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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 Ambigita ad Thomam (Amb.ThomGPG Sup-
plcmenttm 7705 [1J);

2. the Hpistula seatnda nd cutidctn (P.p.sec.; CPG 7700), closely
related to And). 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’ Ambigna ad lohatmcm (Amb.lo.; CPG Supplementum
7705 [2]) under the collective name of Ambiguomm liber. How-
ever, Amb.lo. clearly constitute a separate, independent work("),
while, as we will show, the name /Imbtguornm liber is a fairly re-
cent appellation.

Il. Terminology

I'he Greek title of Amb. Thom. is lhol Jd1a@opwv ATIVPWV TWV
Ayiwv Alovuciouv kot [pnyopiov, mpo¢ Bwpdav TOV NYIAUVPEVOV.
The use of the term ambigna in the Latin title goes back indirectly
toJohn Scot Eriugena (ca 810 - ca 877), who made a Latin trans-
lation of Maximus' Ambigna ad lohatmcm. In the proocminm the
translator describes this work, which has no proper title in the
manuscripts, as follows: kle quorundam in sermonibus beatissimi
Gregorii thcologi ambiguomm, hoc est intellectu difficilium, expla-
nationibus’ (my italics) (“).

(1) About the dose relationship th;ii nevertheless exists between Amb.Thom.
and Amb.lo.. see my article Docs the Continuation of M<iximn$’ Ainhiyjut <u 'I'nomom
ami AmbitfUii <¢ lohanncm”o luick to the Confessor himself?, to appear in Stic.ria Hrtuliri.

(2) ji.auni:aii, Amb.lo., p 3, 7-9. In the Latin table of contents of Amb.lo.
(JsAUNhad, <., p. 7-9), wh il flic editor claims to be a translation of a lost Greek
one (fl.r., p. ixvi-i xvn), the term ombiguum appears another 16 limes. In addition
Eriugena translated the Greek ‘dmopovl by wibiguum’also in (Jilt. 38, 10 (Laga
Stkia, Q Il-., I, p. 255) and particularly in QTh. 39, 59 {ibid., p. 261).
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Thomas (rale, the first editor of both Amb. Thom. and (the first
pari of) Antb.lo. (1681), adopted F.riugena’s terminology, albe-
it hesitantly and even then only in the introduction and the
notes (‘). However, as proper title for Amb. Thom, he opted for the
translation ‘Lipistola ... ad Thomam tie diversis quaestionibtis ex
SS.PP. Dionysio et Gregorio petitis’ (my italics) (™).

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

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 IAmbiguonmt liber printed at the top of every
right-hand page as a collective name for both Amb.'Thom, and
Amb.lo.

[11. Authenticity atui Testimonia
I. The manuscript witnesses (direct and indirect tradition)

a. Amb.Thom.

No manuscript of the direct or indirect tradition attributes
And). 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: paipov in Ath(7), pa&ipyov povaxou in
Za, poaipou tamewvol povaxou in I, touv dyitov pagipyov in Z, Y
and Venetus, Marcianus gr. 155%and Ttouv €év ayiol¢ pagipov in B.
Whenever, as is the case in most manuscripts, And). Thom, are
transmitted in a corpus of Maximus’ works, we find indications
such as tou avtou pagipov (in /1///), Touv avtou ayiov paipyov (in
Ib), or simply tou avtouv (in all other manuscripts).

(3) See Gaaii-;, m die ‘Testimonia', f. 88 3rvand Appendix, p. HI.

(') GalB, Appendix, p. 40.

(5) See Oiiler, p. vii (= PG 91, 1029-1030).

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

(7) For the sigla, see die lists on p. xxvi (direct tradition) and p. i.vn (indirect

iradition).
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b. Bp.see.

The three surviving witnesses of F.p.scc. all give Maximus as
the author. Vaticcmusgr. 1X09 (siglum V) mentions Maximus in the
inscriptio (see Rp.scc., prof., 3-4). Cantabri®iensis, Collegii S. Trinilalis
0.3.48 (our Go), in which Ep.scc. is found immediately following
Amb. Thom., has tov a0tod mpog tov avtov by way of a title. Final-
ly, Parisinus gr. 1277 (Ka) has the following title: emiotoAn ToU
dylov matpo¢ APwvV Kai opodoyntod paliyov mpog TOV KUPIOV
Owpav.

2. 7eslinionia

Judging from the manuscript tradition, the authenticity of
Anw.Thoin. and Lip.sec. is beyond doubt. Fven so, a number of
early (esiiinonia are listed below.

a. the Bibliotheca of Patriarch Photius, codex I94(IS:

[pdeel 0 (sc. o aylo¢ Ma&iuoc) kai mpo¢ Wopav TIva, aitnoa-
HEVOV pNTWV TIVOV OTOPOUVPEVWY ETMIAVCEIC. Ta 0€ pntd TOL O¢f0-
AOyou T€ €0Tl I’pnyopiov Kai tou Beiov Alovuoiov, €K péEV TOL TEPI
VIOL €I TO “Ald tolTo povag dmlopyxne kKivnOegioa“ Kai €€Ng- Kai
“Movaxog Yév KivnBeiong d1d 1o MAOVCIOV’>, oTEP €0TIV €K TOL dEU-
TEPOU EIPNVIKOL* B' €1C TO “évi 0 KEQOAUIW” Kai €ENC* Tpitov EK
ToU a0Ttol Adyou €I1¢ TO “00TOC YApP O VUV GOl KATO@POVOUMPEVOC”,
Kai €En¢. Tétaptov €1¢ To “'QC péEv ydp Aoyoc¢ olte umnkoo¢ AV
o0TE Avnkoog” Koi €&€nc. Tou d¢ ye Oeomeciov Alovuciov €1¢ 10
“MTw¢ ON¢ 'Inoolg¢ 0 MAVIWV EMEKEIVA TOOIY €0TIV AvBPWTOIC OvL-
OlwOWC OLVTETAYUEVOC” Kai €&nc, Kai €I1¢ €Tepa O1Ggpopa. Kal Tou-
TO HEV €V TN TPOC OWHPAV MPWTN EMICTOAN. 'EV 0€ Tn de0TEPU OioOV
EMAVAANYIV EViwV pNTwV TwV TPoca@nvicOEVToMY €K Tr¢ OE0AOYIKNAC
ouvTtageo>¢ moleital, Kai mpo¢ ye TO “O1d MEOOU VOOC OMIANCOC
oapKi” €wc(v) “TOL KPEITTOVOC EKVIKNOAVTOC” OMOIwC EPUNVEDEL.
AANO TaLTO PEV €V TOULTOIC.

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

(8) Ilhnry, llibliotheqgtte, HI. p. N7, 22 p. 88. 39.
(9) In both the edition and the translation Ilenry has treated rote ;is ii ii wire a
part of the quotation from Gregory.
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script containing both Ami), Thom, and Gp.sec., both attributed to
Maximus. It is all the more striking that Henry failed to recognize
even Ami). Thom, in Photius* description.

b. Contra Comtautinopolitanos, I. 26-27 (,0):

1500 peta xeipac twv Amopwv 1 BiBAoc avtov, v maca QUOIC
¢0ovpaoey Kai Bavpdadlel, kai €11 Bavpaoto)Onoetal (Allkn-Neil,
Scripta, p. 231).

The indication tc&v 7Ittoowt 7 BifAoc 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 amopa could just as well allude to Maxi-
mus' Q lii. (") or QD (12, lo name but two.

c. the catalogue of Maximus’ works in the so-called Additamentum
to the Greek Vita (BUG 1234) (,3):

AAXNO yap o0dev ATTOV OYETOi TIC TO TOUTOU AVNYUEVOV €V AOYOIC
kow. Toic Tuvnflelow aotd oxorioic mept ta tod peydrou T pnyopiou
OUYYPAMMOTA EVIUXWV* TOUTWV YAP WC i'OpeV TA TMOAAG dLOANTTO
ovta Kai o0 go@n tAvV dNAB)oIv £€XovTa Koi HAAIOTA 00d dOYHATWVY
EXETOL Kai tnC €v Tt Tp1adt Beoloyiag, auto¢ Koi tov €&v To0TOIC
€10€ VOUV Kai QO™Ti yvwoew¢ OeloTEPUC €1 TO ETMIONADTEPOV NYAYEV,
OUK €vvOol0 POVOV Koi Bewpia YUOTIKWTEPO, GAANO KOi @pAcel OTEp-
Pepel Kai AOyw TeEPIKAAAEL TAV €ERyNatv O1aOEuevoc.

In To oXOAlO TP.p) TO TOV PeEYAAou Tlunyouviov avyypappato
Devreesse recognizes what he calls '"Amhiguorum Liber (P.G., XCI,

(10) An anonymous work by one of Maximus’ followers; sec Bracki:, Vila. p.
I7-1 178, and particularly Ai.ldn-Niiii., Seripm. p. xxm (introduction) ami ?2I)
232 (edition), A certain terminus post gnem for the document is the trial of Maximus
in 662 (see Al.L.un-NKii., 0.i.,, p. xxm. and Winkglmann, Streit, p. 155, nu 152).
Bracki . Vim, p. 175-176, suggests the death of the emperor Constans Il in 668 as
a terminus post quern (lines 11-12 allegedly allude to ihe latier’s violent death), and
the sixth Oecumenical <-oimcil (680/1) as a terminus mite quern.

(11) See the title of Q'f'Ji. to begin with: ... mepi dra@dpwv amopwv -TAC aylag
Mpaogng (Lac;a-Stkhi., Q7'/t., I, p. 17).

(12) As noted by Bracki-:, Vita, p. 123, n. 4. See also I)iiiiim;k, Ql), p.
ccxviu ['1 eJlotHcye tin Viiul.phH.Ar. 149°), and my own article An unnolited witness
of some works of Maximus the Confessor: Atheniensis, ITBE, Metdxiov l/uvaylov ‘IYrjpor
37. in: byzantion 70 (2000), p. 242-262.

(13) Di'VKili:Ssi-:, Vie, p. 21, 11-19.
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1032-1417)’ (M), that is, both /A\mb.Thont. and Amb.lo. Bracke
seems to follow suit ( ).

If this identification is correct, it is noteworthy that Amb.I'hom.
and/or Amb.lo. are here explicitly called *ox6?>1a (16), to be placed
on a par with the Scholia in (Corpus Arcopagiticwn (CPG 7708) at-
tributed to Maximus (17).

d. die catalogue of Maximus’ works in the Saint’s fio¢ koi TOAI-
teio kai dOAnoig, edited by Epifanovich (the so-called Recemio
Mosquemis, BI1G 1233m):

.. WOALTWC O¢ Kai Fpnyopiov TOU OEOAOYOL TA SLOANTTOTEPA TOIC
b duvapévolc vonaoal alto¢ OewpnTIKWE TMactv ETpavwoev( ).

Once more Bracke takes this to be an allusion to 'Ambigtwrimi
Liber (19).

e. in the so-called GOAnoic év émitopw (Kpitome, BHG 1236), also
edited by Epifanovich (~°), there is a catalogue identical to the
one in the above-cited document BIIG 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. I'hom. and lip.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.

(I-1) Ari.t., p. 21, H 2.

(15) Vita, p. 270 Uber), In Manuscript- Tradition, p. 103-104 the
anchor, from the fact that Dionysius the Ateopagiie is nol mentioned, concludes
that we are dealing with .1 description of Amb.lo. alone.

(16) Note that also in the manuscript tradition Amb.lo. are sometimes called
‘ity/iXta ... tts tov OcoXoyov'; seeJFAUNBAU, Amb.lo., p. Xii and n. 15.

(17) There is as a matter of fact an explii n reference to the scholia on Dionysius
in the continuation of the cited fragment (see Dkvhkkssi-:, Vie, p. 21, 0 - p. 22, ).

(IK) Hm anovicii, Matcrialy, p. S. 21-23.

(19) Vita, p. 363.

(20) O.e., p. 21 22.
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V. 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 (') and in 631 Cyrus became patriarch of Alexan-
dria. in this capacity he succeeded in reconciling the so-called
Thcodosians, an Alexandrian monophysite community, with the
imperial ‘orthodoxy’ (3June 633) (23). The main bridge between
both religious convictions was the affirmation of one single Oeav-
Spixv) evepY£ia(“) in the incarnate Christ, by which lie was said
to have accomplished both the divine and the human in Ilis ac-
tions.

But the compromise met with vehement resistance - especially
from Sophronius, the later patriarch ofJerusalem, and so in Au-
gust 633 @) Sergius banned any discussion on the number of en-
ergies in Christ (the so-called Wfjtpoq). In his Episttila syuodalis,
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 %Q\alccdon (two energies in Christ, one divine and one hu-

H
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 inkki.mann, Streit, p. 36, mid p. 57-58, n 18-19.

(22) On the origins of the dor.rrine, see W inkei.mann, <<, p. 36, ami Aixen-
Nnii., Scripta, p. xi-xn (/lislorical background o fthe motiothelite Mtitroveray).

(23) See W inkelmann, o.c., p. 66-67, ir 27.

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

(25) Sec Wink himann, Streit, p. 73-74, n 36.

(26) See Soiiunborn, Sophronc, p. 83-91.
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new ‘heresy”‘27), a position lie was not to change until his death
in 662 (28).

V. Contents

. Amb. Thont.

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-)Pionysius the
Areopagite to the monk Gnius(zg). The exegeses arc preceded
by a dedication ‘to the holy servant of God, spiritual father and
teacher, master Thomas’ (Amb. Thorn., 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.Thont. are;

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

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

Amb.Thom. Ill: Greg. Na/., Or. 29 (Dcfilio 1), 19, 1-10 (SChr.
250, p. 216-218);

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

Amb. Thont. V: Ps. Dion. Akkop., Hj>4 act Gaium.

(27) Maximus’ indomitability is already foreshadowed in tip,see. Ill, 76-84.
However, ii is only aflcr Sophromus’ death in 63H that the full weight ofleadinp,
cho Orthodox ‘party’came to rest on Ins shoulders.

(28) After Ins 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 alter liis arrival, in Fori Schrtuaris (13 August 662).

(7.9) For Maximus, Dionysius the Areopagite could not have been anyone else
hut the real convert of the apostle Paul. See V. Ckocu, TritlJizione e ricerca. Il mcto-
ik tcologico tli sdii Massimo il Confessorc (Studia PalristUa Mcdiolanaisia 2), Milan,
1974, p. 85 and p. 95-96.
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2 .Up.sec.

The addressee must have expressed his dissatisfaction with the
all too moderate course which Maximus had been following in
Antb. Thom., for in lip.see. 1and Il Maximus resumes his review
of Gregory’s or. 29, 2, 13-14 and Or. 23, 8, 9-11 (See Amb. Thom.
1) and Or. 29s 19, 7-9 (see Antb.Thom. Ill), while Up.see. Il is
structured around Maximus’ own words (Ep.sec. Ill, 2-8
Amh. Thom. V, 93-98).

In Lip.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 (Up.sec.,, prol.), and a conclusion in which Maximus
pleads for sympathy for his imperfections (Hp.sec. 11l, 85-97).

V1. Dating

|. Amb. Thom.

In modern literature Amb. Thom, are commonly dated *634 or
shortly thereafter’ ( ) since it is widely assumed that Maximus
was acquainted with Sophronius’ confession of faith in his Epistula
synodalis, dating from the beginning of 634 (31). 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 qgucm (V).

(30) See Hai.thaxak, Gnostischc Geutttrien, p. 150-152; id., Kosmische Liturgie, p.
/1 ;Smuwooo, Date-list, p. 39; Laiu:iii:t, Ambigna, p. 13 and n. 20; id., Dit’iuisii-
tion, p. 16-17; id.. Opttsculcs, p. 12-13. Though referring to von Balthasar, Gahki-
gues, Chariti', dates Amb. Thom, ‘vers 635°.

(31) See Schbonhohn, Sophrottr, p. 90. Winkfi mann, Streit, p. K2, n *-15, refer
rmp to Urehier, accepts ‘end 634’ as a dating.

(32) Him.i.ini, Maximc intcrprclc, p. 41-42, particularly n. 19. In chapter seven of
the compromise text signed on that day by Cyrus of Alexandria and the mo-
imphysite rnnununily of hi* city the patriarch interpreted Dionysius the Areopa-
gite's famous *|ita () Qeav$pixy) in a monoenotgeiK. sense, thus sue
ceeding in reconciling the monophysites with Constantinople. When dealing with
this passage in Amb. Thom. V, Maximus reacts precisely against this ‘falsification’
([j.v. in stead ofxatvyj tic) by Cyrus and/or Sergius (see Amb/ritom. V. 237-238).
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Although it might indeed be hard to prove Maximus’acquaint-
ance with Sophronius’ Episiula synodalis at the time of Amb.
Tlwm.y his conspicuous avoidance of the expression ovo kyi-pynal
does suggest that he was aware of the ‘ban’ of the Psephos, which
lie initially accepted ('*).

2. Bp.see.

Amb.’lhom. provide us with a definite terminus post quern for
Lip.sec.

At the time of his Date-list, Sherwood was not yet acquainted
with hip.sec. Neither does Canart mention any date in his edition
of this work. Riou(wvl), followed by Larchet (**), propose a date
of‘debut’ or ‘printernps 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/I'hom. and Up.sec. ( ).

VII. ldentify ofthe addressee, Thomas

Thomas is addressed as nytacpévo¢ o6ovAo¢ Ttov Orov (Amb.
I'nom., pro!., 3; Lip.sec., prol., 2), which probably indicates that he
was a monk (*). Indeed, this Thomas has traditionally been iden-
tified with the kOplo¢ apBpac Bk»ftac, mentioned in Maximus’ F.p.
40 (w). Moreover, on the basis of his relation with Stcphanus (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’ /7/> 19, PG 91, 589C-59713, and the analysis of W inkel-
mann, Slrcit, p. 77, n 42,

(34) A. Riou, Lc motulc ei TLiylise se/on Maxiwe le Gonjeaeur (I'hcotogie historique
22), Paris* 1973, p. 202.

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

(36) Clauiu(;ui-:s, Clniritc, p. 115, n. 2 takes the same view. Rather surprisingly,
as it contradicts his dating on p. 17 of the same work, also Lakciiut, Divinisation,
p. 289, ii ™ writes: ‘l.a l.eltrc 2a Thomas ;i eieecrite (JtieU)ties mnis apres les Ainhi
yua ad Thoutain.'

(37) On ijynuTiiienc as term of address for monks, see Lamimi, s.v. AyiaCto,
A.2c.

(38) See ComBii-is in PG 91, 636, n. 3; Hai iiiasar, Gnosfimhe GetUurien, p
150 152; Shf.hwood, Date-list, p. 64 (Index ///); Mamiiui, Inwiiux, p. 144-145;
Canaiit, Deuxtane 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 Florentinns,
Mcdiccus-Laurcntianus Pint. LVII, 7 (s. xi), f. 2, B. Markesinis is
currently preparing a new edition of Fp. 40 to replace Combefis’
rather poor edition (PC 91, 633C1-636A13). In the manuscript
the letter is not addressed to Thalassius - as in Combefis’ edition -
but mpd¢ TOV AVTOV, i.e. to ZTEQavov Oe0PIAECTATOV TIPEGBUTEPOV
Kai nyovupevov, the addressee of CFG 7707 (30), which directly
precedes Ep. 40 in the manuscript (f. 1v-2)('\J). This Stephanus is
assumed to have been a monk and abbot in the Philippicus mon-
astery in Chrysopolis ( ).

What follows here is first of all a rereading of PC 91, 633D4-
636A9 on the basis of the Flomuinus, Mcdiccus-IMurentumus Pint.
LVII, 7, as this passage is central to my argument:

[IAflV eyw O€0TMOTA HOUL EVAOYNMUEVE, TNC OUETEPUC TAPQAOUC
ETAPETN TEAEIOTNTOC TNV KEAELCIV MTANPWOAL ETOIPOTATOC, TAVTOC
oveidoug Kai YPoyouv TuxXOV EuPrval péAAovtoc, TAC €unNg apoapoic
Ml TOUTO nponsTs{ac EVEKEV napd TWV (pl?xOGKwuuévwv, Tr\]v UpE-
TEPAV AYATINV AVOTEPW TIBEPEVOC.

Ri pévtol Ks)\suome TW Nylaopevw (?) Kuplw apBa Owuoi,
To#w npoult)uooc uToupynaoal TwW TPAYHUOATI, napexovwc onAaor)
NV apkovoov VANV, ¢ otgal, O0ld TOL XEIMWVOC, TNV TOlOLTNV
VM@V TOU Kupiou ouvepyolvtog mMAnpwaoal KEAevaty duvatat(M.

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 rask which
he has in mind. Maximus declines Stephanus* praise but expresses
his willingness to undertake the task in question. Ilowever,
should Stephanus order the reverend Thomas to start writing the

(39) Apart from CPC 7707 (30) (Epifanovich, Moterudy, j> 84-85) and Fp.
10, also /:/>. 23 is addressed n>isame Stephanus.

(40) Sec Shkkwood, Date-list, p. 33 and 50. Prom CPG 7707 (30). labelled ‘cp.
H’ by Sherwood, we learn that Stephanus was not actually living in Constantino-
ple itself, though he was not far away either (see Eimfanovicii, Materialy, p. 81>,
10-14).

(41) Om (hanks arc due to 15 Markesinis, who has consulted the manuscript in

situ.
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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 Anil). Thom., and it is certainly tempt-
ing to do so (A ), then it appears that ii 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.
| fence 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 (Amh. Thom., prol., 16-18).

(42) See G akki<ui;s, Charitc, p. 52-53, nnd Lakciiht, Ambi*wi, |> 13-14. Start-
ing from the false assumption that Thalassius was the addressee of Ep. 40» Siikk-
wood, DiUe-list, p. 34 assumed that the work mentioned in the letter could be
identified with QTh.



CHAPTER I|I: DESCRIPTION OF THE WITNESSES

A. Ambigua ad Thomam

1. Direct tradition

List of manuscripts

/1
Am
Ba
1)
Dd

C
Gn

Par

Re

Sin
Sup

f'l'aur

Va

Romanus, Angclicusgr, 120 (s. xi), f. 115-119'

Mcdioianensis, Ambrosimus B 137 sup. (c. 1600), f. 68-71v
Athens, Batopcdiou 475 (s. Xiu'A-xivm), f. 25v-32v
Monacemisgr. S3 (s. xv), f. 128v-138v

Cantabrigiensis, Bibliothccae Uniucrsitads Dd, 11.22 (s. xiv),
f. 40-43

Guelferbytanus, (iudianusgr. 39 (s. xin-xiv), f 104-116
Ccmtabrigicnsis, Colkgii S Trinimis 0.3.48 {s. xiT), f. 117-
139v

Mcdioianensis, Ambrosianus H 45sup. (s. ix), f. 7-8v
Vaticanusgr. 505 (a. 1520), f 68-72v

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

Vaticanus, Barberinianusgr. 587 (s. xvi), f. 1-1 T

Vaticanusgr. 507 (a. 1344), f 209w217V

Monacemisgr. 363 (s. xin-xiv), f. 76-81

Mosquensis, Bibliothccae Synodalis gr. 324 (Vladimir 444) (s.
Xvi-xvn), f. 23w31

Parisinus, Coislinianus 90 (s, xii/xiv), f. 147-147

Venetus, Marciamtsgr. 136 (s. xiii), f 118v-125v
Parisinusgr. 10)7 {a. 1055), f 195v-210v

Parisiansgr. 886 (s. xw), I 130v-136v

Oxonicnsis, Bibliothccae Bodlcianae, Baroccianus 128 (s. xi'A),
f. 3951

Vaticanus, Rcgincnsisgr. 37 (s. xv), f. 120v—35
Vindoboncnsis, Snppl.gr. | (s. xiv), f. 384-3894

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

Parisians, Sttppl. gr. 228 (s. xvi), f. 54-58v

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

Taurinensis, Bibliothccae Nationalis C.111.3 (s. xim), f 105
112

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

Vaticanusgr. 504 (a. 1105), f 116\M117 in mg.; f. 117/ 118
Parisinusgr. 1094 (s, xiv-xv), f. 61-68
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Chronological survey of the witnesses:

IX 1

X :

X 4(")
XI| 4
XIII 2
XHI-XIV 3
XIV 4(2)
XIV-XV 1
XV 3
XV 1
XVI-XVII 2
XVII

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

Ba Athens, Batopediou 475 (s. xm'A-xiv""), f. 25v-32v

The description of this manuscript in the catalogue of Liustra-
tiades-Arcadios(3) has been supplemented by Van Deun('). The
manuscript is also mentioned by Larnberz('), who is currently
preparing a new catalogue of all the Vatopedi manuscripts, and is
briefly described by Allcn-Neil ().

(1) The manuscript 7Mrr, 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) AaruXoyoCt p 95 %.

(1) Ojmsailii, p. xXVvi-xxvii.

(5 I-. Lamiw-h/, The Librar)' of Vatopauli and its Manuscripts, in: The Holy and
Great Monastery of Vatopaidi, Tradition History Art, Mount Athos, 1998, vol. 2, p.
573.

(6) See Siripta, p. xxtv and particularly p. 4. Of the ‘scripta vitam Maximi
(".onlessons illustrantia’, tia contains the Kelatio Motionis (CPCi 7736; 1. 38-44); the
I-pistttla Maximi ad Anastasinm (CPC 7701; f. 41 v); ihe Disputa/io tiizyae (CPC,
7735; f. 44"'-53) and tin- Hypomnesiuinn (juirtitn) (CPC /968), appended to the end
of the Dispulatio liizyae (f. &V v).
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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.lhom. (f. 25v-32v) are immediately preceded by Myst
BOD, BPs59 (partim) and Bp. 11, and followed by a scries of let-
ters (Bp. 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 (), 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 Alhous, Panteleimonos 548 (s. xv), f. 10-18

The description by Lambros(m) has been supplemented by
Laga-S_*teeI (] I) and Van Deun ('0'), while j. Noret has studied the
last folia of this manuscript (f. [3471HE350J) (u). In its present state
| contains (the remains of) at least three originally independent
manuscripts ( ). Only the present f. P-244 and 335-342 have
works of Maximus ( ')

(7) See the comparative tables in Van Dkun, Opuscule, p. ui-i.v. furthermore,
within the tradition of’the so-called Corpus Constantinopolilanum, Ba is one of the
lew manuscripts that transmit Amb. Thom, but not Amb.lo.

H The foiii major works by Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite (Cocl.lfier,,
lirrl.Hier., Div.Noni. and Mysf.Theot. \partint\) fill the majority of the folia in
guestion.

(=& Seriphi, p. XXIV.

(10) KuTuAoyoc. II, p. 393-394.

an Q'rh., L. p. xc,

(12) Opuseula, p. t.xxxviii-i.xxxix.

(13) J. Nohet, Le dernier hittion ilu tnatiusaii Panteleimon 54S: <Jiifean ( !tima<jue aver,
des scholies, partiellctnenl ineilites, in: A. Schooks - P. Van Di-un (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 numbering begin on f. 245 and 293 (the v on f. 293 designat
ing the beginning of the quire is not to be found bur the one indicating the end of
the quire on f. 300v is there).

(15) 1lhe recto side off. | is not on our microfilm. In all probability it has re-
mained blank.
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Folio ' transmits the ode to Maximus, on which see Laga-
Steel (1>, followed by a fragment of Maximus' Up. 13 which has
so far escaped notice: €évolaO€tw¢ kKtRoaoOal TRV TPaAdTNTA KOoi
NV TOMEIVWONV - Kai. a@Qe¢ maoa¢ ta¢ a/taptiag pov (Ps. 24, Itt)
(PC", 91, 509D2-512A M). Another three short, unidentified frag-
ments ensue: . inc. 6 BewpNTIKOC Kai & MPOKTIKOC AOyoc* KaTd
Bewpiav ydp 0 alyouotivoc - expl. uyKOAUTTOUV TNV aloXOVNV
auvtwv, being at» interpretation of the Fall of man, with a reference
to Saint Augustine; 2. inc. yaGAAOV BewpolvTal, ol LTTEPAPOVOL TOUTO
d0vaoOatl o duvatol dyyelog - expl. dmep eKMANTTOVTIOL Of PR TA
tolalta ouvdapevol; 3. inc. 1o Twvebpa tic¢ aanOeiag¢ (John 15, 26;
see 1John 4, 6) 0 6 K6opog o0 d0vatal AaBeiv - expl. dvBpwmog ov
dEXETAL TA TOL Bgiov MveELPATOC.

At least three anonymous, fifteenth-century scribes have been
at work in the manuscript, while f. (34K)-(349), stemming from
an older manuscript, can be dated to the fourteenth century (17). /
bears the names of three or four different owners (IH, but apart
from that nothing is known about its later history.

Dd Cantabrigiensis, Bibliothccac Umvcrsitatis Del. 11.22 (s. Xiv),
f. 40-43

This manuscript, one of the numerous copies of the ‘popular’
Vaticanus #r. /502, has been described by FI. Luard (V) and P. Van
Deun(“0). It contains only works of Maximus, one of which is
Antb. 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 Atnb.lo. for his 1681 edition, Gale had to fall

(16) (J'lh., I, p. xc; see ibid., p. in, n. 120 for an edition of the poem, based on
Vaticanus$r. 1502 (our Va).

(17) See NoiUIT, art.c., p. 251 252 and - 4,

(IK) See Van Dkijn, Opuscula, p. i.xxxvm, in which the notes in question are
edited.

(19) <11 R. Luard >. A Catalogue oj the Manuscripts Preserved hi the Library of
the University of Cambridge, vol. I, Cambridge, 1856 (reprinted Munich  Mildes
heim, 1980), p. 17-53.

(20) (jusculay p. xxvii;id., LA, p. iix.
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hack 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.

Chi CatUabrigicnsis, Collegii S. Trinitatis0.3.48 (s. xn'”), f. 117-
139v

This manuscript, once owned by Thomas Gale * s the only
direct witness of Amb.'I'hotn. and Bp.sir. together in one co-
dex(" ). The description in the catalogue of James ( ) has been
supplemented by Kotter (**) and Canart (26).

The manuscript’s place of origin is unknown. On the basis of
the script it iscommonly assigned to the beginning of the twelfth
century (2/). (.id is the work of two scribes, the first being respon-
sible for f. 1-21, the second for f. 23-168 (,H). With regard to con-
tent the caesura is to be found between I' 149bis and 1SObis ( f.
1-'M9bis contain a selection of Maximus’ letters, while the sec-

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

(22) I[cnee siglum (ia

(23) The edilio princeps of both our texts (Gale, 1681 and Canart, 1%:! respect-
ively) was based on (among others) (his Cantahrigiensis.

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

(2S) 13. Kotti-r, /)iV Ilberlieferung der Pege Cnoseos des hi. Johannes von Datnashos
(Studio Patristica et llyzantina 5), Ettal, 1959, p. 21, n* 164 (description of the Dam-
ascene- parr of our manuscript; sec infra) and p. 121 (place in the sfetunia).

(26) Cc anart, Deuxie/ne lettre, p. 419-420. Canart labelled the manuscript with
the siglum C.

(27) See Canart, «r, p. 419, adopted by Brackii, Manuscript Tradition, p.
104, n. 29. Jamps, o.c, p. 230, assigned (,'a 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. I(>and 20, and likewise between f. 75 and 76, (here is one unmuri-
bered folium. Furthermore, f. 3 and I 149-150 have been counted twice (in the
latter case lhe sequence is: 149. 150, 149, 150. Hollowing C anart, I have re-
numbered the last two as 149bis and 150bis respectively). On (lie other hand the
foliation jumps from (. 62 to f. 64, and from 139 to I'll (see infrit), albeit without
any loss of text, while I. 44, 46 and 143 have disappeared after the foliation had
been added.

(29) Quite probably the present I. 15()bis 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 C anart, o.c., p. 419-420 and
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ond part of the manuscripts (f. 150bis-168) transmits the remain-
ders ofJohn Damascened Dialectica brevior (N).

With respect to f. 137-149bis James’ analysis is somewhat lack-
ing m clarity (' ), while Canart’s is not entirely correct (' ). The
situation appears to he: f. 137-145 form one quaternion (designa-
tion t) on 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 ( 3), while the corresponding sixth folio (f. 143)
IS missing, resulting in a loss of text( ). From this it could be in-
ferred that the missing f. 140 never existed, so that in our manu-
script Anib.'I'hoin. were immediately followed by Hp.sec., as sug-
gested by Bracke (*h). 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”*). These losses must have occurred before the present folia-
tion was added.

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

p. 120, n. I). Moreover, in the upper margin off. 147, one can read, possibly in
Ihe handwriting of Thomas Gale, the following note: ’in this hook is ISO leaves’.

(30) Before f. 1SObis and between f. 153 and 154, 154 and 155, 155 and 156,
157 and 158. and I5K and 159, hi least one folium is in each case missing. Kotter’s
analysis ol (his pari of the manuscript is incomplete. Here is the full table o! the
contents: ¢, 13 (inc. tout. 1JG 94, 5761311 |dwa@¢€i|tat). c. 14-17, c. 29 (up to 589(13
AéyeTal, d¢ mMAAv dlvumootatov|), ¢. 61> (from 5491)13 tou GAAou [siV]), c. 7-8 (up to
552D8 AAA’oUK €iol ogOv|topol]), c. 42 (from 612AI1l [moté] pév), c. 44 (up to
61663 vmootacnv ouvBetov oiov[el|), c. 49 (from 624C9 wottep aitog) - 50 (up to
6281)5 Kkai €té|pwv|), c¢. 50 (from 632A2 ouvdé td dtopa) - 51 (up to 633139 £In¢
I><1 duo| petafBAntocg]), c. 62 (from 653A14 aypov) - 65, c. 67-68, e. 66; finally, the
so-called '/.usatzkapitcl* (inc. ‘lo yévog otaipeitar - ef)/, moté di: T0 cvpPePNKOC;
see KoTtii-n. p. 2, and id.. Die Schrijiat de$Johannes von Damaskos, vol. 1 |F/S
/1, Berlin, 1969, p. 142-146 for the edition of this Ttepov xttp<t}.mov).

(31) O.f.. p. 231.

(32) Ox., p. 419. Canart himself had already indicated that Ins was bui a provi-
sional reconstruction of the quire.

(33) As a result, the origin of die lasi pan bl Anib.'l hont. (V, 280/281 |cap-
K0>0e0>¢| - 30K). which was copied from Oxoniemis, Bibhothccac Bodlcianae, liaroi
(iatius 1218 (out Q), differs from that of the first part of die work (see infra, n. 37).

(34) See lip.sec. I, 19/20.

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

(36) See the loss of icki in lip.see. I, 29/30 and Ill, 64 respectively.
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(Patricius Junius, 1584-1652) (AM). 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 (™):

f. 1-4:. Lip. 8, including the report on (lie obligatory chris-

tening of African Jews and Samaritans in the versio bre-

vior (**). The text is mutilated and ends with TAC dytac (-n);

- f. 4-8: ioov emMIOTOAAC ypa@eiong mpo¢ tov KUplov ' lwavvny
ToV co@lothv mapd Magipvu povayxou (lip. 6);

- I 8-19v: Hp. 13;

- . 19v-23v: Bp. 14 (f. 22 is blank: there is a lacuna in the
text from mpovutiunoa [PG 91, 537C3; f. 2I) to 1€ TwV OlW-
KOVTwV [544A 13; f. 23));

- an as yet unedited ‘appendix’ has been attached to Fp. M
(f. 23v) (n). Inc. A1d Tavutng 8¢ pOL Tng¢ OCUAAGPNC - exp/,
TOV TANpwuoto¢ tov Xpiotov (Eph. 4, 13);

- f. 24-64: Bp. 12;

- f. 64v-65v: unedited letter of recommendation for one
Zacharias, addressed to Johannes Cubicularius (CPC-:
7703) (*). Itic. O mavta mpiv yevéoewc - expl. Dpog dEXOME-
VOUC QUTOV;

(37) See Jambs, p. 230; on Patrick Young and his collection of manu-
scripts. see also ibid., p. x-xi. Young's additions, at least those concerning
Amb.Thomwere copied from Oxonkmix, Bibliothccac Bodleianae, Baroccianus 12S
(as had already been suggested byjAMi-s, 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 pyfAte - evwowv in Amb.Thom. V, 283; yevijoecO¢ for yévkoOE
in V, 301; apxwv (sic) ¢ottv for dpxwv éoTiv in V, 303. See supra, rt. 33.

(38) A similar collection is reviewed in Photius, Bibliotheca, codex 194 (ed.
I lonry, llibliotheqite, 111, p. 84-88).

(39) As edited by Epipanovich, Materialy, p. 84 (n 29), and D rvrebssb, l'iii
liHditv., p. 34-35, n. 3. On an inserted sheet of paper (f. 3bis) P. Young added the
versiofusior o f the report, as edited by D bvrukssi-, /-<:, and reprinted by J. Stark,
St. Maximos atid the forced baptism at (larthage in 632, in: Byzdtttittisch-iieugriechischc
Jahrbiicher 16 (1940), p. 192-196, in particular p. 194.

(40) I-iVlianovich, I. 11; Di-vuciiSSB. <<, p. 34, I. 2 ab into and p. 35, n. 3,
/. tilt.

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

(42) Also to be edited bv B. Markesinis.
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- . 65v-89: lip. 1;

- f.89v-117: Up. 15;

- f. 117-139: Anib/rhotnhere classified under the letters. As
a consequence the scribe did not copy the actual title, only
the inseriptio (Amb.Thotn., prol.t 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: lip.see., with two lacunae and a mutilated end-
ing (see supra) ;

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

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

Once part of the impressive library of M. Gudc (Gudius)
(1635-1689) this manuscript was purchased in 1710 for the Herzog
Angus! liihliothel: in Wolfenbiittel, together with the main part of
Glide’s library ('Y Sadly, the earlier history of the codex remains
unknown except for the surmise that it originated in the eastern
part of the Mediterranean basin (M.

It is on this Gudianus that I|;. Older based his edition of And).
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 cst ab Ebert in Catalogo librorum maim
scriplorum bibliothecae ducalis Guelpherbytanae; est membrana-
ceus saec. XIII.. conlinens folia in quarto, quod dicunt, centum
sexaginta quaituor (*°), estque tarn eleganter tamque accurate con-

(43) As can be gathered from the auction catalogue of (Jude's library: < Kno-
NHJS>, liihliothectt... libris insfructiasinia ... et inanuscrijuotutn codiaim ... (ipjumitu ami
nulla piwatiirum comparand/i a viro illtisin domino Martjinirdo Cjudto awesM, 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 ol the Herzog August Hi
blioiltek by I: A. ILljizur. Die liildttng des ISibliolhehcns, 2. '/,ur | livuhcIniftcnkunde, 2.
lithliotheciie Gucljcrbyhiwic radices”racci ct Itilini eltissici, Leipzig, 1827. p. 112.

(44) See infra.

(45) This should be 264 (wriiien) lolia; the total number (blank folia included)
IS 274.
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scripms ui non solum alii indc libri possint egregie etnendari at-
quc supplcri, scd ipse ad hoc A uaictgiov Anoytibv (sic) opus intcr-
pretandum alterius libri auxilium non desiderarem’ (1®.

The contents of G are('<): an extensive piitax of Maximus’
works in the manuscript, subdivided into IN5 (jime) items (f. 1-
6) (,s); Car, which was added at a later date (f. 6VVand in the mar-
gins off. 7-66) (49); Opusc. 13; Ep. 6-7, 11; EOD; Ep. 4, 8-9, 1,
19, 12-13, 15; Amb. Thom. (f. 104-116); Atnb.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
Vaticanus gr. 508 (5n). In any case a terminus ante quem for G is pro-
vided by its copy (as far as Amb. Thom, are concerned anyway) /.,
finished inJuly 1344 (51).

(46) Oiiluk, p. vii—viii (- /*G 91, 1029-1030). Though Ohler knew of other
witnesses to the text (through Oombefis, Fabricius [see Bibliotheca gracca, vol. 8,
Hamburg, 1717. p. 764-7651and others), he thought, so highly of the Gtulianus
that he fell no need (or any other manuscript.

(47) See also the description ol the manuscript by F. Kém.hr, Die gudisehen
Handschriften. Die griechischen Handschriften bearbeitet von F. Koehler. Die latei-
nischen Handschriften bearbeitet von Ci. Milchsack (Die Handschriften der Herzoglichen
Bibliothek ztt WotfenbiiUet 4). Wolfenbuttel, 1913, p. 29-31 (catalogue reprinted as
Diegttdischen Handschriften. Codices Guelferbytani Giulianigracci tind (atdiani fatitti | Ka-
ta/oge der Herzog-August-Bibliothek WolJenbiittel. Die alte Reihe. Nachdrttk der Ausgabe
1884-1913, vol. 9J, Frankfurt am Main, 1966). Kohler's description has been sup-
plemented by Van Deun, Opuscula, p. i.xxxvi-i.xxxvm.

(48) Amb. Thomprol. and the ambigua I-V were given numbers jia to Jlc

(49) For this reason the work is not mentioned in the pinax; see Kshi.fr, 0.e.,
p. 30. and van Di-un, 0.e., p. i.xxxvn, n. 59. Car was probably not added before
the year 1344, when a copy of (. was made in which Car is absent (see below,
n. 51).

(50) See o0.e.,, p. xxvn and n. 33 (on Vaticanus gr. SOS, siglum Gal), and p.
I.xxxvn with n. 62 (dating of C). Our Gtulianus and the Vaticanus in question each
contain about half of the Maximus corpus as is found in Romanus, Angelicas gr.
120.

(hi) See p. nil and ixxxvi-1xxxvii. L was possibly written in Thessaloniea,
which would corroborate the hypothesis of Cs origin in the eastern Mediterra

nean.
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Am Mcdiolatietisis, Ambrosianusll 137sup. (c. 1600), f. 68-71v

A fairly rccent and rather carelessly written paper manuscript
copied around 1600 together with Amhrosiamts 139 sup. ( ~) by
the Scottish humanist David Colvill Am is nonetheless worth
our special attention, since until recently it was assumed to he a
copy of the early eleventh-century Tmtrinensis C.111.3, which was
lost in a fire in the Turin National Library in 1904 (M).

In Am Colvill copied the following works of Maximus: QTh.
(f. 1-67v), Amb.Thom. (f. 68-71v), Amb.h. (f. 72-129v) and Myst,
(f. 131-139) ('W). When we add to these the contents of Ambrosia-
tins /i 139 sup., as listed by Van Dcun (**), it turns out that only
UpA | is missing with regard to the full contents of Taur as found
in the description by Pasinus(’ ). 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 llibliothcca Ambrosicitia in Milan, the city where he died in
1629 (58). Laga-Stccl have argued that the suspected exemplar of
the two manuscripts which Colvill dedicated to the works of
Maximus, viz. the lost Taurinensis C.///.3, once resided in the li-
brary of the Dukes of Savoy, where Colvill could have found
and copied it (* ).

(52) Together, both manuscripts form .in extensive corpus of Maximus’ texts.
See the description in Mahtini-Bassi, Catalogus, p. 165-166 and 166-167, and also
Laga-Stciu., QTh., I. p. xiiii-xlvi; Van Dbun, Opttscula, p. xxv, p. lvii-lviii
and i.xvi;in.. LA. p. Ixvii.

(53) Colvill left his name on f 139 of our manuscript: xoXMXaoc; <okoteuj;.
On Colvill, see Laca-Stkki., 0.e., p. xi v-xi.vi, and Van Diujn, Opusenla, p. xxv.
(54) See I.A(;a-Sti:iii., l.e.,, and Van Diujn, Opusenla, l.e., as well as our own

description of Taurinensis C.111.3 (fTaur) on p. xi.vni-xi.ix. IV Markesinis, how-
ever, questions this hypothesis.

(55) Folio 130™ has remained blank.

(56) Opuscttlti, p. xxv, n. 15, and LA, p. i.xvn.

(57) SeeJ. pasinijs A. Rivauti-u.a F. Bi-ima, Codices manuscript! Bibliothc-
cae Regii Taurinensis Alhenaei per linyuas di*esli, ef binas in paries <lis(ributi, in gttanttn
prima Mebraei, et Graeci, in altera hitini, llaliei, Caliici, vol. I, Turin, 17-19, p. 94 96
(XXV.h.V.})), LAttA Srnni., <, p. xi iv have convincingly argued that Tanr did
contain lip. 13 and 15, despite the fact that they arc not mentioned by Pasinus.

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

(59) See | aca-Sti.ii,<Mp. xiv Xivi.
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H Medialaucusis, Ambrosiatuts H 45 sup. (s. ix), f. 7-8'

The second part of this manuscript (f. 9-60) dates from the elev-
enth century and contains a number of poems by Gregory of
Naziair/us. It can therefore be safely excluded from this sur-
vey (’). Instead, we will treat Il here as a ninth-century manu-
script of which only eight folia have survived. On f. 7-8v we find
Amb.Thomprol. and 1 1-30 (up to the word outcoc) (' ). I'rom
Muratori’s notes (') 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 Anib. Thom., H
contains a number of (partly unedited) fragments of I lesychius of'
Jerusalem's Scholia in prophctas minorvs (C1-C 6558) in a deviant,
abbreviated text typc(r’). More specifically it concerns:

(60) See (he description in Martini-Bassi, Gatalogus, p. 1S22-524, Fora recon-
struction of this pan of lhe codex and a detailed table of contents, see N. (Innx,
Die handschriftliche Uberlieferung der Gedichte Gregors von Nazianz, vol. 2: Die Ge
dichtgruppe I. Mit Beitrdgen von M. Siciibrl (Studien zur Geschichte und Knltttr drs
Altertums, NT.. 2. Reihe: Forschungen zu Gregor von Nazianz 1), Paderborn - Mu-
nich - Vienna - Zurich, 1986, p. 162-165. See also W. Ilen i.e.KR, Die handschriftliche
Uberlieferung der Gedichte Gregors ron Nazianz, vol. 1: Die Gedichtgruppen X X und
XL Mit Vorwort: und Beitragen von M. Sk.huri. und den Ubersichrstabellen /in
handschriftlichen Uberlieferung der (fedichte Gregors von Nazianz von Il. M.
WIiiiRiIAHN (Studien zur Geschichte und Kultur des Altertums. N.F.. 2. Reihe: For-
schungen zu Gregor ron Nazianz 3), Paderborn - Munich Vienna - Zurich, 1985,
p. 89-90; Ghutz, o.e.,, p. 165 167 and 180 (‘(fesamtstemm.V); Is K /i-m.r.s M.
|. Zamora, Gregor ron Nazianz. Mahnungen an die Jungfrauen (Carmen 1, 2, 2).
Kommentar... mit Einleitung und Beitragen von M. Sicilian. (Studien zur Geschichte und
Kultur des Altertums. NT., 2. Reihe: Forschungen zu Gregor von Nazianz 13). Pader-
born Munich - Vienna - Zurich, 1996, p. 30-31.

(61) For a facsimile of f. 3, see W. W attunuach. Scripturaegraecae specitnina in
usum scholarnm, Berlin, 1936*\ p. 6 (tab. xv).

(62) L. A. Mura IORius, Anecdota Graeca <\uae ex mss. lodicibus nunc primttm emit,
Latio donat, Nods, & Disquisitionibus attget L. A. M. Serenis, Raynaldi I. Ducis Muti-
rute, &c. liibliotltecarius, Padua, 1709, p. 5-6 (not numbered).

(63) Sec* A. Raiii.ps, Verseiihnis dergriechischen | landschriften des Alten Testaments
(Mitteilungen des Septuaginta-Unternehmens des Koéniglichen Gesellschaft der Wissenschaf-
ten zu Gottingen 2), Berlin, 1914, p. 432-433, n. 2 (on in Ahdiam); R. Devri:i:ssi:,
Ghatttes exdgethjues, in: Dictionnaire de la ISible. Supplement, voi, I, Paris, 1928. col.
1146 (idem); M. Stark, llesychius von Jerusalem, Scholien zum Propheten Joel, in:
Jahrbuch fir Antike und Christentum 37 (1994), p. 38 (on in loel). In addition our
manuscript is mentioned m: K. Mi-nnhs, Hesychius ran Jeruzalem. Inrentaris van de
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f. 1-3: in loci, from 2, 7(f4); cd. M. Stark, o.c., p. 40-44

(1. 178|-237) (65);

- f. 3-4v: in Abdiam; ed. M. Faiji.naber, Die Prophctcn-Cate-
na! tnxh ronrischcn Handschriften (Bihlische. Studien 4, 2-3),
Freiburg i. Ur., 1899, p. 21-26;

- f. 4V: in lonain 2, 1-3 (expl. mut.); ed. Y.-M. Duvaln, Le

lit>re deJonas dans la literature chrelienne gre.cque et latine, Paris,

1973, vol. 2, p. 633-635, fragm. 3 and 5 ;

f. 5-6v: in Habaau'y from 2, 5 (inc. mu/.): ineditunr,

f 6\M7: in Sophoniam, I, 2-10: ineditum (,/).

D Monacensis$r. S3 (s. xv), f. 128138V

Little or nothing is to be added to I Ilardt*s(* ) and P. Van
Deun,s(i,> 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 (I. 50v-263v), among them Amb.T'hoin.
(f. 128v-138v). This collection is prefaced by a long pinax (f. 45-
50), subdivided into 185 irems.

It remains unknown who wrote the manuscript or where it
originated. We do know that it was in the possession ofJohann
Jakob lugger (1516-1575) before being transferred to the Ho/hi-
bliotheh (as it was then called) in Munich in 1571 (°).

( fichu- luinti.uhriftclijki' overlevi'rinx met <cuitgnve en vertaliiig van Iwl drool Gommenlaai
op psalm MX) en 102 (M.A. thesis, 2 vol.), Ghent, 1971. vol. I, p. 101, and T.
Scin-UMANN, Propht'Uintm vitae fahubsae. India's apostobmm iliseipuhrutitquc Domini
(BSGRT), Leipzig, 1907, p. xxxu (Schcnnann, wlio did not collate the niann
script, erroneously assumed that Il was a witness to the recension of the prophets’
lives lie was editing, wrongly attributed to Hesychius |see o.r., p. XXX XxXxxu and
99-103]).

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

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

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

(67) On (possible) furthei witnesses of these last two fragments see the list of
manuscripts in Rahits, o.c., p. 432-433, section y. and Mknni-s, o.c., p. 97-108.

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

(69) Opttscula, p. t.xxxiv-1xxxv,

(70) See Van Deun, 0.C,, p. i.xxxtv and n. 37-38. On the relationship between
the 1uggcrs and the Munich library, see B. Mondrain, Copi.ties et collecttohncurs <c
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M Mowcemis. 363 (s. xm-xiv), f 76-81

. Hardt’s dated though detaugd catalogue provides us with a
description of this manuscript ( ). It has been supplemented by
|.aga-Steel (70~) and P. Van Deun ( ). I have also had the occasion
to refer to 15 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 Fcttaugen-
Mode) ( 4), 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 (7°). The later history of M
has also been traced by Van Deun(7(). In 1806 it was transferred
to the Baycrischc Staaisbibliothek (then called the Hojbibliothek) in
Munich.

Mosq Mosquensis, ftibliothccac Synodalis gr. 324 (vlad. 444),
(s. xvi-xvn), f. 23v-31

This manuscript has been described by Archimandrite Vladi-
T . :
mir( ')> whose description has been supplemented by Ponkich-
Poljakov (. It has also been mentioned by Laga-Steel ('*) and
Van Deun (s0), but unfortunately they had no opportunity to

consult it (KI).

manuscrils grecs an milieu du xvi' sicile: le ras de. Johann Jakob hugger d'Augsbourg, in :
BZ 84 (1991 1992), p. 354-390; (). I-lautk;, Die Griindung dcr Mtinchcncr llojbi-
bliothek dutch Albrecht V. nndJohann Jakob hugger (Abhandlungen dcr Koniglich Bayc-
rischeu Akadetnic dcr Wisscnschaficn. Philosophisch-philologische nnd historisihe Klasse 28,
3), Munich, 1917.

(71) Catalogue V. p. 56-70.

(72) QTh,, I p. Li.

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

(74) 1 wish to thank 11 Markesinis, who kindly let me consult liis description-»
of this and other manuscripts.

(75) See Van Ddun, Opusatla, p. xxxi-xxxii, and LA, p. i.xvm-i.xix.

(76) LA, p. 1.XiX.

(77) Vi.adimik, Sinodal'naj Biblioteki, p. 679-682.

(78) Rukopisi, p. 147-148.

(79) QTh., Il. p. xu and n. 61.

(80) Opuscula, p. cm-civ.

(81) I1he manuscript will he thoroughly described by 15 Koosen, whose de-
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Mosq is a large sixteenth- or seventeenth-century paper manu-
script (I 1 403 f.) written in three different hands and originating
from the lIviron monastery on Mount Athos. It is one of (lie
manuscripts and books that were removed from the Holy Moun-
tain to Moscow by Arsenij Sukhanov in 1654 (S2).

Folia 22-95 contain a collection of Maximus’ works,
Amb.Thom. Here is the full table of contents for this part of the
manuscript: QThprol. (f. 22-23), followed by the quaestioties 1-2
(f. 23'""v); Amb.Thom. (f. 23\M31); several extracts from Amb.lo.
(f. 31-42) fV, Th.Oec. (f. 45-64; f. 43-44 are missing); the first
century of Diu.Cap. (f. 64v-74v); F.OD (f. 77-87v; f. 75-76 are
blank); Up. 9 (up to kai adikeiobal mapaitnon \1YG 91, 448 B2|) (f.
88); another extract from Amb.lo. (f. 88w-91v); and finally CPG
7707 (10) (f. 93-95) (HI), edited by Epifanovich on the basis of this
manuscript ().

Q Oxoniensis, Bibliothecae Bodleianae, Barocciamts 128 (s. xi‘A),
f. 39v-51

This manuscript, containing mainly works of Maximus, has
been described by Coxe (/& and Van Deun (*). 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, BOD, P.p. 4, 8-9 and | (f. 1-96). Folia 97-217 (8e)
contain DP, LA, (Jar, Th.Oec. and (Jap.XV, while f. 218 is blank.

scription | have been able to consult, for which lexpress my gratitude. | have bor-
rowed some of the following from the introduction to bis forthcoming rc-edition
of the so-called Additainenta, originally edited by I-.pifanovich (sec infra),

(82) On Sukhanov's expedition to Mount Athos, set*J. Nouht (ed.), Vitae dune
anlujuae sanefi Athauasii Athoniiae (CCSC 9), lumhout - Leuven, 1982, p. XxXxX-
XXXi and n. 64.

(83) these extracts will be identified in 15 Roosen’s description.

(84) Folio 92 is blank.

(85) Materialy, p. 29-33.

(86) 11.0. doxi-:, Catalogi codiaun nnuinscripronini liibliotliecae Bodleianae pars prinia
recensioncm codicnmgraeconuu continens, Oxford, 1853, col. 207-209.

(87) Opnsaila, p. xcin-xciv; LA, p. ixxi-ixxii.

(88) Folio 97 also marks ihc beginning «if a new quire numbering ((, 97 ~ ),
though iht- scribe remains the same throughout the entire manuscript (with the
exception, of course, of the replacement folia |sce infra]).
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The second part of this manuscript (f. 219-264) includes a number
of ascetic texts by several authors (e.g. Antonins ‘Melissa’ and
John of ('arpathus).

Since our Amb.lI'"hom. have not suffered from the mutilation of
the original manuscript and subsequent replacement of the lost
folia by a later hand (K) 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 I'spam”o” before i( was transferred to O x-
ford in 1650 at the latest (90).

The selection and sequence of Maximus’ texts in Q hint at a
connection with the so-called Corpus Constantinopolitanttrn (>)>
though this assumption is not entirely confirmed by the form of
the text ()2).

N Parisians, Coislinianus 90 (s. xii/xiv), f. M Iv-M7

This codex, containing only works of Maximus, has been the
object of study by I)evreesse (H), Inga-Steel (<M and Van I>eun (*).
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 Nicophorus Moscho-
poulos, metropolite of Crete at the end of the thirteenth and the
beginning of the fourteenth century (}/). The second, identified by
IL Markesinis, is Georgius Pepagomenos, a little known scribe of
the fourteenth century. Moschopoulos is responsible lor f. 96-

(89) See Van Dkun, Opuscula, p. xr.iv and n. 108; in., LA, p. ixxn.

