria: Canart - Peri, Sussidi, p. 440-441; Buonocore, Biblio-
grafia, p. 831-832; Ceresa, Bibliografia (1981-1985), p. 346; id., Bibliografia (1986-
1990), p. 433. The manuscript has also been mentioned by Van D eun, Opuscu-
la, p. 1vii.
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John of Damascus, Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite and Pseudo-
Nonnus, it boasts a unique collection of Maximiana (f. 3\/4\, 81w
148, 150v-162 and 194v-196v). It was completed on 6 July 1105
by the hieromonk ’lwavvng (166), known to us only from this
manuscript (167). In his forthcoming edition of the so-called Addi-
tamenta, which will include a detailed description of ¥, B. Roosen
is inclined to treat the indication Tou Xd&Ad as a reference to the
former Mount Athos monastery tou XaAdou(168). Nothing is
known about Y & later history except that it must have been
transferred to the Bibliotheca Vaticana by the early sixteenth cen-
tury at the latest (169).

The compiler of the collection clearly had access to more than
one manuscript (10). Amb. Thom. (f. 116v-117 in mg. and f. 117w
118) are immediately followed by Amb.lo. (f. 118-138v) - a situa-
tion not at all uncommon in many of our witnesses - but the con-
text in which both texts are found is unique: they are preceded
by Ps.-Nonnus’ commentaries on Gregory of Nazianzus’ orations
4, 5 39 and 43 (f. I11-115v; CPG 3011), and Maximus’ own
Opusc. 14 and Cap.XV (f. 115v-116v, partly in margine) (171). Fol-
lowing Amb. Thom, and Amb.lo. we find Opusc. 7, Car and Ep. 14
(f. 138M45).

(166) See the scribe’s note on f. 197: étede1ddn 8¢ r mapoloa BiRAog €v TG £Tel
Xty , V0. 1y" pnvi iovAiw éktn, ypa@eioa xeipi Twdvvou Tou e0TEAOUG POVAXOU Kai
TIPEGRUTEPOL TOU XAN*.

(167) See Repertorium, 111, 313.

(168) See also De Vocht, art.c., p. 628-629, who, apart from Athos, also men-
tions Trebizond and its environs as a possible place of origin.

(169) As can be gathered from the mention of Y in the inventory of Fabio Vi-
gili (around 1510); see D evreesse, Fondsgrec, p. 174.

(170) Y contains, for instance, both versions of Maximus* Ep. 8 (f. 107v-108
and 150w351 respectively). See Sherwood, Date-list, p. 28, and D evreesse, Fin
inedite.

(171) The explicit indication Tou aylou Magipouv (instead of Tou adTtou or Tol
avtouv dytou Magipou) at the beginning of Amb. Thom, seems to indicate that Y
follows a different tradition with regard to Amb. Thom, and Amb.lo. than for the
immediately preceding Opusc. 14 and Cap.XV. On the other hand Opusc. 7 im-
mediately following Amb.lo. has been introduced with the simple Tou avtou, pos-
sibly indicating that it was copied from the same manuscript as the foregoing
works.
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Perhaps due to a shortage of paper Amb.Thom. (and Cap.XV)
have been copied partly in the margins of two parchment folia
containing parts of two works by Gregory of Nazianzus (172) :

- the original text on f. 116rvis Greg. Naz., Or. 6, 16, 10
(p. 162, kai vnowv mAnpwpata) - 19, 3 (p. 168, €11 TOAAW
del[votepov);

- on f. 117T(173): Greg. Naz. Or. 23, 8, 8 (p. 298, voolpe-
vov Te Kot AopPavopevov) - 10, 11 (p. 300, 1PIGG QG
A[AndwC) (174).

It is worth noting that on f. 84 (ad Th.Oec. Il, 21) there is an
anti-Nilus scholium similar to the ones that have been discuss-
ed in connection with Romanus, Angelicus gr. 120(175): dpa d@pov
VEIE* €V aVIW KATOIKED AV TO MARPWUO TNC BEOTNTOC <O0W>Ha-
TIKwg (Col. 2, 9).

I Vaticamsgr. 505 (a. 1520), f. 68-72v

This faithful copy of Vaticamsgr. 1502 has been thoroughly de-
scribed by Devreesse(176), Laga-Steel (177) and Van Deun(173).
According to the colophon on f. 320v the manuscript was com-
pleted by the primicerius and skeuophylax Nicetas of Symi (179 on
24 May 1520. By 1533 | had already entered the Bibliotheca Vatica-

naC90):

(172) This is probably the reason why our manuscript is also mentioned in the
Repertorium Nazianzemm, vol. 5, n° 42, as if the text of Amb.Thom. served as an
actual set of marginal notes on the works of Gregory.

(173) From f. 117v on Maximus’ works are again written on the entire surface
of the folia.

(174) Coincidentally Or. 23, 8, 9-11 (p. 298) is also the subject of Amb. Thom. I.

(175) See supra, p. x1vii.

(176) Codices 330-603, p. 349-352.

(A77) QTh., I, p. ti-Tiv.

(178) Opuscula, p. Xxxix-xxx; id., LAyp. ci-cii.

(179) On this scribe see V ogel-G ardthausen, p. 337; Repertorium, 111, 489.

(180) See D evreesse, Fondsgrec, p. 277, n° 204; Devreesse’s hesitant identifica-
tion is corroborated by M. R. Ditts - M. L. Sosower - A. Manfredi, Librorum
Graecorum Bibliothecae Vaticanae Index a Nicolao De Maioranis compositus et Fausto Sa-
boeo collatus Anno 1533 (Studi e Testi 384), Vatican City, 1998, p. 40, n° 309.
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The manuscript is solely devoted to works of Maximus, which
are preceded by apinax (181). Amb. Thom, are on f. 68-72v.

L Vaticamsgr. 507 (a. 1344), f. 209v-217v

This manuscript contains a large - if personal - collection of
works of Maximus (182). From the colophon on f. 319Vwe learn
that it was compiled in 1344 by Demetrius Kabasilas, also known
as Kaniskes (183), who must have had access to more than one ex-
emplar (189). We know that Kaniskes was a scribe and ecclesias-
tical official in Thessalonica (185, where, as a consequence, our
manuscript may well have originated.

According to a note on f. 7VL was part of the collection ofJo-
hannes Eugenicus, vofiocpuXai; and 8iaxovo<;(186), immediately be-
fore its transfer to the Bibliotheca Vaticana around the middle of
the fifteenth century (187).

In the case of Amb. Thom. L is a copy of G (183). Amb. Thom, are
preceded by Ep. 4, 8-9,1,19,12-13 and 15, and followed by Amb.
lo. and QTh. The complete table of contents can be found in Van
Deun(189), who has supplied the necessary additions to the de-

(181) This pinax, a copy of the lost pinax in Va, has been adapted to match the
actual contents of the manuscript (see Laga-Steel, QTh., I, p. 1iv; Van Deun,
Opuscula, p. Ivi, n. 19 and in particular p. lviii, n. 29).

(182) See D evreesse, Codices 330-603, p. 354-357; A. Turyn, Codicesgraeci Va-
ticani saeculis X111 et X1V scripti annorumque notis instructi (Codices e Vaticanis selecti
quam simillime expressi 28), Vatican City, 1964, p. 143-146; Laga-Steel, QTh., I,
p. Ixiv-1xv;Van Deun, Opuscula, p. xxx-xxxi.

(183) SeeVogel-Gardthausen, p. 102 and n. 9; Repertorium, 111, 163. The col-
ophon has been edited by Van Deun, Opuscula, p. xxx, n. 52.

(184) See infra.

(185) See PLP, vol. 5, p. 9 (n° 10085, KaPaaiXa”, AT)(XT)Tpto™ KaviaxTjs). H.-V.
Beyer, Demetrios Kabasilas, Freund und spdterer Gegner des Gregoras, in: JOB 39
(1989), p. 135-177, in particular p. 140-144, recounts the scribe’s life and career.

(186) See PLP, vol. 3, p. 115-116 (n° 6189, Euyevtxo”™, ’lwavvrjs). See also Re-
pertorium, 11, 217; 111, 270.

(187) See D evreesse, Fondsgrec, p. 25 (‘L’inventaire de Cosme de Montserrat*,
n° 185).

(188) See below, p. 1xxxvi-Ixxxvii. Thus L provides us with a terminus ante
quern for G, namely July 1344 (see the colophon mentioned supra).

(189) Opuscula, p. XXX-XXXIi.
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scriptions by Devreesse (10) and Laga-Steel(19). With some ex-
ceptions (LA, Car, Th.Oec., Cap.XV, Comp. and Vita) L contains
the same texts as those transmitted in the corpus of Maximus’
works in Romanus, Angelicus gr. 120. However, L opens with the
second part of this corpus and closes with its first part. This is eas-
ily explained by the fact that our manuscript was not copied di-
rectly from A but stems from A’s two copies, Gudiarms gr. 39
(our manuscript G) and Vaticanusgr. 508 (192), which each contain
about half of the corpus in A.

L does not include Car, even though it does appear in G. But
in G, Car was added at a later date, probably after Kaniskes had
finished, in other words not before 1344 at the earliest (193), be-
cause it would be very unlikely that the scribe, who was pains-
takingly compiling such an extensive corpus of Maximus’ texts,
would have left out an entire work.

Va Vaticarmsgr. 1502 (s. xn), f. 83-89

This luxurious and, judging by its numerous copies, very pop-
ular manuscript has been extensively analysed by Giannelli (199).
It has received further attention from Laga-Steel (195 and Van

Deun (1%).

Va is solely devoted to Maximus” works. On f. 83-89 we find
Amb.Thom., only preceded by QTh. (197) and followed by Amb.
lo. Laga-Steel’s research (198) has established the dating to the

(190) Codices 330-603, p. 354-357.

(191) QTh., I, p. Ixiv-Ixv.

(192) See Van D eun, Opuscula, p. 1xv, where Vaticanusgr. 508 has been given
the siglum Gal.

(193) See the description of G on p. xxXxiv, n. 49.

(194) C. Giannel1i, Codices Vaticani graeci. Codices 1485-1683 (Bybliothecae Apo-
stolicae Vaticanae codices mam scripti recensiti), Vatican City, 1950, p. 32-36.

(195) QTh., I, p. 1-1i.

(196) Opuscula, p. x1i-x1ii; LA, p. cv-cvi.

(197) The original pinax, which is transmitted in various copies of Va, has dis-
appeared from Va itself.

(198) See QTh., I, p. 1and n. 112, p. 1x and p. 1xxxi-1xxxii. Giannelli, l.e,
dates the manuscript to the eleventh-twelfth century, while Sotiropoulos, who
mentions it very briefly in his edition of Maximus’ Myst., p. 147-148, assigns it to
the eleventh century.
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twelfth century (19), while Constantinople is taken to be its place
of origin (200). In any case the manuscript belonged to a certain
lepopdvayxoc Mdpkog. Later it became part of the library of the
Collegium Anglicanum in Rome before being transferred to the Bi-
bliotheca Vaticana in 1614 (200).

Re Vaticanus, Reginensisgr. 37 (s. xv), 120w135

The selection and sequence of works in this manuscript, which
is solely devoted to Maximus (202), are by and large identical to
Sup and also to the first part of the corpus as found in A. The
most notable exceptions are QTh., which are the first text in A
but are not found in Re, and Amb.lo, which are found in Sup but
not in Re.

Folia 120v-135 contain Amb.Thom., the last text in the manu-
script (203).

There is no indication as to where or by whom the manuscript
was copied, though we do know that it was part of the library of
Queen Christina of Sweden at the end of the seventeenth cen-

tury (204).

) Venetus, Marcianusgr. 136 (s. xiii), f.118125v

Dated by Mioni (206) to the thirteenth century, this manuscript
is a copy of ‘popular* Vaticanus gr. 1502 (Va). Consequently it
has received ample attention in previous editions of Maximus’

(199) The terminus post quern is 1105, whereas the oldest known copy of Va is
our M, dated, as mentioned above, to the thirteenth-fourteenth century.

(200) See D e Vocht, Note additionnelle.

(201) See Giannelli, 0.C.yp. 36.

(202) See the (all too brief) description in H. Stevenson Sr., Codices manuscripti
graeci Reginae Suecorum et Pii PP. 11 Bibliothecae Vaticanae (Bibliothecae Apostolicae Va-
ticanae codices mam scripti recensiti), Rome, 1888, p. 28, and the analysis by Van
D eun, Opusculayp. Xcv-xcVi.

(203) In the pinax (f. 1-3) Amb. Thom, are not numbered (they should have been
XS); in the text itself (f. 120v) they are indeed numbered as X5.

(204) See Les matmscrits de la Reirte de Suede au Vatican. Reedition du catalogue de
Montfaucon et cotes actuelles (Studi e Testi 238), Vatican City, 1964, p. 49.

(205) Mioni, Thesaurus, I, p. 189-191.
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works i206). Both the Vaticams and its copy are generally assumed
to have originated in Constantinople (207).

Folia 118v+425v contain Amb.Thom. However, due to the loss
of one folium between f. 125 and 126, the text ends abruptly at 1
287 (GvBpw|) of Amb.Thom. Vi)

A note on f. 380 reveals the name of the scribe: John (xeip
AuoptwAol iwdvvou). According to a note on f. 380v another
John, 1atpdc in Constantinople (209), owned the manuscript at the
close of the fourteenth century. O then came into the hands of
Cardinal Bessarion (210), who later donated it to the Marciana.

S Vindobonensis, Suppl. gr. 1 (s. xiv), f. 384-389v

This fourteenth-century manuscript, described in the catalogue
of Huynger-Hannick(211), has also been dealt with by Laga-
Steel (* ) and Van Deun ( j. It consists of three parts, of which
only the middle part (f. 244-410\ contains works of Maximus,
preceded by apinax (f. 244} (214). Amb. Thom, are to be found on
f. 384-389v, followed by the beginning of Amb.lo. (215). The se-

(206) See Laga-Steel, Q77i., I, p. 1i-1iv (on the various copies of Va); Van
Deun, Opuscula, p. xcm; id., LAyp. cxxiv.

(207) See D e Vocht, Note additionnelle.

(208) Because of this loss the first lines of Amb.lo. immediately following
Amb.Thom. in the manuscript (f. 126-221) have disappeared as well (inc. mut. kai
peydAou di1daokdhou [PG 91, 1065A1]).

(209) See PLP, vol. 4, p. 145 (n° 8440-8442), and vol. 6, p. 104 (n° 14115 and
14116) with references.

(210) See Mioni, o.c.yp. 190, and V an D eun, Opuscula, l.e.

(211) H. Hunger - C. Hannick, Katalog dergriechischen Handschriften der Oster-
reichischen Nationalbibliothek, 4: Supplementum Graecum, Vienna, 1994, p. 1-5.

(212) Q77i., I, p. xvix-1.

(213) Opuscula, p. xcvi.

(214) The first part of the codex (f. 1-242; the folia 242v-243v are blank) con-
tains works of Ps.-Dionysius the Areopagite, the third part (f. 411-412) is devoted
to Michael Psellus. In passing it should be pointed out that the ‘Liste von Themen’
(f. 2v-3) mentioned by Hunger-Hannick, o.c, p. 1, is nothing more than an
enumeration of the 24 chapters of Maximus’ Mystagogia (see Sotiropoulos,
Myst., p. 197, 201, 204, 205, 206, 217, 219, 223, 224, 225, 226, 226, 227, 229, 230,
231, 231, 232, 233, 234, 235, 236, 237 and 242), a work which is nonetheless not
included in S.

(215) The text ends abruptly on PG 91, 1168A3 (unvopaTa).
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AMBIGUA AD THOMAM LVII

lection and sequence of the texts is exactly the same as in the first
part of Romarms, Angelicusgr. 120 (our A).

The origin of the manuscript is unknown, though we do
know that the Italian humanist Apostolo Zeno presented it to
Emperor Charles VI in 1723 (216).

2. Indirect tradition
a. Primary witnesses
List of manuscripts:

Ath  Atheniensis, Bibliothecae Nationalis (olim Constantinopolitanus),
Metochiou Panagiou Taphou 37 (s. xvm), f. 10r'v

B Vaticanusgr. 511 (s. xi), f. 31-33

Da  Athous, Dionysiou 274 (a. 1647), f. 124v-137v

Da’ Athous, Dionysiou 274 (a. 1647), f. 357-365v

Di  Athous, Dionysiou 275 (s. xvii"*), f. 122v-124v

Ge  Gettavensis, Bibliothecae Publicae et Universitatis 32 (s. xiv™),
f. 133v-136v

Ib Athous, lberon 386 (s. xvi), f. 250-257v

Ma  Monacensis gr. 10 (s. xvi”*'), f. 679v-684; f. 685v-686; f.
686 .

Mo  Monacensisgr. 225 (s. xm), f. 31w-34v; f. 35r-v; f. 35v

Sg Parisinus, Suppl. gr. 270 (s. xvnex), f. 496-500

Ven  Venetus, Marcianus 504 (s. xv"**), f. 210v-211v; f. 21 -212

Za  Vaticanusgr. 2195 (s. ix-x), p. 263-270

Chronological survey of the witnesses:

iX-X

X1 1
Xl

X111

X1V

XV

XVI 2
XV
XV 1

w

(216) See Van Deun, Opuscula, p. xcvi and n. 123.
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LVili DESCRIPTION OF THE WITNESSES

Among this total of eleven primary witnesses of the indirect
tradition (*), there is none of the twelfth century. The number of
witnesses slightly increases in more recent times.

Ath Atheniensis, Bibliothecae Nationalis (olim Constantinopolita-
nus), Metochiou Panagiou Taphou 37 (s. xvm), f. 10r-v

This late paper witness has been briefly described in the cata-
logue of Papadopoulos-Kerameus (2). We provided further details
in a recent article (3). It will therefore be sufficient to mention
here that f. 10r-v contains Amb.Thom. I, 1-38, copied - as the
scribe himself has noted —€k ¢ xetpoypagou BifAou g &v PBey-
Bpdvaig (sic) Tou opoioyntou Moagipou rv ebpov €&v Tw awva. The
existence of such a parchment Sinai manuscript containing
Amb. Thom, is unknown to us (4).

Da-Da*  Athous, Dionysiou 274 (a. 1647), f. 124v-137v et iterum
f. 357-365v

This voluminous miscellany (599 folia), finished on 5 Decem-
ber 1647 (5, contains a large collection of Maximiana along with
many other texts.

The extensive though somewhat inaccurate description of the
manuscript by S. Lambros(6) has been supplemented by Laga-
Steel (7), but the description in the forthcoming edition of Maxi-
mus’ Opuscula by B. Markesinis, which offers an analysis of all

(1) Daand Da’have been counted as a single witness.

(2) A. Papadopoulos-Kerameus, lepogolvpitiky BIBAOBAKN ATOl KOTAAOYOG
Twv &v Tai¢ BIBAIOBNAKAIC TOV AYIWTATOV AMOCTOMKOV TE Kol KOBOAIKOU 0pB0oddEou
TaTPIOPXIKOL Bpovov TwV IEpogoAlUWY Kat tdong MaAalotivng YToKEiMEVWY EAAN-
VIKQOV Kwdikwv, vol. 4, Saint Petersburg, 1899, p. 57-58.

(3) B. Janssens, An unnoticed witness of some works of Maximus the Confessor:
Atheniensis, EBE, Metoxwv Mavayiov Tdagov 37, in: Byzantion 70 (2000), p. 242-
262.

(4) SeeJanssens, art.cit., p. 245 and n. 16.

(5) See the note on f. 8 (pinax). B. Markesinis has been able to determine that
the hand which wrote this note is also responsible for some folia in the actual
manuscript. See the description of the manuscript in his forthcoming edition of
Maximus” Opuscula.

(6) Katdroyog, I, p. 392-396.

(7) QTh., I, p. xxiv-xxv; all fragments of QTh. in the manuscript have been
identified by B. Markesinis.
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AMBIGUA AD THOMAM LIX

Maximiana in the manuscript, is our main source of reference”).
A reproduction of f. 487v-489 can be found inJ. Scharf(9).

In connection with Amb.Thomtwo parts should be distin-
guished:

- f. 124v-137v(10) (siglum Da) contain Amb.Thom. up to V,
168 (StSaarxaxo™). The fragment is preceded by a passage
from Maximus* Ep. 15 (f. 111-124v), and immediately fol-
lowed by five fragments from Amb.lo. (f. 138-221) (n).

- f. 357-365v (Da*) contain only Amb. Thom. V, though this
time in its entirety (L 1-308). The text is preceded by frag-
ments from the works of Nemesius of Emesa(12), Philip-
pus Solitarius (Monotropos) (13) and (Pseudo-) Cyril of Al-
exandria (14), and is followed by Maximus’ Opusc. 5 (f.
365v-367v) and eleven fragments from Amb.lo. (f. 367v-

402) (15

The second ‘version* of Amb. Thom, in the manuscript has been
written by the same (or at least a very similar) hand.

(8) We would like to thank the author who has been so kind as to inform us
about the results of his research.

(9) J. Scharf, Die Briefe des Patriarchen Photius an die italischen Bischéfe Marinus,
Gauderich und Zacharias, in: Melanges Georges Ostrogorsky, vol. 1 (Recueil des travaux
de VInstitut d’Etudes byzantines 8/1), Belgrade, 1963, two unnumbered pages after p.
266.

(10) In the manuscript a more recent folia numbering has been added above
the older one. The numbering of the latter lags by 8 to 9 folia (see also Laga-
Steel, QTTi, Il, p. xxiv, n. 7). Lambros refers to the older numbering; together
with most modem editors | prefer the more recent one.

(11) For the identification of these fragments, see the above-mentioned descrip-
tion by B. Markesinis.

(12) Folia 342-355v contain De Natura Hominis, 1 (CPG 3550), attributed in the
manuscript to Gregory of Nyssa (ed. M. M orani, Nemesii Emeseni De natura homi-
nis [BSGRT], Leipzig, 1987, p. 1, 2 - 16, 10).

(13) Folia 355v-356 contain Dioptray1,10 (ed. Spyridon Lauriotes, in: O "ABw,
'AylopeITIKOV Meplodikov, 1 [1919], Athens, 1920, p. 54, [6-35]). On the author
and his work see also V. Grumel, Remarques sur la Dioptra de Philippe le Solitaire,
in: BZ44 (1951), p. 198-211.

(14) Folio 356v, inc. KupiAov "ANEEAVOPEIAC. ZNUEIWTEOV, OTI W TEVTATPOTOC
£€0TIv 1 QUOIC - expl. 6 3¢ ToUTwWV dnuiovpydg Bedg UMEP @UOIV Kai UTEpovatog. For
the first part of the fragment, see Meletius monachus, De Natura Hominis, PG 64,
1304D12-1305A8 (CPG 3550 n). Meletius” work is closely related to, though not
to be confused with Nemesius’ De Natura Hominis.

(15) For the identification of these fragments, see again the above-mentioned
description by B. Markesinis.
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LX DESCRIPTION OF THE WITNESSES

Di Athous, Dionysiou 275 (s. xvii™*"), f. 122v-124v

Another voluminous seventeenth-century (16) miscellany, re-
sembling Dionysiou 274, again containing an extensive collection
of Maximiana. S. Lambros’ description (17) has been supplemented
by Laga-Steel(18), relying on research by J. Noret and B. Marke-
sinis. A complete description by the latter, in which all the Maxi-
minana will be identified, has not as yet been published (19).

Only one passage from Amb. Thom, appears in the manuscript,
viz. Amb.Thom., prol., 1-52, preceded by fragments from QTh.
and Ep. 12-13 and 15 (f. 58-122v), and followed by two frag-
ments from Amb.lo. (f. 124v-126v) (20).

Ib Athous, Iberon 386 (s. xvi), f. 250-257v

A detailed table of contents of this manuscript, which in its
present state deals mainly with the hesychastic controversy, has
recently appeared in P. Van Deun’s edition of Maximus’ LA (20).
Some details of a codicological nature will be found in B. Roo-
sen’s forthcoming edition of Epifanovich’s Additamenta.

Our attention is mainly drawn to f. 244-274, which are almost
exclusively devoted to Maximus* works: folia 250-257v contain
Amb. Thom. V, 1-308, preceded by a part of the Variae Definitiones
(CPG 7697 [14]; f. 248v-250) i22), and immediately followed by
the first part of the LA (f. 257v-271) i23) and five excerpts from
Amb.lo. (f. 271v-274) (24).

(16) The possessor’s note on f. 2V (+ iwone Omdpxel Kai 0 a@Epwaoey €1§ 0
OKEVOPUAGKWV. axV [= 1650]) confirms the palaeographical dating of the manu-
script.

(17) Katdhroyog, I, p. 396-399.

(18) QTh., I, p. XXV-XXVi.

(19) See B. Markesinis’ forthcoming edition of Maximus* Opuscula.

(20) For the identification of these fragments, see the above-mentioned descrip-
tion by B. Markesinis.

(21) See Van Deun, LA, p. xxxix-xTlii.

(22) Up to PG 91, 153B1/2 (kivnoig).

(23) Up to 1 530 (kai éav movnpov).

(24) These fragments have been identified by Van Deun, l.e., p. xtii, n. 116.
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AMBIGUA AD THOMAM LXI

Though the various works are numbered in the margins,
Amb. Thom. V has not been given a separate number. Thus in this
manuscript it appears to be a part of n® An (Variae Definitiones).

There is no indication as to the scribe or the later history of the
manuscript.

Ge Genavensis, Bibliothecae Publicae et Universitatis 32 (s. xivm),
f. 133w136v

This manuscript, containing only works of Maximus, is an
outsider in every respect. For one, the scribe certainly had several
witnesses of Maximus’ works at his disposal. From these he com-
piled a personal collection (25). With respect to Amb. Thom, this
personal touch is revealed in the fact that only the ambigua in con-
nection with Gregory have been copied (viz. Amb. Thom. I-1V; f.
133v-136v), while the scribe took quite some trouble to erase any
reference to Dionysius the Aeropagite in the title and the pro-
logue. In the critical apparatus ad prol., 1-52, the reader will see
that this damnatio memoriae has not always been carried out with
great subtlety.

On the basis of the watermarks in the paper Declerck has been
able to date the manuscript to the beginning of the fourteenth
century (26). The scribe identifies himself in the colophon on f.
208 (not 208v) as protopapas lwavvng from Me&ac (Central
Crete), who is only known to us from this manuscript (27).

The manuscript must have been in the possession of the city of
Geneva by 1620, since it was mentioned along with Genavensisgr.
33 in the ‘Catalogus librorum Bibliothecae Genevensis ex ordine
alphabet! dispositus Anno 1620’ i28).

(25) See the extensive description of the manuscript by Declerck, QD, p.
XLV-XLViii (in particular p. xivi). The manuscript has also been mentioned in
Van Deun, Opuscula, p. xxviii-xxix. Neither Omont nor Laga-Steel mention
the presence of (a part of) Amb.Thom, in our manuscript: see H. O mont, Catalo-
gue des manuscrits grecs des Bibliotheques de Suisse: Bale, Berne, Einsiedeln, Geneve, St.
Gall, Schaffhouse et Zirich, in: Centralblattfiir Bibliothekswesen 3 (1886), p. 434-435,
and Laga-Steel, QTh., I, p. xxviii, n. 61.

(26) O.e., p. xIvii-xlviii. Omont, le., had dated the manuscript, albeit hesi-
tantly, to ca 1400.

(27) See Vogel-Gardthausen, p. 184,

(28) See the edition of this catalogue in B. Gagnebin, Cabinet des manuscrits de
la Bibliotheque de Geneve, in: Genava. Musee d’Art et d’Histoire. N.S., 2 (1954), p.
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Ixii DESCRIPTION OF THE WITNESSES

Ma Monacensis gr. 10 (s. x \imed), f. 679v-684; f. 685w686; f.
686

Folia 520-692 of this voluminous miscellany contain an impor-
tant collection of writings attributed to Maximus (29). Folia 679w
684 contain Amb.Thom. V, immediately followed by Amb.lo.,
PG 91,1257C7-1261A10 (¢ék Tou TePi viov TPWTOU AGYOU - &V TPI-
oiv Unogtdoeowv) (f. 684-685v) and Amb. Thom. | (f. 685v-686).

Finally, on f. 686 we find a striking fusion of quaestio 50 of
Maximus* QD with a fragment of Amb. Thom.: under the title
ToU a0TOL (sc. Maéipov) mme Xpry Voelv 16 év Tw Ayiw CUPBOAW
AEYOUEVOV OOPKWOEVTA €K TVEDUATOG AyIoL Kai papiag tng mopbe-
vou (= QD 50, 1-2), one can read Amb. Thom. Il, 6-9 (copkdc) &),
into which one phrase taken from Dionysius the Areopagite and
another from Gregory of Nazianzus have been interpolated (31).

On f. 692v, the scribe of this part of the manuscript identifies
himself as follows: éupavouridoc e0Beveic (sic) o €k povepBaaiag
éypage. All known manuscripts by this Emmanuel are dated be-
tween 1548 and 1556 (3). The scribe probably worked under the
authority ofJohann Jakob Fugger, which would explain the pres-
ence of 17 codices by his hand in the Bayensche Staatshiblio-
thek(3).

Mo Monacensisgr. 225 (s. xiii), f. 31w34v; f. 35r_v; f. 35v

The first part of this manuscript (f. 1-40), once a separate vol-
ume, is almost exclusively devoted to Maximus the Confessor,
whereas the second part (f. 41-373) contains works of Nicephorus
Blemmydes. In the course of the nineteenth century the manu-
script received ample scholarly attention, resulting in two descrip-
tions: the first by I. Hardt in the catalogue ofthe (then) Royal Li-

105-109, more specifically p. 108. See also A 11en-N eil, Scripta, p. 153 (on Getta-
vertsisgr. 33).

(29) For the complete table of contents, see H ardt, Catalogus, I, p. 48-85, sup-
plemented by D eclerck, QD, p. Ixxxvii-Ixxxviii.

(30) See also Declerck’s critical apparatus ad QD 50, 3-5 (p. 43).

(31) See Appendix I, ad Amb. Thom. II, 9.

(32) See Declerck, 0., p. Ixxxviii and n. 202, and further Vogel-
Gardthausen, p. 117; Repertorium, I, 113; Il, 145; 1lI, 188.

(33) See also supra, p. xxxvii-xxxviii, N. 70.
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AMBIGUA AD THOMAM LXII

brary of Bavaria (34), and the second by A. Heisenberg, who used
the manuscript for his editio pnnceps of Blemmydes’ Curriculum Vi-
tae (35). These descriptions are supplemented by Declerck (30),
Munitiz (37), and very recently by B. Markesinis (38).

In his article Markesinis has succeeded in identifying the scribe
of the Maximus section as George of Cyprus, also known as Greg-
ory Il, patriarch of Constantinople. The author has also been able
to date the first part of Mo to between about 1270 and 1280.

Nothing is known about the later history of the manuscript,
apart from the fact that it was transferred to Munich, once again
through the library of the Fuggers (39).

On f. 31v-34v we find Amb. Thom. V, while Amb. Thom. | can
be read on f. 35r'v. Between them, on f. 34v-35, we find Amb.lo.,
PG 91, 1257C7-1261A10 (¢ék tou mepi viol TPWTOL Adyou - €v TpI-
oiv Unoogtaceaw) (*°). Finally, on f. 35v is the unique fusion of
Maximus’ QD 50, 1-2 with Amb. Thom. I, 6-9 (capkog) which
we have discussed in our description of Ma.

Sg Pansinus, Suppl. gr. 270 (5. xvncx), f. 496-500

This seventeenth-century paper manuscript has been describ-
ed by H. Omont(41). Under the heading ‘Greek manuscripts and
papers of E. Bigot* it has also been mentioned by L. E. Dou-
cette”?). Only a small part of the manuscript is related to Maxi-
mus. We will therefore limit ourselves here to these few folia (f.

(34) Hardt, Catalogus, Il, p. 462-471.

(35) A. Heisenberg (ed.), Nicephori Blemmydae Curriculum vitae et Carmirta
(BSGRT), Leipzig, 1896, p. xxv-xxvn.

(36) QD, p. Lxxxviii and cIxvii.

(37) J. A. Munitiz (ed.), Nicephori Blemmydae Autobiographia sive Curriculum
Vitae necnon Epistula umversalior (CCSG 13), Tumhout - Leuven, 1984, p. xviii-
XXivV.

(38) B. M arkesinis, Le Monacensis gr. 225, jf. ir4(f, et Georges de Chypre, alias
Gregoire |1 1de Constantinople, in: BBGG. N.S., 54 (2000), p. 259-273.

(39) See M unitiz, 0.6, p. xx-xxi, and supra, our description of Ma.

(40) For this particular fragment from Amb.lo. in combination with Amb.
Thom. 1, see also our descriptions of Be (below, p. Lxxii-Lxxm) and Ma (above,
p. Ixii).

(41) Inventaire, 111, p. 241-242.

(42) L. E. D oucette, Emery Bigot, Seventeenth-century French Humanist, Toron-
to - Buffalo, 1970, p. 180.
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L Xiv DESCRIPTION OF THE WITNESSES

488-501) @3), copied, as has been suggested, by the well-known
French scholar Emeric Bigot (1626-1689) i44).

Folia 488-490v contain a pinax of works by Maximus f4).
However, this pinax does not correspond to the actual content of
Sg but to that of manuscript Par, of which Sg will be shown to
be a partial copy. In the margins of the pinax the same hand has
added references to the edition of Combefis. Thus 1675 can be ac-
cepted as a terminus post quern.

On f. 496-500 we find Antb. Thom, until V, 41 (expl. ‘Omép av-
Bpwmoug etc.”).

Since there is no reference to this manuscript in the catalogus li-
brorum of the Bigot family f4) it is safe to assume that it was not
or was no longer part of the Bibliotheca Bigotiana when this collec-
tion was auctioned in 1706, after which the majority of its con-
tents was transferred to the French Bibliotheque Royale(47).

It is well known that Bigot kept in close touch with the Mau-
rists of Saint-Germain-des-Pres. Probably because of this connec-
tion Bigot’s manuscript was kept in the abbey of Saint-Germain
until the end of the eighteenth century, when it became number
270 of the Supplementgrec of the Bibliotheque nationale.

B Vaticanusgr. 511 (s. xi), f. 31-33

This manuscript consists of three parts, the first of which con-
tains a remarkable selection of works by or about Maximus (f. 1-

78)0. viz.:

(43) Of these, folia 491™, 493v-495v and 501r'V are blank.

(44) On Bigot’s life and works see the above-mentioned study by Doucette.

(45) The title of Antb. Thom, is on f. 489 of this pinax, followed by along incipit
(up to prol., 11 [kai kpioewg Aoyoc]).

(46) See Bibliotheca Bigotiana seu catalogus libromm quos (dum viverent) summa cura et
industria, ingentique sumptu congessere Viri Clarissimi D.D. uterqueJoannes, Nicolaus, et
Lud. Emericus Bigotii, domini de Sommesnil, & de Cleuville, alter Praetor, alii Senatores
Rothomagenses, Paris, 1706 (pars V : Catalogus codicum manuscriptorum bibliothecae Bigo-
tianae).

(47) On the auction and the auction catalogue, see also L. D etiste, Bibliotheca
Bigotiana manuscripta. Catalogue des manuscrits rassembles au xvii siecle par les Bigot, mis
en vente au mots dejuillet 1706, aujourd’hui conservis a la Bibliotheque Nationale, Rouen,
1877; O mont, Inventaire, I, p. X; D oucette, 0.6., p. 48 and n. 122.

(48) See D evreesse, Codices 330-603, p. 364-367.

Digitized by .0 o Q le



AMBIGUA AD THOMAM LXV

f. 1-31: the so-called first recension of the Vita S. Maximi
(BHG 1234) (19 ;

- f. 31-33: a fragment of Amb. Thom., viz. Amb. Thom. V,
200 (ov) - 308;

f. 33-34v: Capita x de voluntatibus et energiis (CPG 7707 [19];
ed. Epifanovich, MateHaly, p. 66-67) (50);

. f. 34v-40v, 49-56v, 41-48v, 57-61: DP (PG 91, 288-
353) (5D);

f. 61-65v: Theodori Byzantini diaconi quaestiones cum Maximi
solutionibus (CPG 7697 [19]; PG 91, 216-228).

The remaining contents of this part of the manuscript (f. 65v-
78v), together with the contents of the second and third part (f.
79-142v and f. 143-204v respectively), which contain no texts of
Maximus, are described in Devreesse’s catalogue (52).

The fragment from Amb. Thom. V has been entitled and intro-
duced in a unique way: ToU €v dyiol¢ pa&ipov €1 TO pnTdv TOU
ayiou Kupidou (sic 1) kawrv Tva Kai (Sic) Beavdpikrv gvépyelav
OKPIBMC €idWC TAC TGV YEVNOOUEVWY AUQIBOAIag 6 d18G0KAAOE,
Kai olov AmoKpouopevog TalTag @noiv- ob Kata Beov etc. The for-
mula €idwg ... 6 d16ACKAAOG ... @naiv seems to refer to the begin-
ning of 1 V, 200. It could thus be concluded that B’s scribe or his
predecessor has deliberately excerpted the passage from a (more)
complete copy of Amb. Thom.

While preparing his edition F. Combefis had a copy of B at his

disposal (53).

(49) See Hagiographi Bollandiani - P. Franchi de*Cavalieri, Ad Catalo-
gum codicum hagiographicorum graecorum Bibliothecae Vaticanae supplementum, in: AB 21
(1902), p. 7; D evreesse, Vie, p. 5-49 (in particular p. 10-11); Bracke, Vita, p.
285-293 (in particular p. 286-287).

(50) A new edition by B. Roosen is forthcoming.

(51) See M. D oucet, Dispute de Maxime le Confesseur avec Pyrrhus. Introduction,
texte critique, apparat et notes, vol. 2, p. 482-484, p. 494 and p. 507.

(52) Codices 330-603, p. 365-367. The so-called ‘Iconophile Florilegium of Ni-
cetas of Medicion’ (f. 66v-69V) has also been analysed by A. A 1exakis, Codex Pari-
sirtus Graecus 1115 and Its Archetype (Dumbarton Oaks Studies 34), Washington D.C.,
19%, p. 103-106 and p. 350-351 (Appendix IV).

(53) See infra, p. cxxx (Previous Editions).
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Za Vaticanusgr. 2195 (s. ix-x), p. 263-270

This old parchment manuscript has been described by S. Lil-
ia i%) and in more detail by S. Luca (5). It is also mentioned and
briefly described by Lietzmann (~, Schwartz (57) and Allen i58).

The codex consists of two parts. Our attention here is mainly
drawn to the first part (p. 1-318). Dating from the ninth or the
beginning of the tenth century at the latest, it was written in a
scriptorium in the eastern part of the empire, possibly in the capi-
tal itself. The scribe has remained anonymous, though Luca at-
tributes two more manuscripts to the same hand (59).

The manuscript contains only one Maximus fragment, namely
Amb. Thom. V, 1-308 (p. 263-270), introduced by the title pa&ipou
povaxou mpdg Bwpav Tov rylacuévoy. The mention of the address-
ee seems to indicate that the scribe or his predecessor has deliber-
ately excerpted the fragment from a complete copy of Amb.
Thom.

The fragment is immediately preceded by Justinianus’ Contra
Monophysitas (p. 208-263; CPG 6878) and followed by Pho-
tius’ De S. Spiritus Mystagogia (p. 271-317; PG 102, 280-392).

(54) S. Lilla, Codices Vaticani Graeci. Codices 2162-2254 (Codices Columnenses)
(Bibliothecae Apostolicae Vaticanae codices mam scripti recensiti), Vatican City, 1985, p.
124-128.

(55) S. Luca, Nota sul Vaticanogreco 2195, in: BBGG. N.S., 39 (1985), p. 15-34.
Lilla and Luca apparently were unaware of each other’s studies.

(56) H. Lietzmann, Apollinaris von Laodicea und seine Schule. Texte und Untersu-
chungent, Tibingen, 1904, p. 103.

(57) E. Schwartz (ed.), Drei dogmatische Schriften lustinians, Milan, 19732, p.
171 (‘Bemerkungen’).

(58) Pauline Arren (ed.), Diversorum postchalcedonensium auctorum collectanea |
(CCSG 19), Tumhout - Leuven, 1989, p. 395-3%. Za is codex unicus for Eu-
stathius monachus’ Epistula de duabus naturis (CPG 6810), edited by Allen (o.e., p.
391-474).

(59) See S. LucA, Il codice A.1.10 della Biblioteca Durazzo-Giustiniani di Genova,
in: BBGG. N.S., 35 (1981), p. 133-163, and id ., Il Diodoro Siculo Neap. B.N. gr. 4*
e italogreco?, in: BBGG. N.S., 44 (1990), p. 33-75.

(60) Edited on the sole basis of Za by E. Schwartz, 0.e., p. 5-79.
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The second part of the manuscript (p. 319-410) (61) has been
dated by Luca to the eleventh century. It contains nine letters by
Photius (62).

After its transfer to the West (certainly not before the eleventh
century) i63) it was part of the collection of Cardinal Johannes de
Salviatis (Giovanni Salviati) (1490-1553). From the beginning of
the eighteenth century it was in the possession of the Colonna
family, until it was purchased for the Vatican library along with
the other codices Columnenses by Angelo Mai in 1821 (~,

Ven Venetus, Marcianus gr. 504 (s. xv~'), f. 210w211v; f.
21r-212

This fifteenth-century paper manuscript, once part of the li-
brary of Cardinal Bessarion, will be described in B. Markesinis’
forthcoming edition of Maximus* Opuscula. In his description the
author will identify the numerous fragments of Maximus’ texts
that appear in this miscellany”5). Of interest here is the collec-
tion of Maximiana on f. 203-218, in which there are two frag-
ments of Amb. Thom.:

- f 210v, 1 8 abinto - f. 211v, 1 1. Amb. Thom. 1V, 54-90
(GANGTPIOY - QUTAC);

- f.21lv,1 2 - f 212, 1 1: Amb. Thom. V, 73-96 (tnv - @0-
alg).

It has been established that the scribe of this part of the manu-
script was Manuel Ducas Atrapes, an assistant of Bessarion f 6). In-
spection of the various watermarks in the manuscript shows that
it must have originated in Italy between 1438 and 1461 (6?).

(61) The second scribe actually began his work on p. 317, which, as p. 318,
had initially remained blank.

(62) See Luca, Nota, p. 28, and further the edition of Photius’ letters (R.
Laourdas - G. W esterink, Photius. Epistulae et Amphilochia, vol. 1 [BSGRT],
Leipzig, 1983), where the manuscript is mentioned on p. vii-viii and xiv.

(63) See Luca, Nota, p. 28, and id ., Il Diodoro Siculo, p. 43.

(64) See Luca, Nota, p. 29-34, and L illa, o.c, pP. Xiv-xxii.

(65) For earlier descriptions of Ven, see Mioni, Thesaurus, Il, p. 347-351, and
Laga-Steel, QTTi., I, p. xxxviii-xIi.

(66) See M ioni, o.c, p. 347. On Atrapes, see Vogel-Gardthausen, p. 275;
Repertorium, 1, 246; 11, 338; IlI, 407; PLP, vol. 1, p. 156 (n° 1654).

(67) See again Mioni, le.
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LXVIII DESCRIPTION OF THE WITNESSES

b. Amb. Thom, used as scholia on Gregory of Nazianzus and Dio-
nysius the Areopagite

Amb. Thom, could be considered to be a collection of lengthy
scholia on Gregory of Nazianzus’ orations and Dionysius the Are-
opagite’s fourth letter to the monk Gaius. Indeed, we have found
fragments of Amb. Thom, in the margins of a number of manu-
scripts containing those works.

As far as Amb. Thom. V (the exegesis of Dionysius’ fourth let-
ter) is concerned, this is only the case, as far as | know, in Parisi-
nus, Coislinianus 253 of the ninth-tenth century. In our edition this
manuscript has been assigned the siglum C.

C The manuscript has been described by Devreessei68). In the
volume the works of Dionysius - we find his famous fourth
letter on f. 206r'v —are surrounded by the actual Scholia in Corpus
Dionysiacum (CPG 6852; cf. CPG 7708) in majuscule script. In the
margins and between the lines of f. 206-208 a hand of the twelfth
century has added to these Amb. Thom. V, 7-308, preceded by the
indication pa&ip<ou>. At a more recent date the upper margin
of the manuscript has been cut off, resulting in the loss of lines V,
76 (un) - 79 (émemopeuvto), 137 (Mwg) - 138 (Gvevépyntog), 208
(Eoxnkac) - 210 (Gua) and 267 (Tw) - 269 (@u-).

Probably for lack of space the scholiast has not always copied
the actual fragments of Dionysius’ letter cited by Maximus.
Whenever this is the case, he merely refers to the proper place in
the main text by way of a reference mark f 9.

The use of Amb. Thom, as marginal scholia has had some conse-
guences for our text: after one of the above-mentioned references
to the main text of Dionysius’ letter, Maximus’ exegesis is intro-
duced by tou adtou (L 36). This addition has not been noted in
the apparatus criticus. Furthermore, the text of Amb. Thom, fills a
lot more space than just the margins around Ep. 4. As a result the
system of reference is not always very clear, forcing the reader to
jump backwards and forwards and thus obscuring the unity of
the work. But apart from these few modifications the scholiast
has not intervened in Maximus’ text.

(68) Coislin, p. 231-232, in particular p. 232, where the author has identified
Amb. Thom. V.
(69) This is the case for lines V, 34-35, 41-43, 50-51, 66-67, 73 and 168-171.
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AMBIGUA AD THOMAM LXIX

Using the much-praised Repertorium Nazianzenum, | have been
able to detect quite a number of excerpts from Amb. Thom, in the
margins of manuscripts containing the orations of Gregory of
Nazianzus. However, only one of them (viz. X; see infra) has
been included in the apparatus criticus. The other fragments are
either too short or have been adapted too much to their new con-
text to contribute anything to our apparatus.

We find excerpts from Amb. Thom, in the following manu-
scripts:

Amb. Thom. |, 15 (kai Mvedpa) - 37 (mepi e TOU €ivar) (inc. et des.
mut.)
in Parisinus gr. 551 (s. xn), f. 24v, ad povddog pev - da 1O Té-
AEIOV (Greg. N az., Or. 23,8, 9-11 [p. 298]);

Amb. Thom. Il, 6-41 (with considerable modifications)
in Vaticanus gr. 469 (5. xi), f. 244v, ad 6w MOBNTW KOTA TNG
AduopTiog (Greg. N az., Or. 30, 1, 10-11 [p. 226]);

Amb. Thom. 1lI, 33-38
in Oxoniensis, Bibliothecae Bodleianae, Baroccianus 181 (s. xiex),
f. 13, ad Kai yéyovev €IC (Greg. N az., Or. 29, 19, 8 [p.
218]);
in Patmiacusgr. 36 (5. xi), f. 119, ad eundem locum;
in Vaticanusgr. 462 (s. xi), f. 80v, ad eundem locum;

Amb. Thom. 1V, 19-51 and 79 (dt’¢kdotov) —109 (méoov) (with
considerable modifications)
in Vaticanusgr. 469 (s. xi), . 246, ad ‘Q¢ pév yap Aoyoc - kai
NG Gobeveiag (Greg. Nal., Or. 30, 6, 5-20 [p. 236]).

X  The only manuscript containing the orations of Gregory of
Nazianzus which we have included in our apparatus criticus is Vati-
canus gr. 475 (s. x). In our edition the manuscript has been as-
signed the siglum X.

The manuscript, originating from Southern Italy, has been de-
scribed by Devreesse (70) and Somers (71).

(70) D evreesse, Codices 330-603, p. 262-267.
(71) Veronique Somers, Histoire des collections completes des Discours de Gregoire de
Nazianze (Publications de Vinstitut Orientaliste de Louvain 48), Louvain-la-Neuve,
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Ix x DESCRIPTION OF THE WITNESSES

In the margins of f. 125v (ad Ald tO0TO POVAG —UEXPL TPIAOOG
eatn; Or. 29, 2, 13-14 [p. 180]) we find Amb. Thom. I, 1-38. The
fragment seems to have been written in the same minuscule hand
as the main text (72).

As a result of pollution and damage the beginning of the frag-
ment has become illegible. It is therefore not clear whether the
text has been explicitly ascribed to Maximus. Also, the first few
lines of the excerpt have been considerably modified. The text in
the manuscript runs as follows:

<... TAV> 06oKouoav gival dla@wviov oKOMHoEIC €I¢ TO* dId TOD-
TO HOVAg amopxne €1¢ dudda Kivnbeioa™ péxpl tpla<doc €0tn,>
Kai oAy €1¢ 6% povddog pév KivnBeiong d1a To mhoualov, duadog
0¢ < UmepPabeiong® Om>Ep ydp TNV VANV Kai 10 €idog €€ wv Td
cwpata, TPIAdoC¢ O Oplobeiong 01 TO TEAEIOV. TN<V AAnGn
ouMQWViav G>ToproeIg* oOK eomt [ydp] KotT’éwolav etc. (Amb.
Thom. 1, 9). These initial modifications have not been noted in
the apparatus criticus.

¢. Amb. Thom, in catenae, florilegia and other secondary witnesses

Catenae

Fragments from Amb. Thom, are conspicuously absent from ca-

tenae. The obvious reason for this is the fact that in Amb. Thom.
Maximus does not comment very often on passages from Scrip-
ture. We can cite only a few examples:

1. in Amb.Thom., prol., 36-39 Maximus alludes to and cites
John 16, 33 and 14, 21-22, which led to the lines cited being
inserted into two different catenae on John:

- in the catena on the Gospel according to John by Nicetas of
Heraclea (CPG C 144), we find them accompanying John
14, 21 (73), while

1997, p. 643-648. The manuscript is also briefly mentioned in Repertorium Nazian-
zenum, vol. 5, p. 65-66.

(72) See also Somers, ox., p. 643. Apart from our fragment there are a number
of short marginal notes in a more recent handwriting.

(73) This information has been most kindly conveyed to me by B. Roosen.
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AMBIGUA AD THOMAM LXXI

- in the catena - or rather ‘commentary™>- in Vaticanusgr. 349 (s.
XI) (74) (CPG C 147.2), we find them on f. 359\ adey® vevi-
Knka tov Kéopov (John 16, 33; f. 360);

2. Amb. Thom. Ill, 41 ([oi] GmoAcipel) —49 (mioteoAVTEC) are
to be found on f. 362 of the same Vaticanus gr. 349, ad 0¢-
Aw - Kogupou (John 17, 24) (75).

It is important to state here that Vaticanusgr. 349 is not a catena
stricto sensu but rather an extensive series of texts from the Fathers,
which have been inserted, probably by the scribe of the manu-
script himself, into the margins of the four Gospels. The scholia
on the Gospels according to Matthew and Marc (CPG C 116 and
C 126.2 respectively) in Vaticanus gr. 349 have already been ana-
lyzed by P. Van Deun (76), while B. Roosen is preparing an anal-
ysis of the catena on the Gospel according to John in the same
manuscript (CPG C 147.2).

Florilegia
In the chapter entitled 6T1 6€TKwC dua Kai avBpwmivog 6 €1 Kai
povog €vnpyel XpIoTog TNV OIMANY EVOEIKVOPEVOC evepyelav etc. of
the Doctrina Patrum (c. 15, p. 91-104), a Greek dyothelite anthol-
ogy of the end of the seventh or the beginning of the eighth cen-
tury, we find two fragments from Amb. Thom. They are:
Amb. Thom. V, 210-212 (Beavdpikw¢ —TeMoAITELPEVOC) and 217-
220 (El - €vépyeiav) (Doctr.Patr., p. 98, 1-7). In the manuscripts
these fragments follow an excerpt from Dionysius* Ep. 4 (Doctr.
Patr., p. 97, xxi, 13-18 = Ep. 4, p. 161, 5-10), one after the other
and without indication of their author (77).

(74) The presence in the manuscript of excerpts from Pseudo-Maximus’ Divtr-
sa capita suggests the year 1105 as a terminus post quem for the compilation of the ca-
tena (see Van D eun, Opuscula, p. ex1vi with references).

(75) Again, I owe this information to B. Roosen.

(76) See P. Van Deun, Les extraits de Maxime le Confesseur contenus dans les
chatties sur VEvangile de Matthieu, in: A. Schoors - P. Van Deun (ed.), Philohistor.
Miscellanea in honorem Caroli Laga septuagenarii (OLA 60), Leuven, 1994, p. 295-328,
in particular p. 316-328; id., Les extraits de Maxime le Confesseur contenus dans les
chatties sur Vevangile de Marc, in: OLP 25 (1994), p. 169-173.

(77) However, the majority of the manuscripts have marked the excerpt of
Amb. Thom, as ‘oxoXiov’ (see Doctr.Patr., p. 98, app.).
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LXXII DESCRIPTION OF THE WITNESSES

On f. 195-198 of Venetus, Marcianus gr. 155, which was copied
about the middle of the fourteenth century by seven different
scribes (78) and was once in the possession of Cardinal Bessarion,
we find aflorilegium entitled 611 16 Tou Kupiov cwpa Katd mavta
1oic ueTépolg dpolov v ARV TN¢ apaptia. Also in thisflorile-
gium we find some excerpts from the works of Maximus the
Confessor (~, one of them, on f. 195r-v, being Amb. Thom. 1V, 1-
39 (moBwv). The first part of the fragment is introduced with the
indication ‘Tou BgoAdyou* (©,

In the Collectio defmitionum of manuscripts Romanus, Angelicas
gr. 58, f. 245, 1 11-20, and Sconalensis Y.111.8, f. 247v, 1 19-26,
we find, in the chapter entitled mepi povadog kai TtpPIGBdOC,
Amb. Thom. 1, 23-31 (Movag - D@eoTwaa (sic) TPIAdIKWC), in both
cases followed by the Bewpio mepi Tou TiC 1 év TPIAdL EVOTNG
(Amb.lo., PG 91, 1193D7-1196A5) (8l).

