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Abstract

This study examines Greek catenae (or ‘chains’) on the Acts of the Apostles, specifically
focusing on a group of manuscripts that contain catenae enriched with multiple layers of
scholia and reflect various compilations. The primary objective of this thesis is to
understand the nature of these works and uncover the connections among different
catena types present in Acts. Starting with an overview of the historical research in this
field, this investigation develops innovative methodological approaches to identify the
core characteristics of these catena types, which are categorised into distinct content
units. Furthermore, it seeks to reconstruct the editorial stages involved in their
formation, divided into separate phases of production, and explores their role in
understanding the origins and development of the principal catena types, specifically the
Pseudo-Andreas catena (CPG C150), Pseudo-Oecumenius catena (CPG C151), and
Pseudo-Theophylact catena (CPG C152), along with the evolution of particular codices
singuli (CPG C155). This research sheds light on previously unnoticed writings,
elucidates how they establish connections between separate catena traditions, and
provides insights into scribal practices, compilation techniques, and the reception of

catenae during the Byzantine Era.
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Chapter I

Introduction:

Acts Catenae and Manuscript Classification

1. Catenae, catalogues and type classifications
Over the past century, and particularly in recent decades, there has been notable growth
in the field of biblical catenae studies. Catenae, which means “chains”, are collections of
quotations extracted from a variety of texts, including both exegetical works such as
Bible commentaries, but also non-exegetical literature (homilies, treatises, letters),
attributed to Fathers of the Early Church that lived in the early years of Christianity up
to the fifth or sixth century, an era coinciding with the flourishing of patristic literature.’
Preserved in hundreds of medieval manuscripts, these citations were connected to
specific words or phrases of corresponding scriptural verses, known as /emmata, in a

manner that gave rise to a sequential chain of interpretations, which is why they came to

' The bibliography of literature focused on this area is vast and continuously expanding. In this context, I
will confine myself to presenting a compilation of references related to ‘catenae’ that, to varying extents,
offer general and comprehensive insights into the definition of the term, its history and contextual
significance, the research domain and challenges. The ground-breaking methodological study on catenae
was presented in the concise monograph by Lietzmann 1897, and it was swiftly followed by the first
catalogue of catenae compiled by Karo-Lietzmann 1902. Specific entries on catenae are in Devreesse 1928,
Sloane 1967, Miihlenberg 1989, Wachtel 1996, Kannengiesser 2006 (esp. 978-987), Curti-Barbara Valenti

2008, Houghton and Parker 2016, Lamb 2016, Layton 2019, Constas 2021, Dorival 2021 (esp. 135-154).



be known as catenae.” As these citations provide interpretations for the chosen lemmata,
they are technically referred to as ‘scholia’, from the Greek oyéAtov (“brief explanation”)
which originally indicated brief comments placed in the margin next to the commented
word or phrase.’> However, despite ongoing terminological debates, the term ‘scholium’
is now commonly used also to describe the exegetical explanations found within catenae,
which may not necessarily be brief.

In physical manuscripts, this arrangement of scholia is achieved either by
positioning these texts in the margins (three or, occasionally, four) surrounding the
biblical text, which is positioned at the centre of the page (or extends toward the inner
margin), or by listing the explanations immediately after the relevant verses in a
continuous fashion.* In the first scenario, terms like “frame catena” or “marginal catena”
are used to describe the layout of the commentary, as it resembles a border around the
scriptural text and is indeed situated in the margins.’ In the second case, the term

“alternating catena” is employed because the biblical quotations indeed alternate with the

* Cf. Fabricius-Harles 1802: 638: “Non absurde autem catenae vocabulum hisce scriptis adplicatur,
quoniam, ut catena ex pluribus constat annulis inter se connexis, sic illae expositionem librorum sacrorum
ex plurium scriptorum cogitatis contextam ofterunt’. However, the Latin term catena first appeared in the
early sixteenth century to design the compilation on the four Gospels that Thomas Aquinas composed
around 1263 AD on the request of Pope Urban IV. See further below II.2.

? On the meanings of ‘scholium’ and its development as a literary genre see Scherbenske 2019.

* On the layout of biblical catenae (frame or alternating) see Lietzmann 1897: 9-11; Houghton and Parker
2016: 8-13. On the layout of commentary manuscripts in general see Sautel 1999 (esp. 18-21); Maniaci
2002 (esp. 11-14).

> Rahmenkatene as per the German terminology coined in Keppler-Faulhaber-Rohr 1899: 2-3, or “glose

encadrante” in the French terminology suggested by Sautel 1999: 19.



related comments.® Recent data in the Catena Catalogue, the first comprehensive online
database of Greek catena manuscripts, indicates that frame catenae represent an earlier
stage in the development of biblical catenae, primarily prevalent in the tenth and
eleventh centuries; conversely, alternating catenae became predominant in the New
Testament tradition from the twelfth century onward, although some earlier instances
from the ninth-tenth and eleventh centuries also exist.’

These two types have different variations, which are not limited to biblical
manuscripts but also found in secular works, and, depending on the specific layout, they
employ different systems of cross-referencing the text commented and the commentary.®
Within frame catenae, the most common devices include numbers (ranging from a' to p'
[= 1-100] and restarting the sequence, or beginning anew on each page), letters (from «
to w), symbols (of a diverse and unpredictable range), lemmata (which involve quoting
few words from the relevant commented verse), or combinations of two or more of these
methods. In alternating-layout catenae, biblical verses can be presented in two main

ways: they are either quoted in extensive portions followed by a group of scholia, with

® In German, this concept is referred to by the generic term Katene (see Houghton and Parker 2016: 10).
Sautel 1999: 19 defines it as “stratified gloss” (“glose stratigraphique”), where the text and commentary are
clearly separated into distinct and successive paragraphs. For more information on variations of alternating
layout, see Lorrain 2020.

7 https://itsee-wce.birmingham.ac.uk/catenacatalogue. Among the frame catena manuscripts, which
number 205 in total (including those with only scattered scholia), just 2 date back to the ninth century,
while 38 are from the twelfth to the sixteenth century. On the other hand, the majority of catena
manuscripts (492 in total) belong to the alternating type, with only 4 manuscripts from the ninth century,
47 from the tenth century, and 47 from the eleventh century.

¥ See Vianes 2000 (esp. 79-81); Houghton and Parker 2016: 10-12. For a general overview of layout devices

in commented manuscripts in frame layout see Maniaci 2002: 23-25.
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the scriptural verse accompanied by the markup xeluevov (lit. “text) and the commentary
by épunvela (lit. “interpretation”), or segmented into short pericopes of texts, each
accompanied by the relevant explanation. In both cases, distinguishing between one
scholium and another is also achieved through graphical techniques like capitalising
and/or rubricating the initial letter of the scholium, using ending marks at the
conclusion (which could be a colon [:], a colon followed by a long dash [:-], and
occasionally a full stop [.] or a middle dot [-]), and leaving space between consecutive
scholia. However, even with these defined markers, it is not always straightforward to
discern precisely which word (or group of words) in the biblical text a certain scholium
refers to.’

We have a significant number of manuscript records primarily from the Greek
East, where catenae were produced during the Byzantine Empire."® Nevertheless, we also
have existing evidence of catenae in other languages, such as Coptic, Arabic, and Paleo-
Slavic, and several Greek chains were translated into Latin during the Renaissance."" The
oldest known Greek catena tradition is associated with the Book of Genesis and is

attributed to Procopius of Gaza, a rhetor, philosopher and exegete who lived at the

9 See Aussedat 2008: 553-554, and Lorrain 2000 (particularly pages 77-89) for reading issues in frame and
alternating catenae, respectively.

'” The Catena Catalogue (see further below I1.1.6) lists a total of seven hundred twenty-one manuscripts
with New Testament catenae (https://itsee-wce.birmingham.ac.uk/catenacatalogue. Last check, September
2023). As far as I am aware, there is no updated, comprehensive catalogue for Old Testament catenae
manuscripts, making it difficult to ascertain their total number.

""'We can find examples of the Arabic and Paleo-Slavic catenae on Acts (CPG 153 and C154). On New
Testament catenae in Coptic see Schulz 2016. A list of Latin translations of Greek Old Testament catenae

is provided by Dorival 2021: 141.
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beginning of the sixth century AD."” This author is thought to have created an initial
catena in Palestine that is not extant, and subsequently crafted a commentary based on
his earlier work, known as Epitome of the Octateuch, that has instead been preserved
(CPG C3)."® Gilles Dorival, a scholar with over three decades of research expertise on
Psalms catenae, suggests that Procopius likely relied on a pre-existing tradition that can
be traced back to around 540 AD, and that in the period between 650 and 770 AD the
production of catenae had gained significant popularity in Constantinople.*

While the exact beginning of the catena tradition on the New Testament remains
uncertain, the earliest known catena manuscript is found in Codex Zacynthius

(Cambridge, UL, Add. 10062), a palimpsest manuscript that dates to the eighth

"2 For a comprehensive exploration of the origins of catenae and Procopius’ role into this matter, there is
an extensive bibliography available. See at least Devreesse 1928: 1103-1105, Dorival 1986: 99-115, id. 2016
(esp. 72-76), and id. 2021 (esp. 145-154), for further insights and details. It is worth mentioning the
revised perspective put forth by Petit 1996: 244 ss., which attributes the origins of catenae to the initiative
of unidentified editors in the latter part of the fifth century.

"3 The predominant view, which is widely accepted among scholars (see for example Dorival 2016: 72-76,
Petit 1977: 2, XX, XCVI, n. 2, Barbara Valenti 2019: 22-24, Layton 2019: 223-224, with related
bibliography), suggests that Procopius composed two types of catenae at different stages. This
interpretation is primarily based on Procopius’ prologue to the Epitome of the Octateuch (cf. ed. Metzler,
2, 1-12; and see further below III.6.a). Nevertheless, an alternative interpretation of this passage as
presented by Goeke-Mayr and Makris 2020 (esp. 441-446), although not convincing, posits that Procopius
never completed the alleged lost catena and, therefore, should not be credited as the creator of this genre
of compilation.

'* Dorival 1986-2018. Building on this premise, Dorival discerns two primary categories of catenae on
Psalms: the Palestinian catenae and the Constantinopolitan catenae. These categories, in turn, are further
subdivided into several subtypes, each corresponding to distinct phases of their development, which
however, either directly or indirectly, intersect and influence each other. For a brief overview see Dorival

2016: 76-78; id. 2021: 144-145.



century.” Originally, it contained the Gospel of Luke with a catena in a frame layout, but
in the twelfth century part of this text was intentionally erased and overwritten with an
Evangeliarum, a book containing excerpts from all four Gospels. The preserved fragment
comprises the first eleven chapters of Luke (1:1-11:33), although with some gaps, in
which both the scriptural verses and the commentary are written in capital letters. This
feature aligns with the manuscript’s dating before the period of petayapaxtnpiopds
(metacharaktérismos), which denotes the transition from majuscule to minuscule script
that took place in Greek and Latin manuscripts around the turn of the ninth century."®
Despite often being described as a “bewildering task”, as Charles Kannengiesser
defined it, the study of catenae and their origins has deeply intrigued researchers.'” They
view catenae not only as a valuable source of exegesis that may have been lost in the
direct tradition, but also as a window into understanding the techniques involved in
compiling, excerpting, revising, and structuring during the Byzantine and Medieval
periods.’® Consequently, specialised research has emerged on various catenae related to
both the Old Testament and New Testament. In the realm of New Testament catenae,
which is the general subject of this thesis, extensive study has been (and continues to be)

conducted on catenae connected to the Gospels and Pauline Epistles, as well as

15 diktyon 73427 (GA 040). On this codex see the numerous contributions in Houghton—Parker 2020, and
the edition and translation in Houghton-Manafis-Myshrall 2020.

'® Regarding the transliteration of majuscule manuscripts into minuscule script, see Ronconi 2003.

17 Kannengiesser 2006: 978.

'* See the reflections in Cassin 2020 (here 46). On editorial techniques in byzantine compilations,

especially those containing historical excerpts, see Manafis 2020.



commentary and scholiastic tradition on the book of Revelation." In contrast, there
exists a significant gap in the knowledge of catenae for the books of Acts and the
Catholic Epistles, where very limited research has been undertaken: while two brief
articles by Karl Staab and James H. Ropes have touched on the Catholic Epistles, the
Book of Acts has only been the subject of an unpublished PhD dissertation by Oliver
Hutchinson.* Although Hutchinson did undertake a broad study of Acts catenae, it is
worth noting that his work is somewhat dated, not comprehensive, and lacks a thorough
examination of the complete manuscript evidence. The present research focusses
primarily on a specific group of manuscripts distinguished by their multiple compilations
on Acts that exhibit overlapping content: this consists of extracts from different works,
arranged in the same pages or sequentially within the same codex. I will refer to these as
‘layers’ and ‘texts’. These will be introduced in the next paragraphs. This approach, while
narrowing the scope to a select number of manuscripts, will, as I will demonstrate, shed
new light on the broader tradition of Acts catenae. It will not only challenge previous
theses but also illuminate the subject with fresh insights, ultimately contributing to a

deeper understanding of this topic. Before going into further detail, it is vital to

" In addition to the traditional studies like Staab 1926 (on the Pauline catenae), Reuss 1941 (on the
Gospels catenae), and De Groote 1995, 1996, 2001 (with respect to commentaries on Revelation), recent
research has yielded new insights. For instance, see Parpulov 2020 and Panella 2021 for the Pauline
catenae. Regarding catenae on the Gospels, see Houghton-Parker 2020, Manafis and Parpulov 2021,
Patton 2022, Manafis 2022. For scholia on Revelation, see the contributions of Tzmalikos 2013, Allen 2016,
and Malick 2021, among others. More research on Gospels and Pauline catenae is currently being carried
out at the ITSEE as part of the CATENA Project at the University of Birmingham (see further details below
L.1.6).

*° Staab 1924, Ropes 1926, Hutchinson 1928.



introduce and define the concept of a ‘catena type’, as it will play a central role
throughout the course of my thesis.

As highlighted by Hans Lietzmann in his pioneering work on catenae, the first
step towards publishing extensive fragments of Greek church writers involves studying
and publishing relevant catenae that transmit them.”' Before undertaking this task it is
crucial to study the manuscript tradition of the catena on a specific biblical book. To
achieve this, it becomes essential to differentiate between ‘types’ of catenae, which are
texts with shared textual features in manuscripts, and organise the extant manuscript
evidence accordingly. Text types and their subgroups are conventional tools in New
Testament textual criticism, utilised to categorise manuscripts based on their textual
resemblances.? These tools enable scholars to track the evolution of the New Testament
text, progressing from its latest versions to its earliest forms. In contrast to the typical
practice in biblical text comparison, which involves selecting test passages and
meticulously comparing them word by word to record variants, catena studies have
commonly limited their comparisons to the beginning and ending (referred to as incipit
and explicit) of the entire catena text or of scholia in selected test passages.

The history of this application and the methodological advancements in
classifying catena manuscripts by type are summarised in a concise yet comprehensive
article published in 1989 by Ekkehard Miihlenberg, already author of a critical edition of

catenae on Psalms in 1975.% The following paragraphs primarily focus on the

*! Lietzmann 1897: 26.
*? Aland-Aland 1989: 317-337.
*3 Miihlenberg 1989 (esp. 17-18).



contributions that this progress has made to the understanding of catenae on Acts.
Specifically, they emphasise the challenges involved in type categorisation, particularly
due to the inconsistent application of different criteria for grouping and the difficulty of
labelling catenae manuscripts with a complex, stratified history of compilation. Indeed,
in the fourth volume of the Clavis Patrum Graecorum, which serves as the authoritative
registry of Early Church writings, three Greek catena types related to Acts are identified
and assigned catalogue numbers: Catena Andreae (C150), Commentarii Ps.-Oecumenii
(C151), and Commentarii Ps.-Theophylacti (C152).>* However, the actual manuscripts
reveal a far more diverse and complex landscape than this simplified classification
suggests. The following discussion will track the evolving scholarly understanding of this

complexity.

1.1  Karo-Lietzmann’s Catalogus
In 1902, Georg Karo and Hans Lietzmann published the Catenarum Graecarum
Catalogus, which was the first comprehensive catalogue of manuscripts containing
biblical catenae for both the Old Testament and the New Testament.” This catalogue
was a result of a project initiated by Paul Wendland and served as a continuation of
Lietzmann’s previous monograph on catenae, where he introduced the concepts of
catena-type and catena-layout and provided an initial classification of catena

manuscripts.”® The primary objective of the catalogue, as stated in the preface, was to

** CPG IV: 380-382.
*> Karo-Lietzmann 1902.

2% Lietzmann 1897.
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gather manuscripts containing catenae, describe them, categorise them based on their
type, and identify the compilers.”’” The intention was to assist editors in publishing
fragments of patristic works from catenae by providing a valuable resource for comparing
different types. Therefore, the focus remained primarily on regarding catenae as valuable
repositories of previously lost exegetical writings waiting to be rediscovered, an approach
resembling an ‘archaeological’ perspective applied to Byzantine compilations.”

The catalogue organises catena manuscripts according to their respective books,
starting with the Old Testament. It provides brief descriptions of the physical
characteristics and content of each manuscript and classifies them based on their type.
Although not explicitly explained, the classification criteria involved comparing the
beginning and ending of the catena as well as a sequence of scholia in a test passage.

The names of the compilation authors are only provided when attested in the manuscript
tradition. The catalogue also includes a list of Church Fathers named by the compiler as
sources for the scholia, along with the number of occurrences for each quotation and the
respective work cited by the compiler.

In the section dedicated to catenae on Acts, only the Pseudo-Andreas type is
included.” Tt begins with a reproduction of patristic sources that essentially condenses

the list presented in the printed edition of this type by John Cramer (1844).* The

*7 Karo-Lietzmann 1902:1-2.

*® This approach has been predominant within the Berlin-Brandenburg Academy of Sciences and
Humanities (see Miihlenberg 1989: 18), where it continues to be pursued by the research project
“Alexandrian and Antiochene Bible Exegesis in Late Antiquity”.

% Karo-Lietzmann 1902: 592-595. This division is reiterated in Lamb 2016: 291.

3 Cramer I1I, 452-456.
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catalogue then presents the opening and ending of the catena and scholia for Acts 8:9-
25. Based on this information, eleven catena manuscripts are categorised into two types:
catena integra, representing the complete compilation, and catena ex opere maiore
excerpta, which includes abbreviated versions of the main catena (Table 1). In the
manuscripts of the full type, Karo-Lietzmann introduce some additional manuscripts
alongside those used by Cramer as a base text for his edition, Oxford, New College, 58
(first half of the twelfth century) and Paris, BnF, Coislin 25 (tenth century).** On the
other hand, the second category includes seven manuscripts.* Among these is Paris,
BnF, gr. 216, a manuscript dating back to the tenth century, that exhibits distinct layers
of scholia in varying scripts surrounding the biblical text arranged in two columns.
Although Karo-Lietzmann observed this characteristic in their concise description, they
did not offer any rationale for incorporating it within the category of “excerpts”
belonging to the Pseudo-Andreas catena. The same is true for Vatican City, BAV, Reg.
gr. 6, a thirteenth-/fourteenth-century manuscript of which is noticed that it features a

catena on Acts 1:1-7:59, and the majority of the Acts text and catena (ff. 189r-205v) is

3! These are: Paris, BnF, gr. 221 (eleventh century — diktyon 49792, GA 610), Vatican City, BAV, Barb. gr.
582 (fourteenth century — diktyon 65122, GA 453), Athos, St Panteleimon Monastery, 770 (fourteenth
century — diktyon 22909, GA 1678).