(90) See Van Dkijn, Opusaila, p. xc:itv and n. 110 111 (the non- cn | 263v <
the manuscript is edited by Van 1)i:un, l.e., n. 110).

(91) This assumption is primarily valid for f. 1-96; for the sequence of the
works in the Corpus, sec the list in Van Deun, Opitscula, p. in.

(92) See infra, p. cxvm-rxix ((lassifitanon ol ihe Witnesses).

(93) Coislin, p. 78-79.

(9-1) QTh,, I, p. liv-lvi.

(95) Opt*scuta, p, XX xii-xxXxiv; id., LA, p. Ixxxvi-lIxxxvii.

(96) See DiiVHHHSSIT, Coislitt, p. 79.

(97) See Van Deun, Opitscula, p. xxxiv, n. 84; Voci-i.-CIAurmiAUsr.N, p.
340; Rcpcrtorium, 1. 303; Il. 417; 1, 492.
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I03v, 136-144' 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) (M.

Folia 14r-147 contain Amb.Thom, This means that the iirst
pari of our text (f. 141v—344v; Amb.Thomprol. up to V, 79
letre7ropento, tce||]) has been copied by Moschopoulos, whereas
the remaining part (f. 145-147; Amb.Thom. V, 79 ||pwraTG)v eiri
OaJlao1/)$] - 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. 141'-144v, s. xiv and f.
145-147, xn respectively).

In the seventeenth century /V belonged to the collection of
Pierre Seguier (1588-1672), chancellor of France. This collection
iIs known to be the nucleus of the present-day fonds Coislin of the

BibliolltCfjuc nationale in Paris (n).

Par Parisiansgr. 886 (s. xni), f. 130v- 1364

This magnificent parchment manuscript, a faithful copy of fto-
manus, Angelicas gr. 120, can be assigned to the thirteenth century
on the basis of palaeographical data (lo"). G. Mahieu (lol) - like \K.
Bracke after him ( “) - 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 liibliolhcgnc Royale since 1737 (I(U), had noted on

(98) Di-vhukssi-:, l.e. The folia in question contain Maximus’ Div.Cap., I, 1-97.

(99) See also Van Dbun, Oputada, p. xxxiv and n. 86-88, and in., LA, p.
I.XXXVii with n. 341.

(100) See also Omo,nt, Imwntaire, I. p. 166; Cerksa (lasi ai.oo, Car, p. 37 and
n. 32; Laca Sthhi., Q't'h., I. p. xlviii-xi.ix ; Van Dhijn, Opnscttla, p. xxxvi-
Xxxvii;in., LA, p. i.xxiii-Ixxiv.

(101) Traiuutx, p. 237-242,

(102) Vila, p. 191, n. 8 (with a reference to 11. Bordikr, /lesmprion des pcintitres
et (Wires orncmenls (onlcnus dans les nnmuscrils grecs <e la Hibliothcgnc nationale, Paris.
1885, p. 222, and to an oral statement from K. 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, birentairc, Intr., p. vii-vni and p. xxix; ibid., p. xxxu "I/

the reader will find a specimen of Sevin’s handwriting (n° VI).
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Pars flyleaf (the present f. 1): ‘Codex pulcherrimus 12 saeculo
scriptus quo continetur sancti Maximi operum pars major quam
recenscre vclle supcrvacuum foret; eo cnirn praecipue codice usus
Combefisius novam Maximi editionem publicavit’. It seems that
(J. Mahieu’s special interest in Par(U]]) 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 (j- 1661)
and transferred to the Bibliollwquc 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 ( K) and a couple of variant readings, so that this
manuscript can on no account be labelled his *manuscrir dc

Base 1é106\).

r Parisiansgr. HHH {s. xvii), f. 296v-320

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

Considering the fact that P has been in the Bibliotheque (In Roi in
Paris since 1599, we must assume that /' was copied in Prance,
which might explain (he large number of mistakes. In any event
the manuscript was part of the collection ofJcan-Baptiste Colbert

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

(105) On these scholia, see p. xi.vn (description of Roniiinns, Aiuiciicus\'r. 12(f).

(106) See infra, p. cxxix (Previous Kditions). Laca-Stbei., <m\, p. i.XXXVv-
ixxxix, and Van Dcun, Optmtiia, p. i.xxvi (EPs59) ami ctxii (HOD) came to
the same conclusion.

(107) IniHnI(iin\ I, p. 167-168.

(108) Opttscttla, p. xxxix-xi.; see also ihiil., p. cxxxi, where the author de-
scribes the manuscript as a ‘méAayo¢ cQAAPATWY .

(109) Manuscript |- in our edition (see p. xi.iii-xi v).
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(1619-1683) before its transfer - between 1728 and 1732 - to the
royal library together with the other codices Colbertini (1U)).

Z Parisiansgr. 1094 (>. xiv-xv), f. 61-68

Of South Italian provenance, this paper manuscript dates to
the end of the fourteenth or the beginning of the fifteenth cen-
tury (""). It has been described by Oinontfll), Mahieu (m),
Laga-Steel (,H) and Van Deun(U>. Combefis used this manu-
script to prepare his intended edition of Amb.lo. (1), 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) (M/) 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 (',H).

P Parisiansgr. 1091 (a. 1055), f. 195v-210v

This manuscript, on the basis of which Combefis intended to
edit Antb. Thom. ('ly), has been described by Omont(t2°), Ma-
hieu (121), Sotiropoulos (') and Van l)eun(123). Among the
works of Maximus which it contains are mainly letters (Ep. |
39), apart from which P contains Myst., EODy EPs59 and
Amb.Thom. (f. 195v-210v).

(110) See Van Diiun, Opuscula, p. xxxix and n. 123-124.
(' 1'l) See Van Dkun, o.c.tp. cai-cm.

(112) Im>t'utain\ I, p. 219.

(113) 7nwaux, p. 150-151.

(114) Q T hi, p. Ixx-Ixxii.

(115) L.c.;see also ibid., p. I.u. 10

(116) See M aiiiru, lIrat/aux\ p. 161.

(117) I'olia 59v-60v arc blank.

(118) See Van I1)hUN, o.c.. p. cm and n. 1609.
(119) See infra, p. exxiXx,

(120) Invenuuw-t I, p. 219.

(121) Tratuiux, p. 151-152.

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

(123) Opuscula, p. XXXV-XXXVi.
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Wiili (he exception of f. 21 1,v the manuscript is the work of
a single scribe whose name is revealed in the colophon (f.
195) llabAo¢, of whom nothing is known. The same colo-
phon informs us that the manuscript was completed in January
1055 (12'), 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
eun (126).

On f. 1-2 the scribe has given a pituix of the contents of the
manuscript, though Amb.Tlwm. 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. 21 11v, 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 :

- P 211: (Jregory of Nazianzus’ Carmen morale 30 (CPC 3035
12], 30 = Carm. |, 2, 30), verses 1-4 (P C 37, 908Abl4 |apxnv
andavtwv] - 909Aa3 [evmopeiv kKakwc]) (L 1);

- ibid.: Ps.-lon. Ciikysost., De patientia (CPC 4693; PC 63,
940, 1 21 ahinto-1.14 ahinto) (' '). Ilie prayer - minus the
final line - is found ascribed to Rphraeni in Pseudo-Maxi-
mus’ Loci communes, PC 91, 721 A 11-B2 (- prologtts) (I7y) ;

- f. 21T v: another excerpt of John Chrysostom’s above-

(124) See K. l.aki - Silva Lakh, Dated (lurk Minuscule Manitscripts to the Year
12(H) (Montnnenla Palaeoyrapinca Vetera. First Series, 4), Uoston (Mass.), 1935, pi.
276 for a reproduction, and Van 1)iu.jn, Gpustula, p. XXXV (and n. 95) for an edi
lion of the colophon.

(12.) More precisely ii is the part of the manusc.ripi preceding Anib.I'lioni. that
was completed in January 1055. Ainb.Thoni. were added at a later date, albeit by
the same hand (see infra).

(126) Opuscula, p. xxxv xxxvi and n. 97-99. On the collection of Cardinal
Niccolo Ridolfi, to which I}belonged at one time, see also: R. Bai.adih, Contri-
bution d I'histoire de la collection Ridolfi. I.a date de son arrivee en France, in: Scriptorium
29 (1975), p. 76-83; the collection arrived in Prance from Italy in 1560 at the ear-
liest. Once in France, ii became part of the collection of Catharine de’ Medici.
From there P found its way into the liihliothecjue Royale in 1599.

(1?,7) Entitled /fOixa naQayy&X/utru ?un »?.</iafiifroi\ this poem has also been
published anonymously together with asimilar work (inc. ap/yjv vojmCc twv oXcov
eiviitL Oeov) in: WPiit/nn>0q 6 MehoftoQ. /laoaortffui rifQ uyiomuily.i/c; (hfMtoOrfXijQ |
(1932), p. 20-21, on the basis ol Parisiansgr. f. 100.

(128) See also CPG 4687.

(129) See CPG 4007, note.
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mentioned O ratio de patieutia, lines PG 63, 940, I. 2 ah into
(ImJopevou €1 Td 6mMAcW \sic\ pov) -941, I. 13 CAunv);

- f.21T7: some ‘bits and pieces’, written upside down: apxn
TOU gvayyeAiov Ka| vtou | undev oot kai to (MV) ot|(" 'B.

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

The description of this manuscript in the catalogue of H.
Omont(ni) has been revised and extended by P. Van Deun(132).
Sup bears a close resemblance to latfawns, Reginensis gr. 37 (our
Rc). The most notable difference between the two manuscripts is
the fact that in Sup the following texts have been added after
Antb.'llioni. by the same hand:

- Atub. /<>, PC 91, 1061-1388U3 (f. 59-137; expl. émavtw
Tn¢ dvaywyng), immediately and without any apparent
connection followed by:

- (riuu;. NAC., Or. 28, 25, 5 (kai @iAétexvov) -31, 42 (umép
armavta) (f. 137, I. 14 ab imo - f. 139). This fragment bears
the caption Tw OLVTEAEDTH TwV KOAWV Otw XAPIC.

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

The scribe who is responsible for the greater part of the manu-
script (Ul) lias been identified as 'lwdvvng NoaBavanA(LHft). In the
seventeenth century Sup was in the collection of (Jerasimos Bla-
chos (1605/7 - 1685) (,\®, who kindly placed it at the disposal of
F. Combefis (,\\V7).

(130) The right side of f. 211 has been rut: ovoi the whole length of the folio,
causing the loss of the missing syllables or words. As fat as the last two lines are
concerned, see Mi. 27. 19 {fttfdev <t xui tto dtxaio) txeivtij).

(131) hwentaire, I, p. 235.

(132) ( p. XCVi-xcvm.
(133) M. Mi-i/ciiK (cd.), Les (ionstilutions (ipoatolujueSt vol I: Livres|1cl Il (SChr.
320), Paris, 1985, II. 49, I, | (p. 292) - II. 50, 1,/ (p. 294) (see Van l)i-un, Opusm-

Id, p. xcvtt, n. 127). Folia 139" ;u»d 140" are blank.

(134) With the exception off. 42, vand MO],

(135) See Rcpertonum, I, 173; W, 231; Ill, 2H5. In Rvperloritnn. Il. 231 ‘Gregorios
v. Nyssa’ should read ‘Gregorios v. Nazianz’. This confusion originated from the
description of the manuscript in Omont's catalogue.

(136) See Hhacki-, Mannscript Trttdition, p. 101-102, n. 17.

(137) See p. rxxx of this edition in dealing with the previous editions.
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In the pinax (f. [1I-1V) (n,i), copicd by the same scribe,
Amb.'I'nom. form the last entry (Ad). The subsequent texts (f. 59-
140; see supra) have not been listed in the pinax, neither have they
been numbered in the manuscript itself (’\)).

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. iIn
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 Romantts, Angeliatsgr. 120 (s. xi), f. 115-119V

| his famous manuscript, devoted solely to the works of Maxi-
mus, has been extensively described and studied in previous
works on the Confessor (HO). 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 Xopat,avitou in

(138) Folia I“l1 arc blank.

(139) Even though Amb.lo. (f. 59-137) have not been numbered as a whole, a
(partial) numbering ol the various subdivisions ol the work can be found. Amb.
A»., prol, has not been numbered; Amb.lo. 1= 3 ; Amb.lo. Il = B; Amb.lo. III-V
and the first ‘theories’ of Amb.lo. V have been counted, but not numbered. The
Bewpia T/> lept/06¢ kai Twv €nta meptddwv (PG 91, 1120A14; (. 72) has been
numbered @. A new numbering starts on f. 83v: the Bswpia ck Tév p.wionv Kai
Tov nNAiav (sic) (PC 91, 1161 A1) is & This new numbering extends beyond the end
of the very long Amb.lo V. Thus Amb.lo. VI (/>(; 91, 1205D1; f. 94V) is A(, etc. It
slops at Amb /<5 IX (I}(>91, 1212m |I) numbered p, after which no more number-
ing can be seen.

(140) See. apart from the catalogue by C~ Muocm 1\ I-hanciii di-’ (lava-
Iii ui. Index codicumgraecomtu ttibliolltecac Att*clicae, in: Studi Italiani <i Pilologia Clas-
siki 4 (1896), p. 159 161 (reprinted in Chiista Samhkkcuu |ed.|, Catabgi codicum
yrarcorum qui iff minoribm bibliothccis itolicis assenumtur in duo volutinna collati el ttouissi
mis akfilamentts aucti, vol. 2, Leipzig, 1968), also Hkaykk, Vita, p. 189196; l.aca-
Srui.i.,, Q77i., I, p. xi.vii-xi.vih; Van Duun, Opuscula, p. xxiv-xxv; id., LA, p.
xcali-xeiv,
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Constantinople, founded in the middle of the fourteenth cen-
tury (HI). 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 Sf'orza (1518-
1564), fmd the collection of Cardinal Domenico Passionei (1682-
1761) ('"). In 1762 A was transferred to the Bibliolheca Angelica to-
gether with the rest of Passionei*s collection (7™).

In the margins of /1 a hand that is also responsible for a large
number of corrections, has added a series of scholia, part of which
are directed against Neido¢, surnamed o KaAaBpdc¢(N4). These
scholia can be dated to between 1086 and 1092(,“f).

Sin Sinaidcnsgr. 1726 (s. xvi‘*), f. 25-31v

In the greater part of this late witness, to which P. Van Dcun
has devoted an article (,K>), the hand of the sixteenth-century Cre-
tan humanist, author, editor and manuscript collector Maximus
Margunios can be recognized (U7).

(141) See the note of ownership on f. 297v, edited by Van D kijn, Opnscnla, p.
XXv, n. Il.

(142) See A. Piccolomini’s pmjhlio to the above-mentioned catalogue of Muc-
cio - Franchi de’ Cavalien, in: Studi Italiani i L'ilologia Classica 4 (18%), p. 10-15
and p. 16, ii, I.

(143) See Paola MuNAro Nicoletta Muratore. La Bibliotcca Angelica, Rome,
1989, p. 44-45.

(144) See e.g. Appendix | (Marginalia), ad Amb. lltom. 1ll, 32/34: axooe wfiXe
y.rn alya, vy.y.i i/r, nope».. The Nilus in question was involved in die philosophico-
religions cnnlroversy in which also Michael I’sellus and Nilus* ‘compatriot'John
[talus look part. Around 1087 Nilus was condemned for heresy (see alsoJ. Norel’s
article mentioned below).

(145) See |. Nohist, Ihie allusion <Mon dr Chalcrdoine et non a nn ps.-saint Cedo-
nitts, Data/ion dcs scholies dr I'Angrliatsyj. 120, in: AB 108 (1990), p. 320-322.

(146) P. Van Deun, Le Sinaitiatsgrarms 1726dc Maxhnc M argonnios: son contcnn
cl son modrlr, in: Byzanfion 60 (1990), p. 436-440, The manuscript had already been
briefly described by V. N. BnNESimvicn, Catalognsc.odichm manuscriptorum graeco-
rum gni in Monaslrrio Sanctae Catharinae in Monte Sina assctvanfurt 111, |: Codices nn-
mrris 1224-2150 signati, Saint Petersburg, 1917 (reprint Ilildeshcim, 1965), p. 170,
and more extensively by Van DhUN lumself, Opttsatla, p, xxxvm -xxXxix.

(147) It concerns f. 1-38Vand 68-213" (see Van Di-.un, art.c.,, p. 437). On Mar-
gunios' life and works, see (J Podskalsky. Griechische |heologir in drr Zeil drr 7Mr-
krnltrnschafi (t'153-1821). Dir Onhodoxir ini Spannnngsfeld drr nachrefonnatorischen
Konfessionen drs Westens, Munich. 1IW8S, p. 135 151 (including a bibliography in n.
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Sin contains a pinax of Maximus’ works in Margunios' hand (f.
23) ('“s) immediately followed by Amb.Thom. (f. 25-31 %) (19).
Elsewhere in die manuscript (f. 39-213\) we find Maximus' Ep.
6-7, Amb.loEp. 8-9 and 12, DP. Opusc. 1-3 and 7-9, EPs59 and
Pseudo-Maximus' dialogues de saticta Trinilate i-5 ICPG 2284).

Atter his death Margunios’ Greek manuscripts were transferred
to the uf£Toyiov of St. Catherine’s monastery in Candia (lraklio.
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 (I,

f Taur Taurinensis, Bibliothecae Nationalis C.111.3 (s. xf'J),
f. 108-112

This manuscript, which according to Pasinus catalogue (1>)
was written in the eleventh century- by the scribe Theopha-
nes( "), was lost in a fire in the Turin National Library in the
night of 25-26January 1904 (In\

Fortunately the manuscript is not completely ‘lost'. 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 Vogel-G ardthausen,
p. 285-286, and Repenorium. I. 259: N, 356; IlI. 427.

(:48) As demonstrated by Van Deun, an.c.. p. 438-440. this pinax is a copy of
die table or*contents of Monacensis gr. 363 (our A/). The number and sequence of
works do not correspond to the actual contents of Sin.

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

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

(151) J. Pasinus - A. Rivautella - F. Berta. Codices mamscripti Bibliothecae
Regii Taurinensis Aihenaei per linguas dioesii, et binas in paries disiribuii, in quarum pnma
Hebraei, ci Gracci, in altera La::ni, Italiat et Gallici, vol. 1. Turin, 1749. p. 94-% (n3
XXV.b.V.5).

(152) See Pasinus, 0 .c p. 96: ‘In fine haec habenrur: &ypden xeip: Ocogavw
duaptoAol' (irV Pasinus), viz. the famous scribe @go@dvng Twv ‘15Apwv. whose
dated manuscripts were written between 1004 and 1023 (see Repertoriwn, |I. 136;
11, 180; I, 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 iuventano
de: codici supersiiii Greci e Latin: antichi della Biklioteca Xnzionale di Torino, in: Rivista
di Filologia € di Istmzione Classica 32 [1904], p. 399).
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Taur in two volumes around 1600 (I34). The manuscript must at
chat time have been part of the collection of the Dukes of Savoy,
which is known to have been the nucleus ot the present Turin
National Library manuscript collection.

From Pasinus’ catalogue we learn that Taur contained Amb.
Thom, on f. 108-112 C"): touv aUTou Tepi O1APOPWVYV aATOPIWV (SiC
Pasinus} Twv dylwv Alovuoiov kai pnyopiov mpo¢ Owuav TOV 1)-
VIOGOLIEVOV.

K Vaticanus, Baibenniatmsgr. 587 (i. xvi), f. 1-1I

In addition to the very brief description by S. de Ricci (116},
this manuscript has also received attention from P. Sher-
wood (I>), 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. I-1T); Amb.lo. (f. 1I-154) (158); CPG 7707 (32)
(f. 160-161) (159); Ep. 14 (f. 161v-164v); Ep. 8 (f. 164v-166v), ad-
dressed to Sophronius and including the report on the obligatory
christening of African Jews and Samaritans in the versio bre-
vior(]a}); Opusc. 8 (f. 166v-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—298); Ep. 3 {inc. mut.; f. 198-199); Ep. 12 (f. 199v-217v); Ep.

(154) These are the present Mediolanerises, Ambrosiani B i1J7 sup. and B 139 sup.
See our description of the hrst {Am), on p. XXXV.

(155} Or f. 11lv. 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. xliii-
xliv, and particularly Van Deun, Opuscula, p. xI-xli.

(156) Liste sommaire des manuscritsgrecs de la Bibliotheca Barberitta, 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 tound at the be-
ginning of the manuscript, the scribe adopted the numbering which he found ir.
his exemplar (Vaticatmsgr. 504 as it will be seen), starting with jZr for Amb.Thom.,
prol.

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

(160) As edited by Epifan*ovich, Material-/, p. 84 (n129), and D evreesse, Fin
inedite, p. 34-35, n. 3 (see also Sherwood, Daie-iisi, p. 28).
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13 (f. 217v-226); Ep. 17 (f. 226v-228); Ep. 18 (f. 228-230v) ; Ep. 11
(f. 230v-232v); Ep. 21 (f. 232v-233); Ep. 22 (f. 233v); Ep. 23 (f.
233v-234); EP. 32 (f. 234r'v); Ep. 33 (f. 234v); Ep. 34 (f. 234v-
235); Ep. 35 (f. 235r'v); Ep. 24 (f. 235v-237); Ep. 10 (f. 237v-239);
Ep. 25 (f. 233r'v); Ep. 9 (I 239v-241); Ep. 2G (f. 241 ; Ep. 27 (1.
241v-242v); Ep. 28 (f. 243); Ep. 29 (f. 243rv); Ep. 30 (f. 244r'v);
Ep. 31 (f. 244v-245); again Ep. 8 (f. 245-247v) (161).

On f. 247'-249. preceded by an unidentified poem (inc. vat (v-
YOC KOTA TV Kpiowv - expl. T0T¢ 0pwaol mpode™kvLEl) and a gitaestio
ascetica inspired by John Climacus( there is yet another work
of Maximus, viz. aunique combination of Ep. 5 and 4 (16)) : Ep. 5
expl. mut. mointdac amooavenvat (f. 249.1. 3; PG 91, 4241312), sup-
plemented by the ending of Ep. 4 (PG 91, 420B1-C1 tauta Mév
[iif] - d6&av kai PaoiAciav). A part oi Opttff. 1 (PG 91, 9A1l-
12C3; f. 249'-250) and again Ep. 23 (expl. mut. Tou TTOdOC [PG
91. 608A12]; f. 250) conclude this list (164).

\Y Vaticamisgr. 504 (a. 1105), f. 116v-117 in mg.; f. 117M 1S

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 PC 91. 440C1-445B12, and addressed
to ’lopddavn TTPeoBVTEP-W.

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

(163) This arrangement can also be found on f. 153'-154 of Vaticanus gr. 504
(see D evreesse, o.c., p. 345-346), which will prove to be exemplar (see below
p. CV-CVi).

(164) Folium 250°. the last page of the manuscript, is not on our microfilm. In
all probability it is blank. It may also have been giued 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 manuscritsgrecs arits sur papier et k pro-
bleme du bcmbycin, in : Scriptorium 4 (1950), p. 194-204 (in particular p. 198-199 and
202); Laca-Steel, QTh., . p. 1jx-1x; C. De Vocht, L fas depique» hors 1| ta-
lie?, in: Byzartiion 51 (1981), p. 628-630. For the complete bibliography see the
following repertoria: Canart - Peri. Sussidi, p. 440-441; Buoxocore, Biblio-
grafia, p. 831-832; C eresa. Bibliografia (1981-1985), p. 346: id.. Bibliografia (1986-
1990,, p. 433. The manuscript has also been mentioned by Van D eux, Opuscu-
le, p. LvII.
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John of Damascus, Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite and Pseudo-
Nonnus, it boasts a unique collection of Maximiana (f. 3v-4\ 814-

148, 150v-162 and 194 1964* ~ was completed on 6 July 1105
by the hieromonk Tcoiw/;i:(166), known to us only from this
manuscript (16). 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 Xan' as a reference to the
former Mount Athos monastery too Xan8owu (16R. Nothing is
known about Y's 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. 116217 in mg. and f. 117v—
118) are immediately followed by Amb.lo. (f 118-138") - 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. 111-115V; CPG 3011), and Maximus' own
Opusc. 14 and Cap.XV (f. 115v-116v, partly in margine) (1/1). Fol-
lowing Amb.Thom. and Amb.lo. we find Opusc. 7, Car and Ep. 14
(f. 138M45).

{166) Sec the scribe’snote on f. 197: eteAciojhr 8¢ 1 -xpouvao) BiBAog¢ &v Tw E£TE:
ryy{, Ivo. 1y’ pnv: iovAiw éKtn, ypaoeTaoy xe:pi iwdvvou Tou evteAolg povxxol Kai
MPEOBUTEPOL TOU X)>. .

(167) See Repcrtorium. I, 313.

(168) See also De Vocht, art.cp. 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 Yin the inventory of Fabio Vi-
g:li (around 1510); sec D fvreesse, Fotuisgrec, p. 174.

(170) contains, for instance, both versions of Maximus' Ep. 8 (f. '07'-108
and 150v-151 respectively). See Sherwood. Da:e-lisp. 28, and Devreesse, Fin
inedite.

(171) The explicit indication tov aytov Ma&ipou (instead oi Tou XUTOU Or TOU
X0Touv ayiov Magipouv) a: the beginning of Amb.Thom. seems to indicate that Y
follows a different tradition with regard to Amb.Thom. and A/nb.lo. than tor 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 x0tou, pos-
sibly indicating that it was copied from the same manuscript as the rorcgoing
works.
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Perhaps due to a shortage of paper Amb.Thom. (and Cap.XV)
have been copied partlv in the margins of two parchment tolia
containing parts of two w'orks by Gregory ot Nazianzus (wg):

- the original text on f. 116X'vis Greg. Naz., Or. 6, 16, 10
(p. 162. kat vnwv mAnpopata) - 19, 3 (p. 16b, €11 MOAAW
det(votepov);

- on f. 117r (/3): Greg. Naz. Or. 23, 8, 8 (p. 298, voolpe-
vol 1€ Kai AapPBoavopevov) - 10, 11 (p. 300. tplég oc
a[AnB® ) (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, Angelicusgr. 120(]°): dpa d@pov
VETAE* €V OVTW KOTOIKED Mav 10 MAAPW MO TAC BedTNTOC <0CO>PO -
1ikw¢ (Col. 2, 9).

I Vaticamisgr. 505 (a. 1520). f. 68-72"

This faithful copy of Vvaticamisgr. 1502 has been thoroughly de-
scribed by Devreesse(1,6), Laga-Steel (lw) and Van Deunfl-8).
According to the colophon on f. 320v the manuscript was com-
pleted by the primicenus and skenophylax Nicetas oi Symi (!"j on
24 Mav 1520. By 1533 1 had alreadv entered the Bibliotheca Vatica-

na(\8(}.

(172) This is probably the reason why our manuscript is also mentioned in the
Rcpcnorium Nazianzenum, 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) Froir. f. 117von Maximus’ works are again written on the entire surface
of the folia.

(174) Coincidentally Or. 23, 8. 9-11 (p. 298) is 2iso the subject of Amb. Thom. I.

(175) Seesupra, p. xlvii.

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

(177) QTh.tl, p. li-liv.

(178) Opuictila, p. xxix-xxx; id., LA, p. ci-cn.

(179) On this scribe see Vogel-Gardthausen, p. 337: Repertorium, 111, 489.

(180) See D evreesse. Fondsgret, p. 277, n" 204; Devrcesse’s hesitant identihca-
rion is corroborated by M. R. Dilts - M. L. Sosower - A. M anfredi, Librorum
Grauontm Bibliothecae Vaticatiae Index a Nicolao De Maioranis composites et Fausio Sa-
boeo collaius Anno 1533 (Studi e Tesii 384), Vatican City. 1998, p. 40, n  3(19.
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The manuscript is solely devoted to works of Maximus, which
are preceded by apinax (I8i). Amb. Thom, are on f. 68-72v.

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

This manuscript contains a large - if personal - collection of
works of Maximus (182). From the colophon on f. 319" we learn
that it was compiled in 1344 by Demetrius Kabasilas, also known
as Kaniskes (18j)t who must have had access to more than one ex-
emplar (184). We know that Kaniskes was a scribe and ecclesias-
tical official in Thessalonica(lss), 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. vopo@UAa& and d10KOVO( immediately be-
fore its transfer to the Bibliotheca Vaticam around the middle of
the fifteenth century (187).

In the case of Amb. Thom. L isa copy of G( " ). 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 (1$9), 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. i.iv; Van Deun.
Opusatla, p. ivifn. 19 and in particular p. LVin, n. 29).

(182) See D evreesse, Codices 330-603, p. 354-357; A. Turyn, Codicesgraed Va-
ticam saeculis X111 et X1V scripti annontmque nous instructi {Codices e Vaticanis selecti
guam simillime expressi 28). Vatican City, 1964. p. 143-'46; Laga-Steel. QTft., I,
p. Ixiv-1xv;Van Deun, Opusatla, p. XXX-XXXt.

(183) See Vogel-Gardthausen, p. 102 and n. 9; Repertorium. Ill, 163. The col-
ophon has been edited by Van Deun, Opusatla, p. xxx. n. 52.

(184) See infra.

(185) See PLP. vol. 5. p. 9 :n" 10085, KxRRaaiXar, Aujjirjrptoc Kxvi<7xris). H.-V.
Beyer, Demetrios Kabasilas, Freund und spaterer Gegner des Gregorys, 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 {nc 6189, Euyevucog, ’icoawr,”). See 3lso Re-

pertorium, 11, 217; 111. 270.
(187) See D fvseessf, Fondsgrec. p. 25 (T ’inventsrire de Cosme de Montserrat’,
nc 185).

(188) See below, p. 1xxxvi-Ixxxvii. Thus L provides us with a terminus ante
guern for G, namely July 1344 (see the colophon mentioned supra).
(189) Opuscula, p. XXX-XXXTr.
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scriprions by Devreesse (19) and Laga-Steel (193). 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, Angelicasgr. 120. However. L opens with the
second part of this corpus and closes with its first part. This is eas-
iIly explained by the fact that our manuscript was not copied di-
rectly from A but stems from A's two copies, Gudiatms gr. 39
(our manuscript G) and Vaticannsgr. 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 (19°), 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 Vaticatmsgr. 1502 (s. xn), f 83-89

This luxurious and. judging by its numerous copies, very pop-
ular manuscript has been extensively analysed by Giannelli (54A).
It has received further attention from Laga-Steel i193) and Van

Deun (196).

Va is solelv devoted to Maximus' works. On f. 83-89 we find
Amb.Thom., only preceded by QTh. (19;) and followed by Amb.
lo. Laga-Steel's research (198 has established the dating to the

(190) Codices, 330-603, p. 35-4-35*.

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

(192) Sec Van Deun, Opuscula, p. Ixv. where Vaticanusgr. 508 has been given
chc siglum Gal.

(¢93) See the description of G on p. xxxiv, n. 49,

(194) C. Giannelli, Codices Vatican: graeci. Codices 1485-1683 (Byhliolhecae Apo-
stolicae Vaticanac codices manu scripti recensiti), Vatican City, 1950. p. 32-36.

(195) Q77i.tl, p. I-1i.

(1%) Opusada, p. xli-x1h ; LA, p. cv-CVi.

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

(198) Sec Q77r., L. p. i andr. 112, p. 1x and p. I xxxi-Ixxxii. Giannelli. l.e,,
daces the manuscript to the eleventh-twelfth century, while Sotiropoulos, who
menrions it very briefly in his edition of Maximus’ M ysi., p. 147-148, assigns it to
the eleventh century.
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twelfth century (!yv;; while Constantinople is taken to be its piacc
of origin (2. In any case the manuscript belonged to a certain
lepopdvayxo¢ Mapkog. Later it became part of the library of the
Collegium Anglicatum in Rome before being transferred to the Bi-
blioilieca Vaikasia in 1614 (2ul).

Re Vaticanus, Regitiensisgr. 37 (s. xv), 120'-135

The selection and sequence ofworks |n this manuscript, which
is solely devoted to MaX|mus( ) 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 Arnb.lo, which are found in Sup but
not in Re.

Folia 120135 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 (**).

O Veneius, Marcianusgr. 136 (s. xni), f.118v-125v

Dated by Mioni (“ ) 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 gitem is 1105. whereas the oldest known copy of Va is
our M. dated, as mentioned above, to the thirteenth-fourteenth century.

(200) See De Vocht. Note additionnelle.

(201) See Giannelli, o.c , p. 36.

(202) See the (all too brief) description in H. Stevenson Sr., Codiccs manuscript:
grata Reginae Suecorun; et Pii PP. Il Bibliothecae Vaticanae [Bibliothecae Apostolicae Va-
licanae codiccs mamt scripti retensiti), Rome. 1SS8. p. 28. and the analysis by Van
Deun, Opusmla, p. xcv-xcvi.

(203) In the pinax (f. 1-3) Amb. Thom. are not numbered (they should have been
n.5): in the text itself if. 120’} they are indeed numbered as aS.

(204) See Les maimscrits de la Reine de Suede au Y'aticen. Rendition du catalogue de
Montfisucon ei cotes actuelles {Studi e Tesii 238). Vatican City, 1964. p. 49.

(205) Mioni, Thesaurus. I, p. 189-191.
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works (206). Both the Vaticanus and its copy are generally assumed
to have originated in Constantinople ().

Folia 118v-125v contain Amb.Thom. However, due to the loss
of one folium between f. 125 and 126, the text ends abruptly at 1
507 (lér’vl]jpcuf;/odil*sf"rn(;. Thorn, EG

A note on f. 380 reveals the name of the scribe: John (xeip
apopTwAoL 1wavvov). According to a note on f. 380° another
John, 1otpdog in Constantinople”09), owned the manuscript at the
close of the fourteenth century. O then came into the hands ol
Cardinal Bessarion (21°), who later donated it to the Maniana.

S Vindobonetisis, Suppl. gr. 1 (s. xiv), f. 384-389'

This fourteenth-century manuscript, described in the catalogue
of Hungcr-Hannick (“ ), has also been dealt with by Laga-
Steel (212) and Van Deun(213). It consists of three parts, ot which
only the middle part (f. 244-410’) contains works ot Maximus,
preceded by a pitiax (f. 244r) (2w). Amb.Thom. are to be found on
f. 384-389'. followed by the beginning of Amb.lo. (2L>). The se-

(206) See Laga-Steel, QTh., I, p. li-liv (on the various copies of Va); Van
Deun, Opusada, p. xcm; id., LA, p. cxxiv.

{207) See D e Vocht, Note additionneile.

(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. mm. xal
ueyxXoo d'j$xaxatXou PG 91, 1065A1]).

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

(210) See M ioni, 0.c., p. 190, and Van Deun. Opuscula, l.e.

(211) H. Hunger - C. Hannick. Katalog dcrgricchischen Handschrijien dcr Osier-
mchischen Xaionalbibliothek, 4: Supplemennm Graeattn, Vienna, 1994, p. 1-5.

(212) QTh., I, p. x1ix-1.

(215} Opuscula, p. xcvi.

(214) The tint part of the codex (f. 1-242; the folia 242v-243" arc 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 Thenien’
(f. 2v-3) mentioned by Hunger-Hannick. o.c.,, p. 1, is nothing more than an
enumeration of the 24 chapters of Maximus’ Myssagogia ‘see Sotiropoulos,
Myst.t p. 197, 201. 204. 205. 206. 217, 219, 223, 224. 225. 226, 226. 227, 229. 230.
23*., 231. 232, 233, 234, 235. 236, 237 and 242), a work which is nonetheless not
included in S.

(215) The tex: ends abruptly on PG 91, 1168A3 (ar//Sy.aTa).
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lection and sequence of the texts is exactly the same as in the first
part of Romattus, 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 (2:6).

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

Ath  Athenietisis, Bibliotfiecae Nationals (olim Constantinopolitanus),
Metochiou Patiagiou Taphou 37 (s. xvm), f. 10rv

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

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

Da' Athous, Dionysiou 274 {a. 1647), f. 357-365'

Di Athous, Dionysiou 275 {&5. xvil™~"), f. 122v-124v

Gce Genavensis, Bibliothecac Publicae et Universitatis 32 (s. xtv1),
f. 133v-136v

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

Ma  Monacensis gr. 10 (s. xvimfl)), f. 679v-684; f. 685v-686; f.
686

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

Sg Parisians, Suppl. gr. 270 (s. xvn£s), f. 496-500

Ven  Venetus, Marcianus 504 (s. xv'’<*), f. 210v-211v; f 211v-212

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

Chronological survey of the witnesses:
IX-X
X1 1
X1
Xm 1
Xiv
XV
XVI
XVil

= W o~

XVIII

(216) See Van D eun, Opuscula, p. xevi and n. 123.
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Among this total of eleven primary witnesses of the indirect
tradition f1), there is none of the twelfth century. The number of
witnesses slightly increases in more recent times.

Ath Atheniensis, Bibliotiiecae Naiionaiis (own Consiantinopoiila-
nus), Metochiou Panagiou Taphou 37 (s. xvm), f. 10r"

This late paper witness has been briefly described in the cata-
logue of Papadopoulos-Kcrameus (). We provided further details
in a recent article f3;. 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 tng xelpoypagouv BiBAov tn¢ év Bep-
Bpdvaic (sic) touv opoAoyntod poaipouv v evpov &v Tw awva. The
existence of such a parchment Sinai manuscript containing
Amb. Thom, isunknown to us (4).

Da-Da} Arhous, Dionysiou 274 (a. 1647), f. 124'-137"* et iterutn
f. 357-365v

This voluminous miscellany (599 folia), finished on 5 Decem-
ber 1647 (3)t contains a large collection of Maximiana along with
many other texts.

The extensive though somewhat inaccurate description of the
manuscript by S. Lambrosi6) has been supplemented by Laga-
Steel (°), 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. PAPAOOPOULOS-KERAMEUS, 'leoocoAvpinkn BiBA1o6AKn nTol KaTaAoyo;
Twl h TACBIPAIO&AKAIC oV AYIWTATOU AIOOTOAIKOT: T€ Kal KoBoAikoi' 0pO0dOLoV
matplapxtkol Bpovov t®; lepocoAbpwv o\ ttac?” ffa/.atarivt'-; amokeinhvjv €AAn-
VIKQOV KwOoikwv, vol. 4, Saint Petersburg, 1899, p. 57-58.

(3) B. Janssens, An unnoticed witness of some works of Maximus the Confessor:
Atheniensis. EB=, Metoxiov Mavayiov Tagov 37, in: Byzamion 70 (2000), p. 242-
262.

(4) SeelJanssens, an.dr.. p. 245 and n. 16.

(5) See the note on f. 8 [pinax). B. Markesinis has been able :0 determine that
the hand which wrote this note :s also responsible for some folia in the actual
manuscript. See the description of the manuscript in his forthcoming edition of
Maximus’ Opuscula.

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

(7) Q77i., Il. p. xxiv-xxv ; all fragmentsof QTh. in the manuscript have been
identified by B. Markesinis.
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Maximiana in the manuscript, is our main source of reference (8).
A reproduction of f. 487v-489 can be found inj. Scharf(9).
In connection with Amb. Thom., two pans should be distin-
guished :
- t. ;24 -137 { (siglum Dti) contain Amb.Thom. up co V,

168 (d1daokaAoc). The fragment is preceded by a passage
from Maximus’ Ep. 15 (f. 111-124"). and immediately fol-
lowed by five fragments from Amb.lo. (f. 138-221) (!S).

- f. 357-365" (Da) contain only Amb. Thom. V. chough this
time in its entirety (L 1-308). The text is preceded by frag-
ments irom 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.
365°-367°) 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 co inform us
about the results of his research.

(9) J. sckarf, Die Bnefi des Pasriatthen Photius an die italisehen Bischofe Marinas,
Gatderie'n uni Zachutrias, in: Melanges Georges Ostrogorsky, vol. 1 (Recueil dcs travmtx
de I'bisiitut d’Etuies byzanlines 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. Fne numbering of the latter lags by 8 to 9 folia (see a]Jso Laga-
StEEI, QTil.. M, p. xxiv. n. 7). Lambros refers to :he 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 342-355" contain De Xatura Hominis, 1 (CPG 3550}, attributed in the
manuscript to Gregory of Nyssa (ed. M. M orani. Nemesii Emeseni Denatura homi-
nis [J3SGRT], Leipzig, 1987, p. 1. 2 - 16, 10).

(13) Folia 355v-356 contain Dioptra, I, 10(ed. Spyridon Lauriotes, inzO *ABo>(
\4yropeltikov Meproodikov. 1 [1919]. Athens. 1920. p. 54. [r—35]). On the author
and his work see also V. Grumel, Remarques snr la Dioptra de Philippe le Solitaire,
in: BZ44 (1951), p. 198-211.

(14) Folio 356v, inc. KupiAhov 'AAEEOVOPEIXC. ZTUEIWTEOV, OTI WG MEVIATPOTO::
0TIV I QULOIC - exp!, 0 <€ TOUTWV dnuIovpyoi BeoC umEP QLAY Kai 'j~zzouplog. For
the first par: of the fragment, sec Meledus monachus. De Xatura Hominis, PG 64.
1304D '2-1305AS (CPG 355" ri\. Meleduslwork is closely related to, though not
to be confused with Nemesius’ De Xaiura Hominis.

;15) For the identification of these fragments, see again the above-mentioned
description by B. Markesinis.
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Di Athous, Dionysian 275 (5. xvn'M'), f. 122*-124~

Another voluminous seventeenth-century (16) miscellany, re-
sembling Dionysiou 274, again containing an extensive collection
of Xidximiufid. S. Lanibros* description ~ } has been supplemented
by Laga-Steel relying on research by J. Noret and B. Marke-
sinis. A complete description by the latter, in which all the Maxi-
mitiana 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 Q77i.
and Ep. 12-13 and 15 (f. 58-122v), and followed by two frag-
ments from Amb.lo. (f. 124v-126V) (2.

Ib Athous, Iberott 386 (5. xvi), f. 250-257"

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 ot Maximus’ LA(~ ).
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: lolia 250-257" contain
Amb. Thom. V, 1-308, preceded by a part of the Variae Dejinitiones
(CPG 7697 [14]; f. 248v-250) (* ), and immediately followed by
the first part of the LA (f. 257%-271) f23) and five excerpts from
Amb.lo. (f. 271v-274) (24).

(16} The possessor’s note on f. 2V (+ lwprjo Ottdpxel Kai To dGolEpwaev €1g 1O
OKEVOPUAGKWV. axVv [— 1650]) confirms the palaeographical daring of the manu-
script.

(17) KataAoyoc*l, p. 396-399.

(18) Q77:., Il. p. XXV-XXVI.

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

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

(21) See Van Deun. LA. p. xxxix-xm .

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

(23) Up to 1. 530 (kai €av movnpa»).

(24) These fragments have been identified by Van Deun. le.,, p. xtii, n. 116.
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Though the various works are numbered in the margins,
Atnb. 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 Getiavensis, Bibliothecae Publicae et Universitatis 32 (s. xiv*nt),
f. 133v-136v

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 W ith respect to Atnb. Thom, this
personal touch is revealed in the fact that only the ambigua in con-
nection with Gregory have been copied (viz. Atnb. Thom. I-1V; f.
133°-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 pro/., 1-52, the reader will see
that this damtiatio memoriae has not always been carried out with
great subtlety.

On the basis oi the watermarks in the paper Declerck has been
able to date the manuscript to the beginning of the fourteenth
century (“J. The scribe identifies himself in the colophon on f.
208 (not 208*) as protopapas lwdavvne from TIledixc (Central
Crete), who isonly 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!(29).

(25} See the extensive description of the manuscript by Decierck. QD, p.
xtv-xtviii (in particular p. xi1vi). The manuscript has also been mentioned in
Van Detn, Opuseula, p. xxvin-xxix. Neither Omont nor Laga-Stccl mention
the presence of (a part of) Amb.Thom. :n our manuscript: see H. 0 mont, Gualo-
gue des mmuserits grecs des Biblioiheques de Suisse: Bale, Beme. Bnsiedeln, Geneve, St.
Gallr Schgffhouse ei Zurich, in: Cemralblattfur Biblicthekswesen 3 (1886), p. 434-435,
and Laga-Steet, Q77;., I, p. xxvm, n. 61.

(26) O.c., p. XLVII-Xivni. Omont, l.e., had dated the manuscript, aibeit hesi-
tantly, to ca 1400.

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

(28} See the edition of this catalogue in B. Gagnebin, Cchwt des manuserits de
la Bibliotheque de Geneve, in: Geneva. Afusee d'Art et d’Histoire. N.S., 2 (1954), p.
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Ma Monacensisgr. 10 (s. xvirl), f. 679'-684; f. 685'-686; f.
686

Folia 520-692 of this voluminous miscellany contain an impor-
cant collection of writings attributed to Maximus (“ ). Folia 6/9 -
684 contain Amb. Thom. V, immediately followed by Atnb.lo
PG 91, 1257C7-1261A10 (¢ék toL Tepi viol mpwTou Adyou - év TpI-
oiv Omootdoeotv) (i. 684-685"; and Amb. Thom. 1(t. 685'-686).

Finally, on f. 686 we find a striking fusion of quaestio 50 oi
Maximus’ QD with a fragment of Amb. Thorn.: under the title
TOU XUTou (sc. Magipov) mw¢ Xpr VoeElv 0 év T® Ayiw CULPBOAW
AEYOUEVOV* COPKWOEVTA €K MVEVDPOTOC AYIOL Kai papiog TT¢ mapbe-
vou (= QD 50, 1-2), one can read Amb. Thom. IlI, 6-9 (oxpkog) (3)),
into which one phrase taken from Dionysius the Areopagite and
another from Gregory of Nazianzus have been interpolated pl).

On f. 692\ the scribe of this part of the manuscript identifies
himself as follows: uuavouAAoc¢ €0BeveTc (ifV) 6 ék poveuPaaoiag
eypage. All know'n manuscripts by this Emmanuel are dated be-
tween 1548 and 1556 0 “). The scribe probably worked under the
authority ofJohann Jakob Fugger, which would explain the pres-
ence of 17 codices by his hand in the Bayerische Staatshiblio-
iliek(3*).

Mo Monacensisgr. 225 (5. xm), f. 31'-34s; f 35r'v; f. 35

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 of the (then) Royal Li-

105-109, more specifically p. 108. See also Allen-N eil, Scripta, p. ".53 (or. Ge?ia-
vensisgr. 33).

(29) For the complete table of contents, sec Hardt, Caialogus, I, p. 48-85. sup-
plemented by Declerck, QD. p. Ixxxvh-Ixxxvih.

(30) Sec also Declerck' critical apparatus ad QD 50, 3-5 (p. 43).

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

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

(33) See also supra, p. xxxvu-xxxvm, 11. 70.
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brary of Bavaria (°4), and the second by A. Heisenberg, who used
the manuscript for his editioprinceps of Blemmydes' Curriculum Vi-
taei"*}. These descriptions are supplemented by Declerck i36),
Munidz f *), and very recently by B. Markesinis( ).

In his article Markcsinis has succeeded in identifying the scribe
ofthe 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 31'-34' we find Amb. Thom. V, while Amb. Thom. | can
be read on f. 35*" . Between them, on f. 34'-35, we find Amb.lo.,
PG 91, 1257C7-1261A10 (€K TOL TTEPi LiOL TPWTOU ABYOUL - €V TPI-
giv utlootdoeowv) (4). Finally, on f. 35* is the unique fusion of
Maximus' QD 50. 1-2 with Amb. Thom. I, 6-9 (copkdg) which
we have discussed in our description of Ma.

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

This seventeenth-century paper manuscript has been describ-
ed by H. Omont(4j). Under the heading 'Greek manuscripts and
papers of E. Bigot it has also been mentioned by L. E. Dou-
cette-;42}. 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, Catelogus, Il. p. 462-471.

(35) A. Heisenberg (cd.), Nicepkori Bletnmydae Curriculum vitae et Carmine
(BSGRT), Leipzig, 1896. p. XXVv-xxvn.

(36) QD. p. Lxxxvra and clxvii.

(37) J. A. Munitiz (ed.). Xicephori Blemmydee Autobiographie sire Curriculum
Vitae necnon Epistula umvetsalior (CCSG 13). Tumhouc - Leuven, 1984. p. xvni-
XXIV.

(38) 3. Marxesinis, Lc Monacensisgr. 225. ff. T-4C/', et Georges de Chypre, alias
Gregoire 1 1 de Constantinople” in: BBGG. N.S.. 54 (20*>3), p. 259-273.

(39) See Munitiz, o.r., p. Xx-xx1I, and supra, our description of Ma.

(40) For this particular fragment from Amb.lo. in combination with Amb.
Them. |, see also our descriptions of Be (below, p. 1xxii-1xxiji) and Ma (above,
p. LXII.

(41) Invencaire, 11, p. 241-242.

(42) L. E. Doucette, Emery Bigot, Seventeenth-ceniury French Humanist. Toron-
to - Buffalo, 1970. p. 180.
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488-501) f 3), copied, as has been suggested, by the well-known
French scholar Emeric Bigot (1626-1689) (*4).

Folia 488-490v contain a pinax of works by Maximus (4~).
However, this pinax does not correspond to the actual content oi
Sg but to that of manuscnpt Par, of which So 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 termimis post quem.

On f. 496-500 we find Amb.Thom. until V, 41 (expl. “ircep av-
OpojT:0j™ etc.”).

Since there is no reference to this manuscript in the catalogus li-
brorum of the Bigot family (4fi) 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 (4°).

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 Vaticamsgr. 511 (i. 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) C8), viz.:

(43) O f these, folia 491rYv, 493v-495v and 501 rV are blank.

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

(45) The title of Amb. Thom ison f. -rS9 of this pinax. followed by a long incipit
(uptopwi, 11 [Kai kpioewg Aoyoc]).

(46) See Bibliotheca Bigotiana sen catalogus librorum quos (durn viverem) summa cura ti
industria, ingentique sumptu congesserc Vm Clarissimi D.D. uterqueJoannes, Nicolaus, e:
Lad. Emerieus Bigotii, domini de Sommesnil, & de Cleuville, alter Praetor, alii Senatores
Rothomagenses, Paris. 1706 (pars V: Caiabgus codicutn manuscriptorum bibliothecae Bigo-
tiattae).

(47) On the auction and the auction catalogue, sec also L. D elisle, Bibliotheca
Bigotiana manusenpta. Catalogue des manuscrits rassembles an x v if siscle par les Bigot, mis
en vente an mois de juillet 1706, aujourd’hui conserves & L- Bibliotheque Nationale. Rouen.
1877; O mokt, Im'entaire, I, p. x; Doucette, 0.C.yp. 48 and n. 122.

(48) See Devreesse. Cc.dices 330-603. p. 364-367.
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- t. 1-31: the so-called first recension of the Vila S. Maximi
(BHG 1234) f49);

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

- 1. 33-34°: Capiia x de uoluntaiibu*tl energii* {CPG 7707 [19],
ed. Epifanovich, Materialy, p. 66-67) 50);

_ . 34v-40v, 49-56'. 41-48'. 57-61. DP (PG 091, 288-
353) (51);

- f. 61-65": 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-
78"). together with the contents of the second and third part (f.
79-142° and f. 143-204* respectively), which contain no texts of
Maximus, are described in Devreesse’s catalogue I'").

The fragment from Amb. Thom. V has been entitled and intro-
duced in a unique way: TOU €v Ayiol¢ poO&iyov €1 TO PNTOV TOU
Adytou KupiAAou (sic I)' kownv Tiva Kai (sic) 0savdpiknv €evéEpyelav™
AKPIBWC €10WC TAC TWV YEVNOOUEVWY OP@IBoAiag o d1ddoKaAoc,
KOi oiov ATttoKpouopevog TauToC @noiv o0 Kota Beov etc. The for-
mula €1dw¢ ... 6 d10G0KAOAOC ... TOiv seems to refer to the begin-
ning of LV, 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.

W hile preparing his edition F. Combefis had a copy of B at his
disposal (33).

(49) See Hagiographi Bollandiani - P. Franchi de‘ Cavalieri, Ad Catalo-
gum codicum liagiographicomm graecorum Bibiiothecae Vaiicanae supplementwn, in: AB 21
(1902), p. 7: Devreesse, Vie, p. 5-49 (in particular p. 10-11); Bracke, ITIA p.
285-293 (in particular p. 286-287).

(50) A new ec::ion by B. Roosen is forthcoming.

(51) See M. Doucct, Dispute de Maxime le Confesseur avec Pyrrhus, Ittirodutfion,
texte critique, apparat et notes, vol. 2. p. 482-434. p. 494 and p. 507.

(52) Codices 330-603. p. 365-367. The so-called ‘Iconophiic Florilcgium of Ni-
cetas of Medicion’ (f. 66'-69v) has also been analysed by A. Alexakis. Codex Pan-
sinus Graeats 1115 and Its Archetype (Dumbarton Oaks Studies 34). Washington D.C..
19%. p. 103-106 and p. 350-351 (Appendix V).

(53) Seeinfra, p. cxxx (Previous Editions).
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Za Vaticanusgr. 2195 (5. ix-x), P- 263-270

This old parchment manuscript has been described by S. Lil-
laf 4) and in more detail by S. LucaO - It is also mentioned and
briefly described by Lietzmann '), Schwartzy ) and Allen ( ).

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 pan 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 (39).

The manuscript contains only one Maximus fragment, namely
Atnb. Thom. V, 1-308 (p. 263-270), introduced by the title pa&ipov
povaxou tlpo¢ Bwuav tov Aylacpévov. 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 Atnb.
Thom.

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

(54) S. L1i1a, Codices Vaticani Graeci. Codices 2162-2254 (Codices Columnenses)
(Biblioihecae Apostolicae Vaticanae codices manu scrip:: recensiti), Vatican City. 1985, p.
124-128.

(55) S. LucA, .Vota sul Vaticanogreco 2i95, in: BBGG. N.S., 59 (1985), p. 15-34.
Lilia and Luca apparently were unaware ofeach other’s studies.

(56) H. Lietzmann, Apollinaris von Laodicea und seine Schule. Texte und L'mersu-
chungen. Tubingen. 1904. p. 103.

(57) E. Schwartz (ed.). Drei dogmatische Schrifien lusiinians, Milan, 1973“. p.
171 (‘Bemerkungen’).

(58) Pauline Allen (ed.), Dwersomm posichalcedonensium auctomm collectanea |
(CCSG 19), Tumhout - Leuven, 1989, p. 395-396. Za is codex umeus for Eu-
stathius monachus’ Epistuia de duahts naiuris [CPG 6810). edited by Allen (o.e., p.
391-474).

(59) See S. LucA. li ccdice A.IAO della Biblioteca Durazzo-Giiisliniani di Genova,
in: BBGG. N.S.. 35 (1981). p. 133-163. and id., Il Diodoro Sieulo Neap. B.N. jjr. 4*
e italogrzeo?. in: BBGG. N.S., 44 (199D). p. 33-75.

(60) Edited on the sole basisof Za by E. Schwartz, o.e., p. 5-79.
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The second part of the manuscript {p. 319-410) (6i) has been
dated by Luca to the eleventh century. It contains nine letters by
Photius (*2).

After its transfer to the West (certainly not before the eleventh
century) *f°) 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 Columtienses by Angelo Mai in 1821 f64).

Veti Veneius, Marciamts gr. 504 (s. xv’), f. 210v-211lv; f
211v-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”~3). O f interest here is the collec-
tion of Maximiana on f. 203-218, in which there are two frag-
ments of .4mb. Thom.:

- f. 210\ 1 8 ab into - f. 211v, 1L 1. Amb.Thom. 1V, 54-90
(xaaotcigv - a'jTOc;);

- f.21r, 12 -f 212, 1L 1: Amb. Thom. V, 73-96 (tijv - <pu-

It has been established that the scribe of this part of the manu-
script was Manuel Ducas Atrapes, an assistant of Bessarion 66). 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, Phoiius. Epistulae et Amphilodna, vol. 1 QSGRT],
Leipzig, 1983), where the manuscript is mentioned on p. vri-vni and Xxiv.