Other secondary witnesses
Be Athous, Batopediou 32 (s. xvm), f. 155v-156

A concise description of this manuscript, the unique witness of
the unpublished works of Constantine Asanes (1358-1415) (82),
can be found in the catalogue of Eustratiades-Arcadios (8). The

(78) See Mioni, Thesaurus, I, p. 225-228, and in particular p. 225. The manu-
script has also been mentioned by Laga-Steet, QTh., Il, p. xxxvm .

(79) See Mioni, 0X., p. 228 and Laga-Steel, le, for the identification of
these fragments.

(80) As a consequence both Mioni, l.c., and Repertorium Nazianzenum, vol. 6,
p. 251 have divided the fragment into an excerpt from Gregory (f. 195; in reality
Amb. Thom. 1V, 1-18) and an excerpt from Maximus (f. 195rv; Amb. Thom. IV,
19-39). What seems to confirm that the complete fragment has been copied from
a manuscript containing Amb. Thom., is the addition of 1¢ fuétepa (see 1 1V, 15 in
our edition), which is absent from the manuscript tradition of Gregory’s Or. 30
(as far as can be judged from the edition in SChr. 250, p. 236; see also Repertorium
Nazianzenum, l.c.t where this ‘strange* addition is noted).

(81) An analysis of this florilegium has been made by B. Markesinis, who has
been so kind as to communicate the above information to us.

(82) On the author and his works, entitled 'Akpipri¢ mioTiq in the manuscript,
see PLP, vol. 1, p. 141 (n° 1503).

(83) KatdaMoyog, p. 12.
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AMBIGUA AD THOMAM LXXIII

manuscript will also be described in E. Lamberz* new catalogue
of all Vatopedi manuscripts (84).

The codex, written by an anonymous fifteenth-century scribe,
contains but three short fragments from Maximus* works ((i.a£i-
pou Té Tou Beiov):

- f. 153v, 1 7 abinto - f. 155v, 1 7 ab into: Amb.lo., PG 91,
1257C7-1261A10 (¢k tou Tepi viol mpwTou Adyou —év TpI-
oiv 0TMooTagEoIv);

- f. 155v, 1 7 abimo - f. 156, 1 4 (tou avtol): Amb. Thom. I,
32-38 (Ei - yvwolc);

- f. 156, 1 4-87 (tou altou): Amb.lo., PG 91, 1232B6-9
(Gmelpov 0€ - TAVTEAWC GVapPXOV).

All three passages explain the use of the words kiveigbar and
Kivnolc in relation to the divinity. They were included as A6yoc
1" in the works of Constantine Asanes.

Ka Parisinusgr. 1211 (s. xm), f. 249v

Our attention is drawn to f. 244-271 of this composite co-
dex. They are made of eastern bombycine and contain works of
Michael Psellus, Maximus the Confessor, Theophylact of Ochrid
and Pseudo-Nonnus. In addition, on f. 261v there is the lemma of
a novella of Michael VII Ducas (1071-1078).

Due to Ka’s composite nature there are no clues whatsoever as
to the scribe, origin or history of the folia which are of interest to
us here.

The manuscript, one of only three primary witnesses of Ep.sec.,
will be further dealt with elsewhere in this edition (8). It will suf-
fice here to mention that on f. 249v, as a part of Maximus* QD
(transmitted on f. 247v-261v), we find the peculiar fusion of QD
50, 1-2 and Amb. Thom. I, 6-9, already mentioned in the descrip-
tions of our manuscripts Ma and Mo i85).

(84) Dr Lamberz has been so kind as to send us a copy of the description of the
manuscript, to appear in his new catalogue. Be is also briefly mentioned in E.
Lamberz, The Library of Vatopaidi and its Manuscripts, in: The Holy and Great Monas-
tery ofVatopaidi. Tradition - History - Art, Mount Athos, 1998, vol. 2, p. 574.

(85) See infra, P. Ixxvi-Ixxx.

(86) See supra, p. 1xii and 1xiii. It will be shown later (p. cxi) that - as far as
this specific fragment is concerned - Mo, dated to between about 1270 and 1280,
may be considered to be a copy of Ka.
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LXXIV DESCRIPTION OF THE WITNESSES

d. Amb. Thom, cited in Byzantine authors

Apart from the above-dted Bibliotheca by Photius f 7), we have
found references to Amb. Thom, in the works of the following
Byzantine authors:

- a vague reference to Amb. Thom. | (and/or Ep.sec. 1) in George
Acropolites* In Gregorii Nazianzeni sententias. Talking about the
meaning of, among other things, Gregory’s expression Hovag &ig
dudda xvnbeioa pExpl TPIG&OC €atn, George comments:
GAN'GTEp Kai GAAOL TO TOU TIOTPOG €€nNyoupEVol —AEyw O TOV
péyav év 1oi¢ Aoyolc Mda&igov Kai ToU¢ PeT alTOV —eic TMAATOC 1
Kai Kotd oxoArv Oloca@olviee eiprkeoay, €KEvd pol Kai autog
(sc. 6 PIAoco@®TATOC BAEUOONC) PG TNV dmopiav £pBEyyeTo i88).

- a reference to Amb. Thom. Ill, 39-44 in Michael Psellus’ Opuscu-
lum theologicum 59 (In illud ‘hie, quern nunc contemnis, quondam et super
teerat)) :

dBev Kai Boupddw dmwe moteE MA&IMOC 6 PIAOCOPOC TOUTOV TOV
Aoyov (sc. fva yévwpal Toooviov Be0¢ d00v eKEIVOC AvBpwToC) Epw-
TNBei¢, dmepipepipvwg mPOC ToV €ipnKOTa AMEKPiIvaTo, aUTd TOUTO
opnoac, dmep nUei¢ vuv gLBOVavTeG EENAEyEapey (89).

- a quotation of the definition of moAteia (Amb. Thom. V, 260-
261) in Pseudo-John Zonaras* lexicon:
moAiteio* (mpagig ) Piog KAt vopov PUoEWC dieEayouEVOCh.

- in the same lexicon, s.v. nepippaaic, we also find a possible allu-
sion to Amb. Thom. V, 218:

. Tepippacig 0 Aéyetal Kai 1 tou ayiov Alovugiou @wvr] 1
Beavdplikn- €l yap Kai OU€Tépou TPOTOU, AAAG Bedv Kai dvBpwmov
WHoAoynoe Kai adTog Katd Tou¢ dyloug matepac (91).

(87) See our Preliminaries, p. xvii-xviii.

(88) A. Heisenberg (ed.), Georgii Acropolitae Opera, vol. 2, Leipzig (BSGRT),
1978 (= 1903), p. 71, 4-8.

(89) P. Gautier (ed.), Michaelis Pselli Theologica, vol. 1, Leipzig (BSGRT),
1989, Opusc. 59,1. 168-170 (p. 234).

(90) I. A. H. Tittmann (ed.), loharmis Zonarae Lexicon, vol. 2, Amsterdam,
1967 (= Leipzig, 1808), col. 1565.

(91) Ibid., col. 1534. However, the definition of nepigpaaiq as found in Zonaras
might also be an allusion to e.g. loh. Damasc., Exp.Fid., 63, 44-45 (Aéystal & 0
TPOTOC 0UTOC TMePippaactg, dTav TIg dU0 TIVa d1d piag TEPIAGPBN Aééewg; ed. B.
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AMBIGUA AD THOMAM LXXV

e. A mediaeval Latin translation of some fragments

In a letter written in Latin and dated 26 June 1329 the Francis-
can monk Angelus Clarenus (Pietro da Fossombrone, ca 1252 -
1337) C2) rather unsatisfactorily translated a number of passages
from Amb. Thom. V (%) and Amb.lo. These passages have been
identified by S. Gysens(94). As far as Amb. Thom, are concerned,
they are:

Amb.Thom. V, 171 (Td) - 176 in von Auw, o.c P. 224,
19-25;

Amb. Thom. V, 200 (o0) - 205: ibid., 30-34;

Amb. Thom. V, 226 (Tig) - 231 (ouvdeic): ibid., 25-30.

The fragments are introduced by the phrase ‘... ut docet ille
sanctus, vere monachus Maximus doctor, exponens epistulam sancti
Dyonisi (sic) ad Gaium monachum\

The evidence being so tenuous, it has not been possible to iden-
tify the Greek manuscript on which Clarenus* translation was
based, nor even the family to which it belongs. As a matter of
fact we cannot even be sure whether Clarenus translated these ex-
cerpts from a Greek manuscript containing the complete text of
Amb. Thom, (or Amb. Thom. V): the source of the translation
could equally be an anthology.

Kotter, Die Schriften desJohannes von Damaskos, vol. 2 [PTS 12], Berlin - New
York, 1973, p. 161-162), or to Maximus’ own Opusc. 7, PG 91, 84D9-85A1 or
Opusc. 8, PG 91,100C8-9 (‘meplopaoTiKQG).

(92) Under the papacy of Bonifatius VIII (1294-1303) Clarenus spent some
years in Greece, where he leamt Greek and translated quite a few Greek patristic
texts. See also Jeauneau, Amb.lo., p. 1xxi-1xxii (on Clarenus as the possible
author of the so-called Auctoritates sancti Maximi), and S. Gysens, Les traductions la-
tines du Liber Asceticus (CPG 1692) de saint Maxime le Confesseur, in: Augustiniana 46
(19%), p. 314-315.

(93) See Lydia von Auw (ed.), Angeli Clareni Opera. I. Epistole (Fontiper la Sto-
riad'Italia 103), Rome, 1980, p. 224-225 (Ep. 44).

(94) Art.cp. 315, n. 18. See also von Auw, 0.C.,, p. 224, n. 1, who in the Latin
text has only recognized ‘des affirmations semblables’. For the passage that runs
from ‘Intellexerunt’ to ‘tradiderunt sancti’ (von Auw, 0.c., p. 224, 34 - 225, 3),
which was not identified by Gysens, cf. Amb.lo., PG 91, 1149D5-1152A2 (Tipo¢
pév To0¢ MAAOL TIPO VOUOU Ayloug - TPoeBAROnoav EEeUmAdpLov).
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Ixxvi DESCRIPTION OF THE WITNESSES

B. Epistula secunda ad eundem

1. Primary witnesses

List of manuscripts:

Ga  Cantabrigiensis, Collegii S. Trinitatis 0.3.48 (s. xnm), f. 141-
150

Ka  Pansinusgr. 1277 (s. xm), f. 247r'v

\Y Vaticanusgr. 1809 (s. x~), f. 195v-196 and 216v-217

Ga Cantabrigiensis, Collegii S. Trinitatis 0.3.48 (s. xnm), f.
141-150

For the description of this manuscript, see p. Xxxx-xxxm of
the present volume.

Ga is the only real direct witness of Ep.sec. Unfortunately, a
number of folia are missing from this very important witness
with resultant lacunae in both Ep.sec. | and Il (*), while the text
ends abruptly at line 64 of Ep.sec. 1ll. We cannot therefore afford
to neglect the testimony of either the Parisinus or the Vaticanus,
though strictly speaking these manuscripts belong to the indirect
tradition.

Ka Pansinusgr. 1277 (s. xm), f. 247r v

The complete manuscript, made up of parts of several older
manuscripts, has been described by H. Omont (2), P. Van Deun (3
and G. Papagiannis (4. Furthermore it has been mentioned
or partially described by S. L. Epifanovich (5, F. Halkin”),

(1) See lines 19/20 and 29/30 respectively.

(2) Inventaire, I, p. 284-285.

(3) Opuscula, p. xc-xci.

(4) Theodoros Prodromos. Jambische und hexametrische Tetrasticha aufdie Haupterzah-
lungen des Alten und des Neuen Testaments (Meletemata. Beitrdge zur Byzantinistik und
neugriechischen Philologie 7/1), Wiesbaden, 1997, p. 38-39.

(5) See infra, n. 11.

(6) Manuscrits grecs de Paris. Inventaire hagiographique (Subsidia hagiographica 44),
Brussels, 1968, p. 152 (with reference to Theodorus Prodromus’ Tetrasticha defestis
Domini et Deiparae [BHG? 1617tb] on f. 199-201 of our manuscript; see the edition
by Papagiannis, mentioned above, n. 4).
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EPISTULA SECUNDA LXXVII

A. Smets - M. van Esbroeck (7), H. Homer (8), E. A. de Mendie-
ta- S. Y. Rudberg(9, p.. Bracke(10, J. Declerck (n), W. Holl-
ger (12) and E. V. Maltese (13). See also our own brief mention of
the manuscript supra, p. 1xxiii in discussing the indirect tradition
of Amb. Thom.

Where, when or by whom the manuscript was assembled in its
present form remains unknown. A terminus ante quemn is given by
the Latin pinax compiled by J. Boivin (1633-1726) (14 on three
paper pages inserted at the beginning of the volume.

With regard to the present edition | will confine myself to f.
244-271v of the manuscript, which, according to Declerck, find
their origin in a thirteenth-century scriptorium in the eastern part

(7) Bastle de Cesaree. Sur Vorigine de I’homme (HoT. x et xi de VHexaemeron) (SChr.
160), Paris, 1970, p. 132 (with reference to both Sermones de creatione hominis [CPG
3215-3216; BBUII, 2, p. 1201-1206] on f. 46-54v of our manuscript).

(8) Auctorum incertomm vulgo Basilii vel Gregorii Nysseni Sermones de creatione homi-
nis. Sermo de paradiso (Gregorii Nysseni Opera. Supplementum), Leyde, 1972, p.
Lxxxvii-Lxxxviii (with reference to the above-mentioned Sermones de creatione ho-
minis, which in our manuscript have been ascribed to Basil).

(9) Basile de Cesaree. La tradition manuscrite directe des neuf homelies sur Vhexaemeron
(Texte und Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der altchristlichen Literatur 123), Berlin, 1980,
p. 102-104.

(10) Bracke, Manuscript Tradition, p. 99, n. 10.

(11) QD, p. Iv-lvii. Declerck only describes f. 244-271v of the manuscript,
which is exactly the part that will attract our attention here (see infra). Bracke,
le,, and Declerck, QD, p. Iv and n. 84 - apparently independently from each
other - both mention the Parisimts as a new, albeit only partial, witness to Ep.sec.
Both scholars seem to have ignored the fact that already Epifanovich had indi-
cated the existence of a ‘Letter to Thomas’ in our Parisinus (see Materialy, p. xxiii).
However, Epifanovich does not seem to have realized that this ‘letter’ was a sep-
arate work by the Confessor and thus lists it as being a part (‘one title’) of Amb.
Thom.

(12) Die handschriftliche Uberlieferung der Gedichte Gregors von Nazianz, vol. 1:
Die Gedichtgruppen XX und X1 (Studien zur Geschichte und Kultur des Altertums.
N.F., 2. Reihe: Forschungen zu Gregor von Nazianz 3), Paderborn - Munich -
Vienna - Zurich, 1985, p. 84-85 (with reference to the poems by Gregory of
Nazianzus on f. 202-242v of the manuscript).

(13) Un nuovo testimone delVepistola di Psello a Giovanni Xifilino (Paris, gr. 1277),
in: Byzantion 57 (1987), p. 427-432 (see infra in dealing with f. 264-271v of the
manuscript).

(14) On Boivin’spinax, see D eclerck, 0.e., p. 1vii and n. 88.
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Ixxviii DESCRIPTION OF THE WITNESSES

of the empire (15. The folia are of poor quality bombydne on
which the ink is easily smudged, which sometimes makes the text
hard to read.

What follows is a detailed analysis of the contents of these folia
based on an in situ examination and primarily meant to be a sup-
plement to the mentioned descriptions by Declerck and Van
Deun:

- 1. 244-247: Tou PeMOU €1 TAG EMIYPAPAC TWV WAAHGV TIPOG
Tov BociAéa Kup pixanA Tov doUKav. Inc. oUK £€0TI TO aA-
plov —expl. v dppntov twv Yoluwv Bewpiav: Psellus*
Poema i (In inscriptiones psalmorum) (16). The editor indicates
that he has neglected the testimony of our Ka because ‘atra-
mentum ita diffluxit ut in charta maculata permulta eva-
nuerint’ (17 ;

- f. 247TV: emOTOAR TOU Ayiou TATPdC NUGV Kai duoioyntol
po&ipou mpog Tov Koplov Bwpav(18). Inc. UméoTaCIY PéV Oo-
@iag - expl. TV nmpotaBéviwy dpxopevog, which is the pro-
logue to Maximus* Ep.sec. The fragment was undoubtedly
separated on purpose;

- f. 247v-261v: ToU aUTOD TOTPOC NUWV TPOC TEVCEIC Kai
omokpioelC. Inc. Tiveg dpetai Yuxng —expl. kabapov Eugai-
vel: Maximus’ QD, selection | (until 1, 79, 17; ed. D e-
clerck, QD);

- f. 261v: the lemma (without the corresponding text) of a
novella of Emperor Michael VII Ducas, dated to between
1071 and 1078: (veapd in mg.) Tou PBACINEWG Kup HIXanA
Tou doUka™* Beomidovoa ToUC KAOTPa AapBdvovTog oiouadr)-
TIVOC KAV OTIWC TOUTa AABWaIY, €@’évi TPOOMNW TAUTO KE-
ktnobai, Kai o0Tw voeiohal 1a¢ dwpeac (19);

(15) O.e., p. LV-LVi. If we accept Mo to be a partial copy of Ka (see infra, p.
cxi), we can postulate 1270-1280 as a terminus ante quem for Ka (see supra, p. Ixiii).

(16) Ed. L. G. W esterink, Michaelis Pselli Poemata (BSGRT), Stuttgart-Leip-
zig, 1992, p. 1-13. In the same edition, p. 72-76 we also find Psellus’ De septem con-
ciliis (Poema 4), on which see Van Deun, Opuscula, p. xc (Parisinus gr. 1277, f.
1%).

(17) O.e., p. X.

(18) Ka is the only witness of Ep.sec. to have handed down the text with a
proper title.

(19) F. Dorger - P. Wirth, Corpus der griechischen Urkunden des Mittelalters
und der neueren Zeit, Reihe A: Regesten, Abteilung I: Regesten der Kaiserurkunden des
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EPISTULA SECUNDA LXXIX

f. 261v-262v: oTix0l GVOKPEOVTEIOl TOU APAICTOU TOU YeEYO-
VOTOC GPXIETIOKOTOU PBouAyapiag emi T alTOdEAQW (Ut v.)
autou dnuNTPiw (?) TteAevtnoavtl. Inc. dakplwWv BEAW -
expl. dakplUwv TI¢ Kotomaloel: Theophylact of Ochrid’s
Poesie 14 () ;

- f. 262v: tou altou €1g Tov aUTOV OTixol toppikoi. Inc. Tich
ouOTEAET Biatov opuriv —expl. tauti mpoadéxou: id., Poesie
i5(21),

- f. 262v-263v: ToU O0TOU TW GOEAQW TOU POCIAEWC Kup
doplava. Inc. &i pév Kai @ oov OYog - expl. (mut.) TRV Ka-
Kor|felav mAovaiot: id., Ep. S*2);

- f. 263v: ouvaywyr Kai €€nynoic wv €uvnadn 1o0topiwv 6 &v
ayiolg ypnyoplog év Toi¢ €1¢ To @OTO Adyolg. Inc. oi avéntol
BeoAoyol Tv EAAVwV —expl. (mut) év Tiol témolg: Ps.-
Nonnus, In Or. XXXIX Gregorii Nazianzeni commentanus,
hist. 1 and 2(23). Our Ka has not been used in Nimmo
Smith’s edition. It had, however, been mentioned before
in an article by the same author (24);

- f. 264-271v: seven letters by Michael Psellus:

1 f. 264-267v: ad lohannem Xiphilinumf5). Inc. T@ povox® Kup
iwdvn 10 E1PINIVE TG YEVOUEVW TIATPIAPXN KWVGTOVTIVOUTIOAEWC,
which means that the author of the letter, i.e. Michael Psellus, is

ostromischen Reiches, 2. Teil: Regesten von 1025-1204, Munich, 19952, p. 68, n°
1012.

(20) Ed. P. Gautier, Theophylacte d’Achrida. Discours, Traites, Poesies (CFHB
16/1), Thessalonica, 1980, p. 369-375 (edited on the basis of our Parisinus).

(21) Ed. Gautier, o.c., p. 377 (also edited on the basis of our Parisinus, which
is the only witness for both ‘poesies’ mentioned). Gautier’s edition of both poems
in CFHB is a re-edition of id., UEpiscopat de Theophylacte Hephaistos, archeveque de
Bulgarie, in: Revue desEtudes byzantines 21 (1963), p. 171-174 and 174-175.

(22) Ed. P. Gautier, Theophylacti Achridensis Epistulae (CFHB 16/2), Thessalo-
nica, 1986, p. 143-145 (edited on the basis of, among other manuscripts, our Parisi-
nus). The text in our manuscript breaks off at p. 145,1. 37 of the edition.

(23) Ed. Jennifer N immo Smith, Pseudo-Nonniani in 1V orationes Gregorii Na-
zianzeni commentarii (CCSG 27, Corpus Nazianzenum 2), Tumhout, 1992, p. 217 -
220, 8.

(24) A revised List of the Manuscripts of the Pseudo-Nonnos Mythological Commen-
taries, in: Byzantion 57 (1987), p. 103 and n. 100.

(25) See V. Grumel, Les Regestes des Actes du Patriarcat de Constantinople, vol. 1:
Les Actes des Patriarches, fasc. 2-3: Les Regestes de 715-1206, Paris, 19892, p. 389.
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Ix X x DESCRIPTION OF THE WITNESSES

not mentioned. The letter was edited by K. N. Sathas on the basis
of Parisinus gr. 1182 (s. xm) i26). A new edition was made by U.
Criscuolo, who used Ka as one of the witnesses (27) ;

2. f. 268: adEustratium (");

3. f. 268-269: ad Aristenum notarium (ineditum);

4. f. 269r_v: ad lohannem monachum (29) ;

5. f. 269v: adpatriarcham Michaelem Caerularium (*°);

6. f. 270-271: ad Eustratium (see supra, 2) (ineditumy;

7. . 271r_v: ad Paraspondylum (31).

\Y Vaticanusgr. 1809 (s. x ~), f. 195v-196 and 216w217

It seems natural to divide the description of Vaticanus gr. 1809
into two: the manuscript has been written partly in ‘normal*
characters and partly in tachygraphic - or rather brachygraph-
ic(3) - script. Maximus the Confessor is the most frequently
quoted author in both parts of the manuscript (33).

(26) K. N. sathas, Bibliothecagraeca medii aevi, vol. 5, Pselli Miscellanea, Venice
- Paris, 1876, p. 444 451, n° 175. Sathas’ edition has been reprinted in D. A. Za-
kythinos, BuZavtivd keipeva (Bagikr) BiBAoBnkn Aetov, vol. 3), Athens, 1957,
p. 183-188.

(27) Michele Psello, Epistola a Giovanni Xifilino (Hellenica et Byzantina Neapolitana.
Collana di Studi e Testi 14), Naples, 19902. The other manuscripts on which Cri-
scuolo’s edition was based are Parisinusgr. 1182 also used by Sathas, and Vaticanus,
Barberinianusgr. 240 (s. xm).

(28) Ed. Sathas, 0.e., p. 372, n° 124.

(29) Ibid., p. 262, n° 27.

(30) Ibid., p. 290-291, n° 58.

(31) Ibid., p. 234-238, n° 8.

(32) See N. P. Chionides, llsistema brachigrafico italo-bizantino, in: N. P. Chio-
nides - S. Lilla, La brachigrafia italo-bizantina (Studi e Testi 290), Vatican City,
1981, p. 7-66, and in particular p. 11 (about the difference between tachygraphic
and brachygraphic script).

(33) In normal script we find Maximus’ QTh. (f. 1-194v), EOD (f. 197-213)
and QTheop. (f. 254v-255v). As far as the brachygraphic part of the manuscript is
concerned see CPG 7709. In addition there are four fragments from Opusc. 1, two
from Ep.sec. (cf. infra), two from Opusc. 20, once again the above-mentioned
QTheop., a fragment from Ep. 11 and one from Ep. 4. All the fragments have been
edited by M. Gitibauer, Die Ubeneste griechischer Tachygraphie im Codex Vaticanus
Graecus 1809, vol. 1-2 (Denkschriften der philosophisch-historischen Classe der kaiserlichen
Akademie der Wissenschaften 28 and 34), Vienna, 1878 and 1884.
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EPISTULA SECUNDA IX X X i

There is a detailed description of the manuscript by P. Ca-
nary3). In addition V has been mentioned in the editions of
Maximus’ works by Canart himself(35), Laga-Steel (**) and Van
Deun(37). How great an interest the scholarly world has taken
and is still taking in this remarkable manuscript can be deduced
from the numerous publications cited in the bibliographical rep-
ertories of Vatican manuscripts (38).

The excerpts from Ep.sec. in V, all in brachygraphic script, are:

- f. 195va3 - 196b23 (39) = Ep.sec. Ill, 1-58 (emSeifo) and
again 65-97;
- f. 216vb9 - 217a25 (*) = Ep.sec., prol.f 2-43.

The fragments have been transcribed and edited by Gitl-
bauer and transcribed a second time, albeit only in part, by
Chionides-Lilla(42). Chionides, who attributes both excerpts to
different scribes, dates their activity to about 970 (43) and relates
them to the first, so-called ‘Calabrian’, period in the development
ofthe Italo-Byzantine brachygraphic system i44).

A note proves that the manuscript once belonged to the library
of the famous monastery of Grottaferrata (45). About the middle

(34) Codices Vaticanigraeci. Codices 1745-1962 (Bibliothecae Apostolicae Vaticanae co-
dices manu scripti recensiti), vol. 1, Vatican City, 1970, p. 173-178. Addenda et corrigen-
da, ibid., vol. 2, Vatican City, 1973, p. xxxvn.

(35) Deuxieme lettre, p. 420-423.

(36) QTh., I, p. Xix-xX.

(37) Opuscula, p. c.

(38) Canart - Peri, Sussidi, p. 646; Buonocore, Bibliografia, p. 929; Ceresa,
Bibliografia (1981-1985), p. 399; id ., Bibliografia (1986-1990), p. 452.

(39) Reproduction in Gitibauer, 0.6, vol. 2, pi. 2 and 3; Chionides-Lilla,
0.e., pi. 17-18.

(40) Reproduction in Gitlbauer, 0.6, vol. 2, pi. 11-12; reproduction of f. 217
in Chionides-Lilla, 0.e., pi. 19.

(41) O.c., vol. 1, p. 39-42 and 56-60 respectively (transcription), and p. 83-85
and 93-94 respectively (edition).

(42) O.e., p. 51 (Chionides) and 159-171 (Lilia).

(43) With a possible error of ten years in either direction (o.e., p. 29). As far as
the problem of the different hands in V is concerned see also Gitibauer, 0.e., vol.
1, p. 25-30; Canart, Deuxieme lettre, p. 423 and n. 2; id., Codices Vaticani graeci.
Codices 1745-1962, vol. 1, p. 177.

(44) O.e., p. 29-30 and 42-43.

(45) See f. 1:t00TO TO BIBAiOV NV TNC MOVAC TNG KPUTITOPEPPNG. On the connec-
tion between our manuscript and the monastery of Grottaferrata see also Lilla, 1l
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IX X X ii DESCRIPTION OF THE WITNESSES

of the sixteenth century it may well have been part of the library
of Cardinal Cervini (later Pope Marcellus Il) f49), before, again
via Grottaferrata, entering the Bibliotheca Vaticana on 12 December
1615 (47).

As has been said, V contains only the prologue and chapter
three of Ep.sec. There is no doubt whatsoever that this is the result
of a deliberate decision: both fragments, which represent separate
entities within Ep.sec., are surrounded by other excerpts from the
works of Maximus and other authors. Furthermore, the indica-
tions kai peT’oAiya and €i¢ 10 téAo¢ (N provide sufficient proof
of the activity of an excerptor.

As far as the prologue is concerned, we know of two more
witnesses, viz. Ga and Ka (see supra). For Ep.sec. Ill we have, apart
from V, the testimony of Ga, but the fact that the latter abruptly
breaks off on line 11, 64, makes V the codex unicus for lines I, 65-
97.

2. Secondary witnesses
a. Anexcerpt from Ep.sec. as a scholium to Maximus’ Opusculum 1

Ep.sec., prol., 5-10 has been used as a scholium on Maximus’
own Opusc. 1, PG 91, 9A16 (ad mpéownov). The fragment, as
printed in PG 91, 37C3-9, runs:

... "YTIOOTOGOIV yap co@ing, TNV OpETNV oudiav d¢ QacIv apETrC
givar v cogiov. A0 ¢ pév gogiag amAavig EK@avaic oy, O
TPOTOC TG TwV BEWPNTIKGWV Aywync™* TAC apetn¢ d¢ BAalg, 6 Adyog
TG TWV TPAKTIKAVY Bewpiog KABETTNKEY. AUPOTEPWY OE XOPOKTHP
ayeudeatatog, 1 mPOg TO KUPIwg OV AKAIVAG EVATEVIOIC.

testo tachigraB3co del "'De Divinis Nominibus™ (Vat. gr. 1809) (Studi e Testi 263), Vatican
City, 1970, p. 8-14.

(46) Sedit 9-30 April 1555. See G. M ercati, Per la storia dei manoscritti greci di
Genova, di varie badie basiliane d’ltalia e di Patmo (Studi e Testi 68), Vatican City,
1935, p. 200-202 (“Sulla venuta dei codici del Cervini nella Vaticana e la numera-
zione loro’). The criticism of Mercati’s interpretation by R. D evreesse, Les manus-
critsgrecs de Cervini, in: Scriptorium 22 (1968), p. 250-270 (in particular p. 258, n.
29) has been refuted by Litia, o.e., p. 14-15 and n. 8.

(47) Linia, o.e, p. 15 and n. 2; P. Canart, Les Vaticanigraeci 1487-1962. Notes
et documents pour Vhistoire d’unfonds de manuscrits de la Bibliotheque Vaticane (Studi e
Testi 284), Vatican City, 1979, p. 193-199 and p. 248.

(48) See Ep.sec. 1ll, 64/65 and 84/85.
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EPISTULA SECUNDA LXXXII

Combefis notes that he took this and other scholia ‘ex V. cl.
Raph. Dufrenii cod. nunc Regio’ (49, which is today’s Parisirtus
gr. 886 (our Par) (50). The excerpt is to be found in the right-hand
margin of f. 218 of the manuscript (51).

b. Ep.sec. in Byzantine authors

Apart from the above-mentioned Bibliotheca by Photius (52) and
the possible allusion in George Acropolites (53, | have found ex-
cerpts from Ep.sec. in only one other Byzantine author: the four-
teenth-century historian Nicephorus Gregoras cites Ep.sec. |, 40-
41 (= Amb. Thom. I, 21-23) and 30-32 (mAnBuUVTIKAY) in his Byzanti-
na historia, XXX, 13 (= PG 149, 260B3-9) i59). The fragment
reads: Kai aAAaxol, «Hovac yap», enoiv (sc. 6 Bsto¢ Magipuoc), «n
BedTNC, Kai o0 dudg, Kai Tpldg, GAN’00 MARBoC, w¢ dvapxog, dow-
MOTOg Te Kai dotaciaotog». Kai maAlv, «Ekeivo ydp @uoel po-
VOTOTOV TéAEIOV, TO GoUvBeTOoV Kai GokédaoTov Kai geuyov Em'i-
ong(%) 1@ T¢ KOBVMOGTOOIV HOVOSIKOY Koi TO KaB’uAnv OUiKov
Kai 10 kat’olaiav TANBUVTIKOY».

(49) PG 91, 37, n. 16.

(50) See p. x1ii.

(51) Paritselfis a copy (see below p. Ixxxv-Ixxxvi) of Romanus Angelicusgr.
120 (our A), where we find the excerpt in the lower margin of f. 200.

(52) See p. xvii-xviii.

(53) See p. Ixxiv.

(54) Ed. I. Bekker, Nicephori Gregorae Historiae Byzantinae libri postremi (Corpus
Scriptorum Historiae Byzantinae), Bonn, 1855.

(55) Following the codex unicus for this passage, in our edition (Ep.sec. I, 31) we
have accepted the form égiong rather than emiong or ém’iong, not least of all since
this form apparently belongs to Maximus’ idiom (see e.g. QD 27, 7; QTh. 64,
413, app. and QTh. 64, 566, app.)
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CHAPTER II: CLASSIFICATION OF THE WITNESSES

A. Ambigua ad Thomam

I. The family that unites the following groups of manuscripts: A
Par Sg GL D S;Re Sup; Am; N BaZ Da Da’EHIb; VaM Sin O
J Mosq | Dd. We shall call this large family V.

1. The sub-family that unites A ParSg GLD S and Re Sup: ‘&€

aAParSgGLD S

Given the fact that Amb. Thom, are a relatively short text, we
can cite only one obvious error to prove the unity of the group
A, Par, Sg, G, L, D and S, and even then we are forced to leave
aside for now the case of manuscripts Sg (that transmits the text
only up to V, 41) and GLD. These will be discussed later. We
nevertheless do consider them to be part of the group.

The above-mentioned error is the omission of aocpxa™; - xe/copi-
a(xeva (V, 201/203) in A, Parand S (1), and, connected with this,
the reading aapxcx; for OeoT7)To<; (V, 203) in Ap col\ Parand S.

In addition to this omission we can, in order to prove the unity
of the group A, Par, Sg, G, L, D and S, also refer to the marginal
notes that are common to all members of this group (2) and that
are not to be found anywhere else in the entire manuscript tradi-
tion. As stated above, these notes can be dated to the end of the
eleventh century (3).

The validity of our argument is further corroborated by the

(1) And coincidentally also in manuscriptsJ and Mosq, since the error we are
talking about is an omission by haplography, a well-known trap in which more
than one scribe could have been caught independently one from the other. We
shall soon make it clear thatJ and Mosq do not belong to the same family as A,
Par, Sg, G, L, D and S. They do not, for one, share the marginal notes with which
we are about to deal.

(2) The texts of the notes can be found in Appendix I. In manuscript Sg we
find only one of the notes; on f. 498 we read - not without difficulty: <akou>e¢
Neile, kai oiya, kai <pn g6>Bet (see Appendix I, ad Amb. Thom. Ill, 32/34).

(3) See the description of manuscript A on p. x1vii.
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AMBIGUA AD THOMAM LXXXV

following variant readings, probably all of them deliberate altera-
tions:
- the addition of tov before dvBpwmnov (pro/., 13) in A Par Sg
GLDS;
- the transposition of kupiwg after Tpomig (I, 27) in A Par
SgGLDS;
- the omission of te (IV, 53) in Apxorr Par Sg GL D S\
- ¢vnpyel for évepyav (1V, 79) in A Par Sg C? aar' D S(?);
- the addition of tn or tn before @ucel (I1V, 95) in Ap ar' Par
SgGLDS;
- the addition of t@v before Mavixaiwv (V, 45) in Apcorr’ Par
GLD S(5;
- the addition of kai before tnv (V, 111) in Apcorr’ Par GLD
S;
- the transposition of aAARAoig after €xov (V, 186/187) in A
ParGLDS;
- the addition of wv after d¢ (V, 261) in Apcorr' Par GLD S.

Of this group A is the only witness without readings peculiar
to it. We can therefore consider it to be the common ancestor of
Par, Sg, G, L, D and S. As can be seen from the majority of the
cases cited above, Par, Sg, G, L, D and S must have been copied
after the corrections in A had been made (6).

Some of the corrections in A could have been conjectures of
the corrector - such as the ones cited above, while for others the
corrector must have referred to a manuscript. Examples of this
second category are: the addition of the originally omitted €vwoel
10 Ka®™Muag in 1V, 102; the addition of the originally omitted
Exwv - TPOTwWV in V, 159/160; the addition of the originally
omitted €xouca in V, 175; the addition of the originally omitted
ovx’ in V, 179; the addition of the originally omitted €inot in V,
241, and possibly also autd for autol in V, 198 (see the critical
apparatus on p. 29). It has been impossible to determine upon
which tradition the corrector of A is dependent in these cases.

(4) QP oo reads évepywv, while L reads evepyei.

(5) As has been said manuscript Sg transmits the text only up to V, 41.

(6) The previous editors of Maximus' works came to the same conclusion; see
Laga-Steel, QTh.yl, p. x1viii; Van Deun, Opuscula, p. 1xiii and cxxm; id.,
LA, p. CXXXVi.
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Par Sg

It has already been established by the previous editors of the
works of Maximus that manuscript Par is a very faithful copy of
A with practically no variant readings or errors of its own (7).
With the late seventeenth-century manuscript Sg it shares a very
small number of variant readings which we cannot find anywhere
else in the tradition. We therefore consider these two manuscripts
to form a sub-group. The readings that demonstrate their rela-
tionship are: ddaxdnvat for dwadeydnvar in 11, 43; amdtnv for
amatng in 1V, 66; and the omission of odv in 1V, 91 (8).

O f these two, manuscript Sg is the only one to have its own er-
rors and variant readingsi9. It can therefore be considered to
have been copied from Par(10).

GLD

Manuscripts G, L and D share two peculiarities which we do
not find anywhere else in the entire manuscript tradition of the
text. Apart from the addition of 1w before 8sw in prol., 21, we
find the note oUte - capki (ad V, 252/254 [O0devi - €vwav]), that
A has in the margin (n), intextu in G, L and D (12).

(7) See Laga-Steel, QTh., I, p. xlviii-xlix; Van Deun, Opuscula, p. lvi,
Ixiii and cxxiii; id., LA, p. cxxxvn.

(8) The only other readings proper to Par - in that part of the text for which
the testimony of Sg is no longer available - are: the omission of fuwv in V, 97;
OnootaTikny for cuotaTikAy in V, 111; and Kivntog for KivnTikog in V, 192.

(9) Examples of the errors and readings proper to Sg are: cogia for cogiag in
proi, 9; dna&iwoag for annéiwoag in prol., 17; cwwviwv for aivwv in prol., 21;
the omission of éativ in proi, 38; mavtog {sic) for mavtwc in I, 36; éYuxwpuevog for
EPuxwpévng in 1, 33; katnyopoLpevog (sic) for katnyopoluevov in 1, 38; tn duap-
tia for Tng duaptiag in 111, 24; pe for éue in 1V, 7; kai kai (sic) for dtt kai in 1V,
20; katexopevog for katexopévoug in 1V, 44; the omission of tnv2 in 1V, 56; TI-
patat for Tipga in 1V, 58; 6poowpatog (sic) for vouw cwpatog in 1V, 62; the omis-
sion of te in IV, 86; ékeivo for ekeivog in 1V, 101; mavta for tavta in 1V, 112;
évepyeiav (sic) for evépyelav in V, 16; Omoenvapevog for dmognvapevog in V, 25;
the omission of aAnBwc¢ in V, 34.

(10) This is corroborated by the fact that on f. 488-490v Sg has zpinax that does
not reflect the actual contents of the manuscript, but that of Par. See the descrip-
tion of Sgon p. Ixiv, and also Van Deun, LA, p. cclxvi.

(11) See Appendix I.

(12) Furthermore, the addition oitou BgoAdyou after Tou ayiouv pnyopiou (I, 1)
is common only to G, L, D and Ba, while the omission of ydp (V, 42) is only to
be found in G, L, D, Re and Sup.
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AMBIGUA AD THOMAM LXXXVII

As G is the only manuscript within this sub-group to contain
no readings proper to it, we can assume that it is the common an-
cestor of L and D (13.

Some examples of the variant readings and errors proper to L
are: cwyatikny for ouotatikny in V, 111; cwlopévwv for oefalo-
pévav in V, 176; the omission of kai T0 kAUOTIKWY - TO TOU TUPOC
KOuoTIK@v in V, 273/275; the omission of T®2 in V, 307; the
omission of durv in V, 308. Examples of the variant readings and
errors proper to D are: aotoi¢ for adtng in I, 38 (14) ; the omission
ofn in V, 58; the omission of prj in V, 76; the omission of Tw in
V, 113; the omission of Bed¢lin V, 227; the omission of Kailin
V, 229 (15 ; the omission of Tw2in V, 274.

As has been said, G transmits all the peculiarities of Apcor\ thus
showing its dependence on the latter. On one or two occasions
though it would seem that the scribe of G also had access to a bet-
ter or at least a more complete tradition. The two places are:
IV, 79, where Gpar corrects the reading €vrpyet of A, and par-
ticularly V, 201/203, where G (and its copies L and D) transmit
the lines that have been omitted in A. Any attentive scribe
could have noticed this omission, so it comes as no surprise that
the scribe of G tried to fill the gap. It has not been possible to de-
termine by which tradition G was influenced at these two

places (16).

The last manuscript of this group is S. The readings, again very
few, proper to the manuscript are: 16 for tov in prol., 40 (17); the
omission of N1 in IV, 21; the transposition of Katd TOUTOV after
aAnBag in 1V, 60/61; deBéktou for debeykTou in V, 38 (18); @uowv
for @uoel in V, 82; the addition of adtnv after v in V, 99; Tov

(13) See also Van Deun, Opuscula, p. cxxiv-cxxv, who came to the same
conclusion.

(14) In common with O, Q and Da.

(15) In common with Re and Sup.

(16) Professor C. Laga, who is currently preparing the critical edition of Maxi-
mus’ Amb.lo.y has informed us that on the basis of the manuscript tradition of that
very large work, he too has come to the conclusion that the Gudianusgr. 39 (G)
has been contaminated by avery good tradition.

(17) In common with Re and Sup.

(18) In common with Z.
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LXXXVIII  CLASSIFICATION OF THE WITNESSES

... Aoyov for Tt ... Aoyw in V, 159; finally, the omission of dun-
xavov in V, 188.

b. Re Sup

Manuscripts Re and Sup behave rather independently. They
have many errors in common against the rest of the tradition:
v Yuxrv for g Yuxnc in prol., 26; aneotpapuévny for dme-
otpappévov in prol., 35; avtoupywg for avtoupywv in I, 33; plcel
for @uoet in 111, 27; kata v for kat'avtrv in 111, 43; Twv ékeivov
for Twv ékeivou in 1V, 9; xwpnaoat pév for xwpnoaipeyv in 1V, 12;
nuag for Auwv in 1V, 39; cwpaTikwTEPoy for oWOTIKOTEPOV in
IV, 83; éugpactv for ékgavaty in V, 57; unepolatol for umepolaiog
in V, 202; finally, i for in Vv, 239.

The relationship between Re and Sup is further established by
the following variant readings which they have in common: tou
ayiou for Twv aylwv in the title; the omission of kai in prol., 4;
@IoVLAw for QIAOA® in prol., 38; 10 €vayetv for Tov évayn in prol.,
39; 16 for tov in prol., 40; the transposition of fuov after ow-
piav in Il, 33; the omission of vuv in Ill, 17; Omeioekpibn for
émeloekpidn in 1V, 40; tov avBpwnov for dvBpwmov autov in V,
28; the omission of ydp in V, 42; the omission of tw in V, 113;
10 for Tw in V, 179; Batépav for Batepou in V, 189; the addition
of o0k in V, 195 and the omission of pr} in V, 1%; the omission
of kailin V, 229 (19); cuvdagel for cuvelodéel in V, 239/240; the
omission of talin V, 244,

Both Re and Sup also show a fair number of readings peculiar
to each of them (20), which prove their independent descent from
a common ancestor (21) which we shall call V.

(19) In common with D.

(20) Examples of the variant readings and errors proper to Re are: €autou for
6e00 in prol.y 13; mopntoayev for mapntnoduny in prol., 41; the omission of un
in 11, 16; xopitwv for xdpttt in 111, 46 (in common with Da; see Appendix II);
povov for povou in 11, 47; 6Anv for odov in IV, 6; mabripact for mdbeot in 1V, 15
(in common with Da; see Appendix Il); the transpositions in 1V, 21-22; the trans-
position of @Ooet after yivetal in 1V, 33; deikvooat for deikvuoa in 1V, 36; mapa-
AapBdvawv for mapaBavtwy in 1V, 55; péya for peyav in 1V, 61; tn for 16 in 1V,
101; the omission of &i in 1V, 109; the omission of 100 in V, 2; @uoiknig for @u-
OIK®W¢ in V, 18; npo for mpdg in V, 38; the inversed word order in V, 71; o for
®¢ in V, 88; avutAv for aueow in V, 107; anotéeoua for dmoteAéopota in V,
164; €kQavTIK®G for ékpavTikog in V, 193; uf @ aMov év €Tépw for undetépw in
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AMBIGUA AD THOMAM LXXXIX

Aaar Re Sup

On the basis of a number of errors in Amb. Thom. V we can as-
sume a relationship between Aaaxr' on the one hand and the sub-
group Re Sup (= x) on the other. These errors are: the omission
of év in V, 58; aeBapaiav for deaciav in V, 63; 0edtng for
Bedtntog in V, 111; cuvnAbe for cuvnwe in V, 156; finally, the
omission of €ixev in V, 172 (2). Since Re and Sup do not have the
readings that have been quoted above to prove the unity of the
family A Par Sg G L D S (%), they cannot possibly stem from
Aacorr- directly. We therefore hypothesize a common ancestor ‘6’
for Aaar' and Re Sup (= x). This hypothesis is further corrobo-
rated by the following variant readings common only to Aaar
and Re Sup: the omission of tou in V, 30; and the addition of 6
before Adyoc in V, 128 (24).

The relationships that have been established above can be illus-
trated as follows:

Sg L D Re  Sup

V, 229; the variant word order in V, 261/262; oikeiag for idiag in V, 287. - Ex-
amples of the variant readings and errors proper to Sup are: mpoAng@6giong for npoo-
Anebeiong in 11, 9 (in common with Z and Ga); dAw¢ for dAo¢ in Il, 10 (in
common with Am); doypatiovtog for doypatifovtag in 1, 28; émnedeikvuoo for
énedeikvuto in 1V, 70; T for 16 in 1V, 101 (in common with Am); CUVTETAYHEVWC
for ouvtetaypévog in V, 4; o0dév for o0 8¢ in V, 178; 01dnpw*iBr a1dnpov in V,
274,

(21) Van Deun, Opuscula, p. cxxvm, came to the same conclusion.

(22) The case of V, 162 can perhaps also be added to this list: we find the cor-
rect reading t in A correctus and Re correctus, while Sup shares the reading tnv
with Reaar, Am and Ba.

(23) Seep. Ixxxv.

(24) See also the stemma of the family ‘d’in Van D eun, Opuscula, p. cXXixX.
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XC CLASSIFICATION OF THE WITNESSES

2. Manuscripts N, Ba, Z, Da, Da9 Di and Ib: ‘if’

Two errors prove the unity of the following group of manu-
scripts: N, Ba, Z, D<a(2%5), D " 26), Di(27) and i~ 28). These errors
are: év maBel for éumadelav (1V, 42) in N*ar, Ba, Z and Da, and
the omission of o0k (V, 109) in N, Ba, Z, Da, Da’and Ib (29). We
therefore hypothesize a common ancestor ‘if* for manuscripts N,
Ba, Z, Da, D<\ Di and Ib.

Eight more variant readings prove the validity of our argu-
ment. These are:

- ATwpéve (vw) for ATINUéEvw (pro/., 36) in N, Ba, Z, Da
and Di;

- the transposition of ¢ Aoyog after pepévnke* (Il, 20/21) in
N,Ba, Zand Daid);

- the omission of €k - ovalag (V, 43) in N, Ba, Z, Da, Da}
and Ib;

- avtw (-tw) for tavtw (V, 120) in N, Ba, Z, Da, Da* and
ib; ‘ ’

- the omission of ta¢ (V, 130) in N, Ba, Z, Da, Da’and Ib;

- the omission of 1€ (V, 148) in N, Ba, Z, Da, Da%and Ib;

- the omission of rj (V, 152) in N, Ba, Z, Da, Da%and Ib;

- GvBpwmoc, wv for dvBpwmog wv (V, 291) in N, Ba, Z, Da’
and Ib(3D).

Each of these seven manuscripts also has its own variant read-
ings and errors, which proves that none of them could have been
the ancestor of any one of the other six. We can, however, distin-
guish between two sub-families within this family of seven:

a. Da Da’Di Ib:

In V, 68, Da, Da’ and Ib share the suspect reading év vnoui
against N Ba Z and the complete manuscript tradition, which
reads év €idel. The reading év vnd0t is therefore an innovation of

(25) Manuscript Da transmits the text only up to V, 168.

(26) Manuscript Da’ only transmits Amb. Thom. V.

(27) Manuscript Di only transmits Amb. Thomprol.

(28) Manuscript 1b only transmits Amb. Thom. V. The readings of the partial
witnesses of this family (Da, Da’, Di and Ib) have not been included in the critical
apparatus but can be found in Appendix II.

(29) On the very partial witness Di, see below.

(30) And also in Ga.

(31) And also in Re Sup and Q.
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AMBIGUA AD THOMAM xci

manuscripts Da, Da* and Ib and as such it is sufficient to hypothe-
size a common ancestor for these three witnesses, which we shall
call 7\

Da and EH

Except in those cases where the readings of Di are unique in
the tradition (kotéotnoe for katéotnoag in prol., 14; nacwv for
naoav in prol., 22; and yeyevnuévwv for yeyevnuévov in prol., 26),
it always shares its readings with Da, except for two cases where
Da in its turn is isolated in the tradition (the omission of toic in
prol, 41, and the omission of pdAAov in prol., 44), and one case
where Da shares a reading only with Ba (tov vouv for 16 voeiv in
prol, 48). Although the basis for a comparison is very small (),
these readings show that it is possible to hypothesize a common
ancestor for Da and Di, which we shall call g* (33).

Da Da}lb

We consider that manuscript Ib stems independently from the
ancestor / ’ (see above), which it has in common with Da and
Da’f3), since almost without exception (35) Ib agrees with Da and
Da’whenever these two share a common reading (36).

Since both Da and Da! also have their own variant readings
and errors (37), we can hypothesize that they too stem from / ’in-
dependently one from the other.

(32) As has been pointed out Di only has Amb. Thom., prol., i.e. 52 lines in our
edition.

(33) See also Laga-Steel, QTTi, Il, p. xxvi, who came to the same conclu-
sion.

(34) Our argument seems to be corroborated by the fact that all three manu-
scripts are relatively recent and originated on Mount Athos.

(35) Two exceptions are V, 2 and V, 28. At these two places it is not at all im-
probable that the scribe of Ib eliminated the strange readings of Da and D a\

(36) The variant readings proper to Ib are: ot 6 pév (sic) for oidpevov in V, 9;
aMa for A in V, 34 (in common with Za); ékeaaotv for ékpavay in V, 57; the
omission of a0TOV - QUOIKAG in V, 87/88; the omission of mavta in V, 93; the ad-
dition of yap after avbpwnwv in V, 183; the omission of yap in V, 238; éxel for
€xwv in V, 243; ouvexopevog for ouvexduevov in V, 248; anin for dmiag in V,
249; povov for pévnv in V, 300.

(37) Examples of the variant readings of Da are: the addition of 6eioa¢ kai be-
fore ayiog in V, 7; the omission of a0tng in V, 17; oOv for youv in V, 22, etc. Ex-
amples of the variant readings of Da’ are: npemovong for mpooovong in V, 18; the
omission of dt1 - 0gd¢ in V, 33/34; the omission of ydp in V, 36, etc.
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b.NBaz:V

In 1V, 63, manuscripts N, Ba and Z share the transposition of
évepyoug (N reads évapyoiic) after éotiv not only against Da, but
against the complete manuscript tradition. Although this variant
does not offer absolute proof, we nevertheless think it sufficient
to hypothesize a common ancestor for N, Ba and Z, which we
shall call ‘e\

It has not been possible to establish any closer relationships
within the sub-family N Ba Z : each of its three members has its
own errors and variant readings, the latter often resulting from a
desire to correct the obvious errors of their common ancestor.
When two of the three manuscripts that form this sub-family
share an obvious error - and this happens only rarely - we find
that it is not always the same two manuscripts. Thus in IV, 60, N
and Z share the reading ekouciwv against Ba, that reads €kou-
oiwc (38), while in Il, 38, Z and Ba share the erroneous Katnyo-
poupévwy against N, that has katnyopoUuevov (39). We therefore
consider N, Ba and Z to stem independently from their common
ancestor V.

The first part of the text in manuscript N (up to Amb. Thom.
V, 79 [énemopevto, nel]) was copied in the fourteenth century to
replace the original twelfth-century pages i40). However, the er-
rors and variant readings cited above to prove the relationship
between manuscripts N, Ba, Z, Da, Da\ Di and Ib show that
the textual tradition of Amb. Thom, is the same for both parts
of manuscript N. The fourteenth-century replacements must
have been copied from an exemplar which was closely related to
the original text, possibly even directly from the twelfth-century
original.

Variant readings and errors of some relevance proper to N are
not very numerous: the omission of twv avékaBev in prol., 21;

(38) And even then the scribe of Ba has probably corrected the obviously erro-
neous reading ekouagiwv which he found in his exemplar.

(39) In this case too, it is not impossible that the scribe of N came to the correct
reading by mere conjecture.