3* These are: Paris, BnF, Coislin 202bis (first half of the twelfth century — diktyon 49342, GA 94), Paris,
BnF, gr. 218 (eleventh century — diktyon 49789, GA 607), London, BL, Add. 22734 (eleventh century -
diktyon 39005, GA 641), Paris, BnF, gr. 217 (first half of the eleventh century — diktyon 49788, GA 606),
Moscow, GIM, Synod. gr. 347 (second half of the thirteenth century — diktyon 43972, GA 103), Paris, BnF,
gr. 216 (tenth century — diktyon 49787, GA 605), Vatican City, BAV, Reg. gr. 6 (thirteenth-fourteenth
century — diktyon 66176, GA 886).
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recorded by a second hand. This makes one assume that both parts belong to the same
catena type, when in fact it is not the case.>

Karo-Lietzmann’s classification merits recognition for introducing additional
manuscripts of the Pseudo-Andreas catena, revealing that this compilation was more
widespread than previously thought and branches, the abbreviated versions attesting to
its evident fortune. These versions provide insights into the reception and popularity of
the work not long after its earliest known manuscript, Paris Coislin 25, surpassing the
full catena in terms of manuscript tradition. In general, although the catalogue
successfully provide an overview of the manuscripts accessible to the authors, offering an
easily expandable foundation for further research, it lack text comparison.** As a result,
direct apographs and interrelations between catena types are not identifiable within this
catalogue.® In the context of Acts catenae, the catalogue fails to mention the
compilations attributed to Oecumenius and Theophylact, which actually represent a
significant number of catena manuscripts.* It remains uncertain whether this omission
was intentional, perhaps due to the structure of these works as bordering on
commentaries.’” Additionally, the catalogue does not differentiate between the various
abbreviated recensions of the Pseudo-Andreas type. Furthermore, the authors were

unaware of the existence of at least more representatives of both the full catena and the

33 See below IIL6.

** Kannengiesser 2006: 979 views Lietzmann’s catalogue as “still indispensable”.
3 Miihlenberg 1989: 18.

3% See Table 1 below and cf. I1.2-3.

37 See below I1.2-3.
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abridged versions. However, it is essential to note that, as they explicitly mention in the
preface, their manuscript examination was confined to libraries in Paris, London,
Vatican, and Moscow.*® Despite their access to these libraries, they encountered

limitations that hindered a complete survey of the manuscript evidence.

1.2 von Soden’s classification
Between 1902 and 1913, Hermann Freiherr von Soden made an ambitious effort to
classify catena manuscripts more comprehensively and analyse the relationships between
different types of catenae.* In the introductory volume of his Greek New Testament
edition, von Soden presents a list of biblical witnesses accompanied by commentaries or
catenae, distinguished by a system of sigla different from those used for manuscripts
with continuous non-commented text.*’ These sigla typically derive from the attribution
of the corresponding commentary or catena (e.g., O for Oecumenius) and can be
combined when a manuscript contains multiple types of commentaries (e.g., O@ for
Oecumenius + Theophylact), further divided by specific biblical books (e.g., ™ for
mpdteis, i.e. Acts). The catena manuscripts on Acts are featured within a list of
commentary codices of the Praxapostolos, a term used to describe the practice of
combining Acts, Catholic Epistles, and Pauline Epistles in the same codex, which was a

common convention in the Byzantine world.*' Although not explicitly categorised, the

3% Karo-Lietzmann 1902: 1.
% Soden 1902.
4% Soden 1902: 104-289.

4! See Parker 2008: 283.
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commentary manuscripts on Acts can be classified into several groups: those containing
Andreas the Presbyter’s catena on Acts and the Catholic Epistles (A%), the commentary
on Acts, Catholic Epistles, and Pauline Epistles by Oecumenius (O), combinations of the
commentary on Acts and Catholic Epistles with the commentary on Pauline Epistles by
Theodoret (O®@09) or Theophylact (O6), as well as commentaries on Acts, Catholic
Epistles, and Pauline Epistles of uncertain authorship ( £z).**

In the latter part of the volume, von Soden presents a comprehensive list of all the
manuscripts at his disposal, organised according to the categories of the Andreas,
Oecumenius, 7extus alter, and Theophylact types.* Alongside this, he provides an
analysis of the distinctive features and attributes associated with each of these divisions.
First, he separates the manuscripts with the Pseudo-Andreas catena, both in full and
abbreviated versions, from those transmitting “excerpts” derived from the main
compilation. Within this second group, he includes types of catenae that considers
having the character of an edition, unlike other abridgments resembling collections for
personal use.** There are two commentaries attributed to the sixth-century exegete
Oecumenius, one published by Donatus in 1532 and the other by Finettus under
Theophylact’s name (called 7extus alterin his edition), along with a separate

compilation named Expositio, which Finettus suggested, albeit with uncertainty, could

4 Soden 1902: 270-279.
43 Soden 1902: 682-692.
4 Soden 1902: 687.
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be an authentic commentary by the eleventh-century archbishop of Bulgaria.®
Additionally, he conducts an analysis of the relationship between the catenae preserved
in these manuscripts, utilising the comparison of incipit-desinit as a basic criterion, as
well as of other paratextual elements, particularly sections of the so-called Euthalian
Apparatus, a system of critical notes and divisions found in manuscripts of the
Praxapostolos, attributed to the fifth-century scholar Euthalius.** He also occasionally
delves into fuller textual comparisons of sample passages and examines anomalies or
points of interest worth investigating.

Von Soden’s list, which is often overlooked in catena studies, deserves recognition
as the first systematic attempt to study the textual relationship between catena types,
effectively addressing a significant gap in Karo-Lietzmann’s catalogue, although it is
synthetic and does not trace the development of catena types. He goes beyond mere
classification and description of the content of the manuscripts, providing comments,
expressing evaluations and opinions on the quality of the compilations, and addressing
controversial points of debate, such as the authorship of each compilation. He is also the
first to include the commentaries by Oecumenius and Theophylact in the exposition of
catenae on Acts, following the model of Cramer and those who had associated these
works with the Andreas catena. However, von Soden’s classification is sometimes
unclear. The sigla devised to label the manuscripts are intricate, and the direct

correlation with the corresponding catena types is not always immediately evident,

45 Soden 1902: 687. On the content and editions of Pseudo-Oecumenius and Pseudo-Theophylact catenae
see below I.2-3.

% On the Euthalian Apparatus see Zacagni 1968, Edwards 1993, Willard 2009.
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because some codices have different types in different books. For example, O' (Paris gr.
237) is included among the representatives of the Andreas type, contrary to the
implication in the siglum that it is an Oecumenius manuscript. Moreover, the
presentation of Acts catenae is combined with that of the Catholic Epistles due to their
frequent co-transmission.*” Nevertheless, it should be noted that this is not always the
case, as there are several manuscripts that contain only the Acts catena or the Catholic
Epistles catena.*® Additionally, von Soden’s analysis does not consider any further
subdivisions within each catena cluster, leading to a lack of distinction between full-type
catenae and what he refers to as abbreviations intended for “private use”.*

The major drawback is that, despite an examination of the existence of catena types
in numerous manuscripts, the comparative analysis of catena characteristics is
predominantly conducted using printed editions. While acknowledging in several
instances that these publications rely solely on one manuscript, which may carry distinct
traits, von Soden did not make an effort to scrutinise variations in the manuscript
tradition. This becomes apparent, for example, when noting resemblances between

Pseudo-Theophylact catena in Finettus’ edition of Vienna, ONB, Theol. gr. 150

(fourteenth century) and the one attributed to the author in Athens EBE 490 (second half

* On the unity of Acts and Catholic Epistles in the manuscript tradition see Parker 2008: 283-285.

* Soden 1902: 682 provides a record of the instances known to him, but an updated list can be found in
the Catena Catalogue, which includes fifteen catena manuscripts for Acts without Catholic Epistles and
twenty-seven catena manuscripts for Catholic Epistles without Acts (last accessed in September 2023).
* Soden 1902: 687: “Solche Uberarbeitungen kénnen unverantwortliche Privatarbeit nach rein

personlichem Bedarf oder Geschmack sein”.
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of the thirteenth century).>® In relation to this, von Soden acknowledges uncertainty as to
whether the commentary they convey is identical, as he restricted his comparison to only
the beginning of the first two scholia and their conclusion.”* Moreover, the interactions
among manuscripts often focus on the shared presence of paratextual components
distinct from catenae, such as titles and elements of the Euthalian Apparatus. These
aspects, however, are not confined to catena manuscripts alone; in fact, they are more
numerous in many manuscripts of the Praxapostolos that lack accompanying
commentary.’> Moreover, the classification of types is solely based on author
attributions, despite von Soden acknowledging the questionable legitimacy associated
with these attributions. This classification approach will be replicated in the account
found in the Clavis Patrum Graecorum, although the latter primarily relies on how
catenae are presented in printed editions and the work of Robert Devreesse (see below
1.3) rather than von Soden. Finally, there is a complete lack of interest and attention to

the format of the catena manuscript, whether it is in a frame or alternating layout.

1.3  Devreesse’s dictionary entry
The article titled “Chaines exégétiques grecques” (“Exegetical Greek Catenae”) by Robert

Devreesse and published in the Dictionnaire de Ia Bible in 1928 offers a succinct yet

% See below I1.3.4.

' Soden 1902: 688.

>? A full catalogue of the manuscript evidence for the Euthalian Apparatus is currently being compiled at
the University of Glasgow as part of the research project “Annotating the New Testament: Codex H,

Euthalian Traditions, and the Humanities”.
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perceptive overview of both Old and New Testament catenae and their editorial history.>
The section focusing on the Acts of the Apostles is relatively concise, primarily
summarising the editorial evolution of printed editions and various types of catenae
based on Karo-Lietzmann’s catalogue. This section also delves into the ongoing debate
regarding authorship and relationships among the different types, effectively condensing
von Soden’s conclusions that the catenae of Oecumenius and Theophylact are derived
from the work of Andreas.

However, this account is limited in its reference to manuscript sources. Within the
manuscript context, the discussion highlights two significant copies of Andreas
preserved at the Vatican Library, namely Barb. gr. 582 (fourteenth century) and Reg. gr.
6 (thirteenth-fourteenth century).”* Although both are later copies, Devreesse suggests
that they reflect an earlier stage of the Andreas type. Especially noteworthy is the
proposition that Reg. gr. 6, primarily containing extracts from Chrysostom, might
represent the earliest form of the Andreas catena, a point of relevance that I will explore
further in later chapters (III and V).”>> Moreover, the article extensively catalogues the
patristic sources quoted within Andreas, providing references to their appearances in

Cramer’s manuscripts Oxford 58 and Paris Coislin 25, as well as in Barb. gr. 582.

3 Devreesse 1928.
>* diktyon 65122 (GA 453); diktyon 66176 (GA 886).
> Devreesse 1928: 1205: “A notre avis, nous avons 13, recopiée par un scribe d’Age postérieur, une premiére

étape de la chaine”. See below IIL.6.2 and V.3.
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These insights have been well-received and have significantly impacted subsequent

overviews of New Testament catenae.’®

1.4  Hutchinson’s dissertation
An overlooked scholarly work is the PhD dissertation by Oliver W. Hutchinson, a
doctoral student of Hans Lietzmann, which was completed in the same year as
Devreesse’s publication.”” Hutchinson’s thesis stands out as not only the “first American
attempt at any critical study of any portion of the extensive realm of catena literature”, as
the author proudly claims,*® but also as the first comprehensive examination dedicated
exclusively to catenae on the book of Acts. While this was not Hutchinson’s primary
objective, the study ended up focusing primarily on Acts catenae, an area that had
received limited attention.

Hutchinson’s thesis is divided into three main sections: 1. An investigation into the
manuscript sources of the catena; 2. A scrutiny of the sources employed by the catena
compiler, coupled with an exploration of the compilers’ date and methodology; 3. A
comprehensive exploration of the history of Acts exegesis within the Greek Church up to
the advent of printing. Hutchinson’s major challenge involved identifying the sources

that underlie the catena on Acts. He based his work substantially on prior manuscript

% A presentation of catenae in Acts, relying on Devreesse’s work, can be found in Curti-Barbara Valenti
2008: 649-650.

>” Hutchinson 1928. I was unaware of this work during my initial reclassification of catena manuscripts on
in Scieri 2022a.

5% Hutchinson 1928: 12.
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classifications and Acts catena accounts presented in the lists by von Soden and Karo-
Lietzmann. Nevertheless, Hutchinson introduced several additional manuscripts not
included in previous catalogues. Among these, three noteworthy examples are Oxford,
Christ Church, Wake 38 (eleventh century), Wolfenbiittel Herzog August Bibliothek
Gud. gr. 104.2 (twelfth century) and Sinai, Saint Catherine’s Monastery, gr. 279
(fifteenth century).”

Furthermore, Hutchinson undertakes a more thorough analysis of the sources than
the brief account in Devreesse. Indeed, the American researcher meticulously cross-
references the Greek Fathers cited within the Pseudo-Andreas catena against direct
traditions available through the Benedictine editions of the Fathers and their reprints in
Migne’s Patrologia Graeca.*® While predominantly using Cramer’s edition as a reference,
Hutchinson extended his analysis to include scholia attributions in Paris Coislin 25 and
gr. 221, as well as Vatican Barb. gr. 582, and investigated the interrelation between these
codices.® He identified the Paris codex as the most valuable due to its preservation of the

entire catena and recommended its utilisation as the foundational text for a critical

>% diktyon 48560 (GA 638); diktyon 72138 (GA 97); diktyon 58654 (GA 1876). These manuscripts, absent
from Parpulov 2021, have been recently added to the Catena Catalogue. Some of the additional
manuscripts listed in Hutchinson 1928: 114, 117 are not included in the Catena Catalogue because they do
not actually contain catenae.

% Hutchinson 1928: 36-97.

% Hutchinson 1928: 27. He did not include an examination of Athos St Panteleimon 770 and Jerusalem
Staurou 25 in his study, citing a lack of access to these manuscripts. However, he describes these based on

information in library catalogues.
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edition.®® In his assessments of individual Fathers cited within the catena, Hutchinson
examines the catenist’s compilation approach regarding source treatment, distinguishing
between verbatim repetition and reworking, with both types observable especially in
Chrysostom’s scholia, as these can be compared with the direct tradition of his works.
The scholar also raises the possibility that the substantial number of quotations from
Didymus and Ammonius, ranking second and third to Chrysostom, could derive from
lost commentaries on Acts.” Finally, he supports von Soden’s view that the Pseudo-
Andreas type represents the original Acts catena, forming the basis for subsequent works
by Oecumenius and Theophylact, which he considers continuous commentaries and
finds “valueless for modern critical purposes”.** Although rejecting the authenticity of
the attributions, Hutchinson suggests that the catena-commentary attributed to Pseudo-
Theophylact (as seen in Sifanius’ Expositio) predates the Pseudo-Oecumenius type,
believing that this, in turn, originates from 7extus alter.®® This contradicts my
interpretation of the hierarchical relationship between the latter two, as I will clarify in

I66

Chapter I

% Hutchinson 1928: 118: “A critical edition of the catena would use Coisl 25 as the textual basis, since it is
the most complete and the best manuscript, giving the readings of the other three in footnotes as an
apparatus criticus”.

% Hutchinson 1928: 36, 83.

% Hutchinson 1928: 105.

% Hutchinson 1928: 115: “The third commentary [...] incorporated the Textus Alter commentary with only
slight omissions and a few additions from Andreas. This is the so-called Oecumenius commentary”.

% See below I1.3.2.
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Despite the valuable contributions of Hutchinson’s work, his evidence supporting
manuscript relationships is mainly limited to representatives of the Pseudo-Andreas
catena. Little material is presented for other types, whose relationships are primarily
discussed on the basis of printed editions. Furthermore, his analysis does not extend to
the external features of catena manuscripts, such as layout and cross-reference systems
between biblical text and scholia, a notable limitation the scholar himself

acknowledges.”’

1.5  The Clavis Patrum Graecorum (CPG)
The Clavis Patrum Graecorum (CPG), developed by Maurits Geerard from 1974 to 2003
and subsequently updated through reprints, serves as the standard classification system
for biblical catenae. This index assigns unique identification numbers to the works of
Greek Church Fathers and early Christian authors, facilitating the process for scholars to
find and reference specific texts. The comprehensive discussion on catenae (indicated
with the siglum C) is presented in volume IV of the CPG.?® According to this
classification, catenae on Acts are divided into three main types: Catena Andreae (C150),
Commentarii Ps.-Oecumenii (C151), and Commentarii Ps.-Theophylacti (C152).
Additionally, two categories of non-Greek catenae are provided: Catena arabica (C153)

and Catena(e) palaeo-slavica(e) (C154).%° However, unlike other books of the New

%7 Hutchinson 1928: 24.
% CPG IV. The Acts section is on pp- 380-382.

% C154 was added in the latest updated version of 2018.
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Testament, there are no further subdivisions or the identification of individual codices
with unattested catena types. Only in the case of the Pseudo-Andreas catena are the
manuscripts specified for the recognised types, and even then, this is restricted to the
Oxford and Paris manuscripts employed by Cramer.

Indeed, Geerard’s categorisation largely depends on printed editions and the
classifications provided by Karo-Lietzmann and Devreesse, as noted by Miihlenberg.”® As
a result, when it comes to the Acts catenae, Geerard’s classification overlooks von
Soden’s overview, Wolf’s edition of Pseudo-Andreas and Matthaei’s edition of selected
scholia. However, since 2021, the online database Clavis Clavium (ClaCla), a
comprehensive and organised open-access repository of Late Antique and Medieval
Christian writings, has integrated information from the CPG.”" This allows for regular
updates of paper-based entries to include new findings. Incorporating new evidence from
Parpulov’s catalogue and my revised classification, the database now features updated
information on New Testament catena manuscripts, including Acts, as it will be

elaborated on in the paragraph below.

1.6 The CATENA project database
In 2018, the CATENA Project was launched at the University of Birmingham, under the

leadership of Hugh Houghton as principal investigator.”” This project was dedicated to

7 Miihlenberg 1989: 18.

™ https://clavis.brepols.net/clacla/Default.aspx.

72 A project description can be found at the following link:

https://www.birmingham.ac.uk/research/itsee/projects/catena/index.aspx.


https://clavis.brepols.net/clacla/Default.aspx
https://www.birmingham.ac.uk/research/itsee/projects/catena/index.aspx
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the exploration of New Testament catenae manuscripts. One of the key tasks undertaken
within the project was the compilation of a full catalogue of catena manuscripts, expertly
executed by Georgi Parpulov and published in 2021.7 Building upon this catalogue,
which features over four hundred and seventy manuscripts, an online database called
Catena Catalogue was developed and continues to be regularly updated by members of
the Institute for Textual Scholarship and Electronic Editing (ITSEE).”

This catalogue deserves acknowledgment for its inclusion of previously unavailable
manuscript witnesses, effectively filling the gaps present in the Kurzgefasste Liste, which
is a catalogue encompassing all known continuous-text Greek New Testament
manuscripts, building upon the foundation laid by Caspar René Gregory’s Die
griechischen Handschriften des Neuen Testaments (1908).” In this context, Parpulov’s
contribution is noteworthy as it offers the first-ever comprehensive listing of New
Testament catena manuscripts. Building upon the Liste, but also through consultation of
the printed and handwritten catalogues of libraries in and outside Europe, Parpulov
categorised the witnesses into existing CPG types based on the incipit and explicit of
each catena. Additionally, he created sigla and numbers to group manuscripts with
similar content units and subunits together.

Regarding the Acts catenae, Parpulov classified a total of sixty-six witnesses into
the existing CPG types C150, C151, and C152. Additionally, he introduced two new

designations: C155, representing the codices singuli, denotes codices with a catena type

73 Parpulov 2021.

" This can be accessed at https://purl.org/itsee/catena-catalogue.