(63) Sec Luca, Nota. p. 28, and id., I! Diodoro Sicub, p. 43.

(64) Sec Luca, .Yota, p. 29-34, and Lilla, o.c., p. Xiv-xxn.

(65) For earlier descriptions of Ven, see Mioni, Thesaurus, Il, p. 347-351, and
Laca-Steel, Q77i., Il. p. xxxviii-x1i.

(66) See MION', o.c., p. 347. Or. Atrapes, see Vogel-Gardthausen, p. 275;
Repenorium, I, 246; 11, 338; Ill, 407; PLP, vol. 1, p. 156 (n 1654).

(67) See again Mioni. l.e
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b. Amb.Thom. used as scholia on Gregory of Nazianzus and Dio-
nysius the Areopagice

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 Atnb. 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-
tiusf Coisliniamts 253 of the ninth-tenth century. In our edition this
manuscript has been assigned the siglum C.

C The manuscript has been described by Devreesse (6b). In the
volume the works of Dionysius - we find his famous fourth
letter on f. 206" - 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 poip<ouv>. 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 (émettopevto), 137 (Mwg) — 138 (avevépyntog), 208
(Eoxnxwc¢) —210 (apa) and 267 (tTw) —269 (@u-).

Probably for lack of space the scholiast has not always copied
the actual fragments of Dionysius' letter cited by Maximus.
W henever this is the case, he merely refers to the proper place in
the main text by way of a reference mark f69).

The use of Atnb. Thom, as marginal scholia has had some conse-
quences for our text: after one of the above-mentioned references
to the main text of Dionysius' letter, Maximus’ exegesis is intro-
duced by touv avtou (I. 36). This addition has not been noted in
the apparatus cniicus. 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) CoisHn, p. 231-232, :n particular p. 232, where the author has identified
Atnb. Them. V.
(69) This is the case tor line? V. 34-35. 41-43, 50-51, 66-67, 73 and 168-171.
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Using the much-praised Repertorium Nazianzetmm, | 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 cniicus. 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. I, 15 (kai MveOpa) - 37 (ttepi te TOL €ival) (inc. et des.
mut.)
in Parisinusgr. 551 (s. xir), f. 24v, ad povado¢ pévV - d1d TO TE-
Actov (Greg. Nadc., Or. 23,8, 9-11 [p. 298]);

Amb.Thom. Il, 6-41 (with considerable modifications)
in Vaticatnisgr. 469 (s. xi). t. 244v, ad Bew TTOONTW KATA TT(C
apaptiac (Greg. Nal., Or. 30, 1. 10-11 [p. 226]);

Amb. Thom. Ill. 33-38
in Oxoniensis, Bibliothecae Bodleianae, Baroccianus 181 (s. xitV),
f. 13, ad ka1 yéyovev €1 (Greg. Xaz., Or. 29. 19, 8 [o.
218]);
in Patmiacusgr. 36 (s. xi), f. 119, ad eutidem locum;
in Vaticanusgr. 462 (s. xi), f. 80\ ad eutidem locum:

Amb.Thom. IV, 19-51 and 79 (31 ékaotou) — 109 (ttooov) (with
considerable modifications)
in Vaticanusgr. 469 (5. xi), f. 246. ad Q ¢ pév yap AOyoC — Kai
T1,¢ 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 (5. x). In our edition the manuscript has been as-
signed the siglum X,

The manuscript, originating from §2uthern Italy, has been de-
scribed by Devreesse (" ) and Somers (' ).

(70) D evreesse. Codices 330-603, p. 262-267.
(71) Veronique Somers, Histoire des collections completes des Discours de Gregoire de
\'azianze (Publications de Vinsiitut Orientaliste dc Louvain 48), Louvain-la-Neuve,
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In the margins of f. 125 (ad A1d TOUTO POVAC - PEXPL TPLADOC
eotn; Or. 29, 2. 13-14 [p. 180]) we find Anib.Thom. I. 1-38. The
fragment seems to have been written in the same minuscule hand
as the main text ( 2.

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, ihe first few
lines of the excerpt have been considerably modified. The text in
the manuscript runs as follows:

<...Tnv> dokoloav €ival dla@wviov oKOTACEIC €1 TO* 010 TOU-
TO MOVAC Oomapxng €1¢ ovada KivnbeToa* peEXPL Tpla<docg €atn, >
Kai TAaAv €1¢ 10* povadog pEV KivnBeiong 61d 1o MAOLOIOV, dUAdOC
0¢€ <—§nep8a(5\813nc* t()(n/>\§)/p° yap Tr\]v 67«]\) kal 10 €100¢ gE Sy T
owpaTa, TPLadoc O€ Oplobeiong O1d TO TEAEIOV. TA<V AANn6N
oud@wWViav a>moproeic* olK £oTt [ydp] kat’évvolav etc. (Amb.
Thom. 1, 9). These initial modifications have not been noted in

the apparatus criticus.

c. Amb. Thom, in catenae,Jlorilegia 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 (°), while

1997, p. 643-64S. The manuscript is also briefly mentioned in Repsrtorium Nazian-
zenum, vol. 5, p. 65-66.

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

(73) This information has been most kindly conveyed to me by B. Roosen.
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- in the catena - or rather ‘commentary’ - in Vaticanusgr. 349 (s.
xii) (/4) (CPG C 147.2), we find them on f. 359v, ad €yw vevi-
Knka tov kKéopov (John 16, 33; f. 360);

2. Amb.Thom. Ill, 41 (Joi] d&moAecipel) —49 (tTriotevoAVTEG) are
to be found on f. 362 of the same Vaticanus gr. 349, ad 0¢-
Xoj - kK6opov (John 17, 24) (y3.

It is important to state here that Vaticanusgr. 349 is not a catena
stncto 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 Vaticanusgr. 349 have already been ana-
lyzed by P. Van Deun (/6), 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 oTI BeiKw¢ Gua Kai dvBpwmivw¢ o €i¢ Kai
HOVOC EVIPYEL XPIOTOC TNV OIMANV EVAEIKVOUEVOC EVEPYELav etc. of
the Docmna 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 (BeavdpIiKw¢ — Tte—6AITELPEVOC) and 217—
220 (Ei - evépyetav) (Docir.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 ( ").

(74) The presence in the manuscript of excerpts from Pseudo-Maximus’ Diver-
sa capita suggests the year ' 105 as a tennwus post quem for the compilation of the ca-
tena (see Van Deun, Opusatla. p. cxlvi with rcfcrenccs).

(75) Again. lowe this information to 3. Rocscn.

(76) See P. Van Deun. Les extraiis de Maxime le Confesseitr contemis dans les
chainessurlEvangile de Matthieu. in: A. Schoors - P. Van Deun (ed.), Philohistor.
Miscellanea in honorem Caroli Laga sepittagenarii [O'LA 60), Leuven, 1994, p. 295-328,
in particular p. 316-328; id., Les extraits de Maxime le Confesseur contenus dans les
chaines sur I'’cvangilede Marc, in: OLP25 (1994), p. 169-173.

(77) However, the majority of the manuscripts have marked the excerpt of
Amb.Thom. as V/o/.".ov' ;see Doctr.Pair., p. 98, app.).
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On f. 195-198 of Venetus, Marcianus gr. 155, which was copied
about the middle of the fourteenth century by seven different
scribes ( *) and was once in the possession of Cardinal Bessarion,
we find zflorilegium entitled ott T0 ToU Kupiov cwpa KATA TMAVTO
T0?¢ NUETEPOIC OPOIOV NV TTIAV TNG apapTiac. Aiso in this fionle-
gium we find some excerpts from the works of Maximus the
Confessor one of them, on f. 195r'\ being Amb.Thom. IV, 1-
39 (mabwv). The first part of the fragment is introduced with the
indication ‘tou BgoAdyou’ i80).

In the Collectio definitionum of manuscripts Romanus, Angelicas
gr. 58, f. 245, 1L 11-20, and Scorialensis Y.111.8, f. 247v, 1 19-26,
we find, in the chapter entitled r.tpi povado¢ kai TpLasdoc,
Amb.Thom. I, 23-31 (Movdg - veeotwoa (Sic) TPLOJIKWE), in both
cases followed by the Bewpia TTEPL TOL TIC | €v TPLAdL €vOTNC
(Amb.lo., PG 91, 1193D7-1196A5) (81).

Other secondary witnesses
Be Athens, Batopediou 32 (s. xv M), f. 155'-156

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

(78) See Miom. Thesaurus, I. p. 225-228. and in particular p. 225. The manu-
script has also been mentioned by Laga-Steei., Q7I-., Il, p. xXXxviu.

(79) See Miom. o.c.. p. 22S and Laga-Steel, l.e., for the identification of
these fragments.

(80) As a consequence both Miom, l.e., and Repertorium Xazianzenum, vol. 6,
p. 251 have divided the fragment into an excerpt from Gregory (f 195: in reality
An'S.Thom. 1V, 1-18) and an excerpt from Maximus (f. L95r'v; Atnb.Tkom. 1V.
19-39). What seems to confirm that the complete fragment has been copied from
a manuscript containing Amb.Them., is the addition of tx r.iii-epx (see I. IV, 151in
our edition), which is absent from the manuscript tradition of Gregory’s Or. JO
(as far as can be judged from the edition in SChr. 250, p. 235; see also Repcnorium
Nczianzenum, i.e., where this ‘strange’ addition is noted).

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

(82) On the author and his works, entitled Axpifiijg in the manuscript,
see PLP, vol. 1, p. 141 (n=1503).

(83) KazaXoyoz, p. 12.
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manuscript will also be described in E. Lamberz’ new catalogue
of all Vatopedi manuscripts (s).

The codex, written by an anonymous fifteenth-century scribe,
contains but three short fragments from Maximus’ works (pai-
uou TE TOL B€iov):

- f. 153, 1 7 abitno - f. 155v, 1L 7 ab into: Amb.lo., PG 91,
1257C7-1261A10 (ek tov TEPI LIOD MPWTOUL AGYyOUL - €V TPI-
0iv UTTOCTACEDIV);

- f. 155", 1L 7 ab imo —f. 156, 1 4 (touv altouv): Amb.Thom. I,
32-38 (El —yvwoig);

- f. 156, 1 4-87 (tou oavtov): Amb.lo., PG 91, 1232B6-9
(amepov O€ - MAVIEAWC AVOPXOV).

All three passages explain the use of the words kiveioBal and
Kivnoig in relation to the divinity. They were included as Adyog
€' in the works of Constantine Asanes.

Ka Pansinusgr. 1277 (s. xm), f. 249"

Our attention is drawn to i. 244-271 of this composite co-
dex. They are made of eastern bombycine and contain works oi
Michael Psellus, Maximus the Confessor, Theophylact of Ochrid
and Pseudo-Nonnus. In addition, on t. 261v there is the lemma or
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 (8d). It will suf-
fice here to mention that on f. 249™ as a part of Maximus’ QD
(transmitted on f. 247v-261), we find the peculiar fusion of QD
50, 1-2 and Atnb.Thom. II, 6-9, already mentioned in the descrip-
tions of our manuscripts Ma and Mo (86).

(84) Dr Lamberz has been so kind as to send us a copy of the description oi die
manuscript, co 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) Seeinfra, p. Ixxvi-Ixxx.

(86) See supra, p. txii and i1xiii. lcwill be shown later (p. cxi) that - as far as
this specific fragment is concerned - Mo, dated to between about 127C and 1280,
may be considered to be acopy of Ka.
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d. Amb.Thom. cited in Bvzantine authors

Apart from the above-cited Bibliotheca by Photius (*'), 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. I) in George
Acropolites’ hi Gregorii Nazianzeni sententias. Talking about the
meaning of, among other things, Gregory’s expression yovd; eig
dvada kivnB€loa pe/ot totaddog €otn, George comments:

GAN'amep Kai GAAOL TG TOU TMOTPOC €&nyolHEVOL - AEyw O& TOV
HEyav €v TOIC Aoyolc Magiyov Kai to0C PET'ALTOV - EIC TAATOC N
Koi KOt oXOANV dloca@olVIEC €IpAKETAY, €KEiva pol Koi alTog
(sc. 0 IAOCOQWTAOTOC BAEPPLONG) mpoC TNV amopiov £€@OEyyeTo (M).

- a reference to Amb. Thom. Ill, 39-44 in Michael Psellus' Opuscu-
lurn theologicum 59 (In Mud 'hie, quart nunc contemnis, quondam et super
te erat’):

00ev Kai Boavpaldw omw¢ moté MA&ipoc 0 IAGCOPOC TOUTOV TOV
Aoyov (BC (va yévwpol Tooovtov Bed¢ 0600V eKeivog GvBpwtlog) Epw-
TNOEEC, ATEPIYEPIPVWC TIPOC TOV €I1PNKOTA ATEKPivaTo, autd TOUTO
Qnoo¢, OTTEP NUEIC VUV ELOLVAVTEC ECNAEYCOUEV( ).

- a quotation of the definition of moAiteia Thom. V, 260-
261) in Pseudo-John Zonaras' lexicon:
moAtteia* (mpagi¢ ) Bio¢ KAt vopov Loew¢ die€ayopevoc (90).

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

. TIEpiQpaoIc 0€ AEYETAl KOi 1 Tou ayiov Alovuoiov Qwvn N
BeavdpIiknN™ €i yap Kai dL:ETEPOU TPOTOU, OAAG Oedv Kai GvBpwTtov
WHUOAGYNOE Kai auvtd¢ KAatd Toug dytouc matépac ().

(87) See our Preliminaries, p. Xxvn-xvin.

(88) A. HEISEN3ERG (ed.). Georgii Acropolitae Opera, vol. 2, Leipzig (B SG R T},
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.), icharmis Zottarae Lexicon, VOl. 2, Amsterdam,
1967 (= Leipzig. 1808), col. ;565.

(91) 1bid., col. 1534. However, the definition of -spiopxsir as found in. Zonaras
might also be an allusion to e.g. loh. Damasc.. € xp .F id 63, 44-45 (As'feTx-. As 6

TprjTznc ojtoc -scispxc-.-, Otxv 000 tivx §tx aixq -SpiXxBr ‘f.zizojc: ed. B.
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c. 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) () 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 (Ti) - 176 in von Auw, 0.C, p. 224,
19-25;

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

Amb. Thom. V, 226 (T”) - 231 (ouSscc): ibid., 25-30.

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

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 Damashos, 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 (‘sepi“pgurnx&g’).

(92) Under the papacy of Bonifatius VIII (1294-1303) Clarenus spent some
years in Greece, where he learnt Greek and translated quite a few Greek patristic
texts. See also Teauneau. Amb.lo.. p. Ixxi-Ixxii (on Clarenus as the possible
author of the so-called AuctoriMes saticti Maximi), and S. G ysens, Les inductions ui-
tines du Liber Asceticus (CPG 7692) de saint Afaxime le Confesseur, in: Augustiniana 46
(1996), p. 314-315.

(93) See Lydia von Auw (ed.), Angeli Chrerti Opera. I. Epistok (Fonti per la Sto-
ne a'ltalia 103), Rome, i1980. p. 224-225 (Ep. 44).

(94; Art.c., p. 315.n. 18. Seealsovon Auw.o.c., p. 224. n. 1. who in the Latin
text has only recognized ‘des affirmations semblables*. For the passage that runs
from ‘Intcllexerun:’ to ‘trndiderunt sanctf fvoN Auw, c-cC., p. 224. 34 - 225, 3;,
which was not identified by Gysens. cf. Amb.lo.. PG 91. 1149D5-1152A2 \~zic,
PEv to-’; “oXai vouo\> iyio'jc - I ltfxrr/ac:0'/;.
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B. Epistula secunda ad eundem

1. Primary witnesses

List of manuscripts:

Ga Cantabrigiensis, Collegii S. Trinitatis 0.3.48 (s. xn1l), f. 141-
150

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

Vv Vaticanusgr. 1809 (s. x“ ). f- 195v-196 and 216v-217

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

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

Ga is the only real direct witness of Ep.sec. Unfortunately, a
number of folia arc missing from this very important witness
with resultant lacunae in both Ep.sec. I and Il (!). while the text
ends abruptly at line 64 of Ep.sec. Ill. 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 Parisittusgr. 1277 (s. xm), f. 247TV

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 ("), F. Halkin f6),

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

(2; Inveniaire, I. p. 284-285.

(3) Opuscule p. xc-xci.

(4) Theodores Prodromes. Jambische und hexajnezrisehe Teirasticha aufdie. HaupterzMk-
lungea des Alter. und des Xcuen Testaments (MeUtemtaa. Beitrage zur Byzantinistik urJ
neugriechiscken Pkilohgie 7.1), Wiesbaden. 1997, p. 3&-39.

(5) Seeinfra, n. 11.

(6) Manuscriis grecs de Pans. Inveniaire kagiographique (Subsidia hagiograpkiea 44).
Brussels, 1965, p. 152 (with reference to Theodorus Prodromus’ Tetrasticha defestis
Domini et Deiparae [BHG” 1617tb] on f. 199-201 of our manuscript: see the edition
bv Papagiannis, mentioned above, n. 4).
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A. Smets - M. van Esbroeck (*), H. Homer (*), E. A. de Mendie-
ta- S. Y. Rudberg f). R. Bracke (10), J. Declcrck (11), W. Holl-
ger(12) and E. V. Maltese (13). See also our own brief mention of
the manuscript supra, o. 1xxiii in discussing the indirect tradition
of Amb. Thom.

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

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

(7) Basile dc Cesaree. Sur I'engine de I'homme {Horn, x et x i de VHexaemenm) (SCi:r.
160), Paris, 1970, p. 152 (with reference :0 both Sennones de creatione heminis [CPG
3215-3216; BBUIIL 2, p. 1201-1206) on f. 46-54v of our manuscript).

(8) Auctorum incertorum vulgo 3as:!:i vel Gregorii Xysseni Semones de creaiione hotni-
nis. Senna de paradise {Gregorii Xysseni Opera. Supptemetitum), Lcyde. 1972, p.
Lxxxvu-Lxxxviii (with reference to the above-mentioned Sermones de creaiione ho-
minis, which in cur manuscript have been ascribed to Basil).

(9) Basiie de Cesaree. La tradition manuscrite directe da neufhomelies sur Vkexaemeron
{Texte und Untersuchungen zur Geschichte dvr altckristlichen Literatur 123;. Berlin, 1980.
p. 102-104.

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

(11) QD, p. 1v-1vii. Declcrck only describes f. 244-271v of the manuscript,
which is exactly the part that will attract our attention here (see infra). B racke,
i.e., and Declerck, QD. p. 1v and n. 84 - apparently independently from each
other - both mention the Parisinus 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 Matcrudy, p. xxm).
However, Epifanovich docs 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 handschrijtliche Uberlieferung der Gedichte Gregors von Xaziatiz, vol. 1:
Die GedUhtgmppen X X und X1 (Studien zur Geschichie und Kuhur des Alienurns.
N.F., 2. Reihe: Forschungen zit Gregor von Xazianz 3), Padcrbom - Munich -
Vienna - Zurich, *985, p. 84-85 (with reference to the poems by Gregory of
Nazianzus on f 202-242"' of the manuscript).

(13) Uti nuevo testimone deU’epistola di Psello a Giovanni Xijilino (Paris, gr. 1277).
in: Byzandon 57 (1987). p. 427-432 (see infra in dealing with f. 264-2“1* of the
manuscript).

(14) On Boivin’s pinax, see Declerck. o.c., p. Lvn and n. 88.
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of the empire (‘n). The folia are of poor quality bombycine on
which the ink is easily smudged, which sometimes makes the text
hard to read.

W hat 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:

- . 244-247: tou PeArol €1¢ TAC EMIYPAPAC TWV PYOAPMDV TIPOC
TOV BOOIAéD KUP MIXONA TOv doUKav. Inc. oUK €0TI TO YOA-
plov - exp/, TRV dppntov twv YPoAdwv Bewpiav: Psellus’
Poetna 1 (In itiscriptiones psalmorutn) (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 (]');

- f. 247r~r: emMIOTOA TOUL AYyl0U TMATPOC NUWV KOl OPJOAOYNTOD
pvo&igyou mpoc¢ tov KUplov Bwpav(18). Inc. OmdéoTOCIV PEV CO-
@iag - expl. Twv mpotaBEviwy apxopevoc, which is the pro-
logue to Maximus' Ep.sec. The fragment was undoubtedly
separated on purpose;

- f. 247*261": tou a0TOU TATPOC NMWV TPOC TEVCEIC KOl
anokpioelg. Itic. Tiveg dapetat YPuxng —expl. Kabapov suoai-
Vel Maximus’ QD, selection | (until I, 79. 17; ed. De-
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 PBOACIAEWC KUP MHIXAAA
Tou doUKO™ Beomidovoa TOUC KAOTPO AopPBavoviag 0iovadn-
TIVOC KOV oTw¢ Tadta AdBwatv, €@'évi mpoownw TODTO KE-
KTnoBai, kKai outw voeloBal tag dwpeag (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 snft’ quem for Ka (sec supra, p. txm).

(16) Ed. L. G. Westerink. Michaelis Pseil: Pcematc (BSG R T), Stuttgart-Leip-
zig. 1992, p. 1-13. In che same edition, p. 72-76 we also find Psellus’ De scptem con-
nliis (Poema 4), on which see Van Deun, Opuscula, p. xc (Parisimtsgr. 1271, f.
196).

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

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

(19) F. Dolger — P. W irth, Corpus der griechischen Urkunden des Mittelalters
und der neueren Zeit, Reihe A: Regesten, Abteilung I: Regesten der Kaiserurkunden des
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f. 26V -262" : oTiX0l OVAKPEOVTEIOL TOU NQAICTOL TOU YEYO-
VOTOC OpPXIEMIOKOTOU BouAyapioag €mi T0 aOTAdEAQwW (nr v.)
al0tol onuntpiw (?) teAevtoavtl. ItK. dakpOwv BéAw -
expl. dakpLWv TIC Katamavoel: Theophylact of Ochrid's
Poesit 14 (~°);

- f. 262" ToU alTOL €i¢ TOV QAUTOV OTiXol 1OPPIKOL, Jwe. TIC
ovoTeAel Biatov opunv - expl. Tavtt mpoodéxou: id., Poesie

- £ 5621263 ToU AOTOU TO) GOEAQW TOUL PaACIAEWC KLP
adplavw. Inc. €i pév Kai 1o cov vPoc —exp/. (wiwi.) TNV Ka-
konOelav mAovaolol: id., Ep. 5 (~);

- f. 263v: ouvaywyn Kai €€nynoig¢ wv €Uvnobn 10TopIWV 0
ayiolg ypnyoplog &v toi¢ €ic T@ @wta Aoyolc. Inc. ot avontol
BeoAdyol twv EAAAVOV —expl. (nun.) ev TIol TOTMOIC: PS.-
Nonnus, In Or. XXX IX Gregoni \ Bzianzeni comnientanus,
hist. 1 and 2 (23). Our Ka has not been used in Nimmo
Smith’s edition. It had, howevezri been mentioned before
in an article by the same author ( ')

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

1. f. 264-267' : ad lohatmem Xiphilinum (25). Inc. Tw POVOXW KULP
[wavvn T EIPIAIVRD TW YEVOUEVW TATPIAPXN KWVOTOVTIVOUTIOAEWC,
which means that the author of the letter, i.e. Michael Psellus, is

ostromischen Reiches, 2. Teil: Regesten von 1025-1204. Munich. 1995". p. 68. n;
1012.

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

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

(22) Ed. P. Gautier. Tfieophylacti 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 offac p. 145. 37 of the edition.

(23) Ed. Jennifer Nimmo Smith, Pseudo-Nonniani in 1V oratioties Gregorii Xa-
zianzetti commentarii (CCSG 27. Corpus Nazianzenum 2), Tumhout. 1992, p. 217 —
220, 8.

(24) A revised List of (he Manuscripts of the Pseudo-Notum Mythological Commen-
taries. m: ByzdHtiort 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, 1989 p. 389.
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not mentioned. The letter was edited by K. N. Sathas on the basis
of Pansinusgr. 1182 (s. xm)(26). A new edition was made by U.
Criscuolo, who used Ka as one of the witnesses (*'):
2. f. 268: ad Eiistratium f28};
. 268-269: ad Aristenum notanumz(inedimti);
. 269r~": ad lohantiem monachum
. 269". adpatriarcilam Midiaelem Caendarium ;
. 270-271: adEiistratium (sec supra, 2) (inediium);
. 271r"v: iii Paraspotidyltm C ).

N o o R ®
=h =—h =h =—h =k

Vv Vaticanusgr. 1809 (s. xa ), f. 195v-196 and 216v-217

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(32) - script. Maximus the Confessor is the most frequently
quoted author in both parts of the manuscript (33).

(26) K. N. Sathas, Bibliothecagraeca tnedii aevi, vol. 5, Pselli Miscellanea. Venice
- Paris, 1876. p. 444-451, n; 175. Sachas’ edition has been reprinted in D. A. Za-
kythinos, BvtavTira y.eiueva (Baotxrj Vlerov, vol. 3;. Athens. 1957,
p. 183-188.

(27) Michele Psello, Epistola a Giovanni Xijilino (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 .Cc p. 372, n° 124,

(29) Ibid., p. 262, n° 27.

(30) Ibid., p. 290-291, n° 58.

(31) Ibid., p. 234-23S, n=8.

(32) See N. P. Chionides, Il sistema brackigrafico italo-bizamino, in: N. P. Chio-
nides - S. Lilla, La brackigrafia italo-bizamituz (Studi e Test; 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 and Maximus’ QTh. (f. 1-194"). EOD (f. 197-213)
and QTheop. (f. 254°-255"}. As tar as the brachygraphic part of the manuscript is
concerned see CPG 7709. In addition there are four fragments from Opuse. I, 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. Git13auer. Die Uberrestegriechischer Tackygraphic im Codex Vaticanus
Graecus 1809. vol. 1-2 (Dcnkschriften der philosophisch-historischen Classe der koiseriichen
Akadetnie der Wissenschqgften 28 and 34), Vienna, 1878 and 1884.
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There is a detailed description of the manuscript by P. Ca-
nart (3~). In addition V has been mentioned in the editions of
Maximus’ works by Canart himself(J3), Laga-Steel (j6) and Van
Deun(v). How great an interest the scholarly world has taken
—d is s.ill taking in chic remarkable manuscript can be deduced
from che numerous publications cited in the bibliographical rep-
ertories of Vatican manuscripts ().

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

- f. 195va3 - 196b23(39) = Ep.sec. Ill, 1-58 (e-1Se-.'—5 and
again 65-97;
- f. 216vb9 - 217a25 CO) = Ep.sec., prol., 2-43.

The fragments have been transcribed and edited by Gitl-
bauer @1) and transcribed a second time, albeit only in part, by
Chionides-Lilia (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
of the Italo-Byzantine brachygraphic system H4).

A note proves that the manuscript once belonged to the library
of the famous monastery of Grottaferrata (*°). About the middie

(34) Codices Vaticanigraeci. Codices i1 745-1962 (Bibliothecae ApostoUcae Vaticanae co-
dices nuviu script: recer.sui\. vol. 1, Vatican City. 1970. p. -T3-1 TS AdJerJa et corrigen-
da, ibid., vol. 2. Vatican City. 1973. p. xxxvn.

(35) Deuxieme let;re, p. 420-423.

36) Q77i.. L. p. xXix-xXx.

(37) Opuscula, p. C.

(38) Canart - Peri. Sussidi, p. 646; Buonocore, Bikiiogrgfia, p. 929; C eresa,
Bihiiograjiaf1981-1985), p. 399; id., iBibliografia (1986-1990), p. 452.

(39) Reproduction in Gttlbauer. vol. 2, pi. 2 and 3; C hionides-Lilla,
0.c., pi. 17-18.

(40) Reproduction in Gitlbaues. o.c., vol. 2. pi. 11-12; reproduction o: f. 217
in Chionides-Lilla, o.c., pi. 19.

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

(42) O.c., p. 51 (Chionidcs) and 159-171 (Lilia).

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

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

(45) See i: toOto to fhf&iov yjv rrr tr.z xpu-TOOEppr/C. On t;ie connec-
tion between our manuscript and the mon3s:cry of Grot:aferrata sec also Lilla, //
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of the sixteenth century it may well have been part of the library
of Cardinal Ccrvini (later Pope Marcellus 11) f4"). beiore, again
via Grottaferrata, entering the Bibliotheca Vaticana on 12 December
EIRYUY

As has been said, V contains only the prologue and chapter
three of Ep.sec. There isno 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 trom the
works of Maximus and other authors. Furthermore, the indica-
tions Kai PeT'oAiya and €1 To TEAOC [4*) provide sufficient proot
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 Ill, 64, makes V the codex unicus for lines Ill, 65-
97.

2. Secondary witnesses
a. An excerptfrom 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 mpoowmov). The fragment, as
printed in PG 91, 37C3-9, runs:

.. YTOoTaolv yap co@iag, TNV OpeTv* olaiav d€ @aoIv apeTAC
gival tTnv oo@iav. A6 tnC¢ YEV co@iag amAavhc EK@avaoi¢ €oTiv, 6
TPOTOC TNC TWV BEWPNTIKOV aywyn¢: TNC apetng 6 Baoic, 6 Adyog
TNC TWV TMPOKTIKWV Bewpiag KOBESTTNKEV. AUQPOTEPWVY 8¢ XOPOKTNP
aPevdEaTATOC, N TMTPOC TO KLPIWC OV AKAIVIC EVOTEVIOIC.

tesio taehigrafico del "De Diuinis S'ominibus”(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 steria dei manoscritti greci di
Genwa, di varie badie basiiiane d>alic: e di Patmo (Studi e Test: 68), Vatican City,
1935. p. 200-202 (‘Sulla venuta dei codid de! Ccrvini nella Vaticana e la numera-
zione loro*). The criticism of Mercatrs interpretation by R. D evreesse, Les mcmus-
critsgrecs de Cervini, in: Scriptorium 22 (1968), p. 250-270 (in particular p. 258, n.
29) has been refuted by Lilla. 0.e., p. i4-15 and n. 8.

(47) Litla, o.e.,, p. 15 and n. 2: P. Canart, Les Vaticanigraeci 1487-1962. Sacs
e! documents pour Thisioire d’un fends de nuumscrits de la Bibliotheque Vaticane (Studi e
Testi 284). Vatican City, 1979. p. 193-199 and p. 248.

(48) See Ep.sec. Ill, 64/65 and 84/85.
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Combefis notes that he took this and other scholia ‘ex V. cl.
Raph. Dufrenii cod. nunc Regio' f49), which is today’s Parisinus
or. 886 (our Par) (). The excerpt is to be found in the right-hand
margin ot t. 218 of the manuscript i13*).

b. Ep.sec. in Byzantine authors

Apart from the above-mentioned Bibliotheca by Photius I'") and
the possible allusion in George Acropolites (), | have found ex-
cerpts from Ep.sec. in only one other Byzantine author: the four-
teenth-century historian Nicephorus Gregoras cites Ep.sec. I, 40-
41 (= Amb. Thom. I. 21-23) and 30-32 (mAnBuvTIKOV) in his Byzanti-
na historia, XXX, 13 (= PG 149, 26QB3-9) (%4). The fragment
reads: Kai aAAa/ov, «povag yap», enaiv (sc. 6 Bgto¢ Ma&ipocg), «n
BedTNnNg, Kai o0 dvag, Kai Tpldg, aAAoL mMARBog, w¢ avapxog, Gow-
MOTOC Te Kai aotaciootoc» Kai maAlv, «Ekeivo yap @OoE- po-
VOTATOV TEAEIOV, TO Go0OvBeTov Kai dokédaotov Kai @edyov em'i-
on¢ (o) To TE KOB’OMOOTOCIV HPOVAOIKOV KOi TO KaB’0OANV OduTKov
KOi TO KOT ovgiav TANBUVTIKOV ».

(49) PG 917?37, n. 16.

(50) See p. x1ii.

(51) Paritselfis a copy (see below p. 1xxxv-1xxxvi) 0f Romanus Angelicas gr.
120 (our ,4). where we find the excerpt in the lower margin of f. 200.

(52) Seep. xvii-xyiii.

(53) Seep. 1xxiv.

(54) Ed. I. Bexker, Nicephori Gregorae Historiae Byzantinae libri posiremi {Corpus
Scriptorum Historiae Byzantinae), Bonn. 1855.

(55) Following the codex unicus for this passage, in our edition (Bp.sec. I. 31) we
have accepted the form rather than k-iurz or i-'lIrrrz, not least of all since
this form apparently belongs to Maximus' idiom (see e.g. QD 27. 7; QTii. 64,
413. app. and Q77.\ 64, 566. upp.)
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A. Ambigua ad Thomam

I. The family that unites :hc following groups of manuscripts: A
Par S GL D S; Re Sup; Am; X BaZ DaDa'Dilb; 1aM Sin O
J Mosqg | Dd. We shall call this large family V.

1. The sub-family that unites A Par Sg G L D S and Re Sup: 41

a. A ParSg GL DS

Given the fact that Amb.Tfwm. 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 G L D. These will be discussed later. We
nevertheless do consider them to be part of the group.

The above-mentioned error is the omission of capxoc - xr/copi-
ajxsva (V, 201/203) in A, Par and S (:), and, connected with this,
the reading aapxoc for Bsot/*toc (V, 203) in Ap 1rr, Par and 5.

In addition to this omission we can, in order to prove the unity
of the group /1, Par, Sg, G, L. D and 5. also refer to the marginal
notes that are common to all members of this group (*) 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, 4ince the error we are
talking about is an omission by haplographv. a well-known crap 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 arc- 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>¢
AetAe. yjxl c’vx, Kai < pf 00>3¢1 (see Appendix I. ad Atnb. Thom. 1ll, 32,'34).

(3) See the description of manuscript A on p. xtvn.
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following variant readings, probably all of them deliberate altera-
tions:
- the addition of tov before dvBpwnov (pro!., 13) in A Par Sg
GLDS;
- the transposition of kupiw¢ after tponnc .[lll, 27) in A Par
SgGLDS;
- the omission of te (IV, 53) in ApaaT ParSg GL D S;
- évApyel for évepywv (1V, 79) in A Par Sg G7Gr D S f4);
- the addition of tn or tn before @vaoel (1V, 95) in Apcorr' Par
SgGLDS;
- the addition of twv before Mavixaiov (V, 45) in ApXOTr' Par
GLDSTf);
- the addition of kai before Tnv (V, 111) in Ap'cor Par G L D
S;
- the transposition of dAAAAoi¢ after éxwv (V, 186/187) in A
ParGLDS,;
- the addition of wv after 6¢ (V, 261) in Ap'car Par GLDS.

O f 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 5. 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 evwoel
10 KaBMuog in 1V, 102; the addition of the originally omitted
EXwv - Tpomwv in V, 159/160; the addition of the originally
omitted €xovoa in V, 175; the addition of the originally omitted
oUx* in V, 179; the addition of the originally omitted €i'not in V,
241. and possibly also avtd for avtouv 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) Qpddr reads evepywv, 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, QT/j., I, p. xlviii; Van Deun, Opuscula, p. Ixiii and cxxin; 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 (').
W ith 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: StSa/Of/yai for in 111, 43; aTraTvjv for
attxtyjc in 1V, 66; and the omission ofouv in IV, 91 (8).

O f these two. manuscript Sg is the only one to have its own er-
rors and variant readings (9). It can therefore be considered to
have been copied from Par(').

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 tco before Osoj in prol., 21, we
find the note o\;t::*—laapxi (ad V.. 252/254 [OuSevl - evcoaiv]), that
A has in the margin( in textu in G, L and D ().

(7) See Laga-Steel. QTn., I, p. xlvhi-xlix; Van Deun, Opusatla, p. 1vi.
IXiii and cxxm; :d.. LA p. cxxxvn.

(8) The only other readings proper to Pa- - in that parr of the text for which
the testimony of Sg is no longer available - are: the omission of nuwv in V, 97;
uttootoTiki.v for ov-ota.tikty in V, 111; and kivntog for KivnTikog in 'V, 192,

(9) Examples of the errors and readings proper :0 Sg arc: co@ia for co@iac in
pwl., 9: attoacio™oog for dmnéiaaxg in prol., 17; awwviwv for aiwvwv in prol., 21;
the omission of éoTiv in prol., 38: tTravtoq (sic) tor madvtwc in I, 36; éPuxwuévog for
EPuyxwpévog in 11 33; katnyopoLpevog (sic) for katnyopovuevoy in Il. 38: TN apap-
tia for tn¢ apaptiacg in HI. 24; ye for eu€ in 1V, 7; kai kat {sic) for o1t Kai in 1V,
20; katexopevog for katexopévoug in 1V. 44; the omission of rrv2 in IV. 56: TI-
patatl for tipd in 1V, 58: opyocwpatoc (SiV) for vouw cwpatog in 1V, 62: the omis-
sion of te :n IV. 86; ekeivo for ekeivog in V. 101; ttavta for txvta in 1V, 112;
évepyeiav (sic) for evépyetav in V, 16; Omognvauevog for &”opnvapst™og in V. 25;
the omission of aAnBw¢ in V. 34.

(10) This is corroborated by the fact that on f. 488-491I' Sg has apinax that does
not reflcct 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 of tou BeoAdyou after To0 ayiov Mpnyopiov (I, 1)
iscommon only to G, L. D and Ba, while the omission of ydp (V, 42) isonly to
be found in G. L. D, Re and Sup.
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As G is the only manuscript within this sub-group to contain
no readings proper co it, we can assume that it isthe common an-
cestorofL and D (13).

Some examples of the variant readings and errors proper to L
arc. GCuu. T [OF o juj-. - v\ .10l (Tu)AGXE"/6jV iOT
HEVWV in V. 176; the omission of Kol T0 KAOLOTIKOV - TO TOU TTUPOC
KauoTikov in V, 273/275; the omission of tw2 in V, 307; the
omission of apfiv in V, 308. Examples of the variant readings and
errors proper to D are: autoT¢ for auvtig in I, 38 (14j; the omission
ofrin V, 58; the omission of pyfj in V, /6; the omission of Tw in
V, 113; the omission of 6€0¢' in V, 227; the omission of Kail in
V, 229 (:1); the omission of Tw" in V, 274.

As has been said, G transmits all the peculiarities otA p,ccm\ 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 gp-cott' corrects the reading €vrjpyet 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).

1he last manuscript of this group is S. The readings, again very
few, proper to the manuscript are: to for tov in prol., 40 ( the
omission of A1 in IV. 21; the transposition of kata tovutov after
aAndwc in 1V, 60/61; debéktouv for a@Beéyktou in V, 38 (IS); @uaov
for @Ooel in V. 82: the addition of avtrjv after v in V, 99; tov

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

(14) Incommon with O. Qand Dei.

(15) Incommon with ft**and Sup.

(16) Professor C. Laga, who is currently preparing the critical cdmon o: Maxi-
mus' Atrtb.lohas informed us that on the basis of the manuscript tradition of that
very large work, he too has come to the conclusion that the Gudiamtsgr. 39 (G)
has been contaminated by avery good tradition.

(17) Incommon with Re and Sup.

(18) Incommon with Z.



I x x v iii CLASSIFICATION OF THE WITNESSES

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

b. Re Sup

Manuscripts Re and Siip behave rather independently. They
have many errors in common against the rest of the tradition:
v Youxiv for thc¢ Youxng in prol., 26; aneotpaupévnv for Aarte-
oTpaupevov in pro!., 35: avtouvpywc for avtoupywv in I, 33; pooel
for @uaoe', in 11, 27; kata tnv for kat’avtv in I, 43; TWV €éKEivwV
for Twv ékeivou in 1V, 9; xwpnioat pév for xwpnoawyev in 1V, 12;
Auag for Auwv in 1V, 39: copaTiIKwTteEpov for cWOTIKWTEPOV in
IV, 83: epygactv for ekpavaov in V, 57; vnepovaiol for v\—epoualoc
in V, 202; finally, § fornj in V, 239,

The relationship between Re and Sup is further established by
the following variant readings which they have in common: tou
aytov for twv dywwv in the tide; the omission of kat in pro!., 4;
@iAovAw for @IAVA® in proL. 38; 10 évayewv for tov évayn in prol.,
39; to for tov in proL, 40; the transposition of Quwv after cw-
mnpiav in I, 33; the omission of vuv in Ill. 17; Otteloekpibn for
eTTEIOEKPION in 1V. 40; tov dvBpwmov for dvBpwmov avtov in V,
28; the omission of yap in V, 42; the omission of tw in V, 113:
10 for Tw in V, 179; Batépav for Oatépou in V. 189; the addition
of oUk in V, 195 and the omission of pfj in V, 196; the omission
of kailin V, 229 (' ’); ovvaéel for ovveloa&el 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 (2, which prove their independent descent from
acommon ancestor (21) which we shall call 'x*.

(19; Incommon with D.

(20) Examples oi the variant readings and errors proper to Re are: €¢autouv for
Beol in pro!., 13; - ap-ptrioapev for —apntnoaunv in prol., 41; the omission of un
in I, :6; xapitwv for xap'.t: in I, 46 (in common with Dj; see Appendix Il);
povov for poévou ir. 1. 47; oAnv for oAov in 1V, 6; maBriuact for -xOeo: in IV. 15
(in common with Da; see Appendix Il); the transpositions in 1V, 21-22; the trans-
position of @Ooel after yivetar in 1V, 33; deikvooal for deikvvoa in 1V, 36; ~apa-
AauBavwv for —apafavtwv in 1V. 55; yéya for péyav in 1V, 61; tn for to in 1V,
101: the omission of €: in IV, 109; the omission of tou in V, 2; @uoikrn¢ for @u-
olkw¢ in V, IS: -pi for rtpc; in V. 38; the inversed word order in V, 7!; 6 for
®¢ in V, 88; avtrv for auooiv in V, 107; anotéAecua for dmoteAéopata in V,
16~: ékoavTIKwC for ek@avtikoC :n V, 193; un ri aAAov ev €tép<u for pndetépw in
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A axon- Re Sup

On the basis ofa number of errors in Amb. Thom. V we can as-
sume a relationship between AJdn on the one hand and the sub-
group Re Sup (= x) on the other. These errors are: the omission
of év in v\ 58; a@Bapciav for agaciav in V, 63; 8ecotn¢ for
Oeotnto¢ in V, 111; ouvvhABe for ouviAye in V, 156; finally, the
omission of gixev in V, 172 (22). 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(2j), they cannot possibly stem from
jaxort. jjrectiy \ve therefore hypothesize a common ancestor 'b*
for AaaT and Re Sup (= x). This hypothesis is further corrobo-
rated by the following variant readings common only to A""aT
and Re Sup: the omission of tou in V. 30; and the addition of o
before Adyoc¢ in V, 128 (24).

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

V, 229; the variant word order in V, 261 '262: oikeiac¢ ror idtag in V, 287. — Ex-
amples o f the variant readings and errors proper :0 Sup are: mpoAno6egong tor TTPOO-
AneBeiot,c in 1If 9 (in common with Z and Ca); oAw¢ for dAog in I, 10 (in
common with Am); doypati¢ovto¢ for doypatidovtacg in Il, 2S; e—€deikvuoo ror
enedeikvuto in 1V, 70; 1o for to in IV, 101 (incommon with Am); cuvteTtayuévoc
for cuvtetaypevog in V. ovdEv tor ou d¢ in V. /8; 01dnpoT tor o1drjpov in
274,

(21) Van D eun, 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 r in A conetfus and Re correctus, while Sup shares the reading tnv
with Re* wA/, Am and Be.

(23) Seep. Ixxxv.

(24) See also the stemma of the family ‘d’ in Van D eun, Opuscula, p. cXXrx.
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2. Manuscripts .V, Ba, Z, Da. Da\ Dr and Ib: ‘d'

Two errors prove the unity of the following group of manu-
scripts: .\l Ba, Z, Da(2"), Da’(2h), Di(2) and ifc(2. These errors
are: €v mabel for eumafelav (1V, 42) in Z and Da, and
the omission of o0k (V. 109) in A. Ba, Z, Da, iJu and Ib(2°l. We
therefore hypothesize a common ancestor for manuscripts N,
Ba, Z, Dt3, Da\ Di and Ib.

Eight more variant readings prove the validity of our argu-
ment. These are:

- NTTOPeEve (-vw) for AtTT,uéVvR (prol, 36) in -V, Ba, Z, Da
and Di:

- the transposition of 6 Aoyoc after pepévnke* (11, 20/21) in
N, Ba, Z and Daf ) ;

- the omission of ék - ovagiac¢ (V, 43) in N\’, Ba, Z. Da, Da'
and Ib:

- oaVtw i-Tw) for tavtw (V, 120) in .V, Z, Da, Da' and
Ib;

- the omission of tag (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 ofnj (V, 152) in .V. Ba. Z, Da, Da' and Ib;

- avlpwmog, wv for avBpwmno¢ wv (V, 291) in .V, Ba, Z, Da’
and Ib (31).

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 ofseven:

a. DaDa'Dilb: T

In V, 68, Da, Da' and Ib share the suspect reading &v vnoul
against :Y Ba Z and the complete manuscript tradition, which
reads h €ide*. The reading €v vndul is therefore an innovation of

(25) Manuscript Da transmits the text only up to V, 168.

(26) Manuscript Du only transmits Amb.Thont. V.

(27) Manuscript Dionly transmits Amb. Them., prol.

(28) Manuscript Ih only transmits Amb. Them. V. The readings of the partial
witnesses o f this family (Da. Da*. Di and Ih) have not been included in the critical
apparatus but can be found in Appendix IlI.

(29) On the very partial witness Di, see below.

(30) And also in Git

(31) And also in Re Sup and Q.
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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 f\

Da and Di

Except in those cases where the readings of Di are unique in
the tradition (y.y~zo~T'jz for xaTSGTrcac in pro!., 14; t-xggW tor
-aaav in prol., 22; and vsyr/yjj/ivcov for YsysvAjiivov in /?rol., 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 toTc in
prol., 41. and the omission of jzaXXov in pro/., 44), and one case
where Da shares a reading only with Ba (tov vouv for to voeiv in
proi, 48). Although the basis for a comparison is very small ("2),
these readings show that it is possible to hypothesize a common
ancestor for Da and Di, which we shall call o' (3).

Da Da’lb

We consider that manuscript Ib stems independently from the
ancestor /' (see above), which it has in common with Da and
Da’i34). since almost without exception (j5j Ib agrees with Da and
DaTwhenever these two share a common reading (36).

Since both Da and Da' also have their own variant readings
and errors (3'), we can hypothesize that they too stem from [f' in-
dependently one from the other.

(32) As has been pointed out D: only has Atnb.Thom., prol., i.e. 52 lines in our
edition.

(33) See also Laga-Steel, QTii., Il, p. xxvi, who came to the same conclu-
sion.

(34; Our argument seems to be corroborated by the tact 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 J.

(36; The variant readings proper to Ib are: ol ¢, pév (sic) for oidpevov in V. 9;
oAAG for AN’ :n V. 34 (in common with Za); ékoaowv for ékgavawv in V, 5"; the
omission or auTov - QUOIKWC in V, 87,88; the omission of mavta in V, 93; the ad-
dition of yap after avbpwnwv in V. 1S3; the omission o: ydp in V, 238; €xel for
EXWV in V. 243; ouvexopevog for ouvexopevov in V. 248: OattA? tor anmAwc¢ in V,
249: poévov for povnv in V. 300.

(37) Examples or*the variant readings of Da are: the addition of Beiag kai be-
fore ayioag in V, 7: the omission of adtng in V. 17; ouv for yolv in V. 22. etc. Ex-
amples of the variant readings of Da" are: mpemnovot,¢ for mpooovong in V. 18; the
omission of ot1 — 0¢eo¢ in V, 33 '34; the omission ofydp in V, 36, etc.
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b. NBazZ: V

In 1V, 63, manuscripts .V, Ba and Z share die transposition of
evepyoUlC (\V reads evapyoug) 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 .V, Ba and Z. which we
shall call V.

It has not been possible to establish any closer relationships
within the sub-familv :Y 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. .V
and Z share the reading ekouvoiwv against Ba, that reads ekou-
oiou¢ ("), while in I, 38, Z and Ba share the erroneous KatnRyo-
poupévwy against .V, that has katnyopooluevov (3>). We therefore
consider N, Ba and Z to stem independently from their common
ancestor V.

N

The first part of the text in manuscript :V (up to Attib. Thom.
V, 79 £ttettopevto, T ]) was copied in the fourteenth century to
replace the original twelfth-century pages (4}). However, the er-
rors and variant readings cited above to prove the relationship
between manuscripts iY. Ba, Z, Da, Da’, Di and Ib show that
the textual tradition of Amb.Thom. is the same for both parts
of manuscript V. 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 che scribe of &i has probably corrected the obviously erro-
neous reading exovfficov which he found in his exemplar.

(39) In this case too, it is not impossible that die scribe ofiY camc :0 the correct
reading by mere conjecturc.

(40) See the description of the manuscript on p. x1-x1i.
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the addition of o before pimw in prol., 30; the transposition of
ueyada after duvdapevov in p ro 150/51; €vapyouc for Evepyoic in
IV. 63; the evident errors yesoupyoloav for Beovpyouvcav, and
VTTaAAayr against amoaAAayn in Ba, Z (and Da) in IV, 74; the
omission of 1e, and the reading mpoo@opw¢ for mpoopuwg in 1V,
86; the reading éQuv/wpévne in V, 48 and 206, against epPuyw-
uévng in Ba and Z; finally, the omission ofto in V, 194,

In a number of cases the original readings of .\VV have been cor-
rected by what seems to be a hand of the fourteenth century f4*).
Thus we find: évnabelav (sic) as a correction for v 1aOe€t in 1V,
42; the addition of the words éxwv - Tponwv in V, 159/160; the
addition of the omitted pn in V, 194; koawvi{opeva for the ante cor-
rectionem reading Kowvi{opeda in V. 197/198; finally, mAnpwoovtog
for the ante correctionem reading mAtpwoavtag in V,.306(307. From
two cases it would appear that A’correctus is related to Va and C,
viz. V. 261. where N correctus shares with Va and C the addition
of wv after kOplo¢, and V, 298, where X correctus, Va (probably
post correctionem as well) and C have inserted avutol between TAv
and pakpobupiav.

Ba

The manuscript has a fair number of variant readings, most of
them deliberate f4"): avtig for avtoig, and yeyevnuévnv for yeye-
vnuévov in prol., 26; the omission of o0v in /;roL 43 C3); the trans-
position of paAAov before aipobparl in pro'.,, 44 (~); the addition
of touv 6eoAodyou after pnyopiov in I, 1; Tp1ada for duvdda in I,
11; the addition of o before mAouToC in I, 16: the addition o fYuxn¢
after maBwv in I, 3; 1diag for oikeiacg in Il, 8; the transposition of
aveAMTwC after guoikovg in 11, 12/13; the omission of capkog in
II. 21: the transposition of opog (iir) after ovaoiac in Il, 36: the
omission of Aoyou in Ill. 33; the transposition of gué after oépwv,
and the reading avtw (sic) for €avtw in 1V, 7; the omission of
Alatouto - umokonv in 1V, 9/10; kat ta for peta in 1V, 18; 1€0TI
(sic) for Toutéatl, and avBpwmivny for avBpwmneiav in 1V. 37; tav-

(41) These corrections are probably pan of the 'restorations’ chat were e.-rried
out in .V at the beginning of the fourteenth century (see above).

(42) Especially the large number of transpositions.

(43) Incommon with Re Sup. Ge and H.

(44) Incommon with Y* dm
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T0TNTO tor TavtotnTt in 1V, 47; the omission ofiva in IV, 48; die
omission of tn xapttt, and the addicion of touv before mdBou¢ in
IV. 51; the cransposirion of fuTv before ékouvoiw¢ in 1V, 60;
npwtov for mpdattwv in IV, 72; che omission of tov before mel-
paotou in 1V, 108: autog for avto in V, 5(45}; .tdonc¢ for maaot in
V. 8; che omission of tnv in V, 9; the transposition of Beog after
oapkwBei¢ in V. 12/13; the cransposicion of mavtdanaot after n-
HETEPWVY in V, 22/23; the transposition of avBpwmnov after avtdv
in V, 28 (4h); the omission of aAnbw¢ in V, 31; che omission of Ti
in V, 37; che addition of tnv before 1diav in V. 38 \~'); the crans-
posicion of avépog after xwpic¢ in V, 41/42; éavtiyv for adtnv in
V, 52/53; unepovoiw¢ for umép ovaiav in V, 67; the addition of
TNV before Kivnotwv in V. 88; Tnv oIKOVOUIOV TEMANPWKE TNV UTEP
NUWV for TNV UMép NUWV OlKovodiav TEMARPWKEY in V, 97/98; the
transposition of avtnv after augoiv in V, 107; the transposition of
avlpwmog after avtdc in V, 134; Try for m in V, 162 (4S); the al-
ternative word order v nuTv opoovaiog for AUTV dpoolalog nv in
V, 182; aAvpavtoug for aAvpdaviwe in V, 186; the long omission
— by haplography —of olte - povov in V, 202/204; xopaKin-
plotikwv for xapoktnptotikny in V, 225; the omission of 1 in V,
230; to0TOoU for tolTO in V, 243 (49 ; the addition of TV alw-
vwv after €1¢ Toug alwvac in V, 308 (3.

Some of Bas 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 uiv in 1IV. 60, where Ba also has the correct reading
EKovoiw¢ against the rest of its family and all manuscripts going
back to hyparchetype V that we shall establish below (3l); the
case of V. 239, where Ba is the only member of its family to have
the correct reading i (against n in A, Z, Da* and Ib); the transpo-
sition of ékotaonc after evepyeiacg in V, 282.

(45) In common with Re.

(46) Incommon with 7.a and Dz Da*.

(47) Incommon with

(48) Incommon with R t”~ " Sup and Am.
(49) Incommon with A0*7 and B.

(50) 'n common with Q, Mo and C.

(51) See p. cii-cui.
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In V, 275 too. Ba stands alone against all other members of its
family, except A'correctus: N a'eon't Z, Da’and Ib (a2) add kai yéyove
UEV KOULOTIKOV between Td TOL TMUPEC KAULOTIKOV and Kol yEyove
MEV KALOTIKOC. The words are absent from Ba, whose scribe has
correctly understood that they had been repeated by accident.

Z

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: nyoannuévw for
AYlaopévw and Kol TMVELPATIK® Tatpi for motpi MveupaATIK® in
prol., 3; the omission of 6eoV in prol., 13; the omission of Kai vQI-
oTdpevn TPLOdIKWC in 1, 31; tpomov for tpomov in I, 35; OMEJEXETO

tor émedéxeto in I, 15; the omission of td in Il, 23; nuwv for
Auv in Il, 31; the omission of aAnBw¢ in Il, 36; ™ @Loel for tnv
@Oow in I, 19; the addition of tn¢ before capkwoewc in 11, 29;

the omission of 8¢ in IV, 13: davBpwmno¢ for the first avBpwmov in
IV, 35; 16 mabntov for tw mabntw in IV, 42; the omission of
t00C in IV, 64; éni tobto for émiotouto in IV, 75 (3J)); the omis-
sion of katT’auew - v in 1V, 77/78; aitiov for aitio¢ in V, 4; the
transposition of aAnbw¢ after avBpwmnog in V, 6; the omission of
€ in V, 14; the omission of yap in V, 29; the omission of d¢ in
V, 31; vmnepovaolov for vmepovaoioc in V, 32; the omission of auto
in V, 37; the omission ot 6 in V, 43; kai for 6 agi in V, 50; npo-
An@beion¢ for mpooAn@Beionc¢ in V, 105; Beio¢ for Beiwg in V,
169 (34); the omission of anodidol¢ in V, 177; auveABovteg for ou-
veAovteg in V, 178; o for w in V, 187: o0 for un in V, 194; YIAQC
for yopvnc and vice versa in V, 232/233; y0bwv for pvbolg in V,
242; the addition of kai before 8eotnc¢ in V, 251; the omission of
Epavn in V, 262; the addition of tng¢ after kai in V, 284; yévoloB¢
for yéveaB¢ in V, 301 (°5).

(52) Together with Am and Vaa"”.

(53) In common with Re Sup.