(40) See the description of the manuscript on p. x1-x1i.
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the addition of o before pnmw in prol., 30; the transposition of
peyoAa after duvdpevov in prol., 50/51; €vapyoug for €vepyoug in
IV, 63; the evident errors yeoupyouvoav for Oeoupyolicav, and
OmoAAayn against amoAAayr in Ba, Z (and Da) in IV, 74; the
omission of 1€, and the reading mpoo@dpwg for mpoouwg in 1V,
86; the reading €yuxwpévng in V, 48 and 206, against éuyuyw-
pévng in Ba and Z; finally, the omission of 16 in V, 194

In a number of cases the original readings of N have been cor-
rected by what seems to be a hand of the fourteenth century (n).
Thus we find: évndbelav (sic) as a correction for év ndder in 1V,
42; the addition of the words éxwv - TpéTMWVY in V, 159/160; the
addition of the omitted prj in V, 194; kavi{opeva for the ante cor-
rectionem reading kawvi{oueba in V, 197/198; finally, mAnpwoovtag
for the ante conectionem reading mAnpaaoavtag in V, 306/307. From
two cases it would appear that N correctus is related to Va and C,
viz. V, 261, where N correctus shares with Va and C the addition
of wv after kOplog, and V, 298, where N correctus, Va (probably
post conectionem as well) and C have inserted a0tou between tnv
and pakpoBupiav.

Ba

The manuscript has a fair number of variant readings, most of
them deliberate (42) : a0tng for avtoic, and yeyevnuévny for yeye-
vnuevov in prol., 26; the omission of ouv in prol., 43 (43) ; the trans-
position of pydAov before aipobpat in prol., 44 i44); the addition
of Tou BeoAdyou after Mpnyopiou in I, 1; tp1ada for dudda in I,
11; the addition of 6 before mAoUTOC in 1,16; the addition of Yuxr|¢
after mabwv in 11, 3; 18iag for oikeiag in Il, 8; the transposition of
aveAmag after @uaikoulg in 1, 12/13; the omission of gapkdg in
I, 21; the transposition of dpog (sic) after ovaiag in I, 36; the
omission of Adyou in Ill, 33; the transposition of éué after @épwv,
and the reading aut® (sic) for €autw in IV, 7; the omission of
Alatouto - Unakonyv in 1V, 9/10; kai ta for petd in 1V, 18; TéoTI
(sic) for Toutéoti, and avBpwmivnv for avbpwneiav in 1V, 37; tav-

(41) These corrections are probably part of the ‘restaurations’ that were carried
out in N at the beginning of the fourteenth century (see above).

(42) Especially the large number of transpositions.

(43) In common with Re Sup, Ge and H.

(44) In common with Yaom
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XCIV CLASSIFICATION Ol THE WITNESSES

tomta for tavtotnTt in 1V, 47; the omission of iva in 1V, 48; the
omission of tn xdpiti, and the addition of Tou before maBoug in
IV, 51; the transposition of Auiv before ékouaiwg in IV, 60;
npwtov for mpdttwv in 1V, 72; the omission of tou before mel-
paotol in IV, 108; avtocg for auto in V, 5 (45); ndong for maat in
V, 8; the omission of tv in V, 9; the transposition of 8ed¢ after
oapkwoeic in V, 12/13; the transposition of navtdnaact after n-
peTépwv in V, 22/23; the transposition of avBpwmov after avtdv
in V, 28 i46) ; the omission of dAn6w¢ in V, 31; the omission of T
in V, 37; the addition of tnv before 1diav in V, 38 (47); the trans-
position of dvdpog after xwpic in V, 41/42; €autiv for avtrv in
V, 52/53; umepouoiwg for umép oloiov in V, 67; the addition of
v before kivnowv in V, 88; tnv olkovouiov TEMARPWKE TNV UTEP
Nuv for TV OMép UGV olkovopiov TEMANPwKeY in V, 97/98; the
transposition of a0trv after dugoiv in V, 107; the transposition of
avBpwmog after avtog in V, 134; v for In in V, 162 i48); the al-
ternative word order rjv fuiv opoolatog for Auiv opoolalog rv in
V, 182; divpavtoug for dAuvpaviwg in V, 186; the long omission
—by haplography —of oute - povov in V, 202/204; xopoKtn-
ploTIKOV for xapaktnploTikniy in V, 225; the omission of tn in V,
230; toutou for toUTO in V, 243 f49); the addition of twv al®-
vov after €1¢ ToU¢ cwwvag in V, 308 fy .

Some of Ba's own readings can be attributed to the scribe’s ef-
forts to repair the text or clarify Maximus’ prose: e.g. the trans-
position of uv in IV, 60, where Ba also has the correct reading
¢kouoiwg against the rest of its family and all manuscripts going
back to hyparchetype V that we shall establish below (51); the
case of V, 239, where Ba is the only member of its family to have
the correct reading 1 (against fj in N, Z, Da’and Ib); the transpo-
sition of ékataong after €vepyeiag in V, 282,

(45) In common with Re.

(46) In common with Za and Da Da\

(47) In common with A xom

(48) In common with Reaar Sup and Am.
(49) In common with Aa@r and B.

(50) In common with Q, Mo and C.

(51) See p. cii-ciii.
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In V, 275 too, Ba stands alone against all other members of its
family, except Ncorrectus: j\jaxar~*  Dayand Ib (52) add kai y€yove
MEV KOUOTIKOV between 10 TOU TUPOC KOUOTIKOV and Kai yeyove
MEV KauOTIKOC. The words are absent from Ba, whose scribe has
correctly understood that they had been repeated by accident.

Being of South Italian origin, Z is the only member of its fam-
ily that cannot be directly related to Mount Athos, which al-
ready marks out the manuscript as special. In addition, it has a
fairly large number of remarkable proper readings, most of them
unique in the manuscript tradition. Examples are: qyannuévw for
nyloopéve and Koi mveupoTiK® matpi for matpi MVELPATIK® in
prol., 3; the omission of 600 in prol, 13; the omission of kai OEI-
otapévn Tpladikae in 1, 31; tpomou for tpomov in I, 35; UMEdEXETO
for énedéyeto in 11, 15; the omission of ta in I, 23; Auwv for
AU in 11, 31; the omission of dAnBw¢ in Il, 36; T @ULoel for TV
@Uawv in 111, 19; the addition of Tn¢ before coapkwaoewg in 11, 29;
the omission of 8¢ in 1V, 13; avBpwmog for the first avBpwmov in
IV, 35; 10 modntov for tw mobntw in IV, 42; the omission of
To0C in 1V, 64; emi To0T0 for ématouto in IV, 75 (53); the omis-
sion of KatTduew - nv in 1V, 77/78; aitiov for aitiog in V, 4; the
transposition of dAnBw¢ after dvBpwrog in V, 6; the omission of
T€ in V, 14; the omission of y&p in V, 29; the omission of 3¢ in
V, 31; omepovaiov for Umepouatog in V, 32; the omission of alTo
in V, 37; the omission of ¢ in V, 43; kai for o aei in V, 50; npo-
Angbeiong for mpooAngbeiong in V, 105; Beloc for Beiwg in V,
169 i54); the omission of dmodidolg in V, 177; cuveAdoveg for ou-
VEAOVTEC in V, 178; 6 for w in V, 187; o0 for pn in V, 194; WiAig
for yupvng and vice versa in V, 232/233; pobwv for poboig in V,
242; the addition of kai before 6edtng in V, 251; the omission of
€pavn in V, 262; the addition of tn¢ after kai in V, 284; yévolobé
for yéveae in V, 301 ().

(52) Together with Am and VaaorT.

(53) In common with Re Sup.

(54) In common with Re Sup, Y, Q and Ga.
(55) In common with Mo and Za.
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In the following cases Z stands alone against all other members
of its family: in 1V, 5/6, Z restores the words kai do0Aoig after
Toi¢ 6podolAol¢ in the quotation from Gregory, whereas these
two words have been omitted in N, Ba and Da; in V, 36, Z reads
1w, while N, Ba, Da, Da9and Ib read t6;in V, 140, Z has the nom-
inative omopd, while in N, Ba, Da, Da9and Ib we find the dative
omopd or amopq; finally, in V, 274, Z reads the article tou that has
been omitted in N, Ba, Da}and Ib.

From one of these cases in particular it would appear that the
scribe of Z also had access to a second exemplar: in V, 73, Z has
the quotation from Dionysius which is —evidently by mistake —
absent from N, Ba, Da and Da’(5). As a consequence, Z is the
only member of its family to have restored the reading diamAart-
topevov (V, 72), whereas N, Ba, Da, Da! and Ib have dia@uAat-
touevov, which is better adapted to the lacunary text form in
those manuscripts.

The relationships that have been established for manuscripts N
Ba Z ; Da Da}Di Ib can be illustrated as follows:

d

(prol.)

(56) Ibacor also has the quotation (see Appendix Il, ad Amb. Thom. V, 73). The
fact that Ibacar had a much larger quotation here than just kai Omép dvBpwmov é-
vnpyel Ta avbpwmou seems to indicate that the scribe of Ib did not copy these lines
from his original exemplar, but from a manuscript containing the works of Pseu-
do-Dionysius. However, when he noticed in his first exemplar that Maximus had
slightly adapted the structure of Dionysius’ letter, the scribe of Ib erased the com-
plete quotation, including the words kai Unép dvBpwTov évnpyel Ta AVBPAOTIOL.
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3. Manuscripts Va, M, Sin, 0,J, Mosg, | and Dd

To prove the relationship between manuscripts Va, M, Sin, O,
J, Mosqg, | and Dd we can cite only one obvious error, viz. the ad-
dition of €dv and the omission of ydp (V, 258), common only to
these manuscripts. In addition we can refer to the reading ouve-
Aovtwe for ouvehovieg (V, 178) in Va, M, Sin, O, J, | and Dd,
while Mosqg has ouvelovtoc. As the reading ouveAovtw( is nowhere
to be found in the complete manuscript tradition of Dionysius*
fourth letter (57), nor anywhere else in the tradition of Maximus*
Amb. Thom., it can be considered to be an innovation proper to
manuscripts Va, M, Sin, 0,J, I, Dd (and Mosq).

As can be seen in Appendix I, Va has a small number of mar-
ginal notes: 10 «&v» 6nAadn and 10 «gig»ad T0 pév and TO O¢€ re-
spectively (lI1, 37 and 38) (58) ; 6 voug TpAdNA0G, GAN'GdNAOC 1 @pd-
ol¢ ad V, 249/251; finally, dpo¢ moArteiag ad V, 260/261 (59). The
same four notes are also to be found in /. The first two can also
be found in O and Dd, and the third inJ and Mosqf°).

The argument can be corroborated by the following variant
readings:

- the omission of un and the reading tp1ado¢ for duddog (I,
11) in Vapco™ M Sinl Ddfx);

- the addition of éotv after mAoOToC (I, 16) in Vapxo" M Sin
0J Mosq | Dd;

- Kata aveawy for kat’dveotv (1V, 43) in Va M Sin OJ Mosq |
Dd;

- the addition of évepyeiag after oikeiag (V, 279/280) in
Va*"™ M Sin OJ Mosq | D df2).

Since Va is the only manuscript of this sub-family that does
not have any variant readings or errors peculiar to it we can con-

(57) See the critical apparatus incorporating the readings of 73 witnesses, in A.
M. R itter (ed.), Corpus Dionysiacum, vol. 2 (PTS 36), p. 161.

(58) These two notes are also found in manuscript Ge.

(59) In common with Am, N, Y and Ib.

(60) M and Sin have no marginal notes at all.

(61) The testimony of O,J and Mosq could not be taken into account because
of the omission of the words evamxcoTepav - toxXiv (I, 10-11) in those manu-
scripts.

(62) Itis not impossible that Va correctus here has the correct reading. The addi-
tion of evepyetac; is unique in the manuscript tradition except for manuscript C.
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sider it to be the common ancestor of Af, Sin, O, J, Mosq, | and
Dd"3). As has become clear from the majority of the cases men-
tioned above, M, Sm, O,J, Mosq, / and Dd must have been cop-
ied from Va correctusf 4). The same conclusion can also be drawn
from the following cases:
- amopwv for dmopiwv (tit.) in Vapar M Sin OJ I Ddf 5);
- the addition of évaaoel 10 kKaBuag (1V, 102) in Vapar M
O1Dd; om.J Mosq C6);
- the addition of yap (V, 41) in Vapcor' M Sin OJ | Ddf 7);
- the reading v aAndig for v, dAnbeic (V, 130) in Vaear
M Sin OJ Mosq | Dd.

a. M and Sin

Manuscripts Af and Sin share three readings against the rest of
the manuscript tradition, viz. d1’6v for A6 in 1V, 36; didBecwv for
dlaipeatv in V, 216; and auto for autov in V, 263. As Sin is the
only manuscript to have its own readings i68) we consider it to
have been copied from M f 9).

(63) See also Van Deun, Opuscula, p. 1xvii-1xix and p. cxvn-cxxn, who
came to the same conclusion.

(64) See also Van Deun, Opuscula, p. 1xvii- 1xviii and p. cxvm.

(65) The testimony of Mosq could not be taken into account because of an
omission in the title of Amb. Thom, in that manuscript.

(66) The testimony of Sin could not be taken into account because of the ab-
sence of f. 27v-28 on our microfilm. On 24 August 1998 Archimandrite Symeon,
Grammateus of Saint Catherine’s Monastery on Mount Sinai, informed us by let-
ter that the Monastery was then in the process of adding new equipment to its mi-
crofilm photography facilities and that it would send us the microfilm requested
as soon as possible.

(67) The ydp is absent from Mosq.

(68) We do find two readings proper to M (viz. tpomwv for tpomov in I, 35;
and kArpoug for Ajpoug in a quotation from Gregory in V, 45) but they are so ob-
viously erroneous that the scribe of Sin, the well-known sixteenth-century Cretan
humanist Maximus Margunios, could have easily corrected them.

(69) The readings proper to Sin are: x6épov BonBouvtog for xopnyouvtog in
prol., 47/48; the addition of tou before 6eou in I, 8; the omission of kai Twv doa
gwpatog in 11, 17; abtw for éautw in IV, 7 (in common with Ba); doov for dow
in V, 56 {in common with Re, G and D); the omission by haplography of kata
@UOIV yevéoewe, Kai dixa g in V, 68; olaiav for idlav in V, 86; avtn augoiv for
Em’apeoiv in V, 114; finally, the omission by haplography of jyouv - dvdpikag in
V, 210.
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b. OfJ and Mosq

Manuscripts O, J and Mosq share the omission of EvWTIKWTE-
pav - maAwv (I, 10-11) against the other members of their fam-
ily*0. Two more omissions are common to O andj axor- only,
viz. the omission by haplography of 1d pév, TV €0yvwuovesTépwV
in IV, 3/4, and, also by haplography, that of nogov 3¢ guyxwpoUlpe-
Bain IV, 17/18 (71). As both O andJ also have a small number of
variant readings and errors proper to each of them, we consider
them both to stem independently from a common ancestor, which
we shall call

The variant readings and errors proper to O, except for anum-
ber of cases related with itacism and accentuation, are: dpiadog for
TP1000¢ in I, 12; taxutnta for maxotnta in I, 7; adtol for
gautod in 1V, 16; évwtikwtepov for vikwtepov in 1V, 82 (72); the
addition of 1o before avBponou in V, 101; the omission of é-
Xwv - TpoTwV in V, 159/160 (73) ; the omission of ta in V, 211; fi-
nally, tuntikév for tuntikw and the omission of 10 T00 TMUPOC
KAUOTIKOV in V, 274/275.

The variant readings and errors proper toJ are: rj for rj in I,
22; tp1adog for povadog in 1, 28; the omission of ka®v in Il, 20;
the addition of kai after GouAika in 1V, 68; the transposition of 0
autog before rv in IV, 85; the omission of evaaoel 10 KabMuag in
1V, 102 (74); guaikag for @uolkav in V, 157; @uolkwg for euaIKNC
in V, 164; the omission by haplography of oopkog - kexwplouéva
in V, 201/203 (75) ; the omission, again by haplography, of kai pé-
vel Bed¢ in V, 227.

(70) These words were also absent from Vaaan'; we find them written in the
left margin of Vas f. 83v.

(71) The corrector ofJ must have had access to a second exemplar to supple-
ment these omissions. See also Van D eun, Opuscula, p. cxix-cxx and n. 28,
who came to the same conclusion.

(72) In common with Vapxorr' and I.

(73) These words were also absent from Vaaar'; we find them written in the
left margin of Vas f. 87v.

(74) These words were also absent from Vaaon’; we find them written in-
between the columns of Va’s f. 85v.

(75) Incommon with A and its descendants, except G.
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Except when it has variant readings and errors that are unique
in the tradition, manuscript Mosq can almost without exception
be seen to followJ (76).

We consider Mosq to have been copied from jC 7). As has be-
come clear from the above-mentioned omissions in IV, 3/4 and
IV, 17/18 that have been made good by the corrector ofJ, Mosq
must have been copied fromJ conectus.

c. / and Dd

Manuscripts / and Dd both have a very small number of var-
iant readings proper to each of them. We therefore consider them
to stem independently from Va correctus (78).

The variant readings and errors proper to / are: éVWTIKWTEPOV
for évwtikwtépav in I, 10; @uoewg for @ooel in I, 32; the omis-
sion of 6¢ in 1V, 13 (7M); eavtwv for €autw in IV, 78; évwt-
Kaotepov for evikwtepov in 1V, 82 f °); «¢ for eig in V, 38.

(76) What follows is a selection from the numerous readings and errors proper
to Mosq: the omission of Mepi - Mpnyopiou in the title; the addition of kai before
TIVELMOTIK® in prol., 3; the omission of Beov in prol., 13; mpoBepévwy for mpoobe-
pévav in prol., 21/22; the omission of pot in prol, 36; the omission of mAéov -
TouTolv in prol., 42/43; the omission of @eOywv in prol., 45; mopileton for mopi-
CeaBat in prol., 50; the omission of €1 to in Il, 1; a0t for adtng in I, 8/9;
émidéxeto for émedéxeto and tn for g in 11, 15; the omission of madntog in II,
22; the omission of ék - Aoyou in Ill, 1; the transposition of vuv after o€ in IlI,
14; the omission of éué in 1V, 7; ouykatdBaciv for glykpacwv in 1V, 9; ayaBog
and @AavBpwnog for dyaBév and @INdvBpwmov respectively in 1V, 33/34; pe-
Tédwkey for petadédwkev in 1V, 45; the omission of Tou in 1V, 56; the omission
of @uoel in 1V, 91; the addition of o0 after ¢ in V, 19; d@Béykov for deBEykTOUL
in V, 38; appnrov for amoppntov in V, 39; the repetition of the words te - mavtog
(V, 53/55) between mavtog and deigag in V, 55; the omission of fj in V, 58; the
addition of tou before davBpomouv in V, 73; adtiv for dugoiv in V, 114; the omis-
sion of €imep Twv Avtikelpévwy in V, 144/145; éueavtikdg for ék@avtikog in V,
193; the omission of GANGVdpwBEvVTOC - TeMOMTEVUEVOG in V, 204/205; moootn-
T0¢ N Kawotntog for moodTnTog 1 KOvotNg in V, 239; the addition of tov before
Biov in V, 261; finally, the omission of ¢ in V, 297.

(77) What seems to corroborate this hypothesis is the fact that both manu-
scripts are connected with Mount Athos, J belonging to the library of the Russian
Monastery of Saint Panteleimon, Mosq having been taken from the Monastery
lviron to Moscow by Arsenij Sukhanov in 1654.

(78) See also Van Deun, Opuscula, p. 1xviii and p. cxix, and id., LA, p.
cxxxiii-cxxxiv, Who came to the same conclusion.

(79) In common with Z.

(80) In common with Vapar and O.
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AMBIGUA AD THOMAM Cl

The variant readings and errors proper to Dd are: the addition
of yap after @Bopdv in I, 39; the addition of avBpwnog after ye-
vopevog in 11, 23; ovaiwdoug for ovaiwdelg in 1V, 76; the omission
ofpév in V, 105.

The relations that have been established immediately above can
be illustrated as follows:

Vaaoor
VaPcorr-
y | Dd
[\

o J

Sin  Mosq

4. The family that unites N Ba Z Da Da9Di Ib; Va M Sin OJ
Mosq | Ddand Am: ‘c’ (see 2 and 3)

There is one passage that possibly suggests a closer relationship
between N Ba Z Da Da9Di Ib on the one hand, and the family of
Va on the other, viz. Amb. Thom. V, 274/276 where N aarf z,
Da9 Ib and Vaaar transmit the rather careless exemplar of a
scribe who has written: T TOU G13APOL TUNTIKW TO TOU TLPOG
KAUOTIKWV* KOl YEYOVE PEV KAUGTIKOV Kai YEYOve WEV KAUOTIKAG O
oionpoc. None of the descendants of Va have these words, which
is normal, considering the fact that Af, Sin, O, J, Mosq,, | and Dd
were all copied after the corrector of Va had erased them. The
words are also absent from Ba: as mentioned before, the scribe of
Ba on more than one occasion tried to clarify or repair the text.
We also know that he had access to more than one exemplar. If
we accept the hypothesis formulated immediately above, we can
easily accept that the words kai yéyove pév kauoTikoy were left
out by the scribe of Ba.

On the basis of the same evidence we suggest that manuscript
Am, which until recently was believed to be a late copy of the
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lost Taurinensis, Bibliothecae Natiorudis C.111.3 (81), also belongs to
this family: Am too has the addition of Kai yeyove pév KOUGTIKOV
between 10 TOU TMUPAC KOULOTIKOV and Kai yéyove PEV KAUOTIKOC.
We therefore hypothesize a common ancestor for N Ba Z Da
Da9Di Ib; Va M Sin OJ Mosq | Dd and Am, which we shall call

V i 8
5. The family that unites A Par Sg GL D S; Re Sup; Am; N
Da Da9Di Ib; VaM Sin OJ Mosq | Dd: ‘a9(see 1 and 4)

Three errors prove the existence of a large family that unites
the following families: A Par Sg GL D S; Re Sup; Am; N Ba Z
Da Da9Di Ib; Va M Sin OJ Mosq | Dd. All these manuscripts
have a common ancestor which we will call ‘a9 In fact this com-
mon ancestor is what former editors of Maximus’ works have
called the Corpus Constantinopolitanum (8). The three errors in our
text that prove its existence are:

- the omission of ou - évwtikwtepov (IV, 82/83) in A Re Sup
Am NBaZ Da Va (?*),

- the omission of évwoel 10 koBuacg (IV, 102), apparently
robbing the sentence of its meaning, in Aaar Re Sup Am
N BaZ Da Vaaxor;

- the omission of gxwv - tponwv (V, 159/160) in Aaar Re
Sup Am N aar-Ba Z Da Da9lb Vaaxom

The argument can be corroborated by the following variant
readings:

- the omission of £otiv (V, 3) in Aacor* Re Sup Am N Ba Z
Da Da’lb VaadiT (85);

(81) See Laga-Steel, QTTi, I, p. x1iii-x1vii; Van Deun, Opuscula, p. tvii-
1viii, p. Ixvi and p. cxv; id., LA, p. cx1ii. However tempting this hypothesis
might be, B. Markesinis, in preparing his edition of Maximus’ Opuscula and of
Maximus’ letters, recently has come to question it.

(82) See also Van Deun, Opuscula, p. 1xvi and p. cxv, who came to the same
conclusion.

(83) See Laga-Steel, QTTi, I, p. xlii-x1liii; Van Deun, Opuscula, p. 1-1x
and 1xii; ibid.,, p. cvi-cxiiizid., LA, p. clv-clvii.

(84) The same omission is also to be found in Ven.

(85) The copula has also been omitted in two witnesses of Dionysius’ fourth let-
ter, viz. Parisinusgr. 443 (Pg) and Parisinusgr. 935 (Pp), both of the thirteenth cen-
tury (see the critical apparatus in A. M. R itter [ed.], Corpus Dionysiacum, vol. 2
[PTS 36], p. 160).
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- the omission of v (V, 87) in A*aar* Re Sup Am N Ba Z
DaDa’lb Va(8);

- the reading nylaouévw for nylacuévor (V, 297) in Re Sup
Am N Ba Z Da’lb Va; A has fylaouévol but this is clearly
the result of a correction, so that we can conclude that the
reading Aylaouévw was common to all representatives of
the Corpus.

In addition, we can refer to the following errors that are com-
mon to at least some of the Corpus manuscripts and that could
easily have been corrected in the remaining witnesses:

- the error oOxi o0 for oUx’00 (IV, 23) in Re Sup Am Ba

- é](eg@r;ror }c/roc or ITooc for }c/rwq (IV, 51) in Re Sup Am N Ba
Z Da Va;

- the error v for 1 (V, 162) in Reaar Sup Am Ba and
probably also in Aaar';

- the erroneous addition of o0 after 6t (V, 180) in Re Sup
Am N aoor' VaaaT (*);

- the erroneous omission of pn (V, 194) in Aaar Re Sup
jra.con. yaacon. g has  which probably indicates that the
scribe of this manuscript too had noticed the omission of
the negation in his exemplar;

- the error @aovnté or ewvnté for eavnté (V, 299) in Aaar
Am N acon’ Z Va*oar'. This last error is in fact a very inter-
esting one, since the mistake of a for w is typical of early
minuscule script. We can therefore conclude that the hyp-
archetype V was already written in that script (89).

Finally, there is the suspect reading dvBpwnog, wv for avBpwmog
wv (V, 291) in Re Sup NBa Z Da'lb (*).

Looking at all these variant readings and errors for which we
hold the scribe of hyparchetype V responsible, the question arises
whether we cannot also trace back to the same hyparchetype the
erroneous addition of kai yéyove pév KauoTikov between T0 TOU

(86) The article has also been omitted in Ven (see below).

(87) The reading ou”i for oux’ is also found in A, Da and Y.

(88) The negation has also been added in Q.

(89) See also Van Deun, LA, p. clvii, who came to the same conclusion on
the basis of a different palaeographic argument, viz. the mistake of p for v.

(90) And also in Q.
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TUPOC KAUOTIKOY and Kai yéyove pév KauoTikog (V, 275) on the
basis of which we have hypothesized a common ancestor VV for
NBaz DaDa’Dilb; VaM Sin OJ Mosq | Dd and Am (91). This
would result in the elimination of V from our stemma codicum and
a quadripartite instead of bipartite division of the descendants
from V.

The relationships that have been established can be illustrated
as follows:

a (—Corpus Constantinopolitanum)

Re Sup N 2 Di Da Am

We have so far succesfully classified twenty-five manuscript
witnesses of Amb. Thom. The eighteen manuscripts that remain to
be classified are: AthBBe C Ga GeH K Ka Ma Mo P Q T Ven X
Y and Za.

O f these manuscripts there is one, the very fragmentary witness
Ven (%), that can possibly be connected with the Corpus Constanti-
nopolitanum, the existence of which has been proved above: in the
fragment from Amb. Thom. V, Ven has the omission of v (V,
87) in common with Aaar Re Sup Am N Ba Z Da Da* Ib Va (=
‘a’), whereas in the fragment from Amb. Thom. 1V, Ven does not
have the words évikwtepov - maviedwg (IV, 82/83), which closely

(91) See supra, p. ci-cn, number 4.
(92) Ven transmits two fragments from Amb. Thom., viz. IV, 54 (GMdtpilov) —
90 (a0TéC), and V, 73 (Tnv) - 96 (@LOIC).
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resembles the omission of o0 —€vwTikwTEpov, that we have quali-
fied as an error proper to the manuscripts of the Corpus (V).

It is therefore not impossible that manuscript Vert has to be as-
signed to the large family of the Corpus, but given the manu-
script’s fragmentary testimony it has not been possible to deter-
mine to which sub-family it would in that case belong.

None of the remaining witnesses exhibits the totality of the er-
rors that have been enumerated above as being typical of the Cor-
pus Constantinopolitanum (V).

Il. Yand K

Of the remaining witnesses, manuscripts Y and K - the former
completed on 6 July 1105, the latter dated to the sixteenth cen-
tury - behave rather independently. They share a number of er-
rors that are unique in the complete manuscript tradition: the
omission (by haplography) of t€xvn - Auétepa in 1V, 15/17 (V);
oapkikag for gopkika in 1V, 69; the omission of & Beia in V,
201; mAnpwaoovtec for mAnpwoovtac in V, 306/307.

In addition Y and K share a marginal note that is found no-
where else in the manuscript tradition, viz. ad Amb.Thom. V, 112
(see Appendix I).

The relationship of Y and K is further demonstrated by the fol-
lowing variant readings that they have in common: the omission
of 3¢ in 1, 6; the reading Tou adtol Adyou Tou mpwToL for Tou av-
TOU €K TOU a0tod TPWTOL Adyou in I, 1; 6 for Q¢ in 1V, 2; the
omission of yap in 1V, 19; o0 &8’a0 for o0 d’avtou in IV, 82; dpel-
onayitou for dpeomayitou in V, 2(%); the transposition of av-
¢ after évepyeiag in V, 106; the addition of | before pARtnp in
V, 149,

Of these two Y is the only manuscript without its own variant
readings and errors. We can therefore hypothesize it to be the an-
cestor of K(%). Furthermore a number of readings in K reveal

(93) In common only with Mosg.

(94) In common with Da and Da’ (see Appendix II).

(95) Examples of the very numerous variant readings and errors proper to K
are: ayiou for dytwv in the title; yeyevnuévnv for yeyevnuévov in pro/., 26 (in com-
mon with Ba); éuoavilopévnv for éugaviZépevov in prol., 27; dneotpappévny for
aneotpaupévov in prol., 35 (in common with Re Sup); péow for péoog in prol.,
43; the transposition of pdAov before aipouvpat in prol, 44 (in common with
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that the manuscript is a direct copy of Y, probably made by a
scribe who cannot have been very experienced. For example, the
transposition of paAhov before aipoluan (prol., 44) has been cor-
rected in Y by means of a superposed B and a, which the scribe
of K has either not noticed or not understood ; the reading megpo-
veic for mepippoveig (111, 6) can be explained by the use of an ab-
breviation for nept- in Y; the nonsensical reading mavinta (lll, 7)
in K can be explained by the specific way the word naxotnta has
been written in Y; etc. i%).

Given the fact that Y was already present in the Vatican Li-
brary in 1510 (97), it is very possible that K was copied from Y
after that date in Rome itself.

ay

Manuscript Y has two suspect readings in common with the
above-mentioned Corpus Constantinopolitanum (= ‘A’), viz. anopicv
for amopwv in the title of the work, common to the Corpus manu-
scripts and Y (%) ; secondly, the suspect reading rjv, dAngeic for v
GAndnc in V, 130, again common to the Corpus manuscripts and
Y only("). One obvious error, ékouciwv for ékouaiwg (IV, 60),
can be found in all Corpus manuscripts except Ba, as well asin Y
and Q, while the erroneous €inep for Amep (IV, 111) can be found
in all Corpus manuscripts, Yand Ga.

In addition Y shares the marginal note dpo¢ moAiteiag (ad V,
260/261) with the Corpus representatives Am, N, Va and Ibf and
also with Q (100).

As has become apparent from the editions of other works of
Maximus, Y is an important witness but one that is hard to classi-

Y aar and Ba); 0 Aoyog for dAog in 1l, 7; meppoveig (sic) for mepippoveic in 111, 6;
navinta (sic) for maxotnta in I, 7; the omission of évin 1V, 7; pév for d¢lin
V, 105, etc.

(96) Two more arguments can be added to corroborate this hypothesis: in K
Maximus’ Ep. 3 (f. 198-199) has the same initial mutilation (inc. éyvav yap [PG
91, 408D5]) asin Y (f. 94v); secondly, in K the prologue to Amb. Thom., although
appearing at the very beginning of the manuscript, is numbered p& asin Y, where
it appears pn f. 116v (see supra, p. x1ix, n. 158).

(97) Seep. 1i and n. 169.

(98) Vap o and its descendants have dmopwv.

(99) Aeaar and Va @IT and their respective descendants have v aAn6nic.

(100) See Appendix I.
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fy (100). As has already been said in the description of the manu-
script (102), the scribe of Y must have had access to more than one
exemplar. Thus, for instance, he has copied Maximus’ Ep. 8
twice, in two different versions. In Maximus’ MySt, current-
ly being edited by C. Boudignon, the synthetic character of Y
is proved by two textual features, viz. a yp(ag@etat) in the pro-
logue (11), and a double title for chapter 4, each of them repre-
senting a different tradition. We should therefore take into ac-
count the possibility that Y contains a contaminated text.

It could then be hypothesized that, as far as Amb.Thom. are
concerned anyway, Y is a heavily corrected version of the text as
found in the Corpus Constantinopolitanum, leaving uncorrected
only the small number of rather unimportant suspect and erro-
neous readings in the title, in 1V, 60; IV, 111 and V, 130 (104).

The relationship between Y and the Corpus that can be assumed
on this textual basis, seems to be confirmed by two more ele-
ments: first of all we find Amb.Thom. immediately followed by
Amb.lo. in both collections (106) (although the contexts in which
both works are to be found, are completely different in Y and the
Corpus). Secondly there is, on Y’s f. 84 (ad Th.Oec. Il, 21), an
anti-Nilus scholium (dpa dgpov veie* b aviw Katolkei mav 1o
TANPWHO NG BedTNTOC cWHPATIKWC [Col. 2, 9]) similar to the ones

(101) For QTh., for instance, manuscript Y has been shown to be related to the
Corpus by means of an hypothetical ancestor 9 common to { (= the Corpus) and
Y’s exemplar for QTh., viz. Mosquensis, Bibliothecae Synodalis 151 (Vlad. 200); see
Laga-Steel, QTh.y I, p. 1ix-1x and the stemma codicum on p. cx-cXi.

(102) See above, p. 1i.

(103) As will become clear from Dr Boudignon’s critical apparatus, the indica-
tion yp(deetat) does in this case indeed refer to a different text tradition.

(104) See above. - As it is, of course, very hard if not impossible to obtain an
absolutely clear picture of the position of a contaminated witness in a stemma, we
cannot exclude the possibility that Y is related to the Corpus in the way that has
been suggested by Laga-Steel for QTh. (see above, n. 101), viz. by way of acom-
mon ancestor, that would in that case be responsible for the errors that are com-
mon to A, Re Sup, Am, N Ba Z Da Da’Di Ib and Va, but remain absent from Y.
Since this possibility remains open, in the critical apparatus Y has not been classi-
fied within the large family ‘a

(105) On this question, see also the article | am preparing Does the Combination
of Maximus’ Ambigua ad Thomam and Ambigua ad lohannem go back to the Confessor
himself?, to appear in Sacris Erudiri.
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that have been discussed in connection with Ronuntus, Angelicus
gr. 120 (A)yitselfa representative of the Corpus (106).

With due reservations the relationships that have been estab-
lished above, can be illustrated as follows:

M. Pand T

Manuscripts P and T —the former completed in January 1055
or shortly thereafter (107), the latter a seventeenth-century ‘méla-
yo¢ o@oApaTwy’ (108) —share the following errors that, although
not very numerous, provide sufficient proof of the relationship
between both manuscripts:

- 1outolc for toltwv in I, 18;

- the addition ofj (sic) before nw¢ in I, 32;

- the omission (by haplography) of ékeivoc - doov in IV,
101/102;

- éavtne for éautn in V, 239;

- v for Tn2in V, 276.

The hypothesis is corroborated by the following variant read-
ings that the two have in common: oltw for o0 T® in prol., 16;
EmoExetal for emedéxeto in I, 15; omapxn for omapxel (V, 34) in
ppcorr: y\ dpoioyrioopev for dpoioyrowpev (V, 112) in pp ar-
and T.

O f these manuscripts P is the only one that does not have var-
iant readings and errors peculiar to it (109. We therefore consider

(106) See above, p. Ln (description of Y) and p. XLvn (description of A). In
the right-hand margin of A’s f. 273 (also ad Th.Oec. IM, 21) there is a similar scho-
lium, albeit without the explicit mentioning of Nilus (év avt® katoikei mav To
TANPWHQ).

(107) See above, p. x1iv.

(108) As it has been characterized by Van Deun, Opuscula, p. cxxxi; see also
the description of the manuscript, above, p. x1ii-xT1iii.

(109) Some examples of the numerous variant readings and errors proper to T
are: mepi for matpi in pro/., 3; cupmAapovpevog for cuumAnpoluevog in prol., 10;
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it to be the ancestor of T (110). In all probability T has even been
copied directly from P by a scribe who was not very familiar
with Greek manuscripts, to say the least: not only has he copied
even his exemplar’s colophon, which in the manuscript immedi-
ately precedes our text, he has also introduced a number of errors
that can be explained by the characteristics of the script of P. For
example, the reading cuppetpigag in T (for oupuetproag; prol.,
16) can be explained by the specific form of the second -o- in P;
the reading tapdttivog for mapd tivog (IV, 53) in T can be ex-
plained by the fact that the letter m is not very clear in P; the
reading pet’ for paBav (ibid.) in T can be explained by the use of
an abbreviation for the ending -wv (actually -@wv) in P; the read-
ing ék@avtikov for ekpavtikog (V, 193) in T can be explained by
the fact that p acon’ too had ék@avtikov, which was later corrected
by a -o supra lineam; etc.

The linear relationship can be illustrated as follows:

P

IV. Mo, Ma and Ka

1. Mo and Ma

Manuscripts Mo and Ma transmit Amb. Thom. | and V, albeit in
reversed order and separated by a fragment from Amb.lo. (m).
Both Monacenses share the following errors which prove their re-
lationship: tautdtng for ovtotng (I, 25); autd for avtrv (I, 34);

piyer for piget in prol., 15; cvppetpripac for cuppeTprioag in prol., 16; aioxrkotov
(sic) for éoxnkdtwv in prol., 25; Tapdattivog (sic) for mapd tivog and pet’ for pobawv
in 1V, 53; €xouoiwg (sic) for ékougiwg in 1V, 60; wonep for Amep in IV, 111;
agopildpevog for dgopilopev in V, 28; pév for pn in V, 33; touv Beov for toud’ in
V, 96; deavtaclootwg (sic) in V, 97; ékgavtikév for ékgpavtikog and Omnpyxeg for
omnpxe in V, 193 (pacor- too had ék@avtikov); ebytaopévol for fytacpévol in V,
297.

(110) See also Van Deun, Opuscula, p. x1viii-x1ix and p. cXxxx-cxxxi, who
came to the same conclusion.

(111) See the description of these manuscripts, above, p. 1xii- 1 xiii. This special
feature already offers us a clue as to a possible relationship between Mo and Ma.
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&nntat for €&nktar (V, 60) (112); onAobabat for dnAovong (V,
63); tpdmov for Aoyov (V, 161); finally, eautouc for £autoic(113)
(V, 292) (in common with B).

The argument is corroborated by the numerous variant read-
ings that Mo and Ma have in common, most of which are unique
in the manuscript tradition: the omission of Tou dylou pnyopi-
ou - Aoyou (I, 1); the omission of €1¢2- éatn (I, 2/3); €1 TO €K TOU
deutépou elpnvikoL for Tou avtou —i¢ T (I, 3/4); the transposi-
tion of tnv before tng (I, 12); the addition of éomv after yap (I,
23); the omission of émigkomouv ABnvav (V, 2); the transposition
of dAnbwg after wv (V, 13/14); the transposition of @uaiknv after
évépyelav (V, 16); the transposition of movtanact 1@V APETEPWY
after oopkweévta (V, 22/23); the reading mAgiov for miéov (V,
56); the transposition of autdv after kbouoa (V, 69/70); EmopeveTo
for emendpevto (V, 79) (114); the transposition of avtov after Av-
Bpwrnov (V, 87); agaipoluevol for agaipobpeba (V, 111); the ad-
dition of Tou before Incol (V, 119); the omission of 11¢ and the
transposition of a0tou after mavtehwg (V, 126/127); the addi-
tion of rjv before évepywv (V, 131); the addition of tn¢ before
euoewg (V, 145); eémvonBein for €mvonbnoetan (V, 146); the
transposition of 1 MopBévog after Omeppuwg (V, 146/147); O1-
€&eNBot for diENBor (V, 168); the omission of Aoyoug (V, 186); tpa-
nopevog for tpemdpevog (V, 229); the omission of i (V, 249) (in
common with B); the transposition of MveOpat after yewav (V,
305/306); finally, the omission of ouv - MveOpatt (V, 307/308).

As Ma is the only witness to have its own variant readings
and errors, we can safely consider it to have been copied from
Mo(115. For Maximus’ QD, J. Declerck has come to the same

(112) This reading was also found in one manuscript witness of Pseudo-Diony-
sius’ third letter, viz. the tenth-century Londinemis, Bibliothecae Britannicae, Add.
18231 (Lc), but in that manuscript it was later corrected (see the critical apparatus
in A. M. Ritter [ed.], Corpus Dionynacum, vol. 2 [PTS 36], p. 159).

(113) MoaaT had £autoic.

(114) In the complete manuscript tradition of Pseudo-Dionysius’ De divinis no-
minibus this reading is found in only one witness, viz. Vaticanusgr. 313 (Ve) of the
eleventh-twelfth century; see the critical apparatus in Suchia (ed.), Corpus Diony-
siacum, vol. 1, De diuinis nominibus (PTS 33), p. 133, ad Div. Nom. II, 9, 10.

(115) Variant readings and errors proper to Ma are: €t for éott in I, 9 and V,
223; the omission of 1 povag - QUOIKAG in 1, 23/25; yevopévn for ywdpevn in |,
37; tpavotnta for tpavotata in V, 22; dGAMNn0wg for dAnbwg in V, 31; o0o1®OuEVOQ
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conclusion (116).The linear relationship that has been established
between these two manuscripts, can be illustrated as follows:

Mo

Ma

2.Ka

This is probably the appropriate place to discuss another short
text which has been, as far as we know, transmitted in only three
witnesses: in Mo, Ma and Ka we find a unique fusion of Maxi-
mus’ QD 50, 1-2 and Amb.Thom. Il, 6-9 (117). The text is com-
pletely identical in Mo and Ma, while these two differ from Ka
in two respects: in the ‘title’ of the fragment (= QD 50, 1-2), Mo
and Ma have év @ aylw oUPBOAW against év 1w cuuBOAW in Ka
(and in QD). In addition, Mo and Ma have the reading autog for
avtng (I, 8/9). Since avtog is not found in a single witness of
Amb. Thom, except Mo and its copy Ma, it must be seen as an in-
novation by the scribe of Mo. Therefore - as far as this particular
fragment is concerned anyway - Ka may be considered to be the
ancestor of Mo (118).

Regardless of this, it is not impossible that in writing autoc,
Mo has come closer to what Maximus himself could have writ-
ten (119. If indeed autdg should be accepted as the correct reading,

for oVolwpévog in V, 43; OAnv for dAnV in V, 47; petafANTIKQOG for PETORATIKGOG
in V, 78/79; obowwdn for ovowwdn in V, 139; tov for tnv in V, 155; rv for iv’ in
V, 194; kai for to0 in V, 305.

(116) See QD, p. cixvii.

(117) See Appendix Il, ad Amb. Thom. I, 1-5 and 9.

(118) See also D eclerck, QD, p. cixvii, who did not judge this relationship
between Ka and Mo to be impossible. Of course these few lines are a very small
basis for a comparison and therefore the readings of both witnesses are given in
Appendix Il, ad Amb. Thom. II.

(119) See e.g. Amb.Thom. 1V, 75 (Ta¢ T€ QUOEI WV aLTOG LTOOTAOIG NV); 1V,
77178 (KOT'aPEW TAC QUOEIG (v a0TOC MdoTaaolg Av); V, 128/129 (Tdg T Tou Xpi-
0TOU QOOEIC v aUTOC OTOoTaalg fv); Ep.sec. 11, 82/83 (UeTd Twv QOOEWY WV aUTAC
Onéotaoig Rv); Opusc. 1, PG 91, 32C6-7 (puaoelg d0o, (v aUTOC £€0TIV UTIOCTACIC);
ibid., 36B5 (v ydp avTo¢ @Ooewv OndoTaaig fv); ibid., 36B7 (wv alTég UMEoTACIC
nv); etc.
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then it is clear that the complete manuscript tradition of
Amb. Thom, is here corrupt.

At this point in our investigation, which has so far allowed a
very large number of variant readings to be excluded as being
more or less recent innovations of a secondary nature, it has be-
come necessary to investigate closely two variant readings (V,
163/167) in which a deliberate alteration of the original text can
be proved. The passage reads:

Apélel e€ouaia (¢€ouadiac Q Mo Za Ga P) (1), yvwunc
(omitted by Mo Za Ga P) €pya MemoINKwe T@ madn NG QUjogwc,
GANOUX’0C NUEIC AVAYKNG OTOTEAETUATO (QUOIKAG, EU[TOAIlY 1
EQMUV €xel, TO KaBMuag boel madntdv O1e&NAbev, | €€ouaia,
yvoun (again omitted by Mo Za Ga P) kwvntov deiéag €¢’éautol
TO TEQUKOG £QNHAV | €ival YVWHNG KIVINTIKWY.

That the word yvoun (V, 166) must have been present in the
original text is easily confirmed by the fact that Maximus, as a
rhetorical feature, opposes yvwun Kivntov (V, 166) to yvaoung Ki-
vntikov (V, 167). The reason why the first yvopunc (V, 163) and
the above-mentioned yvoun (V, 166) have been omitted by a
number of manuscripts (viz. Mo, Za, Ga and P) is easily under-
stood: Maximus himself at one time(121) said that it is, properly
speaking, impossible to use the word yvwun when talking about
Christ since this term indicates the result of an internal delibera-
tion of someone who does not know everything. Christ, being
God, could not possibly have ever deliberated and therefore never
had a yvawpn. Thus one can talk of yvoun only in relation to hu-
mans, who are not perfect and therefore do not know every-
thing (122). It thus becomes very clear why the second yvoung of
the fragment (V, 167) has not been altered in the complete manu-
script tradition of Amb. Thom. - it is said of us, humans - while
the first two occurrences, obviously relating to the yvwun of

(120) It goes without saying that here, as in the following lines, manuscripts
Mo and P are always followed by their descendants, viz. Ma and T respectively
(see above, p. cvm-cix [P T] and cix-cxi [Mo Ma]).

(121) See DP, PG 91, 308C14-312C9.

(122) Maximus’ argument was repeated by John of Damascus, Expositio Jidei,
58, 155-185 (see B. Kotter [ed.], Die Schriftett desJohannes von Damaskos, vol. 2
[PTS 12], Berlin - New York, 1973, p. 143-144).
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Christ, have been removed. What has made this omission even
easier is the fact that by simply adding a -¢ to the first €é€ouaiq,
one obtains a sentence with an altered meaning, but not without
a meaning.

In conclusion, it can be said that two points have been estab-

lished:

1. it is highly probable that Mo, Za, Ga and P stem from a
common ancestor, the scribe of which has then to be held
responsible for the deliberate alteration of the text. Let us
call this common ancestor ‘n* (123);

2. &s far as the relative dating of the above-mentioned texts is
concerned, we have to conclude that Amb. Thom, were writ-
ten before DP. However, this comes as no surprise, since
J. Noret has already shown that the latter could very well
be the result of a rather late redaction (124).

V. H GaP; Mo Za

Now that on the basis of a single albeit convincing argument a
common ancestor W for Mo, Za, Ga and P has been hypothe-
sized, an attempt must be made to shed some light on the rela-
tionships between the different representatives of this family.

1. The sub-family H Ga P
Gaand P

There is one obvious error that can be quoted in order to prove
the relationship between manuscripts Ga and P, viz. évepyel for
évnpyet in V, 136.

The argument is further corroborated by the following variant
readings that the two manuscripts have in common: the omission
of tou2 in 1, 37 (129; the addition of o before Aodyoc in 1V, 19;
and motwontal for motwoeTal in V, 137,

(123) Although it does not seem very probable, we can, of course, never com-
pletely rule out the possibility that exactly the same alteration was made on two
different occasions in the tradition.

(124) SeeJ. N oret, La redaction de la Disputatio cum Pyrrho (CPG 7698) de saint
Maxime le Confesseurserait-elleposterieure a 655?, in: AB 117 (1999), p. 291-296.

(125) In common with Be and X.
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Manuscripts Ga and P also have their own variant readings and
errors (126). They must therefore be considered to stem indepen-
dently from a common ancestor which we shall call IW (127).

Hand Ga

Manuscript H only has a small portion of the text, viz. up to I,
30 (outw(g). Leaving aside the relatively large number of cases
where H is isolated in the manuscript tradition, the manuscript
shares one error with P (viz. the reading Tou for to0TO in I, 2), as
well as two errors and a suspect reading with Ga: évtw¢g for dvtog
in prol., 52 (error); kotakpivwpev for kotakpiBwpev in I, 19 (er-
ror) (128); finally, the omission of tou in prol., 31 (suspect read-
ing). We therefore —with due reservations —take H to be part of
the same family as Ga and P.

Taking into account the variant readings and errors proper to
H (129), it might be considered that the manuscript independently
stems from the ancestor *9that it shares with Ga and P. How-

(126) The variant readings and errors proper to Ga, apart from the numerous
errors connected with itadsm, are: the omission of ®¢ in prol., 12; éykekeAev-
opevolg for kekeheuopevolg in p ro 141; the omission of €€ dyvolag ¢ QOOEWS
in 11, 24; the addition of *1¢ To in Ill, 1; the omission of ¢ @Uoewc in 1V, 27;
the omission by haplography o f cuyxwpolpeda - ka8 P& in 1V, 102; the addition
of d¢ after pny in V, 28; dppntov for amdppntov in V, 39; the omission of the sec-
ond év in V, 44; the omission of ovgiav in V, 78; the omission by haplogra-
phy of ywwokovteg - éotiv in V, 116/117; avétiog {sic) for &vtrogin V, 179; the
addition of 1 after avtiddoel in V, 277/278. —The variant readings and errors
proper to P, that are not very numerous, have already been enumerated above,
p. cvm, to prove the relationship between P and T.

(127) The very fragmentary witness Be, that only has Amb. Thom. I, 32-38, is in
these six lines identical to Ga and to Ga only, sharing with that manuscript the ad-
dition of rj before Umepdmnelpog in 1, 32, and the already mentioned omission of
Tou: in I, 37. This might indicate a certain relationship between Ga and Be, but of
course it is not possible to come to any real conclusion on the basis of such a frag-
mentary testimony.

(128) There is not a trace of the reading katakpivwpev in the tradition of Greg-
ory’s Or. 38 (as far as can be judged from the critical apparatus in SChr. 358, p.
118 |ad I. 17]) or anywhere else in the tradition of Amb. Thom.

(129) The variant readings and errors of any relevance proper to H are: kota-
otnoa¢ for katéotnoag in prol., 14; meneiopeba for meneioban in prol., 28; €outolg
for altoig in prol., 29; keleuopévolg for kekeheuopevolg in prol., 41; toovtolg for
ToUTow in prol, 43 (in common with Ge); the omission of &¢ in prol., 44; the ad-
dition of tou before ovtog in prol., 52; the omission of ¢ in I, 5; 6uéTitog for
opoTipog in 1, 15; finally, tpiag (sic) for povdg in |, 30.
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ever, H can in all probability be considered to be closer to Ga
than to P since the only error that H shares with P (tou for to0to
in I, 2) is so obvious that it could have well been corrected by
Ga (13). We therefore, with due reservations, hypothesize a com-
mon ancestor for H and Ga, which we shall call “f.

The relationships that have been established so far, can be illus-
trated as follows:

[\

2. A sub-family Mo Za?

There is a small number of arguments in favour of hypothesiz-
ing a closer connection between manuscripts Mo and Za (130) : Za
shares with Mo and Re the reading a0tng for adtnv in Amb. Thom.
V, 56, and with Mo and Z the variant reading yévoigf¢ for
yéveaBé in V, 301. Finally, Mo and Za have pévw for pévov (in V,
10) in common with a Y.

However, both Mo and Za are mainly characterized by a good
number of their own errors and variant readings (13). For lack of
firm proof of a closer relationship between both manuscripts, Mo
and Za should be considered to represent two independent tradi-
tions inside a larger family which we shall call 7

(130) This hypothesis seems to be corroborated also by Amb.Thom. |, 10,
where H shares with Ga and a number of other witnesses, but not P, the erro-
neous reading évikwtépav for EvwTIKWTEPQV.

(131) The latter, of the tenth century, has only Amb. Thom. V.

(132) Examples of the errors and variant readings proper to Za are: pévng for
povn in V, 14; olv for youv in V, 22; the transposition of dnAovott after copkog in
V, 48; the addition of kai after wa in V, 58; agbey&iav for deaciav and dnAovoav
for dnAovong in V, 63; the omission of eimeiv in V, 64; idlonoloupévny for
eidonotoupévny in V, 88/89; etc. - On Mo see below.
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Mo Za

3. A special case: Mo

As has been said in the description of this thirteenth-century
witness (133), B. Markesinis has succeeded in identifying the scribe
of the Maximus section of Mo as George of Cyprus, also known
as Gregory Il, patriarch of Constantinople (134). We know from
George’s own correspondence that he was in the habit of con-
stantly trying to correct his manuscripts (13). This characteristic
of his work is once again confirmed by the large number of read-
ings peculiar to Mo in that part of the manuscript that is of inter-
est to us here(13). As can be seen from the list, George’s major
concern is to create a text that is both clear and correct (137).

In dealing creatively, so to speak, with Maximus* words,
George has in three cases come to share a reading with the Corpus
Constantinopolitanum and Y: the omission of yap in V, 41 (138);
agavtdotwe for dgavtacidotwe in V, 97 (139 ; and the transposi-
tion of peaitan before tng in V, 302. Since all three cases can be
regarded as being rather small, perhaps even obvious, alterations
without any influence on the meaning of the text, they cannot be
considered to indicate any actual relationship between Mo and the
Corpus.