> Aland 1994; Gregory 1908. The Listeis accessible at https://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de/liste.



https://purl.org/itsee/catena-catalogue
https://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de/liste
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absent from the remaining manuscript evidence, while C156, referred to as catena
abbreviata, designates three manuscripts that contain scattered scholia.”® Following the
print publication of Parpulov’s catalogue, the online Catena Catalogue has been
expanded with the addition of seven new items: Zavorda, Monastery of St Nikanor, 99
(thirteenth century), Athos, Great Lavra, B 64 (tenth century), Oxford, Christ Church,
Wake 38 (eleventh century), Wolfenbiittel Herzog August Bibliothek Gud. gr. 104.2
(twelfth century), Sofia, EHAI, 908 (thirteenth century), Moscow, RGB, F 270, no. 56
(gr. 140) (thirteenth century), and Sinai, Saint Catherine’s Monastery, gr. 279 (fifteenth
century).”” In the appendix, Parpulov includes a list of commentaries attributed to
individual authors, such as Theophylact and Zigabenus, whose works exhibit
characteristics that lie on the border between a catena and a commentary in the strict
sense. For these commentaries, the author provides a comprehensive enumeration of the
manuscripts. However, to indicate cases where the attribution is disputed or incorrect (as
determined by scribes, librarians, or former possessors of the manuscripts), he appends
an asterisk (*). Regarding Theophylact’s commentaries on Acts, the manuscripts

indicated with an asterisk are the thirteenth-century Moscow, GIM, Synod. gr. 347,

7® The following codices have not been assigned a Catena number, as they only contain a very limited
number of scholia: London, BL, Add. 28816 (twelfth century — diktyon 39067, GA 203), which comprises
two scholia, Durham NC, Duke University Library, 1 (thirteenth century — diktyon 13616, GA 1780), with
three scholia, Paris, BnF, Suppl. gr. 1262 (twelfth century — diktyon 53926, GA 1885), containing two
scholia. Zavorda, Monastery of St Nikanor, 99 (thirteenth century — diktyon 72381, GA 2733) and Dresden,
Sachsische Landesbibliothek, A 104 (eleventh century — diktyon 13455, GA 101 L1551) are both illegible.

77 diktyon 72381 (GA 2733), diktyon 27116 (GA 1739), diktyon 62075 (GA 2996), diktyon 44336; diktyon
48560 (GA 638); diktyon 72138 (GA 97); diktyon 58654 (GA 1876). Moscow, RGB, F 270, no. 56 (gr. 140)

has not been assigned a GA number because it does not feature a full biblical text, but only short lemmata.
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Athens, EBE, 490, Florence, BML, Plut. IV.5, Milan, BA, F 104 sup and the fourteenth-
century Paris, BnF, gr. 220.7® Indeed, as I will demonstrate in Chapter II, none of these
manuscripts can be conclusively linked to Theophylact: with the exception of Athens 490
to some extent, these are witnesses to distinct abridgments of C150.”

Nevertheless, Parpulov’s catalogue has some limitations. It relies on the comparison
of catena incipit and explicit rather than scholia on test passages, thus failing to identify
subdivisions within individual types. Lietzmann had already pointed out a potential issue
with this method, highlighting that catenae manuscripts are particularly susceptible to
arbitrary alterations at their beginnings.*® Moreover, it is common for the initial pages of
catenae manuscripts to be either absent or significantly damaged. Furthermore, Parpulov
does not provide a rationale for grouping manuscripts with varying incipits or endings
under the same C number, implying that these might be abbreviated versions of the
same type, although this assumption is not always accurate. In Chapter III, I will
examine the case of manuscripts containing the Epitome of Leo Choirosphakets, which
were mistakenly labeled as abbreviated versions of C150 due to the presence of shared
scholia within this category.”

In an article published in 2022, which builds upon my doctoral research in the first

two years (2020 to 2021), I extended Parpulov’s catalogue by undertaking a

7 Parpulov 2021: 212. These manuscripts are categorised under the siglum p.®¢ due to their inclusion of
the Pseudo-Theophylact commentary on the Pauline Epistles (C167).

7 See below II.3.

8 1 jetzmann 1897: 27.

81 See below I1.8.1.
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comprehensive comparative analysis of forty-six catena manuscripts on Acts.* I chose to
exclude manuscripts that only contain ‘isolated’ scholia rather than complete catenae.® I
will delve further into this topic later in my thesis. The objective of this study was to
augment the existing information in the Catena Catalogue by identifying new data and
revising previously recorded details. Following the approach proposed by Lietzmann in
his work on catenae, which involves using representative samples, preferably from
various segments of the catenae, to classify types, I expanded the analysis previously
found in Karo-Lietzmann’s catalogue, which focused on Acts 8:9-25, by including two
additional passages: Acts 2:1-16 and 28:19-31.% This expansion aimed to accommodate
the presence of fragmentary copies in the examination.® I categorised the catena
witnesses for Acts into types and subtypes, where subtypes represent variations resulting
from the abbreviation, expansion, and modification of the base catena text. I introduced
a multi-level numbering system to break down the original types into more detailed
subtypes and groups, allowing for a more precise classification (e.g., .1 or .2a, b, c,

etc.).’

% Scieri 2022a.

8 See Scieri 2022a: 285, n. 19.

8 [ jetzmann 1897: 27.

% In Table 1, missing sections at the beginning and ending of manuscripts are denoted by the
abbreviations i.m. (/nitium mutilum) and d.m. (desinit mutilum), respectively.

% Panella 2021 and Marcon 2023 have also adopted a similar classification approach in their re-evaluation
of catena manuscripts on the Pauline Epistles. They combine external presentation criteria with the
identification of additional textual content to refine Staab’s classification into distinct types, and identify

new sub-groups.
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Through the utilisation of distinct identification categories such as types, subtypes,
and groups, a more lucid comprehension of the diverse tradition of Acts catenae was
attained, shedding light on the breadth of variation within the manuscript tradition. The
Andreas catena was found not to be the dominant tradition, with the Pseudo-
Oecumenius tradition being more widespread: the Catena Catalogue, which has
integrated my findings, enumerates twenty-nine manuscripts of the Pseudo-Oecumenius
type against eighteen of Pseudo-Andreas.®” This conclusion was reached through a
reassessment of a significant group of fifteen manuscripts, which was previously
classified as Zextus alter of Theophylact'’s commentary.® As I will discuss in Chapter II, T
classified this group as a subset of C151, thereby corroborating von Soden’s suspicion of
its connection to the Pseudo-Oecumenius catena.*

The importance of my study is its division of manuscripts into subcategories,
following the example of CPG for catenae in other biblical books (except Catholic
Epistles). However, there are limitations that arise from restricting the comparison of
incipit and explicit only in selected test passages. While the method used since
Lietzmann is widely accepted as valid for identifying manuscripts of the same type, it is
not applicable to manuscripts with multilayered catenae. Consequently, no explanatory

evidence is presented for C150.c, d, and f, which in fact present stratified scholia.

Additionally, manuscripts with ‘isolated’ scholia were excluded if they lacked exegetical

%7 The total count does not take into account manuscripts marked with an uncertain type, indicated by a
question mark next to the corresponding C number.
8 The recent discoveries have been incorporated into the ClaCla database (last access October 2023).

% See below I1.3.2.
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material related to the chosen passages, as they did not meet the criteria for catena
manuscripts.”® The arrangement of manuscripts within each subtype or group lacks clear
explanation, although it follows the sequence of their GA numbers. The development
stages of catena types were not extensively examined. The codices singuli and
manuscripts with ‘isolated’ scholia are briefly mentioned but not thoroughly addressed. It
is worth noting that two manuscripts that appear to contain two more independent
abridgments of Pseudo-Andreas (C150) were initially misclassified. Vatican City, BAV,
Vat. gr. 760 (eleventh century), in my 2022 work, was categorised as codex singulus
C155.4 in the second catena (ff. 181r-246v).”" However, as will be extensively discussed
in this thesis, it should actually be assigned the next available number in the C150
subtype series, which is C150.2g. Another such case is Paris, BnF, gr. 203 (eleventh
century), which was incorrectly listed in the group of manuscripts with ‘isolated’ scholia
in my 2022 article.”” A closer examination, however, reveals that it contains material
from C150, as identified by Parpulov.” Indeed, the correct type number corresponds to
yet another abbreviated version of C150, and as such, it should be assigned subtype
number C150.2h.

Despite these limitations, my classification method revealed patterns, identified
manuscripts with additional scholia within C150, highlighted variations among

abbreviated types of C150, and recognised distinct recensions of C151 that were

% See Scieri 2022a: 285, n. 19.
o' Scieri 2022a: 302-303.
%2 diktyon 49667 (GA 302). Cf. Scieri 2022a: 285, n. 19).

%3 Parpulov 2021: 197.
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previously unobserved. In essence, my work sets the stage for further research on catenae
of Acts and the eventual creation of critical editions for different catena types.
Furthermore, it presents a flexible model that can be adapted and extended as needed.
What follows is an updated and improved version of my classification of Acts catena
manuscripts, as opposed to earlier proposed typologies (Table 1): this also features the
final results of my thesis, namely the introduction of catena numbers C156 and C157
alongside associated manuscripts. Here, manuscripts are listed by types, and within each
type or subtype, they are arranged in chronological order for better clarity. Parpulov’s
numbers have been included for all the entries in his printed catalogue, and new sigla
like L1 and T1 have been introduced for certain entries. The specific meanings of these
sigla will be explained in more detail later in this chapter, and the updated entries will be

clarified in Chapter III.
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Scieri | diktyon GA manuscript date Parpulov layout Acts Karo- von Soden | Parpulov
type number fols. Lietzmann type
Aﬂ'p 11
49167 307 Paris, BnF, Coislin 25 10 acp.18.ii frame 5r—-190v 1'Cjtflf3 “Andreas C150
5 commentary”
Aﬂ_pzl
49792 610 Paris, BnF, gr. 221 11 acpr.21.ii.a frame 3r-143v ;;rflfz “Andreas C150
C150.1a & commentary”
Aﬂ_pZO
48716 2818 Oxford, New College, 12™1/2 | acp.18.ii frame 1r-177r catena “Andreas C150
58 Integra ”
commentary
: : Amp®
65122 453 Vatican City, BAV, 14" acp.18.i alternating | 4r—230r .Catena “Andreas C150
Barb. gr. 582 integra ”
commentary
: Amp*
22909 1678 Athos, St Panteleimon 140 eacpr.27.i.a frame 153v= — “Andreas C150
Monastery, 770 192v commentary”
Jerusalem, Greek Amp'°
C150.1b | 35921 1895 Orthodox Patriarchate, 10 1/2 acp.18.i alternating | 3r-283v — “Andreas C150
Staurou 25 commentary”
catena ex o
C150.2a | 49342 94 Paris, BnF,.C01shn 12™1/2 | acp.18.ii | alternating 30r= opere “Andreas C150
202bis 117r maiore ,
commentary
excerpta
catena ex O
49789 607 Paris, BnF, gr. 218 1% acp.18.iii frame 2r-66v 125 j(jfe “Andreas C150
commentary”

excerpta
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C150.2b catena ex o'
London, BL, Add. . « i
39005 641 ondon 11 acp.17.ii frame 2r-67r P ?re Oecumenius C150
22734 maiore commentary”
excerpta (Donatus)
catena ex 065"
49788 606 Paris, BnF, gr. 217 11t 1/2 acp.19.11 frame 2r-48r op ?re “Andreas C150
p-©d maiore N
commentary
excerpta
1 3th
. (1286- . . — —
42769 2576 Milan, BA, F 104 sup. 1287 ap.25.i alternating | 1r-69r C150
AD)
catena ex 3
43972 103 Moscow, GIM, Synod. 131 2/ aCD17.iv f opere " Agd@Z C
or. 347 (V. 096) p-17. ame or-75r maiore reas ) 150
commentary
excerpta
1
Florence, BML, h ) . oo’
15921 455 Plut.IV.5 137 2/2 ap.25.i alternating | 1r-40r — “Andreas C150
T commentary”
. 9"/10th
Drama, Kosinitza .. 164v—
C150.2 13410 142 ’ - 12 — —
50.2¢ 34 424 Monastery, 3 (3P) (L2) 12 eacp.29.ii frame 061 C150
(suppl.)
. o
Paris, BnF, gr. 2 .
C150.2d | 49809 82 ars &4)gr 37 10 1/2 | acpr.22.i.p frame 10v-61r — “Andreas C150
commentary”
oe*
C150.2¢ 49791 608 Paris, BnF, gr. 220 140 apc.17.vi | alternating | 1r-61v — “Theophylact C150

commentary”
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ff.
231r-v,
62075 2996 Sofia, EHAI, 908 13 — alternating | 233r- — —
238r,
232r-v
catena ex Ar
C150.2f | 66176 886 Vatican City, BAV, 13" 2/2 a.An2 alternating 189r- opere “Andreas C150
Reg. gr. 6 (L2) 205v maiore ,
commentary
excerpta
12 ..
C159.2g Vatican City, BAV, th . 181r- « Anp addltlofl
(olim 67391 437 Vat. gr. 760 (T2) 11 a.24.iii alternating 246V — 'Andreas al scholia
C155.4) -8 commentary” | to Acts
C150.2h | 49667 302 Paris, BnF, gr. 103 11 acp.28.i frame 1r-97r — — C150
o
49790 91 Paris, BnF, gr. 219 11 acpr.21.ii.y | alternating | 5r-28v — Oecumemui Ci151
commentary
(Donatus)
Ci51.1a | 49794 1933 Paris, BnF, gr. 223, 11® pr.21.ii. | alternating 22(;211: — - -
olim | Berlin, SBPK, Phillipps th . 207r-
9325 1371 1422 (018) 16 — alternating 200t — — —
C151.1b | 14997 916 ESCO;?EIR;SME’ 11® acpr.21.ii.a frame 1r-32v — — Ci151
o}
49168 056 Paris, BnF, Coislin 26 11 acp.21.iii.e | alternating | 2r-56r — Oecumemui Ci151
C151.2 commentary

(Donatus)
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o
44823 0142 Munich, BSB, gr. 375 11 acp.21.iii.e | alternating | 1r-55r Oecumemui Ci151
commentary
(Donatus)
1
Athos, “O (Zf niu
26041 1066 Koutloumousiou 1™ acp.2l.ii.a | alternating | 1r-78v coricmenetaryi C151
Monastery, 16 (Donatus)
. o
47289 314 Sﬁfzrd’ Egﬂz?n 10 1/2 | acpr.16.i.a frame 10r-27r Textus Alter C152
2k 3 (Finettus)
1
Florence, BML, th o
15917 454 Plut IV 1 10 acp.19.iii frame 1r—-46r Textus Alter Ci152
T (Finettus)
. 021
23466 1862 Athol\s/ioljlzftlsu P;VIOH 11 acpr.16.i.a frame 23r-98r Textus Alter C152
ok (Finettus)
39178 911 Londo;g,SIZI;, Add. 11 acpr.19.ii frame 2r-60v — C152
1r- o’
2503 1360 Athens, EBE, 207 11t acpr.16.i.a frame 88v/1- Textus Alter C152
C151.3a 178 (Finettus)
Jerusalem, Greek
35275 1888 Orthodox Patriarchate, 11 acpr.16.i.a frame 3r-72r — C152
Taphou 38
Uppsala, 0"
64414 441 Universitetsbiblioteket, 1 3th ap.24.i alternating | 1r-55v Textus Alter Ci152
gr. 1 (Finettus)
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Florence, BML,

th

16077 — Plut.VIIL19 13 ap.24.1 alternating | 1r-41v — — C152
Paris, BnF, Suppl. gr. th . . 11r-
53963 2242 1299 137 1in. acp.23.v alternating 151y C152
Moscow, GIM, Synod. h . .
43817 46 ’ ’ 147 1/2 ap.23.vii | alternating | 4r-32v — — C152
3 3 gr. 192 (V. 095) / p-23 & 3 >
Vienna, ONB, Theol. th . 17v—
71969 424 or. 302 10 acpr.16.1i.a frame Loir — — C152
O
C151.3b 49365 250 Paris, BnF, Coislin 224 | 11" in. acpr.16.ii.3 frame ﬁ;; — Textus Alter C152
(Finettus)
Vatican City, BAV %
67901 621 v ’ 13 acp.23.vi | alternating | 2r-67r — Textus Alter C152
Vat. gr. 1270 .
C1s1 (Finettus)
o 6728 1842 Vatican City, BAV, 140 acp.23.viii | alternating | 16r-75v — — C152
7263 4 Vat. gr. 652 4 cp.23. e g 75 5
Ong*
C151.3d | 48717 327 Oxford, NSe;)v College, 128 1/2 acp.19.iii frame 1r-70r — Textus Alter C152
(Finettus)
catena ex
Paris, BnF, gr. 216 opere o
C151.3e | 49787 605 ’ » 8T 10 acp.17.i frame 3r-85v P ] Textus Alter C155.1
(L2) maiore .
(Finettus)
excerpta
Ci52.1a | 67391 437 Vatican City, BAV, 11 a.24.1ii alternating | 2v-180r — — C152

Vat. gr. 760 (T1)
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. 10— . 0" .
C152.1b | 33678 1871 I.s tanbul, PamaFChal 13 acpr.19.i frame 1r-5r Oecumemui C152
Library, Panaghias 33 (suppl.) commentary
) (Donatus)
oe¥
C152.1c | 71817 1524 Vienna, ONB, Theol. 14® acp.26.1 alternating | 3r-56r “The()phylac,t, C152
gr. 150 commentary
(Sifanius)
Sinai, Saint
C152.1d | 58654 1876 | Catherine’s Monastery, 158 — frame 10V-74v — —
gr. 279
0¥
C152.2 2786 254 Athens, EBE, 490 138 2/2 acpr.26.ii | alternating | 5r—157r “Theophylact C152
commentary”
C155.1 see above C151.3e; below C156 and C157.1c
C155.2 see below C156 and C157.1d
Patmos, Monastery of
54507 — St. John the 10 1/2 | acp.22..a | alternating | 1r-10r — C155.3
C155.3 e — Theologian, 263 =
Dresden, SLUB, A.104 11 — frame 6r-178r . —
L1551 unattributed
C155.4 see above C150.2g and C152.1a
anonym
Vatican City, BAV, th . 185r— ous
C155.5 66176 886 Reg. gr. t6y (L1) 137 2/2 a.An2 alternating 180r — commen

tary
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Messina, Biblioteca O anonym
C155.6 40701 1839 ) Rej*glo.nale 120 acp.An1 alternating | 1r-25v — “Andreas ous
Universitaria, S. Salv. , | commen
40 commentary tary
13410 1424 Drama, Kosinitza 9th 2/2 eacp.29.ii frame 164v- — — C150
Monastery, 3 (3P) (L1) p-=5: 206r
33671 1870 L;s)trzr;}]?ull;alr)lztgr;;csh(i 6 10 1/2 acrp.22.ii frame or-75v — — Ci150
. 0
49809 82 Paris, Bok, gr. 237 10" 1/2 | acpr.22.i. frame 10r-61r — “Andreas C150
(L1+L3) P
commentary”
Florence, BML, th .
15945 457 Plut.IV.29 10 acp.22.1v frame 1r-80r — — C150
th
Escorial, RBME, ¥. TiL. | 1© 12
C156 15244 920 18 (Ll) —-12 acp.22.1u1.a frame 1r-44v — — C155.2
(suppl.)
Vatican City, BAV, th . 1r-v
68692 627 Vat. gr. 2062 10 acpr.22.ii frame (mut.) — — C150
catena ex
Paris, BnF, gr. 216 th . opere o
49787 605 10 acp.17.i frame 3r-85v ] Textus Alter Ci155.1
(L1) maiore .
excerpta (Finettus)
Athos, Great Lavra, B th
27116 1739 64 10 — frame 2r-31r — — —
70017 617 Venice, BNM, Z.546 10 acpr.2L.iLa frame 2v-59v — — Ci51
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Oxford, Christ

th

48650 638 Church, Wake 38 11 — frame 22r-93v — —
Patmos, Monastery of | 11" 1/1 C156
54259 1162 St John the -2/2 acp.23.i frame 9r—44r — (suppl.
Theologian, 15 (suppl.) hand)
Athos,
26107 1859 Koutloumousiou 11 acr.22.v frame 9r-70v — C150
Monastery, 82
12109 1277 Ciﬁzﬁfi&ifl;gfgty 1™ acp.22.iii.8 frame ig;r — C150
68600 1845 Vatxlfca?;ti”;fv’ 1™ acp.23.iii frame 42r-90r — C156
Tirana, Arkivi Qéndror
63376 1764 i Shtetit, F. 488, dos. 120 ap.23.ii frame 14r-99r — C156
17
Wolfenbiittel, Herzog
72138 97 August Bibliothek, 120 — frame 5r-55v — —
Gud. gr. 104.2
49664 468 Paris, BnF, gr. 101 13th 2/2 | acpr.22.vii frame 6r-48v — Ci151
43971 462 Mosgg‘z;‘gl(l\é’ zsz;md' 130 acpr.22.i.3 frame 12r-65v — C150
Drama, Kosinitza
13410 1424 Monastery, 3 (3P) 9th 2/2 eacp.29.ii frame 164v- — C150
206r
C157.1a (L3+L4)
Paris, BnF, gr. 237 h o
49809 82 ’ (Lz,) 10" 1/2 | acpr.22.i. frame 10v-61r “Andreas C150

commentary”
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Patmos, Monastery of

54421 — St John the 10" ecap.8.i.f | alternating 1236 — — C150
Theologian, 177 450-64
42185 1980 Milan, BA, A 62 inf. 10" ecap.8.i.y | alternating | 59r-63v — — C150
6 o Moscow, RGB, F. 270, 12t . alternatin 211r- o . o
4433 no. 56 (gr. 140) (T1) 3 € g 219v
68396 — Vatican, ]13;?;, Vat. gr. 16™ ecap.8.i.p | alternating 1;:;_ — — C150
. o
C157.1b 49809 82 Paris, ]?’(riF’)gr' 237 10% 1/2 acpr.22.i.3 frame 10v-61r — “Andreas C150
> commentary”
catena ex
. o
C157.1¢ 49787 605 Paris, BnF, gr. 216 10 acp.17.i frame 3r-85v opere Textus Alter | C155.1
(L3) maiore )
(Finettus)
excerpta
th
Escorial, RBME, . 11L. | 0 /2
C157.1d | 15244 920 18 (L2) -12 acp.22.iii.a frame 1r-44v — — C155.2
(suppl.)
C157.2 44336 o Moscow, RGB, F. 270, 13t . alternatin 216v— o o o
57 33 no. 56 (gr. 140) (T2) 3 g 219v

Table 1. Comparing Type Classification of catena manuscripts on Acts
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2. Catena manuscripts featuring multiple layers and texts
While scholarly works on Acts catenae remain limited, these texts feature in manuscript
catalogues, where catena types are often associated with the names of authors linked to
the chain compilations, even amidst uncertainty or scepticism regarding their
authenticity, possibly for ease of reference. Regrettably, little to no attention has been
given to aspects of layout and paratextual elements, including cross-referencing systems,
in the classification of these catenae. Notably, a certain group of manuscripts has been
overlooked that present a more intricate scenario than the individual compilations linked
to Andreas, Oecumenius, and Theophylact. This oversight arises from the application of
established criteria to sort manuscripts into recognised types.