(54) Incommon with Re Sup, Y, Q and Gd.
(55) Incommon with Mo and Za.
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In the following cases Z stands alone against all other members
of its family: in IV, 5/6, Z restores the words kai do0Aou¢ after
T0T¢ OpodoLAoIC in the quotation from Gregory, whereas these
two words have been omitted in N, 8a and ba: in V, 36, Z reads
T®W, while N, 8a, pa, pa:and o read o ;in V, 140, Z has the nom-
inative omopd, while in V. 8a, pa, npa' and Ib we find the dative
onopd or onopd; finally, in V, 274, Z reads the article touv that has
been omitted in .V, Bn, o a’ and iv.

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 1V, sa, pa and b a’ (©6). As a consequence, Z is the
only member of its family to have restored the reading s'anxat-
topevov (V, 72). whereas .V, Ba. pa, pa’and b have staguryt-
topevov. Which is better adapted to the lacunary text form in
those manuscripts.

The relationships that have been established for manuscripts N
Baz ;Da DarD i Ib can be illustrated as follows:

(prol.)

(56) IIf ** also has the quotation (see Appendix Il, adAmb.Thom. V, 73). The
fact that Iba'iT had a much larger quotation here chan just kai I>-£p avbpwmov &-
vrovsi Ta avOow—eu seems to indicate that the scribe of Ib did not codv 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 vmép AvBpwTmov Evrpyel ri avBpwmouv.
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3. Manuscripts Va. M, Sin, 0,J, Mosq, / and Dd

To prove the relationship between manuscripts Va, M, Sin, O,
J, Mosq, | and Dd we can cite only one obvious error, viz. the ad-
dition of eav and the omission ofydap (V, 258), common only co
these manuscripts. In addition we can refer to the reading ouve-
Aoviw¢ for ouvveAdvteg (V, 178) in Va. M, Sin, O, J, | and Dd,
while Mosq has cuveAdvtoc. As the reading ocuveAOVTWC IS nowhere
to be found in the complete manuscript tradition of Dionysius’
fourth letter (57), nor anywhere else in the tradition of Maximus’
Amb. Thorn., 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 «gv» ONnNAadn and to «&IC» ad to PEV and to OE re-
spectively (111, 37 and 38) (~8); 6 vou¢ mpdANAOC, GAN’GdnAoC | Qpa-
o1 ad V, 249/251; finally, dpoc¢ moAiteiac ad V. 260/261 (°9). The
same four notes are also co be found in /. The first two can also
be found in O and Dd, and the third inJ and Mosq f60).

The argument can be corroborated by the following variant
readings:

- the omission of yfj and the reading tptadoc¢ for dvadog {l,
11) in VapxorT' M Sin | Dd (61) ;
- the addition of ¢otiv after mAoutoc (I, 16) in Vap cor M Sin

OJ Mosqg | Dd:
- Kata aveowv for kat'aveotv (IV, 43) in Va M Sin OJ Mosq |
Dd:

- the addition of évepyeiag after owkeiag (V, 279/280) in
Vapmmr- M Sin OJ Mosq | Dd (62).

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 Gc.

(59) in common with Am, S'. Y and Ib.

(60) M and Sin have no marginal notes at all.

(61) The testimony ot 0,J and ufosq couic not be taken into account because
of the omission of the words svcraxarcEpxv - raXiv (I, 10-11) in those manu-
scripts.

(62; Itis not impossible that Va correctus here has the correct reading. The addi-
tion of Evscystac is unique in the manuscript tradition except for manuscript C.
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sider it to be the common ancestor ot M, Sin, O,J. Mosq, / and
Dd f63). As has become clear from the majority of the cases men-
tioned above. M, Sin, O, J, | and Dd must have been cop-
ied from Va correctus (64). The same conclusion can also be drawn
from the ioliowing cases:
- anopwv for amopiwv (tit.) in Vap®n M Sin OJ I Dd(6°);
- the addition ofevwaoel 10 kKab'nuag (1V, 102) in Var"lMT M
O | Dd: om.J Mosq (f6) ;
- the addition ofydp (V, 41) in Va?'™" M Sin OJ I Dd (69;
- the reading fv aAnbnic¢ for v, ainbeic (V, 130) in 1V
M Sin OJ Mosq | Dd.

a. M and Sin

Manuscripts M and Sin share three readings against the rest of
the manuscript tradition, viz. dt*ov for Alo in IV, 36; di1d6eav tor
dlaipeatv in V, 216; and avto for avtov in V. 263. As Sin is the
only manuscript to have its own readings (6S) we consider it to
have been copied from M f9).

(63) See also Van Deun, Opuscula, p. Ixvii-Ixix and p. cxvn-cxxn, who
came to the same conclusion.

(64) Sec also Van Deun, Opuscula. p. i1xvii-txvhi and p. cxvm.

(63) The testimony of Mosq could not be taken into account because of an
omission in the titie o f Amb. TJiottu in that manuscript.

(66) The testimony of Sin cou'.d not be taker, 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 or adding new equipment to its mi-
crofilm photography facilities and that it would send us the microfilm requested
as soon as possible.

(67) The yap is absent from Mosq.

(68) We do find two readings proper to Ai (viz. to6ttwv for tpod-ov in I. 35:
and kAnpoug for Afpouc¢ in a quotation from Gregor,- in V. 45) but they are so ob-
viously erroneous that die scribe of Sim the well-known sixteenth-century Cretan
humanist Maximus Margunios, could have easily corrccted them.

(69) The readings proper to Sin are: /6pov BonBolvto¢ for xopnyoldvrtog in
pro'.. 47*48; the addition of tou before 6eov in I, 8; the omission of Kai Twv oca
cwpatog in I, 17; avtw for éovtw in IV. 7 (in common witli Ba): ooov for oow
in V. 56 (in common with Re, G and D); the omission by haplography of kata
o001V YeVE<TEWC, Kai d1xa TnC in V, 68; ouaiav for 1diav :n V, 86; avtt duooiv tor
€iT’GuooTv in V, 114; finally, the omission by haplography of fyouv - avdpik®¢ in
V, 210.
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b. O,J and Mosq

Manuscripts O, J and Mosqg share the omission of EVOTIKWTE-
pav - maAwv (I, 10-11) against the other members of their fam-
ily (70). Two more omissions are common to O and JaaT only,
viz. the omission by haplography of 10 pév, Twv €VYVWHPOVEITEPWV
in 1V, 3/4, and, also by haplography, that ofntéoov Sz cuyxwpouLue-
6a in 1V, 17/18 (71). As both O and / also have a small number of
variant readings and errors proper to each of them, we consider
them both to stem independently from acommon ancestor, which
w e shall call ‘y\

The variant readings and errors proper to O, except for anum-
ber of cases related with itacism and accentuation, are: dptadog for
p1ddoc in I, 12; taxotnta for maxotnta in I, 7; avtol for
gautou in 1V, 16; évotikotepov for évikwtepov in 1V, 82 f72); the
addition of tou before avBpwmnov in V, 101; the omission of é-
Xwv - Tponwv in V, 159/160 (73); the omission of ta in V, 211; fi-
nally. Tuntikov for tuttikw and the omission of 10 TOU TULPOC
KOULOTIKOV in V, 274(275.

The variant readings and errors proper toJ are: 1 for j in I,
22; tpradoc¢ for povadoc in 1, 28; the omission of kaB’v in Il, 20;
the addition of kai after douvAikda in IV, 68; the transposition of o
avtoc¢ before v in 1V, 85; the omission of évwoe», TO KaBMuag in
IV, 102 ( *); puoikw¢ for pualkwv in V, 157: guolkw¢ for QUOIKNAC
in V, 164; the omission by haplography of capko¢ - Kexwplopeva
in V, 201/203 (7d) ; the omission, again by haplography. of Kai pé-
Vel Beoc in V, 227.

(70) These words were also absent from Vaa"'rr: 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 Deun, Opusasia, p. cxix-cxx and n. 28,
who came to the same conclusion.

(72) In common with Vapcorr' and I.

(73) These words were also absent from Va*XO0fr; we find them written in the
left margin of Va*sf. 87v.

(74) These words were also absent from Vaa'd"™ 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 follow J ( 76).

W e consider Mosq to have been copied from J(* ). As has be-
come clear from the above-mentioned emissions in IV. 3/4 and
IV, 17/18 that have been made good by the corrector ofJ, Mosq
must have been copied from J correctus.

c. / and Dd

Manuscripts | and Dd both have a very small number of var-
lant readings proper to each of them. We therefore consider them
to stem independently from Va correctus{zs).

The variant readings and errors proper to | are: lvcoTtxirepov
for svcoTixodTepav in I, 10; c-Oaso; for ©ugei in Il, 32; the omis-
sion of St in IV, 13('j; eaur&v for saurS in IV. 78; svcoti-
xcoTEpov for IvextoTEpov in 1V, 82 (b)) ; co; for Etc in V, 38.

(76) What follows is a selection from the numerous readings and error* proper
to Mosq: the omission of Mepi - pnyopiov m the title: the addition of kai before
TMIVEVPOTIK®W iNn prol., 3; the omission of g0l inprol., 13; mpoBeuévwyv for mpoode-
MEVWVY in prol., 21/22; the omission of pot in prol., 36; the omission of mMAgov -
TOUTOWV in prol., 42/43; :he omission of @eOywv in prol., 45: mopiletat for nopi-
(eagBat in prot., 50; the omission of €1¢ to in Il. 1; avty for avtig in I, 8/9;
emidexeto for émedéxeto and tn for tn; in Il. 15: the omission of maOntog in 1.
22; the omission of ék - Adyou in Ill, 1; the transposition of vuv after g€ in IllI,
14; the omission of guyé in IV. 7; ovykatafacnyv for cOykpaaotv in 1V, 9; ayado¢
and o@iAavBpwmo¢ for dayaBdév and @iAavOpwTtov respectively in 1V, 33/34; pe-
TedwkKev for petadédwkev in 1V, 45; the omission of tov in IV, 56; the omission
of oboel in 1V, 91; the addition ot o0 after ¢ in V. 19; a@Béykov for doBEyKTOUL
in V, 38; appntov for amoppntov in V, 39; the repetition of the words te - mavtog
(V. 53.-55) between mavto¢ and dcicag in V, 55: the omission of r in V. 58; the
addition of tou before avBpwmov in V, 73: avtrjv for xueow in V, 114; the omis-
sion of €imep Twv avTIKEIPEVWY in V. 1-4/145; éu@avtikog for €éKQAVTIKOC in V.
193; the omission of GAA dvdpwBEvTog - memoAitevpévoc in V, 204/205; moootn-
To¢ N Kawvotnto¢ for moootntoC R Kawvotng in V, 239; the addition of tov before
3iov in V, 261; finally, the omission of te 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
Iviron to Moscow by Arseni; Sukhanov in 1654.

(78) See also Van Deux, Opuscula, p. Ixviii and p. cxix, and in.. LA, p.
cXxXXxnr-cxxxiv, who came to the same conclusion.

(79) Incommon with Z.

(80) Incommon with Var /AT and O.
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The variant readings and errors proper to Dd are: the addition
of yap after @Bopadv in Il, 39; the addition of avBpwmno¢ after ye-
vopevog in 111, 23; ovolwdoug for ovoiwwdelc in 1V, 76: the omission
ofuev in V, 105.

The relations that have been established immediately above can
be illustrated as follows:

Vaacorr'
Vap
M
y | Dd
o J
Sin Mosq

4. The family that unites V Ba Z Da Da' Di Ib; Va M Sin O /
Mosg | Ddand Am: V (see 2 and 3)

There is one passage that possibly suggests a closer relationship
between N Ba Z Da Da' Di Ib on the one hand, and the family of
Va on the other, viz. Amb. Thom. V, 274/276 where :Ywarr. Z,
Da\ Ib and VaaccT transmit the rather careless exemplar of a
scribe who has written: T@ TOU OIdAPOL TUNTIKW TO TOUL TLPOC

ci®-/]po;. None of the descendants of Va have these words, which
Is normal, considering the fact that Ai, Sin, O, J\ Mosg. | 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 xac yeyovs ixnv XaixjTixov 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 Taunnetisis, Bibliothecae Nationalis C.111.3C"), also belongs to
this family: Am too has the addition of kKai yéyove pév KauoTIKOV
between TO TOU TUPOC KAUOTIKOV and Kai YEyove PEV KOULOTIKOC.

We therefore hypothesize a common ancestor for .V Ba Z Da
Da’ Di lb; Va M Sin OJ Mosq | Dd and Ant, which we shall call
V (82).

5. The family that unites A ParSg G L D S; Re Sup; Am: N BaZ
Da Da}Di Ur, VaM Sin OJ Mosqg | Dd: V (see 1 and 4)

Three errors prove the existence of a large family that unites
the following families: A Par Sg G L D S: Re Sup; ,47%; ,\:Ba Z
Da Da' Di Ib; Va M Sin O f Mosg | Dd. All these manuscripts
have a common ancestor which we will call ‘a\ In fact this com-
mon ancestor is what former editors of Maximus’ works have
callcd the Corpus Constantinopolitanum (H3). The three errors in our
text that prove its existence are:

- the omission ofou - évotikwtepov (1V, 82/83) in A Re Sup
AmNBazDa Faf4),

- the omission of evwoel 10 kKab’uag (1, 102), apparently
robbing the sentence of its meaning, in Sup Am
N BaZ Da Vaacoor\

- the omission of exwv - Tpoénwv (V, 159/160) in Aa'lOr Re
Sup Am N acor-Ba Z Da Da’lb Vaaeon\

The argument can be corroborated by the following variant
readings:

- the omission of €otiv (V, 3) in A"'IOF Re Sup Am \ Ba Z
Da Da’lb VaanlT (85);

(81) See Laga-Steel. QTh., I. p. xthi-x1vii; Van Deun. Opuscula, p. 1vii-
Ivhi, p. Ixvi and p. cxv; id., LA, p. cxui. However tempting this hypothesis
might be, B. Markesinis. in preparing his edition of Maximus’ OpuscuLi and of
Maximus’ letters, recently has come to question it.

(82) See also Van D eun, Opuscula, p. 1xvi and p. cxv, who came to the same
conclusion.

(33) See Laga-Steel, Q Vi, I, p. xlii-xliii; Van Deux, Opuscula, p. I-1Ix
and Lxn; ibid., p. cvi-cxnr: in., LA. p.clv-clvii.

(84) The same omission is also to be found in Vet..

(85) The copula has also been omitted in two witnesses of Dionysius' fourth let-
ter, viz. Parisiansgr. 443 (Pg) and Parisinusgr. 935 {Pp}. both of the thirteenth ccn-
turv (see the critical apparatus in A. M. Ritter fed.]. Corpus Dionysiaam, vol. 2
[PTS 36], p. 160).
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- the omission of tnv (V, 87; in Aadll Re Sup Am X Ba Z
Da Da' Ib Va (56);

- che reading nyoopevw for nytaocpévor (V, 297) in Re Sup
Am X Ba Z Da* Ib Va; A has fqytacuevol but this is clearly
the result ofa IrvcAOn, so that we can conclude that the
reading Aylaopyevw 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 oOX'o0 (IV, 23) in Re Sup Am Ba

- 1€ @rror 100¢ or Iooc for lowg (1V, 51) in Re Sup Am X Ba
Z Da Va;

- the error tnv for tn (V, 162} in ReatOr Sup Am Ba and
probably also in Aa'l°r’;

- the erroneous addition of o0 after 611 (V, 180) in Re Sup

Am N acorr-
- the erroneous omission of unp (V, 194) in Aadlr Re Sup
yu..,.Ir. yaadarr.. £ A which probably indicates that the

scribe of this manuscript too had noticed the omission of
the negation in his exemplar;
- the error gwvnté or ewvnte for eavnte (V, 299) in A*'l0rr
Am X'IGQr Z Va* LGN 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-
archetvpe V was already written in that script (89).
Finally, there is the suspect reading avBpwmno;, wv for avBpwmnog
wv (V, 291) in Re Sup X Ba Z Da’ Ib (90).

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 KOULOTIKOV between To TOU

(86) The article has alsc been omirted in Vet: (see below).

(87) The reading ov/i tor ooy is also found in A, Da and V.

(88) The negation has also been added in Q.

(89) See also Van Deun. LA, p. civn, who came :0 the same conclusion on
the basis ofa different palaeographic argument, viz. :hc mistake of s for v.

(90) And also in Q.
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-UPOC KOULOTIKOV and Kai yeyove pEV KouvoTiko¢ (V, 275) on the
basis of which we have hypothesized a common ancestor V tor
N BaZ 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 *a .

The relationships that have been established can be illustrated
as follows:

Corpus Constantinopolitamim)

Di Da

We have so far succesfully classified twenty-five manuscript
witnesses of Amb. Thom. The eighteen manuscripts that remain to
be classified are: Ath B Be C Ga Ge H K Ka Ma Mo P Q T Ven X
Y and Za.

O f these manuscripts there is one, the very fragmentary witness
Vert (92). that can possibly be connected with the Corpus Constants
nopolitatmm, the existence of which has been proved above: in the
fragment from Amb. Thom. V, Ven has the omission of ttjv (V,
87) in common with /1% jr'- Re Sup Am .\rBa Z Da Da'lb Va (=
V), whereas in the fragment from Amb. Thom. IV, Ven does not
have the words Evixcorspov - —avts/.&c (IV. 82/83), which closely

(91) See supra, p. ci-cit, number 4.
(92) Ven transmits two fragments from Amb. Thorn.t viz. 1V, 54 (4ANOTPIOV) -
90 (avuToC), and V, 73 (tnv) —96 (@LOIC).
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resembles the omission of 00 - évwTiIKwTEPOV, that we have quali-
fied as an error proper to the manuscripcs of the Corpus (V).

It is therefore not impossible that manuscript Ven 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 Constatitinopolitanum (V).

1. y and K

O f 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 (93);
oapKIKw¢ for capkika in 1V, 69; the omission of td 6¢cia in V,
201; mAnpwaoovteg for mAnpwaoovtag 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 Anib.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
ofde in I, 6; the reading tTou a0TOL AGYoU TOUL MPpwWToL for Touv XU-
TOU €K TOL a0TOU TPWTOU Adyou in I, 1; o for Q¢ in IV, 2; the
omission of vac in IVx19:700 d'au for ov dlovtou in IV. 82y x{l1-
onayitouv for apeomayitov in V, 2 (%) : the transposition of av-
¢ after evepyeiag in V. 106; the addition of ) before pntnp in
V, 149,

O f these two V'is the only manuscript without its own variant
readings and errors. We can therefore hypothesize it to be the an-
cestor of K(92y. Furthermore a number of readings in K reveal

(93) Incommon only with Masq.

(94) Incommon with Daand Da’ (see Appendix Il}.

(95) Examples of the very numerous variant readings and errors proper to K
are: ayilou for ayiwwv in the title; yeyevnuévtv for yeyevnuévov in pry/., 26 (in com-
mon with Ba) ; eygavidopevwy for Ep@avidopevoy in pro!l.. 27; atteo-t&auuevny for
XTMeoTpaPPévoy in pro/., 35 (:n common with Re Sup); péow for pécocg in prol,,
43; the transposition of pdAlov before aipoluat in prol.,, *% (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 pdAAov before aipolpar (pro/., 44) has been cor-
rected in V by means of a superposed B and which the scribe
of 1Chas either not noticed o1 not understood; the reading 7zzz>zo-
veT¢ for mepippoveic (111, 6) can be explained by the use or an ab-
breviation for mept- in Y; the nonsensical reading navtnta (I, 7)
in iv can be explained by the specific way the word maxotnta has
been written in V; etc. (96).

Given the fact that V*was already present in the Vatican Li-
brary in 1510 (), 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. anoplwv
for amopwv in the title of the work, common to the Corpus manu-
scripts and Y (98); secondly, the suspect reading nv, aAn6eic for v
aAndng in V. 130, again common to the Corpus manuscripts and
y only ("). One obvious error, ekovoiwv for ékovcoiwg (1V, 60},
can be found in all Corpus manuscripts except Ba, as well as in Y
and Q, while the erroneous cimep for Anep (IV, 111; can be found
in all Corpus manuscripts, y and Ga.

In addition Y shares the marginal note dpo¢ moAiteiac (ad V,
260/261) with the Corpus representatives Am, .V, Va and fb, 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-

Ya m and Ba): o Adyocg for oAoc in Il, 7; tteopove;: (<m) for trepipoveic in Ill. 6;
navinta (i*f) for maxvotnta in I, 7: the omission of év in IV, 7; pév tor oz in
V, 105, etc.

(96) Two more arguments can be added :0 corroborate this hypothesis: in K
Maximus' Bp. 3 (f. 198-199) has the same initial mutilation (inc. £éyvwv yap [PG
91. 408D5)) asin Y (f. 9-v); secondly, in K the prologue to Amb Thom . although
appearing at the very beginning of the manuscript, is numbered ag¢ asin Y, where
it appears on f. 116v (see supra, p. xiix. n. 158).

(97) See p. riand n. 169.

(98) VaF:'m and its descendants have amopwv.

(99) Aecat and Va and their respective descendants have nv aAn@nic.

(1GHD) See Appendix I.
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fy (1J). As has already been said in the description of the manu-
script (1'2), 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 oi V
iIs proved by two textual features, viz. a yp(agetatl) in the pro-
logue (1J™), 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. Vis 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; 1V, 111 and V, 130(1j4).

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, immediatelv followed bv
Amb.lo. in both collections (lu> (although the contexts in which
both works are to be found, are completely different in V and the
Corpus). Secondly there is, on Y’s f. 84 (ad Th.Occ. Il, 21), an
anti-Nilus scholium (Spa x@pov VeiAe* &v att@ KATOIKEL MOV TO
mARpwpa tng Oedtntoc cwpatikwg [Col. 2. 9]) similar to the ones

(101) For Q77! for instance. manuscript Y has been shown :0 be related ro the
Corpus by means of an hypothetical ancestor o. common 0o ¢ (= che Corpus) and
Y“s exemplar for Q77»., viz. Mosquetisis, Bibliotheeae Synodalis 151 ['Vlad. 200):, sec
Laga-Steel, QT)i., . p. lix-1x and the stemma codicum on p. cx-cXi.

(102) Sec above, p. u.

(103) As will become clear from Dr Boudignon‘s critical apparatus, the indica-
tion yp(doetai) does in this case indeed refer to a different text tradition.

(104) See above. - As :tis. of course, \rcry 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 V i? related to the Corpus in the way that has
been suggested by L.3ga-Stee'. for QTh. (see above, n. 101), viz. by way ot acom-
mon ancestor, that would in that case be responsible for the errors that are com-
mon to A. Re Sup. Am, .VBa Z Da Du' Di Ib and Va, but remain absent from V.
Since this possibility remains open, in the critical apparatus Y has no: been classi-
fied within the large family V.

(105) On this question, see also the article | am preparing Does the Combinaiicn
of .Maximus” Ambigua ad Thonuim and Ambigua ad loluamem go back to the Confessor
himself?, to appear ir. Sacris Entdiri.
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chat have been discussed in connection with Romattus, Angelicas
gr. 120 (A), itselfa representative of the Corpus (J'5).

W ith due reservations the relationships that have been estab-
lished above, can be illustrated as follows:

a

[1l. Pand T

Manuscripts P and T —the former completed in January 1055
or shortly thereafter (1v/), the latter a seventeenth-century ‘méAa-
yo¢ o@oApdatwv’ (48 —share the following errors that, although
not very numerous, provide sufficient proof of the relationship
between both manuscripts:

- toutolg for tovTWV in I, 18;
- the addition ofn (sic) before mw¢ in I, 32;
- the omission (by haplography) of ékeivog - dogov in 1V,
101/7102;
- eavtng for éavtrt, in V, 239;
Tnv for tt~ in V, 276.

The hypothesis is corroborated by the following variant read-
ings that the two have in common: ovtw for ov tw in prol., 16;
emidéxetal for émedéxeto in I, 15; omapxn tor omapyxet (V, 34) in
p's ~rr. an(™ Y'. oyoAoyrjoopev for duoAoyrowpev (VF 112) in pp :Qr
and T.

O f these manuscripts P is the only one that does not have var-
lant readings and errors peculiar to it(10). We therefore consider

(106) See above, p. in (description of Y) and p. xtvn (description of A). In
the right-hand margin of /s f. 273 (also ad Th.Oec. :l, 21) there :s a similar scho-
lium. albcic without the explicit mentioning of Nilus (ir avT& xarotxei rzav to
rr/.ijovjfia).

(107) See above, p. xnv.

(108) As it lias been characterized by Van D eun, Opuscula, p. cxxxi; see also
the description of the manuscript, above, p. xlh-xliii.

(109) Some examples or*the numerous variant readings and errors proper to T
are: -zz\ for rraTpi in prol., 3; GvtL;;>.apovuEvcE for ¢t j pcSjjtevo™ in pro!., 10;
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ic to be the ancestor of T ( 10). 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-
a0 van WOLE he Haa Y indwliccd *Yuaid®l i Wi
that can be explained by the characteristics of the scrip: of P. For
example, the reading cr-jafjLeTpTj®ac in T (for auulLtxeTpraac; prol.,
16) can be explained by the specific form of the second -cr- in P:
the reading TocpocTTtvoc for Traca tlvo; (IV, 53) in T can be ex-
plained by the fact that the letter - is not very clear in P; the
reading J.z~ for uaO<ov (ibid.) in T can be explained by the use of
an abbreviation for the ending -tov (actually -cov) in P; the read-
ing IxcpavTixov for ixo”™/rv/.oc (V. 193; in T can be explained by
the fact that PaGn too had excavT'.xoy, which was later corrected
by a -cr litieatn; etc.

The linear relationship can be illustrated as follows:

IV. Mo, Ma and Ka

1. Mo and Ma

Manuscripts Mo and Ma transmit Amb.TJwm. I and V, albeit in
reversed order and separated by a fragment from Amb.lo. ("I]).
Both Monacenses share the following errors which prove their re-
lationship: TXJToT/jc for ovIGTTju (I, 25); x-j-ra for auttjv (I. 34);

pgiger for pige™. in jmil., 15: cvppetpiw>ag for cuypeTpRoag in 16: aioxnKotov
(jii) for €o0XT,KOTWV in 25: tapattivog (iic) for mapa tivo¢ and pet' for pabwv
in 1V. 53; éxovoiwwg (jic) for éko\xtiwg in 1V, 60: for Amep in 1V, 111;

agoptlopevog for agopilopev in V. 28; pev for yn in V. 33: tou Beob for tovOlin
V, 96: deavtactaotwg (irV) in V. 97: ékeavt-.kov for ékoavtikog and ottnpxeg for
ottnpexe in 'V, 193 (p*310" r00 had ék@avTiKov); evycacpevol for nytacpévol in V.
297.

(110) See also Van Deux, Opuscula, p. XLvnr-xLix and p. cXxXxx-cxxxi, who
came to the same conclusion.

(111) See the description ofthese manuscripts, above, p. 1xii-I1xhi. This special
feature already offers u>a clue as co a possible relationship between Mo and Mu.
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e&nntat for egnktar (V, 60) (112); dnAovcBar for dnAovonc (V,
63); tpottov for Aoyov (V, 161); finally, eavto0¢ for €avtoic(13}
(V, 292) (incommon with £).

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 oi Touv ayilov pnyopi-
ou - Adyou (I, 1); the omission ofeic - €éotn (I, 2/3); €1 TO €K TOU
devtépou elpnvikoL for tou avtov - €1 10 (I, 3/4); the transposi-
tion of tnv before tn¢ (I, 12); the addition of éotiv after yap (I,
23); the omission of €ttiokomnov '’Abnvwv (V, 2); the transposition
of aAnbw¢ after wv (V. 13/14); the transposition of guoikiv after
evépyetav (V, 16); the transposition of TTaviamool TWV NUETEPWV
after capkwBévta (V, 22/23); the reading mAegiov for “Aéov (V,
56); the transposition of avtdv after kbovoa (\'T, 69/70); émopeLETO
for énendpevto (V, 79) (114); the transposition of avtov after dv-
Bpwmov (V, 87); apaipovpevol for agaipoouedba (V, 111); the ad-
dition of tov before Tnoov (V, 119); the omission of ti¢ and the
transposition of altouv after travieAwg (V, 126/127); the addi-
tion of Qv before evepywv (V, 131); the addition ot tn¢ before
pvoew¢ (V, 145): €mwvonbein for é€-wvondnoetar (V, 146); the
transposition of i TMapBevog after Otteppuwe (V, 146/147); Ol-
e&€ENBoL for d1EABOL (V, 168); the omission of Adyouc¢ (V, 186); tpa-
nopévog for tpe—opevoc (V, 229); the omission ot 1 (V, 249) (in
common with B): the transposition of Mveopatt after yevvav (V,
305/306); finally, the omission of g0v - 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
Alo(lID). 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 Londinensis, Bibliothecae Britannicae, Add.
18231 (Lf). but in that manuscript it was later corrected (see the critical apparatus
in A. M. Ritter [ed.J. Corpus Dionysiacum, vol. 2 [PTS 36], p- 159).

(113) Moacar- had iauToT”.

(11'4) In the complete manuscript tradition of Pseudo-Dionysius’ De dirims no-
minibus this reading is found in only one witness, viz. Vatkanusgr. 373 (Ve) of the
eleventh-twelfth century; see the critical apparatus in Such la (ed.). Corpus Diony-
siacum. vol. 1. De divinis nommibus (P TS 33). p. 133, adDtv. Sorn. Ii, 9, 10.

(115) Variant readings and errors proper to Ma are: sti for zn-\ in I, 9 and V,
223: the omission of r uovi; - ougixwc in I. 23;25; vevouevtj for vtvojxivrj in 1,
37; Tpavo-rr.Ta for TcavG-rxTx in V. 22: a/JorOak for i/.r/Uu; in V, 31; ouci'.coasr/o’
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conclusion”'6).The linear relationship that has been established
between these two manuscripts, can be illustrated as follows:

Mo

M a

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, Mu and Ka we find a unique fusion of Maxi-
mus' QD 50, 1-2 and Amh.Thom. Il, 6-9 (I ). 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 sv tE> avico cn>;j.36Xco against sv tgj ouujSoAco in Ka
(and in QD). In addition, Mo and Ma have the reading cotoc for
aijTrc (I, 8/9). Since aurog is not found in a single witness of
Anib. 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 (!*8).

Regardless of this, it is not impossible that in writing
Mo has come closer to what Maximus himself could have writ-
ten ( V). Ifindeed y;jtoc should be accepted as the correct reading.

for obolwpévoc in V. 43; OANV for oAnv in V. 47; pyetafBAnTikKw( for peTaBatikw(
in VT 7tf79; ovowwdn for ovowwOn in V. 139; tov for v in V, 155; rv for iv* in
V, 194; kou for tou in V. 305.

(116) See QD, p. clIxvii.

(117) See Appendix Il, adAmb. Thom. II, 1-5 and 9.

(I1S) See also Decierck. QD, p. clxvii, who did notjudge this relationship
between Ka and Mo to be impossible. O f course :he>e few lines are a very small
basis for a comparison and therefore the readings of bo:h witnesses are given in
Appendix Il, adAmb.Thom. II.

(119) Sec e.g. Amb. Thoni. IV, ~5 (td¢ 1€ (,\n(\{. wWv avTOC LvTOoTACIC RV); 1V,
77;78 (KT Op@w TA: QUOEIC WV OLTOC L-60TaCIC AV}; V. 128/129 (Td¢ T€ TOL XC:-
otol @UoeI Wv avTog D~060TaCI-¢C V); Ep.sec. Il. S2 S3 :,uetx TWV QUOEWV WV A0TOG
U—60TaoIg rv); Opusc. 1, PG 91, 32C6-7 (@uoglg $00, wv auTtog EBRTIV LTOOTAOIC;;
rfcuf., 36B5 (Qv yap auTog Uoewv V-ooTtaci' Vv); ibid.. 36B7 (Wv auTo¢ UTTOCTACIC
nv); etc.
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then it is clear that the complete manuscript tradition of
Atttb. Thom, is here corrupt.

At this point in our investigation, which has so far allowed a
very large number of variant reaGmgs 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:

Apelei €€ovoia  (e€ovociag Q Mo Za Ga P) (120), ‘yvounc
(omitted by Mo Za Ga P) épya memoltv,w¢ Ta mddn tn¢ @uicewr
AAN'OUXWC NMEIC avaAyKNC AMOTEAECPATO QUOIKNC, EU'TOAIV 1)
EQNUWV €XEL, TO KAaB’Apac¢ @uoel mabntov diegnAbev, | €&ouaia,
yvoun (again omitted by Mo Za Ga P) kivntov d6eiog €@’cautol
TO TMEPUKOC EQNUWV | €ival yv@ PN KIVNTIKOV.

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 yvoun kivntov (V, 166) to yvouncg Ki-
vntikov (V. 167). The reason why the first "poun¢ (V. 163) and
the above-mentioned yvoun (V. 166} have been omitted by a
number of manuscripts (viz. Mo, Za, Gtz and P) is easily under-
stood: Maximus himself at one time(121) said that it is, properly
speaking, impossible to use the word yvoun 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 yvoun. Thus one can talk of yvopun only in relation to hu-
mans, who are not perfect and therefore do not know every-
thing ( It :hus becomes very clear why the second yvoun¢ of
the fragment (V, 167) has no: been altered in the complete manu-
script tradition of Atnb. Thom. - it is said of us, humans - while
the first two occurrences, obviously relating to the yvoun 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 Aid]).

(121) See DP. PG 91. 308C14-312C9.

(122) Maximus’ argument was repeated by John of Damascus, Exposirio fidei.
58. 155-185 (see B. Kotter (cd.]. Die Schrijien desJohannes von Damaskas, 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 -c to the first é€ovaoia,
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 ‘w’ (123);

2. as far as the relative dating of the abo\re-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 (\24)

V.HGaP:Mo Za

Now that on the basis of a single albeit convincing argument a
common ancestor for Mo, Za, Gd 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 isone obvious error that can be quoted in order to prove
the relationship between manuscripts Ga and P, viz. evepyei for
evrpyet in vV, 136.

The argument is further corroborated by the following variant
readings that the two manuscripts have in common: the omission
of tov2 in I, 37(12*, the addition of 6 before Adyoc in IV, 19;
and tuotwottol for TriIcTwoetal in VvV, 137.

(123) Although it docs not seem very probable, we can, 0: 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, L: redaction de la Disputaiio cun; Pyrrho fCP G 7698) de saint
Maximelc Confesseurserait-clleposterieure a 655?. in: AB 117 (1999), p. 291-296.

(125) In common with £mand X.
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Manuscripts Ga and P also have their own variant readings and
errors!'l). They must therefore be considered to stem indepen-
dently from a common ancestor which we shall call 'lIt (U ).

H and Ga

Manuscript H only has a small portion of the text, viz. up to I.
30 (oVutw(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 to06t0 in L 2), as
well as two errors and a suspect reading with Ga: 6ovtw¢ for ov1o;
in prois 52 (error); kKoatokpivwpev for katakp"Owpuev in I, 19 (er-
ror) (i2"j; finally, the omission of tou in pro!l.,, 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 Droper to

it might be considered that the manuscript independently
stems from the ancestor that it shares with Ga and P. How-

(126) The variant readings and errors proper co Ga. apart from the numerous
errors connected with icarism, are: the omission of w¢q in proi., 12; &- xex.eAev-
ouévolg for kekelevapévolg in prol.. 41; the omission of i xyvoixc tn; @UOEwW;
in I1, 24; the addition of €i¢ o in Ill. 1; the omission of Tng @loewc in 1V, 27;
the omission by haplographv ¢ f cuyxwpoopedy - kail ux¢in 1V, 102; the addition
of 6¢ after pt in V. 28; appntov tor andéppntov in V, 39; the omission of the sec-
ond ev in V, 4-: die omission of ouciav in V, 78; the omission, by haplogra-
phy of yivwokovteg - €0Tiv in V, 116/117; xvetiog {sic) for xvétoc¢ in V. 179; the
addition of tnu after xvtidooel in V, 277/278. — The variant readings and errors
proper to P, that are not very numerous, have already been enumerated above,
p. cvin, to prove the relationship between P and T.

(127) The very fragmentary witness Be, that only has Amb. 77raM. 1, 32-38, is in
these six lines identical to Ga and to Ga only, sharing with that manuscript the ad-
dition of r before 0-epx-€1po¢ in 1 32, and the already mentioned omission of
tou2 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 ofsuch a frag-
mentary testimony.

(128) There is not a trace of the reading kKatakpovwpuey in the tradition of Greg-
ory’s Or. 38 (as tar as can be judged from the cririca’. apparatus in SChr. 358. p.
118 [ad J 17]) or anywhere else in the tradition of Amb. 77:cm.

(129) The variant readings and errors of any relevance proper to H are: KXTX-
otjoag for katéotnoag in proi, 14; ——<iopedy for -ettelTOYX: in proi, 28; £auToic
for x0toIC in proi.,, 29; KeAevopévolg for KeKeEAeLopevo'.¢ in proi.,, 41: TouTO:; tor
ToUTO:V in proi.. 43 (in common with Ge); the omission of w( in proi., 4-: the ad-
dition of tou before ovtoq in prol.,, 52; the omission of ok m |, 5; oupotitog for
opoétipog in L 15; finally, rz'.xi {sk) for povdc in I. 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 to0T0
in 1. 2) is so obvious that it could have well been corrected by
Grf(130). We therefore. with due reservations, hypothesize a com-
mon ancestor for H and Ga, which we shall call T.

The relationships that have been established so far, can be illus-
trated as follows:

H Ga

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 Ztf(1jl): Za
shares with Mo and Re the reading avtt¢ for avtiv in Amb. Thom.
V, 56, and with Mo and Z the variant reading yévoiloB¢ for
yeveoBé in V, 301. Finally, Mo and Za have pavw for povov (in V,
10) in common with aY.

However, both Mo and Za are mainly characterized by a good
number of their own errors and variant readings ('*). For lack of
firm proofof 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 ]'.

(130} This hypothesis seems to be corroborated also by Amb.Thcm. I, 10.
where H shares with Ga and a number of other witnesses, but not P, the erro-
neous reading &v:KwTEpay for EVWOTIKWTEPAV.

(131) The latter, of the tenth century, has only Atnb. Thom. V.

(132) Examples of the errors and variant readings proper :0 Za are: povng for
povn in V, 14; ov> for yoOv in V. 22; the transposition of dnAovoTt after capkog in
V. 48; the addition of kal after wa in V, 58: a@6ey&iav for doaciav and 8nAo5cav
for sanxovonc¢ in V. 63; the omission of zlrztiv in V, 64: IsiojtotoVpévnv for
eidomolovpévny in V, 88/89; etc. —On Mo see below.



CXVI CLASSIFICATION OF THE WITNESSES

3. A special case: Mo

As has been said in the description of this thirteenth-century
witness (1), 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 (Ij6). As can be seen from the list, George's major
concern is to create a text that is both clear and correct (13?).

In dealing creatively, so to speak, with Maximus' words,
George has in three cases come to share a reading with the Corpus
Constantinopolitamim and Y: the omission of yap in V, 41 (m9S);
aoavTacrTcoc for aoavTaacaaTcoc in V, 97 (139); and the transposi-
tion of {jLsaiTat before 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. Ixii-Ixiii.

(134) See B. M arkesinis, Le Monacensisgr. 225, jf. 1r-40v, e; Georges de Chypre,
alias Gregoire Ilde Constantinople, in: SBGG. N.S.. 54 (2000), p. 259-273, especially
p. 264-272.

(135) See M arkesinis, art.cii.,, 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 scrov after yap (I, 23); the reading irropeueTO tor hzz~6p&s:o
(V, 79); ctc.

(138) Also in common with Q.

(139} Alsoin common with Qand 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-
dcnce.

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 (*°).

Q and Ge share the following variant and suspect readings,
hinting at a relationship between them:

- the suspect transposition of yu<riv before tglc iyioig (pro/.,
221/23) (141) ;
- the suspect transposition of and yjyomxas in 1V.

( )

- the reading aTroxaSipas for a7ToxaOr(pac in IV, 93 (143);

- finally, in I, 38, Q has tolc x-jtoT; 8£xtixocc, while Ge has
ty;c gcuttc Ssxtucyj-c tor toic 8sxtlxolE. Might we as-
sume that the manuscripts' common ancestor here had the
erroneous t/c Ssxtixyj®. 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 (L~j apparently indicate that Q and Ge share a com -
mon. albeit rather distant, ancestor which we will call T.

(140) See the description of boch manuscripts on p. xxxix-x1 (Q) anc p. ixi
(Ge). As has been said in the description. Ge docs no: transmit Amb. Thom. V.

(141) Indeed, the transposition prevents a correct understanding of the sen-
tence.

{142) No: only does this transposition alter the word order as it is found in
Gregory’s Or. 38, it also separates die verbs €neivnoe and €dipnoe :hat logically be-
long :ogether (see also Amb. Thom. V, 91).

{143) Incommon with P.

{144) The errors and variant readings of Q are: the omission by haplography
of did - 'j—zzzxB¢eiong (l. 4/5); “a0o¢ for ~ayoq in ill. 21: the omission by haplo-
graphy of Twv - —xpifxoig in IV, 22/23; évwtaofei¢ for épwtnbeic in 1V, 54;
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Even at first sight, manuscript Q bears a remarkable resem-
blance to the Corpus Constantinopolitamm (= V): the contents ot
the first part of Q{ '°) are - with the exception of QThOpusc.
13 and Amb.lo.. which are absent from Q - identical to the first
part or the conierivN o1 manuscripts Tanv, and la*. j.
Furthermore, the sequences of Ep. 6-7, 11, HOD. Ep. 4, 8-9, 1,
and of Ep. 12-13, 15, Amb. Thorn, are exactly the same in Q as in
/1, Taur and .V, 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 Taur, and partly - without

tooTnV tor TXVTNC in 1V. 59; dnuiovpyoOvta tor dnuiouvpyovoav in 1V, 71;
a~aAlayn for €-aAlayn in IV. 74 (in common with Biiand Z); aAnbw¢ for aAnbwv
in 1V, 85; the conjecture cwlopévag for cwlopevog in 1V. 87,'SB; the omission or
N¢ eLoew( TV 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: uttép ovlaio-,
for 0~€p ouaiav in V. 67; opyoAloyrpoopev T™>( ouciav for tnv ouvciav OPOAOVACWHEV
in V. 112; v for wv in V. 1S3; the omission o féoxnkw¢ in V, 208/209; the omis-
sion of tpoto¢ in V. 2:7 and that of deikvuc in V, 228; cuvagel for guvelodcge: in
V, 239/240 (in common with Re and Sup); the omission by haplography of pn-
TE - gvwaowv in V, 283. - A largenumber of variant readings proper to Ge are found
in the introductory lines of ambigua | to IVV. 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 O are: the addition of xaipewv after pabntic in pwl., 5; -An-
poOuevog for oup-Anpolpevog in proi., 10; the omission of {wvta in proi, 24;
the omission of Aoywv Kai in pro'.. 27; the transposition of rr/ebpa after AaBwv in
pnn., 30: tovTo.¢ for TouTOW in proi., 44 (in common with FT); ot ovteg for owv t¢
in pro'.. 49; pnvacg for povag in 1, 2; the omission of dokoboav eival in I, 8;
a@iaoTipocg for ag@iddtipov and €v for évi in 1. 13; the omission of to0To in I. 20;
the addition of i before ocupnmAnpovpévn in I, 27; the omission of Kai capkwOEvTI
in N. 4/5; €:ta for zi-.zz m 11, 33/34; votéanaoig for ) otépnoig m 1. 39: yopenyv for
popon in 1V, 5. 25 and 31; the addition of ta before tn¢ in IV. 18: wottep for o-ep
in 1V, 29; oAnv for oAov in IV, 36; o1t for 616 t™n in 1V, 39; 10 avtotntt for
Tavtotnt: :n 1V, 47; yeyovwc for yévocg in 1V, 73; altouv for €avtod in IV. SO;
evikwtepov for évwtikwtepov in 1V, 83; the transposition of kail before AlatouTto
in 1V 83/84; -abntw¢ for kai -abntoc in 1V, 88: finally, the omission of @Uoel in
V. 101.

(145; l.e. up to DP; see the description of the manuscript on p. XXXix.

(146) For the sequence in the Corpus manuscripts, see the comparative list in
Van D kun, Opuscula, p. r1ii- 1hi.

(147) In Va. Amb. Tftem. follow QTh. at the beginning of the manuscript.
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Cap.XV — in | rt( "8). 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 che Corpus and Y, viz. che omission of touv in pro/., 29; the
reading An@O¢ei¢ for dtaAnobeic in prol., 44; the omission of Tw*“ in
Il. 4; Beia for Beika in IV, 72. Q also shares the marginal note
dpo¢ moAlteiag (ad V, 260/261) with che Corpus representatives
Am, N, Vaand Ib, and also with Y (K9).

In addition, in the following places Q shares a reading with a'Y
and one or two other manuscripts: the omission of yap in V, 41.
common to Q, a Y\ and Mo; and dgoavtaotw¢ for aeaviaoldotwg
in V, 97. common to Q, a¥Y, Mo and C.

This might indicate chat Q and Ge, like Y, represent a corrected
version of the text as found in the so-called Corpus Constatuiuopoli-
tanutn. 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 absencc 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 *k\

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 cwlopévac for cwlouevoc. 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 e€ovaiag for e€ovoia in common with Ao, Ma, Za, Ga, P and
T, but also has the words yvounc¢ (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 €€ovaiac for €§ovoia by mere con-
jecture.

(148) The same sequence is also found in manuscripts Scoriaknsis Y.111.3 (s.
x-Xr ; and Parisimis. CoisHnianns 267 (s. xn), both of South Italian origin. It there-
fore seems to predate the actual Corpus Cotisumtinopaliiamnn.

(149) See Appendix L.
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These complex relationships can be illustrated as follows:

k

Ge

VIIl. Ath, Br 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.

1. Ath

As mentioned before (150), manuscript Ath - a carefully written
eighteenth-century paper codex - has only Amb. Thom. I, 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 AtKs text with any other
witness in the entire manuscript tradition. In fact Ath has a very-
good text (1d) without any errors or variant readings proper to it
except for the unique introduction of the fragment (1 and one
marginal sub-title (1>3).

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-

i150) See supra, p. ivrir.

(151) The text of Amb. Than:. I. being very ?hort. i5 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, adAmb. Thom. 1.1.

(153) See Appendix I, ad Amb. Thov:. I, 8.
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dition (1'4). In die 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 c¢cf 3 in V, 219 (variant reading), and cavtoug for
éautoT¢ (V. 292) in B and Mop'car (error). It also shares three var-
iant readings with Za, viz. @ooe», for @uowv in V, 251; o for w in
V, 252; finally, the omission of tw! in 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. xn), in which Amb.Thom. V serves as a mar-
ginal commentary on Pseudo-Dionvsius the Areopagite’s Ep. 4 ad
Gaium. has a good text with very few variant readings or errors.
In fact C has only one obvious error, viz. a1drpwt for o1drpov in
V, 274, which it shares - by coincidence, it would seem —with
Sup. In addition we find v, aAndw¢ for v aindne (V, 130) in
Cp'con\ which is unique in 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 JI).

Nothing can be deduced from these very few examples with
regard to the placc of C in our stemma codicum. However, it is clear
that C agrees with VaFlIjrr* in most cases f1'"). Whenever C does
not agree with Va, it seems to agree with Q (13).

(154) Sec the critical apparatus adV, 200.

(155) In Va especially, the (correct) reading rjv aAn6nic is chc result of a particu-
larly blatant correction; is it possible that Vahad nv aAn6w¢ before the last correc-
tion ?

(156) See especially the addition of évepyeixg after oikeiac in V, 279/280, that
Chas in common only with Vapar',

(157) See especially the transposition of aAnbw¢ alter dvBpwnog in V, 47, and
the reading yevnoeob¢ 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(°8). It is one ot the
earliest manuscript witnesses which we possess.

X shares the erroneous ov 1o 1n¢ for ovtdotng (L 25) with Re
Sup (Lv?). Apart from that it shares the omission of touv2 (I, 37)
with Ga P (variant reading). Finally A'also has an error proper to
it, viz. 6potipog for opdtipog (I, 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 17¢
for ovtotng (I, 25} and the omission of tou“ (I, 37} are very an-
cient readings.

VIIIl. Stemma codicum

If all the relationships that have been established above are
combined, the following over-all stemma codicum emerges (18)) :

(158; See above, p. Ixix-Ixx.

(159) However, Re and Sup also have adapted the immediately preceding ad-
jective svu~6<7TaToc :0 the neuter ev.>ro<rrxTov, while A'has bjjrziztxto; ov to ryjc
oaooucxioj Tpiiaor.

(160) As can be seen, the editions of Combetls (1675/1679; the third volume,
which was :0 include Amb. Thom., never appeared in print). Gale (1681), Ohlcr
(1857) and PC (1860) have already been incorporated in the stemma codicum. The'C
editions will be discussed in the next chapter.
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IX. Choice between the variant readings

As is apparent from the classification of the witnesses and from
the stetnma codicutn, the tradition of Amb. Thom. can be considered
as being roughly bipartite:
1. the tradition of the Corpus Constantinopolitamwi stricto setisu
(= 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 stetnma. They may there-
fore be considered to occupy a middle position between
the Corpus and the tradition of Ga and 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 pro!., 29 we have written Tou Katd xdptv, not
Kata xaptv; in prol.,, 44 we have written O41aAn@6ei¢, not
AneBeic(161); in I, 4 we have written tw 310 og, not di1d o £(iIM™);
in 1V, 19 we have written 8€d; Adyog, not 8e6¢ 6 Adyoc (163); in
IV, 72 we have written 10 0¢€ikd, not ta Ocia( c4;; finally, in V,
97, following the tradition of Ga and P, we have written a-
@OVTAOIA0TWE, Not apavtaoctwg (16

In all other cases (see e.g. fir.; pro!.,, 31; IV, 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 pyéooc d1a/.tQOEl¢
in Maximus* Q71:. 61154 (ed. Laga-steel, QTh.. Il, p. 87).

(162) Our choice has been influenced by the Gregory tradition in which T®
d10 o€ KevwBévTL s 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 rex: Q¢ pev yap Aoyoc ... Q ¢ d€ dovAou
popon (see Amb. Thom. 1V, 2;-4/5 and 25).

(164) We have written 10 6€ikd 0OpKIKWG because this seems to correspond
better to T& copKIKG UETKWC (TV, 68/69).

(165) Manuscripts Mo and C too have d@avtdotw¢. However, the reading
deoavtaolaotwg s confirmed by Bp.sec. Ill, 7 where both witnesses (Ga and V)
have doavtaoldotwg. Furthermore doavtacidotwe is found in Maximus' Opusc.
1 PG 91, 32B1-2. while we know of no place in Maximus’ works where he has
written AQavTaoTwC.
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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 lias 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. I, 8/9, where avutd¢ UttdéoTOOIC YEYOVE might be ex-
pected for avtng Omootaoi¢ yeyove (166); and V. 279/280, where
the word evepyeiac might be expected in the phrase tn¢ Katd ?0-
oIV OIKEIag AVEKTTTwTOV (16/)- The variant readings of IV. 87-88
and V. 262 (Katd TXUTOV/KOT 00TOV) pose a similar problem,

B. Epistula secunda ad eundem

. Ga, Ka, V
Ga is the codex uniats for Ep. sec. I, Il and Ill, 58 (ictt) - 64,
while V is the codex utiicus 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 (Iri&sihc) 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 3number of parallel passage? have been
cited suggesting that it would be more in keeping with Maximus’ style to write
XUTOC U-00TACIC YEYOVE.

(167) ‘evepyeioc* has indeed been added after oikeiag in Map'@ and C. The
scribe of B too felt the need :0 add something but his solution —the addition oi
ovaix¢ after oikeiag - is less appropriate.
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manuscripts, they cannot be taken into account for our purposes
here:
- in proL, 2/4. Ga and Ka share the omission of the inscripiio
(Tw - padbntng);
- in prol., 16, Ka and V share the erroneous yevvttwv tor ye-
VNTWV;
- in prol29, Ga and Ka share the erroneous kokkov for
KOKKWV;
- in prol., 31. Ga and V share the reading kpeittw for
KPEITTOV {1683;
- in Ill, 27, Ga and V share the erroneous TTpd¢ OMUIAOLVTAC
for ttpocoptAovvtac.

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.

Il. Stemma codicum

The foregoing can be illustrated as follows:

archetype
(168) I: is noteworthy chat three early and very good manuscript witnesses o f
Maximus’ LA share a similar error: bzl to ysipw for to yrtpov (LA, '1) :n

manuscripts I"atic<mus, Palaiimts gr. 49 :P), Athous, Koutbumousiou 616 (Kf) and
Mosgiiensis, Bibiiolhtrae Synodalis 209 <l-lad. 180} (VI) (see van Deun. LA, p.
ccxxvm). Could it be possible that this particular reading (o> tor -ov in the sin-
gular neuter of comparative forms on -<ov) is pan of Maximus’ idiom?
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I'l. Choice between the variant readings

Finaliy 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 lias, of course, been followed, al-
beit with caution. In all cases but one (I, 2) f169) interventions re-
fer to grammatical or orthographical errors (see I, 15; 1, 36; I,
26; 11, 35; I, 54/55; IL 87).

In the section of Ep.sec. Ill 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 Ill, 41, following V we have
chosen BéBatovpévny (1), not BePfatovpévne. In one case (I, 27)
the common reading of both manuscripts has been rejected as
being ‘erroneous’, or rather typical of a certain period (1/1).

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 (prol., 23), but two ofthem are clearly erroneous;

- in a number of cases, two witnesses share a reading against
the third. However, it is clear from the above list (! *) 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 €i¢ duvdda between the words
dvapxng and kivnBeioy, referring to both Amb. Thom. I. 2 and Gregory's Or. 29,
2,13 (p. 180).

(170) In this ease our choice is based on the expression Be3aia TTiOTWOIC in
Q77i. 22. scholia, 11 (ed. Laca-Steel, Q77i., I, p. 143).

(171) There was a time not long after the minuscule script - and wsch it the
consequent use of accents —had been introduced, that the prefixes or compound
verbs had an accent of their own. Obviously we have written TtpocouIA0LVTOC,
not Ttpog OpIAoOVTaC.

(172) See p. CXXVi.



CHAPTER IlII: PREVIOUS EDITION'S

A. Ambigua ad Thomam

1. The intended edition by Francois Combetis (1675/1679)

The learned French Dominican Francois Combetis (1605-
1679) f1) 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 (*) and by ills preface to the first and second volumes, which
appeared simultaneously in 1675 f3) : apart from the Scholia in cor-
pus Areopagiticum (CPG 7708) and the Computus ecclesiasticus (CPG
7706), the third volume was to include both Anib. Thom, and Amb.
0. (4). Quetif-Echard state that the third volume was ready to
go to print when Combens died on 23 March 1679”) 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 ;6}. By the end of
the nineteenth century the files had been transferred to the Ar-

(1) For Combefis’ biography see Scriptores ordims praedicaiomm recensiti, ".olisque
historidset critids illustraii... Ittchoavi: R.P.F. J. QuETr?.. absolvit R.P.F. J. Echard.
vol. 2, Paris, 1721, p. 678-679; R. Coulon, Combefis, in.. A. Vacant - E. Man-
genot (ed.j. Dictionnaire de theologie caiholique, vol. 3, Pans. 1908. coL 385-387; A.
Duval, Combefis, in: G.Jacquemet (ed.), Caikoliastne hier, aujourd'hui, demain,
vol. 2. Paris, 1949. col. 1333-1334; M ahieu, Travaiix, p. 125-126;J). Rjchardot.
Combefis, in: R. d’Amat (ed.). Diciionnaire de biographic frangaise, vol. 9, Paris.
1961, col. 360.

(2) On these successive reports see B. Janssens. Francois Combefis and the Edition
ofMaximus £ Confessors Complete Works. in: AB 119 (2001), p. 357-362.

(3) combefis, vol. 1, f. (*vV) (= PG 90, 55-56).

(4) Seealso Q uetif-E chard, o.c., P. 682-684, and Fabricius, Biblioikecagraeca,
vol. 13. p. 789.Jeauneau, Arnb.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-Ediard.