O f course, the possibility of a relationship between Mo and the
Corpus can never be completely ruled out, but it would be much

(133) See above, p. 1xii- Ixiii.

(134) See B. M arkesinis, Le Monacensisgr. 225, ff. tr-40v, et Georges de Chypre,
alias Gregoire I1de Constantinople, in: BBGG. N.S., 54 (2000), p. 259-273, especially
p. 264-272.

(135) See M arkesinis, art.cit., p. 272 and n. 65; on George’s independent atti-
tude with regard to his manuscripts, see also ibid., p. 264.

(136) The errors and variant readings proper to Mo (and its copy Ma) have
been enumerated above, p. cix-cx.

(137) See e.g. the transpositions in I, 12; V, 13/14; V, 16; V, 22/23; V, 69/70;
etc.; the addition of e<mv after yap (I, 23); the reading 67COpeueTO for e7re7copEUTo
(V, 79); etc.

(138) Also in common with Q.

(139) Also in common with Q and C.
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more difficult to explain how the numerous characteristic errors
of the Corpus could have disappeared from Mo without leaving a
trace than to accept that Mo and the Corpus have a small number
of rather unimportant variant readings in common by coinci-
dence.

VI. Q and Ge

These are two interesting manuscripts: Q is a rather good wit-
ness of the eleventh century, while Ge is a fourteenth-century
manuscript, whose scribe compiled a personal corpus of Maxi-
mus’ works, but, at the same time, introduced a large number of
errors (140).

Q and Ge share the following variant and suspect readings,
hinting at a relationship between them:

- the suspect transposition of x0awv before toi¢ ayioig (pro/.,
22/23) (141);

- the suspect transposition of &dilnoe and nywviace in 1V,
62 (142);

- the reading amokaBdapag for dmokadnpag in 1V, 93 (143);

- finally, in 1, 38, Q has 10i¢ altoic dekTikoi¢, while Ge has
NG avtng dektikig for 10i¢ avtng dekTikoi¢. Might we as-
sume that the manuscripts’ common ancestor here had the
erroneous tn¢ a0tng deKTIKNC, which was left unaltered by
Ge but on the other hand ‘hyper-corrected’ by Q?

The small number of suspect readings common to Q and Ge
that have been enumerated immediately above, together with the
large number of errors and variant readings proper to each of the
manuscripts (1449 apparently indicate that Q and Ge share a com-
mon, albeit rather distant, ancestor which we will call T.

(140) See the description of both manuscripts on p. xxxix-x1 (Q) and p. Ixi
(Ge). As has been said in the description, Ge does not transmit Amb. Thom. V.

(141) Indeed, the transposition prevents a correct understanding of the sen-
tence.

(142) Not only does this transposition alter the word order as it is found in
Gregory’s Or. 38> it also separates the verbs émneivnoe and €3iynae that logically be-
long together (see also Amb. Thom. V, 91).

(143) In common with P.

(144) The errors and variant readings of Q are: the omission by haplography
of d1& - umepPabeiong (1, 4/5); mébog for mdxog in 11, 21; the omission by haplo-
graphy of Twv - mapdBacig in 1V, 22/23; évwtioBeiq for épwtnBeiq in IV, 54;
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Even at first sight, manuscript Q bears a remarkable resem-
blance to the Corpus Constantinopolitanum (= V): the contents of
the first part of Q (145 are - with the exception of QTh., Opusc.
13 and Amb.lo., which are absent from Q - identical to the first
part of the contents of manuscripts A, Tour, N and Va(146).
Furthermore, the sequences of Ep. 6-7, 11, EOD, Ep. 4, 8-9, 1,
and of Ep. 12-13, 15, Amb. Thom, are exactly the same in Q as in
A, Tour and N, and roughly the same as in Va(14/). Finally, the
last four works in Q, viz. LA, Car, Th.Oec. and Cap.XV, are also
found in the same sequence in A and Tour, and partly —without

Tadtnv for tavtng in 1V, 59; dnuioupyolvta for dnuioupyoloav in 1V, 71;
anaAiayn for émaAAayn in 1V, 74 (in common with Baand Z ) ; aAn6a¢ for aAndwv
in 1V, 85; the conjecture owlopévag for owlopevog in 1V, 87/88; the omission of
¢ QOoEWC TNV acbévelav in 1V, 104. Also in Amb. Thom. V, for which we cannot
take into account the testimony of Ge (see supra), Q has a number of proper var-
iant readings and errors, most of which are unique in the tradition: umép olciou
for Onép olaiav in V, 67; duoloyrnoopev v ovaiav for TV ouciov OPOAOYACTWUEV
in V, 112; v for wv in V, 183; the omission of éoxnkw¢ in V, 208/209; the omis-
sion of tpomog in V, 217 and that of deikvig in V, 228; cuvdéel for ouvelodel in
V, 239/240 (in common with Re and Sup); the omission by haplography of pn-
T€ - evwatv in V, 283. - A large number of variant readings proper to Ge are found
in the introductory lines of ambigua I to V. The same goes for the prologue, that
has clearly been modified in this witness so as to erase every reference to Pseudo-
Dionysius the Areopagite. Other examples of the numerous variant readings and
errors proper to Ge are: the addition of xaipewv after paBntig in prol, 5; mAn-
povpevog for cupmAnpolpevog in prol., 10; the omission of {wvta in prol., 24;
the omission of Adywv Kai in prol., 27; the transposition of nvedpa after AaBwv in
prol, 30; tooToIg for ToOTOW in prol., 44 (in common with H); ot dvteg for ooy T€
in prol., 49; pnvdg for povag in I, 2; the omission of dokoboav eivat in I, s ;
a@INoTipoc for deidTipov and év for évi in 1, 13; the omission of To0to in I, 20 ;
the addition of fj before oupnAnpoupuévn in I, 27; the omission of kai capkwBEVTL
in 11, 4/5; €ita for €imep in 11, 33/34; Gotépnaig for 1§ atépnaig in 11, 39; poperyv for
popen in 1V, 5, 25 and 31; the addition of ta before tng in 1V, 18; wonep for dmep
in 1V, 29; o6Anv for odov in 1V, 36; diott for d’d t in 1V, 39; 16 avtotnT for
TautoTnTl in 1V, 47; yeyovag for yévog in 1V, 73; abtol for éautou in 1V, 80;
évikwtepov for évwtikwtepov in IV, 83; the transposition of kai: before Alatouto
in 1V 83/84; mabntw¢ for kai madnTdC in 1V, s s ; finally, the omission of @Uoet in
1V, 101.

(145) l.e. up to DP; see the description of the manuscript on p. xxXxix.

(146) For the sequence in the Corpus manuscripts, see the comparative list in
Van D eun, Opuscula, p. tii-riii.

(147) In Va, Amb. Thom, follow QTh. at the beginning of the manuscript.
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AMBIGUA AD THOMAM cXiX

Cap.XV —in Va (149). This parallelism in both contents and se-
quence indicates that Q’s (first) exemplar must have been in one
way or another related to the Corpus.

Both Q and Ge also share a small number of variant readings
with the Corpus and Y, viz. the omission of tou in proL> 29; the
reading Angbeic for diaAngbeic in prol., 44; the omission of Tw2 in
Il, 4; 6eia for Beika in IV, 72. Q also shares the marginal note
dpo¢ moAiteiog (ad V, 260/261) with the Corpus representatives
Am, N, Vaand ft, and also with Y (149).

In addition, in the following places Q shares a reading with a 'Y
and one or two other manuscripts: the omission of ydp in V, 41,
common to Q, a'Y, and Mo; and a@avtaotwe for aQavtaoiaoTwg
inV, 97, commonto Q, aY, Mo and C.

This might indicate that Q and Ge, like Y, represent a corrected
version of the text as found in the so-called Corpus Constantinopoli-
tanum. However, it is more probable that Q and Ge stem from an
ancestor that they have in common with the Corpus. This is the
best way to account for the complete absence of the large number
of Corpus errors from Q, while at the same time it explains the
fact that this manuscript has three sequences of texts which are
also found in this Corpus. We will call this common ancestor “fe\

A number of cases clearly show that Q’s scribe had more than
one exemplar at his disposal, or at least that he did not hesitate to
alter his text. This is most prominently the case in IV, 87/88,
where Q has owlopévac for owldpevog. This reading is unique in
the tradition and is probably a conjecture by the scribe of Q. In
addition there is the above-mentioned case of V, 163, where Q
has €€ouaiac for e€oucia in common with Mo, MayZa, Ga, P and
T, but also has the words yvoung (V, 163) and yvoun (V, 166)
that are absent from these witnesses. It is not impossible that here
too the scribe of Q has written é€ouaiag for é€ouaia by mere con-
jecture.

(148) The same sequence is also found in manuscripts Scorialensis Y.111.3 (s.
x-xi) and Parisims, Coislinianus 261 (s. xn), both of South Italian origin. It there-
fore seems to predate the actual Corpus Constantinopolitanum.

(149) See Appendix .
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These complex relationships can be illustrated as follows:

k

Ge

VII. Ath, B, C and X

There remain only four partial witnesses which present diffi-
culties, since the fragment that they transmit does not contain any
conclusive evidence which would permit them to be assigned to
any of the families or groups of manuscripts that have been estab-
lished above. We shall therefore present these four witnesses al-
phabetically by their siglum.

I. Ath

As mentioned before (15°), manuscript Ath - a carefully written
eighteenth-century paper codex —has only Amb. Thom. |, copied,
as indicated by the scribe himself, from a Sinai manuscript writ-
ten on parchment. The existence of such a manuscript is un-
known to us.

It has not been possible to connect Ath$ text with any other
witness in the entire manuscript tradition. In fact Ath has a very
good text (151) without any errors or variant readings proper to it
except for the unique introduction of the fragment (152 and one
marginal sub-title (153).

2.B

The partial witness B of the eleventh century has introduced its
fragment from Amb. Thom. V in a way which is unique in the tra-

il50) See supra, p. tviii.

(151) The text of Amb. Thom. I, being very short, is in itself very stable as can
be seen from the critical apparatus: in this section of the text errors and variant
readings are almost exclusively peculiar to individual manuscripts.

(152) See Appendix Il, ad Amb. Thom. I, 1.

(153) See Appendix I, ad Amb. Thom. I, s .
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dition (139). In the rest of the fragment too B has a large number
of variant readings and errors that are not found anywhere else in
the entire manuscript tradition.

However, B shares an error and a variant reading with Mo, viz.
the omission of 1] in V, 249 (variant reading), and éautolg for
éautoic (V, 292) in B and Mopocorr' (error). It also shares three var-
iant readings with Za, viz. @Uoel for oo in V, 251; o for w in
V, 252; finally, the omission of twlin V, 307.

The evidence being so small, nothing more can be said other
than that B, itself an early witness, reflects an ancient tradition
of the text, as is the case for the text in Mo and Za. This is not
enough to hypothesize a connection between B and Mo Za since
the error and variant readings could just as easily have occurred
twice independently.

3.C

Manuscript C (s. xii), in which Amb. Thom. V'serves as a mar-
ginal commentary on Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite’sEp. 4 ad
Gaium, has a good text with very few variant readings or errors.
In fact C has only one obvious error, viz. g16npwi for gidfpov in
V, 274, which it shares - by coincidence, it would seem - with
Sup. In addition we find rv, dAn6ag for Qv dAndng (V, 130) in
gp con' jsunique jn the tradition, but as can be seen from
the critical apparatus, these few words have been the subject of
corrections in more than one manuscript (155).

Nothing can be deduced from these very few examples with
regard to the place of C in our stemma codicum. However, it is clear
that C agrees with Vapar' in most cases (135). Whenever C does
not agree with Va, it seems to agree with Q (157).

(154) See the critical apparatus ad V, 200.

(155) In Va especially, the (correct) reading v dAn6rg is the result of a particu-
larly blatant correction; is it possible that Va had v dAn6wg before the last correc-
tion?

(156) See especially the addition of évepyeiag after owkeiog in V, 279/280, that
Chas in common only with Vap com

(157) See especially the transposition of dAnBw¢ after dvBpwmog in V, 47, and
the reading yevnoea®¢ in V, 301, both common only to C and Q.
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The totality of the cases seem to point to the possibility of a
double source for C’s text, viz. manuscripts Va and Q, but the
evidence is too small to come to any further conclusions.

4.X

Manuscript X (s. x) transmits Amb. Thom. | as a marginal com-
mentary on Gregory of Nazianzus* Or. 29 (158). It is one of the
earliest manuscript witnesses which we possess.

X shares the erroneous 6v 10 ¢ for ovtotng (I, 25) with Re
Sup (139). Apart from that it shares the omission of Touv2 (I, 37)
with Ga P (variant reading). Finally X also has an error proper to
it, viz. dportiuog for opdTipog (1, 15).

It is clear that the evidence cited above is at once too meagre
and too contradictory to allow any conclusions as to the position
of X in the stemma codicum. The sole conclusion is that ov 10 Tng
for ovtotne (I, 25) and the omission of tou2 (I, 37) are very an-
cient readings.

VI1II. Stemma codicum

If all the relationships that have been established above are
combined, the following over-all stemma codicum emerges (160) :

(158) See above, p. 1xix-Ixx.

(159) However, Re and Sup also have adapted the immediately preceding ad-
jective évumooTatog to the neuter évumootatov, while X has évumootatog 6v 10 TG
6poouaiov TPIAdOC.

(160) As can be seen, the editions of Combefis (1675/1679; the third volume,
which was to include Amb. Thom., never appeared in print), Gale (1681), Ohler
(1857) and PG (1860) have already been incorporated in the stemma codicum. These
editions will be discussed in the next chapter.

Digitized by .0 0 Q le



20

PG (1860)



CXXiV CLASSIFICATION OF THE WITNESSES

IX. Choice between the variant readings

As is apparent from the classification of the witnesses and from
the stemma codicum, the tradition of Amb. Thom, can be considered
as being roughly bipartite:
1. the tradition of the Corpus Constantinopolitanum stricto sensu
(= hyparchetype a);

la. manuscripts Y Q Ge, which are definitely related to the
Corpus, but which - for various reasons - cannot be as-
signed an exact position inside the stemma. They may there-
fore be considered to occupy a middle position between
the Corpus and the tradition of Gaand P;

2. an independent tradition, characterized mainly by Ga and
P, these two being the only representatives of their tradi-
tion to transmit the complete text.

Whenever 1 and la offer a variant reading against 2 —and this
happens relatively rarely - the choice between them is a matter of
judgment. Thus in prol., 29 we have written Tou Katd xapiv, not
Katd xaptv; in prol, 44 we have written Jl0AnEBeic, not
AneBei¢ (161) ; in 11, 4 we have written 1w 310 o€, not di1a o¢ (162) ;
in 1V, 19 we have written 8gd¢ Aodyog, not Bed¢ 6 Aoyoc (163); in
IV, 72 we have written 1@ 6€ikd, not t& Beia (164); finally, in V,
97, following the tradition of Ga and P, we have written d-
QaVTOOI80TWG, not deaviaoTtwg (165).

In all other cases (see e.g. tit. ;prol., 31; 1V, 23; V, 130; V, 302;
etc.) the distribution of the witnesses over the variant readings has
dictated the choice of the variants.

(161) Our choice is based primarily on the identical expression péooc d10AN@OEi¢
in Maximus’ QTh. 61, 54 (ed. Laga-Steel, QTh., Il, p. 87).

(162) Our choice has been influenced by the Gregory tradition in which tw
d14 0¢ kevwbévTt is the reading of all the witnesses that have been used in the criti-
cal edition (see the critical apparatus in SChr. 250, p. 216).

(163) Our choice is based on Gregory’s text Q¢ pév yap Adyog ... *Qq 6¢ dovAou
popeny (see Amb. Thorn. 1V, 2;-4/5 and 25).

(164) We have written 1@ 6€ikd ocapKikwg because this seems to correspond
better to Ta capkikd B€ikag (1V, 68/69).

(165) Manuscripts Mo and C too have dg@avtaotw¢. However, the reading
aeavtooidotw is confirmed by Ep.sec. 1ll, 7 where both witnesses (Ga and V)
have agavtacidotwg. Furthermore d@aviaoidotwg is found in Maximus* Opusc.
1, PG 91, 32B1-2, while we know of no place in Maximus’ works where he has
written d@ovTaoTwg.
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From a textcritical point of view Amb.Thom. represent a rela-
tively easy text with a broad and stable tradition. However, in
the small number of cases - all of them relatively unimportant -
where the two traditions oppose each other as clearly distin-
guished entities, the editor has no other means of making a choice
than to rely on his own judgment. In the cases enumerated above
there is therefore the possibility of error.

Finally, attention must be drawn to two places in Amb. Thom.
where the text of the archetype has been established but where
the question arises whether the entire tradition has been cor-
rupted, viz. Il, 8/9, where auto¢ Unootaaoig yéyove might be ex-
pected for avtng Ondotacig yéyove (166) ; and V, 279/280, where
the word €vepyeiag might be expected in the phrase Tng Kata @QU-
Olv olkeiag avékmiwtov (167). The variant readings of IV, 87-88
and V, 262 (kotd TouTov/Kat’altdv) pose a similar problem.

B. Epistula secunda ad eundem

I. Ga, Ka, V
Ga is the codex unicus for Ep. sec. I, Il and Ill, 58 (efei) - 64,
while V is the codex unicus for Ep.sec. Ill, 65-97. This means that

the testimony of the three primary witnesses Ga, Ka and V can
only be taken into account for the prologue to Ep.sec. In addition,
Ep.sec. Ill, 1-58 has been transmitted by two of the
witnesses, viz. Gaand V.

There are no obvious errors that would prove a closer relation-
ship between our manuscripts. In the places enumerated below,
two manuscripts do share an error between them, but since er-
rors, or rather mistakes, of this kind are so frequent in Byzantine

(166) See above, p. cxi, n. 119, where a number of parallel passages have been
cited suggesting that it would be more in keeping with Maximus’ style to write
a0TOC OMOCTATIC YEYOVE.

(167) ‘évepyeiac’ has indeed been added after oikeiag in Vapomr and C. The
scribe of B too felt the need to add something but his solution - the addition of
ouaiag after oikeiag - is less appropriate.
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manuscripts, they cannot be taken into account for our purposes
here:
- inprol, 2/4, Ga and Ka share the omission of the inscriptio
(Tow - pabntc);
- inproly 16, Ka and V share the erroneous yevvntwv for ye-

vnNTtwy;

- in prol., 29, Ga and Ka share the erroneous kokkov for
KOKKWV;

- in prol,, 31, Ga and V share the reading kpeittw for
Kpeittov (169) ;

- in Ill, 27, Ga and V share the erroneous mpa¢ OUIACUVTOC
for mpooopAobvTag.

It will be clear that none of these cases sufficiently prove any
close relationship between the witnesses Ga, Ka and V. They are
therefore considered to represent three independent traditions of
Ep.sec.

I1. Stemma codicum
The foregoing can be illustrated as follows:

archetype

(168) It is noteworthy that three early and very good manuscript witnesses of

Maximus’ LA share a similar error: emi to xeipw for emi 16 Xeipov (LA, 11) in
manuscripts Vaticanus, Palatinus gr. 49 (F), Athous, Koutloumousiou 616 (Kt) and
Mosquensis, Bibliothecae Synodalis 209 (Vlad. 180) (VI) (see Van Deun, LA, p.
ccxxviii). Could it be possible that this particular reading (-w for -ov in the sin-
gular neuter of comparative forms on -wv) is part of Maximus’ idiom ?
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I1l. Choice between the variant readings

Finally a word or two must be said about the way in which a
choice between the variant readings has been made.

For those sections of the text that have been transmitted by
one witness only, that witness has, of course, been followed, al-
beit with caution. In all cases but one (I, 2) (169) interventions re-
fer to grammatical or orthographical errors (see I, 15; I, 36; II,
26; 11, 35; Il, 54/55; I, 87).

In the section of Ep.sec. 11l that has been transmitted by two
witnesses (viz. Ga and V), there is only one place where a choice
between them had to be made: in lll, 41, following V we have
chosen (le(locioi>(jievY)v (170), not (le(laiou(ievY)<;. In one case (I, 27)
the common reading of both manuscripts has been rejected as
being ‘erroneous’, or rather typical of a certain period (171).

In the prologue, that has been transmitted by all three wit-
nesses, it has not been necessary to select a variant reading on the
basis of a conjectural judgment as only one is obviously correct:

- on one occasion only, all three manuscripts have a different
reading (pro/., 23), but two of them are clearly erroneous;

- in a number of cases, two witnesses share a reading against
the third. However, it is clear from the above list (172 that in
these cases the reading shared by the majority of the manuscripts
is without exception one of the typical scribal mannerisms that
are so frequent in the manuscripts of the Byzantine period. There-
fore we have in such cases always chosen against the majority.

(169) In Ep.sec. I, 2 we have supplemented &1 duada between the words
am’apxng and kivneeioa, referring to both Amb. Thom. 1, 2 and Gregory’s Or. 29,
2,13 (p. 180).

(170) In this case our choice is based on the expression BéBaia miocTwaolg in
QTh. 22, scholia, 11 (ed. Laga-Steel, QTh., I, p. 143).

(171) There was a time not long after the minuscule script - and with it the
consequent use of accents - had been introduced, that the prefixes of compound
verbs had an accent of their own. Obviously we have written mpogopihouvvtag,
not mpo¢ OUIAOLYTAG,

(172) See p. cxxvVi.
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CHAPTER IlI: PREVIOUS EDITIONS

A. Ambigua ad Thomam

1. The intended edition by Francois Combefis (1675/1679)

The learned French Dominican Francois Combefis (1605-
1679) (*) planned the edition of Maximus* complete works in
three volumes. However, the third and last volume of his edition
never appeared in print, though its intended contents are revealed
by the successive versions of the editor’s prospectus of the pro-
ject (2) and by his preface to the first and second volumes, which
appeared simultaneously in 1675 (3): apart from the Scholia in cor-
pus Areopagiticum (CPG 7708) and the Computus ecclesiasticus (CPG
7706), the third volume was to include both Amb. Thom, and Amb.
lo. (4. Quetif-Echard state that the third volume was ready to
go to print when Combefis died on 23 March 1679 (5 but that
due to the careless treatment of the manuscript the pages were
dispersed and partially lost. As a consequence Combefis’ Latin
translations of the texts and his annotations were lost.

Echard saw what was left of Combefis’ notes in the library of
the monastery in the rue Saint-Honore in Paris i6). By the end of
the nineteenth century the files had been transferred to the Ar-

(1) For Combefis’ biography see Scriptores ordinis praedicatorum recensiti, notisque
historicis et criticis illustrati... Inchoavit R.P.F. J. Q uetif, absolvit R.P.F. J. Echard,
vol. 2, Paris, 1721, p. 678-679; R. Coulon, Combefis, in: A. Vacant - E. Man-
genot (ed.), Dictionnaire de theologie catholique, vol. 3, Paris, 1908, col. 385-387; A.
D uval, Combefis, in: G. Jacquemet (ed.), Catholicisme hier, aujourd’hui, demain,
vol. 2, Paris, 1949, col. 1333-1334; M ahieu, Travaux, p. 125-126;J. Richardot,
Combefis, in: R. d’Amat (ed.), Dictionnaire de biographie fran"aise, vol. 9, Paris,
1961, col. 360.

(2) On these successive reports see B. Janssens, Francois Combefis and the Edition
of Maximus the Confessor’s Complete Works, in: AB 119 (2001), p. 357-362.

(3) Combeftis, vol. 1, f. (*vv) (= PG 90, 55-56).

(4) See also Quetif-Echard, o.c.,, p. 682-684, and Fabricius, Bibliothecagraeca,
vol. 13, p. 789.Jeauneau, Amb.lo., p. xn, n. 21, supposedly citing one of Com -
befis’ prospectuses, in fact via Fabricius cites the reconstruction of Combefis’ third
volume by Quetif-Echard.

(5) O.c., p. 684: ‘Tomus ille tertius praelo paratus erat’.

(s) See le.: ‘inter codd. MSS Bibliothecae nostrae servatur*. The note on Com-
befis in Scriptores ordinis praedicatorum had been drafted by Quetif and was later re-
vised by Echard.
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chives nationales in Paris, where H. Omont examined them while
preparing his catalogue of that library (7).

The files containing Amb. Thom. are:

- M. 834, i, f. 137-140v (= Amb. Thom,, prol., 1 - 1V, 26
[(juyxaTePr)]), and

- Ai. 831, 1, f. 141-148v (= Amb. Thom. IV, 26 [xocia] - V,
308) (8).

The text is based on at least three manuscripts for at the begin-
ning of Amb. Thom, we read (in Combefis’ own handwriting):
‘Ex Reg(io) cod(ice) collato cum <***> Raphael(is) Dufresne
et <abbatis> Blachi’. We shall now attempt to identify these
manuscripts.

Our collations have shown that the ‘Regius codex’ on which
Combefis primarily based his edition can be identified with to-
day’s Parisinus gr. 1097 (a. 1055), manuscript P in our edition i9).
In the extant versions of Combefis’ prospectus this ‘Regius’ is the
only manuscript explicitly mentioned for Amb. Thom., which
seems to suggest that the editor obtained the remaining two, viz.
the codices of du Fresne and Blachos, at a relatively late stage.

The ‘codex Raphael(is) Dufresne’ (Raphael Trichet du Fresne)
is now Parisinus gr. 886 (s. xnex), manuscript Par in the present
edition. Combefis noted some peculiarities of this codex in the
margin of his text, accompanied by the siglum ‘Fr.” (10).

(7) See Inuentaire, 111, p. 357.

() Itis noteworthy that Combefis himself has only been responsible for some
marginal notes and corrections, but did not copy the main text. The title of the
work, that has been written in Combefis* hand, is: Tou dalov Mag&ipou Tou 6poAo-
yntou, Mepi dlagopwv (sic) dmopiwv (sic) Twv ayiwv Mpnyopiov kai Alovuaiou, mpo¢
Owuav ToV NYIOCUEVOV.

(9) Some examples that prove the relationship between P and Combefis* (first
draft of the) text are: Tp1&dog for duddog (I, 11) in P and Combacon'; to0TOIg
for toutwv (I, 18) in P and Combaaar\ dnoArjyel for dmoAsiyer (111, 41) in P and
Comb*arr'; @aivwv for @aivov (IV, 107) in P and Comb*corr; a0tryv for avutn (V,
18) in P and Comb* cari\ ov for pf (V, 28) in ppar and Comb\ the omission of
yvoung (V, 163) in P and CombaaT; the omission of yvoun (V, 166) in P and
Combacorr; éautng for éovtn (V, 239) in P and Combacorr; the omission of ydp
(V, 258) in P and Combacorr; tnv for t: (V, 276) in P and Combaaar\ yévno0é
for yéveaBé (V, 301) in P and Comb.

(10) Examples are the marginal notes, written in Combefis’ own hand, in M.
834, i, f. 137 (‘Fr. Tig 6 mAolOTOC¢ TNG ayabdtnToc’); ibid., f. 139 (‘Fr. mup tavta
TEQPPOLY PPULYOVASEIC OIpEnelg’), etc.; in M. 831, i, f. 147v (‘Fr. OUte ydp Katd
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The ‘codex abbat(is) Blachi’, called V.’, ‘Ven.” or 4/enet(us)’
by Combefis, can be identified with today’s Parisinus, Suppl. gr.
228 (s. xvi), manuscript Sup in our edition (n). It was sent to
Combefis from Venice by the well-known Cretan bishop and hu-
manist Gerasimos Blachos (1605/7 - 1685) (12.

The most recent version of Combefis’ prospectus, dated 29
November 1660 (13), reveals that the editor, unknowingly at the
time, also had access to a fourth witness for (the final part of)
Amb. Thom., viz. Vaticanusgr. 511 (s. xi; B in our edition) (14).

Finally, there are some cases where the editor goes against the
manuscript witnesses at his disposal without saying so (15).

2. The actual editioprinceps by Thomas Gale (1681)

In 1681 the Anglican priest Thomas Gale, Regius Professor of
Greek at Cambridge and subsequently High Master of the school
of St. Paul’s Cathedral in London, published Amb. Thom, and (the

@uowv’ etc.); ibid., f. 148v (‘Fr. Mpovoiag €0Ti’ etc.). These are die marginal notes
that have been mentioned in die description of manuscript A (see supra, p. x1vii).
They are edited on the basisof A in Appendix I.

(11) See also B racke, Manuscript Tradition, p. 101-102, n. 17(c). This identifica-
tion is corroborated by the following examples: éugaagwv for ekpavow (V, 57) in
[Re,] Sup and CombM™* (V. éug@aatv); the addition of o before Aoyo¢ (V, 128) in
[Aacar, Re,] Sup and Combp car\ die addition of kai before ta (V, 163) in [Re,]
Sup and Combp @T.

(12) See Combefis, vol. 1, f. (*viv) (= PG 90, 59-60). On Blachos* cooperation
with Combefis, see V. N. Tatakis, [epdaipog BAaxog o Kpng (1605/7 - 1685).
®1\600@0og, BeoAdyog, @INOAoyoC (BIBAIOBNKN Tov EAANVIKOO IvoTtitolTou Bevetiag
Bulavtivwv kai Metafulavtiviov Zmoudwv 5), Venice, 1973 (especially p. 17-18,
22-23, 38 and 49).

(13) SeeJanssens, art.cit. It is not impossible that it was Lucas Holstenius who
informed Combefis about the manuscript (see C ombefis, vol. 2, p. 707 [= PG 91,
285-286]).

(14) That Combefis eventually did use B is easily proved by the following ex-
amples: the addition of kai before Mw¢ (V, 227), common to B and Combp cor
only; @uoet for @uowv (V, 251) in B and CombpCOrr; the repetition of kawov (V,
263) in B and Combp car only; the addition of oVagiag after oikeiag (V, 279/280) in
B and Combp aar only.

(15) Some examples of Combefis’ interventions in the text are: a0té¢ for autd
in V, 5 and 13; yvounc for yvoun (V, 166) in Combp corr; the addition of i before
0edtng in V, 251; the omission of ToVTW in V, 267; ékdexopévou for €KdEXOMEVL
(V, 301) in Combp car.
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first part of) Amb.lo. as an appendix to his (anonymous) edition
ofJohn Scotus Eriugena’s Periphyseon (16). Because of Scotus’ al-
legedly heretical doctrine Gale’s edition and with it its ‘Maxi-
mian’ appendix was placed on the catholic Index librorum prohibi-
torum by a decree dated 3 April 1685 (17).

In Scotus* Periphyseon Gale had found a number of quotations
(translated into Latin) from Maximus’ Amb.lo. (18), a work that
was at that time unknown to him: as we have said, Francois
Combefis would have published it in the third volume of his edi-
tion, had not his death in the spring of 1679 prevented this vol-
ume from appearing. Gale’s interest in the work had been
aroused and after having tried —apparently without success —to
obtain Combefis’ notes (19), he went to look for the Greek orig-
inal of Amb.lo.

(16) Joannis Scoti Erigenae de Divisione Naturae libri quinque diu desiderati. Accedit
Appendix ex Ambiguis S. Maximi Graece et Latine, Oxford, 1681, Appendix, p. 1-45
(Amb.lo., PG 91, 1061-1116D [SkoScikhxv fyveaiv]); p. 46-70 (Amb.Thom.). Gale’s
name does not appear before p. 46 of the Appendix, viz. as translator of Amb.
Thom.: ‘Interprete Tho. Gale Anglo*. As is apparent from the list of Gale’s publi-
cations in the article Gale by G. Goodwin, in: L. Stephen - S. Lee (ed.), The
Dictionary of National Biography, vol. 7, Oxford - London, s.d., p. 819, it was not
unusual for the author to publish his works anonymously. For Gale’s biography
see apart from Goodwin, art.c., p. 818-320, also Jeauneau, Traduction, p. 136-
140 (= id ., Etudes erigeniennes, p. 426-430).

(17) See Index Librorum Prohibitorum Innoc. XI. P.M. iussu editus Vsque ad Annum
1681. Eidem accedit infine Appendix usque ad Mensem lunij 1704, Rome, 1704, p. 353
(i.e. in the Appendix, that runs from p. 301 to p. 401): Joannis Scoti Erigenae de
diuisione naturae libri quinque, &c. Accedit Appendix ex ambiguis Sancti Maximi
Graece, & Latine. Oxonii 1681. Dec. ut supra (ic. Deer. Sacrae Congregationis In-
dicis 3. Apr. 1685)". See also H. J. Fioss, in: PL 122 (Paris, 1853), col. 441-442.1
P. Shetdon-W ittiams (ed.), lohannis Scotti Eriugenae Periphyseon (De Divisione
Naturae) Liber Primus (Scriptores Latini Hibemiae 7), Dublin, 1968, p. 26, dates the
decree 5 September 1684, with a reference to ‘the 1930 edition (Rome)’ of the In-
dex (l.e., n. 1). E. Jeauneau (ed.), lohannis Scotti seu Eriugenae Periphyseon Liber pri-
mus (CCCM 161), Tumhout, 1996, p. 1xix-1xx, gives the same date without any
indication of his source.

(18) SeeJeauneau, Amb.lo., p. 1xxix-1xxx (‘Liste des Ambigua cites par Jean
Scot’), where 76 quotations from or allusions to Amb.lo. are identified in Scotus*
Periphyseon. See also the list on p. 1xxxiii 0fJeauneau*s edition, which includes an-
other eight hitherto unidentified quotations from Maximus in the Periphyseon.

(19) See a letter from Gale to Mabillon dated 29 April 1679 and quoted by
Jeauneau, Amb.lo,, p. x1i-x1ii. At that time Combefis* notes were still kept in
the library of the monastery at the rue Saint-Honore in Paris (see supra).
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In a manuscript in his personal library, now Cantabrigiensis, Col-
legii S. Trinitatis 0.3.48 (siglum Ga in our edition), Gale did find
Amb. Thom, and the rare Ep.sec. but not Amb.lo(*°). The editor
therefore turned to his learned colleagues on the European main-
land. Eventually, together with a copy of John Scotus’ Latin
translation, Gale obtained the Greek original, copied from today’s
Parisinus gr. 886, thanks to the assistance of Emeric Bigot. How-
ever, by mistake Gale had received only a very small part of the
text (viz. PG 91, 1061-1116D [diwdeuaav ixveaiv]) but he decided
to publish it anyway, along with the corresponding part of Sco-
tus’ Latin translation.

But let us return to Gale’s edition of Amb. Thom. Although it
was not what he had been looking for, Gale decided to publish
this work too(21). For his edition he did not use any manuscript
other than the above-mentioned Cantabrigiensis, Collegii S. Trinita-
tis 0.3.48, which he called ‘codex meus’ (2). His own Latin trans-
lation accompanied the Greek text i23).

The following examples sufficiently prove that Gale’s edition
of Amb. Thom, is based on Ga: o1& for Omép ydp (I, 5) in Gamnngy
and Gale(24); the erroneous identification as a quotation from
Gregory of lines Il, 23/25 in Ga and Gale; the addition of €1 10
after ek tou autou Adyou (I, 1) in Ga and Gale; dnoAnyet for
anoAeiwel in 11, 41 (Ga reads amoAnyn); the omission of cuyxw-
polpeda —kabuag (1V, 102) in Ga and Gale; audptn for audp-
Tol in V, 15/16 (Ga reads apaptn [sic]); appntov for amoppntov
(V, 39) in Ga and Gale; the omission of €&v2 (V, 44), of olaiav (V,
78) and offj (V, 115) common to Ga and Gale only; avaitiog for

(20) On f. I of the manuscript Gale noted: ‘Ambigua non extant*. It is clear
that in Gale’s opinion only what we now call Amb.lo. was to be referred to as
‘Ambigua*.

(21) Gate, Appendix, p. 46-70. For some notes on the text, see ibid., p. 82.

(22) Gale, f. 8§ 3V (‘Testimonia’): ‘Quae hie in fine legis, accepta mecum re-
fer ... codici meo, qui complurimas ejusdem Maximi lucubrationes continet’.

(23) See the above-cited note ‘Interprete Tho. Gale Anglo’ (Gale, Appendix, p.
46).

(24) In Ga this variant reading has been added by the English humanist Patrick
Young. Young probably copied the reading from a manuscript of the works of
Saint Gregory (see the critical apparatus in SChr. 270, p. 298, ad s, 10).
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avetog (V, 179) in Ga and Gale (Ga reads dvétiog); oupguelag for
oupouiag (V, 226) in Ga and Gale.

Knowingly or not, Gale is also responsible for a considerable
number of alterations to the Greek text of Amb. Thom. The most
obvious one is probably the addition of EmiotoAnl mpw1n to the
title of the work. Other examples are: tov év dyel for Tov évayn
in prol.939; the omission of | povdg in I, 30; éneoBal for €oecbal
in 11, 48; dovyxutoc for douyxltoug in 1V, 87; dgebeyyritou for
agbeykTou in V, 38; dr'avtng for did tn¢ in V, 80; the addition of
Kat before kivoOuevn in V, 110; éuoAoynoapev for dpoloynowuey
in V, 112; o0T¢T1 €otiv for oUte €oTiv, 0o0TE Ti €0TIv in V, 126;
avBpwtikiv for dvBpwmivny in V, 152; diktol and diktAv for dit-
To0 and dittrv in V, 219; moloOuevov for moloupévou in V, 223;
kav for o0k av in V, 237; o0 dimAnv for o0 d¢ mAdotng in V, 241;
etepov for Batepov in V, 278; nylacpéve for nylacuévor in V, 297;
€kdexopevou for €kdexopévw in V, 301.

Part of Gale’s praefatio as well as his Latin translation of
Amb. Thom, together with his (partial) edition ofJohn Scotus’ La-
tin translation of Amb.lo. were reprinted by Franz Ohler and
from there found their way into volume 91 of Migne’s Patrologia

Graeca(2).

As has been mentioned, Gale had found not only Amb. Thom.
but also Ep.sec. in his manuscript Ga. However, he decided not to
edit it, ‘qguoniam nihil fere ea continebat aliud, quam haec prima*
(sc. Amb. Thom., called EmioToAn mpwtn by Gale) (26).

3. The edition by Franz Ohler (1857): textus receptus

During the revolution of 1848 Franz Ohler (27) had begun, ‘ad
consolandum animum*, to prepare an edition of Amb. Thom, and
the first edition of the complete text of Amb.lo. Ohler’s edition
was printed in 1857. Although he knew of several other witnesses

(25) See infra. Gale’s integral praefatio together with his edition of Scotus’ Latin
translation of Amb.lo. were also included in PL 122, 87C-100D and 1193C-1222B
respectively.

(26) See Galte, Appendix, p. 82 (= PG 91,1031-1032, n. 1).

(27) For a short biographical note on Ohler (13 March 1817 - 30 September
1866), see F. A. Eckstein, Nomenclator philologorum, Leipzig, 1871, p. 411.
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of Amb.Thom. and/or Amb.lo. i28), Ohler thought so highly of
‘his” Guelferbytanus, Gudianusgr. 39, our manuscript G, that he did
not think it necessary to consult any other manuscript ¢9).

For Amb.Thom. and the first part of Amb.lo. (up to PG 91,
1116D) the editor compared his Greek text with Gale’s editioprin-
ceps (1681) i30) and reprinted from there the Latin translations by
John Scotus (Amb.lo., [partim]) and Gale himself (Amb. Thom.) (31).
From PG 91, 1118 on Ohler himself translated Amb.lo. into
Latin (3.

As has been said, Ohler almost completely relied on G for his
edition of Amb. Thom. A notable consequence of this choice is the
insertion of Tou BeoAdyou after Tou dylou pnyopiou in line I, 1 of
our text.

Furthermore, the editor is to be held responsible for a number
of reading errors. Examples are: évikwtepov for EVOTIKOTEPOV in
IV, 83 (”); the omission of dylouv in V, 2; &€ for 1€ in V, 53; 6¢
for te in V, 207; vt for tiveg in V, 222; tpomov for tpomnyv in V,
277.

In a number of cases, Ohler included his own misreadings in
the text, while he mentioned the correct readings as though they

(28) VKk. via Fabridus and Gale's praefatio\ see O hier, Praefatio, p. vn-vin (=
PG 91,1029-1032).

(29) See our description of the manuscript on p. xx xiii-xxxiv. It was the then
president of the Bibtiotheca Guelferbytana, K. Ph. Ch. Schonemann (1801-1855),
who had drawn Ohler’s attention to the manuscript. Ohler mentions him in his
praefatio (jk vi [= PG 91, 1027-1028]). On Schonemann see the corresponding
article by P. Zimmermann, in: Allgemeine Deutsche Biographic, vol. 32, Leipzig,
1891, p. 291-293.

(30) See, apart from the various notes with references to Gale’s edition, also the
following places where Ohler seems to have adopted Gale's text, without always
explicitly saying so: the addition of €1 to in NI, 1; damoAnyer for dnoAsiyet in 11,
41; the remarkable presence of the words o0 8’a0Tol TAAWV up to éV(WT)IKWTEPOV
in 1V, 82/B3; autog for alto in V, 5; o0 dimAwv for o0 8¢ mAGoTngin V, 241.

(31) Ohler made a few corrections to Gale's translation; see the notes in PG 91,
1033-1034; 1047-1048, n. 75; 1053-1054, n. 14.

(32) See the subtitle of Ohler's edition: "... et in latinum sermonem interpreta-
tus post Ji~coti et Th. Gale tentamina, nunc primum integre edidit Franc. Oeh-
ler'. Ohler did not seem to be aware of the fact that Scotus’ translation of the
complete Amb.lo. had been preserved. At any rate, he did not bother to look for

(33) Ohler probably misread évikatepov for évwtik®Tepov in Gale's edition; see
supra, n. 30.
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were erroneous readings in Gale’s edition (see, e.g., the above-
mentioned cases in V, 53; V, 207 and V, 277).

4. Migne’s Patrologia Graeca (18601)

In 1860 Ohler’s edition was reprinted by J.-P. Migne in vo-
lume 91 of his Patrologia Graeca. There are only two places in the
text where we have detected Migne’s influence on Ohler’s text,
viz. in V, 116 (a ‘normalisation’ of cuvopoAoyfiowyev into guvopo-
Aoyfioopev) and in V, 159 (éxov for €xwv). Furthermore, Migne
has introduced two erroneous references to G’s foliation, viz. in
PG 91, 1036A (f. 105v does not begin with opdtipog [Amb. Thom.
I, 15] but only with -Tipyog, as had been correctly indicated by
Ohler), and ibid., 1057B (f. 115 does not begin with Tp14g
[Amb. Thom. V, 251] but with Oo0te yap etc. (M), as had been cor-
rectly indicated by Ohler).

On p. vi of his praefatio Ohler had - by mistake rather than ig-
norance - attributed John Scotus’ Periphyseon to Maximus. Migne
tacitly corrected Ohler’sslip of the pen (see PG 91, 1029-1030).

An ‘improved’ version of Migne’s text appeared in 1978, with
an introduction and notes by D. Staniloae (35 and a Modem-
Greek translation by Ignatios Sakalis. The first of the intended
three volumes contains text and translation of Amb. Thom, and
Amb.lo. up to PG 91, 1128D4. It would appear that volumes two
and three were never published.

The intended ‘improvements’ are in reality restricted to a
rather small number of typographical alterations. ‘In a small
number of cases* the editor also claims to have preferred variant
readings ‘of the manuscripts’. Unfortunately he does not indicate
where exactly or on the basis of which manuscripts so that this
Greek re-edition can hardly be called critical C6).

Finally, 1989 saw a re-edition of volumes 90 and 91 of Migne’s
Patrologia Graeca by I. K. Diotis. The volumes are prefaced by an

(34) See Appendix I, ad Amb. Thom. V, 252/254.

(35) Staniloae’s introduction (p. 13-51) has been translated from French into
Greek by Anna I. Sakali.

(36) The scheduled ‘necessary information concerning the edition of the text’,
should have appeared in the third volume.
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ample introduction in both Greek and English by G. D. Dragas
and an Index locorum S. Scripturae by S. N. Sakkos and P. P. Kou-
tlemanis has been appended (37).

B. Epistula secunda ad eundem

Although in his manuscript Ga Thomas Gale did find the rare
Ep.sec. immediately following Amb. Thom., he decided not to edit
the former because, in his opinion, it merely repeated the latter.
Frans Ohler did not question this decision.

Already in 1878 Michael Gitlbauer published some fragments
of Ep.sec. from the Vaticanusgr. 1809 (siglum V in the present edi-
tion) but the editio prirtceps of the work by Mgr Paul Canart did
not appear until 1964. Canart based his edition on the two above-
mentioned manuscripts Ga and V.

Since that time a third (partial) witness has been discovered,
viz. Parisinusgr. 1277 (Ka). Furthermore, in 1981 there appeared a
new, albeit partial, transcription of those parts of V which are
written in brachygraphic script (38). For these reasons, as well as
for the sake of completeness, a new critical edition of Ep.sec. has
not been considered superfluous.

(37) J.-P. M igne, EAAnVIKA Matpoloyia (Patrologia Graeca)yvol. 90-91, Athens,
1989.

(38) Viz. in: N. P. Chionides —S. Lit1a, La brachigrafia italo-bizantina (Studi e
Testi 290), Vatican City, 1981.
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In editing Amb. Thom, and Ep.sec. we have obviously followed
the general editorial practices of the Corpus Christianorum, Series
Graeca. These practices can be summarized by stating that we
have followed the usage of the best manuscripts as far as possible
and justifiable. Similarly, for those parts of Ep.sec. that have been
transmitted by only one manuscript that codex unicus has been
followed as far as possible; only obvious grammatical or ortho-
graphical errors have been emended (*) on the basis of the gen-
eral usage of the better manuscripts.

With regard to the way in which the edited texts are pre-
sented, the editor is responsible for the arrangement of the sep-
arate ambigua or chapters into paragraphs. The first paragraph
of every ambiguum, indicating the text that will be discussed, has
been printed in a larger script: in manuscripts written in ancient
minuscule these paragraphs have been written in small uncials.

As is customary in the CCSG, Biblical passages have been
printed in italics, while other quotations are printed in a finer
type in so far as they have been quoted literally.

Under the text the reader will find two apparatuses, viz. the
apparatus of the sources and the critical apparatus. The former
lists all Biblical, patristic and other sources quoted or alluded to
by Maximus (2. In the second apparatus the sigla of the manu-
scripts that have been taken into account for that specific part of
the text are always given first. Then follow all relevant variant
readings and errors of the witnesses listed.

In the right-hand margin are found the references to the edi-
tions of the texts that were authoritative until now, viz. PG 91
for Amb. Thom., and the edition by Mgr Canart in Byzantion 34
(1964) for Ep.sec. The beginning of a new column (Amb. Thom.)

(1) See what has been said above on the subject of the choice between the var-
iant readings, p. cxxvn.

(2) Full bibliographical data will be found in the Index aliorum fontium
(p. 60-68).
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or page (Ep.sec.) in those editions has been indicated in our text
by means of a vertical line (]).

In addition to all proper names the three Persons of the Holy
Trinity have been written with a capital letter (Matnp, Y16¢ and
Mvebpa); as have Aoyog as the second Person of the Trinity, ‘ti-
tles’ such as ‘Apeomnayitng, MapBevog and Xpiotdg, and the collec-
tive nouns AmoAwvoploTng, Apelavag and Xpiatiavag (3).

The choice between variant readings has already been dealt
withfg.

With regard to the punctuation and the orthography of the
texts, the majority of the earliest and most important manuscript
witnesses have been followed in all cases (5).

Punctuation

The most obvious result of following the usage of the manu-
scripts in this matter is the punctuation after 6 pév and 6 d¢ when
these are used as pronouns, not as articles f).

Orthography

As aresult of the principle adopted, the reader will find a num-
ber of ‘inconsistencies’ in the orthography of the texts that will
be explained immediately below, where we present the most ob-
vious divergences from the traditionally accepted rules of ortho-

graphy.

(3) Apart from Matp, Yio¢, Mvevpa and Adyog, all these words are to be
found in the Index nominum et vocum ex eis formatarum (p. 57).

(4) See above, p. cxxiv (Amb. Thom.) and p. cxxvn (Ep.sec.).

(5) On the general usage of Byzantine manuscripts in the matter of punctua-
tion, accentuation and orthography, see the series of articles by J. N oret, Quand
done rendrons-nous a quantite d’indefinis, pretendument enclitiques, Vaccent qui leur revient?,
in: Byzantion 57 (1987), p. 191-195; ida., Notes deponctuation et d’accentuation byzan-
tines, in: Byzantion 65 (1995), p. 69-88; id ., L "accentuation de Te engrec byzantin, in:
Byzantion ss (1998), p. 516-518. In addition see also the introductions to previous
volumes of the CCSG, e.g. M. Hostens (ed.), Anonymi auctoris Theognosiae (saec.
ix/x] Dissertatio contra ludaeos (CCSG 14), Tumhout - Leuven, 1986, p. x1ii-1v;
Van Deun, Opuseula, P. cixix-c1 xxii;J. Nadal Canellas (ed.), Gregorii Atin-
dyni r”°tationes duae operis Gregorii Palamae cui titulus Dialogus inter Orthodoxum et Bar-
laamitam (CCSG 31), Tumhout - Leuven, 1995, p. 1xxxiv-xci.

(s) See e.g. Amb. Thom. Ill, 37/38; IV, 34/35; etc. In some manuscripts an alter-
native to this particular punctuation is the double accentuation of pév and &¢.
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Word division

Following the majority of the best manuscripts we have always
written toutéoTi(v) (7), never TolTé0TI(v), as well as €giong (8),
not é@’iong, and yodvi9), not y’olv. We have, however, written
olatolTo in most cases (10), but sometimes also 314 To0TO (1) ; sim-
ilarly, in most cases 310(12), but of course 61’0 in Amb. Thom.
IV, 39 (... 10 xeipov, d1'd T @UOEl TO TOBNTOV Emeloekpibn). In
Amb. Thom. V, 153 we have written 31’0Aou, not di16Aou, and in
Ep.sec. I, 82 we have written dnAov 611, not dnAovoT.

The negations pn 8¢ and o0 d¢ are always divided but ov-
0étepog and undétepog, like oldeic and pnodeic, have been writ-
ten in one word: as is proven by the additional & in Amb. Thom.
V, 277, the element -6™ in the compound o0détepov had lost its
value as an adversative particle.

lota subscriptum

Although the iota adscriptum or subscriptum is absent from most
of our older witnesses, for reasons of clarity, a iota subscriptum has
been systematically written whenever it helps to identify a gram-
matical form, for example in the dative singular of nouns.

Coronis

Our manuscripts seldom have a coronis on Tautov (13) and never
on TauToeTNC (14), but they do have one on such easily recognisable
compounds as tédvavtia (15), kav (16), kav (17) and kavtauba (18).

(7) See e.g. Amb.Thom. 1V, 25; 31; 32; 37; 65 ;72; 79; V, 113; 235; etc.

(e) See Ep.sec. I, 31. - About the preservation of the form ¢¢ionc rather than
émiong Or én’iong, see above, p. 1xxxiii, N. 55.

(9) See Amb. Thom. V, 22.

(10) See Amb. Thorn., prol., 24; 1V, 9; 58; 83/84; Ep.sec., prol., 28; 11, 52; etc.

(11) See Amb. Thom. I, 2; IV, s s ; Ep.sec. I, 2; 1lI, 48, and of course Amb. Thom.
1, 6/7 (310 to0TO ... BT1).

(12) See e.g. Amb. Thom., prol., 41; V, 249; Ep.sec., prol., s ; etc.

(13) See e.g. Amb. Thom. V, 211; 253 (bis); 257; 262; etc.

(14) Seee.g. Ep.sec. 1,18; Il, 23; 57; etc.

(15) See e.g. Amb.Thom. V, 247.

(16) See e.g. Amb. Thom. V, 278; 280; etc.

(17) See e.g. Ep.sec., prol, 39; I, 45; etc.

(18) See Ep.sec. IlI, 17.
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Accentuation

We have followed the majority of the manuscripts in writing a
grave before the comma, not an acute.

It is especially with regard to the accentuation of the so-called
enclitics that following the usage of the manuscripts can lead to
‘unusual®* and even ‘inconsistent’ results. In general, all the cases
that we will present seem to comply with the rules that have
been formulated by J. Noret (19):

- the particle te¢ followed, immediately or not, by kai is
sometimes enclitic and sometimes orthotonic, without any
apparent influence on the meaning of the phrase i20). As a
rule te is always enclitic after the article and after a preposi-
tion(2D;

- T is orthotonic in Amb. Thom. V, 37 and 39 (unite Ti), and
in Amb. Thom. V, 126 (o0te TI¢ aUtod...). In both cases the
accent serves to stress the meaning “any ... at all” after the
negation f 2) ;

- the present indicative of @nui is never enclitic (*);

- the present indicative of eiui is enclitic or orthotonic, ap-
parently depending on its connection to the previous (24)
or the following word(s) (%) respectively. However, pre-
ceded by ydp, the present forms of €ipi are always enclit-
ic(26);

- in the case of a sequence of enclitics, the first word, ifitis a
compound with -mep, receives two accents, while the last
enclitic does not have any accent (27).

(19) See above, the publications mentioned in n. 5.

(20) Especially when followed immediately by kai, T¢ has a tendency of being
orthotonic: in our texts 2o out of.. accentuated té are immediately followed by
Kat; on the other hand, 13 kot are preceded by an enclitic te.

(21) See N oret, Vaccentuation de te, p. 517-518 and n. s (read ‘Thomam’ for ‘lo-
hannetri).