The category I am discussing involves manuscripts that feature catenae on the book
of Acts which exhibit multiple layers added sequentially and frequently by distinct
scribes. These additions are primarily found within the same pages of a frame catena,
although there are instances of an alternating layout. On the other hand, some
manuscripts display multiple catenae on the same book, where content flows
continuously across several pages in an alternating catena arrangement that is the
outcome of a single production or editorial effort. I designate these categories as
“multilayered” and “multiple-text” catena manuscripts, respectively, adopting this
nomenclature from recent developments in manuscript studies that refer to the analysis

of complex manuscripts.”*

% The reference list is quite extensive. For brevity, I will only reference the introductory chapter by Michael

Friedrich and Cosima Schwarke in Friedrich-Schwarke 2016: 1-26. This chapter provides an in-depth
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2.1  Research on multiple-text manuscripts and paratexts

Starting from the 1980s, a growing interest in the multifaceted nature of manuscripts -
encompassing both the physical document and the text it carries — reached its peak with
the organisation of two academic conferences hosted at the University of Hamburg in
2010 and 2016, respectively, which specifically focused on “multiple-text” manuscripts,
commonly abbreviated as MTMs.” Despite the debate over the overlapping use of terms
like “miscellaneous” or “composite”, a multiple-text codex has been defined as “a
codicological unit ‘worked in a single operation’ (Gumbert) with two or more texts or a
‘production unit’ resulting from one production process delimited in time and space
(Andrist, Canart, Maniaci)”.*®

This trend intersects with a renewed recognition of the importance of paratexts in
understanding a text’s context and reception within the readers’ community.”’ Paratexts,

following the recent definition proposed by Patrick Andrist, are manuscript features

whose thematic significance is rooted in their association with other elements in the

historical account of the increasing scholarly interest in composite and multiple-text manuscripts, along
with relevant bibliography.

% The initial conference, coordinated by the Research Group 963 ‘Manuscript Cultures in Asia and Africa’,
bore the title ‘One-volume libraries’ and was consolidated in the edited publication Friedrich-Schwarke
2016. The subsequent conference, arranged by the Centre for the Study of Manuscript Cultures (CSMC),
was titled ‘The Emergence of MTMs’, and its contributions were published in Bausi-Friedrich-Maniaci
2019.

% Friedrich-Schwarke 2016: 15-16.

%7 Although in its nascent phase in the early 2000s, the exploration of paratexts has experienced swift
advancement through a sequence of studies and research initiatives in recent times, some of which are
specifically dedicated to understanding the role of paratexts in various domains. An overview of these

developments within manuscript studies can be found in Andrist 2018, particularly on pages 132-135.
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same manuscript or the book as a whole.”® They are vital as they highlight the dual
aspects of the manuscript’s history—its creators and its readers—and can provide
avenues for tracking manuscripts across time and space, as emphasised in the thought-
provoking title 7racing Manuscripts in Time and Space through Paratexts by Giovanni
Ciotti and Hang Lin.”® Scholia and catenae in biblical manuscripts are also considered
paratexts, as in the codex they lose relevance when separated from the corresponding
biblical texts.

As manuscripts began to be perceived as dynamic entities, possessing as many lives
as the various owners, readers, and scribes to whom they were passed over centuries, a
need arose for a scientific methodology to dissect the codex, identifying its various
components beyond the dominant text that tends to define it. This led Patrick Andrist,
Mariena Maniaci, and the late Paul Canart to develop a dedicated “syntax of the codex”,
intended as a structural analysis of manuscripts that provides a comprehensive typology
and terminology for describing complex codices and an extensive tool for manuscript
cataloguing.'® This approach, which recognises the multifaceted character of a
manuscript, has been extended to the study of paratextual elements within biblical
manuscripts, resulting in the project ParaTexBib (“Paratexts of the Bible: Analysis and

Edition of the Greek Textual Transmission”), a European Research Council project

% Andrist 2018: 143. These are sometimes referred to as “secondary content” — elements that support the
“primary content” and often lack meaning without it.

% Ciotti-Lin 2016.

"% Andrist-Canart-Maniaci 2013. An updated English version is currently in the works, incorporating

significant revisions and important updates, some of which are previewed in Andrist-Maniaci 2021.
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conducted at the University of Basel and the Ludwig Maximilian University in Munich

from 2014 to 2020.'*

Working in close partnership with Pinakes (managed by the Greek
section of IRHT, the Institut de recherche et d’histoire des textes in Paris) and the
NTVMR (New Testament Virtual Manuscript Room, run by the Institut fiir
neutestamentliche Textforschung in Miinster), the two leading online Greek manuscript
databases, this online platform employs specialised tools to divide the codex into distinct
units. Following a methodology based on the divisions outlined in La Syntaxe du codex
by Andrist-Canart-Maniaci, and its recent updates, these units are classified as
“production units” (UniProd), denoting content that is part of the same phase of
production or editorial stage, and “content units” (UniCont), specifying the particular
content within a production unit.'** Additionally, the database provides graphical
representations of these divisions using the Structural Visualization of Manuscripts
(StruViMan), a web-based tool which offers scholars a new way to visualise the structure
of manuscripts.'®

Although the ParaTexBib database incorporates and continues to update

descriptions of catena manuscripts, Parpulov’s previously mentioned catalogue presents a
p pts, Farp p y gue p

11 The database can be accessed at http://paratexbib.eu. To learn more about its details, see Andrist—

Wallraff 2016. Another recent project focused on paratexts in biblical manuscripts is the Templeton
Religion Trust project “Paratexts seeking understanding”, currently carried out at the University of
Glasgow. This initiative explores paratexts within the framework of aesthetic cognitivism. A description of
the project’s aims and methods is in Allen-Royle 2020. A recent collection of scholarly contributions on
paratexts in biblical manuscripts can be found in Porter, Stevens, Yoon 2023.

' Andrist-Canart-Maniaci 2013 (esp. 59-61, 104-107). The concept of UniCont is explored more
comprehensively in Andrist-Maniaci 2021.

193 These are illustrated in Dirkse—Andrist-Wallraff 2019.


http://paratexbib.eu/
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valuable addition in this area. This is due to its description of Greek New Testament
manuscripts containing catenae organised in groups according to the degree of similarity
in textual units, although the abbreviation system employed in the catalogue entries is
not elucidated adequately. Additionally, the catalogue briefly comments on instances of
diverse production units, although not in a systematic manner, mostly in the form of

footnotes.

2.2  Research on multilayered and multiple-text commentary manuscripts
Although there have been significant advances, existing studies have paid limited
attention to multilayered and multiple-text commentary manuscripts. Nonetheless, two
recent efforts appear to tackle this gap. The first of these initiatives is the “Homer
Multitext Project” (HMP)."** This project, running at the University of Houston since the
early 2000s, is focused on creating a comprehensive digital archive of the textual
tradition of the epic poems by the ancient Greek poet Homer, particularly the /iad, by
collecting and comparing various manuscript sources and versions. It provides
diplomatic editions of these manuscripts and utilises digital tools to illustrate the textual
history of the //iad within its historical context, emphasising its evolution through oral
composition and acknowledging the fluidity of the text over time, including the
incorporation of scholia by scribes. A significant aspect of the project focuses on the

tenth-century manuscript Venice, BNM, Marc. gr. Z 454 (= 822), also known as Venetus

' The project’s materials, including digital manuscript images, are available for access at

https://www.homermultitext.org. To explore the project’s history and description, see at least Dué and

Ebbott 2019.


https://www.homermultitext.org/
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A, which contains the oldest complete version of the Zliad.'® This codex includes
extensive marginal scholia spanning different historical periods. The project has created
an innovative web-based digital edition of Venetus A, granting scholars access to
previously unpublished content that includes scholia, introductory material, high-
resolution manuscript images, and precise TEI-XML encoded transcriptions for in-depth
analysis of the Zliad’s history and scholarship. Within the Homer Multitext Project,
scholia are organised into distinct categories such as main marginal, intermarginal,
interior, exterior, and interlinear scholia, with their respective page placement
determining their affiliation. This structured markup system visually represents the
intricate, multilayered structure of both text and paratext in the edition.

The second initiative is the project “Multilayered Manuscripts in the Transmission
of Aristotle’s Organon” which is currently underway at the University of Hamburg from
2019 to 2025.'° This project aims to employ an interdisciplinary approach to investigate
additional scribal layers in one hundred and fifty medieval manuscripts containing
Aristotle’s Organon, that were introduced over time, and encompass scholia, corrections,
explanatory notes, restored material. Christian Brockmann, the principal investigator,
has revealed complex stratification within the commentary on Aristotle’s Organon in the

manuscript Vatican Library, BAV, Vat gr. 244."”” He has shown how the scribe of this

'% diktyon 69925. The bibliography related to this manuscript, considering its importance in the history of
the Homeric poems, is extensive. See at least the various contributions on the topic in Dué 2009.

"% The project details can be found on their website at https://www.csmc.uni-hamburg.de/written-
artefacts/research-fields/field-d/rfdo7.html.

7 Brockmann 2021.


https://www.csmc.uni-hamburg.de/written-artefacts/research-fields/field-d/rfd07.html
https://www.csmc.uni-hamburg.de/written-artefacts/research-fields/field-d/rfd07.html

46

codex, Magentinus or a scholar of his circle, added marginal notes from various late-
antique commentaries in different stages, employing distinct compilation techniques.
This scholarly effort resulted in the creation of a specialised Aristotelean study
manuscript that resonated with the compiler’s intentions. The importance of this
research lies in demonstrating how scholia can be stratified and expanded by the same
scribe across different periods, essentially taking on both the functions of a compiler and
a transcriber.

In the field of catena manuscripts, particularly in relation to Acts chains, although
some attention has been paid to aspects like palacographical and aesthetic relevance, the
investigations of multilayered and multiple-text manuscripts has often remained limited
in scope. One notable exception is the work of Staab, who, in the context of his study on
Pauline catenae, examined the codices Paris gr. 216 and gr. 237."® Within these
manuscripts, he discerns several layers of scholia, each reflecting distinct phases in the
evolution of the Pseudo-Oecumenius catena. This process emphasises the importance of
these strata in understanding the historical context of the one of the Pauline types of
catenae and its progression.

Among the seventy-three manuscripts categorised as containing catenae on Acts in
the Catena Catalogue, I have pinpointed seven manuscripts that exhibit multiple layers
and texts within the Acts chain. As mentioned above, I refer to these as “multilayered”

and “multiple-text” catena manuscripts. The terms “multilayered” and “multiple-text”

108

Staab 1926: 146-147, 179-180. Panella 2021: 399 calls Paris. gr. 216 of a ‘mixed catena’ for the Pauline

section.
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overlap in commentary manuscripts. A multilayered catena can also be viewed as a
compilation of multiple texts that has emerged from various compilations. Certainly, a
multiple-text catena, which inherently contains multiple compilations, can also be
considered multilayered when these texts are added at different stages of its production.
However, because there are instances of multiple texts added in the same production
stage, for clarity in my thesis discussion, I choose to use the term “multiple-text”
specifically for manuscripts belonging to this case.
The group of multilayered manuscripts includes four items with a frame layout:
- Drama, Kosinitza Monastery, 3
- Paris, BnF, gr. 237.
- Paris, BnF, gr. 216.
- Escorial, RBME, Y.III.18.
One multilayered manuscript is in an alternating layout:
- Vatican, BAV, Reg. gr. 6.
Two manuscripts adopt a multiple-text structure with an alternating layout:
- Vatican, BAV, Vat. gr. 760.
- Moscow, RGB, F. 270, no. 56, gr. 140.
None of these have been accurately classified in previous catalogues and lists of
New Testament catena manuscripts. The Catalogus by Karo-Lietzmann (1902), von
Soden’s list (1911), Geerard’s CPG (1974), Parpulov’s catalogue (2021), and my own
updated classification of Acts catenae (2022), have typically assigned them to a single

catena type. This is due to a conventional approach used in these studies, as we have
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seen above, which involves comparing exemplars’ incipit and desinit of the chain or of

selected scholia to determine the catena type.

2.3  Exploring a new approach
The recognition of multiple layers and texts became clear to me when I was invited to
contribute to an edited volume that investigates the theme of order and disorder in
manuscripts featuring biblical catenae.'® More specifically, the volume focuses on
understanding the rationale behind organisation of scholia within catenae manuscripts
by exploring principles like author order, scholia content and length, while also
considering visual layout aspects to comprehend the arrangement.

I chose to focus on Paris gr. 237, a manuscript that had intrigued me due to its
complex features. Previously, both von Soden and Parpulov had categorised it as
belonging to C150, while noting the presence of two scribal layers."*® My observations
indicated that only two scholia within my chosen test passages appeared to be written by
the main scribe, Acts 8:9-25 and 28:19-31, while no scholia were present in 2:1-14. In
contrast, the second scribe made more additions across all three sections. Additionally,
certain comments did not align sequentially with the scriptural lemmata in two passages,
suggesting irregularities in the scholia layout (see Table 2 below, where the instances of

disorder are marked with an ‘x’).

199 Scieri 2024.

110

Soden 1902: 685, Parpulov 2021: 164-165.



f. ‘ b.l. ‘ scribe ‘disorder

Acts 2:1-14
2:3 second hand
2:3 second hand
2:6 second hand
2:4 second hand X
2:2 second hand X
11v | 2:11 second hand X
2:2 second hand
2:3 second hand
2:3 second hand
2:1 second hand X
2:4 second hand
2:2 second hand
2:14 second hand X
2:2 second hand
12r | 2:17 second hand X
2:22 second hand X

2:11 second hand
2:13 second hand
2:14 second hand

Acts 8:9-25
22V 8:8 second hand
8:14 second hand
— second hand
23r 8:16 first hand
8:20 second hand
8:22 second hand
8:15 second hand X
23v 8:27 second hand
Acts 28:19-31
28:17 second hand
59r 28:17 second hand
— second hand
59v —
60r
60v 28:21 first hand
61r 28:31 second hand

Table 2. Irregularities in selected scholia passages of Paris, BnF, gr. 237.
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To understand the rationale behind these apparent scribal oversights, I conducted a
comprehensive analysis of the entire catena using colour images. My methodology
involved three key approaches:

1. Comparing the incipit and desinit of each scholium with external evidence from
commentaries, catenae, and patristic works.

2. Scrutinising the script style in the scholia.

3. Analysing the arrangement and sequence of scholia on each page.

Through this thorough examination, I uncovered a composite textual stratification
where C150 constituted only a significant part. This allowed me to identify multiple
textual units with a specific compilation and discern the diverse nature of these
compositions—many of which do not strictly adhere to the catena format but are at the
borderlines of other genres like scholia collections, commentaries, and epitomes.

This realisation prompted me to apply similar analysis to other manuscripts that
exhibited similar characteristics and had been oversimplified in my preliminary
classification. Notably, this was the case with Drama 3, Paris gr. 216, and Escorial
W.III.18—codices that were initially considered singular compilations but showed layers
upon closer examination. I was also intrigued by two Vatican codices, Vat. gr. 760 and
Reg. gr. 6, that I had partially labelled as codices singuli in Acts. Parpulov’s subsequent
discovery of a Moscow manuscript, F. 270, no. 56, containing two distinct exegetical
compilations on Acts, further piqued my curiosity. Consequently, I made the choice to
undertake a comprehensive examination of these manuscripts, utilising the

aforementioned methods. Through this approach, a composite textual structure
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emerged, which forms the central focus of this thesis and will be explored in the

subsequent chapters.

3. Concluding remarks: methodological insights and study objectives

The identification and classification of catena manuscripts are a complex and evolving
endeavour. Printed lists of catena manuscripts are incomplete, with only the online
Catena Catalogue and ClaCla regularly being updated, highlighting the importance of
digital publications. Historically, the categorisation of catena types was largely influenced
by author attribution, leading to debates centred on fitting catenae into an author’s
production. However, achieving consensus on catena types has proved challenging.

Various methodologies have been employed for type classification, but none are
exhaustive. One method involves comparing the incipit and explicit of catenae, as seen in
the work of von Soden and Parpulov. This approach makes it possible to group a large
number of similar items together, but it falls short when it comes to identifying more
specific subtypes, subgroups, and abbreviated catenae, which can appear as distinct types
due to omissions and alterations. Another method involves comparing the incipit and
explicit of a single test passage, allowing for subdivision within a general type, as
exemplified by the work of Karo-Lietzmann. Yet this approach has its limitations,
particularly when it comes to comprehensively analysing manuscripts with multiple
layers of commentary. Extending the analysis to multiple test passages, as was

undertaken in my 2022 article, may address some issues but excludes codices with
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isolated scholia, and multilayered manuscripts remain inadequately addressed if they lack
relevant evidence in those passages.