(5) O.L.p. 684: Tomus ille temus praeio paratus erat".

(6) Seei.f.: ‘inter codd. MSS Bibliothecae nostrae servatur'. The note on Com-
betis in Scriptorcs ordittis praedicatorum had been drafted by Quetir'and was later re-
vised bv Echard.
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chives nationales in Paris, where H. Omont examined them while
preparing his catalogue of that library (').

The files containing Amb.Thom. are:

- M. 834, 1. f. 137-140" (= Amb.Thom., pro!.,, 1 - 1V, 26
[crjvxaTejSrl), and

- M. 831, i, + 141-148v (= Amb.Thom. IV. 26 [to*:] - V,
308) (9).

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) coilato cum <***> Raphael(is) Dufresne
et <abbaris> 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 Parisimisgr. 1097 (a. 1055), manuscript P in our edition ().
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 Parisimis gr. 886 is. xiifA), manuscript Par in the present
edition. Combefis noted some peculiarities of this codex in the
margin ofhis text, accompanied by the siglum ‘Fr.!(10).

(7) See Inventoire, I1l. p. 357.

(8) 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: Touv ociov Magipouv TOU GUOAO-
yntou, llepi drapopwv (irv) amoplwv (Sic) TwV Aylwv Mpnyopiov Kal Alovuaiou, TTpog
@wuav Tov NylooPEVOV.

(9) Some examples that prove the relationship between P and Combefis’ (first
draft of the) text are: tpixdoc¢ for duvdadog (I, 11) in P and Comb* “ir ; TOUTOIC
for toutwv (I, 18) in P and ComhJ'™r ; amoAnyer for x-oAswper (I1l. 41) in P and
Combaiifmm @aivwv for @-xivov (IV, 107) in P and Comb* :r; avtrv for avtn (V.
18) in P and Comb" 'mw': o0 for un (V, 28) in PMMTT and Comb; the omission of
yvoung (V, 163) in P and Comb™'0" ; the omission of yvoun (V, 166) in P and
Comb*™***'| ¢avtne for éavtn (V, 239) in P and Comb'™" : the omission of yap
(V, 258) in P and Combs't9n'\ tnv for 2 (V. 276) in P and Comb**“"”; yévno0¢
for yéveoB¢ (V, 301) in P and Comb.

(10) Examples are the marginal notes, written in Combefis’ own hand, in M.
834, /, f. 137 (*Fr. Tic 6 trAolto¢ tTn¢ ayabotntoc’); ibid., t. 139 ('Fr. -0p TalTO
--+"poOv opvavw:-'::: owpEcell’), etc.; in Af. &J7, /, t. 147%(*Fr. Ovte ydp KOt
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The ‘codex abbat(is) Blachi\ called *V.\ ‘Yen.” or “Venet(us)’
by Combefis, can be identified with today’s Parisinus, Suppi. gr.
228 (s. xvi). manuscript Sup in our edition (I1). It was sent to
Combefis from Venice by the well-known Cretan bishop and hu-
manist Gerasimcs Blachos (1605/7 - 1685} (,2).

The most recent version of Combefis" prospectus, dated 29
November 1660 (Ij), reveals that the editor, unknowingly at the
time, also had access to a fourth witness tor (the final part of)
Amb. Thom., viz. Vaticanusgr. 51t (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 (I3).

2. The actual editio priticeps 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

evoy’ etc.); ibid., f. 148" (‘Fr. lipovoiag arrT etc.). These are the marginal notes
that have been mentioned in the description of manuscript A (see supra, p. x1vii).
They are edited on the basisof A in Appendix L.

(11) See also Bracke, .Manuscript Tradition, p. 101-102, n. 17(c). This identifica-
tion is corroborated by the following examples: spoaaiv for ekgavaowv (V, 57) in
[Rt.j Sup and Comb"1l (‘K. epyg@aactv); the addition ofi before Adyog (V. 128} in
[As't>A Re.] Sup and Combp" rr; the addition of kai before td (V, 163) in [Re,]
Sup and Comb***"7.

(12) See Combetis, vol. 1. f. (*viv) (= PG 90, 59-60). On Blachos' cooperation
with Combefis, sec V. N. T atakis, 'evooigo¢ BAdaxo¢ 0 Kpng (1605/7 - 1685}.
®1IN6co@og, Beoddyog, PIAd/xtyog (BIB/M)BNxn tov EAANVIKOI' ‘lvoTiTOvTOoV BeveTiag
Bulavtivwy y.ai Metafulavtivwyv Zmovdwv 5), Venice, 1973 (especially p. 178,
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 Combefis, vol. 2, p. 707 [= PG 91,
285-286]).

(:4) That Combefis eventually did use B is easily proved by the following ex-
amples: the addition of kot before 11w; (V, 227}, common to B and CombpKfT'
only; @uoe: for @uowv (V. 251) in B and Comb' r~r; the repetition of kawov (V,
263) in 3 and Comby """ only; the addition of ovciac after oikeiag (V, 279/280) in
B and Combp LLIT only.

(15) Some examples of Combefis’ interventions in the text are: avtog for auto
in V, 5and 13; yvoung for yvoun (V, 166) in Combp,:crr; the addition of r before
Beotn¢ :n V, 251; the omission 0: TOUTW in V, 267; €ékdexouévou for EKAEXOPEVW
(V, 301) in Combp am\
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first part of) Atnb.lo. as an appendix to his (anonymous) edition
ofJohn Scotus Eriugena’s Periphyseon (16). Because of Scorns’ al-
legedly heretical doctrine Gale's edition and with it its Wlaxi-
mian! appendix was placed on the catholic Index librorum prohibi-
tomm by a decree dated 3 April 1685 (*).

In Scotus' Periphyseon Gale had found a number of quotations
(translated into Latin) from Maximus’ Atnb.lo. (Is), 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 Atnb.lo.

(16) Joannis Scoii Erigenae de Division? Naturae libri quinaue din desiderati. Accedit
Appendix ex Ambiguis S. Maxim; Graces e! Laiine. Oxford. 1681, Appendix, p. 1-45
(Atnb.lo., PG 91, 1061-1116D |S'.ci>3rvaxv tjrvsctv]); p. 46-70 (Arnb. 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
sec apart from Goodwin, art.c., p. 818-820, also Jeauneau, Traduction, p. 136-
140 (= id ., EtudeserigenientteSy p. 426-430).

(17) See index Librorum Prohibitorum Innoc. XL P.M. iussu editus Vsque ad Annum
1681. Eidem accedit infine Appendix usque ad Mensem Itmij 1704, Rome, 1704, p. 353
(i.e. in the Appendix, that runs from p. 301 to p. 401): Joannis Scoti Erigenae de
diuisione naturae iibri quinque. &c. Accedit Appendix ex ambiguis Sancci Maximi
Graece, & Latine. Oxoni: 1681. Dec. ut supra (if. Deer. Sacrae Congregationis In-
dicis 3. Apr. 1685}’. See also H. J. Fioss, In: PL 122 (Paris, 1853), coi. 441-442. 1.
P. Shetdon-W ittiams (ed.), lohannis Scotti Eriugenae Periphyseon (De Divisione
iv.tiurae) Liber Primus (Scriptores Latin: Hibeniiae 7). Dublin, 1968. p. 26, dates the
decree 5 September 1684, with a reference to ‘the 1930 edition (Rome)’ of the In-
dex {i.e.,, n. !). JE Jeauneau (ed.), lohannis Scotti sen Eriugenae Periphyseon Liber pri-
mus (CCCM 161). Tumhout. 1996, p. 1xix-i.xx. gives the same date without any
indication of his source.

(18) SecJdeauneau, AmDb.lo.. p. Ixxix-1xxx (‘Liste des Ambigua dtcs 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 Ifi~9 and quoted by
Jeauneau, Amb.lo., p. x1i-x1ii. At that time Combens’ notes were still kept in
the library of the monaster/ at the me Saint-Honore in Paris (see supra).
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In a manuscript in his personal library, now Cmtabngierisis, 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 (20). 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 [diwdevoav 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. x\Ithough it
was not what he had been looking for. Gale decided to publish
this work too (* } 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' (* ). His own Latin trans-
lation accompanied the Greek text (23).

The following examples sufficiently prove that Gale's edition
of Amb. Thom, is based on Ga: d1a for 0~ép ydap (I, 5) in Gal' 'n
and Gale (24¢; the erroneous identification as a quotation from
Gregory of lines Il, 23/25 in Ga and Gale; the addition of €i1¢ 10
after €k Tov avtouv Aoyou (I, 1) in Ga and Gale; dttoAnyel tor
attoAciger in I, 41 (Ga reads amoAng@n); the omission of ouyxw-
poOpeda - kabBuacg (1V, 102) in Ga and Gale; auaptn for duap-
tol in V, 15/16 (Ga reads auaptn [sic]); appntov for amoppntov
(V, 39) in Ga and Gale; the omission of év~ (V, 44), of ovaiav (V,
78) and of 3 (V, 115) common to Ga and Gale only: avaitio¢ for

(20) On f. I of che manuscript Gale noted: ‘Ambigua nor. extant*. It is clear
that in Gale’s opinion only what we now call Amb.lo. was to be referred to as
"Ambigua’.

:21) Gale, Appendix, p. 46-70. For some notes on the text, see ibid.. p. 82.

(22) Gatre, f. 88 3" (‘Testimonial: ‘Quae hie in fine legis, accepts rr.ecuni re-
fer ... codici meo. qui complurimas ejusdem Maximi lucubrationes continet’.

(23) See the above-cited note ‘Interprece Tho. Gale Anglo' (Gate. 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 oi the works ot
Saint Gregory (see the critical apparatus in SChr. 270, p. 298, ad 8, 10).
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aveto¢ (V, 179) in Ga and Gale (Ga reads davetioc); ovpgueiag for
ovpoviac (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 une L probably the addition of ETi(cT0Aj mpwtn to the
title of the work. Other examples are: tov év ayel for tTov €vayn
in prol39; the omission of i povag in I, 30; énccBal for €oecOal
in 11l. 48; douyxvtoc¢ for douvyxltoucg in 1V, 87; deOeyyntou for
apBéyktou in V, 38; dtavtn¢ for d1d tn¢ in V, 80; the addition of
Kalt before kivoopevn in V, 110; duoAoyRoapev for ogoAOYNOWPEV
in V, 112; out €11 €0TIV tor oute €0T'lv, OUTE Ti €0Twv in V, 126;
avBpwttiknv for avBpwttivny in V, 152; diktou and diktnv for d1T-
00 and d1tTtAV in V, 2'.9; ttolovuevov for ttolovpévou in V, 223
kKav for o0k av in V, 237; o0 dittAnv for ov & mAdotng in V, 241
eTeEPOV tor Batepov in V. 278: nytacueve for nytacpévol in 'V, 297
ékde/opévou for ékdexopévw in V, 301.

Part of Gale’s praefailo as well as his Latin translation of
Amb. Tiwm. 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 f2%).

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. ‘quoniam nihil fere ea continebat aliud, quam haec prima?
(sc. Amb. Thorn., called EmiotoAr} mpwtn by Gale) (3.

3. The edition by Franz Ohler (1S57): textus receptus

During the revolution of 1848 Franz Ohler;" ) had begun, *ad
consolandum animuml to prepare an edition of Amb. Thom, and
the first edition of the complete text oi Amb.lo. Ohler’s edition
was printed in 1857. Although he knew of several other witnesses

(25; Sec infra. Gale’s integral praefxtio together wish his edidon of Scorns' Larin
translation of Amb. lo. were also included in PL 122, 87C-100D and 1193C-1222B
respectively.

(26) See Gate, Appendix, p. 82 (= PC 91, 1031-1032, n. 1).

(27) For a short biographical note on Ohler (13 March 1817 - 30 September
1866), see F. A. Eckstein. Nomendatorphilobgontm, Leipzig. 1871, p. 411.
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of Amb. Thom, and/or Amb.lo. (~b), Ohler thought so highly of
‘his’ Guelferbytanus, Gudianusgr. 39, our manuscript G, that he did
not think it necessary to consult any other manuscript (29).

For Amb. Thom, and the first part of Amb.lo. (up to PG 91,
1116D) die editor compared hi* Greek text with Gale’s edilio priti-
ceps (1681) (“ ; and reprinted from there the Latin translations by
John Scotus (Amb.lo., [partim]) and Gale himself (Amb. Thom.) (3 ).
From PG 91, 1118 on Ohler himself translated Amb.lo. into
Latin (32).

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 tov ayiov pnyopiov in line I, 1 of
our text.

Furthermore, the editor is to be held responsible for a number
of reading errors. Examples are: €vikwtepov for EVOTIKWTEPOV in
IV, 83 (33); the omission of ayiov in V, 2; d¢ for te in V, 53; 06§
for te in V, 207; Twvt for twvec in V, 222; tpdttov 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) Viz. via Fabncius and Gale's praefatio; see O ni1er, Praefatio, p. vii-vih (—
PG 91, 1029-1032).

(29) See our description of che manuscript on p. xxxm-xxxiv. It was the ther.
president of the BibUotheca Guelferbytana, K. Ph. Ch. Schonemann (1801-1855),
who had drawn Ohler’s attention to the manuscript. Ohler mentions him in his
praefatio (p. vi [= PG 91, 1027-1028]). On Schonemann see the corresponding
article by P. zimmermann, in: .4/Jgtwirk- Deutsche Biographic, vol. 32, Leipzig,
1891, p. 291-293.

(30) See, apart from the various notes wish 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 €i¢ to in Ill, 1; d-oAnye-. tor d&rtoAcige: :n HI,
41: the remarkable presence of the words o0 d’a0TOU TTOA.V UP CO ETV(WT)IKWTEPOV
in 1V, 82/83; a,0to¢ for avto in V, 5; o0 ditiAnv for o0 0¢ -Adotng in 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 Ohier’s edition: *.. et in latinum scrmoncm mterpreta-
tus postJ. Scoti e: Th. Gale tentamina, nunc primum inccgrc edici: Franc Oeh-
Icr\ 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
it.

(33) Ohler probably misread évikwtepov for évwTikwtepov 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 oi 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 cuvopoAoyriowuev into cuvopo-
Aoyrjoopev) and in V, 159 (é€xov for exwv). Furthermore, Migne
has introduced two erroneous references to G’s foliation, viz. in
PG 91, 1036A (f. 105" does not begin with opétiyo¢ [Amb.Thom.
|, 15] but only with -tipoc, as had been correctly indicated by
Ohler), and 1ibid., 1057B (f. 115 does not begin with Ttplag
[Amb.Thom. V, 251] but with OUte yap etc. f34), as had been cor-
rectly indicated by (5h|er).

On p. vi of his praefatio Ohler had - by mistake rather than ig-
norance - attributed John Scorns’ Periphyseon to Maximus. Migne
tacitly corrected Ohler's slip of the pen (see PG 91, 1029-1030).

An "improved* version o fMigne’s text appeared in 1978, with
an introduction and notes by D. Staniloae (3> and a Modem-
Greek translation by Ignatios Sakalis. The first of che 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’ arc 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 C*).

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. Tkom. 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. Scriptufae by S. N. Sakkos and P. P. Kou-
tlemanis has been appended (j7).

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 ooinion, it merely repeated the latter.
Frans 6h|er did not question this decision.

Already in 1878 Michael Gidbauer published some fragments
of Ep.sec. from the Vaticanusgr. 1809 (siglum Kin the present edi-
tion) but the editio princeps of the work by Mgr Paul Canart did
not appear until 1964. Canart based his edition on the two above-
mentioned manuscripts Gtf 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(sg). 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. Migne, 'E).hpiy.>; ilatoo?joyia (Patrologia Grazed), vol. 90-91, Athens,
1989.

(38) Viz. in: N. P. Chionides - S. Lilla, La brackigrajia iialo-bizaniina (Stud: e
Tati 290), Vatican City, 1981.
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In editing Amb. Thom, and Ep.sec. we have obviously followed
the general editorial pracciccs of the Corpus Chrisiianorum, Scries
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 uniats has been
followed as far as possible; only obvious grammatical or ortho-
graphical errors have been emended f1} 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 die sources and the critical apparatus. The former
lists all Biblical, patristic and other sources quoted or alluded to
by Maximus (*). 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 Byzamioti 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-

lant readings, p. cxxvn.
(2) Full bibliographical data will be found in the Index aliorum rontium

(p. 60-68).
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or page (Ep.sec.) in those editions has been indicated in our text
by means ofa vertical line (|).

In addition to all proper names the three Persons of the Holy
Trinity have been written with a capital letter (Matnp, Yio¢ and
Mveopa); as have Aodyoc as the second Person of the Trinity, 'ti-
tles’ such as Apeomnayitng, Mapbévo¢ and Xplotog, and the collec-
tive nouns AtloAwvaplotic, Apetavog and Xplotiavaog (3).

The choice between variant readings has already been dealt
with (4).

W ith 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

*

Punctuation

The most obvious result of following the usage of the manu-
scripts in this matter is the punctuation after 6 pyév and 6 d¢ when
these are used as pronouns, not as articles (6).

Orthography

As a result of the principle adopted, the reader will find anum-
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 Matip. Y1o¢, MveOdux and Aoyog, all these words are to be
found in the Index nominum ct vocum ex eis formacarum (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. Noret, Quattd
done rendrotis-nous a quaniite d'indefmis. preterJument encliliques, Vaccent qui !cur review?,
in: Byzantion 57 (1987), p. 191-195; id.. Sotes de ponctuation et d’accentuaiion byzan-
tines, in: Byzantion 65 (1995), p. 69-88; id., U accentuation de te engree byzaniin, in:
Byzantion 68 (1998)?p. 516-518. In addition see also the introductions to previous
volumes of the cCcsG, e.g. M. Hostens (ed.)f Anonymi auctoris Theogwsiae fsaec.
ix/xy Dissertatio centra htdaeos (CCSG 14). Tumhout - Leuven. 1986, p. xlii-lv;
Van Deun, Opttscula. p. clxix-clxxii;J. Nadal Caneilas (ed. J Cregorii Acin-
dyni refutaiiones duae opens Gregorii Palamae cui titulus Dialogus inter Orthodoxum et Bar-
laamitam (CCSG 31). Tumhout - Leuven, 1995. p. Ixxxjv-xci.

(6) Sec e.g. Amb. Thom. IlI, 37/38; 1V, 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) ('), never tout'eoti(v), as well as égioncf),
not €¢ iot,¢, and yolOv('), not y'obv. We have, however, written
dtato0to in most cases ("), but sometimes also 414 toutO0 ( ); Sim-
ilarly, in most cases 816(12), but of course dtlo in Amb.Thom.
1V, 39 (... T0 xeipov, O1'd TN QUOEl <o nNOBNTOV ETTEIOEKPION). INn
Amb.Thom. V, 153 we have written d1'0Aou, not d16Aov, and in
Ep.sec. Il, 82 we have written dnAov 0TI, not dnAovoTl.

The negations pyfj 0¢ and ou 0¢ are always divided but o0-
détepo¢ and pnoetepoc, like ovdei¢ and pndecic, have been writ-
ten in one word: as is proven by the additional 8¢ in Amb.Thom.
V, 277, the element -0- in the compound ouvdétepov had lost its
value as an adversative particle.

lota subscription

Although the iota adscriptum or subscriptum is absent from most
of our older witnesses, for reasons of clarity, a iota subscnptum 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 Tavtotn¢ (u), but they do have one on such easily recognisable
compounds as Tavavtia Kav (16), kav (1;) and kavtalba f1*¥).

(7) Seee.g. Amb.Thom. IV. 25; 31; 32; 37; 68; 72: 79; V, 113; 235; etc.

(8) See Ep.sec. I, 31. - About the preservation of the form zoicrr® rather than
bzierfi or z-'irrri, see above, p. 1 xxxiii, n. 55.

(9) See Amb. Thom. V, 22.

(10) See Amb.Thom.* prol., 24; 1V, 9; 58;83/84: Ep.sec.. prol., 28; Il, 52; etc.

(11) See Amb. Thom. I, 2; IV, 68; Ep.sec. I, 2; 1ll, 48, and of course Amb.Thom.
I1l. 6/7 (SIx toOto ... oti).

(12} Sec e.g. Amb. Thom., prol., 41; V, 249; Ep.sec.. pro!., 6; etc.

(13) Seee.g. Amb. Thom. V. 211; 253 (bis); 257; 262; etc.

(14) Seee.g. Ep.sec. I, 18; I, 23; 57; etc.

(15) See e.g. Amb. Thom. V. 247.

(16) Seee.g. Amb.Thom. V, 278; 280; etc.

(17) See e.g. Ep.sec., prol.. 39; I, 45; etc.

(18) See Ep.sec. Ill, 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 ot 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 1€ followed, immediately or not; by kai is
sometimes enclitic and sometimes orthotonic, without any
apparent influence on the meaning of the phrase("°®). As a
rule te is always enclitic after the article and after a preposi-
tion (21) ;

- T1; is orthotonic in Amb. Thom. V, 37 and 39 (ufjte 1), and
in Amb. Thom. V, 126 (o0te TI¢ avTov...). In both cases the
accent serves to stress the meaning “any ... at all” after the
negation ’(22\):

- the present indicative of @nui. is never enclitic (“~);

- the present indicative of eipi. is enclitic or orthotonic, Q_ﬁ—
patently depending on its connection to the previous (*'}
or the following word(s) ( ?) respectively. However, pre-

ceded by ydp, the present forms of iut are always enclit-

- in the case ofa sequence of enclitics, the first word, ifitis a
compound with -“sp. 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. 1€ has a tendency of being
orthoconic: in our texts 20 out of 22 accentuated 1€ are immediately followed by
Kai; on the other hand. 13 kai are preceded by an enclitic Te.

(2!) See Noret, Uaccemuaiionde te. p. 517-51S and n. 6 (read "Thomatti for 'lc-

hanmm').
(22) See Noret, Quoaddone rendrons-nous, p. 194-195 i'2~ regie').
(23) Seee.g. Amb.Thom. II, 23; I, 12; 1V, 19; 36; 48: V, 27; etc.

(24) See e.g. Amb.Thom. IV, 21: V. 14; 106; 218; Ep.scc. I, 21.

(25) See e.g. .4mb. Them. 1V, 24: Ep.sec.. prol., 6; Il, 42 (bis); etc.

(26) See e.g. Amb.Thom. I, 10; 24: 27; V. 57: etc.

(27) See e.g. Amb. Thom. 1V, 29 (o—p lerrt); V, 36 (idem); % (idem); 104
(idem); Ep.sec. . 79 {a~ep €0T1); etc.
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ryjy , ephelcystic -v and euphonic -C /outco/ 0i>c0OC)

- the negation ob/ is considered to be the elided form of
oi/i and subsequently is always written o-l)' (25);

- an ephelcystic -v is written without exception whenever
the following word - whether or not preceded by a punc-
tuation mark - begins with a vowel (29). 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

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 (51);

- the situation with regard to the euphonic Is similar to
that of the ephell.g:ystic -v: before a vowel it is written with-
out exception ( “), while before a consonant we find both

outco and ojtcoc (JJ).

(28 - See e.g. Amb. Them., prol., 7; Ill, 35; etc.

(29) Seee.g. Amb. Theni.. prol., 13 (mé€@ukev avBpwToV): 38 (E0TIV XVETTIYVWOTOC);

10; 11 (éotiv OtTepPadnva’); 3D (Véatt/kev* étte™n): Il. 17 (TTpocévelpey, avtol);
etc.

(30) See e.g. Amb. Thom. I. 27 (€oTiv povadwv! : I1l. 35 (gi—ev, de”kvug); V, 50
(EoTivdE); :53 (TTEPIKEXWPNKEY, MTSEV).

(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. i hom. V. 274 (ovtw Kai) and 280 (6vtw¢ Kav).
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the editio princeps by Thomas Gale (1681)
the edition by Franz Ohler (1857), reprinted in PC 91
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Mepi dla@OpwWY ATOPWY TWV Aylwv Alovuoiou Kai
[(pnyopiov, MPoC¢ OwPav TOV NYLACUEVOV

Tw AYIOOPNEVW O0VAW TOL Beol TMATPI TVELPOTIKW Kai Ol-
dO0OKAOAW, Xupiw Owua, Ma&ipo¢ TATMEIVOC KOOI OUOPTWAOC,
avaélo¢ doVLAOC Kai pabnTnc.

ATIAOVOUC Bewpiog €€ eypeAOLC TeEpi Ta Beia omoudrg, €Eiv
AoBwv avaAiloiwtov, OUXATAWC 00Qiag, AAAO TOU KAAAOULC OU-
TNC. Bew Aiav nyoamnuéve, YEYOVOC EPOOTHC OCWQPPOVESTATOC.
>0@iog 08 KAAAOC €0TivV, YVWOIC EUTTPOAKTOC, N TPOIC EVOOQOC,
WV £0TI XAPOAKTNP, WC OI'AP@OIV CUUTIANPOVPEVOG. O TN Beiag
mpovoiag Kai Kpioew¢ AO0yoc¢, KaB’ov aiocBrjoet tov voUuv OUM-
mAé€ac Ot ToL Mvebpatog, €deléac w¢ aAndw¢ mw¢ 6 Be0¢
KOT’eIKOVa ©eol moleiv mépukey avOpwmov, Tov 1€ MAOUTOV
NG ayoabotTnToC KOTECOTNOOC YVWPIMOV, TOAUTEAWC TN KOAR
Hiéel TV evavtiov &v geauTw OEIKVUC TOV B0V TAIC APETAiC
OWMOTOUPEVOV 0L TW VYEL CUPMPETPNOAE MIPNOEL TNV KEVW-

6/7 Clem. Alex., Strom.VI. VII. 61, 3, p. 463,1 7/8 Sap. 7,30 et 8, 2 8
(Bew - nyoattnuéve) cf. Ps. Dion. Ar., Ep. 10, p. 208, 5-6 12/13 Ge. 1, 27 et 5,
1 13/14 Greg. Naz.. Or.38.11.7 (p. 124); id.. Or. 45. PG 36,632A6-7 15 Greg.
Naz.. Or.38,1L 5(p. 124); id.. Or. 45. PG 36,632A4

Tit.: A ReSup Am NBaZ(bis) Va (—a)
Y QGf HP

1 Mepi] "EmiotoAn mpwtn proem. Gale anoptwv A Re Sup Am S BaZ
Vcfiff (—a) Y Twv aytwv Alovuoiov Katl] Tov ayiov Ge TWV ayiwv] Tov
ayiou Re Sup, ayiwv Am 2 pnyoplov] Tou BeoAodyou add. Ge

ProL: A ReSup Am iVBaZ Va (—a)
Y QGe HGaP

3 oylaopevew Ga. Qyamnuevew Z TOATPI MVELPATYXK®W] KOL MTVEVHATIK®
natpi Z 4 kai] om. Re Sup 5 padntnc¢] xaipewv add. Ge 8 €paoToC
Sup 10 tAnpovpevoc Ge 12 w¢] om. G« 13 Beov] éavtol Re, om. Z
avBpwTmov) Tov praem. A l4katootRoog H 16 o0 Tw] ovtTw P

PG 91, 1032
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Athens, Batopediou 475 (s. XiiT '-xtv ")
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Cantabrigiensis, Collegii S. Trinitatis 0.3.48 (s. x n'J)
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A Re Sup Atn N Ba Z Va

the intended edition by Francois Combefis (1675/1679)
the editioprinceps by Thomas Gaie (1681)

the edition by Franz Ohler (1857). reprinted in PG 91
Jacques-Paul Mignes interventions in Ohlers text
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Mepi dla@opwyv AToOpwY TWV ayiwv Atovuciov Kal
[(pnyopiou, MPOC OwWPAV TOV NYLOoUEVOV

Tw AYIOOPMEVW O0UVAW TOL Beol TMATPI MVEVLPOTIKW KOl 61-
OOOKOAW. KLOIWw Owpa, MA&IPyo¢ TATMEIVOC KOl OMOPTWAOC.
ava&log¢ doVAOC Kol padnTAC.

ATIAOVOUC Bewpiag €€ eypeAoLC meP't TG Beia amoudng, €&iv
AoBwv avaiioiwtov, 00X AMADC 00@iog, AAAa TOU KAAAOULC OU-
¢, Oew Afav Ayattnuéve, YEYOVAC EPUOTAC CWPPOVETTATOC.
>o@iag 0 KAAAOC £0TIV, YVWOIC EUTTPOKTOC, N TPAEIC Evaoo@oc,
WV €0TL XAPAKTNP, WC dUdp@oiv cuumAnpoupevog, 6 TAC Beiac
mpovoiag Kol Kpioew¢ Aoyoc¢, KobB'ov aiocbrijoel tov volOV OULU-
mAEEac d1a Tto0 Mvebpatog, €detéac W¢ AANOBWC MWE O BOedC
KaT'€lkova Beou molelv méPukey AVOPWTIOV. Tov TE MAOOTOV
TAC ayaBoTnTaC KOTECTNOOC YVWPIPMOV, TOAUTEAWC TN KOAN
UIEEL TWV evaVTioV &V 0EOLTW OEIKVOC TOv Bedv TAIC APETAIC
OCWMUATOUPEVOV: 0V Tw OYPEl CUUPETPNOOE MIPMACEL TNV KEVW-

6/7 Clem. Alex., Strom. VI, VII, 61, 3. p. 463.1 7/8 Sap. 7. 30 e: 8, 2 8
(Pew - nyamnuéve) cE Ps. Dion. An, 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 ReSuv Ani NBaZ(bis) Va (=a)
Y QGe HP

1 Mepi] EmiotoAl mpwtn proem. Gale anoptwv A Re Sup Am X Ba Z
(=a)V TV aytwv Atovuoiov ka!] tov ayiouv Ge TWV aylwv] Tou
aytou Re Sup. aytwv Am 2 'pnyopiov] Touv BeoAodyou add. Ge

Prol: A ReSup Am NBaz Va (—a)
Y QGe HGaP

30yloopévw Ga,NyaTttnuévw Z TOTPI MVELPATIK®W] KOl TVEVUATIKW
natpi Z 4 kai] om. Re Sup 5 pabntng] xaipewv add. Ge 8 €paoTog
Sup 10 tAnpolpevog Ge 12 w¢] om. Go 13 Beov] €avtou Re. om. Z
avBpwmovltov proem. A l4kataoctnoacH 16 ov Tw] oLTW P

po 91. 1
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4 AMBIGUA AD THOMAM

oV, €wC €Yol KOTeABEV 00K dAmnéiwoag. ekeiva (NTWV vV
TMEMOVOWCE EXEIC TNV €1dNOCILV.

Eioi d¢ Awovuciov kai [pnyopiov Ke@aAAala, TwV ayiwv
EKEIVWV UTEPEVPAPWY TE KOl HOTKopiwv Aavdpwy, TAC OVIWC
EKAOYNC TwV avéKaBey KATA TPOBECIV TwWV AlwVWY Bew TpPoo-
Bepevy, TWV MAcOV WC aANBWC TAV €QIKTNV TOIC Ayiolg X0-
oV TNG oo@iog ciodeapevwy, Kai tn AamobEcel TNC KATA @ U-
owv {wng, Yuxrng ovoiav memoinpéEVwY. Kai dtatovto {wvTta
MOVWTOTOV TOV XpioTov £€0XNKOTWV, Koi TO On peTlov eimeiv.
Puxnv aotolg TNE Yuxne YEYEVNUEVOY, Kai 010 TTAVIWVY EPYWV
TE Kai AOywv Kai vonuatwyv mactv Eu@avi{OPevoy. w¢ EVTEL-
Bev ekeivwy pEV 0UK eival memeiobal ta mpotabévta, Xpiotou
0€, TOL KOTA XApIv a0TOIC €0UTOV UTTAAAGEOVTOC.

AMGE TOC €IMw KLUPIoOV ‘Inoolv, uAmw mvevpa AaBwv ayio-
™nToC; MW AaANow TAC duvaoTeiag Tod Kupiov, 0 POYYIAAAOC
KOi TOV VOUV TI OXEO€l MPOONAWOOC TwWV @BeIpopevwy; Mwg
AKOLOTAC TOINOW KOV TIvVaC OIVECEIC AUTOL, 6 KWPOC Kai TO
TNC YUXNC GKOUOTIKOV dOld THV TPOC TA mabn @IAiav Exwv
MOVTEAWC ATMECTPOAPMEVOY TOU AOYyoL TRV pOKOpiav @wvnv;
Mw¢ epg@avic 0 AO0yo¢ YevioeTai pol Tw NATINUEVW TW

21 Eph. 3,11; cf. Rom. 8, 28: Eph. 1,11 22/23 Ps. Dion. Ar.. Coel. Hicr..VII.

p. 28, 6 30/31 cf. | Cor. 12, 3 31 (A\aAqow - Kupiov) Ps. 105, 2: cf. Me. 7,
37 (MoyyltAdAog) Is.35.6; Me 7,32 33 (GkovoTAg ... avtov) Ps. 105, 2
(Kw@og) Is. 35,5: Me. 7.32 36 (epy@avng - pot) cf. Sap. 1.2; lo. 14,21

A Ki'=zup At NBazZ \& (—0)
Y >0 HOIP

17 atta&lwoag Oi 19 Alovuaiou Kai] ovi. O 19/20 Twv - avdpwv]

TOU AYI0U EKEIVOL UTTEPPRMOL (&) TE Kai pokapiov dvopoc O 20 0TTEPED-
PAMWV H 21 TV avékabev] om. X 22/23 x0601V] inp. a. 10i¢ {) Ba 23
eiode&dpuevov O. eiodecapevwy (&) H 1t] 10 O 24 TIEMOINUEVOV
Bi (wvta -owv.. O 25 ¢oxnkota O OE: P 26 autoT¢] auTnic Pit.
avtw O ¢ guxnce] v Yoxnv A? YEYEVNHEVNV Ba 27 \Oywv
Kai] on:. 0¢ 28 ekeivwv] ékeivw O Trenciopyeba H —potebevta
Z 0 29 Tou] omn. aY (% & alToT() €0UTOTCH. aUTW O* 30 eiTtw H
unnw] uynnw H, 0 praan. .V nmvebpa] $p. p. Aafwv O 31 Tou] on\.
H O* MOY'.AGAOC <2* M P. HOYYIAOAOCA K15:¢9 N BaZ. poyiAaAo¢  V
33kav Tvag 4N’ XBXZ la, Kav TvacY* kav Tivo¢ H 35 ATTETTPOAPPEYNV
& =1y 36 NTTWPEVW -VBaZ
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PKOI~, 17-52 5

KOOPW, VIKAV TOV KOOMOV, AAAN’00K Ep@avidecBal Tw KOOUW
MEPUKWC, €Imep QIAVAW d1aBecel KATA @QUOIV EC0TIV OVETI-
YyVwoToC; Mw¢ o0 TOAUNPOV TOIC¢ dAyiolc Tov evayn, Koi TOIC
KaBapoic Eyxelpelv TOV aKaBapTov;

A10 TOPNTNOAPNV OV TV €T TOI{ KEKEAELOMUEVOIC EyXETpN-
gV, TOV Tr¢ TpoTmeTeiag Poyov @ofoupevog, €i pn mMAEoV £0e-
dOIKEIWV Tn¢ ameiberag 1OV Kivouvov. Avolv oUvV TOUTOIV HECOG
dloAn@OBei¢, TAC mpomeTEiag aipovpal PMAAAOV TOV POyov ¢
AVEKTOTEPOV, PEVLYWV W AOLYYVWOTOV TNG ameibelag 10V Kiv-
duvov, Kai T MEOITEIO TWV Aylwv, Kai Bondela Twv VPETEPWY
gVXWV, XPIOTOU TOU peydaAiov Beol Kai 0WTNPOC NUWV Xopn-
yoOvTOoC TO VvOEiv eV0EPWC Kai AEyeElV OEOVTIWG, TEPI EKOOTOU
KEQPAAOIOL TNV ATOKPIOILV ¢ 0i0vV TE ToOlcoPal GUVTOMOV
(Mpo¢ ydap d1ddokaiov 6 Adyog, PIKpoi¢ mopideaBatl pyeyaia du-
VAUEVOV), AapXxouevoc amd pnyopiov to0 Bed@ppovog, wC HAA-
AOV AUIV OVTOC TW XPOVW TIPOCEXECTEPOU.

37 (vikdav - kéopov) lo. 16, 33 (0UK - KOOpW) lo. 14, 22 39 Ps. Dion.
Ar.. Ep. 10, p. 208, 8 43 Greg. Naz., Or.2.113,5-6 (p.234) 45/46 ibid. 47
Tit. 2,13

A ReSup Am NBaZ Va (-a)
Y QGe HGaP

38 @IANOUAW Re Sup 39 00| om. A* @T toic ayiolc] Tw dyiw Ge
TOV €vayr]TO EVAYEIV Re Sup. TOV €V AyeEl com. Gale 40 TORe Sup 41 ~Xxpr-
TNOAPEY Re KEKEAELMEVOIC X. KEAEUOUEVOIC H, EYKEKEAELOUEVOIC Ga
42 Pogov RI'*'T7 43 Avoiv] &*oiv Z 00V] om. Re. Sttp Be. Ge H TOUTOIG
Ge H, toj 10iv G;: (TouTOIC rorr. Gate; 44 d1aAneBelg An@Beic a ¥Q Ge
MOAAOV] HOAAG H, frsp. a. a¢polpo*.BRY AW w¢] om H 45 GoLyvw-
otov Ga 46 TOU ayiou Ge nueTépwv Ga Gafe 48 10 VOEeiv] TOv voilv

deovVTIWC] d€ovtoc Ge. 3¢ OVTWC (sic) H 49 oiov t€ o1 ovtecg Ge 50

MEYAAA] rtp. p. SUVAPEVOV T. 59-57» .V 51 - 1,1amo - lypnyopiou] on;. Gt’
52 ovto¢] ovtw¢ H Ga, zo j praem. H
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Tou ayiov Mpnyopiov €K TOL TEPT Y100 TPWTOL AOYOU,
e1IC TO Ald To0TO povag amapxnc € dudada xivnbeioa,
HEXPL TPLadOC €0trn. Kat TAAIV ToU aUToU €K TOU QEVTE-
pou ; Elpnvikov, €1¢ t0 Movadog pév KivnBeiong o1d 1o
mAovalov, duadog O0¢ LmepPadeionc (VLTEP yap TNV LANV
KOl TO €id0¢, €€ wv TG cwpata), TP1adog € oplabeiong
Ol TO TEAEIOV.

Ei pév tnv dokovoav gival dita@wviav do00Ae 6ol oKOTMROOC,
TNV aAndr cvpgewviav AMdépnoag, oLK £0TL KAT’évvolav ToOTWV
TWV QWVAOV EVOTIKWTEPAVY €0pEV. TavTov yap €oTiv vmepPa-
Brivatl dudda, Kal P atnvatl PEXPL duadog, Kal TAAly 6plobnval
TPLada, Kai HEXPL TPLAdOC oTNVAL TNC povadoC TNV Kivnaotv, €i-
mep povapyiav nmpeaBeloPev. OUK AQIAOTIYUOV, WC EVIi MPOOCWTW
MEPIYEYPAUMEVNY, 1 TAAIV ATAKTIOV, WC EI1C AMEIPOV XEOMEVNV,
AAA'T)V opoTIHog @LOoEL Tplacg, MatAp kKai Yio¢ kai Mvl3ua ov-

2/3 Greg. Naz.. Or. 29, Z 13-14 (p. 180) 417 id., Or. 23, 8,9-11 (p. 298)
10/11 (0TtiepBabnvat dvada) supra. 1.5 11 (un - duddoc) cf. supra, 1.2-3 11/
12 (6probnval tpiada) supra. 1.6 12 (MéXpL - atnval) supra. 1.3 (tn¢ - Kivn-
otv) cf. supra. 1.2 ec4 12/13 (ewmep - ~pea3evopul /) cf. Greg. Naz.. Or.29,2.6-7
(p. 178} 13 (d@Aotipov) id. Or. 23. 8. 13 (p. 298) 13/14 (w¢ - ~epl-
veypapuévnv) cf. cund.. Or. 29. 2, 7-8 (p. 178) 14 (&dtoktov) id.. Or. 23. 8,
14 ip. 298) (ei¢ - xeopévnv) ibid., 8,13 (p. 298) 15/16 (GAA'}V - cuvioTnaov)
cf. Greg. Naz., Or. 29,19 (p. 178}

A ReSup Am NSdz Vva (—a)
Yy Q Ge Mo HGaP X (proL 1-9, cf. imrod. p. 1 xx)

1Tou - AGyou] €k TOU MTPWTOL AdyoL TOUL Aylou ypnyopiov™ -gpt viol Am.

oT. Mo I pnyopiou] Tov BeoAoyou add. Ba OMer/PG (e Gud. gr. 39) 2 €i¢ T10]
oT. Gt' TouTO]TOL NP HNNAC:ic) Ge 2/3 €1¢' - €0tn] oT. Mo 3/4
TOUL OUTOUL - €i¢ TO' €iC TO €K TOL JEVLTEPOL €1pNVIKOL Mo 3tou"] oT. Am

4/5 614 - vttepPaOceiong] cm. Q 506¢] oT. H umep yap] dwa Ga“:"":

v* 6 d0¢]oT. Y 8 dokouvaoav gival] oT. Ge 9ovppwvia A
nmoprRoagAm 10/11 VW TIKWTEPAY - TTAALV] OT. VCT™*" 10 MikwTtépav V
Ba Mo N Ga Gale OMa/PG 11 dvada] tprada Ba Katl- pexpt] ner. Z

un] orT. Va»*” duvasdoc] tpradog Vapom P Comb*4M 12 tnv] trsp. o. TNG

Aib 13 -pecoPBevwpev Sup Ga a@iAoTIPOG Ge évi] €v Gtr 14 €ic] ow.
Gi? 15 v SupiVBn, nv Go OMOTITOC (sic) H, OpoTipw¢ X

1033' 1036
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1,1-33 /

viotnowv ayitov, @v mAo0TO¢ | cup@uia Kal To &v eE€aApa TNC
AQUTIPOTNTOC, OUTE UTEP TALTO TNC BEOTNTOC XEOMEVNC, va
U OrUovV 6EWV E10AYAYW MEY, OUTE EVTOC TOLTWV 6ptlopévnc,
IVO U Teviav BE0TNTOC KATOKPIBWEV.

OUK €0TIv o0V AITIOAOYiO TOUTO THC UTMEPOULCIOL TWV OVIWV
aItiog, AAAZEOC0EBOUC mMepi avTAC 00E&NC amodeléic, €imep POVAC,
GAA’00 OULAC, Kal TPLAC. GAA’0L mMARBocC 1 Be0TnNC, WC Aavoapyoc,
AowpaTOC TE KOl GaoTaciaotoc. Movag yap aAnbwc rp povacg. OU
Vap €0TIV APXN TWV HET’AVTAV KOATA OI1ACTOAAC GUOTOARV, VO
XEON QUOIKWC €I1¢ TARBOC 0debovod, AAA’EVUTIOOTATOC OVTOTNG
opoouvaiov tpraddog. Kar TPd¢ aAnbwg n tptdg, oK aplOpw
AVOMEVW cGuPTAnpoupeEvn. OU yap €0TIv povadwv olbvBealc, va
naodn owaipeotv, aAA’évolcoloC Omap&IC TPIOLTOOTATOU MOVAJOC.
Movag yap aAnbwc 1 tplac., o0tL o0Twg £0TIV, KAl TPLAg GAn-
Bw¢ R povag, dTL o0TwWC LEECTNKEY, EMEIdN KOl Pia BedTNC, OUL-
00 TE MOVAOIKWC, KOl LEIOTAPEVN TPIOJIKWC.

Ei 0¢ Kivnowv dkovoacg, €6a0pacac mw¢ UMEPATEIPOC KIVEITOL
Bed0TNC, NUWV. OVK €KEivNE TO mABoC, MPWTOV TOV TOU €ival AO-
yov aO0TAC EANauTOPEVWY, Kai o0T®w TOV TOU MWC a0TAV VQE-
otdval TPpOmov QWTI{OPYEVWY, E€IMEP TO €ival 1oL TwWC E€ival
MAvVIwg mpoemvoeltal. Kivnoi¢ ovv 0e0tntog, N dI'EKQPAVOEWC
VIVOPEVN TEPL TE€ TOL €ival aLTAV Kai 100 Mw¢ a0tV VQECTA-
VOl, TOIC OUTAC JEKTIKOIC KABETTNKE YVWOIC.

16/17 (ov - Aapmnpotntoc) Tii, Oy. 40, 5, 8-10 (p. 204) 17/19 (ovte - Ka-
TakplBwpev) ia., Oy. 38, 8.15-17 {p. 118); id., Oy. 45, PO 36,62800-12 26 (1p1-
G¢ - tplag) Ta., Oy. 23, 10,11 (p. 300) 26/27 (o0k - Avopévw) ATA, 10, 16 (p.

302) 27/28 (00 - d1aipeaiv) <£ iBYA, 10,11-13 (p. 300)

A lig5wy Amn NBazZ va (—a)

Y (>0 Mo X

16 mAovuToc¢] o pvaan. Ba. mMAOUTOC €C0TIV vor™*1 18 eicaydyopev
N1 TovuTtolg P Oo/mé6Aocar 19 katakpivwpev H Oa 20 TtolTO0] wn.
O: 23 yap] yap €éotiv Mo 25 QUOIKQV 0 2’ dI/A gvumoéoTaToV
&E& @B ,evumbéotatov($0)Qaie ovtotn ¢l ov 1o Tn¢ Ke51g X Gnif, tavtoéTNC
Mo 26 \] on:. Ani 27 cupgmAnpovpevn] Neta&n. O 29 o0TOC H 30
N povacg] i tprag (an H, ont. Oale EQECTNKEV> Hm. 31 Kai - TplLadikwc]
. Z 32 twe] i ™! plogi. P bmepamnelpoc] i profxl. Ay Oa 33 eKei-
volig O1 34 avtni¢] avtoig OaAiM avtAv] avtd M? 35 tpomnov Z
36 kivnowv O Beotng /1***I u: v 37 yevopevn O ToL"] oI

baP X 38 Tn¢ O avutoT¢ Q 0ekKTIKNAC O



10

Tou a0TOD €K TOL aUToD TPWTOL Adyou, €I1¢ 10 ‘Evi 8¢

O touv Bgo0 Aoyoc, dAo¢ ovoia MANPNC vmapxwv (Bgd¢ yap),
KOl UTTIOOTOOIC OAOC aveAATNC (Y10¢ yap). KeEvwOei¢ PYeEv, omopa
YEYOVE TAC OIKEIOC oapKOg, AppriTw O€ GLAANYEL ouvteBeig, av-
THC¢ UMOOTACIC YEYOVE TNG MpooAn@Beiong ocapko¢. Kai ToLTw
TW KOIWVW MPLOTNPIiw KAT’aANBelav ATPENTWC OAOC YEVOUEVOC
avlpwTmog, dL0 PULOEWV, AKTIOTOU TE KOi KTIOTHC, amaboug TE
Koi madntAg, 0 a0ToC LUTOCTOOIC NV, TAVTOC OVEAAITIWC TOUC
@ULOIKOUC WV OTTOOTOOLIE NV AOYOUC ETIOEXOUEVOC.

El 3¢ mavtag oLoIwdWC wv UTOCTOOIC NV TOUC QUOIKOUG
EMEdEXETO AOYoUE, alTwW OULVOETW yevouEVW Tr MPOCANYEL TG
OOPKOC KATA TAV OMOOTOOLY, TTAVL 00QWC O d1d0A0KOAOG, TVO N
PIAG vopioBn, Td TAC olKeiag oapkog mMABn TMPOCEVEIPEY, adTou
T¢ TAC oapKog LTaoxovone, Kai KaT’ auTAV GANBW¢ ovtl Bew TA-
ONTw KATd TAC apapTtiac.

1/5 Greg. Naz., Or. 29,18, 21-25 (p. 216) 4 {kevwOevTi} cf. Phil. 2.7 5
(capkwBevTi) cf. lo.. 1,14 7 (kevwOeig) cf. Phil. 2. 7; cf. enam supra. 1.4 15
supra,L4 17Greg. Naz.. Or.30,1.8-9(p.226) 18/19ibid.. 1,10-11 ip.226)

A Re Sup Am \'8aZ Va (—a)
Y QGe GaP

1Tou - Adyou] Tou aLTOL AOYOUL TOUL TTpwTOU Y om. Ge Touv avuTou] trsp.
p. Adyou Ant auvtou?2] ok. Z Ga 0€] om. Am 3 mabwv] Yuxng add.
Ba 4 T0']T™*7T Am Z Tw2 10 Ga.om.aYQ Ga 4/5 Koi capkwBeEvTI] cm.

Ge 6 mAnpn¢] Kaipraem. Am 8 oikeiac] 1dia¢Be 9 mpoAnaoBeiong Sup
Z Ga 10 o0Aw¢ Sup Am 12 aveAMImw¢] trsp. p. puaoikou¢ (l. 13)Ba 13 wv
GY Aoyouc] toug praem. P' "™ 15 0medéxeto Z. emidéxetal P 16 un
om. Re

1036,1037



11,1-41 9

21 Oovciag toivuv KaBnv Kol capkwbei¢ amAovg 6 AOYog PEPE-
VNKE, Kai UMOOTACEWC KOO’V MpooAnPel oapKOg YEYOVE aULV-
Beto¢, Kai 0€0C MaBNTOC OIKOVOUIKWC EXPNUATIOE. OEIKVUC TNV
dta@opdv o0 dI0ACKOAOC, TOUTO @naoiv, Tva urp Ta TNC LTOOTA-
OEWC KATNYOPOULVTEC €& AyvoloC THC QUOEWC, AABWPEV KATA

25 TOUC Apetavol¢ Bew @LOEl MOBNTW TPOOKLVOUVTEC.

OUVdEv e Xeipov EimeTV Kai GvBPWIIOBEVTI npooébnkev, o0
MOVOV d1a ToULC ApElavolg. avTi Puxne tnv Bedtnta, Kai toug
ATIOAIVOPLOTAC, avouv TAV Yuxnv odoypatidovtag, Kai ToLTW
TW TPOTMW TO TEAEIOV THC KOBMuac¢ 1ol AOYyou TEPITEMVOV-

30 TOC QLUOEWC,. KAai @UOEl BedOTNTOC TMOONTOV AVUTOV TOIOUHPEVOUC,
AANTVva Kai oe1xBn téAeloC NUiv yeyovw¢ Kat’dAnbetav avlpw-
mo¢ O HOVOYEVHC @e0C, ¢ d1’évepyolc @UOOEL TUPKOG, VOEPWC TE
Kai AOYIKWC EPuXwPEVNG, aUTOUPYWVY THV NUWV owTnpiav, €l1-
MEP KOTA TAVIO XWPEIC poévng apaptiacg, A¢ ovdeic ) @LOoEl

35 MAVTEAWC EVESTIOPTOL AOY0G, OAA’OU XWwPIC (QUOIKNC EVEP-
veiag aAnBwc¢ yeyovev AavOpwtog, n¢ 0 Adyog, 0po¢ Tr¢ ovaiag
€0TIV, mAVTOC XAPOKTINPilwv @QULOIKWCG 01 Kat’ovoiav EPTE-
QUKEV. TO YAp KOIVWC TE KAl YEVIKWC TIVWV KATNYOPOUUEVOV,
0po¢ TAC aUTWV ovaoiag €0Tiv, 0L TMAVIWC N oTEPNOI, @Bopdv

40 epyaletal QLOEWC, EIMEP OVOEV TWV OVIWV TOU QLUOEL TEPU-
KOTOC OTEPOVHEVOV, OTIEP NV MEVEL OWI{OUEVOV.

20 ?upra, I 5; ct. etiam lo. 1,14 21/22 (o0vBeTo() supra. I - 22 (Beoc¢ -
OIKOVOUIKWC) cf. supra, 1.18-19 26 supra, 1.5 32 lo. 1t18 34 Hefcr. 4.15

A ReSup ~d», S'BaZ Va (—a)
Y QGr GaP

200 NOyo:|trsp.p. yepévnKe (i.20-21) SBa Z Ga 21 capkoOg) om. Ba

22 TTAONTWC Am 23/25 iva - ttpookuvoidvtec] ut texium Grcgom erwnee indicant
Ga Gale Ohier/PG 23 Ttda] owi. 7. 24 €¢ - @Loewc] om. Ga AAXWHEV
Sup" " 28 doypaTtiovtol Sup 30 avutov] tov proem. 4417 31 AUV
Z Koatd Re Ge 33 epPuxwpeévng Re Sup Baperr Z Ge, €uOVXOMEVNC
Ga avToupyw¢ Re Sup NUwvV] trsp. p. cwtnpiav Re Sup 33/34 e1ttep]
gita (sic) Ge 36 aAnBw¢] om. Z opac] trsp. p. obaoiag Br, 38 Katnyo-
POLMEVWY  Z 39 avtwv] om. Ga*'r¥* N otépnoig] botépnoig Ge 40/
41 ttegj/A-0icGe
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Tou abtol ék Tou alTou Adyou* OUTOC YAP O VUV Col
KOTO@POVOUUEVOC, NV OTE Kai | UTTEP O€ v, 0 VLV GvOpw-
TT0¢, Koi aouvBetoc nv. O PEV NV dIEPEIVEY, & OE OVLK NV
TtpooeAafev. Ev dpyy} (v avaitiwg (Ti¢ yap aitia 6gouv;),
OAAG Kai 0oTepov yEyove Ot attiav (] 0€ v, To O£ 0W-
Onvar Ttov OPploThv, 8¢ d10 TOUTO TEPIPPOVEIC BEeD-
mta, OTL TV onv maxLTNTa KATEGECHTO), Ol0 HPECOU
VOOC OUIANCOC OOPKI, KOi YEVOUEVOC OVOBPWTIOC, 0 KATW
0e0¢, €MEION OULVAVEKPABN Bew, KoOi YEYOVeEV EIC, TOU
KPEITTOVOC EKVIKINOAVTOC, VA YEVWHOIL TOOOUTOV Bg0(
do0V €KEIVO™ AvBowTOoC.

O0t10¢ Yydp O vuv 0Ol KOTa@povoUuevog @naoiv, Av 0te Kai
UTTEP O€ 1NV, TOVTIOC 0iwvoC ONAOVOTI Kai Taong OU'sauTov
LTTAPXWV ETMEKEIVA QUOEWC, KAV OT'APN@W VLV OlA O€ yeyévnTal
BEAWV, 6 vuv avBpwmocg, Kai dolvbeto¢ v, THV TE QLOIV -
nmAol¢ Kai TV vTOoTOOLY, ATE O HOVOV 0€dC, YUUVOC CWUOTOC
KOl Twv 000 OwMOTOC, KOV VUV TIPOOANYPEL OOpKOC Yuxnv
Exovaong voepAv, omeEP oUK NV YEyove, TAV OTOOTOOIV OLUVOETOC,
drapeivag omep nv, TV @LOIvV amAol¢, Tvo 0€ 0WOT; Tov avBpw-

1/11 Greg. Naz., Or. 29,19,1-10 (p. 216-218} 4 1o0. 11 5/6 (cwbnvar -
vBprotnv) cf. 1 Tim. 1.13 et 15 12/13 >upra. 1 1-2 13 supra. 12-3 16/17
Greg. Naz., Ep. 101,13. p. 42. 2-4: cf. ibid., 25. p. 46,13-:- 17 (mpooAfYel cap-
KO(¢) cf. ibid., 14.p. 42.4-5 18/19 supra, 1.3 19/20 iiva - avBpwmov} cf. Greg.
Naz.. Ep. 101,14, p. 42,4-5

A ReSup M jVBaZ Va (—a)
Y QGc GaP

1 Tou - Aoyou] om. Ge Tou avtod] om. Am a0Tto02) om. Re Sup
AOyou) tic 16 -sdd. Ga Gale Older/PG ouTw(¢ Ge Ga 8 avbpwmoc] om.
Arcerr. g «TUVEKPAON Am 10 yévopai Br,Z Ge Ga 14 apewv Am 16

vmoécaaty (sic)P 17vuv] om. Re Sup 191y; pLoe1 Z cwoel Ged 1T

i037/16ii0
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111,1-44 11

mov. TalTnv ydp TNC COPKIKNAC auTOU POvVNVY OITiav €0XE yevvn-
OEWC, TNV owTnpiav tng eLOEWC, NG VTTEABWV KABATEP TI TTAXOC
TO MaONTOV, d10 YECOU VOOC WHIANCE oapKi, YEVOUEVOC avOpw-
TT0C. 0 KATW BedC, maAvTa UTTEP MAVIWV YEVOUEVOC 00a NRUETC,
TTATV TNC oapaptiac* cwpa, Yuxn, voug, d1'ocwv 6 Bdavartoc,
TO KOIVOV €K TOUTwV, GvBpwmog, Be0C¢ 6pwHevOC d1d TO vooUL-
UEVOV.