(22) See N oret, Quanddonc rendrons-nous, p. 194-195 (‘2e regie’).

(23) Seee.g. Amb. Thom. II, 23; 1lI, 12; 1V, 19; 36; 48; V, 27; etc.

(24) See e.g. Amb. Thom. 1V, 21; V, 14; 106; 218; Ep.sec. 1, 21.

(25) See e.g. Amb. Thom. 1V, 24; Ep.sec., prol., s ; Il, 42 (bis); etc.

(26) See e.g. Amb. Thom. 1,10; 24; 27; V, 57; etc.

(27) See e.g. Amb. Thom. 1V, 29 (omép éomr); V, 36 (idem); 96 (idem); 104
(idem); Ep.sec. 111, 79 (amép €ot1); etc.
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oVy’, ephelcystic -v and euphonic -¢ (0UTW/0VTWC)

- the negation oux is considered to be the elided form of
oUx1 and subsequently is always written o0y’ (28);

- an ephelcystic -v is written without exception whenever
the following word - whether or not preceded by a punc-
tuation mark - begins with a vowel (2). In a few cases, be-
fore a consonant too we find an ephelcystic -v. Here too
the presence of a punctuation mark does not seem to have
any influence on the presence or absence of the ephelcystic
-v (30), although in the majority of the cases in which we
have preserved an ephelcystic -v before a consonant, the
ephelcystic -v is immediately followed by a punctuation
mark (31) ;

- the situation with regard to the euphonic -¢ is similar to
that of the ephelcystic -v: before a vowel it is written with-
out exception (32), while before a consonant we find both
oUTw and o0TwC (33).

(28) See e.g. Amb. Thom., prol., 7; Ill, 35; etc.
(29) Seee.g. Amb. Thom., prol., 13 (mépukev avBpwMoV); 38 (€0Tiv AVETiyvwaToC);
1, 10/11 (éotiv UmepBadnvat); 30 (Deéotnkev, emeldn); I, 17 (Mpogéveley, avTov);

(30) See e.g. Amb.Thom. I, 27 (¢otv povadwv); I, 35 (eimev, deikvig); V, 50
(EoTiv 6£); 153 (MEPIKEXWPNKEY, UNOEV).

(31) See, apart from the cases mentioned in the foregoing note, also I, 29; V,
177; 200.

(32) Seee.g. Amb. Thom. I, 30 and 31; V, 194; etc.

(33) See e.g. Amb. Thom. V, 274 (o0Tw Kai) and 280 (00TWC KAV).
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CONSPECTUS SIGLORUM

Traditio manuscripta

A
Am
B
Ba
C
Ga
Ge
H
Mo
N
P
Q
Re
Sup
Va

N < X

Za

Editiones

Comb
Gale
Ohler/PG

Romanus, Angelicusgr. 120 (s. xi)

Mediolanensis, Ambrosianus B 137 sup. (c. 1600)
Vaticanusgr. 511 (s. xi)

Athous, Batopediou 475 (s. xniex-xivm)

Parisinus, Coislinianus 253 (S. iX-x)

Cantabrigiensis, Collegii S. Trinitatis 0.3.48 (5. xn,n)
Genavensis, Bibliothecae Publicae et Universitatis 32 (s. Xiv,n)
Mediolanensis, Ambrosianus H 45 sup. (5. ix)

Monacensisgr. 225 (s. xm)

Parisinus, Coislinianus 90 (s. xii/xiv)

Parisinusgr. 1097 (a. 1055)

Oxoniensis, Bibliothecae Bodleianae, Baroccianus 128 (. x iex)
Vaticanus, Reginensisgr. 37 (s. xv)

Parisinus, Suppl. gr. 228 (5. xvi)

Vaticanusgr. 1502 (s. xn)

Vaticanusgr. 475 (s. x)

Vaticanusgr. 504 (a. 1105)

Parisinusgr. 1094 (s. Xiv-xv)

Vaticanusgr. 2195 (5. x)

A Re SupAm NBazZVa

the intended edition by Francois Combefis (1675/1679)
the editio princeps by Thomas Gale (1681)

the edition by Franz Ohler (1857), reprinted in PG 91
Jacques-Paul Mignesinterventions in Ohlerstext
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Mepi d1a@opwv amopwv Twv ayiwv Alovuaiou Kal
Mpnyopiovu, mPOC Bwpav Tov ryloopevoV

T Ayloopévw doVAW TOu Beou TATPI TVELHOTIKW Kol Ol-
O000KAAW, Kupiw Bwpa, MAEEIHog TOMEVOC Kai OUOPTWAOC,
avda&log 600A0C Kai poBNTAC.

Anhavol¢ Bewpiag €€ epperol mepi TG Beio omouvdng, €€V
AaBv availoiwtov, 00X’ AMA®WC co@iag, GAAO TOu KAAAOUG OU-
Mg, Bew Aiav Ayamnuéve, yeéyovag €pOCTNG CWEPPOVESTATOC.
Zo@iag 6 KAANOC 0TIV, YVWOIC EUTIPOKTOC, 1 TPAEIC EVOOQOC,
WV €0TI XOPOKTNP, WC¢ dI'AP@Oiv guumAnpoluevog, 0 TAC Beiag
mpovoiog Kai Kpioew¢ A0yo¢, KoB’dv a108rnoel TOV VOUV GUM-
MAEE0C O1a Tou MvelpoTog, €0e1€0g w¢ AANBwC Twg 0 Bedg
KOTEIXOVO Bgou TOIETY TEQUKEV AvBpwTov, TOV TE TMAOOTOV
¢ AyoB0TNTOC KOTECTNOAC YVWPIPOV, TOAUTEAWG T KOAN
pi&el TV evavTinv év oeauTtw OeIkviC TOV BEOV TAIC OPETAIC
OWPOTOUPEVOV* 00 Tw UWEL CUPMETPNONC HMIUACEL TNV KEVW-

6/7 Clem. Alex., Strom. VI, VII, 61, 3, p. 463,1 7/8 Sap. 7,30 et s, 2 8
(0e& - 7)Yarrr)(xeve) cf. Ps. Dion. Ar., Ep. 10, p. 208, 5-6 12/13 Ge. 1, 27 et 5,
1 ' 13/14Greg. Naz., Or. 38,11,7 (p. 124); id, Or. 45, PG 36,632A6-7 15 Greg.
Naz., Or. 38,11,5 (p. 124); id., Or. 45, PG 36,632A4

Tit.: A ReSup Am NBaZ(bis) Va (=a)
Y QGe HP

1 MNepi] EmMioToAn mpwtn proem. Gale anoptwv A Re Sup Am NBa Z
VOO (= a) Y TWV ayiwv Atovugiou kai] Tou dyiov Ge TWV ayiwv] Tou
ay(ou Re Sup, dyiwv Am 2 'pnyopiou] Tou BeoAdyou add. Ge

Prol.: A ReSup Am NBaZ Va (—a)
Y QGe HGaP

3 0ylaopévw Ga, nyannuévw Z MATPi MVELPATIK®W] KOi TVELPATIK®
natpi Z 4 kai] om. Re Sup 5 padntng] xaipewv add. Ge s EPOOTOC
Sup 10 mtAnpolpevog Ge 12 ©¢] om. Ga 13 Beou] éautol Re, om. Z
avBpwmov] Tév praem. A l4kataotioog H 16 o0 T®] oUTW P

PB 91,1032
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4 AMBIGUA AD THOMAM

o, ew¢ éuol kateABelv oUK damn&iwoac, ekeiva {NTOV WV
TIETMOVOWC EXEIC TNV EIdNTIV.
Eiol 0g Awovuoiou kai [pnyopiov Ke@dAala, Twv ayiwv

eKEivWV OTEPELPNPWY TE Kai palkapiwv dvopwv, ¢ dviwe 1032/1033

EKAOYNC TwV OVEKNBeY KaTA MPABETIV TwV alWVWV Bew Tpoao-
Bepévy, TWV Tacav ®W¢ aAnbwe TNV £QIKTAY Tolg Ayiolg X0-
OV NG gogiag €10de€apevwy, Kal tn amobécel tng Katd @ O-
owv (wng, Wuxng ovoiov memoinuévwy, Kai dlotouto {wvta
povTaToV Tov XpioTov £€0XNKOTwY, Kai 16 dn JEidov eimety,
YuxAv adToig TNG YPUXNAC yeyevnUévoy, Kal SIA TTAVTWY £PYWV
TE Kol AOYwV Kai vonuatwy mactv EU@avi{OPEVoy, WG EVIEL-
Bev ekeivwv pév oOK eivanl memeiobal té mpotabévta, Xpiotou
0¢, TOU KOTA Xaptv avtoT¢ eautov OTOAAGEQVTOC.

AMA Q¢ €inw KOplov Incolv, PYATw TVveLUO AaBmV ay10—
mTog; Mg AaAow TAC duvaoTEing TOL Kupiou, O POYYIAGAOG
Kal TOV Vouv Tn oX€0el PoonAwaCog Twv @Belpduevwy; Mg
GKOUOTAC TOINOW KOV TIVOG OIVESEI alTol, 0 Kw@Oc Kai To
TAC WUXNC AKOUOTIKOV O1d TV TPO¢ T TAON @IAiav exwv
TOVTEAWCG AMECTPAPPEVOY TOU AOGYOU TNV HOKOpPIiaV Qvnyv;
MNw¢ egugavng 6 AdyoC yevroetai pol T®W NATINUEVW TW

21 Eph. 3,11; cf. Rom. 8,28; Eph. 1,11 22/23 Ps. Dion. Ar., Coel. Hier.,VII,
p. 28, ¢ 30/31 cf. I Cor. 12, 3 31 (A\aAnow - Kupiov) Ps. 105, 2; cf. Me. 7,
37 (MOyYIAGAOQ) Is. 35,6 ; Me. 7,32 33 (dkoVOTAC ... auTov) Ps. 105,2
(Kw@og) Is. 35,5; Me. 7,32 36 (épeavng - por) cf. Sap. 1,2; lo. 14,21

A ReSup Am NBaZ Va (—a)
Y QGe HGaP

17 anaéiwoag Ge 19 Atovuaiou kai] om. Ge 19/20 TwVv - Avdpwv]

Tou dyiou ékeivou LTTEP@RHOUL (Sic) T Kai pakapiov avdpog Ge 20 Omepe0-
enUwVH 21 TV dvékabev] om. N 22/23x001v] trsp. a. Toi¢ QGe 23
ciodegapevov Ge, eigdegdpevawv (sic) H m] 16 Ge 24 memoinuévov
Ge {wvta] om. Ge 25 éoxnkota Ge deL P 26 a0ToT¢] avtng Bo,
avtw Ge ™¢ Youxnel v Youxniv Re Sup yeyevnuévnv Ba TIAOYyWV
kai] om. Ge 28 ekeivwv] ékeivw Ge neneiopyeba H nmpoteBEvTa
ZGe 29 toul om. aYQGe alToi¢] éauToigH, avTw Ge 30eimOH
pnnw] pnne H, 6 proem. N nvebpa] trsp. p. Aapov Ge 31 tou] om.
H Ga HoyIAGAoC Q aarf> poyyidalog¢ A Re Sup NBa Z, poyidadog AmY

33 kav TIvag A Re SupNBazZVa, kdv TivagX kav tivagH 35 dnecTpappévnv
Re Sup 36ATTWPéVW NBa Z
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PROL., 17-52 5

KOOUW, VIKAV TOV KOOUOV, GAN’ouX €u@avileoBal Tw KOOHW
TMEQUKWC, €imep QIAUAW dl0Béoel KoTd @UOIV 0TIV avemi-
yvwoTtog; Mg o0 ToAUNEOV TOic dyiol¢ tov évayn, Kol Toig
KoBopoicg yxelpeiv Tov akabapTtov;

A6 mapnTnoauny av TNy Emi Toi¢ KEKEAELAWEVOIG Eyxeipn-
o, TOV TNC TPOTETEiag Yoyov @oPBolpevog, €i pn mAéov €de-
doikewy Tn¢ dameibeiag tov Kivduvov. Auvoiv olv TouTolV PEDOG
OloANneOeiq, tng mpometeiag aipoupal PAAAOV TOV POYOV ¢
AVEKTOTEPOV, PEVYWV M ACLYYVWOTOV TNC aneibelog tov Kiv-
duvov, Kai Tn peotteio TV ayiwv, Kai fonbela Twv VPETEPWY
EUXWV, Xpiotou Tou peydAou Beol KAl 0WTNPOG NUWY XopNn-
yolvtog T6 voeiv e00eBwC Kai Aéyelv dedvTwg, TeEPi €KOOGTOU
KEQOAOIOU TRV OTMOKPIoIV (¢ 0idv TE moujoopal OUVIOPOV
(mpog ydp d1daoKoaAov 0 A0yoc, HIKpolg opileaBat peyaAa du-
VAUEVOY), apxouevog amo Mpnyopiou tou Be6@POVOG, WC UAA-
AOV UV OVTOC T XPOVW TIPOCEXECTEPOU.

37 (Vikav - kéopov) lo. 16,33 (00K - KOOPW) lo. 14, 22 39 Ps. Dion.

Ay, Ep.10,p.208,8 43 Greg. Nat, Or.2,113,5-6 (p. 234)  45/46ibid. 47
Tit. 2,13

A ReSup Am NBaZ Va (-a)
Y QGe HGaP

38 @olAw Re Sup 39 o0] om. Aaar Toig dyiolg] Tw ayiw Ge
Tov évayn] T évayetv Re Sup, Tov év dyel coni. Gale 40 16 Re Sup 41mapn-
THoapev Re KEKEAEVPEVOLC Z, KEAELOPEVOLC H, €ykekeAeuapévolg Ga

42 Yogov Reaar 43 Auoiv] drowv Z oOv] om. Re SupBaGeH To0TOIg
Ge H, tou Ttoiv Ga ('touToIg cor. Gale) 44 d1oAn@0eic] Anebeig aY QGe
MAAAOV] HOAAG (sic) H, trsp. o. aipoupotl BaYaon ®¢] om. H 45 dobyvw-
otov Ga 46 tou ayiouv Ge nuetépwv Ga Gale 48 16 VvoEgiv] Tov vouv
Ba deovTwc] déovtog Ge, 8¢ OVTWC (sic) H 49 016v T€] oi 6vteg Ge 50
peyaAa] trsp. p. duvapevov (l. 50-51) N 51-1,14mn6 - pnyopiou] om. Ge

52 ovtog] 6vtwg H Ga, Tov praem. H
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Tou ayiouv Fpnyopiou ék Tou mepi Yiol mpwTou Adyou,
€i¢ 10 A1d T00lTO POVAC aT’apXnC €ig¢ duada Kivnbeioa,
pEXPL TPIadoc €otn. Kai méAv Tou a0Ttod €K Tou OEUTE-
pou | Elpnvikou, €i¢ T& Movadog pév Kivnbeiong 61a 10
mAovalov, duadog o€ umepPabeiong (OMEP yap TNV VANV
Koi 1O €ido¢, €€ wv Td ocwpata), Tp1adoc 6€ oplobeiong
O14 TO TEAEIOV.

Ei pév Tnv dokoloav eival diagwviav dolAe 8ol okomriooc,
NV GAnNBn cup@wviav AMOPNoacg, ouK 0Tt XatTlvvoiav TouTwv
TOV QWVOV EVOTIKWOTEPAY eUpEiv. Tautov yap éotiv Omepfa-
Bnvar dudda, Kai pry otrvar pgEXPL duddog, xai TaAV opiabnval
TP1dda, Xoi yéxpt TP1dd0g atnval TAC Povadog TRV xivnoltyv, El-
Tep dovapyiov mpeaPevopey, 00K AQPIAOTIHOV, (¢ EVI TPOCWTW
TEPIYEYPAMMPEVNY, N TTAAIV ATAKTOV, WG €iC ATEIPOV XEOMUEVNV,
GANTV opoTIPog @Uael TpIdg, Matnp kai Y16 kai Mvebua ou-

2/3 Greg. Naz., Or. 29,2,13-14 (p. 180) ¢ id., Or.23,8,9-11 (p. 298)
10/11 (UmepPBadnval duada) supra, 1.5 11 (pn - duddog) cf. supra, 1.2-3 11/
12 (6p1oBnvat Tp1ada) supra, 1s 12 (uéxpt - otnvat) supra, L3 (TA¢ - kivn-
ow) cf. supra, 1.2 et4 12/13 (cinep - npecPBelopev) cf. Greg. Naz., Or. 29,2,6-7
(p. 178) 13 (d@IAoTIYoV) id., Or. 23, s, 13 (p. 298) 13/14 (w¢ - mepl-
yeypappévnv) cf. eund., Or. 29, 2, 7-8 (p. 178) 14 (4tokTtov) id., Or. 23, s,
14 (p. 298) (eic - xeopévnv) ibid., 8,13 (p. 298) 15/16 (GAA MV - ouvioTnov)
cf. Greg. Naz., Or. 29,2,9 (p. 178)

A ReSup Am NBazZ Va (=a)
Y QGe Mo HGaP X(prol.I-9t cf.introd.p.LXx)

1 Tou - Adyou] €k Tou MPWTOU AGYyoL TOU AYIoU ypnyopiou* mepi viouvAln,
om. Mo "pnyopiou] Tou BeoAdyou add. Ba Ohler/PG (e Gud. gr. 39) 2 gi¢ 10]
om. Ge To0TO] TOUHP unvag (sic) Ge 2/3 gic. - é0tn] om. Mo 3/4
TOU aUTOU - €ig T6] €i¢ TO €K TOU deUTEPOL €1pnVIKOL Mo 3touZ om Am
4/5 316 - OnepPabeiong] om. Q 5 0¢] om. H Omép yap] d1d Gam  <renuAtt’
nek'Yourg) £ €] om. Y s OOKouoav gival] om. Ge 9 oupewvia H
nnopnoag Am 10/11 v TIKWTEPAY - TTAAIV] om. VaaaT 10 évikwtépav N
Ba Mo H Ga Gale Ohler/PG 11 dudada] tpiéda Ba Kaii - péxpi] iter. Z
un] om. Vap ar duado” TPLadog Vapcorr P Combaaar 12 tnv] trsp. a TN¢
Mo 13 mpeoPebwpev Sup Ga A@AdTIpOG Ge évi] év Ge 14 €ic] om.
Ge 154V Sup NBa, jv Ge opoéTITOC (Sic) H, opotipwg X
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1,1-38 7

viotnotv aytov, v mAo0UTOC 1 cupEuia Kai 10 év EEaAa NG
AOUTPOTNTOG, OUTE UTEP TOUTO TNG BEOTNTOC XEOMEVNC, Iva
) dnuov Bewv gioaydywpey, ouTe EVTOC ToUTwY OpI{opEvNg,
iva pr) meviov Be0TNTO¢ KATOKPIBWEV.

OUx eoTiv o0V aITIoAOYiO TOUTO TG UTIEPOUCIOU TWV OVIWV
ontiac, aAN’e0oeBolc mepi alTAg d0ENG Amodel€lg, €imep HOVAC,
GAN’00 OudC, Kol TPIAC, GAA'OU TARBoC 1 B0TNC, W Avapxog,
G0WPOTOC TE Kai 0otociaotog. Movdg yap aAnbwg r povag. Ou
yOp 0TIV apxf] Twv HETAUTAY KATA JIOOTOANC OUGTOANY, iva
XEBN QUOIKWC €1¢ TANBOC Gdebovoa, AANEVUTIOOTATOG OVTOTNG
6uoovaiov TPIadoc. Kar TPIAC GANBWE 1) TPIGG, OUK GPIBUw
AUOUEVW cupmAnpoupévn. OU ydp £0TIV HOVAdwY o0OVBEaIC, Tva
TIaon dlaipeatv, AAN€volaolog UTAPEIC TPICUTIOCTATOU KOVAdOC.
Movdg yap aAnBwg i TPLdag, dtt o0TWE 0TIV, Kai TPIAC GAN-
B¢ 1 povdc, dTI oUTWC LPETTNKEY, EMEISN Kai pia BgdTNnC, oL-
04 TE POVAdIKWC, KOl UQICTAMEVN TPIASIKWG.

Ei d¢ kivnaiv dkoloag, €0abpacag mw¢ OTMEPATIEIPOC KIVEITAL
Be0TNC, AUV, 00K €Keivng TO MABOE, TPWTOV TOV TOU €ival Ao-
yov a0Tng EANOUTOPEVWY, KOl OUTW TOV TOU TWC altryv O@e-
otaval TPOmov QEWTI(OpevwY, Eimep TO eival Tou TAOC Eival
TAVIWC TPOEMIVOEITAL. Kivnalg obv Be6TNTOC, 1 OUEKPAVOEWC
ywopevn mepi Te ToL €ival auThv Kai To0 Tw¢ avtriv 0PecTA-
val, ToI¢ a0TNC OEKTIKOIC KABETTNKE YVAOTIC,

16/17 (v - Aaumpdtntog) id., Or. 40, 5, 8-10 (p. 204) 17/19 (oute - Ka-
TaKpIB®peY) id., Or. 38,8,15-17 (p. 118); id., Or. 45, PG 36,62800-12 26 (Tpt-
ag - tPLde) id., Or. 23,10,11 (p. 300) 26/27 (oUK - Avopévw) ibid., 10,16 (p.
302) 27/28 (00 - diaipeaw) cf. ibid., 10,11-13 (p. 300)

A ReSup Am NBaZ Va (=a)
Y QGe Mo H~@**<*™kBX)aaP X

16 mAo0TOC] O proem. Bo, mAouTOg €0TIv Vapoor 18 eicayayopev
Reacon to0TOIg P Combaar 19 katakpivopev H Ga 20 tolTo] om.
Ge 23 yap] yap €éotiv Mo 25 @uolkwv Gaacon £€VUTOOTATOV

ReSupAQT, évumdotatov (sic) Gale 6vToTNC] dv TO TNC ReSupXGale, TavtdTNG
Mo 26 ] om. Am 27 cuumAnpoupévn] r proem. Ge 29 00T6¢ H 30

n povac] N tptag (sic) H, om. Gale £@EoT<nkev> Am 31 kai - Tpladikwg]
om. Z 32 nw¢] N (sic) proem. P Omepamne@oc] fj proem. Am Ga 33 ékei-
volg Ga 34 a0TNnC] avtoic GaadT auTAV] avTd Mo 35 tpomou Z

.....

36 kivnowv Ge 0edtng A* ut . 37 yevopévn Ge TouZl om.
GaPX 38 1n¢ Ge auToic Q OEKTIKNG Ge
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Tou a0Tou €K TOL aUTOU TPWTOL AOYoU, €I¢ T0 'Evi 6¢
KEQOAQiw, T& pév LYNAOTEPa Mpooaye TN BeOTNTI Kai
N Kpeittovt @Uoel | Tabwv Kol ocwpatog, Td O0€ TATEl-
VOTEPO TW OUVBETW Kai Tw Ol0 0 KevwBévTl Kai
OapKWOEVTI, 00VdEV 3¢ Xeipov eimelv Kai AvOpo MIcOEVTI.

‘O Tou Beol Aoyog, dAog olaia TANPNC Tapxwv (Beo¢ yap),
Kai OmoaTaolig dAo¢ aveAAITn¢ (Y10¢ yap), Kevwbeic pév, omopd
YEYOVE TNC OIKEiOg 0apKoOg, ApPNTw 0¢ GUAANWEL ouvTebeic, av-
Tn¢ UMOOTACIC YEYOVE TNC TPooAn@beiong capkoc. Kai toltw
TW KAvw MUOTNPiw KatTdAnoelav ATpemntwg OAOC YEVOUEVOC
avBpwTog, dU0 PUCEWVY, GKTIOTOU T Kai KTIOTAC, amabolg Té
Kai madntng, 0 alTtog UMOCTACIC MV, TAVTAC AVEAAITIWC TOUG
QUOIKOUC WV UTIOCTOCIC iV AOYOU( ETIIOEXOMEVOC.

Ei & mavtag ouo1wdwg v 0MOCTOCIC 1V TOUC QUOIKOUC
EMEDEXETO AGYOUC, aUTW CUVOETW YEVOUEVW TN TPOCANWEL TNG
OOPKOG KOTA TNV UMOCTACIY, TAVU 00QWC 6 SIBATKAAOC, Tva Wi
WIAG vouloBn, Td TNG OIKEiOg oapKog A TPocEveIUeY, aUTOU
T¢ TNG oopkag LTapxoloNc, Kai KOT’aluTAY aAnBwg ovTl Bew ma-
BnTtw Katd NG apapTiag.

1/5 Greg. Naz., Or. 29,18, 21-25 (p. 216) 4 (kevwBévTi) cf. Phil. 2,7 5
(capkwBévTy) cf. lo., 1,14 7 (kevwBeic) cf. Phil. 2,7; cf. etiam supra, 1.4 15
supra, 1.4 17 Greg. Naz., Or. 30,1,8-9 (p. 226) 18/19ibid, 1,10-11 (p. 226)

A ReSup Am NBaZ Va (=a)
Y QGe GaP

1 Tou - Adyou] Tou alTou Adyou Tou TPWTOL Y,om.Ge Tou altou] trsp.
p. Adyou Am avtov2] om. Z Ga 5¢] om. Am 3 mabwv] Yoy add.
Ba 4 twl]tn AmZ Tw2] 16 Ga, om. aYQGe 4/5 kai copkwOEVTI] om.

Ge s TARPNC] Kaipraem. Am s olkeiac] ida¢Ba 9 mpoAn@Beiong Sup
ZGa 10 3Aw¢ Sup Am 12 aveAMAC] trsp. p. @uaiIkoLg (1 13) Ba 13 v
Ge A6youg] tol¢ praem. p acar 15 Omedéxeto Z, EmdéxeTal P 16 pn]
om. Re

1036/1037
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I, 1-41 9

Ouoiag toivuv XabMv kai copkwbei¢ aniolc 6 Adyoq pepé-
VNKE, Kai UTOOTACEWC KABMv TPOCAAWEL COPKOG YEyove GUV-
Betoc, Kai Bed¢ maBNTOC oikovOpIK®G ExpnudTios, OEIkVOg THY
dlo@opdv 6 dIBACKOAOC, TAUTO @Naiv, Tva P T g LTOOTA-
0eWC KaTnyopolvteg €€ ayvolag NG @UOEwWC, AABwpev KaTd
ToUG Apelavolg Bew @UoEl TABNTW TPOTKUVOUVTEC.

OUdév de xeipov eimeiv kal AvOPWMICHEVTI TPOTEBNKEY, 00
MOvov O1d Tol¢ Apetavolg, avTi YPuxng trv 0e0TnTa, Kai Toug
AToAvapIoTag, dvouv Trv Yuxnv doyuatilovtag, Kai TouTtw
TW TPOTW TO TEAEIOV TG KOBMUOC Tou AOYou TEPITEUVOV-
TOC QUOEWC, Kai QUoEl Be0TNTOC TABNTOV OUTOV TIOIOUMEVOUC,
GANIva Kai detx0n TEAEI0G NIV yeyovmg KT GARBelav avepw-
To¢ 6 povoyeviAg Bedg, ¢ d1'évepyoug UOEL OOPKOC, VOEPWC TE
Kai AOYIKWC EPUXWUEVNC, OUTOLPY®Y TAV NPV cwtnpiav, €i-
TEP KOTA TAVIA XWPIi¢ povng auoptiog, rg oLdei¢ Tn @UOEL
TIOVTEAWG €vESTIOPTAL AGYoG, GAA00 XWpPIi¢ QUOIKAC Evep-
yeiog aAnBwe yéyovey avBpwmoc, ¢ 6 Adyog, dpog TRE olaioag
€0Tiv, MAvtag Xopaktnpilwv @QUOIKWCG 0I¢ KaT'olgiay EumE-
QUKEV. TO ydp KOWVWC TE€ Kai YEVIKWE TIVWV KOTNYOPOUKEVOVY,
0po¢ TAC alTwv olaiag €o0Tiv, 00 TMAVIWG N OTEPNOIG, PBopPAV
épyaletal @LOEWC, €imep 00dEV TWV SVTWV TOU QUCEl TEQU-
KOTOC OTEPOUEVOY, OTEP NV HEVEL CWIOPEVOV.

20 supra, 1 5; cf. etiam lo. 1,14 21/22 (oVvBeTOC) supra, 1.4 22 (0€oq -

0ikOVOUIK®C) cf. supra, 1.18-19 26 supra, 1.5 3210.1,18 34Hebr.4,15

A ReSup Am NBaz Va (- a)
Y QGe GaP

20 6 Aoyoc] trsp.p. pepévnke (1.20-21) NBa Z Ga 21 oapkog] om. Ba

22 madnTtwg Am 23/25 iva - mpookuvouvteg] ut textum Gregorii erronee indicant
Ga Gale Ohler/PG 23 td] om. Z 24 €€ - @loewg] om. Ga Aixwpev
Supacor 28 doypaTtitovtog Sup 30 auTov] Tov praem. Aa@r 31 AUV
z KOTtd Re Ge 33 guPuxwpévng Re Sup Bapcon' Z Ge, €UPUXOPEVNG
Ga avToupywg Re Sup AUQV] trsp. p. cwtnpiav Re Sup 33/34 eimep]
e1ta (sic) Ge 36 aAnbw¢g] om. Z dpoc] trsp. p. ovaiag Ba 38 KaTNnyo-
poupévwyv BazZ 39 abtwv] om. Gaaar n otépnoic] botépnaoig Ge 40/
41 meQuUKOTWC Ge
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Tou adTou €K Tou avtod Adyou- OUTOC ydp O vuv ool
KOTO@POVOUUEVOC, NV OTE Kai | UTEP G€ NV, O VLUV AVBPW- 1037/1040
mo¢, Koi dobveetog nv. *0 pev Av SIEPEIVEY, & 6€ OUK NV
npocéAafev. 'EV dpxy} nv dvaiting (tic yap aitia Bgou;),

5 GANG Kai votepov yéyove dattiav () 6€ v, 1O 0€ oW-
Bnval tov UBplotv, d¢ OIG TOUTO TEPIPPOVEIC Oed-
NTO, OTI TNV Onv maxutnta kKotede€ato), O1d PECOU
V0O¢ OMIARCOC OapKi, Kai yevouevog avpwmog, 0 KATW
Bedg, emeldr) ouvavekpddn Oew, Koi yeyovev €1¢, TOu

10 kpeitrovog ékvikoavtog, iva yévwpal Tocgoltov 0eo(
doov ekeivog avBpwmog.

OUTOC Yap O Vv ol KOTa@POVOUUEVOG @naiv, v OTE Kai

OmEP O€ v, mMavtog aiwmvog dnAovoTt Koi Toong SrEauTov
OTOPXWVY EMEKEIVA PUOEWC, KOV UTAU@W VUV dI0 O€ yEYEVNTOL

15 8éAwv, 0 Vv AvBpwmog, Koi GoUVOETOC My, tnv e @OaIV -
mMA00C Kai Tnv OméoTaay, ate dn POVov B€0G, yupuvog CWUOTOG
Kai Twv 000 OWUATOC, KOV VUV TIPOOAAWEL GOPKOC WUXAY
éxo0ang voepdv, dmep OUK IV yéyove, TV OMOCTOCIV GOVOETOC,
dlapeivag dmep Ry, v @voY anioic, iva o€ omaon Tov avepw-

1/U Gteg. Naz., Or. 29,19,1-10 (p. 216-218) 41o.1,1 5/6 (Bwonvat -
uBptotAyv) cf. 1 Tim. 1,13 et 15 12/13 supra, 1.1-2 15 supra, 1 2-3 16/17
Greg. Naz., Ep. 101,13, p. 42, 2-4; cf. ibid., 25, p. 46,13-14 17 (mpooARYel oop-
Ko¢) cf. ibid, 14, p. 42,4-5 18/19 supra, 1.3 19/20 (iva - avepwmov) cf. Greg.
Naz., Ep. 101,14, p. 42,4-5

A ReSup Am NBaz Va (-a)
Y QGe GaP

1Tou - A6you] om. Ge  Tou aUTOU] om. Am auTouvZ] om. Re Sup
Aoyou] €1 16 add. Ga Gale Ohler/PG oUTw¢ Ge Ga s GvBpwmoc] om.
Aamr 9 OUVEKPGBN Am 10 yévopaiBaZGeGa 14 AUPWV Am 16
OMéoacv (sic) P 17vw]om ReSup 191N @UoEIZ 0WOEl Geaon
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I, 1-44 u

20 mov. Tadtnv ydp TNE OAPKIKAC auTol povny aITiov E0XE YEWI-
0eWG, TNV oWTNPiav NG EUOEWE, ¢ LTTEABWV KOBATEP TI TAXOC
T6 MadNToV, 014 PEGOL VOOC WHIANGE GapKi, YeVOUEVOC GvBpw-
mog, 6 KATw Bedg, mMAVTA UTEP MAVTWV YevOpEvVoC doa NEIC,
MANV NG AuapTiag: owua, Yuxr, voug, d'dowv 6 Bavatoc,

25 10 KOIVOV €K TOUTWV, avBpwrog, Bed¢ dpwuevog d1d TO voou-
HEVOV.

AUTOC 00V Kupiwg dixo TPOTHC TMPOC TO KOBUOC QUTEL Ta-
BNTov Kevwbei¢ 6 Adyog, Kai umd TV QUOIKNAV OANBWC dId
OOPKWOEWE YEVOUEVOC O1aBnaty, B¢ opatdc, Koi KOTW B6e0g

30 mpoanyopeLdn, d1d copkAC EOCEl TABNTAC TV OMEPAMEIpOV EY-
@avr) TOINOAPEVOG duvapty, EMEIDN OLVOVEKPAON Bew mpodn)-
Aw¢ 1] oapé, Kai YEYovev €I1C, TOU KPEITTOVOC EKVIKIOAVTOC,
UTIOOTATIKN TAUTOTNTI KUpiw¢ aldTrv Tou MpooAafovtog Adyou
Bewaavtod.

3B EIg 8¢ yEyovev, aANo0X’ev O B18GoKaog imey, BeIlkvig STt
Kav T TOUTOTNTL TG MIOC UTOOTACEWC, UEMEVNKEV I (QUOIKI)
TOV AVWPEVWY £TepdTNC AolyXUTOC, €iTEp TO YEV, UTIOOTACEWC,
TO 0¢, PUOEWC LTIAPXEL ANAWTIKOV.

T6 yap iva yévwual Toooutov 6e0g doov ekeivog AvBpwmog,

40 oUK €udv Aéyelv TOL PUTIWBOEVTOC T OUAPTIO, Kai TEAEIWG TAG
OVTWC¢ olong AvopekKTouvtog wrg, GANVPWOVY TV ATOAEIPEL
TeEAeia TAC QUOEWC, €K POVNC YVwPI{OPEVWY TG XOpITOC, Kai
MEANGVTWV €K TrC KaT alTAV TOOOUTOV Stadeiydrival Suvapewc,
000V 6 @ULaOEL BedC TNC AUWY COPKWOEIC aoBeveiag peteidngey,

22/23 (316 - 6€6¢) supra, 1.7-9 23/26 (mavta - voovuevov) Greg. Naz., Or.
30,21,7-10 (p. 272) 23 (mavta ... yevopevoc) 1 Cor. 9,22 24 (MARV - Apop-
tiag) cf. Hebr. 4,15 29 supra, 1.8-9 3lsupra, 1.9 32 supra, 1.9-10 35
supra, 1.9 39 supra, 1.10-11 43/44 (tooouTov ... d00V) supra, 1.10-11 et 39

A RjeSup Am NBazZ Va (- a)
Y QGe GaP

21 madog Q 24 doov Ba 27 kupiwg] trsp. p. TpoTNG A @uoet] po-
oel Re Sup 29 capkwoewg] TNng praem. Z 32 kai] iter. Am 33 mpo-
AaBovtog A Aun’ Adbyou] om. Ba 39 yévopatl GeGa 41 anoAnyn Ga,
anoAAYel P Combaamr Gale Ohler/PG 43 kat’a0tAvV] Katd TV Re Sup, TV
praem. Rea@T
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12 AMBIGUA AD THOMAM

45 AvtigeTpoupévng ¢ olScv alTog TN o0ToU KEVWOEL, TG TWV
XOpITL 0wloPévwy Bewoewg, OAWV Be0g1dwv, Kai dAou Beou
XWPNTIKOV Kai Povou yevnoouévwy. TolTo ydp 1 TEAEinOIG
npd¢ v omebdoUAIV ol TavTNV aAnBw¢ oeabal TrV emayyeAiay
TOTEVOAVTEC.

46/48 Greg. Naz., Or. 30,6,38-39 (p. 238)

A ReSup Am NBazZ Va (-a)
Y QGe GaP

45 dvtigyetpoupévne] ApTl PETpOLUEVNG Z 46 xapitwv Re 47
Xxwpntikov Gaaar poévov Re 48 émecBot Gale
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| Tou alTtob €k Tou deuTépou mepi Yiod AGyou, €1 TO 1040/1041
Q¢ pév yap Adyog, olte 0OMAKoog rv, 00TE AVNAKOOC.
Tav yap umo xeipa tavta Koi Tov deVTEPWVY, TO WEV,
TV EVYVWHOVESTEPWY, TO O€, TWV AEIWV KOANTEWG. 'Q¢
5 3¢ O0UAOU HOPQH, cuyKaTtaRaivel Toi¢ OpodoLAOIC Kai
dovAolg, Kai pop@outal TO AANOTPIOV, OAOV €V £QUTW
EUE QEPWV PETA TWV €UV, VO €V €aUTw OOTAVNON TO
X€ipov, ¢ KNpov Tup, N WG Atuida yn¢ RAlog, Kayw
METOAGBw TWV €Keivou d1a TNV oUYKpaGIv. AlOTOUTO
10 épyw TIgO TNV UTOKOAV, Kai meipatal Tadtng €K Tou
nofeiv. OO yap ikavov 1) 01a6g0ig, wamep o0 dE NI,
€l un Kai o010 TV MPayPATWY XWPARoOIUEY. 'Epyov yap
amnddei€ic dabéoewe. OUL xeipov ¢ Tow KaKeivo UTo-
AaBeiv, 3Tt doKIpddel TNV AUETEPAV UTIOKONY, Kai TAv-
15 Ta PETPEl TOiC €autouv mAOETI TG AUETEPA, TEXVN OI-
AavBpwmiag, wote €xewv eidéval toi¢ €ovtou 1A AUE-
TEPO, Kai mOgov Pév dmaitovueda, mOooV d€ GUYXWPOU-
peba, Aoyl{opEvng HETA TOL TACXEIV Kai TNG aoBeveiag.

Q¢ pév yap @lOoel Bedg AOYOC, UTAKONC PNai Kol TTOPAKONG
20 mMAvtwC eAelBepog, OTI KaOi @QUOEL TAONG EVIOANC W KOPIOG

2/18 N1, 0y.30,6,5-20 (p. 236) 5Pw.2.7 10/11 (epyw - ma-
Bgiv) <E HAIL-. 55 19 $upm, 1.2

A 0ezup An\ NBaZ va (-0

Y QaP

1 Tou - Adyou] €k Tou deuTEpOU Tiepi Liou Adyou Tou albTol ypnyopiou An,
om Qe 2 QcloY No6yoc] 8g6¢ { awn’ 3Twv]l tov Qo deVTéPWV]
deuTépw (2 5 popen A*5kp NBa (2 Qo p**™, popen AntZ, yopeAv O i n -
Ba, opp. oui. aa IV, 25 &i 31) guykatapfaivov (u) O 5/6 kai dovAolg] om,
N Ba s OANV A* 7 €] inp. p. @épwv Ba aluTw Ba 9 ékeivwv
Ke 9/10 Awatouto - Umakonv] om Ba 12 kai] on. BazZ Xxwpnaoat
uév Ap =mp 13 5€] oni. Z 15 mabnuact A* 15/17 téxvn - AUéTEPQ] ONL.
Y 18 petd] kai td Ba n¢] td proent. O 19 ydp] om Y Noyoc] o
proent. QaP
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14 AMBIGUA AD THOMAM

OTépxel dotrp, NC 1N Pév UTakon, TPNCig €0Tiv, 1 O¢ Tapakon,
napafactc. Twv yap @UOEL KIVOUUEVWY, O KAT'EVTOANV VOUOG
Kai | KoT'auTov TARPWOIG £0Ti Kal mopdPaaig, ovx’ol @UOEl
10 eival oTdoIg €0Tiv.

Q¢ O doUNOU POPON|, TOUTESTIV GvOPWTOE PUOEL YEVOUE-
voc, OUYKATERN TOIC OUOdOLAOIC Kai oLAOIC, HOPQWOEIC TO
GANOTPIOV, Gua T @UOEL, Kai T0 Ka8ruag TNE OoEwe UTod0G
TodnNTov. ’AANOTPIOV YApP TOU KOTA @UGIV AVOUOPTATOU, TO TOU
AUapTroavVToq EMITiPIoV, dMép €0TL TO O1d TV apdpaciy Ka-
TOKPIBEV TAC OANG PLOEWC TTABNTOV.

Ei 0¢ kevwOeic pév, do0AOL POPEN, TOUTECTIV AVBPWTOC,
OLYKOTORAC ¢, HOPEOUTOL TO GANATPIOV, TOUTECTIV GVBPWTIOG
@ULOEL yiveTal TMaBNTOg, KEVWOIC Opa TEPD aUTOV W¢ ayoBov
Opou Kai @IAavBpwTov Bewpeital Kai cuykatapaotg, | Pev,
avBpwtov aAnbwe, A &€, @Laoel TabnNTov AvBpwtov AANBWC dv-

TO SEIKVUOO YeYEVNUEVOY. ALd @naiv 6 S1IdGokoAog* | OAOV €V 1041/1044

€0UTW EUE QEPWV META TWV EUWV, TouTéoTt TV GvBpwneiav
@UCIV ONOKANPOV, €VWOEl TN KoB’UMOoTACIY, HETA TWV alTNG
adlapAnTwY mabwv o fucv damavAcog TO Xeipov, 8’
@UOel TO TOBNTOV €MEIoEKPION (Aéyw OE TOV €K TNC TOPAKONG
vopov TG apapTiag, o0 Kpdto¢ £0Tiv A mapd @LAOIWY TNC fuE-

25/27 supra, 1.4-6 31/32 cf. supra, 1.25-27 36/37 supra, 1.6-7 38/39
(TwV... d31apAATwY Tabw®V) Cyrill. Alex., Ep. 45, p. 155,22; Leont. Byz., C Nest, et
Eutych. Il, PG ss\ 1337A1-2; Eulog. Alex. (?), In fest. palm., s, PG 862 2925C2-3;
Sophr. Hieros., Ep. synod., p. 450,18-19; ibid., p. 458,6 39 (damavioag - xei-
pov) supra, 1.7-8 40/41Rom. 7,23

A ReSup Am NBaz Va (- a)
Y QGe GaP

21 Omakon] mapakor Re TApnoig] napdpacig Re napakon] vma-

kon Re 22 mapapaaoig] tRpnoig Re 22/23 Twv - mapdaBacic] om. Q

23 o0xi A Re SupAm BaZ aar'Y o0] 00 Re SupAm Baz 25 popen Sup Ga,
pop@n Re Gale Ohler/PG, popenv Ge(cf. app. crit. ad!V,5 et 31) 27 TN¢ QLOEWC]
om. Ga Gale 28 dvapdptntov Am 29 womep Ge 31 kevwoeig] kaivw-
Beiq (sic) Ge popen AacrReAm NBaY Qpar Ga Comb, pop@ry Sup Gale Ohler/
PG, popenc Q aart popenv Ge(cf. supra, app. crit. ad IV, 5 et 25) 33 @uoel] trsp. p.

yivetal Re nabntog, kévwolg] mabntdg kevwbeig, (sic) Ga adTov
GeGaacor 35avBpwmnov] avbpwmnogZ 360eIkv0OOaIN* dANVQ 37
ToUTEOTI] TéOTL (Sic) Ba avBpwmniav Ga, avBpwmivny Ba Gale 39 Auag

Re Sup o1’ Tn] d10T1 Ge 40 Omeloekpibn Re Sup
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TEPOC YvwMPNCg O100ealic, eumdabeloy T® TOBNTW TNG QUOEWC
¢mMelodyovoa KaT'Gueolv Kai EmMiTaotv), o0 HOVOV OEOWKEV
OO TNG OPOPTIOC KOTEXOMEVOUC, GAAa Kai Beiog SLUVAMEWC
45 petadédwKey, €V €auTw ADCOGC MUV TO eMTiHWY, YUuxAg a-
TpeYiav, Kai owuoto¢ dgBapaiav epyalopevng €v TN mepi TO
QUOEL KOAOV TG YVWUNC TAUTOTNTL, TOIC EPYW TIMAV THV XA -
pv oToudaovaty. OTep oipal SIBA0KWY 6 Ay10¢ PNoiv* VOl €V
€0UTW damavnan T XEipov, wg KNPV Tup, 1 W¢ ATUida yng
50 AAIOC, KOYw WPETOAABW TwV EKEIVOU OIG TNV CUYKPOGIY, Ka-
Bopog dnNAadN Tn XApITI TABoUC iow( EKeivw yevouEvoc.
Oida 8¢ Kai Adyov £Tepov Tepi Tou OPPOUTAL TO GANGTPIOV,
Topa Tivog dyiou co@ol Te Kai Adyov Kai Biov pabwv. "Eleye
yap épwtnBeic ékeivog, AANOTPIOV eival Tou Adyou @UOEL THV
55 Omokonv, ®omep Kai TV OToTayriy, Ny UTEP NPV TOPABAVTIWY
TAV éVToAqV €éKTioag, OAnV eipydoaTo Tou yévoug THV OwTn-
piav, eautol Tolo0uEVOC TO NUETEPOV.
A10TOUTO €pYW TIWaO TNV OTAKONRY, véog *AdAu UTép TOU T
Aol @OOEl yevopevoc, Kai melpatal tadtng €k tou mabeiv,
60 314 Twv alvTWV £€Kouaiwg Nuiv évexBeic madnudTwy, €imep Kota
To0TOV GANBMC TOV péyav dIdACKaAOV £KOTiaoE Kai Emeivnae
Kai €diynoe kai Aywviooe kai €6Gkpuce vouw cwuatog, &

43/44 Greg. Naz., Or. 30,3, 5 (p. 230) 44/45 (Bgiag - petadédwkey) cf. 1l
Petri 1, 3-4 48/50 supra, 1 7-9 52 supra, 16, 26-27 et 32 56/57 Ps. 73,
12 57 cf. supra, 1.16-17 58 supra, 1.9-10 58/59 (véoc - yevouevog) cf. |
Cor. 15,45 59 supra, 1.10-11 61/62 Greg. Naz., Or. 38,15,2-3 (p. 138); id, Or.
45, PG 36,660C2-3; cf. et infra,V,91-92

A ReSup Am NBazZ Va (-a)
Y QGe GaP

42 eumddelav] év mabel iST * Ba Z, évmadelav (sic) N pton 0 mabntov
z 43 Katd Va 47 tavtétnta Ba, T6 avtéTnTI Ge 48 wa] om. Ba,
v’ Z 49 adtw QadrT 51 Tn xaptt] om. Ba naéou¢] TOu proem.
Ba Toog Sup Am Va, 1oo¢ Re NBa Z ékeivo Ge, ékeivo (sic) Ga 52 €]

om A* . K(pd om s3 Xe] N a peon’ Aoyov kai Biov] Biov Kai Ao-
yov Ba 54 évwTioBeic Qear, évwtnOeic¢ Qacom ut v. 55 mapaAauBavwy
Re 56 ékteioag Ga OANv] & HéV Am 59 tadTnVv Q 60 ékouaiwv

AReSupAmNZVaYQ NUv] trsp. a. éKovaiwg Ba 61 To0TWV Ge Ga pé-
ya Re éneivaoeN\ Re Q 62 £diynoe] nywviaoev Q Ge nywviaoce] €5i-
ynoev QGe
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16 AMBIGUA AD THOMAM

3 oa@nrcg evepyole éotiv OMOJEIEIC OIOBETEWS, Kai TAC TPOC
TOUC OPOdOVAOUC Té Kai O0UAOUC TEKUAPIOV OLYKATARACEWC.
AeomoTNg yap @UOEl PepPévnke, Kai doVAoC OI'€pé Tov @UOEL
OOUAOV YEVOMEVOC, va TIOINON d€OTOTNV TOU SI'AMATNG TUPOV-
VIKQC KUPLELOOVTOC,

A0 TOUTO TG PEV OOUAIKA OECTIOTIKWC EVEPYWVY, TOUTECTI TA
OOPKIKA Bik®g, TV amadn kai @Ooel deomdlouvoov év TOIC
OOPKIKOIG €medeikvuTo dOvauty, S1a maboug THV @Bopdv d@avi-
{ouvoav, Kai 310 Bavdtouv {wnv dnuioupyolaav AvAeBpov. Ta
OE0TIOTIKA O¢ TMPATTWY JOUAIKWG, TOUTECTI TA OEIKA COPKIKWC,
TRV GQATOV EVEDEIKVUTO KEVWOLY, dI0 OOPKOC TIABNTNC TO YEVO(
amav TN @Bopd yewbEv Beoupyouvoav. Tr yap TOUTWY EMAANAYN
0OQ®¢ EMIOTOVUTO TAG TE QUOEIC WV OUTOG UTOCTOOIC Ny, Kai
TOC OUTWY OUCIWOEIC EVEPYEING NYouV KIVAGEIS, WV OUTOC EVW-
o1¢ v aclyxLTOg, KA dexduevn Blaipedtv KAT AP@W TAG QUOEIC
@V a0TOC UTIOCTOOIC NV, EiMep £0UTW TPACPULACG, HOVOIIKWC
TOUTEDTIV €VOEIDWC EVEPYWVY, Kai OI'€KACTOU TWV UT’aUTOU Y-
VOMUEVWY, TN QUVAMEL TG €0UTOU BEGTNTOC AXWPIOTWC CUVEK-
@aivwyv TAC olKeiog ocapKog TAV evépyelav.

AUTOU yap evOg ovToCg 0UOEV EVIKWTEPOV, | 00 3’a0TOU TIAAWY
TWV £0UTOU TMOVTEAWC EVWTIKWTEPOV ] CWOTIKWTEPOV. AlATOU-
TO Kai maoxwv, 0ed¢ v aAnbwg, Kai Bavpatovpywy, AvOpwMog

63 (évepyolc - d1aBéoewc) cf. supra, 1.12-13 63/64 (TN cuyKATARACEWC)
cf. supra, 1.5-6

A ReSup Am NBazZ Va (-a)
Y QGe GaP

63 évepyoug] €vapyoug N Combacontrsp. p. éotiv N Ba Z 64 100¢] om.
z T¢] om. Am 65 pepéveike P @00e12] trsp. p. dovAov (I. 66) Z 66
noijoel Z Ga 69 COPKIKA] OOPKIKWG Y 70 émedeikvuoo Sup 71 dn-
piovpyobvta Q, dnpioupyolioavav (sic) GeporT avoreBpov Am Ba Ge P
Comb 72 mpattwv] MpwTov Ba UeXoLaYQGe 73 yévoc] yeyovwg (sic)
Ge 74 yewBév] OewBév Reaar Beopyolicav A Am, yeoupyoloav N
amaAhayn BaZ Q, vmaiiayn N 75 émiotouto] éni tolto Re Sup Z wv]
wv Ge 77178 kaT'duOw - v] om. Z 79 évepywv] évrpyel A €vepyeiv
Y 0m’] omép Sup 80 auTou Ge 82 évwTIKWTEPOV VapaT 82/83 00 -
EVWTIKOTEPOV] om. a; habet autem Ohler/PG (ex editione Gale?) 82 00 &’auTol]
o0 d'al Y 83 EvWTIKOTEPOV] évik®TEPOV Ge Ohler/PG OWHOTIKWOTEPOV
Re Sup 84 kail] trsp. a. dtatolTo (1.83-84) Ge
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90

95

100

105

IV, 63-105 17

v 6 autog aAnbwg, OTI Kai PLCEWY aANBwvY Kab’evwaiv appn-
Tov OMOOTOCIC NV aANBrC- OI¢ KATAANNAWC T Kai TPOo@LWG
evepywv, €0eikvuTo 0wlwv alTAG oAnbwg, douyx0Toug owlOpE-
vog, €imep omodng Pepévnke @UOEL KOl madnTtoc, abdvatog Kai
Bvntoc, opatoC Kai voolpevog, w¢ @LOoEL Be0C Kai @LOoEL av-
Bpwrog 6 alToc.

O0Tw pév obv KOTEUE @aval TIJa TNV UMOKONV 6 @UaEl
deomdTne, Kal TEIPATOL TAUTNG €K TOU TABE, ov)’iva awon
pévov Tolg éouTou TV amacav @OV AToKABPaC TOU Xeipovag,
GANiva kai TNV NUETEPavV OMAKONV dOKIUAOT, pavBdvwy
TEipa TWV NPETEPWY TA KOBAUOG, 6 mAcav yvwaoly @UoEL TE-
PIypPAa@wY, OGOV PEV ATaITOUPEBa, TOoOV OE GUYXWPOUUEBa
mPO¢ TV TeAeiav OToTayny, 81'N¢ mpoadyelv TEQUKE Tw Matpi
To0C 0w{oPEVOUC, KOT aUTOV @avEVTOC Tn duvdpel TG XApl-
TOC.