While the pursuit of an effective catena classification methodology remains a
complex challenge, the present investigation will concentrate on implementing this
effectiveness in the analysis of catenae found in Acts manuscripts that feature multiple
layers of scholia and consecutive compilations on the same book. The progress in
historical research regarding manuscripts with multiple layers and texts has influenced
my investigation of Acts catena manuscripts exhibiting similar complexities. Utilising
categorisation approaches like “production units” and “content units” from studies on
complex manuscripts and expanding on catena analysis methodologies—including
comparing scholia, compilation practices, source treatment, layout, and textual
organisation—alongside philological analysis and textual criticism, has allowed me to
uncover intricate stratigraphy within the chosen Acts manuscripts.'"*

The present thesis examines seven multilayered and multiple-text catena
manuscripts related to Acts, focusing on textual criticism, page layout, and palaeography.
It is structured into six sections. Following this introduction section on research context
and challenges (Chapter I), the study presents a detailed, critical overview of catena
typologies in Acts, their representation in manuscripts, and their editorial history
(Chapter II). Next, there is a reassessment of content units within Acts chains in the

multilayered and multiple-text manuscripts chosen as a case study, using incipit and

""" In addition to Lietzmann 1987 (esp. pages 1-27), the methods for examining Greek chains are

thoroughly explained in Dorival 1986: 1-98. The title itself, “Comment Ecrire I'Histoire Des Chaines”

(“How to Write the History of Catenae”), highlights these.
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explicit analysis, and making comparisons among manuscripts and external evidence
(Chapter III). The investigation then explores whether the multiple layers in Acts catenae
originate from distinct production units or a single project, involving an examination of
page layout and scholia arrangement to understand the progression of overlap (Chapter
IV). Lastly, the analysis demonstrates the importance of multilayered and multiple-text
catenae for understanding the textual history of Acts catenae, challenging existing
perspectives and addressing unresolved questions (Chapter V). The final chapter of the
thesis serves as a conclusion, summarising the main findings and suggesting potential
avenues for future research (Chapter VI).

For this research, I have employed various digital tools commonly used in biblical
studies that are essential for advanced analysis of catena manuscripts."*? My initial
reference point has been the Catena Catalogue, where I have already contributed entries
and intend to add more through the outcomes of this study. The New Testament Virtual
Manuscript Room (NTVMR) has provided digital images for close examination of
manuscripts, supplemented by access to even higher-resolution images through The
Center for the Study of New Testament Manuscripts (CSNTM), as well as digitisations
from relevant library websites such as Gallica (for the BnF manuscripts), DigiVatLib (for
the Vatican Library manuscripts), Library of Congress (for the Greek manuscripts at the
Library of the Greek Patriarchate in Jerusalem). All of these resources are accessible

through hyperlinks provided on the Catena Catalogue website. Finally, Pinakes has

"2 A thorough discussion and evaluation of these tools is in Houghton-Smith 2016, Clivaz-Allen 2019,

Andrist 2021.
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furnished valuable insights into manuscript description and essential bibliographical
details, while ParaTexBib has played a pivotal role as a guiding resource, furnishing
precise information about codex stratigraphy and description models. Apart from these, I
have utilised primary transcriptions of scholia text, both partial and complete, organised
within Excel spreadsheets. These sheets also contain metadata and record differences
across various manuscripts and their layers. CollateX software has further improved
textual comparisons.

In the following chapters, citations of manuscripts and text adhere to these
conventions. In the first occurrence and at the beginning of paragraphs and tables,
manuscripts are fully referenced, including their location and institution (with
abbreviation where possible), complete shelfmark, and date (updated based on Catena
Catalogue or Pinakes).""? Diktyon and Gregory-Aland identifiers are provided in
footnotes after the initial occurrence and are also reported in listing tables, alongside the
Parpulov numbers. Subsequent mentions will use an abbreviated form (typically place
name and abbreviated shelfmark). When quoting text from manuscripts, whether it is
the beginning and end or the entire content of a scholium, I preserve the original
spelling and diacritical marks, even if they deviate from the standard conventions. This
includes instances like omitting iota subscript or using iota adscripts in diphthongs with
a long first vowel, such as »t instead of y, or having the breathing and accent sometimes

separated in two vowels of a diphthong, like 63 instead of the standard o, or é! instead of

'3 Cases where there is a difference in the dating of a manuscript are noted when the manuscript is being

discussed.
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el. I also maintain any diacritical marks that might be misplaced or missing, including
accents, breathings, punctuation, as well as spelling errors like changes in vowel quantity
or itacism. Conversely, when referring to published editions, I enclose them in brackets.
In accordance with customary editorial conventions, abbreviations and ligatures are
enclosed within round brackets; however, if the Greek text is quoted within round
brackets, these are placed between square brackets.

Unless stated otherwise, the translations provided are my own. The colour
manuscript illustrations of Paris, BnF, gr. 237 have been generously contributed by the
National Library of France. Images of Paris, BnF, gr. 216 have been reproduced from the
Gallica digital library; those of Drama, Kosinitza Monastery, 3 have been replicated from
the CSNTM, and the illustrations of Moscow, RGB, F. 270, no. 56, gr. 140 are included

from the Manuscripts and Out-of-print Books Collection database.
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Chapter II

Catenae on Acts and Editions:

A Critical Review

1. Introduction
At present, there is no critical edition of the catenae on Acts. Scholars have to rely on
printed editions from the sixteenth to the eighteenth century, which are based on a few
manuscripts. These editions, spanning from the era of humanism to the emergence of
textual criticism, often reproduce lower-quality manuscripts that were accessible to the
editors, lacking a comprehensive understanding of critical edition methodologies and
showing little to no attention for the layout of the commented manuscripts.''* The
primary objective of these editions was in fact to recover and disseminate patristic
fragments that would otherwise be lost, viewing catenae mainly as a valuable source of
texts.'” Only in recent decades has there been an increasing trend to recognise catenae

as independent works rather than merely subsidiary sources.''® This shift in perspective

"'* Lorrain 2021: 228-236 provides a thorough presentation on the different editions of catenae, paying
special attention to their layouts.

"> This perspective finds frequent mention across various studies, as seen in works such as Lietzmann
1897: 17, Staab 1924: 289, Miihlenberg 1989: 2, and Curti 1989: 275, among others.

116

Devreesse 1928: 1098 previously advocated assessing a collection based on its inherent worth rather

than focusing solely on its usefulness for preserving fragments. Nevertheless, the practice of editing lost
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has led to the emergence of various editing approaches, with ongoing proposals that
greatly benefit from the tools offered by the digital era."’” The following chronological

presentation of these publications considers the benefits and drawbacks of each.

2. The Pseudo-Oecumenius catena-commentary
The sixteenth century marked the beginning of scholarly awareness of catenae. In 1532,
Bernardinus Donatus (1483-1543) undertook the task of editing a manuscript that
contained anonymous exegetical commentaries on the Acts, Catholic Epistles and
Pauline Epistles, followed by the commentary on Revelation compiled by the Byzantine

118

churchman and scholar Arethas of Caesarea (850/860-after 932). ° As explained in the
preface, this edition was based on a manuscript that the editor received from the Greek
humanist Johannes Lascaris, also renowned as Janus Lascaris (ca. 1445-1535), and was
requested by Matteo Giberti (1495-1543), Bishop of Verona, on behalf of Pope Clement
VII (1478-1534) who wished to enhance the Library of the Roman Church with
exegetical works by Church Fathers. Following the footsteps of Thomas Aquinas (1225~
1274), who wrote a compilation of extracts from Greek and Latin Fathers on the four
Gospels titled Catena aurea around 1263, Donatus embarked on what would be not only

the editio princeps of a catena on Acts but also the oldest edition of a Greek catena, even

though its inclusion in the catena category remains a topic of controversy.

works of specific exegetes from catenae persists: see Lorrain 2021: 222-227. For a comprehensive
understanding of the methodology for editing exegetical works, see Cassin 2020.
"7 Cassin 2020: 44-49.

"8 Donatus 1532.
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The main reason for this dispute is that the compiler of this work frequently omits
author names preceding each extract in the Pauline catena, and consistently avoids
including them in the section on Acts and Catholic Epistles. As a result, it becomes
extremely challenging to identity the original patristic sources of the extracts. Donatus
himself highlights this characteristic in two prefaces, the first dedicated to Clement VII,
the second to the dAjMyves readers.'™® Here the editor explains that the succession of
patristic interpretations is uninterrupted, giving the impression of a unified voice
throughout.'*® This comparison brings to mind the preface of Procopius of Gaza’s
Epitome on the Octateuch (C3), where the sixth-century rhetor and possible initiator of
the catenae explains his compilation process.'*! Initially, he collected interpretations
from various commentaries and different works, assembling them into what was likely a
catena that has not been preserved in the manuscript tradition. In a subsequent stage, he
undertook a considerably condensed compilation, where the diverse voices are combined
“to become a single body of writing from all the sources, as if the utterances of all were

being set forth as those of a single person”.'”> What Procopius of Gaza asserts for his

"9 Donatus 1532: ff. 2r-3v.
'*° Donatus 1532: f. 3v: Al T§ide BiPAw meprexduevar Eénynaets oltw bavpacmiv Tvae Bpayuloyiay xal cadnveiay
xal MAwoty dvadaivoust TGV del év Tf Oela ypadfi (rovpévwy, dote melbeadal pe pading, TavTas TGV TalaloTépwy

) I 2 20 % 4] 3 1 ~ r A 7 1% 1 I3 ~ 3 I3 I
éxelvwy, dd’ @ eic &v domepel aipa cuvnbpolbnoav, TosolTy Sadépety, Sow To weA TéY dvbéwy T TEPOY

(“The explanations contained in this book reveal such a remarkable conciseness, clarity, and elucidation of
the perpetual inquiries in divine scripture, that you may easily be convinced that they differ from those of
the ancient ones, from which they were gathered into one body, just as the honey of the flowers is more
precious”).

121

See Markschies 2014: 149-151, Lorrain 2021: 29.

'** Procopius of Gaza, Epitome of the Octateuch 2.1-12 (ed. Metzler): "Hdn puév xai mpérepov ®eod 0

dtvaabar yopyyhoavtos, Tas xatafefinuévas éx Tév Iatépwy xat Tév EMav &is T)y Oxtdreuyov EEnyroeis
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own epitome is also what medieval authors claimed for the work of Thomas Aquinas.
William of Tocco, a biographer of Thomas, praised the structure of his compilation as a
continuous commentary, noticing that this “was marvellously assembled from the
authorities of Holy Scripture. He transformed them into a unified narrative of the
Gospels in such a way that it seemed to be the homily of a single teacher.”**?
Therefore, some scholars have proposed that the term ‘catena’ should be used

specifically for collections that provide source identifications for each excerpt, while

compilations based on catenae without such indications could be classified as

ouvehekdpeba ¢€ dmopvnudtwy xal diaddpwv Adywv Tadtas épavicduevor. [...] i 0¢ Tt diddopov, xal Tolito

ouvTépws éxbéolat mpds O S mavTwy Ev yéveobar aua T ypadiic, g dvdg xal wévou g drdvTwy Huiy

éxbepévov pwvdg (“Indeed, even before, by God’s enabling, we had gathered these explanations from the
writings of the Fathers and others, which had been scattered on the Octateuch, having collected these from
various commentaries and sayings. [...] And if there is anything different, (I aim) to present if briefly for it
to become one unified body of scripture for all (explanations), as if they were the voices of one single and
unique source presented to us all.”). I have discussed the relationship between this text and the
compilation practices in catenae in Scieri 2022b: 224-25.

123 William of Tocco, Life of St. Thomas Aquinas 130.33-35 (ed. le Brun-Gouanvic): Scripsit predictus
doctor opus super quatuor euangelia, sanctorum auctoritatibus miro modo contextum, ex quibus sic
euangeliorum continuauit ystoriam quasi unius doctoris uideatur esse postilla (“The aforementioned
scholar wrote a work on the four Gospels, artfully interwoven with the authorities of the saints, from
which he narrated the story in such a continuous manner that it seems to be the commentary of a single
scholar”). The original title of the editio princeps of Thomas Aquinas’ work, published in Rome in 1470,
emphasised the continuous structure, as it was named Divi Thomae Aquinatis continuum in librum
Evangelii secundum Matthaeum, Marcum, Lucam et Joannem. This highlighting of continuity was also
present in the reprint published in Nuremberg in 1475, titled Sancti Thomae de Aquino glossa continua
super quattuor evangelistis. The term ‘catena’ started to appear in printed editions from 1484 onwards,
such as Catena evangelica in the Venice edition of 1484 and Catena aurea in the Augusta edition of 1494.

See Fabricius—Harles 1802: 692.
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commentaries.'* On the other hand, German scholarship tends to prefer the term
‘catena-commentary’ (Kettenkommentare) to emphasise the primary reliance on chains
of sources in these works, as opposed to commentaries, which may allow more space for
the author’s voice.'* This perspective is evident in the Clavis Patrum Graecorum, the
official catalogue of patristic works, where Oecumenius’ work is recorded as
Commentarii Ps.-Oecumenii but included among catenae and assigned a catena number
(C151)."*° In my thesis, I will use the term ‘catena-commentary’ to refer to compilations
like the Pseudo-Oecumenius type and similar ones on the book of Acts, while still using
the term ‘catena’ in its traditional and comprehensive sense. As a matter of fact, in recent
years, several scholars have discussed how ‘catenae’ or ‘catena-commentaries’ in the
manuscript tradition are referred to as ‘collection’ (cuvaywy»n, cuAoyn), ‘selections’
(éxhoyat), or more broadly as ‘interpretation’ (épuyveia) and ‘exegesis’ (€6ynaig)."*” 1 will
demonstrate various instances of these variations in the Acts catena tradition.
Regarding the exegetical compilation on Acts published by Donatus, it mainly

consists of extracts from John Chrysostom, a fourth-century Church Father who was

'?* See for example Dorival 2016: 67: “a compilation without names is not a catena, but a commentary,
even if its sources are patristic fragments of various authors.”

'*> For example, Markschies 2014 and Bossina 2015, passim.

'** CPG 1V: 381. It is noteworthy that not only Procopius’ epitome, but also other commentary-like
compilations are categorised as catenae. For instance, exegetical compilations on the Gospels by Peter of
Laodicea, Nicetas of Heraclea, Theophylact of Bulgaria, as well as on Pauline Epistles by John of
Damascus, and on Revelation by Oecumenius, Andrew of Caesarea, and Arethas of Caesarea are all labelled
as catenae.

'*7 See, among the others, Markschies 2014: 151; Houghton-Parker 2016: 2; Barbara Valenti 2019: 18-19,

Manafis 2020: 4-6.
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archbishop of Constantinople and, as an exegete of the Scriptures, wrote fifty-five
homilies on Acts, all of which are preserved in the manuscript tradition (CPG 4426).1%8
However, Chrysostom’s name is not explicitly quoted, except in one passage where he is
indirectly referenced.'” A few additional indirect references are made to Flavius Josephus
(three), Eusebius of Caesarea (two), Origen (one), and Papias (one), and the specific
works from which the quotations are taken are indicated.'*° Furthermore, seven times,
extracts are introduced by the word &Mwg (“otherwise”, “in a different way”),
corresponding to the Latin alio modoyaliter, indicating a different interpretation of a
passage, sometimes by the same author and other times by a different one.'** The
remaining part of the compilation takes the form of a running commentary, skilfully
interweaving extracts from various authors into a seamless passage. Hutchinson used

several test passages in the Pseudo-Oecumenius type to identify extracts from various

patristic authors, including Origen, Basil of Caesarea, Eusebius of Emesa, Didymus the

"® The primary reference edition remains Migne’s PG 60, with the most extensive translation being the one

provided by Philip Schaff in NPNF XI, 1:12-538. The CNRS in Paris has published eight volumes of
Codices Chrysostomici Graeci from 1968 to 2018, which will lay the foundation for a critical edition. For a
historical overview of research, editions, and translations of Chrysostom’s works, see Mayer 2015.

%9 PG 118, col. 53 (Aéyet 3¢ 6 XpuodoTopos, 6 ...).

139 PG 118, coll. 69 (xaté Tdv Tanmov), 121 (¢ xal Tooymos &v Tois Tedeutaiow Ti Tovdaiijs dpyxatoroyiag
€0ei8ev), 193 (wg ioTopel Toanmog &v T6) dxTwradexdTw Adyw THs Apxatoloylas, xal EvcéPiog év 6 deutépw Adyw
THs Exxnoiactindic ioToplag.) 305 (Edcéfiog 0t Tobs petémeita ypévous iotépnoey dxptféic), 53 (& Py
"Qpryévrg &v 76 méunte Ttpwpartel), 60 (Tolto 0t cadéotepov ioTopel [amias 6 Twdwvov Tod drooTélov pabyig,
AEYwy ...).

31 PG 118, coll. 56, 60, 68, 89, 128, 132, 273. On the use of &\w¢ see Lietzmann 1897: 13, Barbara Valenti

2019: 35. For a discussion about the emergence of catenae based on the use of this adverb, see Wilson 1967

and Montana 2011: 117-127.
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Blind, Ammonius of Alexandria, Cyril of Alexandria, Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Severus of
Antioch, and Isidore of Pelusium, and scholia that in the Pseudo-Andreas type are

labelled as é£ dvemypddov (“from an unidentified [source]”).'??

He suggested that all
these extracts were, in fact, abbreviated from Pseudo-Andreas.

In 1545, the Flemish exegete Johannes Hentenius (or John Henten, 1499-1566)
translated Donatus’ edition into Latin, fulfilling the request of Cardinal Jean de Lorraine
(1498-1550)." The translation was dedicated to the cardinal in the preface through
words of admiration and gratitude. Nearly eighty-five years later, in 1631, the French
scholar Federicus Morellus (or Frédéric Morel, 1552-1630) published an edition
featuring the Greek text by Donatus and the Latin translation by Henten.'** This edition
was eventually reprinted in 1893 by the French priest Jacques Paul Migne (1800-1875) in
volume 118 of his Patrologia Graeca (PG) which remains the reference edition to this
day."* During the period between Donatus and Migne, several reeditions of individual
sections of the catena emerged. In 1545, Joannes Bernardus Felicianus (c. 1490-1554)

published another Latin version of the commentary on Acts and the Catholic Epistles in

Donatus’ edition."*® Eventually, in 1842, Theoklitos Farmakidis published a revised
y P

132

Hutchinson 1928: 111-113. The analysis was done in Acts 7:20-58, 15:1-16:25, 20:1-21:22, 28:1-31.
133 Henten 1545.

134 Morel 1631.

35 PG 118, coll. 29-308. From this point onward, I will refer to this edition, with the exception of Table 3,
where I will cite the original edition by Donatus from 1532.

136

Felicianus 1545. In 1553, Maximus Florentinus published the Pseudo-Oecumenius’ catena on the

Epistles of Paul (Florentinus 1553).
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version of the Acts, Pauline, and Catholic Epistles catenae.'*” This edition faithfully
reproduced Donatus’ text while also including additional editorial changes.

In these various editions, catenae on Acts, Pauline Epistles, and Catholic Epistles
have consistently been attributed to an individual named Oecumenius, albeit with some
uncertainty due to the lack of a manuscript inscription. The matter, which has sparked a
scholarly discussion outlined by Marc De Groote in various studies, originated with
Donatus.'*® In the preface of his edition, the editor presented evidence from the
conclusion of the catena on Colossians that he interpreted as the voice of the compiler.'*
Here the author acknowledges not finding the original sections of a commentary from
John Chrysostom on the Epistle to Colossians and instead reconstructing their own
version based on memory, taking responsibility for any shortcomings. The title
Oixovpeviov in the margin of the passage in the exemplar used led Donatus and
subsequent editors to interpret it as the compiler’s signature.'** However, Donatus
expressed doubts about extending Oecumenius’ authorship to the sections on Acts and

the Catholic Epistles due to the lack of authorial headings. Despite this, he maintained

137 Farmakidis 1842.
138 Among the others, see at least De Groote 2001 (esp. 20-23).

"9 PG 118, col. 23: Edpov yép év 7fj el Ty mpds Kohaooaels Emotody éénynoet xatd Ty éoydtny oeAlda
TotabTy paptuplav: Ex ol dvriypdpov, dnol, wy evpay xelds tas mapaypagas tol paxapiov Twdvvou i mpog
Kologousic Emorolfs, auvéypape avras Smuws ovvduyy. Ei ody edpedsi T év abrois 7 xobgov 7 émfnuoy, lotw &
dvayvdoxwy, Eudy elvar 0 Totobroy mraigua (“For 1 found in the exegesis of the Epistle to the Colossians, at
the very end, such a testimony: ‘From the copy’, he says, ‘not finding the paragraphs of the blessed John on
the Epistle to the Colossians, I composed them as best I could. So, if anything in them is found to be trivial
or worthy of censure, let the reader know that such a mistake is mine.”). The italics is mine.