A0TOC 00UV KLPIWC dixa TPOMAC MPOC TO KOBNUAC QULOEL Ta-
Ontov KevwBeic 6 Adyog, Kol LTO TAV QUOILIKNAV aAnbw¢ dla
OOPKWOEWC YEVOPEVOC aioBnaotvy, Bg0C opatog, Kol KATw 0e0¢
nmpoonyopeLon, d1d capKOg QLOEL TOBNTAC TAV OTIEPATIEIPOV EM-
@avry molNoApPEVOC dUVOULY, ETMEION OLVOVEKPAON Bew TPOON-
AwC 1 odp¢, Kai yEYOVeEV €1C, TOU KPEITTOVOG €EKVIKNOOVTOC,
LUTIOOTOTIKI TALTOTNTI KUPIWC aUTV ToU TpocAafovtoc Adyou
BewaoavTtoc.

E:¢ 0c yéyovev, AAA'0OLX’ev O OIOAOCKOAOG €imev, OEIKVUC OTI
KOV Tr TaUTOTNTI Tr¢ MIOC UTMOOTACEWG, MEMEVNKEV 11 QUOIKN
TWV NVOUEVWY ETEPOTNC AOVYXULTOC, EITEP TO PEV, UTTOOTACEWC.
TO 0, PUOEWC LTIAPXEL ONAWTIKOV.

TG yap wva yévwpal TooolTov 0g0C do0v eKeEivoC avBpwmog,
OUK €uOv AEyely TOO PuTMwBOEVTOC TH apapTia, Kai TeEAsiwg TNC
OVTWC oLOoNG AVOPEKTOLVTOC (wNC, AANVPWV TwV ATOAEIYPEL
TeEAEia NG QLOEWC, €K POVNC YVwPIL{OPeEVWY THC XApITog, Kai
MEAAOVTWV €K TH¢ KAT’alTAV T0000TOV OladelXOrval duVAPEWC,
ooov 0 @UOEL BedC TAC NUWV CAPKWOEIC aoBeveiag PHETEIANPEV.

22/23 [614 - 6€0¢) supra. 1.7-9 23/26 (mavta - voovuuevov) Greg. Naz., Or.
30.21,7-10 (p. 272) 23 (mavta ...yevopevog) 1Cor. 9,22 24 (MANV - apop-
Tiag) cf. Hebr. 4,15 29 supra, 1.8-9 31 supra, 1.9 32 supra, 1.9-10 35
supra, 1.9 39 supra, L10-11 43/44 (toooULTOV ... do0V) supra, 1.10-11 ec 39

A Re Sup Am S'BaZ Va (—a)
Y QCe GaP

21 nadogQ 24 ooov B 27 Kupiwc] tnp. p. TpomNCA @Laoel] po-

oel Re Sup 29 capkwoewc] TNC proem. Z 32 Kai] iter. Am 33 mpo-
AaBovtog A *fr" Aodyou] om. Ba 39 yévopal Ce Ga 41 amoAnyn Ga.
anoAnyet P Comb**" Cede Ohler/PG 43 koat'ovTAV] Katd TRV Re Sup, TWV
proem. Reaeon



12 AMBIGUA AD THOMAM

AVTIMETPOUHMEVNC WC OIdEV aUTOC TH OUTOU KEVWOEL, TNC TWV
XAp1Tt cwlopévwyv BewoewC. dAwv Beocldwv, Kai oAouv 0Beol
XWPNTIKQOV KAl POVOU YEVNOOMEVWV. 100T0 yap 1 TEAEIWOIC
mPo¢ v omevdouvalv ol Ta0TNV aAnbw¢ €oecbal TNV eMayyeAiav
MIOTEVOAVTEC.

46/48 Greg. Maz., Or. 30.6.38-39 (p. 238)

A Re Sup Am NBaZ Va (-a)
Y QGc GaP

45 avTtigyetpouvpévng] apTt peTpoupévne Z 46 xapitwv Re 47
XWPNTIKOD G i* W povov Rf 48 ettecBbal Ga/f



v

Tou autol €k 1oL deuTtépou TePi YIoU Adyou, €1 TO

'‘QC pev yap Aoyog, o0TeE LTNKOOG rnv, oUTE AVrKOOC.
[wv yap umo XE€ipa TOUTO KOi TWV OEUTEPWY, TO MEV,
TWV EVLYVWUOVESTEPWY, TO OE, TWV A&IWV KOAATEWC. Q¢

5 0€ do0Aou popen, cuykKatofaivel Toi¢ OPOOOLAOIC Kai
d0UAOIC, Kai pop@olTal T6 GANOTPIOV, OAOV &V E0UTW
EUE QPEPWV PETA TWV EPWV, Tva &v €ouTw damavhon To
XEIPOV, WC KNPOV mup, N w¢ Aatuida yng NAIOC, KAYw
HETOAOPBW TwV €EKEIVOL 010 TNV OULYKPOOIV. AIATOUTO
10 epyw Tga v unaKonv KO(I mepaTal murnq 8K TOU
nadkiv. 6V ydp fkavov n olavealc, womep ob & n r]ulv
el N Kai 310 Twv Tpayuatwy Ywproaiyev. ‘Epyov yap
ATMOOEICIC 0&AUeoewc. DU Xeipov of 10w KAKEIvo UT:O-
AaBeiv, dt1 doKIpdadel TNV AUETEPOV UTIOKONV, Kai mav-
15 ta petpel To1¢ €autod MABeot TG NuETEPA, TEXVN @I-
AavOpwriag, woTe €xelv €idEval TOIC €auTov TA NUE-
TEPA, KOl MOoov PeEv anaitovpeda, moéoov 0 oUYXWPOUL-
ueba, Aoyi{opevng PETA TOU TACGXEWV KAl TNG agbeveiac.

'Q¢ pév yap @uaoel Bedg AGYOoC, LTTAOKONAC ONOI KOi TAPOKONC
20 TAVTWC €Ae0Bepog, OTI Kai @ULOEl mAoNg e&VIOAAC WC KUPIOG

2/18 Greg. Naz., Or. 30,6, 5-20 (p. 236) 5 Phil. 2,7 10/11 (¢pyw - ~a-
B€iv) cf. Hebr. 5,8 19 supra. 1.2

A KE by, XBazZ 1& (=0)
Y (36€ OaP

1Tou - Adyou] €k ToU deVTEPO >TTEPI LioV AOyoL TOL aUTOUL ypPNyop:ou.-Ixl,
owi.Ce 2QcloY' A\oyoc] 6go¢ z ' 17 3 Twvltov O1 dEVTEPWV]
dEVTEPW Q 5 MOopoT &e5i(p A'BLQ O?P"AA. HOPO?; ~I»iZ, HOPPNV -
ito, app. o\l. ad 1V, 25 a 31/ ouyKaTto3aivov Ne,1 OY 5/6 Kai dovAolc] «n.
V Ba 6 oANV 7 €ME QY. p. PEPWV &l altw 0.1 9 eKeivav
KO & @ 9/10 A1TOUTO - UTIAKONV] ont. 8 -1 12 Kal] un. B7Z Xwpnoai
MEV A 13 0€' oim. Z 15 TtaORuoaot 15/17 TEXVT; - NUETEPA] «Tt.
\Y} 18 petd] Kot Ta Ba N¢] TG pragm. O 19 yap] ax. v NA\obyoc] o
ptoan:. Qo P

nUojol
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14 AMBIGUA AD THOM AM

VTTAPXEL 00TAP, AC ) MEV LTAKON, TAPNOIC €0TIv, 1 d¢ MApPAKON,
napafooi¢. Twv yap @LOEL KIVOOPEVWY, O KAT:EVIOARV VOMOC
KOl 1 KatT’a0TovV MARPWOIC €0Ti Kai mapaBaoig, ovX’o0 QULOEL
TO €ival oTdolIg €0Tiv.

Q ¢ 3¢ BoUOAOUL POPOTN TOUTECTIV AVBPWTOC QUOEL YEVOUE-
VOC, OLYKOTERN TOTC OMOdOUVAOIC Kai d0VAO*C, popPwBEiC TO
AGAAOTPLOV, AUO Tn QLOEL, KOi TO KOB’POC TNC QLOEWC LTOBU(
nadntov. 'AAAOTPIOV YAP TOU KATA QUOIV AvOPApPTATOU, TG TOU
duopToovTog EMITipiovlidmép €o0Tt TO 414 THV MapdBoaciv Ka-
TaKPIBEV TAC OANC QLOEWC TOONTOV.

Ei 0¢ KevwBeic peEv, 00VAOL pOPEN, TOULTECTIV AGvBpwTOC,
ouyKaToBag dg, pop@OUTOL. TO GAAOTPIOV, TOUTECTIV AVOPWTOC
@UOoEl yiveTal mabnNtog, KEVwOIC apa mepi a0TOV WC ayabov
OpoL Kai @IAavBpwmov Bewpeital kKai cuykatdafoaolg, n HEv,
dvBpwmov aAnbwg, 1 6, @LoEL mMaBNTOV GvBpwmnov aAnbw¢ Ov-

Ta O0clkvloda yeyevnuévov. A0 @noiv 0 d1ddokaAoC- | dAov €v  1041/1044

EAUTW EMUE QEPWV MPETA TWV EUPWV, TOUTECTI THV aGvBpwmeiav
@LOIV OAOKANPOV, evwoel T KoB'OMOOTACIY, PHETA TwV AULTAC
GdiaBARTOWV mMabwv o1¢ AUWV daTTAVACOE TO Xeipov, d1°0 TN
@UOEL TO MOBNTOV E€meloekpiOn (AEyw d& TOV EK TNEC MAPOKONC
vopgov T¢ apoaptiag, od Kpdtog £0Tiv i moapd @UGOIV TAC NUE-

25/27 supra.l. 4-6 31/32 cf. supra, 1.25-27 36/37 supra, 1.6-7 38/39
(Twv ... adaBAntTwy mabwv) Cyrill. Alex., Ed. 45. p. 155.22; Leon:. Bvz.. C. Nest, et
Eutych. Il, PG 86\1337A1-2; Eulog. Alex. (?), In fesc. palm.. 8, PG S62. 2925C2-3;
Sophr. Micros., Ep. synod., p. 450, 1S-19; ibid., p. 458,6 39 (dattavnoag - xei-
pov) supra, i. 7-8 40/41 Rom. 7.23

A ReSup Am XBaZ Va (—a)
Y QGe CaP

21 Omakon] mapakorn Rc tRpnoic¢] mapa3aocig Re noapakon] vma-
Kor Re 22 mapapacic] tTapnon Re 22/23 Twv - mapafaocic] om. Q
23 oUX: A ReSupAm BazZ*XITY 00] o0 Re Sup Am BaZ 25 popen Sup Ga,

pop@n Re Gale Ghier/PG. popenv Ge (cf. app. cnt. ad IV, 5 ei 31, 27 TNC PLOEWC|
cm. Ga Gale 28 avapaptnTov Am 29 wonep Ge 31 KevwBei¢] Kaivw-
Ocig (sic) Ge Hop@n A AKT' ReAn; .\BaY Q pIXT Ga Comb, yopenr; Sup Gale Qkier/
PG. popenc Q' . popoenv Ge (cf. supra, app. ait. ad 115 ti 25} 33 @uaoel] msp. p.
yivetal Re noadnTtoc. kKévwolic] mabntog kevwOeig, (sic) Ga auTWV
GeGa~I"Tr 35avBpwmnov]avbpwmnogZ 36 0eikvuoal Re oAnv Ge 37
ToUuTEOTI] TEOTL (Sic) Ba avlpwmni:av Gd, avBpwmivnv Ba Gale 39 nuag

Re Sup o1'6 tA] d16TI Ge 40 Omeloekpibn Re Sup
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IV 21-62 15

TEPAC yVwHnNg o1abeoic, eumabelav Tw mabntw THAC QULOEWC
EMEICAYOVOO KOT’AVEDIV Kai é€mitaoctv), o0 HPOVOV OCEOWKEV
OO TNC OMOPTIaC KOTEXO UWEVOULC, AAAO Kol Beia¢ dLVAUEWC
METAJEDWKEY, €&V €0UTw AVCOC NUWV TO EmITiglov, Yuxne a-
TpePiaov, Koi cwpato¢ apbapaiav Epyalopuévne €v TR mepi 10
@UOEL KOAOGV TNC YVWUNC TAUTOTNTI, TOIC £PYW TIPMAV TAV XA-
ptv oamovdadovaotv. Omep oipoal dIOACKWY 0 AYIOC @NOiV VO €V
EAVTW OOTOVION TO XEipov, wWC KNPOV mup, 1N O¢ ATULIdA yN¢
AAIOC, KAY®W METOAAPW TwWV €kKeEivou dla TAV ocLyKpOOlv, Ka-
Bapdg dnAadn TN XAapITIL TABoUC ToWC €KEIVW yeEvOUEVOC.

Oida d¢ Kol AOyov €tepov TEPi TOU pop@oUTOl TO AAAGTPLOV,
mapd tivoC dylouv co@oL TE Kai Adyov kKai Biov poBwv. EAeye
vap €pwtnbeic ekeivog, AAAOTPIOV €ival Tou AOyou QLUOEL THV
UTTAKONV, WOTEP KOl TAV UTOTOYAV, NV LTEP NUWV TAPAPBAVIWV
TAV €VTOAAV £EKTioog, OAnV €1pydoato TOU YEVOUG THV 0WTN-
piav, €0UTOV TMOIOVPEVOC TO NUETEPOV.

A1aTo0TO €pYyW TIYO TAV OTTAKONV, VEOC AJA Y LTEP TOU TO-
Ao1o0 @UOEL yeVOPEVOG. Kai melpatoal Ta0TAC €K TOU mabeiy,
1 TWV OUTWV EKOLOIWC NUIV €vexBeic mabnuatwy, €imep KATA
To0TOV AANBWC TOV MEyav dIdAOKOAOV €KOTiaoe Kai €meivnoe
Kai €diPnoe kKai Aywviace Kai €d0AKPLOE VOUW OWHUATOC, O

43/44 Greg. Naz., Or. 30,3, 5 (p. 230) 44/45 (Beiag - petadédwkev) cf. I
Petri I, 3-4 48/50 supra, I. 7-9 52 supra. 1 6, 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. 3-8,15. 2-3 (p. 138); -id.. Or.
45, PG 36,66QC2-3; cf ednfra.Vv,91-92

A Ka3up Ap NB7Z \a (=a)
Y QGr’ a*p

42 eymdaOetav] év “ &ber . v T30 Z évnadelav (&) TO MABTTOV

Z 43 Kata Yo 47 Tovutotnta Ba, TO avtotnTi OF 48 wa] ovi. Ba,
iv Z 49 avtw M)'M- 51 tn Xapiti] o\n. BC nabouc] tou pra&n.
BA ico¢ Zup Amt la, loog \VBa Z ekegivo O»:, ekeivo (&) Oa 52 &¢€]
O«:. A A Kai) oxn. An\ 53 te] on. A * Adyov Kat Biov] Biov Kai A6-
yov Ba 54 ¢évwTioBeig (™ EvwtnOleic Q) aiv. 55 TiapaiaupBdavwv
56 ékteioac¢ Oa oAnv] 6 pév Avn 59 tavtnv Q 60 eKovoiwv

A KiSxpAnt  Z v&Y'(2 NUIv]Xne. o. EKovaoiw Z BA 61 ToLTWV O O¥ ME-
yo & etteivace A\ Re (2 62 ¢o0iPnoe]l nywviacev Q O nywviooe] €6i-

Pnoev LO*
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16 AMBIGUA AD THOMAM

O Ca@NC evepyoLC £0TIV ATMOOEIEIC OlaBEcEWC, KOl TNC TPOC
TOUC OPOOOVLAOULC TE KOl d0UAOULUC TEKPNPIOV OULYKATAPRAOEWC.
Aeomotne yap @UOEl PePEVNKE, Kai d0VAOC JU'ENE TOV @QUOEL
d00A0OV yevopevog, Tva moinon 0eomotnVv Tou JUATMATNC TLOOV-
VIK®WC KUPIELOAVTOC.

Ara 100TO TG PEV OOULAIKA OECTOTIKWC EVEPYWV, TOUTECTI TA
OOpPKIKA Oeikwe, TtV amabn kai @Loel deomolovoav &v TOIQ
O0pKIKOi¢ émedeikvuto d0vaptv, ola mabou¢ TRV @Bopav deavi-
(ovoav, Kai d1d Bavatouv (wniv dnuiovpyovoov AvwAeBpov. Ta
OEOTOTIKA O€ MPATTWVYV OOUVAIKWC, TOUTEOTI TA BEIKA OAPKIKWC,
TAV G@atov €vedEIKVUTO KEVWOLIV, d1G COOKOC mMaBnNTng T0 YEVO(
dmav Tn @eBopd yewbBEv Beovpyoloav. Tn yadp T00TWV EMAAAAYN
0O0QPWC EMIOTOVTO TAC TE QUOEIC WV OUTOC UMOCTOOIC NV, Kai
TAC OLUTWV 00OIWOEIC EVEPYEINC AYOUV KIVAOEIC, WV AULTOC EVW-
oIC NV GoVYyXLTOC. PN OEXOMEVN dINIPEDIV KAT'APPW TAC QUOEIC
WV a0To¢ 0OmMOoTOOIC NV, €IMEP €AUTW TPOOPUWCE, MOVOOIK®WC
TOUTEOTIV EVOEIdWC EVEPYWV, Kai 01%ZKAOTOUL TwV UM ’a0TOD YI-
VOUEVWY, TH OdUVAPEL TrC €0UTOL BEOTNTOC AXWPIOTWC CUVEK-
@aivov TN OIKEIOC OAPKOC TNV EVEPYELAV.

AUTOU yap €vOC OVTOC OUVdEV EVIKWTEPOV, jou d’a0T0D MAAV
TWV €0UTOU MOVTEAWC EVWTIKWTEPOV I} OWOTIKWTEPOV. AlOTOUV-
T0 Kai maoxwv, 68€0¢ v aAnbwc, Kai BavpaTovpywv, AvBpwmog

63 {evepyolC - d1aBEdew(q) ci. supra, 1.12-13 63/64 (tTn¢ cuykaTaBAcelg)
ci.supra. 1.5-6

A ReSup Am NBaZ Va (=a)
Y QGe GaP

63 evepyolc] evapyolq .V ST, trsp. p. é0Tv X 3a Z 64 toLc] om.
Z T€] om. Am 65 pepévelke P @Loel“] trsp. p. dovAov (l. 66} Z 66
noljoel Z Ga 69 capKIKA] CUPKIKWG Y 70 €mMedEIKVLOO Sup 71 dn-
gilovpyouvvta Q. dtpilouvpyolboavav (sic) Ge:! 'r avoreOpov Am Ba Ge P
Comb 72 mpattwVv] mpwTtov Ba Beioc aYQG-e 73 yévoc] yeyovw ¢ (sic)
Gc 74 yewBev] BewBeEV A Beopyoloav A Am, yeouvupyobaoxv N

adnaAdayn BaZ Q, vmaAiayn A’ 75 émiotouTOo] €m» TOOTO Re Sup 7. WV

wv Ge 77/78 kat'dpoew - Qv] om. Z 79 évepywv] Evipyel A, évepyeiv
Y om''] umEp Sup 80 avTOUL Ge 82 EVWTIKWTEPOV Vapeaw 82/83 ouU -
EVWOTIKWTEPOV] ;vi.. a; habet autern Ohler/PG (ex ediiione Gale?) 82 o0 0 autouv
o0 d'al Y 83 VW TIKWTEPOV] EviKwTEPOV Ge OhUr/PG OCWHOTI-KWTEPOV
Re Sup 84 kai*]trsp. a. 61atoOT10 (1.83-84) G¢

1044/1045
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AV 0 OUTOC aAnBwc, OTI KOl QUOEWY AaANBWV KoB’evwalv appn-
TOV 0OmMOOTACIC NV OANBAC* OI¢ KATOAANAWC TE KOi MPOOQPULWC
EVEPYWV, €0€IKVUTO 00 WV a0TAC 0ANBWC, dovyxvToug owlOpE-
vog, €imep amabrg pePEVNKE QLUOEL Kai maBntog, abavatog Kai
Bvntdg, opatd¢ Kai voolPevog, w¢ QLOEl Bed¢ Kai @Loel Av-
Bpwmo¢ 0 avTOC.

OUT®W MEV 0LV KATZEMPE @Aval TIga tnv OTToOKORV O QUOEL
deomdTINg, Kai merpatal tadTNG €K TOL TMaBeEiv, o0X’iva cwaon
HOVOV TOI¢ €avTol TAV dmoacav @eULOIV AmokaBrpoag ToL Xeipovoc.
AGANTVO KOl TAV AUETEPAV OTTAaKONV O0KY.aon, pavlavw v tn
meipa TV AUETEPWY TO KAB’ApOC, 6 mAcav yvwolv QUOEL TE-
pLypa@wv, moéoov PEV anattovpueba, mooov d€ cuyXwpoLupeba
mPOC TRV TEAEiav vmotaynv, 01'NC MTPOodAyelv TEQUKE Tw Matpi
TOUC owl{OpPEVOUE, KOT'aDTOV @QOVEVTOC Tn OULVAUEL TNC XApl—
T0C.

Q¢ péya KOl @PIKTOV OVIWC TO TAC MWV owtnpiag YuvoTn-
plov. Amaltovpeba ydap o0cov eKeivo¢ @LOoEl TO KOBMpAC.
ouyxwpovuueda o0& 000V a0TOC LTEP NUAC EVWOEL TO KABMUAC.
el U mMou yvwunc¢ @IAaPopTAMOVOC €&I1C TOIEITAl KOKIAg VANV.
TNC LoewC TAV aoBévetav. Kai 0AAGC €0TI TOVTNG OTMOPXWV
TAC €évvolac¢ 6 moAlC ouToC O1daoKaAog, Toli¢ €&ng avtAv Pe-

88/90 cf. Greg. Naz.. Ep. 101,14-15. p. 42, 5-9 91 supra, J 10 92 supra. 1
10-11 94 supra, L 14 94/95 (pavBavwv - kad'nuacg) cf. Hebr. 5. Sc: supra. 1
10-11 96 supra, 1 17-18 97/98 {mpoaodyewv - cwlopévoug) cf. | Petri 3,
18 101 supra,’l. 17 102 supra, 1.17-18

A ReSup Am SBaZ Va (—a)
Y QGe GaP

85 aAnbwv] aiAnbw¢ Q 86 aAn6bn;) aanbng¢ Ge Gay :r, aAndeic
Ga'nmr Te|l am. .V -poouwc] -pocpopwg A' 87 aclyyxutog Gale
87/88 cwdpevoc] iniellige med.;siccodd. omnes praeter Q. quiconi. cwopevag (an rcc-
le?) SS pepéveike P Kat'] cm. Ge —a0ntw¢ Ge 91 TIyGv Am
93 attokaBelpag Ga, anoka&apoag Q Ge P 95 @uoel] tTn praem. A* 96
“000v |—o00v RV’ ouvyxopovupeba Rt 98 KatTd TOLTOV /41
100 @pukTOV Ge 101/102 ekeivog - 6gov] cm. P 101 @Uoel] Ge TwW
Sup .4m, Tn Re 102 ouyxwpovpueba - kab nuag] om. G:i Gafc EVWOEL -
Kaf'nuacg] ok. A: "7 Rc Sup .‘Iw .V B* Z Pa“ " .- 104 tn¢ - aoBevelav]

Jqw Q ONAWC/AN Ga



18 AMBIGUA AD THOMAM

Batwv. ®dnaoi yap- Ei yap 10 9w £€01wxOn d1a 1o MpoPBANua,
@oivov ev 1T 0X0Ti{ (Tw Pinw TOVTW), UTMO TNC GAANC OKO-
Tiag¢ ( T o tlovr,poO Aéyw KOl TOUL TMelpacTod), T6 OKOTOC TO-
ooV, 0¢ doBevéotepov; Kal Ti Bavpaotov €? e€keivou dlag@u-
YyOVTOC MAVIATOCIV. NUEIC MOOWCE KOi KataAn@Beinuev; MeT-
(ov ydp EKeivw TO dlwxBnval, AMEP NUIV TO KATAAn@Onval.
moapd 101¢ 6pObw¢ TauTtoa Aoyl{opEvOIC.

106/112 Greg. Naz., Or. 30.6, 21-27 (p. 236-238) 106/107 lo. 1,5 107/
108 {umo6 - okoTtiag) cf. Lc. 22, 53; Col. 1,13 108 (tou movnpov) M1 5. 37 et 39
etc. (touv mepaotol) cf. Mt. 4,3 (ok610() cf. Eph. 5.8
A ReSup Am NBazZ Hi (—a)
Y QGe GaP

106 mpOBANUUO 107 «paivwv Re**" GcGaP Comb*™ 108
Tou2] om. Ba 109 dotevéatepov (sie) Ge eil] om. Re, n Gj 110 kai] om.
Re Sup X &i Ge P KataAel@pOeinuev Ba P 111 €ékeivo (sic) Ba eimep

aYGa (cf. app. crit. ed. Greg. Xaz.,p. 238/ 112 tabta Aoyilopévolg] kataioyilo-
MEVOIC .4;«



10

15

Eic tnv mpog¢ Fdtov Tov BEPATEVTAV EMICTOANV TOU
aytou Atovuoiov Tou 'Apeomayitou, EMIOCKOTOU ABNVWV.

llw¢ ¢ InoolC 0 MAVIWV EMEKEIVA, TACGIV E0TIV AVOpW-
molg oVoIWOWC ouvIieTaypévog: OUL de yadp wWC aitiog avbpw-
TV €vBade AEyetal, avBpwmoc, GAA®WC auvTO Kat'oOOiOV OANV
aAnbw¢ avBpwmog wv.

Ene1dl Koatd tnVv ATMARV ekdoxnv TAC ayiac¢ ypaenc, g
MAVTIWV aitio¢ 0 6€0¢. Aol onupaivetal tol¢ | Twv €€ avTov Ta-
PNYHEVWY OVOHOOLY, 0idpevov TUXOV KOi META THV OCAPKWOLV
TOUTW MPOVOV TW TPOTW TAAILV AvBpwTtov Tov Bedv dvopaleoabal,
ToUTOIC TOV BepamevTtrv Mdtov émavopBoiTal TOiC pApaActy 6 To-
AUC Alov0olo¢, d1dAOKWY W¢ 0V ATIAWC 0 TWV O0AwV Be0¢ oap-
KWBeI¢ Aéyetal AvBpwtog, GAAWC auTd KOT ougiav OoAnv a-
ANBw¢ avBpwmo¢ wv. N¢ poévn TE Kol aAndng €otiv Amodelélc,
N KATA @UCIV aUTAC CLOTOTIKA OULVOMIC- AV OUK av TIC AUap-

3/6 Pi. Dion. At., Ep.4.p.i60,3-5 7/9 ( Emedn - ovopaaowv) cf. eund., Div.
Noixl, I, 6. p. 118,1. - p. 119, 9 13/14 supra. L 5-6 14/19 (A¢ - ov) cf. Greg.
N'yss.. Ad Zenod., p. 14,4-5; ibid.. p. 15,10; (n¢ - d16tntag) cf. Sophr. Hieros., Ep.
synod., p.446,19-21

A ReSup Am NBaZ la (=a)
Y Q * MoZa GaP cCANMNNTP L T)

1045/1048

1 Ei¢] mpd¢ Bwpav tov nyltacpEvov proem. Za liiovj emioTtoAnv add.

Za EMIOTOANV] €MIOTOAN Za 1/2 tTov - ABnvwv] irsp. p. TNV Am 2
aytou] om. Okler/PG Tou] cm. Rc dpetomayitov Y EMIOKOTIOU
'ABnvov Td Tov avToL pocipov add. Am,,om. Mo 3enoiwvBa.onoivYMo
€oTv} om. A" Re Sup Am N Ba Z Va* A" (—a), add. p. avBpwmnolg ii. 3-4)
A Fvrr' 4 CUVTETOYUEVWC Sup aitiov Z 5 autdéc Re Ba Comb I mr Gale
Ohler/PG 6 oANBw(¢" trsp.p. AvBpwmog Z 8 mact] Va'@® ndon¢Ba, macav
Rt’, 4w 9 trfv] am. A1 10 TovTwv Comb~vrr HOvw aYAia Za 12 8€0¢]
nep. p- copKwOeig f/. i2- B« &l 13 avtog¢ Z a “JT “ Comby'ar a0TOKOTOUL-
oiav C 13/14 aAnbwc] inp. p. ®v Ma 14 povng Za Té] o»r. Z 15 Qv
Gj 15/16 ap.aptot] apdptn frirj Gj. apdptn Gdfe, T1¢ diif. Am
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20 AMBIGUA AD THOMAM

TOl TrC¢ aAndelacg, @QULOLIKNV @EACOC EVEPYELOV, KLPIWC TE Kai
MPWTWCE XOPOKTNPIOTIKNY aUTNC, W¢ €100TOI0V UTIAPXOLOAY Ki-
VNOIV YEVIKWTATNY, TACNG THC QUOIKWCE auTr) TPooolong Te-
PIEKTIKNV {010TNTOC, NC XwPIi¢ MOVov €0Ti TO PN ov, W¢ MO-
VOU TOU PNdOpPwC OVTIOC KOTA TOULTOV TOV HEYAV SIOACKOAOV,
00TE Kivnowv o0TE mMap&iv €xovToC.

Tpovotata yoOv O1dACKEL, PNOEV Npvrobal TOVTATIOOL TWV
NUETEPWY TOV BEOV CAPKWOEVTA, TANV THC apapTiag, €mei pn
¢ TAC PUOEWC NV, OVX’ATAWC AvBpwTOV, GAN’a0TO KOT ovagiav
oAnv aAnbw¢ dvBpwmov dvta dlappridnv amo@nvapevoc* ol Ku-
piwg eival da Twv Emayopévwy, Koi TNV KANROIV avlpwTiKwC
0001WOEVTOC dlATEIVOPEVOC @NOiv 'Huei¢ 6e Tov Incolv oUK
AvOpwWMIKWC doopidopev, EMel u PIAOV avBpwtmov avtov doy-
MOTI{OYE, TEPVOVTEC TNV LTEP €vvolay Evwaty. OLOIWOWC Yap,
AAN 00X WC avBpWTWV aitiov, €m’avTolL TOL QULOEl Beol KOB™)-
MAC aAnBw¢ oLOIWOEVTOE, TO AVOPWTOC OVOUd AEYyOouev. OU 0€
yap dvBpwmno¢ povov, OTI Kai B€0C O avTtocg, o0 d¢ umepolalog
uovov, 0TI Kai avOpwmog 0 aUTOg, €imep PR YPIAOC AvOpwoc,

19/21 Ps. Dion. Ar., EccL Hicr., Il, p. 69,10-:1 23 (mMANv - apaprtiag) cf.
Hebr. 4, ;5 24/25 supra, L 5-6 26/27 (GvBpwmIKWC ovolwbévtog) 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 (un - avBpwrmov) cf. Prod. Const., Horn. 1,2, p. 103, 24; ibid., 8, p. 106,17,
ibid., 9, p. 107, 5; Lconr. Byz.. C. Nest, et Eutych. I, PG 861 12S1C9; Greg. Ant.,
Horn., PG 88,1877B5;Theoid. Rhait., Praep., p. 199,9-10 30/31 (xa®quag - o0-
olwbévtog) cf. Ps. D:on. Ar.. Div. Nom ., I, 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 (unp - 6¢€0¢) cf. Prod. Const.,
Horn. I, 2, p. 103. 23-24; ibid., 8, p. 1G6.17; ibid.. 9. p. 107, 5; Lcont. Byz., C. Nest, ct
Eutych. I, PG 86\ 1281C9; Greg. Ant., Horn., PG 88,1877B5;Theod. Rhait., Pracp..
p. 199,9-12

4 Atn  \IB.iZ va {—a\
Y () * MoZa OaP €

16 @uaoiknv] Inp. p. evépyetav Mo pnoac] geicag Ba QLOEWC
Ki 18 @uOoIKAg A* a0TAV P OTKp T ’, avtou 1T{ aLTW €0VIOAN 18/
19 mMePIEKTIKNC A <3Za, MePIEKTWV An\ 19 wv Qa, ov P 22 o0V Za
navtanoaaot] inp. p. NUETEPwWV (1. 23) Ba 22/23 mavtdmnaaot - AUETEPWV] Nep. p.

cOopKwBEVTa Mo 24 1n¢] om. avtokatouvcoiav C 26 avBpwTi-
KOo¢ Q':ovt' 28 agopilwpua O1 un] om. pA“T>o00 P Oviw, d¢ ada.
o]i] dvOpwmov] Tov pnxan. . itg. p. avTéV Bl Za a0tov] om. P
=lip 29 yap] ok Z 30 w¢ avBpwmwv] A* “u Tou] om. A~ AN

5mp 31 aAnbwc] om. Ba AEyw ey <A 0€] om. Z 32/33 o0 - povov]
onx. Ant 32 umtepoloaolov Z 33 un] om. MATE p palrT
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MATE YUPVOC ULTIAPXEL B€0C, aAN’avOpwmog¢ aAnbw¢ 6 dlo@e-
POVIWC QIAOVOpwTOC.

ATeipw yap moBw Tw TPOC aAVvOPWTOLE, OTMEP E0TIV OAN-
Ow¢ avtd @uoel TO TOBOLPEVOV VYEYOVE, UNATE Ti TMEMOV-
Ow¢ €1¢ idlav olgiav mpoC TNC APOEYKTOUL KEVWOEWC, MNTE
Tt TAC avBpwtmivng d1d TNV amoppnTov TPOcANYIv Aaueidac n
MELWOOC TO OUVOAOV @QUOEWC, WV 0 AOYOC KULpiw¢ aUTAC KO-
Oéotnke oLOTOOIC, uTEP avOpwmoug (0TI BeTkwg, Avopdg yap
Xwpic) kKai Katd avOpwmoug (AvOPWTIKWC YyAP, OTI VOUW KUN-
0ewc) €K TNC avlpwnwyv olcoiac o vmepovaoloc ovolwpévoc. OU
yap WIAARV povny EQAVTACEV NIV v €0UTW TAV €V €10l 0OPKOC
OLOPOPPWOLY, KaTd T00U¢ Mavixaiwv AfRpoug, 1 COPKO GLVOU-
OlWHEVNV 0UPOVOBEY £aUTW OULYKATAYOYE, KOTA TOUC ATOAL-
vapiov pLBoug, AAN’aUTO Kat'oboiov oAnv aAnbw¢ dvOpwmog
YEYOVWC, TPOCANYPEL ONAOVOTI OCAPKOC VOEPWC EYPUXWHEVNC,
EvwoeionC avTtw KaB’OTéoTOCIV.

34 (yupvog ... 6eo¢) <£ Greg. Naz., Ep. 101,25. p. 46,13-14 34/35 Ps. Dion.
Ar.tEp. 4, p. 160, 7-8 37/38 (unte - Kevwoewc) cf. Greg. Naz., Ep. 243. PG 46.
1108A14-15 et Ps. Dion. Ar., Div. Nom ., 11. 10, p. 135,6 38 (kevwoew() cf. Phil. 2.
7 41 (vmép avBpwmoug) Ps. Dion. Ar.. Ep. 4, p. 160, 8 41/42 (BETKWC -
Xwpic) Greg. Naz., Ep. 101, :6, p. 42,13 42 (kai - avBpwmoug) Ps. Dion. Ar., Ep.
4, p. 160,8 42/43 (GvBpwmIKWC - Kurpoewc) Greg. Naz., Ep. 101,16, p. 42,14
43 (€K - ovLolwMévocg) Ps. Dion. Ar.. Ep. 4, p. 160, 8-9 43/45 (OO0 - &:a-
Hop@woaotv) cf. Sophr. Hieros., Ep. synod., p. 450,9-10 45 Greg. Naz., Ep. 101,26,
p 46,17 45/47 (capka - povBoug) cf. Apol. Laod., Demonscr., 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.L 5-6

A ReSup Am NBaZ Va (—a)
Y Q MoZa GaP C

34 omapxn P ' Beog] o0 0 vmepovolog povov add. Am
Za 36 T6 NBa 37 auto @UoeL; avto@Loel VaZa C Comb™IAT, pOaoel Z
a0T0] w¢ add. MoaaT Ti] om. Bj 38 €ic¢] TV add. A r fLir Ba npo Re
apBékTov Z. d@beyyntou Gale 39 appntov Ga Gale npocAePv Re
Sup 41 avBpwmovu Re Sup. dvBpwmnov Cofnbpa avopoc] trsp. p. xw picg (1.42)
Ba yap] om. A Re Sup AmM N BazZ Va” (=a) Y QMo 42 avBpwTmov
Mo yap] om. Re Sup 43 ¢k - ovagiagjom. S BaZz o] om. Z 44 ¢v2]

om. Ga Gale eion P 45 to0¢] Twv add. A FaT 46 ouyKatTayaye Am
47 avTtokaTouagiav C AAnbwg; trsp.p. dvBpwmoc Q C 48 dnAovoTti] trsp. p.
OOpKOC Za EMPuYwphevng ReSup Baz

AaANO
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EoTiv 0 0VOEV 1TTOV UTIEPOUCIOTNTOC LTIEPTIANPNC O OEl
UTIEPOVOIOE. OO yap OmelebXON T QUOEL YEVOHEVOC GVBPWTOC.
Toouvavtiov d¢ HAAAOV OULVET|PEV €0LTW TNV QUOLY, ETEPOV OU-
TV TOINOoO¢ PLOTNAPIOV, AUTOC TE MEIVOC TMAVIATACGIV OANTITOC,
Kai TV oikeiav oapkwalv. Aaxoloav yEVEDIV LTEPOVOIOV, MU-
oTnpiov mOVTOC Oc€iEac AANMTOTEPAV, TOOOUTOV KOTOANTITOC
OU'aUTHV YEYOVWC 00w TAEOV £yvwaodn d1’alTr¢ AANTTOTEPOC.

Kouglog yap €0TI KOI PETA TNV EKPAVOLY. @naiv 6 3136-
okahog, 1 V0 TO BEIOTEPOV EIMW, Kai &v 17 €koavoel. Kai
TOUTO YOp INOOL KEKPULTTOL, KOl OVdEVI A&yw 00 O VW TO
KOT’OUTOV €ENKTAL PUOTAPIOV, OAAO KO AEyOUEVOV QpPNTOV
UEVEL, KOI VOOUUEVOV OyVWOTOV. Ti to0tou mpdc Gmodetiiv
siac UTIEPOUCIOTNTOC yévorT’av AMOSEIKTIKWTEPOV, EK(POVOEL
16 KPUQIOV, kai AOYW TV agaciav, Kai VW dnAovong TAV Ka-
B'umepoxnV ayvwaiav, kai 6 d peilov eimeiv ovaoinoel 10 U-
TEPOLOIOV,

AlxeAel 1T TOO0TNC meplovoia, KaOi €1¢ ougiov oAnbBwv
EAOWV, LTEP ouaiav 00O1WON, Tolg vououg dNAASH KAIVOTOUN-
00¢ THC KOTA QUOIV YEVECEWC, KOl dixa tnNg €€ AvdpoC v €1del
oTopd¢ aAndmC yevopevog avBpwmog. Kai onAot MopbBevog ao-
tov UMEPPLWC KUOLOO TOV UTIEPOLOIOV /AOYOV, XWPIC OVOPOC

50/51 Ps. Dion. Ar., Ep. 4, P. 160,9-10 57/61 id.. Ep. 3. p. 159, 6-10 62
(mepPOLOIOTNTOC) supra, 1 5C 62/64 (€EKoAvaoeEl - ayvwaiav) cf. supra. I. 57-
61 64/65 (0VOIWOEL - LTIEPOVOIOV) cf. supra, 1.43 66/67 Ps. Dion. Ar., Ep. 4.
p. 160,10-11 67/68 (TOUC - YEVEOEWC) cf. Greg. N'az., Or. 39,13, 8-9 (p. 176)
69/70 (Kai - kKbouvoad) Ps. Dion. Ar.. Ep. 4. p. 160,12: cf. Mr. 1,18-25; Lc. 1,26-38 et 2.
1-14 70 (Tov - AOYyoV) Ps. Dion. Ar., Div. Nom., 11.6, p. 130,6 (xwpic av-
dpOC) Greg. Naz., Ep. 101,16. p. 42,13

A ReSup Am SB.:Z Va <-a)
Y Q* MoZa GaP C

50 o acgi] kKai Z 52/53 €avutnv Ba 53 1€] 6¢ Ohier/PG aanmroc]
amnepog Z 56 avtrjv] avtn¢ Re Mo Za ooov Re Ohler/PG TMAETOV
Mo 57 ep@aaotv Re Sup 58 ?va] kai add. Za ev] oT. A *“ 1T Re Sup
60 avtwv Re g&nmntai Mo 63 apBapoiav .4“ ‘ r Rt- Sm# a@Oey&iav Za
dnAovaoBat Afa, dnAovcav Za 64 on| 0T Z 7 ; eimeiv] om. Za 66 ma-
pouvcgioa CombB ei¢] €k A~'""r 67 umép ouvoiav] vMepovoiwg Ba, LTEP
ovaiouv Q 69/70 avutov] trsp. p. KOovoa Aia 70 Tov] om. Gal:

1048,- 1049
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EK TWV aUTNC TOPOEVIKWY OIMATWVY AVOPWTIKWC &Evw Toapd
TV oVaV OequE OIATIAOTTOLXEVOV.

Kai vmép avBpwmov €vipyel 1a avBpwmou, TAV TwV OTOl-
Xeiwv amabw¢ kKawvotopnoag @uotv Tai¢ Paceot. Kai. dnAoi
oa@w¢ VOWP AOTATOV, LAIKQV KOi yenp®v modwv dvéxov Ba-
poc, KOi pun OmeTkov, AAAN'OTEPQUEL dLUVAMEL TPOC TO GdIA/UTOV
OUVIOTOPEVOV, EIMEP OANOWC ABPOXO0IC TOC'l, CWHUATIKOV OYKOV
Exoual Kai vAncg Bdapog, TAV Oypdv KOl GOTOTOV oudiav MPETO-
BOTIKWC EMEMAPEVTO, TEPIMATWY EM'L BAAAOONC WC EM’EdAPOUC,
KOl T OULVAMEL TAC €0UTOU BEOTNTOC AXWPIOCTWE dd TNC ME-
TABACEWC CUVEKQAIVWY TN¢ OIKEIOC CAPKOC THV KATA @ULOLY
EVEPYELOY, EIMEP QUOEL TAVTNG N METARATIKI KOBECTNKE Kivn-
Ol1¢, GAA’O0 TNC NVWHEVNC aUTH KOBVTMOoTACIV UTEPATIEIPOU
Kol uTtepovaiov BedTnToC.

"Anag yap avlpwmnikwg ovolwbeic o vmepolaolo¢ Aoyog, MeE-
TG TNC AvBpwTivng ovaoiag dpeiwTov €ixev w¢ 1diav avtol, Kal
THV YEVIKWC OLTOV w¢ AvBpwmov xapaktnpidovoav tng ovaoiag
Kivnotv, AotV 0i¢ w¢ avBpwmog EVIPYEL QUOIKWC €iOOTIOIOVUE-
vnv, EImep aAnbwg yEyovev avBpwmocg, AVATIVEWV, AAAwWv, Ba-
didwv, Xeipag¢ KIvwv, TIPOoELWC TAIC aioBroeol XPWHUEVOCG EIC

71/72 (ex - rSiarr/.aTTOIxevov) F*Dion. Ar.tDiv. Nom., 1.9, p. i33, 8-9 73
id., Ep. 4. p. 160,11-12 74177 (KXI - cjvkj:Xfzsvov) ibid., p. 160,12 - p. 161,2
77/79 (a3poyo” - E77£-6p£*jTo) id.. Div. Nom ., Il,9. p. 133,10-11 79 M | 14,26;
Me 6.48-49; 10.6.19 85 cf. supra, 1.43 e: Ps. Dion. Ar., Div. Nom.. I, 6, p. 130,
5-6: ibid., 9, p. 133.7-8 89 (axa&v) Me. 9.18; ibid.. 12,-6; Me 2,2; Le 9,11; lo. 1,
37 cte 89/90 (~aS”~cov) cf. Mr. 12-13; ibid., 13,1; M e 13,1 etc. 90 (y.sTpx~
xivcov) cf. Me. 8, 3; Me 1 41; ibid., 8, 23 e: 25; Le 5.13; ibid., 13.13 etc. 90/91
{-ZOGOU&C - a’G”rt<ov) cf. Me. 13.2; Le 2,46 etc.

4  ReSup Am XBazZ Va /= a)
Y Q MoZa GaP C

71 AvOPWTIKWC OIPATWV Tapbevikwy Re 72 tv] om. Z S:a-
@uAattopevov .V Ba 73 Kxl - avBpwmou] om. X Ba gveipyel Ga
avBpwmiva Gale 75 avéxov] Z f terj 75/76 Bapoc: AT T 76 to] om.
Am 78 ovciav] om. Ga Gale 79 ememopeveTo Am Gale, émopeveto Nfa
nepimatwv] Kaipraetn. Q" f;" 80 d1a tn¢] d'/avTnC GeiV 87 tnv) om. W1
Re Sup Am X Be. Z Vaf—a) auTov] trsp. p. avBpwmov Mo 88 kivnov] tAv
proem. Ba w¢] o Re eveipyel Ge 88/89 1510TOI0VPEVWVY Z a
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AQVTIANYIV Twv aiodntwv, nevov, diPwy, €00iwv, LTIVWVY, KO-
miwv, 00KPLWY, OYyWVIWV, Kaitol d0vapl wv avbumocTatog,
KOl TA AOITIA TAVTOA, OIC, aUTOULPYIKWC YuxXne¢ Oiknv QUOIKWC
TO CUP@UEC OWHO Kivouaong, TV mMpooAnebeicav @uoty Kivwy,
WC¢ auTol KOl yevopévNny oAnBwc Kai Aeyouévny, N Kupiwg E€i-
me, aUTog dixa TPOTHC TOUO’OMEP £0TI MPAYMOATIKEC 1] PUOIC
YEVOUEVOC, A@AVTOOIAOTWC TNV UTEP NUWV  OlKovopiav TE-
TANPWKEV.

OUK Aveidev oLy TV cuoTalikny TN MpooAn@Beiong ovaiag
EVEPYELOY, WOTIEP 0L d’aUTAV Trv ovaiav 6 d10ACKAAOC E€ITTWV
YTEP ovoiav ovolwOn, Kai vTEP AvBpwWTOV Evnpyel TA avBpw-
ToU, AAN’edeI€ev ETU’AP@OIV TRV KOIVOTNTO TWV TPOTWV, &V TN
HOVIMOTNTI TWV QUOIKWV 0W{oPEVNV AOYWV, WV XWPIC, 0VOEV
TWV OVTWV E0TIV OTEP ECTIV.

ET 0 pwueV w¢ TG pEV MpooAn@Beiong ovaiag BEa1g, TNC O
OLOTATIKAC OUTNC Evepyeiag agaipeoic, N KaB’OmeEPOXV £0TIV
ATMoO@aolg, Tivi Aoyw TRV avTnVv Em’dugolv Towg tebeioav, TrC
MEV, LTaP&IV, THC O, MAVIWC Avaipestv onuaivouvoav o&i§opey;
"H mdaAwv, €meinmep oUK alToKivnToC 1 mMpooAn@Oeica @uoig €-
OTiv, OO TNC NVWHPEVNC aUTH KOB’OTIOOTOOIV OANBWC KIVOLPEVN
BedTNTO¢, TV OULOTOTIKIV OUTAC a@aiIpoLueda Kivnolv, uNn

91/92 (mewvwv - aywviwv) c£ Greg. Naz., Ep. 102, 24. p. 82,4-7; id.. Or. 29,18.
10-11 (p. 214); ibid., 20,4-18 (p.220); id., Or. 38,15. 2-3 (p. 138;.; id., Or. 45. PG 36.
660C2-3 e: supra. Amb.Thom. IV' 61-62 91 (mewvwv; Me.4.2; ibid.. 21.18: Lc. 4,
2 (dwpwv) lo. 19. 28; cf. ibid., 4, 7 (¢0Biwv) Me. 9, 11; ibid., 11,19 ctc.
(Onmvwv) cf. Me. 8, 24; Me. 4, 38; La 8, 23 91/92 (komiwv) lo. 4, 6 92 (da-
KpOwV) lo. 11,35 (aywviwv) cf. Lc. 22.44; Mr. 26.37; Me. 14, 33 101/102 su-
pra, 1.67 c: 73

A ReSup Am NBxZ Va (- a)
Y Q Mo Za GaP C

92 duvdpetl Re, duvapelg Sup 97 dpavtdotwcaYQMo C 97/98 tnv
OIKOVOMIiOV TTEMANOWKE TAV UMEP NUWV By. 99 av ei1Aev Re Sup 101
éveipyer Gai 102 tAv! Towv Z KeEvoTnTa Ba 105 npoAn@belotg Z
106 avtng] trsp.p. Evepyeiag V 107 avtnVv] iT[p.p. au@eowv Ba AueoTv] avtnv
Re 108 6¢ciEwpev Ga 109 o0k] om. NBa Z 110 kwvoOpuevn] Kai praetn.
Gale 111 6e6TNnC A* (Al Re Sup V] xtxipraem. /P17 avatpoLpevol
Mo 111/112 yny 3¢ Q &con

1049/1052
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V, 91-134 25

d’avTnv TRV olaiav OpoAOYrOwWHEV, OUK OUBUTIOOTATOV QOVET-
ooV, TOUTECTI KOB’€auTnv, GAN’EV aLTW Tw KAT'aArBsiav avthv
0001WOEVTI Bew AOYyw TO €ival Aafovaoav, 1onv ETAP@OLV TRV
aITiov €XOVTEC TNC TAOOITHOEWC* 1 KAl TV Kivnowv Tn @QULOEL
OULVOMOAOYAOWMPEY, NC XWPI¢, o0 € @ULOIC €0Ti, YIVWOKOVTEC
WC¢ ETEPOC MEV O TOU E€ival AOYoC €0TIV, ETEPOC OE O TOU TW(
gival TPOTog, 0 PEV. TRV @LOLY, 0 &€, THV OIKOVOMIOV TIOTOUME-
Vo(¢, WV 1 0Uvod0C, TO YEYO TNC umep@uLOULC “Inool @ualoAoyiac
TOINCOPEVI] MUOTHPIOV, OWlOPEVNY €OEIEEV €V TOULTW THV OlO-
QOPAV TWV EVEPYEIWV Kai TNV €vwaolv, THV HEV. AdIAIPETWC £V
TW QUOIKW BEWPOLPEVNY AOYW TWV NVWHEVWY, THV OE, AOUY-
XUTWC €V TW MOVOOIKW YVWPI(OPEVNV TPOTIW TWV YIVOUEVWV.
Ti yop Kal Ti¢, TOL T€ Kai Mw¢ @LOIC €0TAL, CUOTATIKIC €PN-
MOC YEVOMEVN OUVAMEWC; TO ydp kaboAou pndepiov €xov OU-
vaptv, o0Te €oTiv, o0Te Ti €0TIv, oUtTE €0Tl Ti¢ avtol mav-
TEADC 0€01g, @NOIV O TOALC oUTOC OIdAOKAAOGC. Ei 0 TOL-
TwWV AOY0C 0UdEIC., €V0EPWC OpoAoyeEiobal xpry TA¢ TE TOU XPI-
0ToU @UOEIC WV OaUTOC UMOCTACIC NV, KAl TAC aUTOL @UOIKAC
Evepyeiog wv aUTOC €vwolg NV AANOBN¢ KaTau@w TOC QUOEIC,,
gimep €0UTW TPOOPUWC, MOVODIKWE rNYOUV EVOEIdWC EVEPYWV,
Kai o1d TAaviwyv AxwpioTw¢ T B€lK dUVAPEL CLVEKQPAIVWVY
TNC OIKEIAC oOoKOC TNV Evéoyelav. Mw¢ yap €otal @uoegl Beoc.
KOl @UOEL TIOAIV AvOPWTOC 0 OUTOC, OUK E£XWV AVEAAITIWC TO

119 Ps. Dion. At, Div. Kom., II.9, p. 133.11-12  125/127 ibid.VIII. 5. . 203,
2-4

A ReSup Al \Baz Va (—a)
Y Q Mo Za GaP C

NV - oporoyfowpev] TNV opoAoynowpey TNV obaotav Q. opoAo-
yrioopev TV ovciav Q rl™, tnv oboiav épyoloyrnoopev ZaP Tten Ohler/PG. trv
obagiav 6poAoynaxuev (sic) Gale 113 Tw] cm. Re Sup 115 Tiapatioewg (Sic)
Re ] hatic lineram videtur obliius esse rubricator in Ga, om. Gale 116 cuvopoAo-
yRoape*/ Z Za P C Comb Migne (PG) 116/117 yiv oKoVvTEeC - €é0Tiv] om. Ga
119 Inoou] tou praem. Mo 120 tToIncduevog Ba avtw S BaZ 126 ov-
Tel - éotv2]out'eTt éoTiv Gale Ti¢] cm. Mo avtou] trsp. p. mavteAdwc (I.
126-12?} Afo 127 oOtor] kai péyxg add. Mo 128 Aoyo«:] 6 praem.
Aoawtt Re Sup Combpan' 129 @Uoeggi Z ¢ 130 Av aAnbng) Ae
Va n'f, qv, ainbei¢ Re Sup Am S'Ba Z Y, qv. ainbng C:<', fv, aiAnbwg
CF Ttag] om. X Ba Z 131 évvoeldw¢ Ga (con. Gale) eEvepywv] nv
praem. Mo 134 avBpwTtToc] trsp. p. avTdC Ba aveAlerttw¢ Re Sup Am Za Ga



26 AMBIGUA AD THOMAM

135 @LOEl KAT'AUPW TEPUKOC, Ti TE KOl TIC LTTAPXWV YyvwoOn-
OETAlL, U TIOTOVUPEVOC 0IC EVAPYEL QUOIKWC, OTIEP EC0TL PN TPE-
nmopevov; NMwg O MICTWOETAL, KOB’EV TwV €€ WV, €V 0IC TE Kai
ATEP EO0TIV OKIVNTOC MEVWV KAl AVEVEPYNTOC;

YTEP ouvaiav oV 0VOIWON, YEVECTEWC APXAV KOl YEVNOEWC

1*0 etépav T @QLOEL dNUIOLPYNOOC, OLAANEOEIC PEv, omopd THC
OIKEIOC oapKOg, TEXOeic 0, appayic TAC mapBeviacg T TEKOLON
YEVOUEVOC, KOl TWV APiKTwv £mM’a0TAC TRV avtigoaotv d€i&ag
ouvvaAnBevovoav. 'H yap auth Kai mapbEvog Kai prtnp, Katvo-
Topoloa THV @UOIV TH OLVOOW TWV AVTIKEIMEVWY, EIMEP TWV 1052 1053

145 avTIKEIMEVWY TapBevia Kai yévwnolg, wv €K QUOEWC OUK AV TIC
emwvondrjoetal oLvpPaoig, A0 Kai ©egotdoko¢ aAnbw¢ n lMap-
Bevog, LTIEPPLWC dikNV oTIOPAC cLAAOBoDoO TE KOl TEKOLOO TOV
LUTIEPOVOIOV AOYOV, ETEITIEP TOU OTMOPEVTOC TE KO CUAANQOEV-
TOC, KLPIWG N TiKTOLOO, HPATNP.