Q¢ péya Kai @PIKTOV dVTWE TO TN NUWV owTnpiag puotn-
plov. AToIToUpEBD ydp doov ekeivo¢ @LOEl TO KaBMuac,
OLYXWPOLHEDN 8¢ doov aUTOC UMEP NUAG EVWOEL TO KaBMuag,
€l P TMoU yvwuNg @IAAPOPTAMOVOC EIC TTOIEITOL KaKIOg LANY,
NG QLOEWC TV dobévelav. Kai dAAOC €0t TAOTNG OTAPXWY
TAC €vvolag 0 TOADC oUToC O10G0KOAOG, Tolg €Eng altnv PBe-

88/90 cf. Greg. Naz., Ep. 101,14-15, p. 42,5-9 91 supra, 1.10 92 supra, 1
10-11 94 supra, 1.14 94/95 (MavBdvwy - kaB'pac) cf. Hebr. 5,8 et supra, 1
10-11 96 supra, 1 17-18 97/98 (mpoaodyev - ocwlopévoug) cf. I Petri 3,
18 101 supra, 1.17 102 supra, 1.17-18

A ReSup Am NBazZ Va (=a)
Y QGe GaP

85 aAnbwv] danbwg Q 86 aANnBng] ainéng Ge Gapoom  AAN6egic

Gaaatm Tte] om. N MPooPLAC] MPooeopwc N 87 aolyyutog Gale
87/88 cwlopevoc] intellige med.; sic codd. omnespraeter Q, qui coni. cwlopévag (an rec-
te?) 88uepévelkeP kail] om. Ge nadntwg Ge 91 Tipdv Am
93 anokabeipag Ga, anokabdpag QGe P 95 @Uoel] tn praem. A poorr’ 96
néoovl] moodv Re Sup ouyxopolueda Re Sup 98 Katd TavToV Aaar’
100 @puKTOV Ge 101/102 ekeivog - ogov] om. P 101 @uoel] om. Ge ™v
Sup Am, Tn Re 102 cuyxwpolpeba - kab’uag] om. Ga Gale Evwaoel -
ka8’ uag] om. Aaor Re Sup Am NBaZ Vaaoor' (= a) 104 tng - acBévelav]
om. Q onNAwg (sic) Ga
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18 AMBIGUA AD THOMAM

Batcv. dnol yap* Ei yap 10 @w¢ €810 d1a 10 mMPoOpANnua,
@aivov ev Tt} oxotia (Tw Piw TOLTW), MO NG AAANC OKo-
Tiag (tov movnpoL Aéyw Kai TOU TEIPACTOV), TO OKOTOG TO-
oov, w¢ Gobevéatepov; Kai Ti Bauvpactov &i ékeivou dlagu-

110 yo6vTog mavTAnaatv, APEC mTooWE Kai KatoAngbeinuey; Mei-
{ov ydp ékeivw TO dlwxbnval, Arep Aiv 10 KatoAnEdnvat,
mapd Toi¢ 6pba¢ TauTa Aoy1{opEVOIC.

106/112 Greg. Naz., Or. 30,6, 21-27 (p. 236-238) 106/107 lo. 1,5 107/
108 (Omo - okotiac) cf. Lc. 22, 53; Col 1,13 108 (Tou movnpol) Mt 5,37 et 39
etc (Tou melpacotov) cf. Mt. 4,3 (okdtoc) cf. Eph. 5,8

A ReSup Am NBazZ \Va (- a
Y QGe GaP

106 mMpoBANUpQ 107 @aivwv Reacor Ge GaP Comb*** 108
T0UZ] om. Ba 109 dotevéatepov (sic) Ge eil om. Re, § Ga 110 kai] om.
Re Sup N Ba Ge P KOToAelQBeinuev Ba P 111 ékeivo (sic) Ba eimep
aYGa (cf. app. crit. ed. Greg. Naz.,p. 238) 112 Tauta Aoytlopévolc] Kataioyilo-
uévolg Am

e elelelo] [
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Ei¢ tv mpo¢ Mdiiov tov BepomeuTr)v €MICTOANV TOU
ayiou Alovuagiov Touv "ApPeoTayiTov, EMOKOMOL "ABnVwv.

Mw¢ ¢ ’Inoolg 6 MAVTWY EMEKEIVO, TIOCIV €0TIV GvOpw-
TOI¢ 0UO10OWE CUVTETAYPEVOC, OU &% ydp ¢ aifTiog Gvepw-
MWV €vBAdE AEyeTal AvOpwIog, GAN'WG aUTO KAT oUgiov dANV
GANBwC GvBpwTOC V.

Emeldn Katd TV AmARV €kdOXNV NG ayiag ypaenc, g
TAVTWVY OiTlo¢ 6 Bedg, maol onuaivetal Toi¢ | Twv €€ adtou ma-
PNYMEVWY OVOUOGCLV, OIOPEVOV TUXOV Kai WETA TV OOPKWOIY
TOUTW HOVOV Tw TPOTW TAAY dvBpwTov Tov Bedv dvopdleadal,
ToUTOoI¢ Tov Bepameutrv Mdtov émavopBolital Toig prpactv 6 To-
AOC Aloviaoiog, d1dAoKwv ¢ 0L ATAWC 0 TWV OAwv Bedg cop-
KwOEi¢ Aéyetan avBpwrog, OAN'wG alTod Kot'olaiov dAnV G-
ANBw¢ AvBpWMOC v, H¢ povn Té Kai GANBr¢ éoTiv AMOBEIEIC,
N KOTd @UCIV a0TAC CUOTATIKI SUVOMPIC* v OUK Qv TIC Ouap-

3/6 Ps. Dion. Ar., Ep. 4, p. 160,3-5 7/9 (Eme1dn - 6vopaaow) cf. eund., Div.
Nom., 1,6, p. 118,11 - p. 119, 9 13/14 supra, 1 5-6 14/19 (Ng - ov) cf. Greg.
Nyss., Ad Zenod., p. 14,4-5; ibid, p. 15,10; (A¢ - id16tnTOC) cf. Sophr. Hieros., Ep.
synod., p.446,19-21

A ReSup Am NBaz W (=a)
Y Q MoZa GaP Eneidy (17)

1045/1048

1 Eic] mpd¢ Bwpav tov Rytagpévov proem. Za [d&iov] émiotoAnyv add.

Za €MIOTOANV] €MIOTOAR Za 1/2 touv - ’ABnvwv] trsp. p. TV Am 2
aywou] om. Ohler/PG Tou] om. Re apetomayitov Y EMIOKOTOL
"ABnNveV] Té Tov adTou pagipou add. Am, om. Mo 3 @naoiv Ba, gnaivYMo

¢0tiv] om. Aaor- Re Sup Am N Ba Z Vaacon (= a), add. p. dvBpamoig (I. 3-4)

Apar 4 guvtetaypévwe Sup aitiov Z 5 a0t6¢ Re Ba Combp cin Gale
Ohler/PG 6 GAN6w(] trsp. p. dvBpwmog Z 8 maot] VaeoM maon¢Ba, macav
ReAm 9 tnv] om. Ba 10 To0TwV Combacorr povwaYMoZa 12 Beo¢]

trsp. p. copkwOeiq (1.12-13) Ba 13 a016¢ Zaadrutv Combp cr aUTOKOTOU-
giov C 13/14 GAn6W(] trsp. p. v Mo 14 poévng Za €] om. Z 15 Qv
Ga 15/16 Guaptot] dudptn (sic) Ga, duaptn Gale, Ti¢ add. Am
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20 AMBIGUA AD THOMAM

Tol ¢ GAnBeiog, QUOIKAV @ENOAG evépyelay, Kupiwg T Kai
TPWTWEG XOPOKTNPIOTIXAV OUTAE, WC EIO0TOIOV UTIAPXOLCOV Ki-
VNGOV YEVIKWTATNY, TOONC TAC QUOIKWE autrh mpooolong Te-
PIEKTIKAY IB10TNTOC, AC XWPi¢ povov £0Ti TO Py ov, W Ho-
vou TOU MNOOMC OVTOG Katd ToOTov TOV péyav SI8AoKaAov,
OUTE Kivnatv oute Umap&v €xovtog.

TpavéTata youv dI0A0KEL, PNdEV Npvrobal TAvTIAmool Twv
NUETEPWY TOV BBOV oapKwbévta, TAAV TG auoptiag, Emei un
3¢ TAC PUOEWC RV, OVX’ATAGC GvBpwmov, GANCUTO KaT olaiov
OANV GANBAC AvBPWTOV SVTa S1oppridny AMoENVALEVOC* 0U KU-
piwg gival d10 Twv EMayopévwy, Kal TV KARGIV GVOPWTIKWG
0001WBEVTOC dlatevopevoc enaiv- 'HUETC € Tov ‘Inoouv oK
AvBpwTIKWG Apopidopey, £mei prp YIAOY GvBpwIOV aUTOV Soy-
patidopev, TEPVOVTEC TAV LTEP €wvolav evwaty. OUOIWdWS Yap,
GAN 00X ¢ avBpwmwy aitiov, EmM’alTou Tou @UOEL Beou Kab™ -
poC GANBWE 0VOIWBEVTOC, TO AVBpwWMOC Gvopa Aéyopev. O O
yap AvBpwrog Povov, 3Tt Kai Bso¢ 6 avtag, 00 OE UMePOUaIog
POVOV, 8Tt Kot AvBpwmog 6 autog, €inep R YIAGG GvBpwoc,

19/21 Ps. Dion. Ar., Ecd. Hier., I, p. 69,10-11 23 (mAAv - apaptiag) cf.
Hebr. 4,15 24/25 supra, 1 5-6 26/27 (GvBpWTIKWC obolwBEévTOC) cf. Ps.
Dion. Ar., Div. Nom., 11,9, p. 133,7-8; id, Ep. 4, p. 160,8-9 27/28 ibid., p. 160,5-
6 28 (N - avBpwmov) cf. Prod Const, Horn. 1,2, p. 103, 24; ibid., 8, p. 106,17;
ibid., 9, p. 107, 5; Leont. Byz., C Nest, et Eutych. |, PG 8611281C9; Greg. Ant,
Horn., PG 88,1877B5;Theod. Rhait, Praep., p. 199,9-10 30/31 (ka®uag - ov-
o1wBévtog) cf. Ps. Dion. Ar., Div. Nom., 11,9, p. 133, 7-8; id., Ep. 4, p. 160,8-9
31/32 ibid., p. 160,6 32/33 ibid., p. 160,7 33/34 (un - 6¢€6¢) cf. Procl. Const.,
Horn. I, 2, p. 103, 23-24; ibid., 8, p. 106,17; ibid., 9, p. 107, 5; Leont Byz., G Nest, et
Eutych. I, PG 8611281C9; Greg. Ant., Horn., PG 88,1877B5;Theod. Rhait, Praep.,
p.199,9-12

A ReSup Am NBaz Va (—a)
Y Q MoZa GaP C

16 @uaoikAv] trsp. p. evépyelav Mo onoag] geicag Ba Gaaar, @loew(

Re 18 puaikng Re a0tV P Combaddr, adtou vel abtw Combaar2 18/
19 meplekTIKAG AQ Za, TMePIEKTWV Am 19 wv Go, ov P 22 olv Za
navtanact] trsp. p. AUETEPwV (I. 23) Ba 22/23 mavtdnoagt - NUETEPWV] trsp. p.
oapkwBévta Mo 24 t¢] om. Re avTokatougiov C 26 avlpwmi-
KOG Q acorr 28 d@opilwpev Ga un] om. pacorrt o0 p pcon Comb, 8¢ add.
Ga avbpwmov] Ttév proem. Re Sup, trsp. p. a0tov Ba Za auTév] om. Re
Sup 29 ydp] om. Z 30 wg avbpwmwv] Ae Tou] om. A* corRe
Sup 31 d4Anbwc] om. Ba Aywpev Ga 0€] om. Z 32/33 00 - poévov]
om. Am 32 Omepovaiov Z 33 pr] om. MATE p pcon:
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V, 16-49 21

MATE yupvog umdpxel Bedg, GANGvBpwTo¢ aAnBw¢ o dlage-
POVIWE QIAGVOPWTOC.

Ameipw yop mOBWw Tw TPOC ovBpwmoug, OMEP 0TIV OAN-
Bm¢ aUTd @Ooel TO moBolpEvVov yéyove, WNATE Ti TEMOV-
B¢ €1¢ 1diav ouciav TPOC NG AEBEYKTOU KEVWOEWC, WriTe
Ti ™NC avBpwmivng dla TV andppntov mpdcAnPiv duesigog n
MEIWOOC TO 0UVOAOV QUOEWG, WV 6 AOYOC KUpiwg OUTAC XO-
B¢otnye ovotaolg, UTEP AvBpwmoug (dti BEIkwg, AvdPOg ydp
XWPIC) Kai Katd avBpwroug (AVBpWTIKWE ydp, dTI VOUW KUr)-
0€WC) €K TNG GvBpwMwY ouaiag 6 UTEPOUTI0G OUCIWHEVOC. OO
yap WIAAV Povny EQAvTacey UV €v EauTte TRV év €idel oopxaq
S1apopewaty, KAtd tou¢ Mavixaiwv Arfpouc, 1 adpxa ouvou-
olwpévNY olpaVOBeY £aUTW CULYXOTNYOYE, XOTA TOOC ATOAL-
vapiou pOBoug, GANQUTO Kat’olgiav OANV aAnbwg AvBpwnog
YEYOVWG, TPOCANWEL dNAOVOTI 0apPXOC VOEPWG EYPUXWMEVNG,
&vwbeiong avtw xab’vmooTacv.

34 (yupvog ... 6g0q) cf. Greg. Naz., Ep. 101,25, p. 46,13-14 34/35 Ps. Dion.
At, Ep. 4, p. 160,7-8 37/38 (uNnte - kKevwoewc) cf. Greg. Naz., Ep. 243, PG 46,
1108A14-15 et Ps. Dion. Ar., Div. Nom., 11,10, p. 135,6 38 (kevwaoew() cf. Phil. 2,
7 41 (Omép avBpwmoug) Ps. Dion. Ar., Ep. 4, p. 160, 8 41/42 (BETKWOC -
xwpig) Greg. Naz., Ep. 101,16, p. 42,13 42 (kai - avepwmouc) Ps. Dion. Ar., Ep.
4, p. 160,8 42/43 (GvBpwMIK®WG - KUNoewc) Greg. Naz., Ep. 101,16, p. 42,14
43 (¢ék - oLOlwPEvog) Ps. Dion. Ar., Ep. 4, p. 160, 8-9 43/45 (OO0 - d1a-
pHop@watv) cf. Sophr. Hieros., Ep. synod., p. 450,9-10 45 Greg. Naz., Ep. 101,26,
p. 46,17 45/47 (capka - pvbouc) cf. Apol. LaocL, Demonstr., fragm. 17, p. 209,17-
20; ibid., fragm. 36, p. 212,24-26; Greg. Naz., Ep. 101,30, p. 48,9; id., Ep. 202,12, p.
92,5-7 47 supra, 1.5-6

A ReSup Am NBazZ Va (=a)
Y Q MoZa GaP C

34 Omapyxn p peorr 0e6¢] ov d¢ UmepolGlOg POVov add. Am
Za 36 10 NBa 37 a0T6 @Uoel] avto@Laoel VaZzaC Combaat, Uoel Z
a0T6] W¢ add. M o<@r Ti] om. Ba 38 €1¢] TNV add. Apcorr B mpo Re
apBékTou Z, apbeyyntou Gale 39 dppntov Ga Gale npocAePv Re
Sup 41 dvBpwmou Re Sup, dvBpwmnov Combp cr avdpoc] trsp.p. xwpic (1.42)
Ba yép] om. A Re Sup Am N Ba Z Va*ar' (= a) Y Q Mo 42 avBpwmov
Mo yép] om. Re Sup 43 ¢k - oboiagl om. NBaZzZ 6] om. Z 44 ¢v2]
om. Ga Gale €1dn P 45 to0¢] TWv add. A par 46 guykotayaye Am
47 avtokatouaiav C aAnBwc] trsp. p. avBpwmog Q C 48 dnAovdTi] trsp. p.
0OpKOg Za EUPuxwpévne Re SupBaz
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22 AMBIGUA AD THOMAM

‘EoTiv 0¢ 00d¢v ATTOV OMEPOUCIATNTOC LTEPTIANPNG O aEi
uTEPOLOI0C. OU ydp Umelevxdn ™ UOEL YEVOUEVOC AVOPWTIOC.
ToOvavtiov 8¢ HAAAOV CLVET|NPEY £aUTwW TNV QUC1V, ETEPOV AD-
TNV TOI0OC PUOTAPIOV, AUTOC TE PEIVOC TOVIATACIY OANTTOC,
xai tnv oixeiav odpxwaotv, Aaxoloav yéveatv umepolalov, HL-
otnpiov Tavtog O€ifo¢ OANTTOTEPAV, TOOOUTOV KOTOANTTOC
OralTV yeyovwg 00w TAEOV Eyvmatn d1’alTng GANTTOTEPOC.

Kpuglo¢ ydp €0TL KOl PETA TNV €K@Qavaly, @noiv & d1dd-
okahog, 1 iva 10 Beidtepov €imw, Kai év tn ékpavoel. Kai
T00TO Ydp ’Inool KEKpuTTAl, Kai o0devi AOyw o0 d¢ vw TO
KaT'alTOv £ENKTAl PUCTNAPIOV, OAAG KaOi AgyOuevov Gppntov
MEVel, Kai vooluevov ayvwotov. Ti TouTou TPOC AMOdEIE Iy
Beiag UTEPOLOIOTNTOG YévoIT AV ATOOEIXTIXWTEPOV, EKQPAVOEL
0 KPOEIoV, Xai AOYyw Tnv agaciov, xai vw dnAolong Tnv xo-
@’0mepoxnv ayvwaiav, xai 16 o peilov eImeiv obolwoel 16 0-
nepoloIoV;

Apélel ™ taldtn¢ meplouaia, Kai €1¢ ovgiav GANBWC
€ABwv, UTEP ouaiav 00a1woN, ToUE VOUOLE BNACDK KOIVOTOMN-
0ac TNC XATd QUOIV YeEVETEWS, Xai oixa NG €€ Avdpog év Eidel
omopdg AANBwG yevouevog avBpwroc. Kai dnAot Mapbévoc au-
Tov OTEPPLWC KLbouoa Tov UmEPOUGIoV AOyov, Xwpig Avopoc

50/51 Ps. Dion. Ar., Ep. 4, p. 160,9-10 57/61 id, Ep. 3, p. 159, 6-10 62
(ObmepouatoTNTOC) Supra, 1 50 62/64 (¢ék@davoel - dayvwaiav) cf. supra, 1 57-
61 64/65 (ovCo1WOEL - Omepolalov) cf. supra, 1.43 66/67 Ps. Dion. Ar., Ep. 4,
p. 160,10-11 67/68 (To0¢ - yevéoewc) cf. Greg. Naz., Or. 39,13,8-9 (p. 176)
69/70 (Kai - kbouoa) Ps. Dion. Ar., Ep. 4, p. 160,12; cf. Mt. 1,18-25; Lc. 1,26-38 et 2,
1-14 70 (tov - Aoyov) Ps. Dion. Ar., Div. Nom., Il, 6, p. 130,6 (xwpic av-
dpoc) Greg. Naz., Ep. 101,16, p. 42,13

A ReSup Am NBazZ Va (=a)
Y Q MoZa GaP C

50 6 aei] kai Z 52/53 éautrv Ba 53 1€] 8¢ OMer/PG aanmroc]
amelpog Z 56 autnv] avtng Re Mo Za dgov Re Ohler/PG TMAgiov
Mo 57 éu@aaoiv Re Sup 58 iva] kai add. Za év] om. Aaar Re Sup
60 a0tV Re £&nnrtat Mo 63 d@Bapaiav Aaar Re Sup, d@bey&iav Za
onAovcBat Mo, dnAovacav Za 64 0n] d¢e1 Z aar eineiv] om. Za 66 ma-
pouaia Combacorr 1] ék Aaar 67 Omép olaiav] Umepouaiwg Ba, OTEP
ovaiov (sic) Q 65/70 a0TOV] trsp. p. Kbovoa Mo 70 Tov] om. Gale
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V, 50-90 23

€K TwV aUTAC TIAPOEVIKWY OIPATWY GvBpWTIK®DG EEvw TIOPA
Vv @O0V BeoPwW SIOMANTTOUEVOV.
Kai unep avBpwrov vrjpyel TG avBpwIou, v Twv oTol-

Xeiwv anobwg xawotopooc oty taig Pdosot. Kai dnAok

oapa¢ U0wp AOTATOV, LAIKGV Kai yenpwv modwv Gvéxov Ba-
pOC, Kai un Omeikov, GANOTEPQUET duVAEL TTPOC TO AdIAXUTOV
OLVICTAEVOVY, €imep aAnBw ABPOXOIG TIOTT, CWHOTIKOV dyKOV
€xoual Kai LANG PBdpoc, v Vypav Kai dotatov olaiov peta-
BOTIKWG EMEMOPEVTO, mepimatwy EMi BaAdoong w¢ £M’EdAQoUC,
Xai TN OuvapEl TNE¢ €ouTou Be0TNTOC AXWPIOTWC d1G TNG PE-
TABACEWG TuVEXPaivwY TN¢ OIKeiag oOpkag TRV Katd @UaIv
evépyelayv, €imep @UOEL TAOTNG 1 METARATIKN KOBEOTNKE Kivn-
01¢, GAA’00 TAC nVwpévng altn Kob’0TmocTactv UTEPATMEipov
Kai umepouaiov BedTNTOC.

ATaE yap GvBpwTIK®E 0VCIWBEIC 0 Lrepolalog AOYOC, ue-
TA TAC avBpwmIvng olaiag apeiwTov 1xev w¢ Idiav adtou, Kai
TAV YeVIK®WE a0ToOV WG avBpwtov xoapaktnpiovoav Tr¢ olaiog
Kivnolv, magiv o1g w¢ AvBpwog EVAPYEL PUOIK®WE €1O0TIOI00E-
vng¢ €imep aAnBwg yéyovey AvOpwmog, avamvéwy, AoA@v, Ba-
dilwv, XEIPag KIVAV, TPOCPLWC TAIC OIOOACETT XPWUEVOC EIC

71/72 (¢ - dramAattépevov) Ps. Dion. Ar., Div. Nom., 11,9, p. 133,8-9 73
id., Ep. 4, p. 160,11-12 74/77 (Kai - oguvigtapevov) ibid., p. 160,12 - p. 161,2
77/79 (4BpoxoI¢ - énemdpevTo) id., Div. Nom., 11,9, p. 133,10-11 79 Mt. 14,26;
Me. 6,48-49; lo.6,19 85 cf. supra, 1.43 et Ps. Dion. Ar., Div. Nom., Il, 6, p. 130,
5-6; ibid., 9, p. 133,7-8 89 (AaAwv) Mt. 9,18; ibid., 12,46; Me 2,2; Lc 9,11; lo. 1,
37 etc. 89/90 (BadiCwv) cf. Mt. 4,12-13; ibid., 13,1; Me 13,1 etc 90 (xeipag
Kvav) cf. Mt. 8, 3; Me. 1,41; ibid., 8, 23 et 25; Lc 5,13; ibid., 13,13 etc. 90/91
(mpoo@uwg - atcbntwv) cf. Me. 13,2; Lc 2,46 etc.

A ReSup Am NBaz Va (- a)
Y Q MoZa GaP C

71 QvOPWTIKWG OIYATWY TapBevikwv Re 72 V] om. Z dla-
@uAattopevov N Ba 73 Kai - avBpwmnou] om. N Ba éveipyel Ga
avBpwmiva Gale 75 Gvéxov] Z 'om 75/76 Bdapog] N ear 76 16] om.
Am 78 ougiav] om. Ga Gale 79 énemopeLeTo Am Gale, émopeveTo Mo
TEPIMATWV] Kai proem. Q acon 80 314 tng] St’avtng Gale 87 triv] om. A acorr
Re Sup Am NBa ZVa(- a) a0Tov] trsp. p. dvBpwmnov Mo 88 kivnon] tAv
proem. Ba WCJON* éveipyel Ga 88/89 id1omolovpévny Za
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24 AMBIGUA AD THOMAM

avTiAnyiv Twv aigbntwv, mevwy, diPwv, €08iwv, OTVWY, Ko-
TV, daKPLUWY, aywviwy, Kaitot dUvopl wv aubumdoToToc,
KOl TG AOIMA TAVTA, 0i¢, aUTOUPYIKWE YUXNC dIKNV QUOIK®G
TO GUUQUEC OWHO Kivolong, TNV TPooAn@dsiocav @OaIv KIvay,
WG auTou Kai yevopévny GANBw¢ Kai Aeyopévny, i Kupiwg ei-
nelv, autog dixo TPOTAC TOuB’dMEP €0TI TIPAYHUOTIKWEG 1} QUOIC
yevOuevog, AEAVTACIAOTWC TNV UTEP MUV OlKovopiay Te-
TIAPWKEV.

OUK Gverhev oLV TNV cuoTa|tu€ny TG TpocAneBeiong ovaiag
EVEPYEIOV, WOTIEP 0V d’aUTnV Trv oudiav O O1dACKOAOG €IV
Brmép ovaoiav obo1WON, Kai UTEP AvBpwTov évipyel Td avBpw-
TOU, GAN’EdeIéeV EM'AU@OTV TNV KOVOTNTA TV TPOTIWY, &V TA
MOVIJOTNTI TWV QUOIK®WV 0WIOHEVNY AGYWVY, WV XwPig, 00OV
TWV OVTWVY £0TIV OTEP £0TIV.

Ei ¢ popev w¢ ¢ Pév mpooAngbeiong obaiog BT, g O
OUOTOTIKNC QUTHC évepyeiag Agaipeoig, | KabvmepoxAv €0tV
AMO@AOIC, TV AOyw TNV alTAv €m’dueoiv icwc tebeioav, ¢
pév, Omapév, TAC 8¢, MAvIwe Avaipeatv anuaivouoav deifopey;
*H naAv, émeinep oOK alTOKIvNTOG 1 TpooAn@Osica @uOIC £-
0Tiv, UTIO TR NVWPEVNC aUTn KaB’OTOCTOCIV aANBWE KIVOUUEVN
fedTNTOC, TV OLOTATIKAV OUTAG GQaIPoLUEBD Kivnatv, N

91/92 (mewwv - aywviwv) cf. Greg. Naz., Ep. 102,24, p. 82,4-7; id., Or. 29,18,
10-11 (p. 214); ibid., 20,4-18 (p. 220); icL, Or. 38,15, 2-3 (p. 138); id., Or. 45, PG 36,
660C2-3 et supra, AmbThom. IV, 61-62 91 (mewwv) Mt. 4,2; ibid., 21,18; Lc 4,
2 (Swpcov) lo. 19, 28; cf. ibid., 4, 7 (¢00iwv) Mt. 9,11; ibid., 11,19 etc
(Omvwv) cf. Mt. s, 24; Mc. 4, 38; Lc. s, 23 91/92 (komiwv) lo. 4, s 92 (da-
KpLwV) lo. 11,35 (dywviwv) cf. Lc 22,44; Mt. 26,37; Mc. 14,33 101/102 su-
pra, 1.67et 73

A ReSup Am NBaz Va (~a)
Y Q MoZa GaP C

92 duvdapet Re, duvapelg Sup 97 dpavtaotw¢ aYQ Mo C 97/98 tnv
olkovopiav TEMANPWKE TNV UMEP MUV Ba 99 av €iAev Re Sup 101
éveipyel Ga 102 tv] TOIV Z KevoTNTO Bt 105 mpoAn@6eiong Z
106 avTng] trsp.p. évepyeiag Y 107 a0TAV] trsp. p. Gu@oiv Ba Au@oiv] avtnv
Re 108 deifwpev Ga 109 o0k] om. NBaZ 110 kwoupévn] Kai proem.
Gale 111 8e6TNC A*,0nf Re Sup tv] Kai praem. A poorr’ agaipoluevol
Mo 111/112 pny 3¢ Q aomr-
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0’oWTrV TNV olciav 6poAoyrnowuey, 00X AUBUTIOCTATOV QAVEI-
oav, TOUTETTI KOB’€aUTrV, GANEV 0T TwW KAT'OARBElOv QUTHV
0001wBEVTI Be® Adyw TO eival Aapouoav, tonv EMAP@oiv v
QITiaV €XOVTEC TNC MOPAITACEWS™ 1 Kai TrVv Kivnawv tn @ULoel
OUVOHOAOYROWUEY, NG XwPIg, o0 de @UOIC €0Ti, YIVWOXOVTEC
W¢ €TEPOG PEV O TOU eival AGYog €0Tiv, €TEPOC OE O TOU TWC
eival Tpomog, &uév, TV @LCIY, 6 8¢, TAV OIKOVopiav TIOTOUHE-
vog, GV 1 alvodog, TO Péya TN¢ LTEPPUOLC 5Inaol @ualoloyiag
TIOINCOPEVN PUOTAPIOV, owlopévny €del€ev év TOUTW TRV dla-
@OPAV TWV EVEPYEIWV KOl TV EVWAOLY, TNV PEV, AdIOIPETWC £V
TW QULOIXW BewpolPEVNY AOYW TWV NVWPEVWY, TV O€, AoLy-
XUTWC &V Tw HOVOSIK®W YVwPI{oPEVNY TPOTIW TWV YIVOUEVWV.
T ydp Kot TI¢, TIOU TE KOl T QUOIC €0TAI, CUOTATIKNG EPN-
poc yevopévn duvapewg TO ydp KabBoAou pndepiav exov 6U-
vauy, oute €otiv, olte Ti éoTlv, oute €0l TiC aOTOL TOV-
TEAWG BE01C, @noiv 6 moAlug olTo¢ S1d00KaAoC. Ei de TOU-
TWV AOyo¢ o0deig, e00eBWC duoloyeiobal xpr TAC Te Tou Xpi-
0Tou QUOEIC WV auTOC UTAOTACIC NV, Kai TAC aUTOU QUOIXAC
€vepyeiog wv auTog evwaolg NV oAneng XaT’auew TAC QUOEL,
EIMEP €QUTW TIPOTPUWC, HOVASIKWE NYOUV EVOEISWC EVEPYWV,
Kai o180 mavtwy aXwpioTwg Tn Ok duVAPEL GLUVEKPAIVWY
NG OlKeiag oapxog v Evépyetav. Mwg yap eotal @uoel Bedg,
Kai @Ooel maAlv GvBpwTog 0 auTog, OUK EXWV OVEAMTIWG TO

119 Ps. Dion. Ar., Div. Nom., 11,9, p. 133,11-12 125/127 ibid., V111, 5, p. 203,
2-4

A ReSup Am NBaZ Va (-a)
Y Q MoZa GaP C

112 TNV - 6poAoynowpev] TNV 6poAoynowpev tnv oboiav Q acom, dpoAo-
ynoopev tnv ovciov Q par, tnv ovciov 6poAoyroopev ZaP pon Ohler/PG, Tnv
obgiav 6poAoyAoapev (sic) Gale 113 Tw] om. Re Sup 115 napatnoewg (sic)
Re 1] hanc litteram videtur oblitus esse rubricator in Gayom. Gale 116 ocuvopoAo-
ynoopev ZZaP C Comb Migne (PG) 116/117 yivookovteg - éotiv] om. Ga

119 *Incou] tou proem. Mo 120 TIOINGAMEVOG Bo alvtw NBazZ 126 o0-
1€ - €0TIv oUT’€TL £0Tiv Gale Ti¢] om. Mo auTou] trsp. p. mavteAwe (L
126-127) Mo 127 o0toc] kai péyag add. Mo 128 Adyog] o praem.

Aown: Re Sup Combpcorr 129 @uoeic] Ze aT 130 Av ainbnc] Ae ar
Vae ar't v, aAnBeic Re Sup Am N Ba Z Wt v, dAnBn¢ c aoTy v, GAnB®G
Cpar Ta¢] om. N Ba Z 131 évvoeldwg Ga (con. Gale) gvepywv] nv
praem. Mo 134 avBpwmoc] trsp. p. a0ToC Ba aveAlemwg Re Sup Am Za Ga
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26 AMBIGUA AD THOMAM

QUOET KOT'OPEW TEePULKOC, Ti T€ Kai TIC OMOPXWV Yyvwaon-
OETOl, PN TIIOTOUMEVOC 0i¢ EVIPYEL QUOIKWG, OTEP €0TI YN TPE-
nopevov; Mwg d¢ motwoetal, Kad'lv Twv €€ wv, év oi¢ Te Kai
OTEP 0TIV AKIVNTOC PEVWV Kai GvevépynTtoc;

YTép ouvaiav obv 000100N, yevédewq apxnv Kai yewnoewg
ETépav T @ULOEL dNUIoLPYNOOG, CUAANEBEIC pév, omopd TNC
oikeiag oopkog, texOeic d¢, appayic Tng mapbeviag T TEKOLAON
YEVOUEVOG, Kai Twv OPIKTwY £m’a0TAC TNV Ovtigooiv deiag
oguvaoinBevouoav. 'H ydap a0t Kai mapBevog Kai prtnp, Kaivo-
Topoloa TNV UGV T oLVAdW TWV AVTIKEIPEVWY, EIMEP TWV
OVTIKEIYEVWY TapBevia Kai yéwnolg, wv €k eUOEWC 0UK av TIC
émvonorjoetal oOPPaoIC. A0 Kai @egotdkog aAnbw¢ 1 Map-
Bevog, LTEPPLWC diknv omopdc cuANaBouCa TE Kai TEKouoo TOV
umepolatov AOYov, EMeimep TOU OTIAPEVTOG TE Kai GUAANQOEV-
TOG, KUpiwC A TikToLoO, PATNP.

Kai 0mép avBpwmov évrpyel Ta avOpwTou, KAT'OKPOV EVWX-
oy dixa TpomA¢ oup@ueicay JSEIKVUG TN Oe€ikn duvdpel TRV
avBpwmivny évépyelav, emedr Kai | @UOIC AoLYXVTWE EVWOET-

137 (e? wv) Greg. Naz., Ep. 101,20, p. 44,11; cf. id, Or. 2,23,5 (p. 120); Cyrill.
Alex., AdTheodos., 24, p. 57,17-18; id, C. Nest ll, prooem., p. 33,13-14; id, De in-
cam., 694, 35-36 (p. 240); Sophr. Hieros., Ep. synod., p. 434, 21; ibid., p. 438,15
(ev ou;) cf. Cyrill. Alex., Ep. 39, p. 18,25; Def. fid. Chalc, p. 129,30; Sophr. Hieros.,
Ep. synod., p. 434, 21 138 (otrrep eaxtv) cf. Def. fid. Chalc, p. 129, 25; Sophr.
Hieros., Ep. synod., p. 438,15-16 139 supra, 1.67 et 101 139/140 Sap. 7, 5
143/144 (xatvoxofxoGaa - cputrtv) cf. Greg. Naz., Or. 39,13,8-9 (p. 176) et supra, 1.67-
68 147/148 Ps. Dion. Ar., Div. Nom., Il,s, p. 130,6 et supra, 1.70 150supra, 1
73 et 101-102

A ReSup Am NBazZz W (—a)
Y Q MoZa GaP C

135 neuka¢ (sic) Q a@r 136 evepyei Ga P (an recte?) 137 motoon-
Tal GaP (an recte?) 138 pév wv Am 139 apyxn Re, apxr Su 140 oropa
Aawn NBa Q P OTIOPE Sup Mo Q xntf con. o/ilfl/IPG 142 abto1¢ Ga
143 avtn Ga 144 €inep] i (sic)praem. Ba 145 napBevia] te add. Za @U-
oew¢] TG proem. Mo 146 ¢mwvonjoetal AT, £mvonBgin Mo AaAnbéa¢] trsp.
p. MapBévog (7.146-147) ZHoFT 146/147 4 MapBEévoc] trsp. p. OTEPPLOC Mo
147 1€] om. Am Teholoa Am 0V Rea@T 148 A6yov] om. Vaawr
t¢] om.NBaz 149 unnp] rpraem. Y 150 ¢veipyet Ga 152 avepwmiknv
Gale nlom. NBaz
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V, 135-173 27

oa T QUOoEL, 01'0A0U TIEPIKEXWPNKEY, PNdEV amOAUTOV TOVTA-
OV €X0V0A, Kai TAC NVwHEVNE alTr KabOmdoTaotv KEXWpl-
opévov Beotntog. YTMEP MGG yap oAnbw¢ TV nuwv olaiov
oUoIWBei¢ 6 umepolalog AGyoC, cuvre TN KoTa@Acel TAG
@LOEWC, Kai TV a0TAC PUOIKWY KoB’OTEPOXNV TRV Amdaacty,
Kol yéyovev avBpwmog, Tov LTEP QUOIV Tod MW €ival TPOTOV
EXWV ouVNUPEvoY 1K ToD eival Adyw ¢ eUOEWC, Tva Kal TV
@0OIV TIOTWONTOL T TV TPOTWY KAVOTNTL PN dEXOUEVNV KO-
TG Tov Adyov AAAoiwaotv, kai deign tnv Lmepameipov d0vauly,
WOoOUTWE KAV TN TWY EVAVTIWVY YEVETEL YVWPL{OPEVNV.

ApéAel g€ouaia, yvwung epya TEMOINK®WG TA TAON TAC QU-
0£wC, GAN00X’OC¢ AUEIC avAyKng OMOTEAEGUOTA QUOIKNG, E-
TOAWY 1 €Q MWV €XEL, TO KABMPAC @Uoel TABNTOV S1EENABeY,
g€ouaia, yvoun Kivntov deifac €@ ¢autod T6 MEQUKOC €@ UMY
eival yvoung KivnTikov, omnep toi¢ é€ng cagnvilwv enaiv 6 o1-
ddokaroc* Ti av TI¢ Td Aoimd mAPToAAa ovTa O1ENBoL, dI'QvV O
Beiwg opwv OmEp volv yvwaoetal Kai Td €ni ™ @AavBpwmia
100 INCO0 KOTOQOUOKOWEVA, SUVOUIV UTIEPOXIKNG ATOPATEWC
éxovta; Ta ydp TAC QUOEWC TOVTA WETA TNAC QUOEWC KaATA
cOMNYIV dppnTov UTIOdUC O Omepolalog AGYoC, oLdEV eixev
QVOPWTIVOV QUOIKW AOYW KOTOQOOKOUEVOV, 6 Wn Kol Belov

153/155 (d1°dAou - Bedtntac) cf. Greg. Naz., Ep. 101,31, p. 48,18-20 155/
156 supra, 1.101 et 85 168/171 Ps. Dion. Ar., Ep. 4, p. 161, 3-5 172 supra, 1
156 173 supra, 1.170

A ReSup Am NBazZ Va (=a)
Y Q MoZa GaP C

154 kai] om. Za 154/155 kexwplopévwy Re Sup 156 ouviye] Q ecorr,
ouvAABe AN Re Sup ™™] ¢ Moaon” KOaTa@Uuoel (sic) Q 157 amo-
@avov Za 158 tov] twWv Naor Ba Z 158/159 tpomov - eivail] om.
QaaT 158 tpémov] N ecom TponwvBaz 159 ¢xov Migtte (PG) 159/160
EXxwv - Tpomwv] om. Aaor Re Sup Am N acom Ba Z Vaacon (= a) 159 1] TO
y 160 KevoOTNTI p acn 161 Adyov] tpdémMOV Mo 162 tn] Aean tnV
Re aar Sup Am Ba TOV] TW (Sic) A utv. 163 ¢€ouaia] Combearr, e€ouaiag
Q Mo Za GaP yvaouncg] om. Mo Za GaP Combacor* Td] kai proem. Re Sup
Combpcon 164 anotéleopa Re 164/165 éumaiv 1] €i un madAwv i (sic)
Za 166 yvoun] om. MoZaGaP Combaon, yvoung NBa ZVaC Combpcon
168 mapumoAa (sic) Re Sup Ga d1e&éNBo1 Mo 169 6elo¢Re SUpZYQ Ga
vouv] vuv Supaar 172 gixev] om. Aaar' Re Sup
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28 AMBIGUA AD THOMAM

Ny, TPOMW T® UTEP @UCIV ATIOQOCKOUEVOY, OV UTIEP VOUV (G
175 avamddelkTog OTAPXEY 1 YVWOIC, HOVNY KOTAANYIV £X000d THV
TOTIV TV yvnoiwg 16 Tou Xpiotou cefalopévwy PUCTRPIOV,
oUTIVOC (OTIER GUVOTITIKOY Tov Adyov amodidolg ¢enaiv Kai
yap iva OUVEAOVTEG €IMwUEY, 00 O€ AvBpwmoc v, OTI QUOEL
TAC KaTd @UaIv avAykng AveTog v, Tw KadMuag o0) vmaybeig
180 Beopw TG yevéoewe, o0X'0C U AvBpwmog, dTt Kot olaiav d-
Anv aAnBw¢ avBpwmog nv, eUoEl TV KABTUAC QUOIKWY AVeE-
XOueEvoc, GAN'WC €€ avBpwmwy, €meimep ruiv ouoolalog Ny,
dmep NUEIC KATA @LOIV AVOPWTOC WV, OVOPWTWV EMEKEIVA,
KOIVO|TNTI TPOTIWY dTep oUXAUEIC TNV OOV Teplypdewy, Kai
185 omép dvBpwmov aAnbBrg AvBpwmog yeyovwe, Toug UMEP PLaIY
TPOTOUG Kai TOUC KOTA QUOIV AGYoUC GAUPAVTIWG GAAARAOIG
EXWV CUVNUPEVOLE, WV AURXOVOC 1 GUPPBACIC My, a0TOC W WN-
0tV €0TIV QUNAXOavov, aAnOr¢ yevouevog evwalg, PNOETEPw TO
Topdmov @v 0TMOCTOCIC 1V, B0TEPOU KEXWPIOUEVWE EVEPYWV,
190 dréxatépou 6€ HAAAOV TIGTOVUEVOG BATEPOY, EIMEP AUPW KATA-
ARBg0v V.
Q¢ Mév Bedc, TAC 10ia¢ AV KIVNTIKOC AvOpWTOTNTOG, GG
avBpwmog ¢, NG OIKEIOg EXQPAVTIKOC LTINPXE BeOTNTOC, BETKWC

174 (1pbénw - dmo@ackdéuevov) cf. supra, 1.170-171 (0mép vouv) supra, 1
169 177/178 Ps. Dion. Ar., Ep. 4, p. 161,5-6 180 ibid., p. 161,6 180/181 su-
pra, 15-6 182 Ps. Dion. Ar., Ep. 4, p. 161,6; cf. Hebr. 5,1 183 Ps. Dion. Ar.,
Ep. 4, p. 161,6-7; cf. Hebr. 5,1 184/185 ibid., p. 161,7

A ReSup Am NBaZ Va (=a)
Y Q MoZa GaP C

174 1] 10 BaP 175 kotaAnywv Aeaont éxouoa] om. Aaar 176
puotnplov oeBalopévwy Aaar 177 dmod1d00¢] om. Z 178 guVENOVTWC Va,
OuVENBOVTEG Z eimopev Za o0 3¢] o0dEV Sup 179 dvetoc] dvétiog Go,
avaitiog Gale (cf. autem transl. « expers ») Tw] To Re Sup o0x’]om. Aaar
180 d11] o0 add. Re Sup Am N aarVaaar Q  * 182 rjv nuiv dpoovaolog Ba 183
wv] AV Q 184 meprypa@wv Ga, meptypd@opev Za 185 yeyovog N, yeyw -
vo¢ Ga, yevouevog Za 186 Aoyoug] om. Mo aAogavIwg (sic) Q, d@Au-
pavtoug Ba 186/187 ¢xwv GAAARAOIG A 187 w] 6 Z 188 €0TIv] om.
Za 189 Batépav Re Sup 193 éKQAVTIKWCG Re, €KQAVTIK®OC (Sic) Q, €k-
@aVTIKOV p ootT
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V, 174-210 29

pév TvolTtwe €imw TO MAoXElV €Xwv (ekolbolov yap), émei pun
PIAOC avBpwTog Ny, AvBpWTIKAC d¢ TO Baupatoupyesiv (S1d
0OpKOC Yap), EMEl W) yupvog UTIRpXE B0, w¢ eival Ta PEv Td-
Bn BavpooTd, T Kata UGV BTk dUVAUEL TOL TTAGXOVTOC Xal-
vi{opeva, Td 6¢ Baduoata madntd, T Xatd @LOV Tou alTou
BaupaToupyouvTog TTOBNTIKN dUVAMEL CUMTANPOUUEVA THG gOp-
X0C, dmep €10w¢ 6 d1dackaiog enaoiv Kai t0 Aoimov o0 Katd
Beov TG Beia dpATaC, OTI U HOVOV BETXWE KEXWPITUEVD GOPKOG
(o0 yép umepolalog povov), olte Td AvBpwmiva Kata Avepw-
TOV, OTI WP POVOV OOPKIXWG KeEXwpIopéva Bedtntog (00 yap
AvBpwmo¢ povov), AN GvdpwBEvTog Beou, Katvryv Tiva Tnv Be-
avOPIKAVY €VEPYEIOV ATV TEMOATEUUEVOC.

Kai ydp mpooAnyel ocapkdg voep®e EPuxwpévne aAndme
AvBpwWTOC yeyovwe 0 S10QEPOVTWC PIAAVBPWTOC, TNV TE BEXNY
EVEPYEIOV KOB’EVWOIV appnTov T cup@uio TAC capxixng é-
oXNXWe¢ avdopwbeioav, TNV LTEP NUWV OIKOVOUIOV TIEMARPWKE,
BeavdpIXwC, Nyouy BETKWC Gua Kai dvdpixwg, Ta te Beia xai

194/196 (U} WIAGG GVOPWTOG ... PN YUHVOG uTtipxe 0€d¢) cf. supra, 1 33-
34 200/201 Ps. Dion. Ar., Ep. 4, p. 161, 7-8 202 (o0 - povov) supra, 1 32-
33 202/203 (ouTe - AvBpwmov) Ps. Dion. Ar., Ep. 4, p. 161,8-9 203/204 (o0 -
poévov) supra, 1 31-32 204/205 Ps. Dion. Ar., Ep. 4, p. 161,9-10 206/207 su-
pra, 1.34-35 210 (B€Tkw( - Gvdpikwc) Greg. Naz., Ep. 101,16, p. 42,13 210/
211 (Td - BDGOGC) supra, 1.201-202

A ReSup Am NBaz \a (-a)
Y Q MoZa GaP C BinJeab ™<1200)

194 e1mw o0TwWG A acor” 0] OT. N pn] oT. Aacr Re Sup N acon Va/AdT,
ovZ 195 avBpWMIKWC] 0UK praem. Re Sup 196 un] oT. Re Sup 197 O¢l-
kv Am A~ pcon 197/198 kavi{épueba N /T 198 avtov] abtd  a@rYMo
(an recte?) 200 00] TOU év dyiolg pa&ipouv €1¢ TO PNTOV TOU AYlOU KUPIAAOL
(sic)" kawnRv Tva Kai (sic) BeavdpIkAV evépyelav* AKPIBRC €idWC TAC TWV ye-
VNOoOoUEVWY AU@IBoAiag 6 d13A0KAAOG, KOl 0iov AMOKPOLOUEVOG TAUTAC @NOiV
praem. B 201 & Bgia] OoT. Y 201/203 copkog - Kexwplopéva] oT. A (habet
autem Gud. gr. 39) 202 umepolalol Re Sup 202/204 o01€ - pbvov] oT. Ba
203 0edTNTOC] COpPKOG Apdd’ o0] mou Combaaar 204 avBpwmov Za
AANGZa 206 épYuxwpévne Re SupBaZGa Combp ar 207yéyovevB
1€] oT. Za, 8¢ OMer/PG 208 gupeueia Ga, guvgueia (sic) Gale 208/209
£oxnKwc] oT. Q
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30 AMBIGUA AD THOMAM

A avBpwmiva dpAcag, 1 coQeoTePoy Eimeiv, BEIKAY &v TAUTW®
Kai avdpIKny EVEPYEIOV TTETOAITEUHEVOC.

OUKouv dmo@acel NG Twv Beiwv Kai avBpwTivev TPog aA-
ANAa S101PETEWC, TNV TNC EVOOEWC KATAPATIY 6 00QOC TOINoA-
MEVOC, TNV QUOIKIV TwV NVWUEVWY d1a@opov oUK ryvonaey. 'H
YyOp €Vwalg TNV dlaipeatv Amwaoapévn, TNV ola@opdv oUK EAW-
Bnoev. Et dg NG d10@opag Tov AGyov O Tn¢ EVWOEWC TPOTOC
€XEl owlOuEVOY, apa TepiQPaaic 0TIV 1] Tou ayiou @wvr, Ka-
TOAMAAW KAAGEL TOU dITTOL TNV UGV XPIoTou TNV JITTAV Ta-
padnAouvtog évépyelay (€imep @LOEL TE Kai TOI0TNTI KOT 00dEvVa
TPOTIOV €K NG EVWOEWC 0 TWV NVWHEVWY 0VC1WONG PEUEIWTAL
AOY0Q), GAN0UX’'®WC TIVEC ATMOQATEl TWV AKPWY, TIVOC HPEGOU
TOI0UUEVOL KaTd@aaty. OUK eoTt ydp T1 péoov Emi Xplotov,
™ TWV AKPWV ATOPACTEl KATAPATKOUEVOVY.

«Kawnv» pév, O¢ Kavol PuaTnpiov XopoKTNPIOTIKY, 0U Ad-
yog €0Tiv 6 amoppnTog TPOTOC | TNC cup@ulac. Tig ydp eyvw
TWC copkouTal Be6C, Kal pével Beog; Mwg pévwy Bedg aanbng,
AvOpwTOC £0TiV OANOAC, OHEW OEIKVUG EQUTOV OANBWC UTIAPEEL
QUOIKNA, Kai OUtkoTéPou BATEPOV, Kai MNOETEPW TPEMOUEVOC;

212 supra, 1 205 213/217 (OUKouLV - EAOPNOEY) cf. CyrilL Alex., C Nest.
I, s, p. 42, 35; Sophr. Hieros., Ep. synod., p. 438,11-14 218/220 (mepippaaiq -
évépyslav) cf. lo. Scyth., Schol. in Ep. 4 Dion., PG 4, 536A4-5; Sophr. Hieros., Ep.
synod., p. 456,13-18 219 (drtto0 TNV @OoWY) cf. Sophr. Hieros., Ep. synod, p.
438,16 222/223 Pyrrh. Const., Tom. dogm, p. 152, 37-38 (= p. 608, 3) 223
(OUk - Xpiotov) cf. Greg. Naz., Or. 31, 6,14-17 (p. 286) 224 supra, 1 222-
223 225supra, 1.204 226 (6 - oLPQUINC) cf. Greg. Naz., Ep. 101,31, p. 48,20

A ReSup Am NBaZ Va (=a)
Y Q MoZa GaP C B

212 meMoATEVPEVOC EvEpyelav Caar 214 1NV - évwoewc] om. B
dla@opacg] dtagopav (sine acc.) B awn TpOTOC] om. Q 218 mapa@pacig
Mo aylwtdtov B 219 kAnoel] kai add. B SIKTOU et dIKTAY (sic)
Gale 222 1wvec] Tvt Otder/PG ATMOQACEL] KATAQPATKOPEVOV* KAIVAY HEV,
®¢ KawvoL puatnpiov (cf. 1. 224-225) add. N do*T 223 molobpevov Gale 225
Kawnv] kai vov Z ao? XOPAKTNPIOTIKOV Ba o0 Re Sup B, ou (sic) Ga
226 oupgueiog Ga Gale yap] om. Aown’ 227 Mwg] kai prasm. B
Combpcorr 228 apow] Ttoivuv B delkvig] om. Q 229 kail] om.
Re Sup £Katépou] apotépou B(<f.I. 269 et 270) pNdeTéPW] pr T6 GANoOv
év €Tépw Re, und’étepov (sic) Za, undév B Tpanouevog Mo

1056/1057

217

Digitized by .0 0o Q le



230

240

245

V, 211-248 31

Tauta povn TioTIC XWEEL, Olyn TIH®oo Tov Adyov, olTivog Ty
QUOEL, TWV OVTIWVY EUTEQPUKE AOYOC 0UdEIC. «@EeavOpIKNV» O,
00X’W¢ ATANV, o0 O Tpayua T1 gUVOETOV, Kai 1 PJovNng YUV
Katd @UOIV Be0TNTOg, N MOvNg WIAAG UTdpxovoav avBpwnoTn-
TOC, 1 OLVBETW @UOEl TIVAOV GKPWYV HPETOIXUIW TPOCrKouaav,
AANGVOPWOEVTI Bew TOUTEDTI TeEAEiwg EvavBpwTACAVTL TIPOC-
QuéaTaTnv.

00 &°al TAAY « piav», W¢ 00K av AAAWC vonerval TNS Katvnc,
Kabd Tiowv €d0ev, N MIag duvapevng. MoldtnTog yap, GAN0UL
TOOOTNTOC I KAWVOTNG, €Mmei Kai @OV €€ avaykng €0UTn GUVEL-
obéel tola0tny (€imep miong @OOEwWC dPOg, 6 THC 0UCIWAOUG
QUTNG évepyeiag KaBEaTnKe Adyog), v oL de TAdaTNG £imol To-
T’ov TPayEAA@WY H0B0IC @INOTIHOUMEVOC. Mw¢ 8¢ Kai TouTou
000¢vtog, 0 TOUTO MEQUKWC Miav exwv evépyelav, Kai TouTnv
QUOIKNY, EMITEAECEL TN aUTN Td Baduota Kai Ta maen, Aoyw
@LOEWC AAANAWY dla@epovTa, dixa OTEPrOEWC EMICLMPBAIVOU-
ong TN Aamoyevéoel TAC £€ewg; OUdEV yAp TWV OVIWV HId Koi
N altn évepyeia TAvavtio TEQUKE Opav, Opw TE Kai AGyw
OUVEXOPEVOV QPUOEWC.