"9 PG 118, col. 23: "Eyet 3¢ ye adty Svopo mpotibéuevoy 1o Oixovpeviov (“This one indeed has the name of

Oecumenius attached to it”).
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that there was no valid justification to entirely reject the attribution.'*' The ongoing
discussion among biblical scholars and editors, as summarised by De Groote, saw some
supporting Oecumenius’ authorship, others expressing reservations or claiming an
unknown authorship, and a smaller number holding a mixed perspective.'*

The identification of Oecumenius has been a subject of even greater debate. For
many centuries, this attribution was linked to a bishop from Tricca in Thessaly who lived
during the tenth or eleventh century and was also associated with a commentary on
Revelation that served as a model for Arethas of Caesarea’s commentary.'** The
prolonged debate surrounding this issue reached a partial resolution when Franz
Diekamp demonstrated that the Oecumenius who wrote the commentary on Revelation
should be distinguished from the bishop of Tricca.'* Based on manuscript evidence, he
identified the author of the Revelation commentary as a Monophysite exegete from
Isauria in Asia Minor who lived in the sixth century. However, the question of the
identity and authorship of the compiler of the commentaries on Acts, Catholic Epistles,
and Pauline Epistles remains unresolved. Moving forward, I will adopt the current

designation in the CPG and refer to the author of this catena as Pseudo-Oecumenius.'®

'*! This is evident from the chosen title for the catena on Acts: 'E&£%ynots év malal dylwv avipév omd

Avwvipov # xal vmd Olxovpeviov éx diaddpwy tmouvyudtwy cuMeydeiod Te xal axptBwleion eis abvody i Tag
mpagels Tév Amootélwy (“An exposition on the Acts of the Apostles by an anonymous or even by
Oecumenius of the writings of the ancient holy men, gathered and meticulously arranged into a
harmonious whole”).

¥ De Groote 1996, especially 87-105.

' See for example the descriptions in Fabricius—Harles 1802: 692-695, and Krumbacher 1897: 131-133.
' Diekamp 1901.

'*> This denomination is also used by Miihlenberg 1989: 16.
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In contrast with the lengthy discussion regarding the authorship of the catenae,
there has been relatively little focus on identifying the specific manuscript used by
Donatus for his edition, which is neither mentioned by him nor by the subsequent
editors. In his influential book on the catenae on the Pauline Epistles, Karl Staab put
forth the view that Donatus’ source was Paris, BnF, gr. 219 (eleventh century).146 The
deduction was made by considering the congruence of the text between the edition and
the manuscript, alongside the presence of a donation note from 1518 on f. 1r of the Paris
codex, which is ascribed to Janus Lascaris. Since then, this viewpoint has stood
uncontested and unexplored, persistently being incorporated into present-day studies
and catalogues,'* disregarding von Soden’s contrasting assertion that Donatus’ text was
printed from an unidentified codex.*® The latter viewpoint, reinstated by Theodora
Panella after a textual analysis comparing Paris gr. 219 with Donatus’ edition in the
Pseudo-Oecumenius’ catena on Galatians,'* is endorsed by me for the catena on Acts
upon further comparison as it reveals additional details.

Despite Paris gr. 219 having the layout of an alternating catena in ‘lemmatic’
format, where the commentary text follows abbreviated pericopes of the biblical text

(which is why it was excluded from the ECM), I have observed several marginal notes on

146 diktyon 49790 (GA 91). Staab 1926: 151-153, although he regarded this manuscript as the most
deficient copy that Donatus could possibly have utilised.

'*7 See for example CPG IV: 250. Another supporting example can be found in De Groote 2001: 20-28,
where the Paris manuscript is described as Donatus’ source “in all probability”.

48 Soden 1902: 691.

% Panella 2016: 134-135. Jacopo Marcon’s recent doctoral thesis (Marcon 2023: 11-12, 451) offers support

for this position, albeit with limited additional evidence provided.
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ff. 5r-19r (Image 1). Some of these are from a later hand, possibly from the twelfth
century, and contain the complete biblical text of Acts, although it abruptly ends at Acts
10:3 (f. 19r). I believe that this inclusion of the biblical text was an attempt to
compensate for its concise lemmata integrated within the commentary. While most of
the marginal notes are from the main hand of the commentary, upon comparing their
content with Donatus’ text and with the manuscript tradition of this type of catena, I
could identify them as supplementary scholia.

The manuscripts Paris, BnF, gr. 223 (1045 AD), ff. 202r-231v, and Escorial, RBME,
X.III.3 (twelfth-thirteenth century), ff. 1r-32v include the text of Paris gr. 219, presenting
the scholia in the same order, albeit without the marginal additions."° A similar scenario
is observed in the incomplete text of Berlin, SBPK, Phillipps 1422 (018) (sixteenth
century), ff. 207r-209r which exhibits gaps precisely where Paris gr. 219 is damaged,
indicating that it might be a direct copy of this.”' In Donatus’ edition, these marginal
scholia are incorporated within the catena, suggesting that the editor’s source had a
similar text. Furthermore, the word order in the Paris manuscript, both within the main
catena and the marginal notes, does not consistently correspond to the arrangement
found in Donatus’ text. Additionally, there are instances where the text diverges from the
editio princeps. While certain variations could be attributed to editorial interventions by

Donatus, such as corrections of mistakes in the exemplar, others appear to be the result

150 diktyon 49794 (GA 1933); diktyon 14997 (GA 916), although this is dated to the eleventh century by
Parpulov 2021: 156.

! diktyon 9325 (olim GA 1371).
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of genuine scribal interventions. Table 3 provides an illustrative comparison in the
presentation of scholia on Acts 1:4-6.">

The central commentary in Paris gr. 219 excludes the scholium on Acts 1:4 (inc.
ITéte 0t fixouoav, des. mavtag adTols éxeioe) found in Donatus’ text. Instead, it includes
this scholium in the lower margin of f. 5r and upper margin of f. 5v, clearly distinguished
by the use of a symbol in the latter. Additionally, a portion of commentary (inc. 'Opod 02
cuveABévtes RpwTwy, des. cupdépet nabeiv, oddoxev) which in Donatus’ text is part of a
scholium on Acts 1:6, is added to this scholium without a break. Moreover, the catena in
Paris gr. 219 has an extended ending: (%) émonui(ag)- (xal) 01d(a)ox(d)A(o)v T(o)ito- TO
olg BéAer. ovx olg of pabyr(al) épiot(év). This is not present in Donatus’ edition. Finally,
there are some minor variations between the two texts, although some of these may be
corrections made by the editor. For example, in the clause émel mpo T(0)U mab(ous)
ép(w)mo(av)t(es) Ta me(pt) auvteei(as) (o)l xdou(o)v (f. 5v), Paris gr. 219 incorrectly
uses a participle, while Donatus’ text has the correct imperfect form %pwtnoav. Another
example is the omission of mpo Tol mdBous in the participial clause Axodoavtes 0¢ mpd Tol
maboug, which could be explained as a scribal error due to skipping between the ending -
g and -oug.

Considering that Paris gr. 223, Escorial X.III.3 and Berlin Phillipps 1422 (018) do
not contain these marginal additions, but they do share the same word ordering in the

main catena text as Paris gr. 219, as well as the extended ending, it is plausible to

152 In the table, scholia that are included in the main catena of Donatus’ edition but are found in the

margins of Paris, BnF, gr. 219 are denoted by underlining. Additionally, variations and additional content

are highlighted in bold.
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hypothesise that all four manuscripts descend from a common exemplar with an
abridged text.'>® However, it seems that the scribe of the Paris manuscript consulted a
second exemplar that included the complete text found in Donatus’ edition. He then
added the supplementary material consecutively in the margins, giving the impression
that they were part of the same cohesive text block. Despite the differences, Paris gr. 219,
as previously acknowledged by von Soden, appears to be the closest manuscript to
Donatus’ model in terms of layout.”* As noted by Staab and further emphasised by
Agnes Lorrain, Donatus’ edition stands out as a unique example of an effort to replicate
the ‘lemmatic’ layout of the original model.">> However, subsequent editions by Morel
and Migne seem to have deviated from the intentions of the Veronese humanist by
introducing longer biblical lemmata and altering the manuscript’s division through the

inclusion of chapter titles and numbers.**°

While Lorrain proposes that the occasional
discrepancies in the length of biblical lemmata between Donatus’ edition and Paris gr.
219 are deliberate interventions by the editor to harmonise the text, I argue that a more

plausible explanations lies in the acknowledgment that Donatus utilised a distinct yet

closely related textual model for his edition."’

'53 Paris, BnF, gr. 223; Escorial, RBME, X.I11.3, f. 1r; Berlin, SBPK, Phillipps 1422 (018), f. 207v. It is
noteworthy that Paris gr. 219 also preserves a shorter recension of Andrew of Caesarea’s commentary on
Revelation: see Pirtea 2021: 41.

5% Soden 1902: 691.

155 Staab 1926: 154-156 (and n. 19); Lorrain 2021: 229-231.

156

Lorrain 2021: 228, n. 47.

'>7 Contrary to Henten’s preface, Donatus’ does not mention any textual subdivisions.
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Image 1. Comparison of the page layout between Paris, BnF, gr. 219 (f. 5r) and Donatus’ edition.
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Donatus 1532, ff. 2-3

Paris, BnF,

r. 219, ff. 5r—v

Acts 1:4
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(ous) TeAetomot(elv) T(0)U mv(edpato)s T(ols)
m(oaToA)ots émdboity(ais). w(ata) T(ov) x(at)p
(ov) T(Fs) m(ev)Tnroot(Fis) yéyov(ev): odx NADe
(08) m(a)p(6v)To(s)| adt(o)d (6tt) i 6 u(év) &
miABe 70 (O8) Epewv(ev). Otx W toa(0)lT(ov) T
6 T(j¢) mapapvbi(ag). Zdbéop(a) y(ap) adt(o)d
dueamoon(d)ot(ws) elxov.||

(611) T(0)Uto EXe(ye): dextin(obg) adT

%+ 00 x(a)tHAbe (08) 10 Tv(elipn)a e00€(ws)
E(&) p(e)r() dxe(d) Tux(ev) 7 8 Hpé(pas):
va (xat) wixp(ov) abvuna(av)t(es) (xat) év
embupi(a) (xatl) xpei(a) T(5s) émayyeri(as)
x(ata)ot(av)t(es), x(a)f(a)p(av) (xat)
amp|Tiop(évny) 0&(wv)t(at) T(nv) éml )
map(o)uai(a) noov(Hv): &M (wg) (0¢). €del év
o0(pa)védt davijv(at) T(nv) nueté(pav) ¢o(aw):
(xat) T(ag) »(at)aMay(as) yevéah(at)
amnpticu(évag) (xal) tote EAO(€lv)| o
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Acts 1:5

‘Ot Twdvvng uev éBamtioey Hoatt.  Ilapa
™V dpyv of améaTorot Uoatt éBantichnoay,
ueta tadta 08 xal ayiw mvelpatt. évtaiba
Pavepdds 701 To Tpods Twavvou adTol
OmepPdMov (sic) maptoTd, o0y tg &Te EAeyev.
6 uxpdtepog év Tf Pactlela TGV 0dpavidy
uellwy Twdvvou goiv.

Yueis 0t Pantiobioeche év mvedpatt ayiw od
ueTa moMag TavTas nuépas. Bantiohyoeale
elmev, &X' 00 Bantiow, T dxduaTaTov
netadtwxwy. dMwg Te xal Twdvvou TolTo
mpodidaavtog &v TR eimelv, adTdg Vs
Bamtioet év mvedpatt dylw xal Tupl, TEPITTY %
ot' éautol mpoabiin. xwpls o0& UdaTtog ol
Bamtiler v ¢ dmepiiw xdpuTt; xal yép TO
xupLTepov T mvedud éoti, 8' 00 xal T6 Udwp
gvepyel. émel xal XpioTds adTog dvev élalov
Yéyove.

Acts 1:6

Oi uév odv quveBévres émnpdiTy adTdy,

Aéyovteg. xlpte, el év 16 xpove TOUTW

amoxafiordvels thv Bacideiay T6 Topatd;
Sxomet évraiba. émel mpo Tol mdboug

NpuTHoAY T TEpt cuvTEAElag ToU xOTpOV, 0UX

€t1 mepl ToUTOV EMEPWTATLY, GMG TEpl

o1 lw(dvvys) w(eév) EBdmrio(ev) Joarr|
IMapa T(nv) apx(hv) ol am(daTol)ot Uoatt
¢B(a)mrichno(av): pera tal(ta) (08) (xat)
aylw mv(edpat) évtaib(a) davep(is) %0y
70 Tpd(¢)| iw(avvov) adt(o)U
Om(ep)Bar(ov) mapiot(d): oy (&) éte
Eley(ev). 6 wxpotepo(s) év THjt PactAeiat
T(6v) 00(pa)vév, ueilw(v) iw(dvvou)
gati(v).||

Vueic (0e) Panriody(ceore)
BanTiohoeade, eim(ev) &' od
B(a)mrtio(w), T0 dxduot(a)T(ov)
u(e)t(a)o(w)x(wy): @M (ws) Te* (xal)
{|wdvvou T(0)dTo Tpodid(d)é(av)To(s) év
(&) eim(elv): adto(s) du(ds) Ba)mtioet év
mv(evpat)t ayi(w) (xat) mupl. Iepitty) 7 o
gaut(0)U| mpo(a)Bin: x(w)pis (08) Udato(s)
o0 Bamtiler &v (&) dmepidw x(a)prrt. (8tt)
76 xupl(@)tep(ov) T mv(elp)a (éot) 3t of
(xal) T U|0(wp) évepyel: (8tt) émel (xal)
x(ptaTd)s adTo(g) dvev ral(o)u yéyove:
oxbmet 08+ (8tt) émel mpd T(0)T mab(oug)
ép(w)tno(av)t(es) ta| me(pt) cuvtelel(ag)
T(0)U xoau(o)u. odx &t me(pt) T(0)iT(0)U
¢mep(w)Téow: aM(a) me(pl) Ba)orel(ag)
xoapuix(7jc)- €t y(ap) areréatep(ov)

mv(edu)a: oxdmer (08) va m(d)hv w(e)t(a)
(W) avarn(Yw) un dvy(w)at, Tt
npo(a)doxi(a) Tavtyt x(a)f(a)m(ep) Tivt
deau(@). xatéyet m(av)t(ag) adt(ols) éxeloe:
bu(0)d (0¢) auver|B(dv)T(es) Rp(w)T(wy), iva
(&) mAnbet dua(w)mio(w)ow:
ax(0)Va(av)t(es) (&) (8tt) 000(elc) oi(de)
() Nuép(av) m(a)A(wv) ép(w)T(&)aw.
éme1d(9) fix(o)ua(av) 8(tt) ueM(o)uat
AduBav(ew) o mv(ebu)a, (@) diol] Aoim(dv)
7BeA(ov) w(a)b(elv).| (xal) dmaayijv(at)
7(Gv)| duayep(&v) émeBimo(vy):| odx eim(ov)
(0¢) TéTe, AAN €l v T(&) xpov(w) T(0)0T(w)-|
el viv pn(alv). olt(ws) me|0Opo(uv) T(Nv)
nuep(av). éuot| (0t) doxel 00(08)
tetp(a)v(@)o(al)| m(we) adt(oic) i mot Ay 7
Ba|ael(a): olm(w) y(ap) v 1d(a)|&(av) To
mv(efu)a: elm(ov) (82) 1o
(&mo)|xabiot(d)v(ei). (8t1) peilov(a)
Aour(ov) me(pt) adt(0)d ed(av)Td|{(ov)To. 10
(xal) adTd(c) dvy|yuév(we) adt(oic)
diedéyetor| od y(ap) eim(ev) 0d(de) & hudg|
0id(ev) &M ody Sp(&v) (Eomi): (xal)| ve w)
abuuno(w)ow,| émyyay(ev): da(a) Anpe|abe
dUv(auw)- éxetvor (88) od| me(pl) T(3¢)
cuvteleiag %|p(@)myo(av): adTd(c) (08) 8§ odx
nlp(w)tyoay oidaoxer| (6t1) dpiot(o)u
dwdaaxa|A(o)u (Eatl), un & B(o)oA(ov)t(at)| o
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Baagilelag xoowixiic. €Tt yap GreéoTepov
Otéxetvro. ouol 0t auvelBdves RpwTwy, va TG
mAY0el QUoWTHoWaLY. dxoboavTes 0t Tpd Tol

A %4 ) \ 5 \ (4 [4
ndfovg, St 000el¢ 0ide THY Auépay, Suwe (xat)
viv maAw épwtdow. mel yap fixovoay ot

4 A 1 ~ ¢ b4 1
uEMovat dapPdvey T mvelua, d¢ &&iol dormdy
70elov nabeiy, xat dradayiivat Tév ouayepiv
émebdpovy. ovx eimov 08, mére. 4N\ el &v T8
XPovw ToUTw; €l viv; dpagty. oitwe émebiuovy
TV NuEpay. éuol 0t doxel ov0E TeTpaviabal
mwg adTole, Tf mot' Yy 1) Bacilela. olmw yép fv
addEav b mvelua. elmov 3¢ o,
amoxabiotdvet, 81t peilova Aotmdy mept adTol
ébavtdlovto. 010, xal adTdc dvnuévwe adTolc
dieléyeto. o yip eimev. 000E 6 Didg oldev, M
oy Vudv éoti. xal va wy) dfvunowaty,
émiyayev. aM& Mbeabe ddvauw xal o .
xal éxelvol ugv ob mepl THi¢ cuVTEAEiag
npwtnoay, altde 0t 6 obx NpWTHoay JLdATXEL
|94 b 4 A > \ \a A <
61t GploTou daoxdlov éatl, wy) & Bovdovtat ol

uabyral, G & cupdépet uabeiv, O10doxewy.

otd Tot ToliTo 00 PG THY EpWTNTLY ATAVTYTEY,
wg undtv Exovoav XpNoToV, GG TO xaTeMETYoV
€didaane. Tod mv(ebpato)s yap Ny xpeia
ualota adTols TOTE.

Otéxetv|Tor @(&) (xal) adTd(s). o mpd(s)
T(v) ép(w)tng(w) amngtna(ev), (ws)
uno(ev) éx(s)va(av) xpnot(ov): aM(a) to
x(a)remeiy(ov) o1d(a)oxet: (o)
mv(ebpato)s y(&p) v xpei(a) w(d)hot(e)
abt(ols) T(5js) émonui(asg): (xat)
dtd(a)ax(d)A(0)v T(o)ITo- Td ol HéAeL.
odx ol of pabnt(al)| épior(dv).

ua|nt(al)| @Ma cuudépet w(a)|belv

O10daXEL :—

Table 3. Differences between Donatus’ edition and Paris, BnF, gr. 219 in scholia on Acts 1:4-6.
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3. The Catena of Pseudo-Theophylact
In 1755, the editor Bonifacius Finettus published three separate commentaries on Acts,
all attributed to Theophylact, an exegete and Archbishop of Ochrid in Bulgaria (1055-

1107)."%®

These commentaries were based on three manuscripts: Vienna, ONB, Theol. gr.
150 (fourteenth century), Vatican City, BAV, Vat. gr. 652 (fourteenth century), and
Florence, BML, Plutei IV.5 (second half of the thirteenth century)."® Because these
commentaries significantly differed from each other, he published them under the titles
Expositio in Acta Apostolorum (Theol. gr. 150), Expositionis in Acta textus alter (Vat. gr.
652), and Expositionis in Acta textus tertius (Plutei IV.5), respectively. In 1864, Migne
republished these commentaries in volume 125 of his Patrologia Graeca."®

The CPG, based on Migne’s edition and Devreesse’s brief account of Acts catenae,
contains an entry for Commentarii Theophylacti (C152) without differentiating between
the three versions.'®" However, these commentaries have been extensively discussed and
analysed by von Soden and Hutchinson, and differentiated in my 2022 article.'” As a
result, they have been reclassified and included in the Catena Catalogue: the Expositio is
now classified as C152.1 (“Theophylact” subtype), Textus alter as C151.3 (“Oecumenius”

subtype), and Textus tertius as C150.2b (“Andreas” abbreviated subtype). The reasons

for this reassignment will be explained in detail below.