150 Kai umép avBpwmov évApyel Ta avBpwTou, KAT OKPAV EVW-
olv dixo TPOMAC OUP@LEITOV OEIKVUC TN O€IK OLVAPEL TRV
avOpwmivnv evépyetav, enetdn Kai N @LOIC AoLYXVTWE EVWOET-

137 (€€ wv) Greg. Naz_, Ep. 101, 20, p. 44,11; cf. id.. Or. 2. 23. 5 (p. 120}; Cyrill.
Alex., Ad Theodos.. 24, p. 57,17-18; id.. C Nest. Il, prooem., p. 33,13-14; id. Dc in-
cam., 694. 35-36 (p. 240); Sophr. Hieros., Ep. synod., p. 434. 21: ibid., p. -38.15
(év 01¢) c:’ Cyril!. Alex.. Ep. 39, p. 18, 25; Def. fid. Chaic., p. 129,30; Sophr. Hieros.,
Ep. synod., p. -34. 21 138 (amép €otv) cf. Def fid. Chaic.f p. 129. 25: Sophr.
Hieros., Ep. synod., p. 438,15-16 139 supra, 1 67 et 101 139/140 Sap. 7.5
143/144 {kxwvotopodcoa - ovowv) cf. Greg. NBz.. Or. 39.13,8-9 (p. 176) et supra, 1.67-
68 147/148 Ps. Dion. An. Div. Nom.. II, 6, p. 130,6 et supra. 1.70 150 supra, 1
73 et 101-102

A ReSup Am S 3aZ Va (—a)
Y Q Mo Za GaP C

135 MeQPUKWC (sic) Q JAr 136 evepyei Ga P (an recxe?) 137 nictwon-
tot Gii Pfar, rectc?) 138 pév wv Am 139 apxn Rc. apxn Sup 140 omopd
MLIITT. q p rrj-opz Re Sup Mo Como um Gale Q}ricr/PG 142 autoT(¢ Ga

143 avt?; Ga 144 eimep] €1 (sic)praem. Ba 145 mapBevia] Te add. Za Qo-
TewC] Tripraem. Mo 146 émivonoeTxt A* ,n.émivonBein Mo aAnbwc] trsp.
p. Lapbévog (1146-147) Zr ' 1 146/147 i NapBévoc] trsp. p. OTTEPPLWC Mo

147 t€] om. Am TEAOLOO Am Twv Re/Cff 148 A6yov] am. 1

1¢ Jotv.. N BaZ 149 purtnp] fproem. V 150 éveipyel Ga 152 avBpwmiknv
Gale N] cm. XBa Z
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o0 TH @UOEL, OI'0OAOU TIEPIKEXWPNKEV, UNOEV ATOALTOV TAVTA-
AoV €xYouod, Koi TnC NVWHEVNC autrl KOB’0TOOTAOIV KEXWPI-
OMEVOV Be0TnTOC. 'Tmép NUAC yap oAnBw¢ TRV nuUwv ouadiav
obowwodei¢ 6 uvmepolbaolo¢ Adyog, ouvAPe TN KATOQACEL THC
QLVOEWC, KAi TWV OUTAC QLOIKWV KOB’OTEPOXAV THV ATIOQOACLY,
Koi yYEyovev avBpwTtog, ToV UTEP @UOIV TOU TIWC Eival TPOTOV
EXWV OUVNUUEVOV TW TOL Eival AOYyw TNG QUOEWC, Tva Kai tnv
@OOIV TIIOTWONTAL T TV TPOTWV KOIVOTNTL U 0€XouEVNY KO-
TG TOV AOyov QAAoiwaolv, Kai 0gién trv Lmepdmepov dLVAULY,
WOOLTWC KAV TR TWV EVOVTIWV YEVETEL YVWPILOPEVNV.

APEAEL g€ovaia, YVOPNC Epya TETOINKWE TG TAdN TAC QU-
OEWC, AAN 00X WC NUEIC avAyKNG OTOTEAECHOTO (PUOIKNC, EU-
TAALY 1] €EQNPMWY €XEL, TO KABMUAC @LOEL TTABNTOV OIEENADEY,
g&ovaia, yvopun Kivntov deiac €@ ’€autol TO MEQPUKOC €Q NUWV
gival yvwung KIvnTIkov, dnep tolg €€ng aaenvidwv @naiv o di-
OAOKOAOC* I av TI¢ T AoImd madumoAAa ovia O01EABOL, S1'@OV O
fetwg 0pwv vmép volv yvwoetal Kal Ta €Mt T7 @iAavOpwmia
TOU InooL KATA@AOKOPEVO. OUVOMUIV UTTEPOXIKNC ATOQPACEWC
exovta; Ta yap TAC @QUOEWC TAVTO META TAC QUOEWC KATA
oUAANYIV appntov UTod0C 6 umepolOIoC AOYoC, OULDOEV EixeEV
AQVOPWTIVOV QUOIKW AOYW KOTAPOOKOMEVOV, O M Kai Bglov

153/155 (8'. oAov - BedtnToOoQ) cf. Greg. Naz., Ep. 101,31, p. 48, '8-20 155/
156 supra, 1 '01 e: 85 168/171 Ps. Dion. Ar.. Ep. 4, p. 161, 3-5 172 supra, 1
156 173 supra, 1.170

A ReSup Am \'BaZ Va {—a)
Y Q Mo Za GaP C

154 kai] an. Za 154/155 kexwplopévwyv Re Sup 156 ovvwe] Q"™ m,

oUVAABE A’ i Re Sup 11] ti¢ MOEwn: Kataolbaoel (sic) Q 157 amo-
Qovonv Za 158 t6v] twOv S J™r Ba Z 158/159 tpomov - eivail] om.
Q‘ r 158 tpomov] A*""""", TpoTTwV BaZ 159 exov Migne (PG) 159/160
EXWV - TPOMwv] om. AAan- Re Sup Am Ba Z Vaatcrr (= a) 159 tw] 10
Y 160 kevotnTl P’ 161 Ao6yov] tpomov MO 162 tn] A" ,;irr. TV
Re' r Sup AntBa TWV] Tw (sic) A ut . 163 €&ovcia] Cowb ;v\ €govaiac

Q Mo Za CaP yvoung] om. Mo Za GaP CombZ1*“™ TA] Kaipraem. Re Sup
Comb; /Wt 164 amotéAeopa Re 164/165 sumaAwv ] € yn maA:v 1 (sic)
Za 166 yvowpun] an. Mo Za GaP Comb*0*7, yvowopn¢N &1 Z VaC Comb* Rt

168 mapmoAa (sic) Re Sup Ga d1ecéABol Mo 169 B6eio¢ Re SupZYQ G a
vouv] vuv SupJ ‘v 172 eixe-/" om. AA  Re Sup
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28 AMBIGUA AD THOMAM

NV, TPOTW TwW ULTEP QEUOIV ATIOPAOKOMUEVOV, WV UTEP VoUv WG
QVOTIOOEIKTOC LTINPXEV N YVWOIE, PHOVNV KaTaAnyiv €xovoa THV
MioTIvV Twv yvnoiwg tdé Tov Xplotol oeBalopéEvwy PULATHPILOV,
00TIVOC WOTIEP CUVOTTIKOV TOV AOYov Amodldoug @noiv Kal
yadp va OUVEAOVTEC €IMWPeV, o0 de dvOBpwmoc nv, 0Tt QUOEL
THC KATA @UOIV avAyKNg AVeToC v, Tw KadMpag oux’umaxeelg
Oeopw TAC YeEVETEWC, 00X WC MR avBpwmog, OTI Kat'olOlAV O-
ANV aAnbw¢ avlpwmnog Av, UOEL TWV KABTMAC QUOIKWY OVE-
XOMEVOC. aAA®C €& avBpomwv, Emeimep AUiv opoolatlog 1y,
OTEP NMEIC KATA @QLOIV AVOPWTIOC WV, avBpOTWV EMEKEIVA,
Kavo(tnTl TPOMwWV OmeP OUX’NUEIC TAV QUOIV TIEPLYPOPWY, Kai
UTEP dvBpwmov aAnBwg dvBpwmnog yeyovwcg, ToLC LTEP QLOILY
TPOTIOLE KOl TOUC KATA @UOIV AOYoug GALHPAVTIWC AAARAOIC
EXWV OULUVNUMEVOLE, WV aunxavoc f cLPPBOOIC 1V, AVTOC W MPN-
OV €0TIV AuRXovov, OAnBr¢ YKOMEVOC EVWOIC, UNOETEPW TO
MAPATIOV WV LUTOCTOOIC NV, BOTEPOU KEXWOIOPEVWE EVEPYWV,
OUEKOTEPOL OE YAAAOV TIIOTOVPEVOC BATEPOV, EITIEP AUPW KAT'A-
AnBelov wv.

*QC¢ MEV Beg0¢, TNC 1diaC NV KIVNTIKOC AvOpwTOTNTOg, (¢
avBpwtog d€, TAC OIKEIOC EKPAVTIKOC LTIHPXE BEOTNTOC, BETKWC

174 (toot-Qi - arroacrxojxsvov) cf. supra, 1.170-71 (u“ £0 vouv) supra. 1
169 177/178 Ps. Dion. Ar., Ep. 4, p. 161.5-6 180 ibid.. p. 161,6 180/181 su-
pra, L 5-6 182 Ps. Dion. Ar., Ep. 4, p. '61,6; ct. Hebr. 5.1 183 Ps. Dion. Ar.,
Ep. 4, p. 161.6-7; ci. Hebr.5,1 184/185 ibid., p. 161.7

A ReSup Am XBazZ Vva (—a)
Y Q MoZa GaP C

174 tw] to Ba P 175 KatdAnywv Aeun gxovoa] om. A AGXT 176

puotrplov oefalopevoy As™r 177 amodi1dov¢] om. Z 178 cuveAOVTWC Va.
ouveaBovTeg Z EITIOPEV Za o0 0€] ouvdEév Sup 179 dvetog] avétiog Ol
avaitio¢ Gale (cf. autem trafis!. « expcrs ») tcT>] to Re Sup oux ] o,
180 ot1] o0 add. Ri Sup Am .V I'TTyaAxaT Q 182 v Auiv opoolaoioc Be 183
wv] Qv Q 184 mepiypapwv Ga, meptypa@opev Z; 185 yeyovoc K yeyw-
vo¢ Ga, yevopevog Z.: 186 Adyoug] om. \io XAOIHAVTIWC (SIC) Q. aAv-
Mavtou¢ Ba 186/187 €xwv AAANAOIC A 187 w) & Z 188 £oTIv] om.
Zu 189 Oatepav R> Sup 193 ék0oOVTIK®WC Re, ékpavTikw¢ fsief Q, ék-
@avTIKGY P

1053,1056
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MEV 1VO0TWC €imMw TO mAcXelv £XwV (eKoLOIOV YApP), EMEL WN)
PIAOC AvOpwmTog v, AavOpwWMIKWC 0 TO OBavpatouvpyeiv (d1d
OOpPKOC YApP), ETMEl P YUPVOC OTTNPXE B€0¢, WC €ival TA PéEV TaA-
On BavpaoTtd, TN KATA @UOIV BETK dLVAPEL TOL TTACYXOVTOC Kal-
vi{opeva, Ta 0¢ Bavpoata madntd, T KATAd @UOIV TOoU oOuTol
BovpatoupyolVTOC TMOONTIKY OUVAMPEL GUUTIANPOLPEVO TNG oap-
KOG, dmep 13w 6 di1ddokaroc enaiv- Kai TO Aotmov ol Kotd
Bedv TG Beia dPAOAC, 6T1 YA POVOY BETKAOC KEXWPITUEVD GAPKOC
(00 yap UTEPOVOIOE OVOV), OUTE TO aVOPWIIIVO KOTA OvOpw-
MOV, OT1 prj pOvVOV CapKIK®C Kexwplopéva Bgotntoc (OU YAP
AvBPWTOC KOVoV), AAAIVOPWOEVTOC Be0D. Katvrv Tiva TrVv Oe-
OVOPIKIV EVEPYEIQV MUV TIEMOAITEUUEVOC.

Kai yép TpooAAYPEl OapKAC Voepws Euxwpévne OANBwC
avBPWIOC yeyovm¢ O OIOPEPOVTWCE PIAAVBPWIOC, TAV Te BEIKAY
EVEPYELOV KOB’evwalv appntov Tn ouh@uio TNC COPKIKNAC E-
OXNKW¢ Gvdpwbeioav, TAV UTEP NUWV OIKOVOPIaV TEMANPWKE,
BeavdpIKAC, Ayouy BETKWC AUO KOi dvdpikme, TA te BETO kai

194/196 (U YIAOC AvOBpwTOC ... N *'Opvoc vmrpxe Beo¢) cf. supra. 1 33-
34 200/201 Ps. Dion. Ar., Ep. p. 161 7-8 202 (o0 - povov) supra. 1 32-
33 202/203 (o01€ - GvBpwmov) Ps. Dion. Ar., Ep. 4, p. 161,8-9 203/204 (oU -
uévov) supra, 1 31-32 204/205 Ps. Dion. Ar.. Ep. 4, p. 161, 9-10 206/207 sj .
pra. L34-35 210 (BeTkw¢ - avdpikwe) Greg. Naz.?Ep. 101,16, p. 42.13 210/
211 (ta - dpdooac) supra, 1.20'-202

A  ReSup Am jVBazZ Va (—a)
Y Q MoZa GaP C g**

194 €inw oVTWC A * < to] cm. /- ur)] am. A*«' ReSupS ™ Va
ov Z 195 dvOpwmIK®WC] oUK praem. Re Sup 196 unR] an. Re Sup 197 6¢l-
KAV Am 4 irs" L 197/198 kavidopeda \ ' alitr 198 avtov] avTd A1 wn Y Mo
(an rvcte?) 200 o0] TOU év Ayloug HOEIPYOL €1C TO PTTOV TOU AYIOU KUPIAAOU
(sic)’ KONV TIiva Koi (sic) OcavdpIknV evEPYELOV OKPIBWE E10WC TAC TWV YE-
VNOOUEVWY ap@IBoAiac 6 d1000KOAOC, KOi 0iov ATTOKPOLOUEVOE TADTAC GNOiV
praem. B 201 14 B¢eia] out. Y 201/203 capKOC - KEXwpPIopEVaA] om. A (liabet
autem Gud.gr. 39) 202 umepoLaIOl Re Sup 202/204 o0TE - povov] om. Ba
203 BeotnToC] COpPKOC Ar ;" ou] mou Comb£emT 204 avBpwmov Za
AAAQ 7A 206 epPuxwpévng Re SupBaZz Ga Combl r” 207 yéyovev B
Te| cm. Za, 3¢ Older/PG 208 cup@ueia G* cuvueia (sic) Gale 208/209

goxnkwc¢] om. Q
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30 AMBIGUA AD THOMAM

TO ovBPWTIVOL OPACOC, 1) capécTEPOV EITEIV, BETKAV €V TOUTW
Kol GvdpIKAYV EVEPYEIOV TIEMOMTEVHEVOC.

OUKoOV amo@doel TAC TWV Beiwv Kal avBpwmivwv TPOC AA-
ANAQ JIAIPECEWC. TNV TNC EVWOEWC KATAPAOIV 0 00QOC ToInoa-
MEVOC, TNV QUOIKNAV TWV NVWHEVWY dlagopav oK nyvonoev. 'H
VAP EVWOIC TNV JlOIpeETIY ATIWOAPEVN, THV dlo@opav 0UK EAW-
Bnoev. Ei d¢ tN¢ d10@opd¢ TOV AOYOV O TN¢ EVWOEWC TPOTOC
EXEL oW{OPEVOV, ApPa TEPIPPOCIC £0TIV 1] TOL AYIOU QWVH, KO-
TOAANAW KAROEL TOO dITTOU THY QLOIV XpLoTol TrV OITTAV Ta-
padNAOLVTOC evEpYELOV (ETTIEP QUOEL TE KOl TOIOTNTI KOT 0VdEVA
TPOTOV €K TAC EVWOEWC 0 TWV NVWHEVWY 0UOIWONC MEMEIWTAL
A6yoC), GAN0UX’®C Tivec OTMOQPOOEl TWV OKPWV, Tivoc péoou
TIOIOUKIEVOU  KOTAMACIV. OUK £0Ti ydp Ti péoov emi Xploto,
TN TWV AKPWV ATIOPATEl KATAQPaTKOHEVOV.

« Kouvrﬁv» MEV. WC KAIVOU pJuoTnpiov XapoKTNPIOTIKAY, 00 AO-
yoC €0TiV 0 AmOoppnTo¢ TPOTMOC TNC ouvp@uiac. Ti¢ yap eyvw
MTWC¢ ocopkoUuTal 0ed¢, Kai pevel Bed¢; Mwe pévwy BEOC aAndNC,
AvOpWTOC £0TIV AANONC, AUEW OEIKVUC €ALTOV AANBWC LTIAPEEL
QLOLKN, Kai OUtKaTépou BATepov, Kai HPNOETEPW TPETOPEVOC;

212 supra. 1 205 213/217 (OUKo0V - éAwPnoev) cf. CyrilL Alex.. C. Nest.
M. 6, p. 42, 35; Sophr. Hieros., Ep. synod.. p. 438. 11-14 218/220 (nepigpacic -
evépyetav) cf. lo. Scyth., Schol. in Ep. 4 Dion.. PG 4. 536 A4-5; Sophr. Hicros., Ep.
synod., p. 456,13-18 219 (d1ttov TAV QUOW) cf Sophr. Hicros.. Ep. synod., p.
438,16 ' 222/223 Pyrrh. Const.,, Tom. dogm., p. '.52. 37-38 (= p. 608. 3) 223
(OUK - Xpiotou) cf. Greg. Naz.. Or. 31, 6, 14-17 (p. 286) 224 supra. . 222-
223 225 supra. 1.204 226 (6 - ouvp@uiag) cf. Greg. Naz.. Ep. 101,31. p. 48.20

A &ezup AT KBa7 Ya —a)
Y @ MoZa CaP C B
212 METMOAITEVUEVOCG EVEPYELOY C ' ™ 214 v - evwoewc] oT. B

dlagopacg] dwogopav (Pk ace) B~ " TpOTmOC] oT. 218 mapa@paaciq
Mo dylwtatou B 219 kAnoel] kai ada. B OIKTOU o OIKTHV (<K)
Cale 222 TIvec] TIvi Obler/PC ATOQACEl] KATAQAOKOPEVOV KAIVAV HEV,
w¢ KawvoL pyuatnpiov (c/. 1. 224-225) ada. , v -NT 223 moloOpevov Qale 225
Kaiviv] kai vuv XAPAKTNPIOTIKOV Ba 0L Ae 5upB. 00 (>k) Ca

226 oup@uelag Oa Cale yap] or. A dT 227 Mwc¢] kot praeT. B
CoTbp'/M 228 oapew] Ttoivuv B delkvi¢] oT. Q 229 kal] oT.

fe 5up EKOTEPOUL] AU@OTEPO';B (¢ I. 269 a 270) UNOETEPW] U TO AAAOV
EV ETEPW Ac. Und €TEPOV (eK) Z.1. undEV B TpaAMOPEVOC Ao

1056/1057
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235

240

245

V. 211-248 31

Talto povn miotig XwpeT. OLYT Tipwoa Tov Adyov, oUTIVOG TN
QUOEL, TWV OVTIWV EPTEQPUKE AOYOC 0UJEIC. «@eavdplkiv > Og,
00X’ ’wC ATANV, o0 O TMPAYPO TI oUVOETOV, KAi i MOVNC YUUVNAC
KOTA @UO1v B€0TnNToC, N povne WIANC vTtapxovoav avepwndtn-
TOC, I OUVOETW QULOEL TIVWV AKPWV METAIXMIW Tpoorikouoav,
GAA GVOPWOEVTI BEw TOUTEOTI TEAEIWC EVOVOPWTHOAVTL TIPOO-
QLECTATNV.

OV d’a0 TAAWV « [xiav»; W 0UK av AAAwG vondnval Tt xolivie,
KaBda Tiowv €do&ev, 1 prag duvvapévng. Molotntoc¢ yap, GAA’o0
MOoOTNTOC N KAIVOTNG, ETEl KAl @LOIV €€ AVAYKNC €00TN OLVEL-
gdéel toralTnV (eTmep mdaong @UOewC 6pog, O TNC 00CIWAOULC
alTNg €vepyeiag KabBEotnke Aoyog), v ol de mMAACTNG €imol To-
T’av TPAyEAA@WY MUBOIC @IAOTIMOLMEVOC. Mw¢ 0 Kai TolTOU
d0BEvTOog, 0 TOUTO MEQPUKWC Hiav EXWV €VEPYELOV, KOi TALTNV
@UOILKNV, EMITEAECEL TN Oo0TN TA Bodpota Koi @ madn, Adyw
QLOEWC OAANAWVY dla@EPOVTA, OiXO OTEPNOEWC ETMICUMBOIVOD-
on¢ TN Aamoyevecsel NG €€ewc; OULdEV yap TwV OVIWV MIa Kai
TN altn €évepyeia TAvavTia TEQPUKE dpav, Opw TE KOi AdYyw
OULVEXOMEVOV QUOEWC.

230 Ps. Dion. An, Div. Nom., .3, p. 1ll, 6 231 supra. 3.204-205 232/
234 (MOvNg - GvBpwmnatnToc) cf. supra, 1.33-34 e: 194-196 234 cf. ApoL Laod.,
Syllog.. tragm. 113, p. 234,13-20 235 supra, 1.204; cf. et Greg. Naz.. Ep. 101. 21, p.
4 4 . 237/241 (OO0 - Aoyog) cf. Sophr. Hieros., Ep. synod., p. 446,13-14 237/
238 (piov - duvvapevneg) cf. Sev. Anc., Ad lo., p. 309. 20-22 237 (piav) Cyrus
Alex.. Sarisf., 7. p. 598,21 (= p. 134,19) 237/238 (wW¢ - duvapuévnc) Pyrrh. Const..
Tom. dogm., p. 152, 35-36 (= p. 608.1-2) 241/242 (v - TpayeAa@wv) cf. Greg.
Naz.. Or.31,6,16-17 (p. 286;

4 Rt'Sup Ani NBazZ Va {-a)
Y Q Mo Za GaP C B

230 r? iom. Bo 232 mpayua Ti] Tpayuatwyv B n] om. B YOPVAC]
WIARG Z 233 Katd @LoIv] Katdeacnv Za VIANC] yuvpvng Z 234 pe-

TeEXMiwV (sic) B 235 GAA0 avopoBévtog (sic) Beov B EvavepwmioavTl
Z NP’ Gii, évavepwmnnoavtoc B 237 oK av] Kav Gale 239 1] i Re Sup
iVz @OOIC Combai' Mutv. éavtnc P Couth' uI" 239/240 cuvaéel Re Sup

Q. ouvelcavéel Z 241 o0 d¢ mAdotng] o0 0¢ mAdGotTng G, o0 dIMAARV Gale
Okie/SPG eimotl om. A Ay . €imn Gj 242 Tpayela@ov B M0UBWV Z, po-
Goug Za 243 t00T0] TOOTOU A~:*rBaB 244 1& 1 om. Re Sup 244/245
AOyw - dlagepovta] or«. B 245/246 oupf-awvobone B 246 tn¢ £&swc]
tramp. ante TT ZaAwr uta] tn proem. B 247 Td evavTia B
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32 AMBIGUA AD THOMAM

A6 piov amA®C 1 QULOIKAVY EM't XploToL B€0TNTOC KAl TOPKOAC
EVEPYELAY AEYEIV 00 Beplg, €IMEP U1l TAUTOV TOIOTNTI QUOIKN
Be0tnC Kai oapé, €mei kKat OOV, KAl YEVAOETAL TETPAC N TPIAC.
OVvdevi yap w mEQULKev €ival d1d tnv piav ovoiav Matpi Kai
Mvedpatt TavTtov 0 YI106¢, YEYOVvE TOLTOV TN COpPKi d1d TAV EVw-
Olv, KOV TMEMOINKEV aLuTAV (WOTOIOV EVWOEL TN MPOC aLTOV, E-
Xouoov 1O QLOEL BvnNTOV, EMEl Kai TPEMTNC VTTAPXwWV dEIXBNOE-
Tal UOEWC, Kai tv oloiav TNC oapkog €1 dMEP OUK NV AA-
AOlwodg, Kai TauTOV MEMOINKWE TN QUOEL THYV EVWOIV.

TV yap 0Beavdpiknv £€vépyelav w¢ AMESNOBN VONOWMPEV, NV
AUV 0UX’€0UTW TTtoAitevodpevog, TAV QUOIV TOTC UTEP QUOIV
éEkaivioe. MoAiteia yap eotiv, Bio¢ Katd vopov QLOEWC dlEE-
youevocC. AImAoU¢ 0 1AV @ULOIV O KUPILOG, EIKOTWC [iov exwv
EQAVN KATAAANAOV, VOUw T€ Beiw Kai avBpwmivw KATA TOUTOV
AouyXVTwC OLYKEKPOTNUEVOV, KAIVOV Kai aUTOV, o0X’'®WC MOvVov
Eévov TO0i¢ emi yng¢ koi moapadoéov kai olvMw T QUOEL TWV
OVTWV dIEYVWOHUEVOV. GAAGD KOl XAPAKTAPO KOIVAC TOU KOIVW(
Biwoavto¢ €évepyeiag, AV Beavdpiknv TUXOV Tpoonyépevoev 06
Tw HUOTNPI®W TOUTw KAROIV €mivonoac apuodiov, va Oeign tov
KOTA TAV AmoppnTtov EVWOly Tr¢ AVTIOOOEWC TPOTOV, KAT ETMAA-
AOQYAV TA QUOIKWC EKATEPW MEPEL TOL XploTtoL mpooovta, Ba-

249/251 cf. Eulog. Alex., Dub.tp. 153,6-8 (= PG 91, 265A5-6) 258/259 su-
prarL 204-205 266 ibid-

A RcSup Aiti NBaZ Va (—a)
Y Q Mo Za GaP C B

249 A:0] hatte iwem sequitur rasura3-4 litt, in Va 249/250 piav - tavtov] cm.
Valcon' 249 )] om. Mo B oapkoc] dvbpwmnotntoc B 251 06go1nc] Kai
praem. Z, rj praem. Comb z.ioe: Za B Combr ** yevrioetal] yevvnoel B
252 ¢ ozal} 253 tautov2]om. B 254 menoinkev] mépukev Z av-
tTv] éavtnv Ga*'0’ evwon Ga' 'r 255 kau om. B OTapPXOV
Za ul * 258 Tnv] €dav praem. Va err- yap] om. Va “ P Combamr
dmedopnv Am vorjoopev Z 258/259 v fuiv] nvika B 259 toic] TV
Am 261 5¢] wv edd. A pCr KOptoc] wv adl Va C 261/262 exwv
€EQAvn KAaTAaAAnAov] €@dvn eXxwv KATAAANAOV Re, €pAdvn KATAAANAOV €XwV Xio,
¢/wv Katd/.AnAov Z 262 té!'tw add. Am KOTAO TOUTOV] KAt alTOV A 0
RiSupAntNBa Z Va**™ (=qa) Za GaPsafn B 263 Ka1vov] Her. B Comb»0*7
Kai] om.BaZa 264 toic] tnVv (sic) B 267 touTW] om. Co?nb Emvonaoac]
Kotwvovupynoag B 268 tponmwv pa‘r 269 ékaTtépw] dpeotépw B (9 1. 229
ti 270)
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V, 249-289 33

TEPW TEMOINUEVOV, XWPIC TNC EKATEPOUL HEPOLE TPOC BATEpPOV
KOTA TOV QUOEL | AOyov UETABOARC Kai ocup@UpPoEwC.

Qomep yap TOUL TUPAKTWBEVTOC ipouC TO TUNTIKOV YE-
YOVE KOUOTIKOV, KOi TO KAULOTIKOV TUNTIKOV (vwén yap wo-
meP TW OOAPW TO TUP, OUTW KOOI T®W TOU OIOAPOU THUNTIKW
TO TOU TUPOC KOUOTIKOV), KOi yéyove PEV KOULOTIKOC O 0idn-
POC, EVWOEL TN TPOC TO TMUP, KOOI TUNTIKOV TO TUP, EVWOEL TN
mpOC Tov oidnpov, OULJOETEPOV & TPOTNV TN KAB’EVWOIV AVTI-
d60el mpO¢ Batepov mEmMovOev, AANEKATEPOV KAV TN TOU OULY-
KEIMEVOU KOB’evwaoly TO10TNTI PEPEVNKE TAC KATA @ULOIV Ol-
KEIOC AVEKTMTWTOV, 0UTWC KAV TW pLuoTnpiw TAC Beiac oap-
KOOEWC, 0€0tn¢ kKai davBpwmndtn¢ Avwbn kab’vmoctaocivy, Hn-
dETEPUC TNC QULOLKNG €EKOTAONG é€vepyeiag o010 TAV Evwaly,
MATE MAV GOXETOV AULTHV KEKTINUEVNC META THV €EVWOILV, KOi
TAC CULYKEIPMEVNC KOOI OLUVUQPECTWONC JIAKEKPIYEVNV.

OAn yap Tt OpOcCTIK OdULVAPEL TAC olkeiog Beotntog O
oapKwOei¢c AGyoC dANV €0XNKWC CLUP@ULEICAV KAB’eEVwaIV AAUL-
ToV TRV madntuikAv tn¢ 1dia¢ avBpwmnotnto¢ oLVAULY, AvVOpw-
mivong 0ed¢ wv €évipyel 1a Boalpata, O1d CcapkKOC QLOEL TO-
ONTAC ouPmAnpoLHEvVa, Kai BeTKWC avBpwmo¢ wv OI1EENel 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. 32*3); Nemes. Emcs., Nat. hom.TB, p.64.10-11

A ReSup Am iVBaZ Vs {=a)
Y Q Mo Za C 3

270 MEMOINMUEVWYV ir Ekatepov] du@otépou B (cf. L 229 et 269)

272 mupakTwOEVTOC Eipouc] mupdC EvwBeEvTOC EioelB 273 KOi - KOLOTIKOVZ]
om. B 273/274 omep Am 274 Twl om. A Ajti 274/275 16 TOUL OIdNPOL
TUNTIKOV TW TOUL TMULPOC KXLOTIKW (Sineacc.) Za 274 Tov) om. S'Ba olon-
pou] o1dnpw Sup, g1drowt C 275 KOUOTIKOV KOi YEYOVE PEV KAULOTIKOV (Sic)
add. Am \ ¥™On Z Va*™ MEV] om. Am 276 Tt~ v P Comb” 277
Tpomr) Comb*octh tpomov Oider/PG ™] tTpv Q. om. B 277/278 avtidooel]
Tntadd. Ca Gale, ; avtidoaov B 278 Bdatepov] €tepov Gate Kav] Kav Z, om.
Re Xjjl v Z 279/280 oikeiag] évepyeiac¢ add. VapeerT C (ar. rea:
ovcoia¢ add. B CombrCir' 282 tn¢] iler. Z ¢koTaong] trsp. p. €vepyeiacg Ba,
¢kotaon B evepyeiac] om. B 283 pnTeE - evwaiv] om. Q 284 kai] Tn¢
add. Z ouveEQECTWONG Am OIOKEKPUUMEVNY Z 285 0Ao¢ B 286/
287 arvtov] dppntov {,A'M 287 10ia¢] olkeiag Re 288 evepyeiB 289
avBpwmog¢] om. Am dlecein A AmYR d1e&in B, illegib. Z

1057 10
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34 AMBIGUA AD THOMAM

maen tN¢ QLuoewc, Kat’é€ouvaiav EmiTeAoVHPEVA BEIKAY, AUOW
d¢ PAAAOV BeavipPIKWE, ¢ Be0¢ OpoL Kol AvOpWTOC WV, TOIC
HEV, NMUAC €aVTOTC ATMOd1600C, QAVEVTOC OTEP YEYOVOAMUEV, TOIC
d€; O01d000UC NUAC €auTw, Yevouévoucg Omep maOpedelée, Kot 017
AUEOTEPWVY TIOCTOUPEVOC THV TWV € WV, &V 0i¢ T& KOl ATEP
OTAPXEV OARBelav, WC POvo¢ aAnbnc¢ kai miotdc, Kai omep €-
OTlI Map UV OpoAoyeiocbal BouAopevoc.

"OvV €XOVTEC, NYIOOHUEVOL, AOYW TE KOl Biw HOPQOVLUEVOV, MI-
ujoacBe TNV paxpobupiav, kai TRV mapoloav deXOUevVOl ypa-
@V, eAavnté POl TWV EUQEPOUEVWY QIAAVOBPWTOL KPITOQ, VI-
KOVTEC oupmoaBeia Ta TOUL TMAIdOC LPMWV OAICBAMATO, HOVNV
Ta0TNV EKOEXOMEVW TNC eumelBeiag avrtidootv, Kai yéveaBE pol
¢ MPO¢ alTOV Peaital KATOAAOYAC, EIPAVNV dNUIOUPYOUVTEC
TNV TAvta volv OTEPEXOVOaY, ¢ aVTOC OPXWV €0Tiv 6 0WTAP,
€€El MPOKTIKA TAC TOV mMabwv Topoaxnc £AevbBepwv TOUC QO-
Bovuévoug autov, kai Matrip ToL HEAAOVTOC O1WVOC, MvelpaTtl
VEVVQV 527aydmne Kai yvwoew¢ TouC TOV AVw KOGHOV TTANPW-
oovtac. AU0T® 00&a HEYOAWOLVN KPATOC, obv Tw Matpi Kai tw
dyiw Mvedpatt €1¢ To0OC alOVAC, AUNV.

294/295 cf. supra, 1.157-138 297/298 (upunnocacBe - pakpoBupiav) cf. Eph.
5rict 1 Tim. 1,16 302/303 (e1pvnv - Omepéxovaoav) Phil. 4.7 303 (apxwv)
Is.9,6 304/305 (to0¢ - a0TOV) P* 24.14; 32,18’; 102,11,13 ct 17; 146,11 etc. 305
(Matnp - atwvocg) Is. 9.6 306/307 Greg. N'az., Or. 38, 2, 9-10 (p. 1C6) 307
(066&a peyaAwaoLvn Kpdatoc) ludas 25

A  ReSup Am NBoazZ la (~ a)
Y Q' MoZa P C B

290 mabn tn¢] madntng¢ Am Koat’ééovoiav - duow] kKab© B 291
avBpwmno¢ wv] avBpwmno¢, w'; ReSupNBa Z Q 292 quoac] kai) pmem. Am
eavtoLC¢ MopcrT B 293 yevopevocg Za noapedetée] nuacpraem. Ba Kai]
am. B 294 tv] T& Z ulv. 295 kai motoég! om. B 297 nywaopévol] Ac I
uiv.yoviaouévol P, Tytaopévw Re Sup Am jYBa Z Va, rfviacoaéve Gale, ayltaocaov
B 298 tTAvlJavtov add.N*Va*™ utv C 299 Q' "NTEANQTA A
QWVNTEAmM Z 301 ékdexopevol Za, Ekdexopuevou CombIm Gaie yéveobai
Re.yeviioeo6e Q C.yévoloBe Z XioZa,yévnoBe P Comb 302 peaitai] trsp. o. TNC
aY¥Y Mo 304 mpakTIKN] mpaou¢ B 304/305 @oBouvpévoug avTov] deopevolC
(sine see.) avtTol B 305 IlvebvpaTti] trsp. p. yevvwv (X 306) Mo 306 yevwwVv]
YEMU w v (sineacc.) B 306/307 mAnpwoovte VIANPWoavtacA AmN **BazXio
QB, mAnpouvtac Za 307 d6&a] n praem. Za MEYOAwalvn] an. Mo 307/
308 guv - Mvevpati] om. Mo 307 Tw1l]lom. ZaB 308 alwvac] Twv atwvwy
add. BaQ Xio C Gale, Twv atwva (sic)add. B
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Mpo¢ TOV KUPIOV OwPaV

; Tw AYlOOMEVW OOVAW TOL Beol TMATPI TMVELHUOATIK® Kai
OI000KAAW KUpPiw Bwpd, MA&ipoC¢ TOMEIVOC KAl OUAPTWAOC,
ava&lo¢ dovAoC Kai pabntAc.

YTMOoTaoIlV PEV o0@iog TV apeTV, ovoiav 0 QUOiV APETNC
gival v co@iav. A6 tnC pév co@iag amAAvAG EKQAVOIC €OTIV
0 TPOMOC TNC TWV BEWPNTIKOV aywWYNAC, TNC aPeETAC 0E OTEPE-
uvio¢ Bdaoig 0 AO0yoC TNC TWV TMPAKTIKOV Bewpia¢ KOBETTNKEVY,
AU@OTEPWY O XOPOKTAP aPevdeéoTOTOC, N TMPOC TO KLUpPiwg OV
AKAIVAC évatéviolg, Av Empepidetal mobo¢ kai @ofoc, 6 pév,
TW KAAAEL MTpooaAywv, 0 0f, TW HEYEBEL KATATMANTTIWY TOU KTi-
oavTtog, €€ WV N KaB’evwaoilv oKpOIQVAC Twv a&lwv mpoc Tov
Bedv yiveTtal oguykpaolg, €keivo BEogel moloboa TOUC MACXOVTAC,
omep @LOEL TO MOlOLV ovopaleTal.

Mavtwv oLV TaLTOC, €1 KOi TIC GAAOC, NYIOOPEVE, TIPOKPIvAC
TWV YEVNTWV, TAV PEV co@iav €0€1€aC AMAAVWC EKQAIVOUEVNVY

2/4 ATl onu., prot.. 3-5 9/10 (1 - €vaTévialg) Auoe. M.,
PO 31,349A6 10/12 (6 - kTicavtog) oi. 83p. 13,5

77/.: OtTKa

1 116¢] €tT'.0TOA} TOU QyioL -aTPOC NPWV Kai OMOAOYTTOUL pa&ipou
ptaein. Ka. Tou alTov ptoet. Qo KUplov @ wpav] auvtov O*
PnA.: aKav

2/4 Tw - pabntng) om. O: Ka 6 €otiv] vmn. Oa 7 Tn¢“]o*n. VvV 7/8
oTEPEPVITOC V* vid 9 apevdéotatocg] Tix 1¢w. W. Ka ovV'IT wv
Oa 10 @oPo¢ kai t¢600¢ Ka 12 ¢1ov V Nn] a\<(xn\\ nottpoini in Ka
akpatevng] akpipng Ko y v. 15 €i kai Tit] oikéTNnNCg Ba"'"'*, oikéTi¢ Oapatt9
el kKai T1¢ (&) O*w"* “ *— 2> -pooKpivag V* 16 yevvntwyv

KaV EKQOIVOUEVOC Ka nuv.

Bi]loniv
oA /1ap

<"1\ 1™~ UL

p. 429
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Tw TPOMW TWV MPATTIOMEVWY, TNV APETAV 0 oTEPPpwWC BeBatov-
HEVNV TOPECTNOOC TW AOYw TWV VOOUUEVWY, AUQOTEPWV OF
XAPaKTAPpW, TAV TMPAC TO KLUPIWC OV MEMOINKOC GUVVELOIV, TTOBW
KOl @OBw OULYKPOTOUMEVNV TOUL KTioavto¢, Koab’v dAoC OAw
Bew OoXEOEl MVEVPOTIKN OULYKpoOBeic, APevdc OIA THOTEWC TE-
olmoteid mpdc TAV &v €idel TwV ayadBov petovaiov, N¢ 1 O¢-
wol¢ dNAwOIC, €KeEivolg o€ povolg onuaivouvoa, d/wv O BedC
10i¢ OmMd yéveolv kobBiotatal yvwpilpoc. Evtedtfev povnv 1nq
feomolol yVwoeEwC GOKNOAC TV OTANCTIOV, AEIKIVINTOV E€XEIC
v €@eotvy, mOBouv mMOTEPO TOlOUPEVNY OOl TOV KOPOV, Tapd-
d0&w( Emiteivovta T METOANYEL TAV OpeE&IV.

A10toOTO MAAIV O papyapitng épwTac Tov mNA6v, 0 TIBnvouL-
HEVOC ETII KOKKWV, Tov KOTIPIAY TIEPIBA?>AOUEVOY, O KaBapo¢ Te
AEVW KOl QWTEIVOC Kai pndév LANC QEPWV TEKPNPILOV, TOV
OapKIKOV Kai pnodév kpeittov tovTNnNg €ival tng AVOPEVNC TE-
melgpyévov (wng, O TOI¢ Aaumpoi¢ évipu@wv Kai dtamipolc
vonuoaolt, Tdov yovnv yvoplopa | fiov memoinuévov TRV TwWV T -
Bwv duowdiav, Kai Birddn pe 10 PapoC PR @EpovIO THC KAT'A-
KPOV 00U OEOMIYUATOU KEVWOEWC, TAAIV TIVEUPOTIKOV aya-
ofal Aoywv, OV 00w M1 dUTO O1G TG MPAKTIKAG €iAn@dTta
Twavvou TO BanTtiopa, pnp 8t ye €i €ott Mvevpa aylov did
Bewpiac¢ AKNKOOTO MVEVUATIKAC.

19 (tv - obvvevowv) cf. Greg. Naz.. Or. 29,2,10-11 (p. 178) 21/22 1! Cor. 5.
7 28 cf. Mr. 7,6 28/29 Lament. 4,5 37/38 Act. 19,2-3

GaKaV
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17 Tou TPOTOUL Ka 19 ov V¥l 20 ouvaptoupévny V TOU KTi-

oavtog] discern: non potest in Ka 21 mvevpaTIKwC Ka 21/22 mepimatelg] dis-
cerni rumpotest in Ka 23 o€ povolc] oepvoT¢ Ga Canart, yevopévolcg VvV 26/27
KOpov, Tapadocwc] Kopov mapadocwe, V 28 épwtac] vixlegib. inKa ToV
mnAov] discemi non potest in Ka 29 KOKKoV GaKa mepIBaAdpevoV (an rectc?)
Ga 31 Kpeittw Ga V TalTN¢ €ivail] tavtnoolv Ka 32 diameipolg
Gii 33 Twv] om. V 34 Braler V ™c¢] o Vsrr 34/35 kat akpav Ga
Canart 35 oou] om. emmee Lilia KAaIlVwoewg Ga 36 Twv Ga 37 ¢l
eoTl] eite V



PROL, 17-43 39

[MANV EyXEIPW, KAV TPOTMETEC TO yIVOPEVOV (TI yap auoboig

40 010G0KOVTOC TIPOTETECTEPOV;), TAV 0NV EVIOAAV TOU JdeOTOTOU
HOU Kai matpd¢ Aylaopévou TANPWVY, OU TOIC €VXOiC E£pEldO-
MEVOC, KOl TOUTOV KEQAAOIwdNn Tmololpol Tov AOyov, amo ToU

MPWTOU TWV TPOTUBEVTIWY ApXOUEVOC.

GlkKaV

39 MAnv] kat erronee pmem. Lilia YIVOUEVOV) Agyopevov V*MT ut v.
42 to0TWV Ga' ™ Ke@aAatloe™dl (sic) V, keoaAatoe'.on Gidb. motolpev
I 43 MpwTOL TwWv] MPOo TOUTWV V nootabevrtoi V XOVOOEVOV

Gc*lllll
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Tou ayiov Fpnyoptou €K TOUL TEPD Yiold mMpwTOUL AOYoOU,
eic TO A1d TO0UTO poOvAC Gm’dpxng <eic duvada> Kivn-
Oetoa, péxptl tptddog €otn. Kai maAlv tol autol €K TOU
devTépou Elpnvikov, €ic TO Movddoc pév kKivnbeiong d1d
To mAolLolov, duvadog o0& ULmepPBabelone (LmMEP yap TNV
OANV Kaoi 1O €idoc, €€ wv Ta cwpata), TPLAdOC OE OplI-

oBeion¢ 010 TO TEAEIOV.

Enetdl ouvvappooBrivai ool TAC &v TOUTOIC d1OQOPOULE TOIC
AOYOIC OaITiog TNG KIVACEWC TNC OMEPAVAPXOU HOVADLOC EKEAEUL-
o0¢, KOoi Tov voOV KAUVOVTO mavool TNC em’alTaic amopiag, £yw
déomota BeoTiunte, piav 0pw, Kaitol TAV YPuxnec oYtv denpn-
MEVOC d1d TO mAxo¢ TNC dtavoiag, Kai trfpv auvtniv attiov d1au-
@Oolv vooupéEvnv, nNv olTo¢ ca@n Te Koi tpavhv kai pndév €-
xovoav yplowdec KabBiotnowv 0 d10GO0KAAOC, €V HPEV Tw TEPI
Y100 AOYy®w @AocKwv Hputv 3¢ povapyia 16 TIHWHPEVOV, Povap-
xia 3¢, oUOX'Av ev meplypapel npdéowmnov (€0TL yap Koi To &V
oTacladov mPOC €aLTOG TMOAAG KabBiotacBatl), AAANV QLOEWC
OMOTIMIO OULUVIOTNGL, KOl YVOUNG CUUTIVOLO, KOl TOUTOTNC Kl-
VAIOEWC, KOl TPOC TO €V. < TwV €C OUTOU OLUVVELOIC>

[decs: folium unum in Ge]

.. Jmau@oiv TavTnVv €ival @nui TNC KIVAOEWS, TAV AvOpw-
mivny mepi 100 MWC 1 POVAC TPIAG €0TI yvwaoly, aduvatoloav

1/7 AmbXhom. 1,1-7 15/19 Greg. Naz., Or. 29, 2.6-11 (p. 178)

Cs

431 433

2 ei¢ 6vaoa] mi. Ga. suppleviex Amb.TJwm. ct Greg. Naz, 15 Tiovu] viw Ga,

con. Canart 17 otaocialwv Ga' Eovtw Ga*'estr 18 cuviotnouv
GaJ“r TOLTOTNC] TXVTO coeperat saibere G; 19 Twv - obvvevolc] supplevie
Greg. Naz.
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1,1-46 41

OUVNUMUEVWCG [deiv TOV TE TOU €ival Aoyov, Kai Tov TOU TWC
LEECTAVOL TAC BEOTNTAC TPOTOV KATA TNV AUA CUVEKQOOVOLVY.
.Movdac¢ obv Kiveital d1d 1o MAOLOIOV, Tva dr TEVNC €N BE0-
TNC, 0LOATKWC OULOTEAAOMEVN TH TOU €VOC TPOCWTOUL TEPL-
ypo@n, vmepBaivetar 6¢€ Judg, tva PR owpa TO Belov UTMO-
AneOn, e&v OyKw Kai €idel Koi Emigaveia kai oxnuatt BOe-
wpPOoLHEVOVY, opiletal O TPLAC O1G TO TEAEIOV, Tva un otd-
OlA0TIKOV €N TO Belov, EAANVIKWC &V TMARBEL puBOAOYOUUEVOV.

Ekeivo yadp @UOOEl povwTOTOV TEAEIOV, TO GOUVOETOV KOi GOKE-

daoToV, Kai gevyov €@iong 10 T¢ KAB’OTMTOOTACIV YOVADIKOV, Kdi
T0 K00’0ANV duiKOV, Kai 10 Kat’oloiav mMANOULVTIKOV dmep Kai
O1d TOL MEPQPOEVTOC TOPOU CULVOTMTIKWG EMERVAg Eimov* « Tavu-
TOV yap €otiv OmepPaOnval dudada, Kai i otRval PEXpL duvadoc,
KOi TAALV oplo&nval Tplada, Koi gEXPL TpLadag oTnval Tr¢ HYo-
vadog TRV Kivnotv, €inep povapyiov mpealevopev, oK AQIAGTI-
MOV, WC EVi MPOOCWTW TEPIYEYPOAUMPEVNV, 1 TAAIV ATAKTOV, WC
EIC ATEIPOV XEOMEVNV, AAA'TV opoTIHOC @QLOELl Tplag, Matnp
Kai Yi10¢ kai Mvedpa cuviotnotv ayiov ». Kai maAiv « Einep
MOVAC, GAA’O0 OudaCg, Koi Tpldg, GAAoL mAN6oc 1 Be0TNC, WC
Avapxog, AOWUOTOC T€ KOi GoTO0iO0TOC ».

OUVdév oUv oikovopnoog amékpuPa Twv AmopnBEVIwv TATEP
AYIOOPEVE, AOYW TIVI HUOTIKOTEPW KPEITTOOIV AKOOIC TOMIED-
oduevoc (TIC yap ool Twv Beiwv i XWPNTIKWTEPOG 1 €EAYYEA-
TIKWTEPOC;), OAAQ TAVTA KATA TAV EUnVv €&cimov dLvapiv, Kav 0
map’éuoi Adyog o010 meviav w¢ €0l TO mPoToBEV 00K EMAATUVEV.

24 supra, l. 4-5 24/25 (iva - 0ed61ng) <£ Greg. Naz.. Or. 23, 8, 12 (p.

298} 25 (iovdaikwc) cf. ibicL 8,14 (p. 298} 25/26 (ocvote/Aopévn - 1LL1-
ypaor) cf. cund.. Or. 29. 2. 7-8 (p. 178); cf. et Amh.Thom. i, 13-14 26 supra. 1
5 28 supra, 1.6-7 28/29 (¢va - puBoAoyovpuevov) cf Greg. Naz.. Or. 29,2, 2-

4 (p. 178; 33/39 Amb.Thom. 1.10-16 39/41 ibid., 21-23 46 (014 meviav)
cf. infra, Il, 17
Ga
31 ¢piong sic Ca (vide supra, p. Ixxxiii, Nn. 55) 36 mpeoPedwuey

Ga 43/44 Taplevoapevog] Ta M yevoduevog GaaeaT
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ToU a0ToD €K TOL aUTOL AOYOU, €IC TO Ald PECOUL VOO(
OMIAN0AC OApPKi, Kai YEVOUEVOC AvBpWTOC, 0 KATW B€0C.
ETTEION OULVOVEKPOON Bew, Kai YEYOVEV €I, TOU KPEITTO-
VoG €KVIKNOOVTOC.

| OO 0€ TOUTO TATEP NYIOOUEVE TTOPEIPAPOV AVECETACTOV, AA-
A0 KOl TOUTOUL KOTA TNV €vo0oav pol dUuvVOMILY, Kol To Tr¢ dla-
Voiag¢ XwpnTIKOV, EMOINOCAUNY €V TW TMEUPBEVTL Xaptn tnv oOeE-
ovoov Bacovov, €imv* « AuTo¢ o0V Kupiw¢ dixa TpomAC mMPOC
TO KaBfua¢ euoel mabntov Kevwbei¢ 0 Aoyog, Kol OO TNV QU -
OIKNV aANBw¢ 014 capKWOEWC YEVOUEVOC atabnatv, B€0C opatogc,
KOl KATW 0e0¢ mpoonyopevdn, 010 oapkKOC @LOEL MTABNTAC TNV
OTTEPATIEIPOV EP@AVI) TOINCAPEVOC dUvapLY, €TEId] OCUVOVEKPA-
0T Bew mMPoOdNAWC 1 oapé, Kai YEYOVEV €1C, TOU KPEITTOVOC €K-
VIKIIOOVTOC, UTOOTATIKA TOUTOTNTI KLPIiw¢ avtrjv To0 mMpPooAd-
Bovtoc¢ AOyou BewoavTtoC ».

Mw¢ ovv AV EPoi duvatov £TEPWC, OOLAE Beol, AOyw TE Kai
dlavoia MTWXEVOVTI, TOV TEPI TOUTOUL TPAVOTEPOV ToOIcacOal
AOyov; Etmov ydp 011 copé ouvavekpadn Bew. Kai yéyovev eI,
TOU KpEiTTovoC EKVIKNoOavToC. Kai Tivt Adyw maAwv, nw¢ € Kai
MOoOV N EKVIKNOI¢ yEyovev OdEIKVUGC ETMNYOYyovV, « LTTOOTOTIKN
TAUTOTNTI » QAMPEVOC « KUPIwC avTAV ToL MpooAaBoviog Aoyou
fewoavtog », Tva mMapoaoTAow 0OP®WC 0TI Tw AOYW THAC UTTOOTA-
TIKAC TAUTOTNTOC TMEMOINKEV copKwOei¢c TAV €kviknaotv 0 Aoyoc*
MWC¢ TE Kai mTOooV, 0TI« KUPiwg» Kai 6oov Bewaal TO TPOTANPOEY

1/4 Amfc.Thom. I, 7-10 8/15 ibid., 27-34 17 (31{voil TTTWXEVOVTI)
cf. Mr. 5.3; Lc.6. 20 (app.); cf. et supra, Ep.scc. 1,6 18/19 supra, 1.12-14 20/
22 supra, L 14-15 24 (kupiwc) supra. 1.14

Ga

18 cap&] an preerniltendum < r) >



25 KaoB’umootaciv. Ei yap omopd yEyove TnC OIKEIOC oapKOC, dixa
TPOTING KEVWOEIC appaoTtwg 0 AOyo¢, aUuTov OnNAovOoTI TTPOOAN-
@Ocioa Kupiwg N capé €oxev LMOOTOCIV, TW KATAUTAV AOYW
(pnui Trv 0MOOTACIV) TMPOC AUTOV PN dla@Epovoa. Ei 0€ Kata
TNV 0nocTactv mMpo¢ Tov Aoyov ...

[dees: folium umim in Gsj

30 ... TWV avBpwTivwy Teipav giAn@éval TIoTedWV TOV KUPIOV KO-
0’6poloTNTa TAV AUETEPAV XWPIi¢ povNC aupaptiac.

Kat’aAAov yap Adyov, o00I1wdwC xapaktnpilovta Trv mPoo-
An@Oegicav @LOLV, TV €EKViknowv yeyevnobal, AEyelv o0K O-
OQ@OAEC, vO PN} TAV €V TOIOTNTIL QUOIKA d1a@OPAV THC VOEPWC

35 EPUXWHMEVNC COPKOC AYVONOWHEV META TAV EVWOLY, EKVIKNOET-
gav UTIO TOU KOEITTOVOC. Kai PNndEv TNC OLKEIOC TEKUNPIOV TOpPE-
XOHEVNV LTApPEew(. | "Omep Zeurjpo¢ oinbeic 6 tov duoaeBoug
ATIOAIVOPIOL paBNThC dLOOEPRECTEPOC, Miav @UOIV TOV XPIOTOV
€00YyUATIOEY OoLVOETOV, KOi piov a0ToD TRV evépyelav, Matpog

40 TE KOi PNTPOC €V TOUTOIC AUTOV QAVEPWCE GAAOTPIWOAC KOTA TE
TNV @LOIV Kai TAvV evépyeltav. Ei yap oluvBetoC @LOIC KOTA
>eunpov £0Tiv 0 XpIoTodg, Kai @UOEL TTAVTWC oLVBETOC €0Tiv O
Xp1otog. Ei ¢ @Ooel ovvBetoC O XpIlotog, apa kai euoel Xpl-
0TOC €0TiV 0 Xplotog. Ei &€ @Uoel Kata Zevnpov XPIoTog £0TIV

45 0 XPIOTo¢, ouTe Tw Moatpi olTe TR pNTPi €0Tiv dpoovaloC, ET-
MEP PN @LOEL XpIoTog O Matnp, N eLoel XPIoToC N PATNP, Kai
QLOIC €0Tal MPETOiXMIOG 6 XPIOTOC, KATAAANAOV €xouoa TV
EVEPYELOV, 0VOIWOWC aLTAV xoapaktnpiovoav, dMEP APNXOVOV.

435/43

25 (a-opi - crapxoc) Amb.Thom. Il, 7-8 26/27 (xotov - u”~oaTaaiv) cf.

ibid., 8-9; cf. infra, 1.77-78 31 Hebr. 4,15; cf. e: Amb.Thom. Il, 34 37/39 cf.
Scv: Ant., Ad lo.. p. 310, 3-4; Apol. LaocL, Horn, assumpt., fragm. 111, p. 233. 27-29;
id.,, C Diod., fragm. 119. p. 236. 22-27; Polem. Apol.,, GTimoth., fragm. 174, p. 274,
18-19; Eunom. Bcr., Ad Zos., fragm. 178. p. 276.23-25; lul. Apol., Ad Polem.?fragm.
180, p. 277,10 47 (cudt; - cf. Amb.Thom.V. 234

Gj

26 Katvwonc (sic) Ga 35 éuPpuyxopévne Go, epPpuxwpévne Canart
ouvOETnV Ginxrt

39
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44 EPIOTUTA $EOUNIMA AO THOMAM

Méanv yap TIvd to0twv @OOIV, Bgol dnAadr Kal moInpatoc, n-
TOL PUNOETEPOL PEeETEXOLOOV, N €E AaueoTv ovvBetov, o0 & Av ol
TOU” TQUYEAGCOUG TAGTTOVTIEE EVVONROAIEVY.