230 Ps. Dion. Ar.fDiv. Nom., I, 3, p. I, s 231 supra, 1 204-205 232/
234 (uoévng - avepwmdtntoc) cf. supra, 1.33-34 et 194-1% 234 cf. ApoL Laod.,
Syllog., fragrn. 113, p. 234,13-20 235 supra, 1.204; cf. et Greg. Naz., Ep. 101,21, p.
44,14 237/241 (OU - Aoyoc) cf. Sophr. Hieros., Ep. synod., p. 446,13-14 237/
238 (piav - duvapevnc) cf. Sev. Ant., Ad lo,, p. 309, 20-22 237 (piav) Cyrus
Alex., Satisf., 7, p. 598,21 (= p. 134,19) 237/238 (¢ - duvapevng) Pyrrh. Const.,
Tom. dogm., p. 152,35-36 (= p. 608,1-2) 241/242 (fv - Tpayéla@wv) cf. Greg.
Naz., Or. 31,6,16-17 (p. 286)

A ReSup Am NBazZ Va (—a)
Y Q MoZa GaP c B

230 tn] om. Ba 232 mpayua T] mpayddtwy B in] om. B yupvnc]
YIang Z 233 KOt QUOIV] KATAaQaalv Za WIAAC] yupvng Z 234 pe-
TeEXHiwy (sic) B 235 GAAa AvdpoBévtog (sic) Beoli B évavlpwmioavTti
Z aar Go, évavbpwnnoavtog B 237 o0K av] kav Gale 239 4] R Re Sup
Nz @001 Combaar utv. ¢autic P Combadl 239/240 cuvagel Re Sup
Q, ouveloavéel Z 241 o0 d¢ mAdotng] o0 8¢ mMAaothng Go, ou SIMARY Gale
OMer/PG €imot] om. Aach €inn Ga 242 Tpayéhagov B pOBwv Z, po-
Boug Za 243 10010] TOUTOU A acar BaB 244 141 om. Re Sup 244/245
AOyw - dla@épovtal om. B 245/246 cupBaivobong B 246 1N¢ €€ewc]
transp. ante tj Zaaa@T Mo T praem. B 247 14 évavtio B
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32 AMBIGUA AD THOMAM

A16 piov amA®g 1 QUOIKNV £ XpioTou Be0TNTOC Kai 0apKog
evépyelav Aéyety o0 BEuic, €imep pn TAUTOV TOIOTNTI QUOLKN
BedTNC Kai oapé, Emei kai @UOIV, Kai yevAoeTal TETPAC N TPIAC.
OU0devi yap w mEQUKeV eival dia tnv piav oudiav Matpi kai
MvedpaTt TAUTOV 0 Y10¢, YEYOVE TAUTOV Tr] COPKi d10 TNV EVW-
01V, KOV TETMOINKEY auTAvV {WOToI6V EVWaEl TN PO auTdv, -
Xouaav 10 @Uael BvnTov, €mei Kai TpeEMTNG OMapXwv dElKOnaoe-
Tol EUOEWE, Kai TNV oloiav TNC copkog €1¢ dMEP OUK NV AA-
Ao1WOOC, Kai TOUTOV MEMOINKWC TN QUOEL TNV EVWOIV.

Tnv yap BeavdpikAv EVEPYEIOV ¢ AMEdOON VOrOWUEY, RV
AUV 00x’€éauTw TOAITELGAUEVOC, TNV @UAIY ToIG UMEP UGV
ékaivige. MoAiteia yap €otiv, Biog Katd vopov @LOEwC dIEEa-
yopevog. AmAodg de tnv @UCIV 6 KOpPIog, EIKOTWCG PBiov exwv
€QAavn KataAAniov, vopw T€ Beiw Kai AvBpwTivw Katd Tautdv
AOLYXUTWC OUYKEKPOTNUEVOY, KAIVOV Kai auTov, 00X’ ®W¢ HOvov
&évov Tolg émi yng kai mopdadofov kai olmw TN QUOEL TV
OVTWV OIEYVWOUEVOY, GANG Kai XapaKTAPO KAlVAC TOU KOIVG(G
Biaoavtog évepyeiog, v BeOVOPIKAY TUXOV TPOCNYOPELTEY 6
TW PuoTnpie ToUTW KAAGCIV Emvonoag apuodiov, iva deién tov
KOTG TNV AmoppnTov EVwaly TNG AvTIdO00EWS TPOTIOV, KAT EMOA-
Aaynv T QUOIKWC EKOTEPW PEPEL TOL XpioTou mpocovta, Ba-

249/251 cf. Eulog. Alex., Dub., p. 153,6-8 (= PG 91,265A5-6) 258/259 su-
pra, 1.204-205 266 ibid

A ReSup Am NBazZ Va (=a)
Y Q MoZa GaP Cc B

249 A16] harte vocem sequitur rasura 3-4 litt, inVa 249/250 piav - TALTOV] OM.
Vaaam 249 il om. MoB oapkocg] avBpwmndtnTog B 251 Bedtnc] Kai
praem. Z, fj proem. Comb @Uoel Za B Combpafn yevAioetal] yevnioel B
252 w] 4 ZaB 253 tautovZ om. B 254 memoinkev] mé@ukev Z av-
v] éavtnv Gaacor évwon Gaaoor 255 kai] om. B Omdapyov
ZaPp™ uwv 258 Tnv] €av praem. Vaear yap] om. Va' i@AP Comb**”
anedodnv Am VOrjoopevV Z 258/259 v nuwv] nvika B 259 Tt01¢] TV
Am 261 6¢] wv add. A pvidt KOp1og] wv add. N porT VaC 261/262 £xwv
€@avn KatdAAnAov] €@avn €xwv KATAAANAov Re, £é@avn KatdAAnAov €xwv Mo,
EXWV KATAAANAOV Z 262 1¢] Tw add. Am KOTA TOuTOV] KaT'altoév A d aT
Re SupAm NBa Z VaadrT (=a) Za GaPaarB 263 Kaivov] iter. B Comb»™
kai] om. BaZa 264 1o1¢] TNV (sic)B 267 to0Tw] om. Comb £mvonoag]
Kaiwvoupynoog B 268 TpOMWV p aq@r 269 ékatépw] AuoTEpw B (cf. 1.229
et270) ‘
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270

275

V, 249-289 33

TEPW TIEMOINPEVOY, XWPIC TNG EKOTEPOU WPEPOULC TPOC BATEPOV
KOTA TOV QUOEL | Adyov UETAPOANG Kai GUPQUPOEWC.

‘Qomep yOp TOU TUPOKTWOEVTOC &iPoug TO TUNTIKOV Yé-
YOVE KOUGOTIKOV, KOi TO KAUOTIKOV TUNTIKOV (fvwbn yap wo-
TMEp Tw O1dNPW TO TUP, OUTW KOi T@ TOU OIdNPOU TUNTIKW
TO TOU TILUPOC KOAUOTIKOV), Kai yéyove PEV KALOTIKOG 6 aidn-
POG, EVWOEL TN TPOC TO TUP, KOi TUNTIKOV TO TUP, EVWOEL TN
TPOC TOV Cidnpov, 0oUdETEPOV dE TPOTHV TN KAB’EVWoIlv avTl-
000¢el TPO¢ Bdtepov mEMOVOEY, AANEKATEPOV KAV TN TOU OUY-
KEIUEVOU KOB’EVWaIV iB10TNTI PEPEVNKE TAC KATA @UCIV Ol-
Keiag avékmtwTtov, olTtw¢ KAV Tw puotnpinw TA¢ Beiag oap-
KWoewg, 0edTng Kai avBpwmdtng nvwbn kad’dmoctacly, pn-
OETEPOC TNG QUOIKNG €KOTOONG évepyeiag S1d TV evwaty,
pATE priv doxetov a0TAV KEKTNUEVNC META TV Evwalv, Kai
TAC CUYKEIPEVNC Kai GUVUPESTWONG OIOKEKPIPEVNV.

‘OAn yap 1} OpooTIKA Ouvdpel TAC olkeiag BedtnTog O
00pKWOEIg Adyog ANV €0XNK®C CUPEULEITaY KoB’evwaty aAu-
TOV TNV mobnTikny Tr¢ 18i0¢ avBpwmoTnTog dLVapy, Avepw-
Mivwg Bed¢ wv évnpyel TG Bavpata, did copkog @UCEl Ta-
BNt oupmAnpoupeva, Koi BeikwC AavBpwtmog wv Olegnel Ta

272/284 cf. e.g. Chrysipp., fragm. 471, p. 153,8; fragm. 473, p. 155,30-32; Orig.,
Princ. 11,6,6,182-192 (p. 320); Nemes. Emes., Nat. hom., s, p.64,10-11

A ReSup Am NBazZ Va (=a)
Y Q MoZa Oa”adBeiagBivOtp £ R

270 memoinuévwy p Awrt ékatépou] au@otépou B (cf. 1 229 et 269)

272 mupakTwOEvTOC Eipoug] mupdg EvwbévTog ElpelB 273 Kai - KAUOTIKOVZ]
om. B 273/274 dnep Am 274 twJ om. A Am 274/275 t6 TOUL C1dRPOL
TUNTIKOV T® TOU TUPOG KAUCTIK® (Sineacc.) Za 274 tou] om. NBa odnR-
pou] o1dnpw Sup, c1dRpwt C 275 KOUOTIKOV] Kai yéyove Y€V KAUOTIKOV (Sic)
add. Am N acor: Z Vaaoor- pév] am. Am 276 tn2] v P Combacor: 277
tpony Combaarr, tpémov Otiler/PG m] v Q, om. B 277/278 avtiddoet]
Tntadd. Ga Gale, rj avtidoowv B 278 Batepov] étepov Gale Kav] Kav Z, om.
Re m] v Z 279/280 oikeiag] €évepyeiag add. Vapoor' C (an recte?),
ovciog add. B Combpar 282 nc] iter. Z ¢kataonc] trsp. p. évepyeiag Bo,
¢kotaon B évepyeiag] om. B 283 pnte - evwaoiv] om. Q 284 kai] tng
add. Z ouVEQETTWONG Am Sl0KEKPUPPEVNY Z 285 d\o¢ B 286/
287 dAutov] dppntov Z acor 287 1diac] oikeiag Re 288 gvepyeiB 289
avBpwmocg] om. Am d1e€ein A AmYP, die€in R, illegib. Z
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34 AMBIGUA AD THOMAM

290 madn TAC ELOEWC, KaTtEouaiav EmiTeAoVpEVO BEIXNY, AUPW
0g PAANOV BeavdpIkwg, ¢ Beoc 6uod Kai avBpwmog wv, Toig
hév, nuac €autoic Amodidolg, QAVEVTAC OTIEP YEYOVALEY, TOIg
0g, O1000¢ AMOC £QUTW, YEVOUEVOUC OTEP TOPEDEIEE, Kai O
AUQOTEPWVY TIOTOUPEVOG TNV TWV €€ v, €V 0i¢ TE KOl amep

295 Omnpxev oAfBelav, ¢ PoOvog aindng Kai mioToc, Kai dmep é-
OTI TP PV OpoloyeioBal BouAdpevoC.

"Ov €X0VTEG, Nyloopévol, AOyw T€ Kai Biw pop@oLpevoy, pi-
urjoacBs TNV pakpoBupiav, kai v mapoboav dexOUEVOl ypa-
QrVv, @AvNTE MOl TWV EUQPEPOUEVWV QIAGVOpwTOL KplTai, Vi-

300 kwvteg oupmobeia TG Tou TAISOC VPWY OMOOAUOTA, HOVNV
TaUTNV €kdeXOoPéVW TG elmelBeiag AvTidoalv, Kai yéveaBé ol
TAC TPOG aUTOV peaTTal KATAAAAYNC, €1pAVNY dNUIOUPYOUVTEC
Vv navia volv OmePEXoLaaV, Ae alTog OPXWY £0Tiv 6 owThp,
€€l TIPOKTIKN THC TV TMoB®V Tapayxig AevBepwv TOUC (O-

305 Boupévoug auTov, kai Matrp Tov PEANOVTOC O'lVoC, MyvedpaTe
YEWQV SI'AYATNG Kai yOoEwS ToUE TOV GVW KOGHOV TANP®-
oovTag. Aut® 00&a PeyaAwalvn KPATog, ouv to Matpi Kai 1w
ayiw Mvedpatt €1¢ To0¢ alwvag, Guny.

294/295 cf. supra, 1.137-138 297/298 (MunoaacBe - pakpobupiav) cf. Eph.
51etlTim. 1,16 302/303 (e1prjvnv - vmepéxovoav) Phil. 4,7 303 (Gpxwv)
1s.9.6 304/305 (Ttoug - alTov) Ps. 24,14; 32,18; 102,11,13et 17; 146,11 etc 305
(Matnp - aicvog) Is. 96 306/307 Greg. Naz., Or. 38, 2,9-10 (p. 106) 307
(06&a peyadwalvn kKpdatog) ludas 25

A ReSup Am NBazZ Va (- a)
Y Q MoZa P C B

290 mdbn tn¢] madntng Am KaT’é€ovaiav - duoew] Kabo B 291
avBpwmog wv] dvBpwmog, wv Re SupNBa Z Q 292 Auac] ka6’ proem. Am
¢autol¢ Mopon B 293 yevopevog Za noap€del&e] nuac proem. Ba Kai]
om. B 294 tv] Td Z utv. 295 kai motég] om. B 297 Qytaopévol] A' Gr
utv., Oytacpévol P, iylaopéve Re Sup Am NBazZVa, nylacuéve Gale, dylaopov
B 298 TAv1] avTov add. N p kaTVap aTutv-C 299 @vnTé A acmN * crVoa CIT
PWVNTEAMZ 301 ékdexdpevol Za, ékdexopévou Combp ar Gale yéveaBai
Re, yevrioeagBé Q Q yévolaBé ZMo Za, yévno0éP Comb 302 peaitat] trsp. a. TnN¢
oYMo 304 npakTIKA] mpdoug B 304/305 @oBoupévoug alTOV] SEOUEVOUC
(sine acc) alToOL B 305 Mvevpati] trsp. p. yevwav (1. 306) Mo 306 yewwv]
YEHWVAVAAONB 306/307 tAnpwaoovteg Y, mAnpwoavia¢A AmNaarBaZ Mo
QB, mAnpolvtac Za 307 06&a] iy proem. Za peyaAwaolvn] om. Mo 307/
308 g0V - MvebpaTti] om Mo 307 Twlom ZaB 308 a1wvac] TOV alOVWY
add. BaQMo CGaleytov atwva (sic) add. B
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CONSPECTUS SIGLORUM

Traditio manuscripta

Ga Catttabrigiensis, Collegii S. Trinitatis 0.3.48 (s. xnm)
Ka Parisinusgr. 1277 (s. xm)

\ Vaticanusgr. 1809 (s. x ex)

Editiones

Canart P. Canart, La deuxieme lettre & Thomas de S. Maxime le Confes-
ses, in: Byzantion 34 (1964), p. 429-445

Gitlb. M. Gitlbauer, Die Uberreste griechischer Tachygraphie im Codex
Vaticanus Graecus 1809, vol. 1 (Denkschriften der philosophisch-his-
torischen Classe der kaiserlichen Akademie der Wissenschaften 28),
Vienna, 1878, p. 83-85 and 93-94

Lilia fragments of V transcribed by S. Lilia in: N. P. Chionides -
S. Lilla, La brachigrafta italo-bizantina (Studi eTesti 290), Vatican
City, 1981, p. 159-171
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Mpdg Tov KOplov Bwpuav

| Two nAylacuévew d00Aw Tou Beol TMOTPI TMVELHOTIK® Kai
O1000KAAW Kupiw Bwpa, MA&uog TAMEIVOC Koi OpapTwAOC,
avdélog do0AOC Kai pobnTAC.

"Yrogtacty pév co@iag TV apetry, ovaiav d€ @aciv apeTnq
givatl v cgogiav. A16 TNG PEV co@iag OTAOVNG EKQAVOIG 0TIV
0 TPOTOC TNG TWV BeWPNTIKWY aywync, TG Gpetng de OoTeEPE-
pvIog Bacic 6 Adyog TNG Twv TPOKTIKWY Bewpioag KabBEoTnKey,
OUQOTEPWY OF XOPOKTNAP OWeLdESTOTOE, 1 TMPOC TO Kupiwg dv
GKAVNG évaTéviolg, Nv emipepideTal mOBo¢ Kai @OBog, 6 PEv,
TW KOMEL TPOoAYywY, 0 O, TW MEYEBEL KATOTANTTIWY TOU KTi-
oavTog, €€ WV 1 KAB’EVWalV akpal@vig TV A&iwv mpog Tov
Bedv yiveTal olykpaolg, ekeivo BEgel mololoo TOUC TTOOKOVTAC,
omep @UOEL TO TOIOUV OVOoPAdETal.

Mavtwv obv TavTag, €i Kai TI¢ GANOC, NYIOCPEVE, TIPOKPIVOG
TWV yevnNTwv, TV PEV coiav £de1€0¢ ATTAOVOE EKPAIVOPEVNY

2/4 Amb.Thom., prol., 3-5 9/10 (1 - évatévioic) cf. Bas. Caes., Auct. mal.,
PG 31,349A6 10/12 (6 - ktioavtog) cf. Sap. 13,5

Tit." GaKa

Br"{omjion
HAs29N 7
P

1 Mpoc] €MIOTOAN TOU AyIoU TATPOC NPWV Kai OpoAoyntou pogipou

proem. Ka, TOL a0TOU proem. Ga KUplov Owpav] alTov Ga

Prol: GaKaV

2/4 T® - YadntAc] om. Ga Ka 6 €0Tiv] om. Ga 71¢d om. V 718
OTEPEPVITOC ar u vii' 9 ayeudéaTatog] vix legib. in Ka ov y aart wv
Ga 10 @oPo¢ Kai mobog Ka 12 €&v V 1] discerni non potest in Ka
akpon@vnc] akpiprg Kautv. 15 €i kai TI¢] 0ikéTNG Gaaxon\ 0IKETIC Gapoom
el kai TIg (sic) G atmnnt (manu Parick TIPOoKpIvag Vaan 16 yewnTtwv
KaV £KQOIVOUEVOC Ka ut v.

e elelelo] [
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38 EPISTULA SECUNDA AD THOMAM

TQ TPOTW TWV TPATTOPEVWY, TNV OPETAV dE aTEPPWC BePaitou-
MEVNV TOPECTNOOC TW AGYW TWV VOOUUEVWY, GUQOTEPWY OF
XOPOKTNPa, TAV TPO¢ TO Kupiwg dv Temoinkag guVveLaIv, TOBW
Koi QOPw OLYKPOTOULPEVNY TOU KTioOvToC, KaBMv 0AOC OAW
Bewy oXEOEl MIVELPOTIKI OUYKPOBEiC, aPeudwe Ol TICTEWG TE-
pImateic mpd¢ TRV €v €idel TV ayabwv petouaiav, AC 1 Oé-
wolg dNAwalIg, €keivolg e povolg onuaivouoa, dI'wv 0 Bed(
Toi¢ UMd yéveolv KoBioTatal yvoplyog. EvtetBev povny T
B€0TOI0V YVWOEWC OOKNOOG TV AmANCTiav, OEIKivNTOoV £XEIC
TV €@e0tv, TOBOU TOTEPO TOIOUPEVNV GOl TOV KOPOv, Tapa-
00&w¢ émiteivovta TN PETAAYEL TAV dPeIv.

Al0TOUTO TAAIV O pPopyopiTng £pWTAC TOV TNAOY, d TIBNVoU-
MEVOC €T KOKKWVY, TOV KOTIPIAvV TIEPIBAANOEVOVY, O KOBOPOC TE
AEyw Kai QwTeWOC Kai pndév DANG QEPWVY TEKUNPIOV, TOV
OOpPKIKOY Kai pndév Kpelttov Tadtng sival ¢ Avopévng me-
nelopévoy {wng, 6 TOolg Aaumpoic &vtpuewv Kai Jdlamipolg
VONUOGL, TOV POVNV YV@PIopa | Biou mEmMoInpévoy TV TWVY Ta-
Bwv duowdiav, Kai Bialn pe 16 PApog P EEPOVTA Tr¢ Kat’a-
KPOV 00U BEOMIPNTOU KEVWOEWC, TAAIV TIVEUPOTIKQV aya-
gBai Adywv, tov olimw pr 3’a0Td S1d TAC TMPAKTIKAC EIANEOTa
‘lwavvou 1O BamTiopa, urp 6Tt ye €1 €ott Mvedpa aylov did
Bewpiog dknNKoOTa TVELPOTIKAC.

19 (trjv - olwvevaw) cf. Greg. Naz., Or. 29,2,10-11 (p. 178) 21/2211 Cor. 5,
7 28 cf. Mt. 7,6 28/29 Lament. 4,5 37/38 Act. 19,2-3

GaKaVv

17 TOU TPOTIOU Ka 190V y aar- 20 guvapToupévny V TOU
oavtoc] discerni tioti potest in Ka 21 MIVELPATIK®WE Ka 21/22 mepimotelc] dis-
cerni nonpotest in Ko 23 g povolc] oepvoic Ga Canart, YEVOUEVOIC V 26/27
KOpov, Tapadoéwc] koépov mapaddiw, V 28 épwtac] vixlegib. inKa oV
TINAGV] discerni nonpotest in Ka 29 KOKKOV Ga Ka TIEPIBOAGHIEVOV (an recte?)
Ga 31 KpeiTw Ga Vv TaUTNG €ivon] TOLTNOOLY Ka 32 diomeipolg
Ga 33 Twv] om. vV 34 Bialer v ™m¢] 6 v awr 34/35 KatT’dkpav Ga
Canart 35 oov] om. erronee Lilla KOIVWOEWG Ga 36 Twv Ga 37l
éoni] €ite v
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PROL, 17-43 39

MAAV €yXEIPW, Kav TIPOTETEC TO YIVOPEVOY (Ti yap apoaBolg

40 d13A0KOVTOC TIPOTIETETTEPOV;), TNV OGNV EVTOANV TOU OECTIOTOU

Hou Kai TOTPOC NYIOoPEVOU TIANPWY, ou Tdi¢ Buxaic €peldo-

MEVOC, Kol TOUTOV KEQPOAQLIWAN Tolovpal Tov Adyov, Amo Tou
TPWTOU TWV TPOTOOEVIWY APXOPEVOC.

GaKaV

39 MANV] Kai erronee proem. Lilia YIVOUEVOV] AEYOUEVOY v***" ut .
42 ToUTWV Gaaor KEPOAIOELDL (sic) K KeQOAQIOEdN Gitlb. TOIOUEY
\% 43 MpwTOU TWV] PO TOUTWV V npotaBéviog V apxopevov
Gaaarr

e elelelo] [



Tou ayiouv pnyopiov €x Tou mepi Ylolh mpwTOL AdYOUL,
€1 TO Al1d 100TO pOVAC AT’dpxng <ei¢ duada> Kivn-
Beloa, péxpt Tp1adog €otn. Kat méAv Tou adtol ék Tou
OEUTEPOL ElpnvikoD, €1¢ T0 Movddog pév Kivnbeiong did

5 10 mAolalov, duadog O€ umepPabeione (OmMEp yap TNV
OANV Kai 106 €idog, €€ wWv T cwpata), TPIAd0g O OpI-
oBeiong 061G 1O TEAEIOV.

Emeldr] ouvoppoaBrvai oot ta¢ €v tolToIg d10(QOPOoUC TOIC
AGyOI¢ QITIiOG TNG KIVIOEWG TN LTIEPAVAPXOU HOVADOC EKEAEL-
10 ogag, Kai Tov vouv Xauvovta mouaal TG Em’alTalg omnopiog, yw
oéomota Beotipnte, piav 0pw, xaitol TAV Wuxng oYv aenen-
pévog O1d T6 mayxog g dtavoiag, xai trv adTAvV airtiov OUdu-
@oiv vooupévny, v alToc cagn Te Xoi Tpavry xai undév e-
Xouoav yplpwdoeg xabiotnov 6 d1000KAAOC, €V HEV Tw TEPI
15 Yiou Adyw @aoxwv* ‘Hpiv 3¢ povapxia 16 TIH@PEVOY, HOVOp-
xia 8¢, 00XV ev meplypael mpocwnov (£0Tt ydp Kai 10 €v
otaciddov mpog £aUTO TMOAAG KobBiotacbal), GANTV @LOEWC
opoTigia ouviotnol, Kai yvoung obu7tvola, Kai ToutoTng Ki-
VNOEWC, Kai mpog 10 &v, <tV €€ altou oUVVELOIC>

[deest folium unum in Ga]

20 | ... Jm’ap@oiv Tadtnv eival @nui TAC KIVAOEWG, THY GvBpw- 431/433
mivnv Tiepi Tou WG 1 Povag TPLAC £0TI YvWaly, aduvotoloav

1/7 Amb.Thom. 1,1-7 15/19 Greg. Naz., Or. 29,2,6-11 (p. 178)

2 €1¢ duada] om. Gat supplevi ex Amb.Thom. et Greg. Naz. 15 TioG] viw Ga,

corr. Canart 17 otaoialwv GaaaT £0UTW Gaaamr 18 ouviotnow
Gaa@T  TOUTOTNC] TOOTO coeperat scribere Ga 19 Twv - o0OVveuoig] supplevie
Greg. Naz.
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1,1-46 41

ouvnUPévwe defv TOV TE TOU €ival AGyov, Kal TOV TOU TMG
O@ECTOVAL TrG BEOTNTOC TPOTIOV KATA TV OUO GUVEKQOVALY.

Movdc olv Kiveital 01d 16 mMAoUCI0V, VO Jr) TTévng €in 0ed-
g, loudOTKWE CUCGTEANOUEV T TOU €VOC TIPOCWTOU TIEPI-
ypapr, OmepBaivetal de dva¢, va prp oopa 16 Oelov OTO-
ANedn, ev oykw Kai €idel Kai émigaveio Kai oxnuotl Be-
wpolpevov, opiletal de Tpla¢ did 16 TéAEwov, v pr ota-
OlaoTIXOV €N TO Betov, EAANVIKWC €v TTARBEl HUBOAOYOULIEVOV.
Ekeivo yap @UOogl povaTatov TEAEIOV, TO ACUVOETOV Kai AOKE-
000Tov, Kai gevyov £@iong TO Te KABOMOCTACIV HOVASIKOV, Kai
TO KaBUANV dUTKOV, Kai TO Kat'oboiov TANBUVTIKOV* dmep Kai
Old TOU TEPPOEVTOC TOUOU CUVOTITIKWC EUPVaC €imov* « Tav-
TOV ydp €oTv OmepBabnval dudda, Kai ur otnval PEXPL duadag,
Kai TaAv opiabnvar tpi1ada, Kai péxpl Tp1ad0¢ gTnval Tng Yo-
vadog TAV Kivnoltv, €imep povapyiav npeoBebopey, oUK APIAOTI-
MOV, WC €Vi TPOCWTIW TIEPIYEYPAPMPEVNY, 1] TAAIV ATOKTOV, (¢
€1 ATEIPOV XEOUEVNV, GAANTV opdTIHOC @UOEl Tpidag, Motrp
Kai Y16¢ kai Mvedpa ouviotnatv dylov ». Kai moAv* « Einep
povag, GAA0U dudcg, Kai Tplag, AAAo0 mARBoc 1 Bedtng, WG
avapxog, A0WHOTOC TE Kai AoTooiaoToc ».

000y 00V 0IKOVOUNoOG ATEKPUYPO TWV AmopnBeviwv TATEP
NYI00UEVE, AOYW TIVI PUOTIKWTEPW KPEITTOOIV AKodic TaIEL-
odpevog (Tig yap oou Twv Beiwv N XWPNTIKWTEPOG N £EayyeA-
TIKOTEPOC;), OAAG TTAVTO KOTA TV éuny €E€€imov dvapty, Kav 0
Tap’époi Aoyog d1a meviav w¢ €3€l TO MPOTABEV O0UK EMAATUVEV.

24 supra, 1 4-5 24/25 (o - 8edtng) cf. Greg. Naz., Or. 23, 8,12 (p.

298) 25 (ioudaika) cf. ibid., 8,14 (p. 298) 25/26 (OUOTEANOMEVN - TIEPL-
ypaen) cf. eund., Or. 29, 2, 7-8 (p. 178); cf. et AmbThom. 1,13-14 26 supra, 1
5  28supra 1.6-7 28/29 (iva - puBoAoyolpevov) cf. Greg. Naz., Or. 29,2,2-
4 (p. 178) 33/39 AmbThom. 1,10-16 39/41 ibid.,21-23 46 (016 meviav)
cf. infra, 11,17

31 €@iong sic Ga (vide supra, p. Ixxxiii, Nn. 55) 36 TpeoPebwpEV

Ga 43/44 Tapievoapevog] T@ W yeLoApEVOg Gaacort
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Tou alTou €K TOL AUTOL AGYOU, €1¢ TO Ald PEGOL VOOC
OMIAROOC OOPKi, Kai yevopevog avBpwmog, 0 KaTw Beoc,
EMEION oUVOVEKPAON Bew, Kai yEyovev €1, TOL KPEITTO-
VOC €KVIKNOAVTOC.

| OU d¢ TOUTO TATEP NYIOOUEVE TTOPESPOIOV BVEEETATTOV, AA-
Ad kol To0TOU Kata TRV évolodv pot duvapty, Kol Té ¢ dia-
voiag XWPNTIKOV, EMOINCAKNY &V Tw AEU@OEVTL XapTn v Oé-
ouvoav Bdoavov, €imwv* « AUTO¢ o0V Kupiwg dixa TPOTAC TPOG
TO KaBMPag Uoel maBNTOV KevwBeig 6 Adyog, Kat uTd TV QU-
O1KAV aANOWC¢ d10 COPKWOEWC YEVOUEVOC 0fabnaty, Bedg opatdc,
Kai KATw Beo¢ mpoonyopevdn, S81d copkog @LOEl madnTNg TRV
OTIEPATIEIPOV EPPOVI] TIOINCAPEVOC dUVAMLY, ETMEIDN CUVAVEKPA-
Bn Bew TMPOdAAWC N 0APE, Kai yéyovev ei¢, TOL KpeitTovOoC €K-
VIKNOOVTOG, UTIOCTOTIKI] TOUTOTNTI KUPIWG auTrVv Tou TPOCAa-
Bovtog Aoyou Bewoavtog »

Mwc¢ obvV AV €uoi duvaTdy £TEPWE, dOUAE Beou, AOyw TE Kai
dlavoia MTwXeVOVTI, TOV TEPi TOUTOU TPAVOTEPOV Tolrjcacbal
Aoyov; Ewmov ydp ot1 agapg ouvavekpabn Bew, Kai yéyovev €lg,
TOu KpeitTovog €kvikioavtoc. Kai Tivi Aoyw maAv, mwg T€ Kai
nmooov 1 €KVIKNOIC YEYOVEV OEIKVUC ETHyayov, « UTIOOTOTIKNA
TOUTOTNTL PQAPEVOC « KUPiw auTrv Tou mpocAafBdvtog Adyou
BewoavTog », Iva TAPACTHOW CaQWC 0TI TW AOYw TN¢ LUTOCTA-
TIKAC TOUTOTNTOG TIEMOINKEV COPKWOEIC TNV €KVIKNov 6 Adyoc*
W T€ Kai mOoov, 0 T1« KUpiw» Kai 6aov Bewaoal 16 TPoaAN@OEy

1/4 Amb.Thom. Ill, 7-10 8/15 ibid., 27-34 17 (davoio TTwXEVOVTI)
cf. Mt. 5,3; Lc. 6, 20 (app.); d. et supra, Ep.sec. 1,46 18/19 supra, \. 12-14 20/
22 supra, 1.14-15 24 (Kupiwc) supra, 1.14

18 GBPE] an pmemittendum < f> ?

433/435
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koB’UméoTacy. Ei ydp omopd yEyove Tng olkeiag oagkog, dixo
TPOTIAC KeVwOEiC appaoTwg 6 Adyog, alTOv dNAOVOTI TTPOCAN-
@Beloo Kupiwg 1 oopé eoaxev UMOOTOCIV, TW KATAUTNV AOYW
(Nt TNV OMOCTACIV) TPOG AUTOV PN dlagepouoa. El de Katd
TV UTOCTACIV TIPOC TOV AOYOV ...

[deest folium unum in Ga]

... TwV avBpwmivwy meipav eiAn@éval motedwy Tov KOPIoV Ka-
6’6po10TNTa TV NUETEPAV XW PG PovNE apapTiac.

Kat’aAov ydp Aoyov, oUo1wdwE XapakTnpidovta Trv mpoo-
AneBeioav @Oov, TAV €kviknotlv yeyevoBal, Aéyelv oOK o-
OQOAEG, Tva P TAV év moloTNTI QUOIKN J10POPAY TNC VOEPWC
EPUXWHEVNC OOPKAG AYVONCWUEV PETA TV EVWOLY, EKVIKNOET-
0av UTIO TOU KPEITTovog, Kai Pundév Tng OIKEiag TEKUNPIOY TTOPE-

Xopévnv Umopéewc. | Omep Zeunpog oinbeic 6 Tou duooePoug 435/437

AmoAvapiov pobntrc duooePéatepog, Piav OOV Tov Xpiotov
€doypatioey oUvBeTov, Kai piav avtou v évépyelav, Motpog
TE Kai PNTPOg €v TOUTOIG OUTOV QOVEPWC AANOTPIWCOC KOTA TE
TV @UOIV Kai TV €vépyetav. EtL ydp olvBeto¢ @UOIC KaATA
Zeunpov €oTiv 0 Xp1otog, Kai @Ooel MAVTWC oUVOETOC £0TIV 0
Xpiotog. Ei 8¢ @uoel ouvbetog 0 Xpiotdg, apa Kai uoesl Xpi-
0TO¢ €0Tiv 0 XpIoTog. Ei 0¢ @uoel Katd Zeurpov XpIoTog £0Tiv
0 Xplotdg, o0Te Tw Matpi oTe TN pNTPi €0Tiv Opoolalog, €i-
mep WA @Uoel Xplotdg 6 MotAp, 1 @uoel XpIoTog 1 PAtnpe, Kai
@UOOIC €0TOl METOiXMIOG 0 XPIOTOC, KOTAAMNAOV €Xouco TAV
évépyetav, obo1WdWE a0TAV XapakTInpilovoav, OTEP AURXOVOV.

25 (omopd - copkdc) AmbThom. 11, 7-8 26/27 (a0TOV - OMOCTACY) Cf.

ibid, 8-9; cf. infra, 1.77-78 31 Hebr. 4,15; cf. et Amb.Thom. Il, 34 37/39 cf.
Sev. Ant., Ad lo., p. 310,3-4; Apol. Laod., Horn, assumpt., fragm. Ill, p. 233, 27-29;
id, C. Diod., fragm. 119, p. 236, 22-27; Polem. Apoi., C. Timoth., fragm. 174, p. 274,
18-19; Eunom. Ber., Ad Zos., fragm. 178, p. 276,23-25; luL Apol., Ad Polem., fragm.
180, p. 277,10 47 (pUoIC - XpioTog) cf. Amb.Thom.V, 234

26 Kavwong (sic) Ga 35 épuxopévng Go, epPuxwpévng Canari
ouveétnv Canari

Digitized by .0 0o Q le
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44 EPISTuiA BEOUNQA AO THOMAM

Méanv ydp tiva To0TwVv @UCty, 800 dnAadr Kai moiuoTog, n-
TOl PndeTepou petéxovaav, i €& aueoiv oOveeTov, o0 d’av oi
TOUC TPOYEADQOUC TTAGTTOVTEC EVVONTOIEV.

A0To0TO PATE TV VWALV Ayvorowey, Tva ur AdBn xwpav
1 Neatopiou dlaipeaig, EEvng e1dwAolatpeiac Nuiv yivopevn on-
Mloupydg, UATE TV dlo@opav ABsTrowuey, Tva prp oxoin ma-
peioduoiv 1 TPOTETNC AMoAlvapiov cuvaipeaig, TPoo@ATou @ U-
osw¢ NUiv énelodyovoa yéveatv, AAa TV Pév, e00EP®C v TN
TOUTOTNTI TNC TWV 000I0OWE SI0PEPOVTIWY YVWPICWHEV UI0G
OTOOTACEWG, TRV O¢, &v TN ETEPOTNTI NG TWV KaB0mdoTooIv

NVWUEVWV OUOAOYNCWHEV QUOIKNG 1810TNTOC, MNoEv Batépou.

(QUOIKOV UTIOTEUVOVTEC I TIAPOKAEMTOVIEG 1 TOPAPOLipOVTEG,
Tva uA Tov Tou eival TE Kal TMEQUKEVOL AGyovV KATA TI AW-
Bwoavteg, TO mav EAAeiPwpey (0TEAODC yap QUOEWC AGYOC
000¢ic), Kai KatakplBwuev ateAol¢ owtnpiag poipav Aaxeiv, n
NG 0ANG TeAeiw¢ ékmeaeiv, S1I'OTIOCTOAAV 1 Ayvolav TTaBOVTEC
OpdcavTeq KOB’€aUTWV TAUTNG TV AAAOTPIWaIv.

O ydp @ULoel Bede, yevopevog eUaEl KAt aAnbelav dvBpwog,
O0AWCG €0Ti Be6C AANBWCG, Kol OAwC £0Tiv AvBpwmog AANBwWC,
TAVTO O1I'd0WV KATOAOUBAVETOL QUOIKWC, TOUTWV EKATEPOV
EXWV QVEAMTIWE, TANV NG Auaptiag, Av voug mapd @uaotv
EQPEVPEV KIVOUPEVOC, €TEL | OUOETEPOV TOUTWV £0TIV GANBWC,
€lmep EAMTIOC KAB’EKATEPOY €XwWV TIOTEVETAL El 3¢ AUPw Ku-
piwg €0Tiv, W¢ mMAvTa d1'd0WV BEWpPEITAl PUOIKWC, TOUTWV EKA-
TEPOV EXWV AVEAMTIOC, ¢ AMedOOn yeyevrabal vonowpey TAv
€KVIKNO, MIoTELOVTEC OTI KAT'OARBEIOY O TOU TTAVTOE TOINTIAG,
ATPEMTOU PEVAONC aUTou TNC Be6TNTOG, €V PATPO TAPBEVIKN
OUAAN@BEIC ¢ NBEANTEY, olkeiav TV TPocAn@deicav énoifoa-

49/51 Nad., oy. 31,6,14-17 (p. 286); <€ €1 Amb.Thom. V, 223-224 €1 241-
242 69/70 (MAfv - KivoOpevog) <€ ATuKTHom. 11,34-35; <€ HAv.4,15

54/55 mopeioduorv] map’eiocdnotv Ot Tap’eloducty  Oxnorti 61/62
APBwoavTeg] re Qa (¢ auien EAwPNoeY, o, AlTATHo. V, 216-217) 71 M-
oTebNTOL O o QT uiv.

vioiiizesl by
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11,49-91 45

T0 @UOIV, OMOCTOCIC aUTAC APPACTWE €€ AUTNG YEVOUEVOC TNG
OUMAPEWC* KOOV (enNuL 8¢ TNV QUCIV) €K PNTPOC YeVVNBEIC
a0TéC 6 TPo TAVTOC aimvog €k MaTpdg yeyewwnuévocg, Avepwog

80 1V aveAMTIWE EXWV KATA TNV @UCLV, WOTEP Kal Beoc. Ei 8¢ @0-
oel KaB¢kdtepov TOUTWV O 00TOC €iXeV AVEAMTOC (KOT'GU-
QW yap TEAEIOC), ONAOV OTI PETA TWV QUOEWV WV aUTOg UTO-
0TaACIC NV, Kol TAG a0TWV OUCIWAEIC EIXEV KIVIOEIC WV aUTOG
EVWOIC NV, W¢ aUToO QUOIKAC, TPOTW TW KAB’evwalv Aouy-

85 X0OTWC GAAAAAIC cup@ueioag, v Xwp'lg o0 & Ti, TI¢ T Kal
TWC WV Eyvwpileto, Kav ATOAIVAPIOG KOl Z€UNpoC £EEAEITIOV,
EANEIYPEIC TOIOVPEVOL TWV QUOIKWV T VOEPWC EYUXWHEVNC
aUTOO COPKOC IBIWPATWY, VO Povny TNV €V OXNUOTL COPKOG
WIARV d10POPOWaLY, 1 KANCIY €imeiv 0IKEIOTEPOVY, POAVIXATKWG

90 TP Bew TeEPIBEVTEG, TNC GANBeiag alTov deifwatv €otepnuévoy
TOU TPAYUOTOG.

77/78 cf. supra, 1.26-27 79 cf. Symb. Const. (381) p. 244,3-4 82/84 cf.
AmbThom. IV,75-77etV, 128-130 85/86 cf. ibid.V, 135-138 88/90cf. Amb.
Thom.V 43-45; cf. et Sophr. Hieros., Ep. synod., p.450,9-10

84 (PUOIKAC] PUOIKWV coni. Canart 85 gup@ueioac] cLPPLEITWVY (sic) coni.
Canart 87 éUuXopEVNG Ga, EUPUXWHEVNG Canart

e elelelo] [
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‘EK Tn¢ €i¢ v mpog Maiov €MIGTOARV Tou ayiouv Alo-
vugiou €&nynoewe, €i¢ T0 « Kol T& Aoimd mavta, OlC,
a0TOVPYIKWC PUXNE OIKNV QUOIKWC TO CUUEUEC CWHA
Kilvolong, TV MPooAn@Osioav @UOIV KIvav, ®¢ o0Tou
KOl yevouévny oAnBwg Kai Aeyopévny, 1 Kupiwg eimeiv,
auTOC dixo TPOTIC TOUO’dTMEP £0TIV TPAYUATIKWC 1 @0-
O1¢ YEVOUEVOC, AQAVTOCIAOTWG TV UTEP MWV OIKOVO-
piov TIEMANPWKEVY ».

Ayapai og ¢ co@iag, OVIWG Ayamnueve, Kai oumote mav-
oopal TO oTePPOvV TAUTNG KOTATANTTOMUEVOS. EpWT®y yap Ol-
OGOKEIG, KOl PadnTIiwv co@ilelg, Kai xBapalobpevog AVAyelg,
ko't | d10 Twv evavtiwv TA evavtia Kotopboic, trv owtrplov
TOU Kupiou Kai QIANAVBpWToV év gV TE Kai TPo¢ MAVTAG EK-
MIMOOUEVOC KEVWOIV* Ttap’ol TO Ttvelua Aafwv Tr¢ TPaoTNToC,
antalotov d1dackaAiav, Kai Ta0TNV MEMoinKag TAV €pWTNaLY,
eimwv « MNoétepov mdoav AMAwG emi Xpiotou TRV Kivnatv, piav
eival kai Beiav Qapév, n kKavtadba TAC PeTITELOLONC Tw BeP
NAOyw Kai TN gapki PuxAc n Kivnoig QUAGTTETAL, €@V Kai Ta
TABN TAC 0OpKOG KaTd TOv ToD Beomeaiov Mpnyopiov QUOIKKC
avayetal opov; », Kai 81I’6Aiywv cuAAafBwv TavTag puroac g
evoeBeiag TV €idnatv, kai deiéag ¢ 000EV TNC OVTWC AAN-
Beiag GvaAwToTEPOV, QPELYOUONG PEV TNV €V AGYOIC TWV @IAO-

2/8 Amb.Thom. V, 93-98 12/14 (v - K&vwowv) cf. Ps. Dion. Ar., Ep. 4, p.
160,7-8 141Cor. 4, 21; Gal. 6,1 17/18 Greg. Naz., Or. 38,13, 29-30 (p. 134);
id., Or. 45, PG 36, 636A1-3 21/24 (oAnBg10g ... Em{nTouong ... aptoug Gu-
pouc) cf. 1 Cor. 5,8

Ga V

3 a0TOUPYIKOC V (QUOIKOC V OUVQUEC V 51] am. V s TIpOYy-
patikég v ] am. v 12 evavTia] évava (sic) V 13 Kail om. Gitlb. 14
0] T0 V TveOpa] TPt (e mp&) V, VeDUOTI scrips. Gitlb. 17 Bew] Beiw com.
Gitlb. 22/23 @IAOVIKWVY Ga

439/441
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veikwv oxAaywyiav, émi{ntolong o KaBAmép TIVOC GPTOUG
adOpoug Toug O TTwWXEiay TVeLPOTOC GAUNG €AeuBepwaoat
ToBwWv, Kai TEIPACUWY WOTIEP KUPATWY AMOAAGEaL BIOTIKWY
OAIEVTIKWG OLVAMEVOLC, Kai undév @aplooikov UTopévovTag
Kai QUOWPEVOUG, TW TUPI TPOCOMIACLVTOC TNEG YVWOEWC, Kai
OlOTOUTO TIIOTEVOMEVOUC TO eVayYEAIOV HEB’ OV €mintnOeig -
ylacuéve 018 Trv opoiav d1008eaty, €0pebeic T€ Kai MIoTEVOEIQ
TOU AOyou Tnv dlokoviav, oUK o&iav EmiBetov avBpw®IvN
PYAPW TPocyevopEVNY EMi TOUTO AaXWv, GANG OgdkpITov Kai
TN KoBAapoel Tou Biouv KATAAANAOV XApIV AdBwV, GMOCTOAK®G
TOV TIEPI TN¢ COPKWOEWC TOU Kupiou AGyov €EKOIOAOKELG, Old
péang WuxAc voepag autdv évwbnvai te Tn copki Kai Kivroal
TAUTNV TPOG Té €0UTNAC dlaTEIVOPEVOC, Kai Tolg Mpnyopiov Tou
mavu Adyoug, dpov eloePeiog TIBEUevog, Tva pabwpey ¢ 1
mpooAn@beica @uaOIg &v TN Tnperoel dlacwleTal TNE cuoTaTI-
KNC aldTtng o001wd0LC KIVIOEWS, NC Xwpiq GANBNC eival mav-
Tamaoly 0 TG olkovopiag o0 duvatal Adyog, OUK EXwv €&v
XpIotw TAC KaBAuag v miocTwolv eUoewg A1 Tr¢ 000Iw-
oou¢ a0TAC PeBatouvpévny KIvioewe, ¢ apvnaolg €0tiv, N TAC
ougiag g €aTiv, avaipeaic.

Kai dnAoil ToUTo 0OQWC 0 TWV PAIVOUEVWY X0POC, ZiUwvoC
Aéyw Kai BaAevtivou kai Mdvevtog, Apeiou T Kai AmoAiva-
piou, kai EUTu)xoug Kai Alookopou Kai TihoBéov Kai Zeurjpou

TOU KOKWG TAV XPIOTIOVWVY | EMOAEOPW TOAAWY XPpWOBEVTOC 441/443

Tpocnyopiav, T avalpécel Tr¢ TPooAn@edeiong @LOEwWC TNV
TAC KIVAOEWC 0UTAC GLVETOYOUEVOC dpvnaty, Kai 61d ToUTo Ho-

24 (mtwyeiav mvevpotoc) cf. Mt. 5,3; Lc. 6,20 (app.) 26 (GhisuTIkwg) cf.
Greg. Naz., Or. 23,12,12 (p. 304) 30 Act. 6,4 33/34 Greg. Naz., Or. 38,13,
29-30 (p. 134); id, Or. 45, PG 36,636A1-3; cf. et supra, 1.17-18

Ga V

27 TIPOCOMIAOUVTOC] TIPOG OMIAOLVTOC codd, 28 dlaToltw (sic) Ga*“"
Old Tov Vaar 28/29 nytaopévn (sic) erronee Lilia 37 ] om. vV 41 Be-
Balovpévng Ga 44 Balevtiov Ga apiou v 45 kall om. 47/

48 v - autnc] avtod vV
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48 EPISTULA SECUNDA AD THOMAM

vnv SIAKEVOV GOPXOC EIKOVO QACUATWOEVTA PAAAOY 1] TV cap-
KOG VOEPWE £YUXWHEVNG aANBwC dixa TPOTHG oUCIWBEVTa QU-
01V Aéywv Tov KOplov, Tva piav v 1€ @UOIV Tou Xpiotou Kai
TNV evépyelav Kai tavtny Oeiknv doyuatioag, O¢i&n v Beiav
ouciav, 1 dokAcel maifoucav, GMATNAWC TPOCTIOIOUHEVNY TA
Ko Mjuac, 1 Tpameioav kai mapd @LCIV TOi¢ AUV LToTIMTOU-
oav. ToUTwv £0Tiv aAnbwg 1 pia Xpiotou @UOIC Kai Kivnaolg,
TOUTWV £0Tiv N doKNoel TTaiovoa BeATNC TA CAPKIKA, Kai Tapd
@001V TOlC oOpKOog LTOTIMTOVOM, TOUTWY EC0TIV I} KOTA Wiav Tou
Xpiotou Kai v alTrv evépyelav TWV evavTiwy EMdeIEIC, €&l
MEV OLVAUEWC QUOIKAC Tpoaiiopévou TA BaduaTa, OTEPAOEL
d¢ mapd @LOIV Ta0TNg UTOTIMTOVTOG TOIC MOdrUaatY, ToUTWY
€0Ti 1o TOoV 0UTOV Xpiotov Katd piav Kai v alTiv QUoIV Kai
duvapty, amadn té Kai madntov diopileadal, Kai pundév rysicbat
TOTEWC TLYKEXLUMEVNC EMIB0EOTEPOV* v To AmeppipBat Xpi-
oTou ...

[Explicit Ga]
[Kai pet’ohiya]

. Apxnv eivar Twv Touv Beou Adywv TV aAnBelav Tou pe-
yahou Aauid aknkdapev Aéyovtog, Kai TAvIwy auThiv VIKNTI-
KNV ¢ povnv ioxupdv mapd Tou "Ecdpa co@®C UEUOONKAUEV.
OUloiwaolg yap TV dvtwv €o0Ti, Kai TV €madTtoig BeloTépwy
TOu €ival Aoywv appayng PBaoi¢ KobEoTNKeY, TAVTOC Kai Adyou
Kai TpAyHOTOC TOTE XWPOUGIV (¢ EGTIV ATTAOV®C TIOIOUKEVN TNV
ONAWaIv.

Ei d¢ v aAafbelav ¢ €uoi duvatov Umeypayev O Adyog,
000¢v aAnBetag avaykaidtepov. Mav obv € T1 Kupiwg AAn-

57/58 cf. luL Apol., Ad Polem., fragm. 180, p. 277,11-12 63/64 (T0 Amep-
pipBon XpioTov) cf. Greg. Naz., Or. 16, PG 35,945C15 65 Ps. 118,160 66/67
I Esdr. 3,12 et 4,35

Q7usqueadl. 64 y usqueadénioer€ic (1.58) etindeal. 65

50 voepag V EUPUXWHEVNC Ga Canart, EUPUXWHPEVNY V 68 OU-
ciwaic] ovaig y aar
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0éc¢, mavtwg Kai dvayyaiov. OOKolv €inep Tov Xpiotov ouaia te
Kai @uoel Kupiwg aAnBvov Bedv, kai Tov alTov oloia Te Kai
@UOEl Kupiwg GANBIvOV avBpwmov gival TICTEVOUEY, 0UOEV TOU
ToV a0TOV aP@® VOEWY TE Kai AEyelv Avaykaldtepov, Kai o1d Tou
ONAoLVTO¢ TO TOCOV apIBuol, PovNe TNG o0OIWO0UE dIOPOPAC

TV €€ v, év olc Te Kai omép €oTv oei pév molgiobonl v | 443/445

TIOTWOV, JYAAIOTa O AOYoU Kai Kaipol Tov 0pBdv mapaypd-
@OVTOG AGyov, nvika xpr T dAnBeia cuviotacbal Kai v mepi
a0tV ep@avr molEioBal d1d0eaty, Tva pn povov SIKOIWBMUEY
€00EPWC xapdia moTELOVTEC, AN Kai 0wBwPEV gTOPATI TTAV-
TOX0U TOCIV 0POBWC OUOAOYOUVTEC. ...

[El¢ 10 TéA0c]

.. "AANED ye, Tigia pot KEQAAR], VOV PHAAAOV I TTPOTEPOV YE-
vol potl @IANOVOPWTOTATOC TWV YEYPOUUEVWY KPITAG, Kai To-
oolTov 300V £UOUTOU KAB'UEETIV OPETAG EYEVOUNY KOTWTEPOC,
Kai T @Bopd Twv mMabwv TV voegpdv TNC WUXNG KOTEMEIpa OU-
vapty, iva Tov oyKov Tng €Ung eVTIEPIOTATOV KAKIOG TW HEYEDEL
TAC ONC APETNG TEPIYPAWIOC, TIOPOKAAESNC HE, YEYEVNUEVOV WG
OOKOV €V TIAXVN, TW TE KPUPW TEQPUYHEVOV TN AuapTiog, Kai
TN MVIMN CUVECTOAUEVOV TWV Q1WVIWV KOAACGEWVY, Kai TToInang
VEov TN AmekdVOEl TNC TAANIOTNTOG, KOi POVOU Tou Katd Xpi-
OTOV JUCTIKWTEPOU AOYOU XWwPNTIKOV, 0 KPLEIWC | Tou 7Tvel-
paTog ool Rvwtal Z£a1g, dvakivolod Te Kai ofov dloBgpuaivou-
oa TV Yuxnv mpog pévny TV Ayamnyv Tou KTioovtoc* @ 1 doa
Kai TO KPATOG €1¢ TOOC a1WVaC, GUNV.