'® Finettus 1755. For an overview of Theophylact’s life and work see ODB III: 2068.

159 dikyton 71817 (GA 1524); diktyon 67283 (GA 1842); diktyon 15921 (GA 455).
1% PG 125, coll. 495-1132.

161

CPG IV: 381; Devreesse 1928: 1206.

162

Soden 1902: 687-690; Hutchinson 1928: 106-110; Scieri 2022a: 291, 294, 298.
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3.1 Sifanius’ Expositio
The first commentary in Finettus’ volume is a reprint of an edition that had been
published in 1567 by Laurentius Hubert Sifanus (1520-1579), a German humanist
known to have published the complete works of Gregory of Nyssa between 1562 and
1571."% The text of Theophylact’s catena on Acts, titled Enarratio in Acta Apostolorum,
was based on the fourteenth-century Vienna Theol. gr. 150, a manuscript containing the
Acts, Catholic Epistles and Pauline Epistles with catena in alternating layout."®** This
codex was acquired by the humanist and polymath Johannes Sambucus (1531-1584) in
Padua before 1560, as indicated on f. 1r."®> Sambucus then sent the manuscript to
bookseller Arnold Birckmann (before 1508-1541), who, aware of Sifanius’ expertise in
ancient Greek manuscripts, commissioned him to transcribe the text and publish it with
a Latin translation. In a preface dedication to the brothers Markus (1529-1597) and Hans
Fugger (1531-1598), prominent members of a wealthy and influential business family in
the sixteenth century, Sifanius explains the challenging circumstances that surrounded

the publication, mainly several delays caused by the manuscript’s poor condition and the

'3 For information on Sifanus see the article by Heinz Schmitt in BBKL 24: 1366-1376, and Almasi-Kiss
2015: 86 (n. 513).

1% Text in PG 125, coll. 484-848.

1% For information on Sambucus see Almasi-Kiss 2015. On p- 86 (n. 513) the authors discuss a letter from
Sambucus to Theodore Zwinger, dated March 1, 1560. In the letter, Sambucus informs Zwinger, his
former companion and fellow student in Padua, that he had started translating Theophylact, but due to
some unfortunate circumstances, he could not complete this task. Notably, Sambucus has made several

marginal annotations in the manuscript, such as on ff. 2v, 65v, 76v, and others.
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careful selection of an appropriate patron: **® following his ten-year tenure as their tutor,
Sifanius eventually approached the Fugger brothers, seeking their patronage and
financial support for the publication.

In a subsequent dedication to Sambucus in 1567, Sifanius provides a justification
for the imperfections found in his editions."®” Due to the manuscript’s deteriorated state
and its unique status as a single copy of the text, the editor explains that he provided
corrections for the original manuscript where the reading was deemed unacceptable. He
marks these corrections in the margin with Aabetur or habebatur to allow readers to
make an unbiased choice. In cases of uncertain readings, he suggests alternative
possibilities in the margin accompanied by {ows (“perhaps”), encouraging diligent
scholars to independently evaluate and make their own judgments based on their access
to more accurate manuscripts. While Sifanius made these adjustments with the intention
of facilitating meticulous research and enhancing accurate understanding within the
academic community,'®® in Finettus’ re-edition such corrections are incorporated into the
text itself, with the original readings and explanatory notes provided in a concise

apparatus placed at the bottom of the page (Image 2).

166 pG 125, coll. 477-482 The same content has been republished with commentary in Almasi-Kiss 2015:
86-93.

17 PG 125, coll. 481-484; Almasi—Kiss 2015: 93-95.

18 pG 125, coll. 483-484; Almasi-Kiss 2015: 94-95. Atque hoc feci ut admonerem studiosos, quibus ea
facultas est, ut adhibitis correctioribus exemplaribus, ipsi sibi iuxta ac reipublicae consulant in istiusmodi
locis (“And I have done this to remind those who have the ability that, by using more accurate exemplars,

they can consult and correct such passages for themselves and for the benefit of the community”).
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Even though the main source for the commentary is Chrysostom’s Homilies on
Acts, Sifanius notes in the preface that other fathers such as Basil of Caesarea, Cyril of
Alexandria, and Severus of Antioch are quoted in the compilation, with their names often
reported in the margins. Based on my analysis, the occurrences are distributed in the
following manner:

- 6 from Josephus Flavius (PG 125, coll. 520B, 544A, 596C, 609B, 680B, 688A)

- 5 from Cyril of Alexandria (PG 125 coll. 5724, 620D, 625C, 7094, 716C)

- 2 from Severian of Gabala (PG 125 coll. 529A, 540C)

- 2 from Didymus of Alexandria (PG 125 coll. 528B, 572B)

- 2 from Eusebius of Caesarea (PG 125 coll. 596C, 680B)

- 1 from Severus of Antioch (PG 125 col. 529A)

- 1 from Origen (PG 125 col. 520B)

- 1 from Papias (PG 125 col. 521C)

However, all the material is brought together to form a unified body of work.'*
This method of combining different sources into a coherent whole is similar to how

Pseudo-Oecumenius approached his compilation and reproposes the metaphor of the

' PG 125, coll. 481-482; Almasi-Kiss 2015: 92: Nam non solum ex loanne Chrysostomo, verumetiam ex
Basilio, Cyrillo, Severo et nonnullis alils, quae ad propositum et rem institutam pertinere viderentur
desumpsit, et in unum corpus contraxit, quam rem non modo genus dicendi, si quis animum attendat,
verumetiam nomina authorum in margine annotata significant atque declarant (“For he drew not only
from John Chrysostom but also from Basil, Cyril, Severus, and some others whose writings seemed
relevant to the purpose and the subject, and he gathered them into a single body of work, which not only
the style of writing, if anyone pays attention, but also the names of the authors noted in the margin clearly

indicate and declare”).
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“single body” (in unum corpus contraxit) that is found in the prefaces of Procopius of
Gaza (& yéveaBar aGpa tiis ypadiis) and Donatus (&’ dv eis &v domepel odiua
cuvnlpoibnoav). This compilation can indeed be referred to as a ‘catena-commentary’, as
implicit in the CPG denomination Commentarii Theophylacti (C152)."”° Although
Finettus would criticise Sifanius for not relying on Chrysostom’s commentary to make
emendations in uncertain passages,'’" the caution displayed in using this source to
amend the catena in the Florentine codex reflects a methodological prudence in editing
catena-commentaries, particularly the risk of altering the original text of the compilation.
This may itself contain abbreviated and reworked material, and any efforts to “improve”
it through direct traditions might result in a text that differs from the compiler’s original
intent, along with variants that were absent in the exemplar employed by them.

The work’s attribution to Theophylact of Ochrid is a less debated issue. This is
established based on the title in Vienna Theol. gr. 150 (f. 1r): éx T@v €&nynTixdv Tod
ary(iov) iw(dvvov) Tol xpua(ooTduov) xal Twy éx &Y Tatépwy ééynoeis eis Tas TpdLels xatd
cuvtoplay cuMeyeloat mapa Tol paxapiwtatov BeodpuldxTou dpytemaxdmov PovAyapias (“From
the Explanations of St. John Chrysostom and some interpretations of the fathers on the
Acts, gathered in a concise manner by the most blessed Theophylact, Archbishop of

Bulgaria”).'”” While Sifanius initially questioned the author’s identity but eventually

"7° CPG IV: 381.

7' PG 125, coll. 407-408, 481-482.
'7 Because the inscription in the black and white digitised images on the NTVMR and DigiVatLib
databases was hard to decipher, I am providing here a retranscription based on Soden 1902: 688, along

with the inclusion of diacritical marks for accuracy.
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identified him as the eleventh-century exegete and archbishop, there is no doubt in his
preface about the authorship of the compilation.'”® However, these are raised by Finettus
in the preface to his re-edition of Sifanius.'”* The editor points out that the style of the
commentary in this manuscript differs from Theophylact’s other writings, which
primarily focus on the Gospels and the Pauline Epistles. As noted by Hutchinson, in
those works Theophylact thoroughly reworks his sources, integrating the form and
wording of these with his thoughts.'” In the Vienna manuscript, instead, the
commentary includes mentions of patristic sources, which raises concerns about its
authenticity. Nevertheless, the editor acknowledges that quoting sources is typical in the
genre of catenae, which are compilations of commentary from different sources, and
suggests that later hands might have added material from these into the original

catena.'”®

73 PG 125, coll. 481-482.

74 PG 125, coll. 407-408.

'7> Hutchinson 1928: 108.

176 pG 125, coll. 407-408: nomina vero Patrum, cum fere solum in margine appareant, ab alio fortasse
adjungi potuisse, eaque non satis esse, ut Catena potius dicatur quam Commentarius; praesertim cum
verba Patrum ita invicem connexa sint, ut continentem expositionem conficiant: solum idcirco ex his
inferri posse Theophylacti lucubrationi aliqua ab aliis addita esse. Id vero non mirum in hujus rationis
opera, quod, cum totum ferme ex alienis dictis contextum sit, eruditus quisque arbitrari poterat, ea sibi
omnia adjungere licere, quae ex usu esse putaret (“Indeed, the names of the Fathers, since they mostly
appear only in the margin, could have been added by someone else, and this is not enough to call it a
Catena rather than a Commentary, especially since the words of the Fathers are so interconnected that
they form a continuous exposition. It can only be inferred from these that some additions may have been
made by others to the work of Theophylact. This is not surprising in works of this kind because, since
almost the entire composition is made up of the sayings of others, anyone learned could consider it

permissible to add whatever they thought was useful to themselves”).
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This statement by Finettus not only implicitly reveals an awareness of the
distinction between a proper catena and a catena-commentary, which is often discussed
in catena studies, but also explicitly recognises the compilation practices within the
catena tradition. The idea that a learned editor or a scribe could incorporate their own
judgment and additions in a work largely composed of borrowed content resonates with
the concept of the ‘open book’ proposed by William Lamb, although with some
limitations due to the absence of extensive manuscript evidence.'”” T will discuss this idea
later, highlighting both its validity and drawbacks.'”® As we progress further, I will
provide evidence to support Finettus’ intuition regarding subsequent additions within a
core commentary.'” For now, it is sufficient to know that the compilation in Vienna,
Theol. gr. 150 is also attested by three other witnesses. The first two are Vatican Vat. gr.
760 (eleventh century), ff. 2v—180r, and Istanbul, Patriarchal Library, Panaghias 33
(tenth century; commentary dated to thirteenth century), ff. 1r-5r, which in my 2022
reclassification of Acts catena manuscripts I identified as representatives of distinct
stages of development, while the third is the newly added Sinai, Saint Catherine’s

180

Monastery, gr. 279 (fifteenth century).

77 Lamb 2012: 58-64.

'8 See below V.2.

179 See below V.4.

180 diktyon 67391 (GA 437); diktyon 33678 (GA 1871); diktyon 58654 (GA 1876). See Scieri 2022a: 298—

300.
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est : audiamus autem deinceps ipsa principia.
CAPUT L.

Vees. 4. Primum quidem librum confeci, o Theo-
phile, de omnibus. :

Commonefacit Theophilum Evangelii, ut exquisi-
tam et accuratam suam diligéntiam ostendat. Ete-
nim in itio illius operis : Visuw est, inquit, etiam
mibi, qui omnia a capite diligenter investigavi,
deinceps tibi.scribere ;sion simpliciter autem, sed
quemadmodum {radiderunt mobis qui ab initio
spectatores et pinistri Verbi fuerunt. Mentionem

C

KE®AA. A'.
“[or pdy aparor Adror txomoduny xepl zdr-
twr, & Osdyuls. .

‘Avaptpviioxst 129 Bsépiday tou ElayyeMov,
Hats Ty oixelay -dxpl6etay tvisiEaotiar - xat Yép
&nybpevog®® tnivq;iﬂ: npaypasslas, prolv: *ES.&s
xdpol  mapaxoioudnxdte Gvofey mdowy axpibars
xaleEfg- oo ypaas, oby amidg 8%, &AM xabdrg
napéSosay ** fuiv of &mapyf¢ adtémrar xal dmm-’
pérar yevbpevor Tob Adyov. Mépvnzar olv @5 mpay-

lag Exsivng, Th¢ bxelos dvapipvijoxwy axprbelag:

igitur fxcit illius commentarii, diligentiam, qua
usus eft. illic, ei redigens in memoriam. Diligen-
tiz sutem iHum coninioncfacit, ut illam ipsam, et
eum, qua usus est in hoclibro mente atque memoria
tenens, ad ca quwx scribuntar, maxime animuin av-
tendat. Q brem ne eptrs quidem hie habuit alia
commendatioue. Nam qui idoneus ac gravis scriptor
habitus sit, ac fidem fecerit earum rerum, quae
audivit, huic ea, que non ab aliis accepit, sed ipse
vidit, componenti longe mojor fides haberi debebit.
Idcirco nondicit : Primum gwidem Evangelium,
quod coascripsi : sed, Primum quidem librum scu
commen(arium : non €nim erat vanus, el inanis

wfi¢ axptbelag & dvaptpvioxes, va thv althy caltyy
xal ehv Teb mapéviog Bi6Mlov xatéywy Tai; Stavolats,
=pocéyn ¥ paliota tol; ypagopévers® A obk
theffny * dyraila Evépas ouvordecws. ‘0 * ydp

D&mp fixovaev, &Eémiatag Yewipmevog ypddat xal

mstevdelg, moldp pddiov, & ph map’ Etépuy fixow-
cev, &A)' altdg eide, savta ouvnlbslg, dixaw; dv
el moredsafat, Ak To0to ob Aéyz:, TO pdv mpuvov
Ebayyéhov, 8 ednyyehadpny, &d, Tov piv mpti-
1oy Myoy, &tax T &tugov adtdy elvat xat petpié-
~gpova, xal pelfove Eauvted vopilew elvat ol
Ebayyehiov tiy mpoomyeplav: xaitos ye & dnéatudog

Vario lectiones et nole

3 mparzoig eral. Y pro, 3, lego 82, % obzwg, eat. ¥ dpvbusiov,eral. M0 mapliwsay, erat. ! mposdyer,
grat. % lo. €3:i9y. % X, erat in spograyho; cxistimo scribendum, é.

Image 2. Comparison of the page layout between Vienna, ONB, Theol. gr. 150 (f. 3r) and Finettus’ Expositio
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3.2 Finettus’ Textus alter

Finettus’ decision to include the text from Vatican Vat. gr. 652 (fourteenth century), a
manuscript of Acts and Catholic Epistles with catena in alternating layout, was based
solely on the inscription found on f. 16v: ¢mo dwv(¥js) Tol ayiwtdt(ov) dpytlemaxom(ov)
nao(vs) Poudyapias xvp(iov) Beoduraxt(ov) (“From the voice of the most holy Archbishop
of all Bulgaria, Lord Theophylact”). As already noted by Hutchinson, this was written
over an erased line."®" However, doubts are expressed by Finettus in his preface
regarding the attribution of the commentary to Theophylact, mainly because two other
catenae are also attributed to him."®> Upon examining the initial section of the catena,
which consists primarily of scholia from Chrysostom’s Homilies on Acts with some
variations, the editor noticed inaccuracies in the editing of the Father’s material that an
erudite like Theophylact would not have made, and considered the possibility of errors
introduced by scribes, consequently making corrections to the manuscript.'®

More importantly, after analysing the direct tradition of Chrysostom and other
commentaries attributed to the archbishop of Bulgaria, the editor noticed that from Acts

7:20 the catena deviates from Chrysostom’s text and aligns more with the Pseudo-

181

Hutchinson 1928: 108.

82 pG 125, coll. 409-416.

"% PG 125, coll. 409-410: Quam o0b rem Commentarius iste Theophylacto, viro doctrina et judicii
maturitate praestanti, abjudicandus videri juri posset, nisi haec omnia in subsequentium librariorum
oscitantiam, vel imperitiam, ac saepius temeritatem refiundere praestaret (“For this reason, this
commentary could be considered to be taken away from Theophylact, a man distinguished by his learning
and mature judgment, if it did not appear that all these things were better attributed to the carelessness,

ignorance, and more often recklessness of later copyists”).
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Oecumenius catena published by Donatus.'®* Finettus examined this edition but could
not definitively confirm Donatus’ manuscript as the exemplar for 7extus alter. He also
rejected Oecumenius as the author based on stylistic parallels with his Pauline Epistles
compilation.’® While he considered Theophylact as a potential author due to the phrase
amd dwvijs (lit. “from the voice”) in the title, which also appears in his commentary on
the Gospels, the absence in Vatican Vat. gr. 652 of a prologue by this author, usually
present before his Gospel commentary, cast doubt, leading to the dismissal of
Theophylact’s authorship.'*

The resemblance to Pseudo-Oecumenius’ catena was later reinstated by Christian
Friedrich von Matthaei and by von Soden."®” The first edited a collection of selected

scholia from four manuscripts, including Moscow, GIM, Sinod. gr. 192 (Vlad. 095)

"% PG 125, coll. 411-412: Chrysostomus tamen non ita frequenter adire opus mihi fiit, cum a medio
circiter septimo capite a Chrysostomo magis discedere et Commentario in Acta apostolorum sub nomine
OEcumenii jam dudum vulgato ad amussim fere convenire deprehenderim (“However, I did not need to
consult Chrysostom's work as frequently, as I noticed that it tends to deviate from Chrysostom’s
commentary on the Acts of the Apostles and, from around the middle of the seventh chapter onwards, it
closely aligns with the commentary on the Acts of the Apostles published long ago under the name of
Oecumenius”).

'% PG 1235, col. 412. Finettus contended that commentaries like this frequently combine fragments from
various authors with unique styles, making it difficult to attribute a singular writing style to Oecumenius.
186 pG 125, coll. 413-414: Haec aliquanto fusius persecutus sum /[...] ut eorum sententiam minime
improbandam ostenderem, qui cum in tertio hujus editionis volumine locum habere voluerunt, tametsi
maxima ex parte jampridem sub Oecumenii nomine prodiisset (“I have discussed this in somewhat greater
detail [...] to demonstrate that I do not disapprove of the opinion of those who wanted [this commentary]
to have a place in the third volume of this edition, even though the majority of it had already been
published under the name of Oecumenius”).

187 Matthaei 1782: 301-347; Soden 1902: 689.
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(fourteenth century), which contains the same catena as 7extus alter, while the second
identified nine representatives of this type, including the Vatican manuscript published

188

by Finettus (Table 4).”* Von Soden conducted a thorough comparison between 7extus
alter and Donatus’ text and noticed that only fifteen short scholia were absent from
Donatus’ text."*® In contrast, the strong faithfulness of the Chrysostomian section before
Acts 7:20 to the direct tradition, with only minor variant readings, led the German
scholar to characterise the compiler as an admirer of Chrysostom."”* Nevertheless, he
also pointed out the absence of fifty-two scholia that can be found in Donatus’

edition.”" This observation suggests that this compilation is an abridged version of the

Pseudo-Oecumenius type. Indeed, this is corroborated by a textual comparison, which

'® Von Soden’s list consists of manuscripts all identified with the siglum O for Kommentar des

Okumenius, apart from Vat. gr. 652, which is assigned O™*’. However, Sinod. gr. 192 (diktyon 43817 [GA
453]) is not included in the list.

189 Soden 1902: 692 enumerates these scholia as being found at Acts 7:47-49, 9:32-43, 10:34-43, 12:18-24,
13:47-49, 13:50, 14:18-26, 15:16-34, 17:19-34, 19:1-8, 27:1-28:1. Upon my examination, they correspond
to the following references in PG 125: coll. 908C.3-8, 944A.3-5, 948A4-5, 949B.10-12, 960C.1-4,
969A.11-B.7, 969C.1-5, 973B.4-6, 981A.13-B.13, 996B.5-8, 1000C.1-9, 1005D.10-17, 1008B.1-6,
1024D.13-1025A.4, 1025A.4, 1052B.11-15, 105C.6-8, C.10-D.5.