A10TOOTO PATE TNV EVWOIV AYVONOWWMEY, Tva ur AAPn Xwpav
1l Neotopiov dtaipeaic, &Evne €idWAOAOTPEIOC MUV YIVOPEVN dON-
MIOLPYOC, MNTE TV dla@OoPAv ABETNOWMEY, Tva W} oxoin ma-
PEiadLOIV ] TTPOTIETHC ATIOAIVAPIOL CLVAIPEDIC, TPOOPATOL PU-
OEWC AUV EMEICAYOLOO YEVEDLY, GAAO TNV PEV, €VC0EPBWC €V TN
TOLTOTNTI TN TWV 0LOIWOWC OIAPEPOVIWY YVWPICWHEY MIOC
OTOOTACEWE, TAV OE. &V TR ETEPOTNTI THC TWV KABOTOCTACIV
NVWUEVWY OUOAOYNOWMEV @QUOLKNG (010TNTOC, MNdOEv Batépou
QUOIKOV UTIOTEPVOVTEC I TOPAKAETTOVIEC 1 TAPAPOEIPOVTEC,
VO ] Tov TOu €ival Te Kai MEQULKEVAL AOYyoV KOTA Tl AWw-
Bwoavteg, TO mav EAAeiPwpev (ATeAolC yap @UOEWC AOYOG
00d€IC), Kai KOTAKPIBWUEV OTEAOLC owTnpiag poipav Aaxetv, n
TAC OANC TeAsiwg EKTETETV, OI'OTTOOTOANV 1 Ayvolav TOBOVTEC 1)
dpAcavVTEC KOB’€auTwY TALTNG TRV AAAOTPiwalv.

O vyap @uoel Be0g, yevopevog @LOEL KAT AGANBelav avepwroc,
OAWC €0Ti 0e0¢ aAnBw¢, Kai O0Aw¢ €0Tiv avBpwmo¢ oaAndwc,
MTAVTO O1'00WV KATOAAUPBAVETAL @QUOIKWCG, TOUTWV EKATEPOV
EXWV OVEAMTIWC, TANV TrC AUOPTIag, rv voug mapa @uoltv
EQEVPEV KIVOUUEVOC, €TIEl  OLOETEPOV TOUTWV €0TIV aAndwc,
gimep EANMITIOC KOB’EKATEPOV €XWV TIOTEVETAL. Ei 08 Auw Ku-
PiwC €0Tiv, wWC TAvTa dI’60wWv BewpPEITAl QUOIKWE, TOUVTWY EKA-
TEPOV EXWV AVEAATIOC, WC AMESOON yeyevAoBAl VONOCWPEV TNV
EKVIKNOIY, TIOTEVOVTEC OTI KATAANBEIOV O TOL TOVTOC TOINTNAC,
ATPENTOL peEwvaong aotod TAC 0e€0TNTOC, €V UNTPO TOPOEVIKI)
OUVAANPBEIC W NBEANCEY, olkeiav TV TpooAn@Oeioav Emolnoa-

49/51 Nad., Oy. 31,6,14-17 {p. 286); <t ot Ant'o.THoINn.V, 223-224 e: 241-
242 69/70 (TARV - kivoouevoc) ol. Ayy.o.THomt. M, 34-35; oi. a Hol>y. 4,15

0.2

54/55 mapeiocdvonv] map eiocdnc’.v Ba. map'eicduvoiv (Zanan 61/62
A0 Qwoaoavteg| N (Za {&. aakv; EA0Pnoev, nipta, Anw.roin. V, 216-217?) 71 mi-
oteunTaL

437 139
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I, 49-91 45

To QLOLV, OMOOTOOIC Aa0TAC APPAOTWC €& aUTAC YEVOUEVOC TNC
OUAANPEWG: KaBMv (enut 3¢ TNV QUOIV) €K PNTPOC yevvnbBEeig
aUTOC O MPO MAVTOC aiwvoC €K MaTpog yeyevvnuévog, avBpwmog
AV OVEAAITIOC EXWV KATA TRV QLOIV. woTeEP Kai Beo¢. E1 de @U-
o€l KOO’EKATEPOV TOUTWV O OaULTOC €I1XEV OVEAAMTWC (KOT'A-
QW YyAap TEAEL0C), dNAOV OTI PETA TWV QUOEWV WV OULTOC UTO-
OTOOIC NV, KOi TAC AUTWV OULCIWOEIC EIXEV KIVIOEIC WV O0TOC
EVWOIC NV, ©O¢ aUTol @QUOIKAC, TPOTW Tw KOB’evwaolv acuy-
XOTwC GAANAQIC CLP@ULEICAG, WV XwWpPi¢ ov 0€ Ti, TIC TE Kai
MTW¢ WV EYVWPICETO, KAV ATOAIVAPIOC KOl Zeunpog E€EEAEITIOV.
EANEIPEIC TTOIOVPEVOL TWV QULOIKWV THEC VOEPWC EPYULXWHEVNG
aUTO0 OOPKOC IBIWPATWY, Tva poévnv TAV €V OXNUOATI COPKOC
PIARY O1OPOPPWOIV, 1N KANOLIV €imeiv 0IKEIOTEPOV, HOAVIXATK®(C
Tw Bew meplBeEvVTEC, TNC OARBelog aLTOV dEiwalv EoTeEpnUEVOV
TOU MPAaypaTocC.

77/78 c£ supra, L26-27 79 cf. Symb. Const. (381) p. 244,3-4 82/84 cf.
Amb.Thom. IV 75-77 etV, 128-130 85/86 cf. ibid. V. 135-138 88/90 cf. Amb.
Thom.V.43-45: cf. et Sophr. Hieros.. Ep. synod, p.450.9-10

Ca

84 @uoIKAc] @uaoikwv eoni. Giruri 85 gup@ueicacg) cup@ueiowv (sic)eoni.
Cinari 87 EpYuxopévng Ga, epPuxwpévng Canari
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EK TNC €1¢ TAV TIPOC IAiov €MIOTOAAV TOL Ayilov Alo-
vuoiou €ENYNOEWCE, €1 TO « KAl TG AOITTA Tavid, OIC.
QUTOUPYIKWE YPuXNC diKNV @QUOIKWE TO CULUEPULEC CWHA
Kivouong, TRV mpooAnebeicav @LOIV KIVWV, ¢ aUtou
Kai yevopévnv aAnbwc kai Aeyopévny, N Kupiwg eimeiv,
a0TOC dixa TPOTINC TOUB'OTEP £0TIV TIPAYUOATIKWG N @U-
OIC YEVOUEVOC, A@AVTACIACTWG TRV UTEP NUWV OIKOVO-
Hiav TIETTANPWKEV ».

Ayapai oe TAC co@iac, OVIWC Nyamnueve, Kai obmote moav-
oopOl TO OTEPPOV TOUTNC KATATANTIOMEVOC. EpwTwv yap Ol-
dAOKEL(, Kai pabntiov co@ilelg, Kai XBapoAoOPEVOC OVAYEILC,
Kai 010 TV evovTiov Ta evovTia katopboi¢, TAV oWTAPIOV
TOU KUupiov Kai @IAGVvOBpwTOV €v MACIV TE KAl TPOC MAVTOC EK-
MIMOVUEVOC KEVWO IV Tap’ol T6 mvebpa Aafwv TAC mpadtnToc,
antaiotov O1000KaAiav, Kai Tabtnv mMeEMoinka¢ TV £€pWTNOCLY,
eimMWV* « MOTePOV MOCAV ATMAWC ETMI XPIOTOL THAV Kivnotv, piov
gival kai Beiav @apév, N kavtadba TAC peoiTeEvOLONG TW BEW
NAOYyw Kai ™) oapki PuxA¢ A Kivnolg @UAGTTIETOL, €@ MV Kai TA
maoen tr¢ ocopkKOC KOTA TOv TOL Beomeciov Mpnyopiov QUOIKWG
aVAYETAL O0pov; », Kai d1*oAiywv cuAAABwVY TAVTAC Puioag TAC
gvoefeiag TAV €idnotv, Kai 0€iéo¢ w¢ 0oLOEV TAC OVIWC AAN-
felag avalwtdtepov, @evyovong MEV TAV €V AOGYOIC TwV QILAO-

2/8 Amb.Thom.Y 93-98 12/14 (tnv - kKévwav) oi. P$. EHon. Ay., Ep. 4, p.
160,7-8 1410 ». 4, 21; 0*%1.6,1 17/18 NACZ., Oy. 38.13, 29-30 (p. 134);
(A, Oy. 45, PO 36. 636A1-3 21/24 (aAnqBelag ... émidntovong ... aptou¢ adv-
Mouc) oi. looy. 5,8

o* V

3 avutoupylkog V QULOIKOC V OUVOULECQ V 5n] omn.V 6 mpay-
MOTIKOC V n] otn.Y 12 evavTtia] évava (w) V 13 kat'] om. Oillk 14
0] TW V nveopa] mpt (e~{<x) V,mvevpatisenpi. Quih\ 17 Beoi] 6¢lw wni.
Olla 22/23 @iIAovikwv Qa
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VEIKWV oxAaywyiav, €mi{ntovon¢ 0& KaBATMEP TIvoC¢ APTOUC
d{upoug TOUC O1G mMTwXeiov TMvVeEOPOTOC GAUNG €EAevBepwoal
mabwv, Kai TEIPACUWY WOTEP KUPATWV ATOAAAGEONL BIWTIKWV
AALEVTIKOC OuvapEVOULE, Kai undév @oaploaikov UTOUEVOVTOC
KOOI QUOWMEVOULC, Tw TUPI MPOCOMIAODVTAC TNC YVWOEWC, Kai
d10TOUTO TICTEVOPEVOULC TO €VOYYEAIOV peB’wv €midntnbeic n-
Vioodéve d1a TRV Opoiav d1dBeatv, evpebeic 1€ Kai miotevBEiC
TO0 AOyou Tnv Olokoviav, oUK a&iav €EmiBetov avBpwmivn
Pew TpPpooyevouevnNY EMi TOOTO AAXwWV, OGAAG OeOKPITOV Kai
TN KoBapoel Tou Biov KAOTAAANAOV XApIv AaBwVv, AMOCTOAIK®C
TOV TEPD TNC COPKWOEWC TOU KULPiou AOyov €KAIOAOKELC, dlA
HEoNC PuXNC VoeEpag avuTOV evwonvai te TR capki Kai Kivoal
TAa0TNV MPOC Ta £AVTNAC OIATEIVOUEVOC, Kai Tou¢ Fpnyopiou TOL
mavu Adyoug, dpov elboefeiag TIBEPevog, Tva POABWHEY wWC N
nmpooAn@Oeica @LOIC €&v TN TnNPNoEl dlaowleTal TAC CUCTOTI-
KN¢ adtn¢ oLOoIWdOoULC KIVIOEWC, NC XWPi¢ aAnbnic¢ eival mav-
Tanactv 0 TN¢ OlKovopdiag oL duvatal AOYyog, OUK EXWV €V
XPpIotw TAC KAaB’RuA¢ 1RV mictTwoilv @Loew¢ 010 TAC 0VLOIW-
dou¢ alTNC Pefatovpévny KIVACEWC, AC ApvnolIC €0Tiv, N TNC
ovoiag g €otiv, dvaipeolic.

Kai dnAol 10010 00@®WC O TWV POIVOPMEVWY XOPOC, Zidwvog
Aéyw Kai BaAevtivou kai Mavevtog, Apeiov 1€ Kai AmoAlva-
piov, Kai Evtuxo0¢ kai Alookopou Kai TigoBéov Kai Zeunpou
T00 KOKW®WC TNV XpPIoTIOVAV | €T’0AEBPW TOAAWV XPWOBEVTOC
mpoonyopioav, TR dAvaipécel Tr¢ mpooAn@beion¢ QLOEWC TAV
TAC KIVAOEWC OUTAC CLVETAYOUEVOC Apvnaltv, Koi o1d to0To PO-

24 (mtwxeiav mvevpatoc) cf. M1 5,3; Lc 6,20 (app.) 26 (dAevTikwC) 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 36,636 AI-3; cf. et supra, 1.17-18

0.3 V

411 441:

27 npocoptAobvTac] mpog dpiAolvtag wda. 28 d10TOLTW (&) Qa't:'T.

514 tou V Ot 28/29 nytaopévn (iig) emona INIo 37 ] oV 41 Be-
Batovpévng (3a 44 Balevtiov Qo apiov VvV 45 kat Join.var 47/
48 TV - avtn¢] avtouv V
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48 EPISTL'LA SECUNDA AD THOMAM

VNV dI1AKEVOV OOOKOC €IKOVO QOOPOTWOEVTA PAAAOV 1l TAV oap-
KOC VoEPWC EPULXWHEVNC aANBwC dixa Tpomng ololwBEVTA QU -
oV Aéywv Tov KUplov, Tva piav tv 1€ @LOIV TOU Xpiotou Kai
TAV evépyelav Kai tavtnv Beiknv doypatiooag, ogi¢n TRV Beiav
ovoiav, 1 d0okAcEl Tailovoav, AMATNAWC TPOCTOIOVHPEVNV TA
Kab’qudc, N tTpancicav kai mapd @01y T0i¢ NUWV OMominNTOUL-
oav. ToUuTwv €0Tiv aAnbw¢ i pia Xplrotod @UOIC KOi Kivnolg,
TOUTWV £€0Tiv 11 d0KAOEl Maiovoa Bed0TNC TA COPKIKA, Kai mopd
@LOIV TOIC COPKOC UTMOTIMTOVO N, TOUTWV £0TIV Il KOTA piav ToO
Xploto0 Kai v a0TAV EVEPYELAY TOV EvavTinv E£midel&ig, €&el
HEV QUVAMEWC QUOIKWC TTPOPBAAAOYEVOU TA BolpOTH, OTEPNOEL
¢ mapa @ULoIv ToUTN¢ UmomintovtoC TOiC mMadnuaciv, T00TWV
€0Ti TO TOV a0TOV XpioTtov KOTA piov Kai TAV avTAV @LOIV Kai
duvautv, amabn T€ Kai madntdv diopileabal, Kai undév nyeiocbal
MIOTEWC OLUYKEXUMEVNC EMIdOEOTEPOV: WV TO ameppigbBar Xpi-
oToU

[Expilae O1]
[Kai peT oAiya]

RApxQv €ival Twv 100 BE0L AOYWV TNV aAnBelav Tou pE-
YOAOU Aavid aknkOoapev AEyovTtoC, KOi MAVTIWY a0TAV VIKNTI-
KNV w¢ povnv ioxupdv mapd 1oL ‘Ecdpa c0@wWC PHEUOBNKAMEV.
Oloiwolc yap TWV OVIWV £€0Ti, Kai tTWv Em’alToic OeloTépwv
ToU €ival Aoywv appayn¢ Bdaoig kabBeotnkev, mavidc Kai Adyou
KOi TpAYyHOTOC TOTC XWPOUOIV WC £0TIV AMAAV®E TOIOVHPEVN TAV
dNAWCIV.

Ei 0¢ tv aAnbelav w¢ €uoi duvatdv OméEypaPev o6 Adyog,
000EV aAnbetag dvaykailotepov. Mav olv €1 TI KLPIWC AGAN-

57/58 ef. lul. Apoi., Ad Polcm., fragm. 130, p. 277,11-12 63/64 (T0 ATTEP-
oT@Bai Xpiotouv) ci. Gre-I. Naz.. Or. 16. PG 35.945C15 65 Ps. 118,160 66/67
1 Esdr. 3,12 et 4,35

104 t/ujquiadeniAg1ci (1-58} rtikUs L 65

50 voepag V EMPLXWHPEVNC Gs Canari, EpPuxwpevny V 68 O0-
oiwotc] oo’ V-



111,49-97 49

fec, mdvtw¢ Kai dvaykaiov. OOKoUV €imep Tov Xpiotov ovadia te

75 Koi @Uoel Kupiw¢ aAnBivov Bedv, kKai tTov autov oudia TE Kai
@UOEl KUpiwg GANBIVOV dvBpwmov €ival mMIoTeVOPEY, OUOE'; TOU
TOV aUTOV AU W VOEIV Te KAl AEYEIV AVOYKAIOTEPOV, Kai d1d TOU
dnAolvto¢ TO moodv aplBpol, POvNng TAC oLOIWAOUC JLOPOPAC
TV €& wv, &V 0i¢ Te Kai amép €oTiv aci peEv moletoBal trv | 443/115

80 mictwaolv, paAlota 0€ AOyou Kai Kaipol 1OV 0pBOV mapaypd-
@ovTtag Aoyov, nvika xpn Tn aAnbeia cuvviotacBar kai thv mepi
authv edgeavh molelobatl d1dbeaty, Tva P PoOvov dIKAIWwOwUEY
evoeBwg xapdia MIOTELOVTEC, AAANN KAl CWOWUEV CTOPATI TTAV-
Taxol Mmooty 600w¢ OUOAOYOUVTEC.

[E1¢ 10 TéAO(]

85 ... ’AAN’E0 yE, TIYia pol KEQOAAT, Vv PAAAOV | TPOTEOOV YE-
VOoU MOl QIAOVOPWTOTATOC TWV YEYPAUMEVWY KPITAC, Kai TO-
00oUTOV 000V €UOULTOU KOB'O@ECIV OPETAC EYEVOUNV KOTWTEPOC,
Koi ™ ¢@Bopd Twv mabwv TV voepav Tn¢ YuxXng Katémelpa d0-
VOULV, TVvo TOV OYKOV TAC E€UNC EOTMEPIOTATOL KOKIaC TwW MeEYEDEL

90 TNC¢ onC Apetng meplypaPag, MOPAKAAEONC ME, YEYONUEVOV WG
AoxOv €V MAXVN, TW TE KPUPW TEPPULYMEVOV TAC apapTiag, Kai
TN UVAMN OUVECTAOAPEVOV TV AIWVIwV KOAACEWV, Kai moinong
VEOV TN AMEKOVLOEL TrC¢ MOAAIOTNTOC, Kai povou ToU KATd Xpi-
OTOV HUOTIKOTEPOU AOYOU XwPNTIKOV, O KPL@Iiw¢ 1 To0 TTVEL-

95 potog ool AVwTal (€o1g, avakivolod Te Kai oiov ditabeppaivou-
oo TAV YuxnAv mpdéc¢ govnv TRV aydamnnv 1o0 KTicavtoc* w 1 06&a
Kai T6 KpATOoC €1C TOUC AlOVOC, APAV.

79 <£ AaIK'ITHont.v, 237-138 « 294-295 83/84 1™otn. 10,10 89 (oykov -

Kakiog) <E HAvy. 12,1 90/91 P$.118,83 92/93 (noinon¢ - maAaidéTntoC) OF
Oof.3.9-10; Epn.4.22-24 94/95 Ov.17,PB 35" 965B1
V

88 katenelpa]$a O il BN katéntTpaP'
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APPENDIX |

The marginalia

As none of :he 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.Ttiom., adin.: mepi TwWv Amopwv TOL ayiov ypnyoptlouv Q

Amb.Thom., ptoi.

13/14 {adtov - ayabotntog): T1¢ 6 TIAovToC ¢ ayabotntac A (Greg. Nad., Or.
38, 13, 34-35[p. 134]; id., Or. 4 5 PG 36, 636A7-8)

37 (advikav - KOOPOV): 0pa TO eyw veviknka tov kKoagpov A (cf. lo. 16, 33)

Amb.Thom. |
8: Ei] €€nynon pa&ipov pmem. Aik

Amb.Thom. Il

1: Tou] épwtnotg praem. Kaittad. itidir.)

6:0] dnokpioig praem. Ka(trad. indir.)

11/17 {ad 00 - mMpocoévetpev): . 1o TavTa, tePool¥ @pvyaixooeic A leoeig A (cf.
Greg. 1Xadl., Or. 43, 32, 11-12 [p. 196] et ibid., 61, 6-7[p. 272])

Amb.Thom. Il

3 (<ai ao0vOeTOC): 0TI OIMAODV TRV QUOIV TOV XP IOTOV OPOAOYOUVTEC. OUVOETOV
TAV @UGIV AEyegev ou TIBEUeBa* Omootaolg ydap €0T: olvBetoC Mia, Ot-
MA0OOC TNV @ULOIV, GAAO cLvBETOC QUOE* Kai TO &Evov Bavpale Tou HUL-
gtnpiov y

12; 14 (<*ifv - @Loew): ov yap LVTO XpoOvov w¢ o0 Kol OOV, 6 dnuilovpydC Kai
XPOVOU KOl QUOEWC KOOI KIVAOEWC TAONG Kal 0TA0Ew(C .4

32,'34 (<wkai - Bewoavtog): dkove VeETAe Kal giya. Kol P co3el .4

35,38 (ad E1¢ - dNAWTIKOV): aAAaxol adid@opov eival AEyel TO &V Kai TO €ic-
MPoeABWV yap PETA TNC T{poa/.NPewC £1- ®NOIV, AAAOUXEIC. TO €K ME-
pwv 0Aov o0Tw KaAwv .4 -¢* Greg. -\az., Or. 38, 13, 25-26 [p. 132-134]; id.,
Or. 45, PG 36, 633D5)

37 (ad 10 - UTTOOTACEWC): TO «€V *dNAadn Va Ge

38 [adTd - pUOEWC):TO «e1¢ @ (b Gt

Amb.Thom. IV

28/30 (adto - maBNTOV): Opa Ti £€0TI TO TNC PLOEWC TadNTOV .4

35 modnTov): 0TI madnTov, TG Aad1a3AnTa AEyel maon

39/43 (Aid1'0 - €miTtaov): oxO0Alov TO mMABoC aoBeEvela €0TI QUOIKN n o€
EMTABEId YV UNG acBévela Gii

Amii. 77«w. 1"

1/2 (ad Eig - "ABnvwv): mpo¢ yaiov Q

3 (gii Lwc ong): épwtnoig ft (trad, indir.)

32*35 {ad Ouv - @IAGvOBpwToC): excerpta Dionysii numeravit Y (in mg. ol
43 («p €K - o0OIWPEVOC): excerpta Dionysii numeravit Y (in mg. ')

50/51 (ad ‘EoTiv - vmepoLalog): excerpta Dionysii numeravit Y (in mg. y")
66/67 {ad A péAEL - obOLWON): excerpta Dionysii numeravit Y (in mg. S')
73 (ad Kat - avBpwmouv): excerpta Dionysii numeravit Y fin mg. z)
83/8—adtn¢ - BedTNTAQ): NVWHEVOC 6 BedC Aoyocg Ib (trad, itidir.)

90 (ad mpooPLWC - XPWHEVOG): onuUeiwaa-. Za

103 (adtdyv QUOIK®V ... AOywV): ToUC QUOIKOUC evtelBey €kKAeEn tor,}JAoyoug A



52 MARGINALIA

112 (ad avbumoocTatov): opa Ti To avBumocTtatov /3, 106 TO ALVOUTOCTATOV: OTIL
o0 TOo d@'éavtou vmMooTav (jtV). AGAAa TO KOB'sovTd duvdpevov eival on-
Maivel: o0Tw 0€ Kai TO avtokivntwv /" p. 24, /. 7091 vantéov, TO PETA TO
amnag Kivnénvat, 1 TO €K TOU PN OvtoC yevéoBal, KiveTaBal duvapevoy V

117: tou eivan Ik (trad, indir.); 117/118: Ttou mw¢ €ivat A (trad. indir.)

120/121 (ad TV - €vepYEI®V): dlOPOPA EVEPYEIWV b (trad, indir.)

125;126 {ad To - d0vapv): TO KaBoAov pndé piav €xov duvapiv lhftrad. indir.)

129/130 (<niTag - €vepyeiag): puolkai evépyetat A (trad, indir.)

162 (ai TWV evOVTiwV): Twv BovpPdTwyY Koi Twv madnudatwv Aio

168 (aiTi av TIg): Keip<evov> Ib (trad, indir.)

168/171 (»/Ti - €/ovTa): excerpia Dionysii nwnerai'it Y (in mg. z)

177/178 [ad Kai - nv): excerpta Dionysii numeravit Y (in mg. ')

180/183 (ad 0 0/w ¢ - eMEKEIVA): excerpta Dionysii numeravit Y (in mg. n)

184/185 (ad Kai - yeyovw(): excerpta Dionysii numeravit Yfin mg. ©')

200/203 (ad Kai - dpdoag etovte - AvBpwmoVv): excerpta Dionysiimaneravii Y finmg. i)

204/205 (ad GAN’GVOPWOEVTOC - TEMOAITEVPEVOC): excerpta Dionysii numeravit Y (in
mg. vY)

238*241 iad Mo1dotTnToC - AOY0(): €i MOOOTNTOC PNOi Kai o0 MOIGTNTOC I KOIVO-
NG TN¢ Beavdpikng Evepyeiag, mMAviw g Kai 0oty piav €avtn ouveloc@éel™
WV yao H'€oyela /tia, kKai @uolg pia, Kot 1o avamaAity Mo (¢ Greg. Xyss.t
De or. dom., Ill, p. 41, 6-7 [app.]; Ps.-Bas., Adv. Euncm. IV, 1, PG 29, 676A2;
Severian. Gabal. [?], Defide, PG 60, 769, I. 61; etc.)

240/241 (adetlmep - AOyoC): OIMAARV OYOAOYETV TOU XPIOTOU TRV €vEPYELav, €VOE-
Béotatov, olOvOeTov d¢ AoeBéoTatov* Kai yap kKai tov Xplotov SimAodv
TNV @LUOLIV TIOTEVOVTEG. abvBeTov TRV QUOIYV OV AEYOUEV* Kai R alTiao on-
ANV

247/2-"8 (i 6pw - @Uoew(): 16e Ti OpoC Kai TL Adyo¢ @LOEWC Kai oTtL A0yo¢

QeLOEWC TO €ival* 6pog 0€ 1 TOL €ival dUVOMIC EOTI KAl EVEPYELA™ WV AVEU
00dEV TWV OVTWV €0Tiv, 00 J:VQECTNKE* AOYOC 0LV UOEWC Kai OpoC TAD-
NG, mMpayuo €0Tiv €vololov Kai évumooTtatog vmapéig A,
O0TI1 o0 TaULTOV €'/umdoTatov Kai OMOOTOCIC* 1) PMEV yAdp UMOOCTOOIC TOV
TIVA OnAot* TO 0¢ évumoOoTOTOV, TNV oucdiav* Kai R pév, mpdowmov opilel
TOIC XOPOAKTNPIOTIKOUCG dlwpact* 10 0¢€ €vumoocTaTov. TO M €ival avtod
ouuPBeBnkKog dNAOT, 0 €v €Téew £Xel TO eivar A = Ltwz/. By2., C. Ncsi. ¢
Euiych'. /, PG 1277C13-D6)”’

249/251 (A/ A6 - TpIdc): 6 voug mpodnAog, G».'adnAog n epdoic KB

252/254 (A O06evi - €vwatv): o0Te yap Katd @LOIV, 00TE KATA dUVOMIV. OUTE
KOT €VEPYEIOV, YEYOVE TOULTOV @noi Tn oapki A fin textu ®bent Ohler/PG e
codice Gudianogr. 39)

260/261 (cfcf MoAiteia - die€ayopevog): o6pog moAiteioc¢ Avi X Va Ylb, 6pog mo-
Ateiag. moAiteia €oti, 3ioC KATA vOopov QLOoEwC dle€ayopevog Q

272 (ad 'Qomep - &ipou(): onueiwoatl wpaitov Zd

291,293 (adzoic - mapéedel&e): mpovoiag €0ti, P povov VAol Katd Tov £av-
TAC AO0yov TNV @ULOIV, GAAa Kai moinoot Beiav, TATC APETOIC TEAEIWC
molwBeiocav. TAV yvounv. Koatd TNV émiktntov co@iav .4 Aiay. Cor; 4.,
Q77t., 55, schol. 21, 202-205)

Ep.scc. 111

10/11 (d EpWTWV - 00@ilEIQ): wpalov V

21/22 [ado0dév - avalwTdTEPOV): onueinoa-. F
24/25 {A\/d14 - Tabwv): onueiwoat Vv

30/31 (adoUK - mpoayevouévny): wpaTov V
33/34 (add1d - oapkKi): onueinoal Vv

43(dio - XopoOC): OIPETIKWY X0pO¢ Ga



APPENDIX I

Variant readings of indirect witnesses

In this appendix the reader will find the variant readings of those indirect witnesses
o: Amb. Thom, that have not been incorporated into the apparatus criticus.
They are: Aih Be Da Da' Y. Ib Ka Mo and Ven (see p. Ivhi-Ixiii, Ixvii and

Lxxn-Lxxin for the description ofthose manuscripts).

Amb.Thom., til.: DaD:

14ttépwv] anoplwyv DaDi

Amb.Thom.. pro!.: DaDi

14 KOTEOTNOO;] Katéotnoe Di 22 macav] ttoowv Di 26 yeyevn-
uévov] yeyevnuéEvwVY Di 28 ekeivwv] €keivw Dj Di 29 tou] oT. Da
D: 31 poyylAdAog¢] poyyidaAo¢ Da Di 33 kav TIvac] kav tivag Da
Or 36 NTTNUEVW] NTTWHUEVW Da Di 41 10T¢] oT. Da 44 droAnoBeic]
An@Oei¢ Da Di HAAAov] oT. Da 48 10 voEgiv] Tov vouv Da

Amb.Thom. I: AthBe al32* * * 'x Da

1 lou - AOGyou] €K TOU €I TOV LIOV TPWTOUL AGYOUL TOU igpou ypnyopiou
Aih 4 pev] d€ Da 5/6 vmép - oOploBeiong] oT. Da 18 Bewv] 6edv
Da 25 xebni oxeOf, Da 32 Omepaneipoc] R Ardtrt:. Br 37 tou2] am.
Be 38 10ic] 1T ¢ Dei al»mnc] altoT¢ Dj

Amb.Thom.//: Dj Kihn **“*#N*“ ?kéca * Afonll (i*

1/5 €k - avBpwmigBEvTI] MW XpN VOEV To év Tw (Ayiw add. Mo) cCUPBOAW
AEYOUEVOV* COPKWBEVTO €K MVELPATOC ayiov Kai pooiag tng mapBévou KaMo
f—nN/gr. Cottf., QD 30, 1-2} 4 Twl] i DA Tw“] am. Dj 5 avBpwi-
obevtl évavBpwmicavtt D:i 8/9 autnc¢] avtdg AIr? 9 nmpooAn@belonc] €k
TWV MOPBEVIKWY alPYdTwV add. Ka Mo (= Ps. Dion. At., Div. Nom., LI 9.p. 133,8-9; cf.
etAmb.Thom. \{ 71) oopkog] mpokaBapbeiong kata tHvV BE0AOYOV PWVAV TNC
napBEvou Kol Puxnv Kai oapka tw mvedPatl add. Ka Mo (cf. Greg. NaZ., Or. 38, Li
23-24 [p. 132]; id., Ot. 45, PG 36, 633D2-3) 20 0 Aoyoc] trip. p. HEPEVNKE (L 20-
21) Da 26 €ineiv] ¢m Da 28 T00Tw] TO0TO Da 33 éPuxwpevnc] eu-
Puxwuévne Da avtoupywv] auvtoupyog Da e corr. 38 KATnNyopoLuueEVOV]
KATNYOpPOUUEVWY Da

Amb.Thom. LU : Da

10 yévwpuat] yévoual Da 19jv] oT. Da 31 guvavekpadn) ouvekpaort,
Da 40 Aeyewv] Aeye* Da 42 yWwpllopevwv] yvwpit{opgeve Da 46
xdpiti] xopitwv Da

Amb.Thom. /1': Da lenal # (*****

1 Tou oUtod mepi viov devtépou Adyou Da 5 popon] popen (sic)
Da 5/6 Kai dovAoI¢] oT. Da 6 oAov] 6Awv Da 8 nAlo¢] O praem. Da
15 nadbec'.] mabAuact Da 20 maviwc] mavieAw¢ Da w¢] o Da 23
oUxi Da 31 popen] wope? Da 37 eyé]l am. Da™ 42 eumadelav] év

madel Da 51 loog Da 53 ayiov co@oUl t€] ool Te Aylov Da 60



54 VARIANTS OF INDIRECT WITNESSES

EKOLOIWC] eKouaiwv Qa 14n 60/61 kKatd - d1daokaAov oaAnbw¢ IEu 61
éEneivnoe] éneivaoce IE* 63 capnc] ca@ec Pen 64 To0C¢] on\. la: 69/71
gV - ag@avitovoav] «n. I-7n 71 dvwAegBpov] avoiebBpov Qa 72 OE] <o
KvIl™ Petka] Oeia OA 74 EMaAAQVA] amoaAAayi) (Al 75 €MIOTOUTO]
eni touto Ivn 79/80 ywvopévVwV] YEVOUEVWY T&I 82/83 EVIKWTEPOV -
moavTeA®Ci ow. lda o0 - evwTiIKwTepov] «wm Oa 89 opatog] adpatTog
Qx 101 t0] TW 102 evwoel - KaB fquacg] «y.

|'/\QC(KB(**I"]XX**K> LA WK FH ok,

2 ‘Apeomayitou] apetomayitov OaO,a’ 3 Mwc¢] ei¢ Toptaan.p™"*
€0Tiv] «n. Oa OA' /6 7 tn¢] OBeiag kai aad. Qo 8 maol] macav Qo
Qa'lin 9 oiopevov] oi 6 pév ("ANA 10 povov] pévw OAOA'/B
17 x01tn¢] 0 Qx 18 mpooovon¢g] mpemov<tnC Q0 22 youv] oulv 27
dratevopevog] dratevapevog Qo 28 avOpwmov] imv. p. avtov OAiAl 33/
34 ot - Beoc¢] o”. Qa' 34 GAN" AGAAa /N 36 yap] ox»;. Oa’ nobw] aya-
gotnTL Kai Qa* Tw] TOo Qa O*?7’ /7 41 yap] oyB. O Qa'Ne 42143
AVOPWTIKWCE - KUNoeEwC] inp. p. oLOlWPEVOC Ba’ 43 €K - ovcoiac] ont. Qo Qa
11 48 voepwc] voepag Qa EPuxwpévne] epPuLXwWPEVNG QaQa’l 53
noooc} ikt Qa>y“t* 57 ek@avoIv] ek@aolv /b 62 Beiag LvMepovLOIOTN-
toC¢] Kn. Qa 63 AOoyw] Adyov ba’ 66 APEAel] apéAn Qa 67 LUTIEP OL-
ogiav] 6 vmepolaolog At 68 €ide:] vndul Qa Qx’IM; 72 J1OTAQATTOMEVOV]
dtaQuAattolxevov QaQy'l}> 73 Kai - avepwmov}on. QoQa*Nepion', kai dTAOT
mapBévog Omepeuw¢ Kuouvoa ({/* /. 69-70} kai Gdwp GOTATOV, ULAIKQV KOi
YENPWV TOdWV AVEXOV 2-AP0¢ KOi P UTEIKOV, AAN'OTEPQUET duvApel, TPOE TO

adlaxutov cuvictauevov (M 74-7T7N N»T pr*17 73/74 tnv - Baceat] r*ru.
76/ 76 un] ok 79 émemdpevto] €memopeveTo Ba’ 80 ¢avutou]
avtou £y o1 tNn¢] xvTou »w. l€y 86 kai] oyk. OA* 87 tv] ovi. Qo Qx’
1) Nen 87/88 avutdv - @uolkwc] <. I 89 eimep] wc («om |'en- ' 93
navta] o»n IH 96 tpomng] Tpomnc (&) Qx 97 deavtaoc-aotwg] deav-
TAaoTw¢ Qa Qx' A 99 mpooAn@Beionc¢] mpoAnebeiong Oa' 102 en'] €v
Qa’ 103 puoikwv] Qa it 108 avaipeoiv] aivyipeoiv Qa 109 ouk] on.
Qo Qa’'lo *120 TovTw] adtw QX Qa’K ' 124 kai Tic] op. QaAion Touv]
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INDEX NOMINUM
ET VOCUM EX EIS FORMATARUM*

Addpu A. IV 5S

ABnvat AV, 2

AmoAwvapiloc A,V 46/47; B, Il, 38, 55.
86; 111?744/45

"AToAvaplotng A, 1. 28

Apelavog A, I, 25. 27

"Apelog B, 111,44

"Apeomayitng AV, 2

BaAevtivoc B, 111, 44

Mdiog A, V, 1,11; B, 1II, 1; margin, ad A.
V, 1/2

Mpnyoplog A, prol, 2, 19, 51; I, 1; B, |,
1; 111, :9,35; margin ad A, M.

Aavuid B, 111, 66

Awovooilov A, nmL 1 19;V,2.12; B, I,
1/2

Alrdokopog B, 111, 45

EAANVIKWG B. 1, 29

‘Eodpag B. I, 67

Evtuxng B, I, 45

Quwuac A, prpi, 2,4; B, pro/.. 1,3

‘Incoug A, prol, 30; V. 3. 27, 59, 119,
170; vide Xp1o10¢

lovdatkwe B, I, 25

* A = Amb.Thom.
B = Ep.set.

'li.vitvwng B, />?7/., 37

Mavng B. 1ll. 44

Havixaikwe B, M, 89

Mavixaiog A, V, 45

Ma&uog A, prol, 4; B, prol, 3; margin,
adA, 1,8

Mapia Appendix Il. <af A, Il. 1/5; w'ie
MapBévoc

Neidog¢ margin. ad A, 111, 32/34

Xeotoplog B, 11, 53

MapBevoc A. \y 69, 146/147; Appendix
Il,ad A, I1,9; Mapia

2eunpoc B, 11.37,42.44,86; 111, 45

Sipwv B. 1ll, 43

Tipo06eoc B, 11, 45

@aploaikog B, I, 26

Xplotiavog B, 111, 46

Xplotoc A, prol, 25, 28, 47; V, 128/129,
176. 219, 223, 249, 269; B, Il, 38,42,
43 (bis), 43/44, 44 (bis), 45, 46 (bis),
47; 111, 16, 40, 51, 55, 58, 61, 63/64.
74, 93/94; margin, ad A. Ill, 3; V,
240/241 (bis); vide Inooug



INDEX LOCORUM SANCTAE SCRIPTURAE

Gcncesis
1 27
5.1

| Esdrac
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

SaDicntia
1,2
7,5
7,30
8.2
13,5

Isaias
9,6
JO, D
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, proly 12/13
A, proiy12/13

B. 1U, 66j67
B, I11,66j61

A,V, 304/305
A,V, 304/305
A, IV, 56/57
A,V, 304/305
A,Vf304/305
A,V, 304/305
A, /”’n?/t31.33
B. 111, 90/91
B, Ill, 65
A.V 304/305

A, prol., 36
A,V 139/140
A, prol., 7/8
A,prol, 7/8
B,/m>/,, 10/12

A,V 303, 305
A. prol., 33
A,prol, 31

B, prol., 28/29

A.V,69/70
A.1V,61;V 91

A, 1V, 108

A,V 89/90

B, 146; I, 17; 11l. 24
A. 1V, 108

A, 1V, 108

B, prol., 28

8.3
8,24
9,11
9,18
11,19
1Z 46
13,1
14,26
21,18
26,37

M arcus

141
2,2
4,38
6.48-49
7,32
7,37
8,23
8.25
13,1
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

lohanne<;

1,1
1.5
1,14
1,18
L 37
4.6

A,V 90

A.y 9l
A,V;91

AV, 89

A VIl

A, V. 89
A,V,89/90
Ay 79

A, IV,61;V,91
A, IV, 62;V 92

A,V 90

Ay 89

Ay 91

AV, 79

A, prol., 31, 33
A, pro!., 31
Ay 90
A.V,90

A,V, 89/90
A,V,90/91

A. IV,62;V, 92

A.V, 69/70

A .y 69/70

A .y 90/91

A, 1V 61:V, 91
AV, 90

B, I, 46; 11, 17; 111, 24
AV, 9l

AV, 89

AV, 90

A, 1V,62:V 92
A, 1V 107/108

A, Il 4

A, 1V 106/107

A, Il, 5 20

A, Il 32

Ay 89

A, 1V,61;V,91/92
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5,1
5,8

A.V, 297-298
A, IM 108

4,7 A, IV.62; V.91

6,19 AV, 79

11, 35 A.IV,62;V,92

14, 21 A. prol., 36

14, 22 A, pro!.. 37

16,33 A, p'Cl. 3. -
A, prol.. 37

19,28 A.IV,62;V 91

Accus Apostolorum

6,4
19,2-3

B, Il. 30
B, proL, 37/38

Ad Romanos

7,23
8,28
10,10

| ad Corinth
4,21
5,8
9,22
12,3
15,45

A, 1V, 40/41

A.proi, 21

B, 111, 83/84
10S

B, Ill, 14

B. Ill, 21/24

A, I, 23

A, proi., 30/31

A, 1V, 58/59

Il ad Corinthios

5,7

Ad Galatas
6,1

Ad Ephesios
1,11
3,11
4,22-24

B, pro!., 21/22

B, I, 14

A, pw!., 21
A, prol, 21
B. I11,92/93

Ad Philippcnses

2,7 A 11.4,7: 1V 5.V 38
N\ N
£ A J

Ad Colossenscs
1,13
3,9-10

A. 1V. 107/108
B, I11,92/93

lad Timotheum

1,13 A, Ill, 5/6

1,15 A, Ill, 5/6

116 A,V 297/298
Ad Titum

2,13 A./m>/. 47

Ad Hebraeos

4,15 A, 1l,34; 111.24;V,23
B, Il,31,69/70
5,1 A,V 182,183
5,8 A. 1V, 10/11, 59,92,94/
95
12,1 B, I, 89
| Petri
3,18 A, 1V 9719S
Il Pecri
1,3-4 A, 1V, 44/45
ludas
25 A,V ,308
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Apolinaris Laodicenus
Ad illos qui hominem a t'erbe asstmipiumfitisse dicebani (fragm.) (CPG 3654): ed.
H. Lietzmann. Apollinaris von Laodicea und seine Schule, lexie und Untersuchungen,
Tubingen. 1904, p. 233 (fragm. 111)
p.233,27-29 ~ B.11,37/39

Contra Dietbrum ad Heraclium (fragm.) (CPG 3656): ibidl, p. 236-237 (fragm.
117-120)
119, p. 236, 22-27 B, I, 37/39

Demonstratio de divina incaniatione ad simiiituditiem hominis (fragm.) (CP G 3652):
ibid., p. 208-232 (fragm. 13-107)
17, p. 209,17-20 A.V, 45/47
36,'p 212, 24-26 A, V,45/47

Syllogism: (fragm.) (CP G 3655): ibid., p. 233-235 (fragm. 112-116)
113, p. 234.13-20 A,V, 234; B, 11,47

Basilius Caesariensis (VidCctPseudo-B asilius)

Quod deus non est auctor malorum (CPG 2853; BBC II, 2. p. 1105-1108): PG 31,
329-353
349A6 B,prol.,9;\0

Chrysippus Stoicus
cd. H. von Arnim, Stouerum veterumfiagmenta, 2, Chr/sippifiagmenta 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): cd. O. Stanhtin - L. Frachtel - UrsulaTreu, Clemens
Alexandrinus. Zweiter Band. Stromata. Buch 1-17 (CCS 52 [15]), Berlin, 1985
VI, VII, 61,3, p. 463,1 A, proi, 6/7

Cyrillus Alexandrinus
D e iticarnatione unigeniti (CPG 5227): ed. G.-M. de D urand, Cyrille d *Hexaxy-
drie. D eux dialogues christologiques iSChr. 97), Paris, 1964, p. 188-300
694, 35-36 (p. 240) ’ A.V, 137, 294; B, IlI,79

* Maximus’ method being to give first along quotation and then repeat elements of it in
his exegesis» we have, in the present index, printed references to these repetitions in
brackets: often abbreviated and sometimes inexact. the?e repetitions are relatively unim-
portant.
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Episiula39 (CPG 5339): cd. E. Schwartz, ACQ 1.1,4, Berlin - Leipzig, 1928,
p. 15-20 (= Id., AGO, II,1,1, Berlin - Leipzig, 1933, p. 107-111)
p. 18,25 A,V, 137, 294; B, 111,79

Epistula 45 (CPG 5345): cd. E. Schwartz. ACQ[1.1,6, Berlin - Leipzig, 1928.
p. i5SM57

Libri Vcontra Nestorium (CPG 5217): ed. E. Schwartz, ibid.. p. 13-106
Il, prooem., p. 33,13-14 A,V 137, 294; B, I1II, 79
11,6, p. 42,35 AV, 213/217

Oratio ad Theodosiutti irnperaiorem de rectafide (CPG 5218): ed. E. Schwartz,
ACO;1,1,1, Berlin - Leipzig, 1927, p. 42-72
24, p. 57,17-18 A,y 137, 294; B, IlI, 79

Cyrus Alexandrinus
Satisfactiofacta inter Cynmj ei eos gin erant ex parte Theodosianorum (CPG 7613):
cd. R. Riedinger, ACQ Ser. sec, Z 2, Berlin. 1992, p. 594,19 - p. 600, 20 (cf.
etld., ACO, Ser.scc., 1, Berlin, 1984, p. 134,10-29)
7, P.598, 21 (= p. 134,19) A,V, 237

Defimtiofidei concilii Chalcedonensis (cf. CPG 9005): ed. E. Schwartz, ACO, Il
1,2, Berlin - Leipzig, 1933, p. 126-130

p. 129,25 A,V, 138, 2947295; B, IlI, 79

p. 129,30 A,V, 137,294; B, 11,79

Definitiofidei concilii Constantinopolitani (Symbolum) (CPG 8599): ed. G. L. Dos-
setti, Il simbolo di Nicea e di Cosianrinopoli. Edizionecritica (Testi e ricerche di sciettze
religiose 2), Rome - Freiburg - Basel - Barcelona - Vienna, 1967, p. 244-251 (=
ACO. Il, 1,2, Berlin - Leipzig, 1933, p. 80; ibid., p. 128)

p.244,3-4 B, Il. 79

Dionysius Areopagita, Vide Pseudo-Dionysius Areopagita

Docirina Patrum (CPG 7781): ed. F. D iekamp - E. Chrysos - B. Phanourga-
kis, Doctritta patrum de iticamatione Verbi. Ein griechisches Florilegiim aus der Wende
des 7. und 8.Jahrhunderts, Munster, 1981"

cf. Eutlog. Alex.; Sev. Ant.

Eulogius Alexandrinus

Dubiiationes Orthodoxi (CPG 6971): Doctr. Pair., p. 152-155 (cf. PG 91, 264-
265)
p.153,6-8 (PG 91, 265A5-6) A \\ 249/251

Homilia infestum palmarum (CPG 7657; cf. n. [5257]): PG 86*, 2913-2937 (=
PG 77,1049-1072)
8, 2925C2-3 A, IV 38/39
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Eunomius Ber<eensis Apolinarista
Episiula ad Zosimum (fragm.) (CPG 3717): cd. H. Lietzmann, Apollinaris von
Laodicea und seine Schule. Tcxie urid Untersuchungen, Tubingen, 1904, p. 276-277
(fragm. 178-179)
178, p. 276, 23-25 B. Il, 37/39

Gregorius Antiochenus
Hotnilia it: Hind: Hie estjilius mens dileetus in quo miiii benecotnplacui (CPG 7387):
PC 88.1872-1884
1877B5 A,V:28,33/34,194/196, 232/234

G regorius Nazianzenus
Epistulae (CPG 3032):
Episiula 101: cd. P. G allay- M .Jourjon, Gregoirede Nazianze. Leiires tfu:ologi-
gucs (SChr. 208), Paris, 1974. p. 36-68

13, p. 42, 2-4 A, 111, 16/17

14, p. 42,4-5 A, 111, 17,19/20

14-15, p. 42, 5-9 A, 1Y 88/90

16, p. 42,13 A.Y 41/42,70,210

16, p. 42,14 A,V, 42/43

20, p. 44,11 A,Y 137, 294; B, I11. 79
21, p. 44,14 A,V 235

25, p. 46,13-14 A, 111, 16/17; V 34,194/196, 232/234
26, p. 46,17 A,V, 45

30, p. 48,9 A.Y 45/47

31, p.48,18-20 A,y 153/155

31, p. 48, 20 A,Y 226

Episiula 102: ibid., p. 70-84
24, p. 82,4-7 A,Y 91/92

Epistula 202: ibid., p. 86-94
12, p. 92, 5-7 A,Y 45/47

Epistula 243 (spuria) {CPG 3222): PG 46,1101-1108
1108A14-15 A,V, 37/38

Oratio 2 [Apobgetica) [CPG 3010 12]): cd.J. Bernardi, Gregoire de Nazianze.
Discours 1-3 (SChr. 247), Paris, 1978, p. 84-240
23,5 (p. 120) A Y 137, 294; B, 11I, 79
113.5-6 (p. 234) A,proi,43,45/46

Oratio 16 (Inpatron tacentem) {CP G 3010 [16]): PG 35,933-964
945C15 B, Ill,63/64

Oratio 17 (Ad cives Xazianzenos) (CPG 31)10 [17}): PG 35,964-981
965B1 B, I11,94/95
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Oratio 23 (D epsce 11 [///]) {CPG 3010 [23]): cd.J. M ossay - G. Lafontaine,
Gregoire de h'azianze. Discours 20-23 (SChr. 270), Paris, 1980, p. 280-310

8,9-11 (p. 298) A. 1t4/7, (10/11), (11/12), (12); B, |,
417, (24), (26), (28). (34), (35), (35/36)

8.12 (p. 298) B, I, 24/25

8.13 (p. 298) A, 1,13,14; B, 1,36/37,38

8.14 (p. 298) A, 1,14; B, 1,25,37

10.11 (p. 300) A, 1, 26

10,11-13 (p. 300) A, l,27/28

10,16 (p. 302) A, 1,26/27

12.12 (p. 304) B, IlI, 26

Oraiio 29 (Defiliol) (CPG 3010 [29]): ed. P. Galtlay - M.Jourion, Gregoirede
Nazianze. Discours 27-31 (Discours tkeologiques) (SChr. 250), Paris, 1978. p. 176-224

2,2-4 (p. 178) Bfl, 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, I, 38/39

2,10-11 (p. 178) B,pwl, 19

2,13-14 (p. 180) A, 1, 2/3, (11), (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, 11, 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, (11), (12/13), (13/14), (18/19)

20,4-18 (p. 220) AN ;91(92

Oratio 30 (Defdio I1) (CPG 3010[30]): ibid.. P. 226-274

1,8-9 (p. 226) A, 1. 17

1,10-11 (p. 226) A, M, 18/19, (22)

3,5 (p. 230) A, 1V, 43/44

6,5-20 (p. 236) A, 1V 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),
(101), (102)

6,21-27 (p. 236-238) A, 1V, 106/112
6,38-39 (p. 238) A, 111,46/48
21,7-10 (p. 272) A.l1IL 23/26

Oratio 31 [Despiritu sancto) (CPG 3010 :31j): ibid, p. 276-342
6,14-17 (p. 286) A,V 223; B, 11,48/51
6,16-17 (p. 286) A.V, 241/242

Oratio 38 [In nativiratem} (CPG 3010 [38]): ed. C. M oreschini - P. Gallay.
Gregoirede Sazianze. Discours38-41 (SChr. 358), Paris, 1990, p. 104-148 [Or. 38. 6,
16 "p. 114] - 13, 4: [p. 134] = Or. 45. PG 36, 625B3-636A15; Or. 38, 14-15 |p.
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134-140] = Or. 45, PG 36,657C10-661A14)

2,9-10 (p. 106) A,V, 306/307

8,15-17 (p. 118) A, 1.17/19

11,5 (p. 124) A, prol., 15

11.7 (p. 124) A, prol., 13/14

13,23-24 (p. 132) Appendix Il,ad A, 11,9

13,25-26 (p. 132-134) margin, ad A, 111, 35/38

13,29-30 (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

Omtio 39 (In sanaa lamina) (CPG 3010 [39]): ibid., p. 150-196
13.8-9 (p. 176) A.,4 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

Omtio 43 (InBasilium) (CPG 3010 [43]): ed.J. Bernard!, Gregoirede Xazianze.
Discours 42-43 (SChr. 384), Paris. 1992. p. 116-306
32,11-12 (p. 196) margin, ad A, I, 11/17
67,6-7 (p. 272) margin, ad A, 11, 11/17

Oratio 45 (In sanctum Pascha IP, (CP G 3010 [45]): PG 36,624-664 (cf. Or. 38)

628C10-12 A, 1,17/19

632A4 A.prol., 15

632A6-7 A, prol, 13/14

633D2-3 Appendix Il. ad A, 11,9

633D5 margin, ad A. 11, 35/38
636A1-3 - B, I11.17/18,33/34
636A7-8 margin, ad A, prol, 13/14
660C2-3 A, 1V 61/62;V 91/92

G regorius N yssenus
D e oratione dotninica orationesV (CPG 3160): ed.J. F. Carranan, Grecgorii Xys-
setii De oratione dominica. Dc beatitudinibus (Gregorii Xysseni Opera, vol. VII. pars
2), Lcydec - New York - Cologne, 1992
I, p.41,6-7 (cum app.) margin, ad A, V, 238/241

Tractatus aa Zenodorum (fragm.) (CPG 3201): ed. F. Diekamp, Analecta Patri-
stica. Texte und Abhandlungen zurgriechischen Patristik (Oricntalia Christiana Analecta
117), Rome, 1938, p. 14-15 (= PG 91, 280D11-281B6)

p. 14,4-5 A,V, 14/19
*p.15,10 A,414/19

lohannes Scythopolitanus

Scholia in Corpus Areopagiticum (CPG 6852: cf. CPG 7708): PG 4, 14-432 et
527-576 (cf. P. Rorem -J. C. LamoreauX,John ofScythopolisand the Dionysian
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Corpus. Annotating the Areopagite [Oxford Eariy Christian Studies], Oxford, 1998,

Appendix, p. 265-277)
536A4-5 (In Ep. 4 Dionysl)

IULIANUS APOLINARISTA

A,V, 218/220

Epistuia ad Polemonem (txagmj (CPG 3720): ed. H. Lietzmann, Apoiitnans
von Laodicea und seine Schule. Texte und Untersuchungen, Tubingen, 1904, p. 277

(fragm. 1B0)
p. 277,10
p. 277,11-12

Leontius Byzantinus

B, Il, 37/39
B, 111, 57/58

Libri 111 contra Sestorianos et Eutychianos (CP C 6813): PG 861 1268-1396

1,1277C13-D6

1,1281C9
I, 1337A1-2

M aximus Confessor

margin, ad A,V 247/248
A,V 28, 33/34,194/196,232/234
A, 1V 38/39

Ambigtta adTiiomam (CPG 7705 [!]), edica in hoc libro. supra, p. 3-34

ProL, 3-5
1,1-7
1,10-16
113-14
l,21-23

I, 7-8
I1,8-9

I, 34

Il, 34-35
I, 7-10
I, 27-34
IV,61-62
IV 75-77
Y 43-45
Y 93-98
V,128-130
V 135-138
V, 137-138
V, 223-224
V, 234

V, 241-242
V 294-295

B, prol.t 2/4
B, 1,1/7

B, 1,33/39
B, I, 25/26
B, 1,39/41
B. Il, 25

B. Il, 26/27,77*78
B, 11,31

B, 11,69/70
B, 11,1/4
B. n, 8/15, (21/22)
A,V 91/92
B, 11,82/84
B, I1,88/90
1. 2/8
11,82/84
Il,85/86
I, 79
I1,49/50
I, 47

11, 50/51
I, 79

T W WwwWwwWwwWww
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