79 cf. Amb.Thom.y 137-138 et 294-295 83/84 Rom. 10,10 89 (dykov -
kokiac) cf. Hebr. 12,1 90/91 Ps. 118,83 92/93 (moirong - moAaoTNTOC) Ccf.
Col 3,9-10; Eph.4,22-24 94/95 Greg. Naz., Or. 17, PG35,965B1

88 KoTémelpa] scrips. Gitlb., KaTénnpakK

e elelelo] [
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APPENDIX I

The marginalia

As none of the marginal notes found in the manuscripts stem from the archetype,
the reader will find them edited in this appendix rather than in the actual edition.

The references given are to the chapters and lines of the present edition.
Amb.Thom., adtit.: mepi Twv dmopwv Tou dylou ypnyopiov Q

Amb.Thom.,prol.

13/14 (adtov - ayaBotTnTOC): Ti¢ 6 MA0oOTOC TAG dyaboTnTog A (Greg. Nal., Or.
38,13, 34-35[p. 134]; id., Or. 45, PG 36, 636A7-8)

37 (advikav - kKOopov): opa TO ey® veviknka Tov kdapov A (¢. lo. 16, 33)

Amb.Thom. |

s 1 Ei] €€Rynotg pa&ipou proem. Ath

Amb.Thom. 11

1:Tou] épwtnoig proem. Ka (trad, indir.)

s 10O] dmoékpioig proem. Ka(tmd. indir.)

11/17 (ad 300 - mpooEvelyey): mup TalTA, TEQPOVV PPLYAVABELG AIPETEIC A (Q.
Greg. NaZ., Or. 43, 32, 11-12[p. 196]etibid., 67, 6-7[p. 272])

Amb.Thom. 111

3 (ad doLVBEeTOC): dTL dimAolv TNV @UCIV TOV XPIOTOV GUOAOYOUVTEG, GUVOETOV
v @LoV Aéyelv o0 TIBéuebo* UTOoTOOIC yap £€0TI olVBeTOC pia, OI-
nmAo0¢ TNV U0V, AAa oOvBeTog QUoel* Kai 10 &vov Balbuale Tou pu-
ogtnpiov Y

12/14 (<k/nv - @VOEWC): 00 yap Omo Xpdvov w¢ o0 Kai @uaLy, 6 dnuioupyog Kai
XPOVOU Kai @UOEWC KOl KIVAGEWC TAoNC Kol 0Taoewg A

32/34 (ad kai - BeoavTog): Akove VEIAe Kai aiya, Kai un oofet A

35/38 (ad E1¢ - dnAWTIKAVY): GAAaxol ddtagopov eival Aéyel 16 ev Kai 16 eIc*
MPOEABDV yap HETA TAG MPOCARYEWS &V @NOIY, AAN00X’EIg, TO €K pe-
PV dAov 00TwW KaAwv A (¢. Greg. Nal., Or. 38, 13, 25-26 [p. 132-134]; id.,
Or. 45, PG 36, 633D5)

37 (adt0 - OTMOOTACEWC): TO «€v» dnAadn Va Ge

38 (adto - PLOEWC): TO «€Ig»VaGe

Amb.Thom. 1V

28/30 (adTo - mOONTOV): dpa Ti £0TI TO TNG PUOEWC TABNTOV A

35 (admadntdv): 0TI mabnTov, TA Ad1dBANTa Aéyel maon Y

39/43 (ad d1’d - €mitOoiv): oXOAoV* 1O mAB0C GoBévela €0TI QUOIKN (Sic)’ 1 O€
éumadela yvoung aocbévela Go

Amb.Thom. V

172 (@d E1g - ABNVQV): mpdg yaTov Q

3 (ad Nw¢ @ng): épwtnaig Ib (trad, indir.)

32/35 (ad OU - @IAGVOpwTOG): excerpta Dionysii numeravit Y (in mg. cr)

43 (ad €k - 00OIWPEVOC): excerpta Dionysii numeravit Y (in mg. B*)

50/51 (ad'Eotiv - OTEpoLO10C): excerpta Dionysii numeravit Y (inmg. y*)

66/67 (ad ApéAlel - o0010ON): excerpta Dionysii numeravit Y (in mg. S*)

73 (ad Kai - avBpwmouv): excerpta Dionysii numeravit Y (in mg. €)

83/84 (adTng - BedTNTOC): NVWHEVOC 6 Be6¢ Adyoc Ib(trad. indir.)

90 (ad mPooPLWG - XPWHEVOC): onueiwaoal Za

103 (adT®V QUOIKAOV ... AOywV): ToUC QUOIKOUC €vteliBey EKAEEN (sic) Adyoug A
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52 MARGINALIA

112 (ad abBuTHOTATOV): Opa TI TO abBumocTatov A, ide 16 auBumocTaTov: 5TI
o0 16 Aa@’éauvtou UTMooTav (sic), GANG TO KaB’éauTtd duvdauevov eival on-
paivel: outw 8¢ Kai 16 adtokivntov (@ p. 24,1.109) vonteov, TO PETA TO
amag kivndnival, n To €k Tou PN dvtog yeveaBal, Kivixabal duvdauevov Y

117: tou eivat Ib (trad. indir.); 117/118: tou mw¢ eivat Ib (trad. indir.)

1201121 (@dTNV - évepyelwv): dta@opd evepyet®v Ib (trad. indir.)

125/126 (ad’Y6 - d0OvVOp1V): TO KaBOAou undé piav éxov duvaptv Ib (trad, indir.)

129/130 {ad Téig - €vepyeiag): uaikai évepyetat Ib (trad, indir.)

162 (ad TV evavTiny): TOV BaVPATWV Kai TOV Tadnudatwv Mo

168 (adTi dv Tig): keiy<evov> Ib (trad, indir.)

168/171 (ad Ti - €7covta): excerpta Dionysii numeravit Y (in mg. ')

177/178 (ad Kai - nv): excerpta Dionym numeravit Y (in mg. ¢')

180/183 (ad oUX’ @G - emékelva): excerpta Dionysii numeravit Y (in mg. 1])

184/185 (adkai - yeyovwc): excerpta Dionym nurneravit Y (in mg. d*)

200/203 (ad Kai - dpacag etovte - GvOpwToV):excerpta Dionysii numeravit Y (inmg. i)

204/205 (ad GAN’GvdpwBEVTOC - MEMOAITEYUEVOC): excerpta I?f'onysii numeravit Y (in

K<

238/241 (ad I'Iou')’mroc - Aoyoq): €i moooTNTOC ENOi Kai o0 MoIdTNTOC 1 KAIVO-
NE TNG Beavdpikng évepyeiag, MAvIwe Kai @O0tV piav €0uTr oLVEITAEEL™
Wv yap &epyela pia, kot @UoIg pio> kai 16 avamaAy Mo (cf. Greg. Nyss.,
De or. dom., 111, p. 41, 6-7 [app.]; Ps.-Bas., Adv. Binom. IV, 1, PG 29, 676A2;
Sevenan. Gabal. [?], Defide, PG 60, 769, I. 61; etc.)

240/241 (ad €tlmep - AOY0(): SIMAAV OpoAoyev Tou XploTol TNV évépyelav, eboe-
Béotatov, olvbetov &¢ doeBeoTatov* Kai yop Kai Tov XpLoTOv SIMAOLY
v OOV mioTebovTeG, aUVBETOV TNV UGV 00 Aéyopev Kai f aitia dn-
A Y

247/248 (ad 0pw - @LOEWC): 13 Ti dpog Kai Ti Adyoq @LOEWC Kai 3Tt Adyog
@UOEWC TO eivar* dpog O 1 Tou eival dUVAMIC 0TI Kai évépyela™* v Avev
00V TWV dVIWV €0Tiv, 00 3’0@EaTNKE' AOY0¢ 00V QUOEWC Kai dpog Tal-
¢, mpaypa €0Tiv évolaolov Kai évumooTatog VTapEIg A,
4Tt 00 TAUTOV évumooTaTOV Kai UMOcTaoIg* 1 pév ydp OmMOOTOOIC TOV
TIvd dnAoi* TO 8¢ évumoaTatov, tTnv olboiav* Kai i pév, mpocwmov opilel
TOIC XOPOKTNPIOTIKOIC iBlpact* 10 8¢ évumooTatov, T6 pn €ival avtd
OUUPBERNKOC dNAoL, 0 €v €Tépw €xel TO eival A (= Leont. Byz., C. Nest, et
Eutych. I, PG 86 , 1277C13-D6) *

249/251 (ad A16 - TP1dg): 0 voug MPOAdNAOG, GAN'GdNAOC 1 Ppacig Va

252/254 (ad O0devi - évwaltv): o0Te yap Katd @OOIv, o0TE KOTA dUvapLy, 00TE
KOT’évépyelav, yéyove Tautov @nai T oapki A (in textu habent Ohler/PGe
codice Gudianogr. 39)

260/261 (ad MoAiteia - dieayduevog): dpo¢ moAiteia¢ Am N Va Ylb, dpog mo-
Ateiag* moAtteia €oti, Biog¢ kKot vopov @loew¢ diegayopevog Q

272 (adQomep - &ipoug): onueiwoal wpaiov Za

291/293 (adToIg - TapEdeEle): mpovoiag €0Ti, un poévov @UAAGEaL KaTd Tov €au-
¢ Adyov TNV @O0V, GAAG Kai moijoatl Oegiav, TAlg ApPeTaic TeEAeiwg
nolwOeicav, TNV yvounv, Katd tnv €niktntov cogiov A (- Max. Cottf.,
QTh., 55, schol. 21, 202-205)

Ep.sec. 111

10111 (@d EPWTQOV - 00@ilelg): wpatov V

21/22 (ado0dév - dvaiwTtétepov): onpeiwaoatl V
24/25 (aé/nd - mabwv): onueiwooat V

30/31 (adoUK - Tpoayevopévnv): wpaiov V
33/34 (ad81d - capki): onpeiwoot V

43 (ado - X0pOC): aIPETIKWY X0p0O¢ Ga
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APPENDIX I

Variant readings of indirect witnesses

In this appendix the reader will find the variant readings of those indirect witnesses
of Amb. Thom, that have not been incorporated into the apparatus criticus.

They are: Ath Be Da Da’ Di Ib Ka Mo and Ven (see p. 1viii- 1 xiii, 1xvii and
1xxii- 1xxiii for the description of those manuscripts).

Amb.Tttom., tit.: DaDi

lanopwv] dnopiwv DaDi

Amb.Thom., prol.: DaDi

14 katéotnoac] katéotnoe Di 22 macav] naocwv Di 26 yeyevn-
pévov] yeyevnuévwv Di 28 ¢ékeivwv] ékeivw Da Di 29 tou] om. Da
Di 31 poyyiAaAog] poyyidaro¢ Da Di 33 kav Tvag] kav twvag Da
Di 36 ATINUéVw] ATTwYévw DaDi 41 1o1¢] om. Da 44 d1oAne0eic]
An@bei¢ DaDi paAAov] om. Da 48 106 voewv] tov vouv Da

Amb.Thom. I: AthBeel 32uupuai38Da

1 Tou - A0you] €K TOU €I¢ TOV UIOV TPWTOU AGYOU TOU igpou ypnyopiou
Ath 4 pév] 8¢ Da 5/6 umép - O6pioBeiong] om. Da 18 Bewv] Beov
Da 25 xe6”] oxebn Da 32 Umepdmeipoc] ) proem. Be 37 10U2] oM.
Be 38 10ic] Tng Da a0tn¢] avtoig Da

Amb.Thom. I1: D aK aallusqueadoopkéq(l 9 M oallusqueadoopk6g(l 9

1/5 €Kk - GvOpwMIoBEVTI] TWC XPH VOEIY TO €v T® (ayiw add. Mo) cuuBorw
Aeyopevov capkwBévta €k mvedpatog dyiov Kai papiag tng napBévouv Ka Mo
(- Max. Corf., QD 50, 1-2) 4 T®1 ™ Da T ] om. Da 5 avBpwmi-
00évti] évavBpwmiocavtt Da 8/9 a01NCc] abTég Mo 9 mpooAn@Beionc] ék
TOV TopOEVIK®OV atpdtwy add. Ka Mo(= Ps. Dion. Ar., Div. Nom., 11,9 p. 133,8-9; cf.
etAmb.Thom.,V, 71) oapkd¢] mpokaBapbeiong KaTd TNV BE0AOYOV PWVAV TNC
napBévou Kai Yuxnv kai cdpka te mvevpatt add. KaMo (cf. Greg. NaZ., Or. 38,13,
23-24 [p. 132]; id., Or. 45, P G 36,633D2-3) 20 o0 Adyoc] trsp. p. pepévnke (I. 20-
21) Da 26 eimeiv] om. Da 28 TouTW] ToUTO Da 33 éYuxwpévne] €u-
Yuxwpévng Da avtoupywv] adTtoupyog Da e con. 38 katnyopoLuuegvov]
Katnyopoupévwyv Da

Amb.Thom. 11I: Da

10 yévwpat] yévopat Da 19 jv] om. Da 31 ouvavekpddn] cuvekpdon
Da 40 Aéyew] Aéyel Da 42 yvwpilopévwv] yvwpilopyévew Da 46
xapit1] xopitwv Da

Amb.Thom. IV: Da \Ven* *>{«

1 Tou a0OToU Tepi viol deutépou Adyou Da 5 popen] popen (sic)
Da 5/6 Kai do0Aoig] om. Da s 0Aov] 0Awv Da s A10¢] 6 proem. Da
15 ndéBeot] nadruact Da 20 mavtwc] mavtedwg Da wg] 0 Da 23
o0xi Da 31 popyn] popen Da 37 €ué] om. Daaar 42 ¢umdabelav] év
nadel Da 51 100¢ Da 53 dyiov cog@ol t€] cool te Ayiouv Da 60
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54 VARIANTS OF INDIRECT WITNESSES

€Koualwg] ékouoiwv Da Ven 60/61 KOTA - d10ACKOAOV] GANBWG Ven 61
€neivnoe] €neivaoe Ven 63 0o@rc] co@EC Ven 64 TOUC] om Ven 69/71
év - dgavidovoav] om.Ven 71 GvAebpov] AvoreBpov Da 72 &€] om
Ven Beikd] Oeia Da Ven 74 ¢énaAlay”] omaAAayr Da 75 €moTouTo]
emi 10010 Ven 79/80 ywvopévwv] yevouévwy Ven 82/83 éVIKWTEPOV -
TAVTEA®C] om Ven 00 - VWTIKWTEPOV] om. Da 89 06potog] GdpaTtog
Da 101 1d] T® Da 102 évwaoel - kaB’uag] om. Da

Amb Thom v' Da*I1lw™e%l-1 6 8 al73(tv) usquead | @A™
2 ‘Apeomayitou] dpelomayitov DaDa’ 3 Mwg] €1¢ TO proem. A"
¢otiv] om. Da Da’lb 7 1n¢] 6Oeiag kai add. Da ¢ mool] moacav Da

Da’lb*  utv 9 oiopevov] oi 6 pév (sic)lb 10 povov] poévw DaDa’lb

17 abtng] om. Da 18 mpooolonc] mpenovaong Da’ 22 youv] obv Da 71
dlatevopevoc] dlatevapevog Da 28 avBpwmov] trsp.p. avTov DaDa’ 33/
34 311 - Beoc] om. Da’ 34 GAN'] aArd b 36 yap] om. Da’ nodw] dya-
04tnTL Kai proem. Da’ t®w] 1o DaDa’lb 41 ya$ om. DaDa’lb 42/43
AVOPWTIKAC - KUNOEWC] trsp. p. oboIwPévog Da’ 43 ¢k - oboiag] om. Da Da’
Ib 48 voepwc] voepag Da EYPuxwpévne] éppuxwpévng DaDa’lb 53
notjoac] iter. Da’acon 57 ék@avav] ékgaatv Ib 62 Beiag UmepovOIOTN-
t0¢] om. Da 63 Aoyw] Aoyov Da’ 66 AMENEL] ApéAn Da 67 umép 00-
giav] 6 vmepovaolog Da’ 68 €10€1] vnduT Da Da’lb 72 damAOTTOMEVOV]
dtaguAattopevov DaDa’lb 73 Kai - avBpanov] om. DaDa’lbpcon, Kai dnAot
napBévog UMEPPLWC KLouoa (@ I 69-70) kai VdwWP dotatov, OAIKWV Kai
YENP®V TOdWV AVEXOV BAPOC Kai Ur UTEIKOV, AAN'OTIEPQUET dUVANEL, PO TO
adidxutov cuvigtduevov (¢ I 74-77) add. Ib*um 73/74 TNV - Bdoeot] om.
lbaarT 76 pn] om. Ven 79 énenopevto] émemopeveto Da’ 80 ¢avtou]
a0Tou Ven 314 t¢] abTod add. Ven g6 KOi] om. Da’ 87 tv] om. DaDa’
1b Ven 87/88 aUTOV - QUOIKKC] om. b 89 £imep] w¢ (sic) Venpon 93
navta] om. Ib 96 tpomn¢] TpoéMNC (sic) Da’ 97 deavtacldotwc] deav-
Tdotw¢ Da Da’lb 99 mpooAneBeionc] mpoAng@beiong Da’ 102 €n7] év
Da’ 103 @uoik®wv] Daecon 108 avaipeoiv] aivaipeatv Da 109 oUK]otn.
DaDa’lb 120 tauvt®w] avtw DaDa’lb 124 kai ti¢] om. Da*'aar mov]
Kai proem. Da 126 a0Ttol] trsp.p. mavteA®¢ (1.126-127) Da’ 130 v aAn6dnc]
nv, aAndei¢ Da Da’lb Td¢] om. Da Da’lb 131 éavtw] avtw Da’ 133
yép] kai add. Da 134 aveAMm®¢] dveldeimmc Da’ 140 onopd] omopd Ib,
omopa DaDa’ 143 kai mapBévoc] iter. Da’ 143/144 kawvoTopouvoa] Kalvo-
Topoboav Da’ 144 tjv @LoW] TN @ULoel Da 148 t¢] om. DaDa’lb 152
n] om. DaDa’lb 158 tov] Twv Da Tpomov] tponwv DaDa’lb 159/160
£xwv - TpOMwv] om. Da Da’lb 160 pn] Kai proem. Da’ 166/168 yvoun -
d1ddokaAoc] in mg. habet Da 172 0modug] Umodei¢ Da’ 176 oeBalopévwv]
oepBalopévw Da’ 178 eimwpev] eimopev Da’ o0 8¢ avBpwmog Av] in mg.
habet Da’ 179 t®] tTwv Da’ 180 Beopw] Beopwv Da’ 183 avopwnwv]
yép add. Ib 185 yeyovw¢] yeyovog Da’lb 197 Katd @ULOIV] KataeLoEl
Da’ 206 éPuxwpévng] éuPuxwuévng Da’ 212 memoAiTeLPEVOC] TOAL-
TeVOoApeEvoC Ibadm 218 owlb6pevov] cwlopevog Da’ 221 TV NVWPEVWV]
0 NVopévw Da’ 0001mMdNC] oLOIWdEIG Da’ 230 povn] pova Da’ 238
yép] om. 1b 239 Al Da’lb 243 ¢xwv] éxet Ib 248 oguvexouevov] ou-

vexouevoc Ib 249 A6] o4 Da’ aniwcg] anin Ib 254 {womoiov]
{womoi®w Da’ 259 ovy ] IbecxT 262 Kotd TOUTOV] KatT'auTov Da’lb
274 tou] om. Da’lb 275 KOUOTIKOV] Kai yéyove Y€V KOUOTIKOV (sic) add. Da’

1b 291 wv] wv Da’lb 295 Omnpyxev - dmép] om. Ibacar 297 nylacpévot]
nylaopévw Da’lb 300 poévnv] povov b 301 yévea €] yéveoBai Da’awn' Ib
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INDEX NOMINUM
ET VOCUM EX EIS FORMATARUM*

AdGp A, IV, 58

Abnvat A,V, 2

AmnoAwvdpilog A, V, 46/47; B, II, 38, 55,
s ;111,44/45

AToAvaploTtng A, 11, 28

Apelavog A, 11, 25, 27

Apetog¢ B, 111,44

"Apeonayitng A,V, 2

BaAevtivog B, 111, 44

[dtog AV, 1,11; B, IlI, 1; margin. ad A,
V, 1/2

Cpnydpiog A, prol,, 2,19, 51; 1,1; B, |,
1; 111, 19,35; margin ad A, tit.

Aavid B, Illl, 66

Atovlaoiog A,
12

Alookopog B, 11,45

EMNNVIKOC B, 1, 29

‘Ecdpag B, 1, 67

EOTUXAS B, 111,45

Owpag A, prol, 2,4; B, prol, 1,3

’Incoug A, prol, 30; V, 3, 27, 59, 119,
170; Wife Xp1otdg

foudaixwe B, 1, 25

1,19;V, 2,12; B, IlI,

* A = Amb.Thom.
B = Ep.sec.

"lwévvng B, prol., 37

Mdavng B, 11,44

pavixaitkwg B, 11, 89

Mavixaiog A, V, 45

Mda&uog A, prol, 4; B, prol, 3; margin.
adhti s

Mapia Appendix I, ad A, I, 1/5; vide
Map6évog

Neilog margin, ad A, 111, 32/34

Neatoplog B, I, 53

Mapbévog A, V, 69, 146/147; Appendix
I, ad A, 11, 9; vide Mapia

2eunpog B, 11,37,42,44,86; 111,45

Zipwv B, 111,43

Tiudbeoc B, 111, 45

@aploaikog B, 11, 26

Xplotiavdg B, 111, 46

Xplotog A, prol, 25, 28,47; V, 128/129,
176, 219, 223, 249, 269; B, II, 38,42,
43 (bis), 43/44,44 (bis), 45,46 (bis),
47; 11, 16, 40, 51, 55, 58, 61, 63/64,
74, 93/94; margin, ad A, IlI, 3; V,
240/241 (bis); vide *Inaolg
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INDEX LOCORUM SANCTAE SCRIPTURAE

Genesis
1,27
51

| Esdrae
3,12
4,35

Psalmi
24,14
32,18
73,12
102,11
102,13
102,17
105,2
118,83
118,160
146,11

Sapientia
1,2
7,5
7,30
8,2

13,5

Isaias
9,6
35,5
35,6

Lamentationes
4,5

Matthaeus
1,18-25
4,2
4,3
4,12-13
5,3
5,37
5,39
7,6

A, prol, 12/13
A, prol, 12/13

B, 11, 66/67
B, 11, 66/67

AV, 304/305
A,V, 304/305
A, IV, 56/57
A,V, 304/305
A,V, 304/305
A,V, 304/305
A, prol, 31,33
B, I11,90/91
B, 111,65
A,V, 304/305

A, prol, 36
A,V, 139/140
A, prol, 7/8
A, prol., 7/8
B, prol, 10/12

A,V, 303,305
A, pt>/., 33
A, pmL, 31

B, prol., 28/29

A,V, 69/70

A, 1V, 61;V,91

A, 1V, 108

A.Y 89/90

B, 1,46; W, 17; 111,24
A, 1V, 108

A, 1V, 108

B, prol, 28

8,3
8,24
9,11
9,18
11,19
12,46
13,1
14,26
21,18
26,37

Marcus
1,41
2,2
4,38
6,48-49
7,32
7,37
8,23
8,25
4O
13,2
14,33

Lucas
1,26-38
2,1-14
2,46
4,2
513
6.20 (app.)
8,23
9,11
13,13
22,44
22,53

lohannes
1,1
1,5
1,14
1,18
1,37
4.6

A)Y 90

AV, 91

AV, 91

AV, 89

AV, 91

AV, 89

A,V, 89/90
AV, 79

A, IV, 61;V,91
A, 1V,62;V,92

AY 90

AV, 89

AV, 91

AV, 79

A, prol, 31,33
A, prol, 31
A,V,90
A,V,90

AV, 89/90
A.Y 90/91

A, 1V,62;V,92

AV, 69/70
AV, 69/70
AV, 90/91

A, 1V,61;V,91
AV,90

B, 1,46; 11,17; |
AV, 91

AV, 89

AV, 90

A, 1V,62;V 92
A, 1V, 107/108

A, 1L 4

A, 1V, 106/107
A, 11,5 20

A, 11,32

A)Y 89

A, 1V, 61;\C 91S
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INDEX LOCORUM SACRAE SCRIPTURAE 9

4,7 A, IV,62;V,91

6,19 AV, 79

11,35 A, 1V, 62;V,92

14,21 A,prol, 36

14,22 A, prol, 37

16,33 A, pwl, 37; margin, ad
A, prol., 37

19,28 A, IV,62;V,91

Actus Apostolorum
6,4 B, 11, 30
19,2-3 B, prol, 37/38

Ad Romanos

7,23 A, 1V, 40/41
8,28 A, pro/., 21
10,10 B, 111,83/84

I ad Corinthios

4.21 B, Il 14

5,8 B, 11, 21/24
9.22 A, 11, 23
12,3 A,pwl, 30/31
15,45 A, IV, 58/59

Il 'ad Corinthios

5,7 B,/m>/., 21/22
Ad Galatas
6,1 B, I, 14
Ad Ephesios
1.11 A, pwl, 21
3.11 A, pwl, 21
4,22-24 B, 111,92/93

5.1 AV, 297/298
5,8 A, 1V,108

Ad Philippenses
2.7 A 11,475 1V, 5;V, 38
4.7 A,V, 302/303

Ad Colosscnses
1.13
3,9-10

A, 1V, 107/108
B, 111,92/93

I ad Timotheum

1.13 A, IlI, 5/6

1.15 A, IlI, 5/6

1.16 AV, 297/298
AdTitum

2.13 A, ptoly 47

Ad Hebraeos

4,15 A, 11, 34; 111, 24; V, 23;
B, I1,31,69/70
5.1 A.V, 182,183
5.8 A, 1V, 10/11,59,92,94/
95
12.1 B, 111, 89
| Petri
3,18 A, 1V,97/98
11 Petri
1,3-4 A, IV, 44/45
ludas
25 AV, 308
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INDEX ALIORUM FONTIUM™*

Apolinaris Laodicenus
Ad illos qui hominem a verbo assumptumfoiisse dicebant (fragm.) (CPG 3654): ed.
H. Lietzmann, Apollinaris von Laodicea und seine Schule. Texte und Untersuchungen,
Tubingen, 1904, p. 233 (fragm. 111)
p. 233,27-29 B, 11, 37/39

Contra Diodorum ad Heraclium (fragm.) (CPG 3656): ibid., p. 236-237 (fragm.
117-120)
119, p. 236,22-27 B, I1,37/39

Demonstratio de divina incamatione ad similitudinem hominis (fragm.) (CPG 3652):
ibid., p. 208-232 (fragm. 13-107)
17, p. 209,17-20 AV, 45/47
36, p. 212, 24-26 A.V, 45/47

Syllogismi (fragm.) (CPG 3655): ibid, p. 233-235 (fragm. 112-116)
113, p. 234,13-20 AV, 234; B, 11,47

Basilius Caesariensis (vide etPseudo-B asilius)
Quod deus non est audor malorum (CPG 2853; BBU I, 2, p. 1105-1108): PG 31,
329-353
349A6 B, pro/., 9/10

Chrysippus Stoicus
ed. H. von A rnim, Stoicorum veterumfragmenta, 2, Chrysippifragmenta logica et
physica, Stuttgart, 1964 (= 1903)
fragm. 471, p. 153,8 AV, 272/284
fragm. 473, p. 155,30-32 AV, 272/284

Clemens Alexandrinus
Stromata (CPG 1377): ed. O. Stahtin - L. Fruchten - UrsulaTfcEU, Clemens
Alexandrinus. Zweiter Band. Stromata. Buch I-V1 (GCS 52 [15]), Berlin, 19854
VI,VII, 61,3, p. 463,1 A ,prol, 6/7

Cyrillus Alexandrinus
De incamatione unigeniti (CPG 5227): ed. G.-M. de D urand, Cyrille d’Alexan-
drie. Deux dialogues christologiques (SChr. 97), Paris, 1964, p. 188-300
694,35-36 (p. 240) A,V, 137,294; B, 111, 79

* Maximus’method being to give first along quotation and then repeat elements ofit in
his exegesis, we have, in the present index, printed references to these repetitions in
brackets: often abbreviated and sometimes inexact, these repetitions are relatively unim-
portant.
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INDEX ALIORUM FONTIUM 61

Epistula39 (CPG 5339): ed. E. Schwartz, ACQ 1,1,4, Berlin - Leipzig, 1928,
p. 15-20 (= Id.,, ACQ II,1,1, Berlin - Leipzig, 1933, p. 107-111)
p. 18,25 A,V, 137,294; B, III, 79

Epistula 45 (CPG 5345): ed. E. Schwartz, ACQ 1,16, Berlin - Leipzig, 1928,
p. 151-157
p. 155, 22 A, 1V, 38/39

Libri Vcontra Nestorium (CPG 5217): ed. E. Schwartz, ibid., p. 13-106
Il, prooem., p. 33,13-14 A,V, 137,294; B, III, 79
Il,s,p.42,35 AV, 213/217

Oratio ad Theodosium imperatorem de rectafide (CPG 5218): ed. E. Schwartz,
ACQ 1,1,1, Berlin - Leipzig, 1927, p. 42-72
24, p. 57,17-18 A,V, 137,294; B, 111,79

Cyrus Alexandrinus
Satisfactiofacta inter Cyrum et eos qui erant ex parte Theodosiarwrum (CPG 7613):
ed. R. R iedinger, ACQ Ser. sec, 2, 2, Berlin, 1992, p. 594,19 - p. 600, 20 (cf.
etld., ACQ Ser.sec, 1, Berlin, 1984, p. 134,10-29)
7, p. 598,21 (= p. 134,19) AV, 237

Definitiofidei concilii Chcdcedonensis (cf. CPG 9005): ed. E. Schwartz, ACQ I,
1,2, Berlin - Leipzig, 1933, p. 126-130

p. 129,25 A,V, 138, 294/295; B, IlI, 79

p. 129,30 A,V,137,294; B, I, 79

Definitiofidei concilii Constantinopolitani (Symbolum) (CPG 8599): ed. G. L. Dos-
setti, Il simbolo di Nicea e di Costantinopoli. Edizione critica (Testi e ricerche di scienze
religiose 2), Rome - Freiburg - Basel - Barcelona - Vienna, 1967, p. 244-251 (=
ACQ I1,1,2, Berlin - Leipzig, 1933, p. 80; ibid., p. 128)

p.244,3-4 B, I, 79

Dionysius Areopagita, vide Pseudo-D ionysius A reopagita

Doctrina Patrum (CPG 7781): ed. F. Diekamp - E. Chrysos - B. Phanourga-
kis, Doctrina patrum de incamatione Verbi. Ein griechisches Florilegium aus der Wende
des 7. und 8. Jahrhunderts, Miinster, 19812

cf. Eulog. Alex.; Sev. Ant.

Eulogius Alexandrinus
Dubitationes Orthodoxi (CPG 6971): Doctr. Patr., p. 152-155 (cf. PG 91, 264-
265)
p. 153,6-8 (PG 91,265A5-6) A,V, 249/251

Homilia infestumpalmarum (CPG 7657; cf. n. [5257]): PG 862, 2913-2937 (=
PG 77,1049-1072)
8,2925C2-3 A, 1V, 38/39
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Eunomius Beroeensis Apolinarista
Epistula ad Zosimum (fragm.) (CPG 3717): c¢d. H. Lietzmann, Apollinaris von
Laodicea und seine Schule. Texte und Untersuchungen, 'Tiibingen, 1904, p. 276-277
(fragm. 178-179)
178, p. 276,23-25 B, Il, 37/39

Gregorius Antiochenus
Homilia in illud: Hic estfilius meus dilectus in quo mihi bene complacui (CPG 7387):
PG 88,1872-1884
1877B5 AV, 28,33/34,194/1%, 232/234

Gregorius Nazianzenus

Epistulae (CP G 3032):

Epistula 101: cd. P. Galtay - M. Jourjon, Gregoutde Nazianze. Lettres theologi-
ques (SChr. 208), Paris, 1974, p. 36-68

13,p.42,2-4 A, 11, 16/17

14, p.42,4-5 A, 111, 17,19/20

14-15, p. 42.,5-9 A, IV, 88/90

16, p. 42,13 AV, 41/42,70,210

16, p. 42,14 AV, 42/43

20, p. 44,11 A,V, 137,294; B, 111, 79
21, p. 44,14 AV, 235

25, p. 46,13-14 A, 111, 16/17; V, 34,194/1%, 232/234
26, p. 46,17 AV,45

30, p. 48,9 AV, 45/47

31, p. 48,18-20 AV, 153/155

31, p. 48,20 AV, 226

Epistula 102: ibid., p. 70-84
24, p.82,4-7 AV, 91/92

Epistula 202: ibid., p. 86-94
12,p.92,5-7 AV, 45/47

Epistula 243 (spuria) (CPG 3222): PG 46,1101-1108
1108A14-15 AV, 37/38

Oratio 2 (Apologetica) (CPG 3010 [2]): ed. J. Bernardi, Gregoire de Nazianze.
Discours 1-3 (SChr. 247), Paris, 1978, p. 84-240
23,5 (p. 120) A,V, 137, 294; B, 111,79
113,5-6 (p. 234) A, prol,43,45/46

Oratio 16 (Inpatrem tacentem) (CPG 3010 [16]): PG 35,933-964
945C15 B, Il, 63/64

Oratio 17 (Ad cives Nazianzenos) (CPG 3010 [17]): PG 35,964-981
%5B1 B, 111, 94/95
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Oratio 23 (Depace Il [///]) (CPG 30O [23]): cd.J. M ossay - G. Lafontaine,
Gregoire de Nazianze. Discours 20-23 (SChr. 270), Paris, 1980, p. 280-310

5,9-11 (p. 298) A, 1,417, (1011), (11/12), (12); B, 1,
417, (24), (26), (28), (34), (35), (35/36)

¢.12 (p. 298) B, 1,24/25

8.13 (p. 298) A, 1,13,14; B, 1,36/37,38

8.14 (p. 298) A, 114; B, 1,25,37

10.11 (p. 300) A, 1,26

10,11-13 (p. 300) A, 1,27/28

10,16 (p. 302) A, 1,26/27

12.12 (p. 304) B, 11, 26

Oratio 29 (Defilio I (CPG 3010 [29]): ed. P. Gallay - M.Jourjon, Gregoire de
Nazianze. Discours 27-31 (Discours theologiques) (SChr. 250), Paris, 1978, p. 176-224

2,2-4 (p. 178) B,1,28/29

2,6-11 (p. 178) B, 1,15/19

2,6-7 (p. 178) A, 1,12/13; B, 1,36

2,7-8 (p. 178) A, 1,13/14; B, 1,25/26,37

2,9 (p. 178) A,1,15/16; B,1,38/39

2,10-11 (p. 178) B, prol, 19

2,13-14 (p. 180) A, 1, 2/3, (1), (12 [bis]); B, 1,2/3, (34),
(35), (35/36)

18,10-11 (p. 214) AV, 91/92

18,21-25 (p. 216) A, 11, 1/5, (7), (15), (20), (21/22), (26)

19,1-10 (p. 216-218) A, 111,1/11, (12/13), (15), (18/19), (22/23),
(29), (31), (32), (35), (39), (43/44)

19,7-9 (p. 218) B, 11, 1/4, (12), (12/13), (13/14), (18/19)

20,4-18 (p. 220) AV, 91/92

Oratio 30 (Defilio 11) (CPG 3010[30]): ibid., p. 226-274

1,8-9 (p. 226) A, Il 17

1,10-11 (p. 226) A, 11, 18119, (22)

3,5 (p. 230) A, IV, 43/44

5,5-20 (p. 236) A, IV, 2/18, (19), (25/27), (31/32), (36/37),

(39), (48/50), (52), (57), (58), (59), (63),
(63/64), (91), (92), (94), (94/95), (96),
(102), (102)

5, 21-27 (p. 236-238) A, IV, 106/112
6,38-39 (p. 238) A, 111, 46/48
21,7-10 (p. 272) A, 111, 23/26

Oratio 31 (De spiritu sancto) (CPG 3010 [31]): ibid., p. 276-342
6,14-17 (p. 286) AV, 223; B, 11, 48/51
6,16-17 (p. 286) AV, 241/242

Oratio 38 (In nativitatem) (CPG 3010 [38]): ed. C. Moreschini - P. Gallay,

Gregoire de Nazianze. Discours 38-41 (SChr. 358), Paris, 1990, p. 104-148 (Or. 38,6,
16 [p. 114] - 13, 41 [p. 134] = Or. 45, PG 36, 625B3-636A15; Or. 38,14-15 [p.
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134-140] = Or. 45, PC 36,657C10-661AM)

2,9-10 (p. 106) AV, 306/307

8,15-17 (p. 118) A, 1,17/19

11,5 (p. 124) A, proL,15

11,7 (p. 124) A, oK, 13/14

13, 23-24 (p. 132) Appendix Il, ad A, 11,9
13,25-26 (p. 132-134) mogm. o* A, 111, 35/38
O 29-30 (p. 134) B, 111,17/18,33/34
13,34-35 (p. 134) margin, ad A, prol., 13/14
15,2-3 (p. 138) A, IV, 61/62; V, 91/92

Owtfio 3P (/n samta lumina) (CPG 30HO [39]): ibid., p. 150-1%
13.8-9 (p. 176) AV, 67/68,143/144

Oratio 40 (In sanctum baptisma) (CP G 3010 [40]): ibid., p. 198-310
5.8-10 (p. 204) A, 1,16/17

Oratio 43 (InBasilium) (CPG 3010 [43]): ed J. Bernardi, Gregoirede Nazianze.
Discours 42-43 (SChr. 384), Paris, 1992, p. 116-306
32,11-12 (p. 1%) margin, ad A, 11, 11/17
67,6-7 (p. 272) margin, ad A, 11, 11/17

Oratio 45 (In sanctum Pascha Il) (CP G 3010 [45]): PG 36,624-664 (cf. Or. 38)

628C10-12 A, 1,17/19
632A4 A, prol., 15
632A6-7 A, pro/., 13/14
633D2-3 Appendix Il, ad A, 11,9
633D5 margin, ad A, 111, 35/38
636A1-3 B, 111,17/18,33/34
636A7-8 margin, ad A, pro/., 13/14
660C2-3 A, 1V, 61/62; V, 91/92

Gregorius Nyssenus
De oratione dominica orationesV (CPG 3160): ed J. F. Catt1anan, Gregorii Nys-
seni De oratione dominica. De beatitudinibus (Gregorii Nysseni Opera, voi VII, pars
2), Leyde - New York - Cologne, 1992
11, p. 41,6-7 (cum app) margin, ad A, V, 238/241

Tractatus ad Zenodorum (fragm.) (CPG 3201): ed F. D iekamp, Analecta Patri-
stica. Texte und Abhandlungen zurgriechischen Patristik (Orientalia Christiana Analecta
117), Rome, 1938, p. 14-15 (= PG 91,280D11-281B6)

p. 14,4-5 A,V, 14/19
p. 15,10 A,V, 14/19

IOHANNES SCYTHOPOLITANUS
Scholia in Corpus Areopagiticum (CPG 6852; ¢f. CPG 7708): PG 4,14-432 et
527-576 (cf. P. Rorem -J. C. Lamoreaux,John of Scythopolis and the Dionysian
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Corpus. Annotating the Areopagite [Oxford Early Christian Studies], Oxford, 1998,
Appendix, p. 265-277)
536A4-5 (In Ep. 4 Dionysii) A,V, 218/220

IULIANUS A pOLINARISTA
Epistula ad Polemonem (fragm.) (CPG 3720): ed. H. Lietzmann, Apollinaris
von Laodicea und seine Schule. Texte und Untersuchungen, Tibingen, 1904, p. 277
(fragm. 180)
p. 277,10 B, Il, 37/39
p. 277,11-12 B, 111, 57/58

Leontius Byzantinus

Lihri 111 contra Nestorianos et Eutychianos (CP G 6813): PG 861, 1268-1396

1,1277C13-D6 margin, ad A, V, 247/248
1,1281C9 A,V, 28,33/34,194/196,232/234
11, 1337A1-2 A, 1V, 38/39

M aximus Confessor

Ambigua adThomam (CPG 7705 [1]), edita in hoc libro, supra, p. 3-34

Prol., 3-5 B, prol., 2/4
1,1-7 B, 1,1/7
1,10-16 B, 1,33/39
1,13-14 B, 1,25/26
1,21-23 B, 1,39/41 '
11,7-8 B, Il, 25

11, 8-9 B, Il,26/27,77/78
11,34 B, II, 31

11, 34-35 B, Il, 69/70

A1, 7-10 B, Il, 1/4

11, 27-34 B, II, 8/15, (21/22)
1V, 61-62 A,V 91/92

IV, 75-77 B, I, 82/84

V, 43-45 B, 11, 88/90

V, 93-98 B, IlI, 2/8

V, 128-130 B, Il, 82/84

V, 135-138 B, 11, 85/86

V, 137-138 B, I, 79

V, 223-224 B, 11,49/50

V, 234 B, II, 47

V, 241-242 B, 1, 50/51

V, 294-295 B, 111,79

Quaestiones adThalassium (CPG 7688): ed. C. Laga - C. Stee1, Maximi Con-
fessoris Quaestiones ad Thalassium. I: Quaestiones I-LV una cum latina interpretatione
loannis Scotti Eriugenae iuxtaposita (CCSG 7),Tumhout - Leuven, 1980

55, schol. 21,202-205 margin. ad A, V, 291/293

Quaestiones et Dubia (CPG 7689): ed. J. D ecterck, Maximi Confessoris Quae-
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66 INDEX ALIORUM FONTIUM

stiones et Dubia (CCSG 10),Tumhout - Leuven, 1982
50,1-2 Appendix Il, ad A, 11, 1/5

N emesius Emesenus
De natura hominis (CPG 3550): ed. M. M orani, Nemesius. De natura hominis
(BSGRT), Leipzig, 1987
s, p.64,10-11 AV, 272/284

O rigenes Alexandrinus
De principiis (CPG 1482): ed. H. Crouzetl - M. Simonetti, Origene. Tratte des
principes, | (Livres 1-11) (SChr: 252), Paris, 1978
11,6,6,182-192 (p. 320) A,V, 272/284

POLEMON APOLINARISTA
Contra Timotheum (fragm.) (CPG 3711): ed. H. Lietzmann, Apollinaris von
Laodicea und seine Schule. Texte und Untersuchungen, Tubingen, 1904, p. 274-275
(fragm. 174)
p. 274,18-19 B, 11, 37/39

Proclus Constantinopolitanus
Homilia | de laudibus S. Mariae (CPG 5800): ed. E. Schwartz, ACO, 1,1,1,
Berlin - Leipzig, 1927, p. 103-107

2, p. 103,23-24 A,V, 33/34,194/1%, 232/234

2, p. 103, 24 AV, 28

s, p. 106,17 A,V, 28,33/34,194/196,232/234
9, p. 107,5 A,V, 28,33/34,194/196,232/234

Pseudo-B asilius
Adversus Eunomium 1V-V (CPG 2571; cf. n. 2837; BBUIIII, p. 766-770): PG 29,
671-768
1V, 1,676A2 margin, ad A, V, 238/241

Pseudo-D ionysius A reopagita
De coelesti hierarchia (CPG 6600): ed. G. Heil, in: G. Heit - A. M. R itter
(ed.), Corpus Dionysiacum, vol. 2, Pseudo-Dionysius Areopagita. De coelesti hierarchia.
De ecclesiastica hierarchia. De mystica theologia. Epistulae (PTS 36), Berlin - New
York, 1991, p. 7-59
VII, p. 28,6 A, prol.y22/23

De divinis nominibus (CPG 6602): ed. Beate Regina Such1a, Corpus Dionysia-
cum, vol. 1, Pseudo-Dionysius Areopagita. De divinis nominibus (PTS 33), Berlin -
New York, 1990

1,3,p.111,6 A,V 230

l,6,p. 118,11 - p. 119,9 AV, 719

Il,s,p. 130,5-6 AV, 85,155/156

Il,s, p. 130,6 A,V, 70,147/148,172

11,9, p. 133,7-8 A,V, 26/27,30/31,85,155/156

11,9, p. 133,8-9 A,V, 71/72; Appendix Il, ad A, 11,9
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11,9, p. 133,10-11 AV, 77179
11,9, p. 133,11-12 AV, 119
11,10, p. 135,6 A,V, 37/38
VIIL, 5, p. 203,2-4 A,V, 125/127

De ecclesiastica hiemrchia (CPG 6601): ed. G. H eil, ox., p. 63-132
11, p. 69,10-11 AV, 19/21

Epistula 3 ad Gaium monachum (CPG 6606): ed. A. M. R itter, ibid, p. 159
p. 159,6-10 AV, 57/61, (62-64)

Epistula 4 ad eundem (CPG 6607): ed. A. M. R itter, ibid., p. 160-161

p.160,3-5 AV, 3/6, (13/14), (24/25), (47), (180/181)

p. 160,5-6 AV, 27/28

p. 160,6 A,V, 31/32, (203/204)

p. 160,7 AV, 32/33, (202)

p. 160,7-8 AV, 34/35, (206/207); B, 1, 12/14

p. 160,8 AV, 41,42

p. 160,8-9 A,V, 26/27,30/31,43, (64/65), (85),
(155/156)

p. 160,9-10 AV, 50/51, (62)

p. 160,10-11 A, V, 66/67, (101), (139), (155/156)

p. 160,11-12 A,V, 73, (101/102), (150)

p. 160,12 A,V 69/70

p.160,12-p. 161,2 AV, 74177

p. 161,3-5 A,V, 168/171, (173), (174 [bis])

p. 161,5-6 A,V, 177/178

p. 161,6 AV, 180,182

p. 161,6-7 AV, 183

p. 161,7 A,V, 184/185

p. 161,7-8 A,V, 200/201, (210/211)

p. 161,8-9 A,V 202/203, (211)

p. 161,9-10 A,V, 2041205, (212), (225), (231), (235),

(258/259), (266)

Epistula 10 ad lohannem theologum (CP G 6613): ed. A M. R itter, ibid., p. 208-
210
p.208,5-6 A, prol.,s
p.208,8 A, prol., 39

Pyrrhus Constantinopolitanus
Tomus dogmaticus (fragm.) (CPG 7617): ed. R. R iedinger, ACQ Ser. sec, 1,
Berlin, 1984, p. 152, 26-39 (= Id., ACQ Ser. sec., 2, 2, Berlin, 1992, p. 606,17 -
p. 608,5)
p. 152,35-36 (= p. 608,1-2) AV, 237/238
p. 152,37-38 (= p.608,3) AV, 222/223, 224
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Severianus Gabalensis
Defide (CPG 4206): PG 60,767-772
769,61 margin, ad A, V, 238/241

Severus Antiochenus
Epistula ad lohannem abbatem (fragm.) (CPG 7071 [28]): Doctr. Patr., p. 309-310
p.309,20-22 AV, 237/238
p.310,3-4 B, 11, 37/39

SOPHRONIUS HIEROSOLYMITANUS
Epistula synodica ad Setgium Constantinopolitanum (CPG 7635): cd. R. R iedin-
ger, ACQ Ser. sec., 2,1, Berlin, 1984, p. 410,13 - 494,9

p. 434,21 A,V 137 (bis), 294 (bis); B, 111, 79 (bis)
p.438,11-14 AV, 213/217

p.438,15-16 AV, 137/138,294/295; B, 111, 79

p. 438,16 AV, 219

p.446,13-14 AV, 237/241

p.446,19-21 AV, 14/19

p.450,9-10 A,V, 43/45; B, 11, 88/90

p.450,18-19 A, 1V, 38/39

p.456,13-18 AV, 218/220

p.458,6 A, 1V, 38/39

Symbolum Constantinopolitanum, vide Definitiofidei concilii Constantinopolitam

ThEODORUS R aithenus (Pharanita)

Praepamtio (CPG 7600): ed. F. D iekamp, Analecta Patristica. Texte und Abhand-
lungen zur griechischen Patristik (Orientalia Christiana Analecta 117), Rome, 1938,
p. 185-222

p. 199,9-12 A,V, 33/34,194/1%, 232/234
p. 199,9-10 AV, 28
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Atheniensis, Bibliothecae Nationalis, Metochiou Panagiou Taphou

37 Xxvi, xviii n. 12, lvii, Lvm, ¢xX, 51,53
Athous, Batopediou
32 1xiii N. 40, LXXn-Lxxm, cxiii n. 125, cxrv n.
127,53
475 XXVi, XXVN-XXVM, Ixxxvi N. 12, Ixxxix N

22, XC-XCVi, xcviii N. 69, a-ov, cv n. 95, cvi,
cvii N. 104, cxvm n. 144, cxxm
Athous, Dionysiou

274 LVII, LVm-LIX, LX, 1xxxvii N. 14, LXXXVIII n.
20, xc-xcvi, a-av, cv n. 94, cvn n. 104,
cxxiii, 53-54
275 LVII, LX, XC-XCVI, CI-CIV, cvii N. 104, c x xiii, 53
Athous, Iberon
386 XVi, 1vii, 1x-1xi, XC-XCVi, Xcvn n. 59, a-crv,

CVi, cvii N. 104, cXiX, cxxiii, 51-52,54
Athous, Koutloumousiou

616 cXXVvi n. 168
Athous, Pantelcimonos

548 XXVi, XXVM-XXiX, Ixxxiv N. 1, XCvn-ay

cxxiii

Cantabrigiensis, Bibliothecae Universitads

Dd.l11.22 XXVi, xxix-xxx, XCVN-0Y cxxiii
Cantabrigiensis, Collegii S. Trinitatis

0.3.48 XVil, XXVi, XXX-XXXM, 1xxvi, 1xxxix N. 20,

xc n. 30, xcv n. 54, cvi, cxn-cxy cxix,
cXXii, cXxxm, cxxiv and n. 165, cxxv-cxxvn,
cxxxii-cxxxiii, CXXXVi, 51-52

Florentinus, Mediceus-Laurentianus

Plut. LVII, 7 XXiv
Genavensis, Bibliothecae Publicae et Universitads
32 1vii, 1xi, xciii N. 43, Xxcvii n. 58, cxiv n. 129,
CXVN-CXX, CXXmM, cxxiv, 51
33 LXI-LXI1
Genuensis, Bibliothecae Durazzo-Giustiniani
A.1.10 Lxvi n. 59

* Being an index of the manuscripts dted in introduction and appendices. Numbers
printed in bold refer to the principal pages where the manuscripts are studied. Some ref-
erences have not been dted since they do not provide any further information than the
references given.
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Guelferbytanus, Gudianus gr.
39 XXVi, XXXm-XXXiy uii, Lxxxrv-Lxxxvm,
xcviii N. 69, xcix n. 75, cu-ciy cxxm,
CXXXIiV, CXXXV, 52
Londinensis, Bibliothecae Britannicae

Add. 18231 CX N.112
Mediolanensis, Ambrosianus
B 137 sup. XVi, XXVi, XXXY xtix N. 154, 1xxxix n. 20

and 22, xciv n. 48, xcv n. 52, xcvii n. 59, o0-
ay cvi, cvii n. 104, cxix, cxxm, 52
B 139 sup. XXXV
H 45 sup. XVI, XXVI, XXXVI-XXXVII, XClI n. 43, cXrv-
CXY cxviii N. 144, cxxni
Monacensis gr.

10 Lvii, Lxn, LXI11 and n. 40, 1xxiii, aX-cXi, cXn-
cXm, CXix, cxxm

83 XXVi, xxxvn, Lxxxiv-Lxxxvm, xcviii n. 69,
cu-ciy cxxm

225 Lvii, uauxm, 1xxiii, 1xxviii n. 15, xciv n.

50, xcv n. 55, ax-cxi, Gxn-cxm, cxv-cxvn,
CXiX, CXXi, cxxm, cxxiv n. 165,52,53

363 XXVi, XXXvm, xiviii nN. 148, 1v n. 199, xcvn-
ay cxxm
Mosquensis, Bibliothecae Synodalis gr.
151 (Vlad. 200) cvii n. 101
209 (Vlad. 180) cxxvi n. 168
324 (Vlad. 444) XXVi, XXXVM-XXXiX, 1xxxiv N. 1, Xcvn-av,

cv n.93,cxxm
Neapolitanus, Bibliothecae Nadonalis gr.

4* I1xvi N. 59
Oxoniensis, Bibliothecae Bodleianae, Baroccianus
128 XXVi, XXXi n. 33, xxxii N 37, xxxix-x1,

I1xxxvii N. 14, xc n. 31, xciv n. 50, xcv n. 54,
cm n.ss and 90, cvi, cxn, cxvi n. 138 and
139, cxvn-cxx, CXXi, CXXii, cXXm, CXXiv,

51-52
181 LXIX
Paris, Archives nationales
M. 831 cxxix and n. 1o
M. 834 cxxix and n. 1o
Parisinus, Coislinianus
90 XXVI, XL-XLI, XC-XCVI, XCVII n. 59, OrCIV, CVI,
cvii n. 104, cxviii, cxix, cxxm, 52
253 Lxvm, Xcm, xciv n. 50, xcvii n. 62, cxvi n.
139, cxix, cxxi-cxxii, cxxiv n. 165, cxxv n.
167
267 cxix n. 148
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Parisinus gr.

343 XLiv n. 127

443 cu n.85

551 LXIX

886 XXVI,  XU-XLn, LXIV, LXXXIII, LXXXIV-
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