190

Soden 1902: 689.
! von Soden does not list these passages. Based on my examination, they align with the references found
in PG 118: coll. 141C.10-D.7, 145C.2—4, 145D.10-148B.5, 149C.3-5, 149D.2—4, 153A.10, 153B.1-11,
157B.3-C.11, 161C.11-D.5, 165D.13-168B.9, 169A.14-B.2, 169D.2-9, 172A.5-11, 173C.11-D.2, 177D.1-4,
180A.9-14, 180A.5-10, 181B.15-D.7, 184C.1-3, 189D.9-11, 192A.10-13, 193D.13-196A.6, 197A.8-9,
197C.4-D.3, 200D.1-3, 201A.15-B7, 204B.13-C.2, 204D.12-13, 205A.14-B.9, 205C.2-10, 205D.1-7,
208B.6-15, 209A.14-C.5, 217D.2-3, 220A.12-C.4, 220D.11-221A.4, 225D.12-228A.2, 228B.4-14, 229A.2,
236A.15-B.3, 240B.5-11, 241D.7-11, 244D.4-7, 245A.15-C.9, 248A.2-9, 256B.12-C.5, 256D.5-257A.13,
257D.10-260A.13, 261B.1-6, 269D.1-273A.12, 276D.1-10, 280C.8-12, 281C.10-21, 285A.7-14, 289B.7-11,
292C.1-292A.2, 305B.15-308A.11.
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reveals that these omissions primarily consist of sentences removed from what appears to
be more extensive passages in Donatus’ text, a pattern that is observed not only in the
fourteenth-century manuscript used as the base text but also in earlier representatives.
In contrast to Parpulov, who has maintained the Clavis number C152 for this
catena type while denying the genuine paternity of Theophylact,'” in my re-
categorisation of catena manuscripts on Acts, I have assigned the compilation to a
subcategory of the Pseudo-Oecumenius catena, specifically C151.3." This
reclassification is not based on authorship but on the textual characteristics, as
approximately three-quarters of 7extus alter align with this tradition. An illustration of
this relationship can be seen in Acts 8:9-25 and 28:29-31, where all the scholia on these
passages are present in the same number and order in both types, clearly indicating their
mutual connection.'** Moreover, I have expanded von Soden’s list by including five
additional manuscripts. To account for the limited number of variations recorded
between the manuscripts of this subtype, which are likely the result of different editorial

stages, I have further subdivided them into four subgroups: C151.3a, b, ¢, d (Table 4).

"2 The genuine commentaries of Theophylact are classified as a distinct category and given the sigla e.0¢

for Gospel commentary and p.®¢ for Pauline commentary. See Parpulov 2021: 211-212.
193 Scieri 2022a: 294-296.

194 Scieri 2022a: 295 (table 6).
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Manuscript GA | diktyon | content Acts date layout von Parpulov | Scieri
section Soden
Oxford, Bodleian Library, 314 | 47289 acpr 10r-27r 10" 1/2 frame o C152 C151.3a
Barocci 3
Florence, BML, Plutei IV.1 454 15917 acp 1r—46r 10 frame 10 C152 Ci151.3a
Athos, Hagiou Pavlou 1862 | 23466 acpr 23r-98r 11 frame o' C152 C151.3a
Monastery, 2
London, BL, Add. 39599 911 39178 acp 2r-60v 11 frame — C152 C151.3a
Athens, EBE, 207 1360 | 2503 acp 1r-88v/1- 11 frame 04 C152 C151.3a
178
Jerusalem, Greek Orthodox 1888 | 35275 acpr 3r-72r 11 frame — C152 Ci151.3a
Patriarchate, Taphou 38
Uppsala, Universitetsbiblioteket, | 441 64414 ac 1r-28r 138 alternating 0" C152 C151.3a
gr. 1,
Florence, BML, Plutei VIII.19 — 16077 ap 1r-41v 138 alternating — C152 C151.3a
Paris, BnF, Suppl. gr. 1299 2242 | 53963 acp 11r-151v 13th n. alternating — Ci152 Ci151.3a
Moscow, GIM, Sinod. gr.192 (V. | 463 43817 acp 4r-32v 14® 1/2 alternating os C152 Ci151.3a
095)

Vienna, ONB, Theol. gr. 302 424 71969 acpr 17v-101r 10 alternating — C152 C151.3b
Paris, BnF, Coislin 224 250 49365 acpr 28r-111r 11%in. alternating o* C152 C151.3b
Vatican City, BAV, Vat. gr. 1270 | 621 67901 acp 2r-67r 1 3th alternating 10 C152 C151.3c
Vatican City, BAV, Vat. gr. 652 | 1842 | 67283 ac 16r-75v 14th alternating o° Ci152 C151.3c
Oxford, New College, 59 327 | 48717 acp 1r-70r 12%1/2 frame o™ C152 C151.3d

Table 4. Manuscripts of Theophylact’s Textus alter reassigned to C151.3
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The connection to the Pseudo-Oecumenius tradition can also be observed in the biblical
text. Houghton, who has conducted a recent analysis of the relationship between catena
manuscripts included in the ECM, with a specific focus on the biblical text, has brought
attention to the Textual Flow diagram of Acts manuscripts created by the ECM editors
using the Coherence Based Genealogical Method." He observes that immediately below
Vienna Theol. gr. 302 (eleventh century), which contains a “pure” Byzantine text, is
Munich, BSB, gr. 375 (eleventh century), which is classified as a representative of the
Pseudo-Oecumenius catena in the ‘Donatus text-type’ (C151.1) according to von
Soden."® However, in my 2022 study, I have identified the latter manuscript as
belonging to another subtype which, although showing a closer resemblance to the
‘Donatus text-type’ than the abbreviated C151.3 (hence subcategory C151.2),"” exhibits
variations in scholia in several sections, particularly in the case of Acts 8:9-25. Despite
the observed variations, the proximity of Theol. gr. 302 and Munich, BSB, gr. 375 in the
Textual Flow diagram confirms that they belong to the same textual branch, which, in
the context of the catena, implies that they share the same catena types. Moreover, the
subcategorisation in the catena text could possibly account for the different level of

variation in the Textual Flow diagram of the biblical text.'®

195 Houghton 2023: 14-17.

" diktyon 44823 (GA 0142); Soden 1902: 691.

97 Scieri 2022a: 294-295. Interestingly, Munich gr. 375 and the other two representatives of this subtype
make also a subtype of the Pseudo-Oecumenius’ commentary on the Pauline Epistles (“Secondary
expanded type” according to Staab: 160-167; and cf. Panella 2021: 396).

198

As noted in Houghton 2023: 14, n. 37, for the biblical text, the three other witnesses to C151, Vat. gr.

652 (GA 1842), Vat. gr. 1270 (GA 621), Uppsala gr. 1 (GA 441) are grouped on the far right-hand side of
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The fact that Theophylact was not the author is also supported by palacographical
and manuscript evidence. The phrase amé dwvijs, which in Vat. gr. 652 precedes the
attribution (f. 16v), has been the subject of lengthy debate among scholars. Finettus was
uncertain whether it indicated that the text had been copied by a scribe who listened to
Theophylact dictating the content aloud, or if it was a formula used to indicate an
abbreviated version.'” According to the philologist Marcel Richard, this expression, in
texts from the fifth to the eighth century, signifies that the commentary is based on oral
lectures, but starting from the ninth century, it simply indicates the compiler mentioned
in the work, similar to the English words “by” or “from”.*** Nevertheless, the same
phrase with this connotation can be found in Procopius of Gaza’s epitomes on the Song
of Songs (CPG C82) and Ecclesiastes (CPG C101), where the title reads éxAoydv émitouy
amo wvijs (“Epitome of excerpts from the voice”) followed by the names of the Fathers
from whom he selected the scholia.”®* Despite the overall agreement with Richard’s
interpretation, Panagiotis Manafis has argued that in certain cases, such as the epitome
attributed to Nicephorus in Oxford, Bodleian Library, Barocc. gr. 142 (thirteenth-
fourteenth century), the phrase would be better translated as “according to”, suggesting
that the compilation may be a reworking of a work attributed to a certain author by

someone else, rather than the author being the original compiler.”* I believe that this is

the diagram. This indicates their distinct textual relationship within the catena, which is separate from the
Theol. gr. 302 (GA 424) and Munich gr. 375 (GA 0142), suggesting potential differences in their text-type.
99 PG 125, coll. 413-414.

200

Richard 1950: 196-197, 206; see also Sluiter 2000: 191.

**! On these catenae see Faulhaber 1902.

202

Manafis 2020: 153-154.
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also the case with the expression in Vat. gr. 652, except that the abridgment is from a
work that should not be attributed to Theophylact. It is worth noting that the same
expression appears in Moscow Sinod. gr. 192 (f. 4r), added by a later scribe in the
headframe underneath the main title of the commentary oyoAta Adouxé T@v| dmooToAwy
npagets (“Scholia on the Acts of the Apostles by Luke”): épu(nvela) dmd dw(viic) Tod dy(iov)
iw(dwvou) xp(v)gootép(ov) (“Interpretation from the voice of Saint John Chrysostom”).*"?
However, in this case, the name of the author is Chrysostom, not Theophylact, owing to
the Chrysostomian reworking of the first part of the compilation. The title appears nearly
identical, but without amo dwvijs, in two thirteenth-century manuscripts of this subtype,
Florence, BML, Plutei VIIL.19 (f. 6v) and Vat. gr. 1270 (f. 1r).*** This further confirms
that the ascription to Theophylact lacks any substantial basis and is merely found in a
single isolated instance.

Upon scrutinising the script, it becomes evident that the manuscript was compiled
by two scribes in different stages of production. The primary scribe, as identified by
Daniele Arnesano, adopted the ‘baroque minuscule’ style of Otranto, which was prevalent

in Southern Italy during the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries.*® Conversely, a

separate hand can be attributed to a Salentine scribe named Droso of Aradeo, who is

2% A later insertion are also the fragments of biblical text (Acts 1:1-9:12) written in the margins of ff. 1r—
29r (see Treu 1966: 285-289). This scenario is similar to that of Paris gr. 219 (see above II.2). Nevertheless,
it raises questions as to why additional biblical text would be needed, considering that the Moscow
manuscript features the complete biblical content, albeit organised in sections using an alternating layout.
2%% Plutei VIIL19, f. 6v: punvia Tof ay(iov) iw(dvvov) Toll xpusoaTépov; Vat. gr. 1270, f. 1r: épu(yveia iw(dvvov)
o8 xp(vooaTépov).

%5 Arnesano 2008.
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associated with the creation of multiple manuscripts of Aristotle in the southern regions
of Italy.””® Indeed, Droso’s handwriting, which is evident on ff. 2-15 of the manuscript,
as well as in the marginal annotations found throughout its pages, appears to be
discernible in the title that attributes the commentary on Acts to Theophylact. The
geographical origin of both scribes being in Southern Italy offers a potential explanation
for the ascription of the exegetical commentary in the manuscript to Theophylact, who
garnered popularity and acknowledgment within that same region, as evidenced by a
comprehensive survey of south-Italian Greek manuscripts conducted by André Jacob.*"’
It is not a mere coincidence that there is a striking similarity between the title of Vat. gr.
652 and Vat. gr. 1221, which is the oldest dated Italo-Greek manuscript of Theophylact’s
work (dated to 1154 AD) containing his commentary on the Gospels presented alongside
biblical text in two columns.**® The titles preceding the biblical text and commentaries
on Luke (ff. 149r, 151r) and John (f. 276r) in Vat. gr. 1221 share the same elements as
the one found in Vat. gr. 652. Specifically, the title before Luke, written in majuscule,
reads amo $wvijc Tol aytwtdTou dpxtemioxom(ov) maa(ns) BovAyapiag xVp(ov) Beodpuraxtov,
which is identical to the one in Vat. gr. 652 added by the Salentine scribe Drosos on f.
16v. This parallel suggests that the attribution of Theophylact’s name to an Italo-Greek
manuscript by a Salentine scribe is once again linked to his influence or recognition in

the southern region of the Italian peninsula.

206

Arnesano 2006: 177-178.

207

Jacob 2006: 21-67 (esp. 22-55).

208

Vatican City, BAV, Vat. gr. 1221 (twelfth century - diktyon 67852, GA 863); see Jacob 2006: 30-32.
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Additional evidence for corroborating the earlier existence of the 7extus alter type
prior to Theophylact is provided by the manuscript tradition. In my initial classification,
Athos, Hagiou Pavlou, 2 was identified as external source for predating the catena, based
on its date according to the INTF (ninth century), Parpulov (second half of the tenth
century) and the initial dating provided by Pinakes (tenth century).*® The ninth-century
date in particular was suggested based on the identification of the dedicatory recipient
‘Maria’ as Maria of Amnia (795-823 AD), the first wife of the emperor Constantine VI.*'°
However, the ParaTexBib team has now revised the dating based on palaeographical
evidence, placing it in the eleventh century.”"" This reidentification now links ‘Maria’ to
Maria of Alania (1053-1118 AD), wife of the emperor Michael VII Doukas and a patron
of literary figures, including Theophylact, whom she commissioned to write his
exegetical works, such as the Commentary on the Gospels.*'? Thus, the manuscript’s
date and dedication no longer serve as convincing evidence to exclude Theophylact as
the author of the commentary. Nevertheless, two additional manuscripts, Oxford Barocc.
3, and Paris gr. 216, provide substantial evidence.

The fragmentary codex Oxford, Bodleian Library, Barocc. 3, initially thought to be

from the eleventh century, has been argued by Irmgard Hutter to have been produced in

% For the date in the Liste, see https://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de/liste?docID=31862. Cf. Parpulov 2021: 127

(and compare it with the corresponding date in the Catena Catalogue: https://itsee-
wee.birmingham.ac.uk/catenacatalogue/4311/?ga identifiers _identifier=1862), and Pinakes at

https://pinakes.irht.cnrs.fr/notices/cote/23466/, where the previously stated date has been updated.

*!° Lampros 1895: 19 began this position based on the dedicatory subscription on f. 429v..

! https://www.manuscripta-biblica.org/manuscript/?diktyon=23466.

212

Theophylact wrote multiple letters to Maria, which have been published by P. Gautier in CFHB 16/2.


https://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de/liste?docID=31862
https://itsee-wce.birmingham.ac.uk/catenacatalogue/4311/?ga_identifiers__identifier=1862
https://itsee-wce.birmingham.ac.uk/catenacatalogue/4311/?ga_identifiers__identifier=1862
https://pinakes.irht.cnrs.fr/notices/cote/23466/
https://www.manuscripta-biblica.org/manuscript/?diktyon=23466
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the first half of the tenth century in Byzantium.*"? Additionally, Adrian C. Pirtea’s
comparative analysis of the paratextual elements of the Revelation section suggests that
this manuscript, now considered the earliest witness to Arethas of Caesarea’s
commentary, could be associated with the scriptorium of the polymath and might even
be a direct copy of his exemplar.*** The second significant manuscript is Paris gr. 216,
directly related to the scriptorium of Arethas, and dated to the first half of the tenth
century, which predates Theophylact’s time. This manuscript features scattered scholia
in a small Alexandrine majuscule, potentially written by Arethas, which supplement a
more extensive frame catena in an early bouletée minuscule, credited to Stephanos, a
scribe of Arethas’ scriptorium: this contains the 7extus alter catena type, as I will explain
more thoroughly in the upcoming chapter.* It is worth noting that four eleventh-
century manuscripts presented by Pirtea as transmitting the recensio brevis of the
commentary on Revelation by Andrew of Caesarea also contain C151.3, suggesting that
the earliest exemplars of this subtype, dated between the tenth and eleventh centuries,
were meant to host an abbreviated commented version of the Acts, Catholic Epistles and

Pauline Epistles and Revelation.**

*1> Hutter 1992: 14-15. The initial quire of the manuscript is missing, with ff. 1-9 having been replaced in
the fourteenth century.

14 Pirtea 2021: 56-58.

15 See below I1L.4.

1% pirtea 2021: 59. These are Athos, Hagiou Pavlou Monastery, 2 (diktyon 23466, GA 1862); Jerusalem,
Greek Orthodox Patriarchate, Taphou 38 (diktyon 35275, GA 1888); Vienna, ONB, Theol. gr. 302 (diktyon

71969, GA 424), and Paris, BNF, Coislin 224 (diktyon 49365, GA 250).
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Based on the arguments and evidence presented above, it seems that the content
previously published by Finettus as Theophylact’s commentary on Acts, referred to as
Textus alter, should not be credited to Theophylact himself. Instead, it is more
appropriately identified as a version of the Pseudo-Oecumenius catena, specifically a
shorter recension of the “Donatus text-type”, rather than being the source of it as
mistakenly assumed by Hutchinson.?'” Although the reasons for using Chrysostom’s
material in the first seven chapters are not entirely clear, it is plausible to suggest that the
compiler of this subtype came across an exemplar of the Pseudo-Oecumenius catena that
lacked the initial part. In response, they may have chosen to substitute the missing
portion with an epitome of Chrysostom’s Homilies, recognising that the Oecumenius
catena primarily relies on the recycling and reworking of Chrysostom’s work.

In terms of the editorial approach, Finettus maintains the separation in Vat gr. 652
between the biblical text and the commentary sections (Image 3). He denotes these
sections as xeluevov and épunveia, following the alternating layout of the manuscript,
despite the fact that these headings are not consistently specified in the codex. He also
preserves the brief biblical lemmata preceding the corresponding scholia and offers a
Latin translation opposite the Greek text. However, he introduces changes to the text of
the manuscript by incorporating square brackets to denote additions. Furthermore, a
small critical apparatus is included at the bottom of the page to highlight non-authentic
variations found in the codex, along with brief explanations of unclear words or

passages. In order to rectify errors found in the Vatican codex, Finettus uses

*'7 Hutchinson 1928: 110-111, 115.
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Oecumenius’ text in Donatus’ edition as a reference, but when Donatus also exhibits
inaccuracies, he turns to the other two commentaries attributed to Theophylact in Theol.
gr. 150 and Plutei IV.5, as well as Chrysostom’s direct tradition. Moreover, Finettus

structures the catena into forty chapters, following the lectionary arrangement of Acts.
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1,9-12. Etcam hzedixisset, videntjbus lllis, eleva-
tus est : et nubes suscepit enm ah oculls eorum. Cum
que § ln ceelum é illum, ecce 191
duo viri astilerunt juxta illos in vestibus albis,
qui et dixerunt : Viri Galilwi, quid statis aspicien-
tes in celum? Hic Jesus, qui assumptus est a vo-
his, sic veniet, quemadmodum vidistis eum euntem
in celum, Tune reversi sunt Hierosnlymam a
:nonte qui vocatur Oliveti, qui est juxta Jerusalem,
Sabbati habens iter.

L

COMMENTARIUS. »
In memoriam Theophilo revocat Evangelium a
se conscriplum, ut exinde accuratam diligeatiam

" ynam ostendat. Siquidem initio illius operis, ¢ Vi-
- sum est, inquit, et mibi assecnio omaia a princi-
" pio® » cic. Mewinit igitur illius operis et diligen-

tiar, qua in ee conscribendo usus est, ul parem.in

PAPEIGE. 15AUC TUU LIUU Zuse

Kat taiza slndy, phuﬁww nutuw. txAipby, xal
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Kal &g dtevifovres faav eig 1dv olpaviv mopsuo-
pévoy adtod, xal l8od lvﬂpeg &0 mapstotfixsicay
abrol bv E307ze devn), 61 xat elmov < “Avdpsg Ta-
Mhatot, tf torixats tpbhéxovees sig by -obpawdy ;
0%to; 4 'Inoods & dvakngbsls 3¢° vpav slg Wy
obpashy, oGt Ehsdostar [rédwv) Bv tpémov t0sd0a-
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* dstpegav of &mborokor slg Tepoudadhy, &nd Bposg

03 xadovpdveu ‘Kdatéivog, 8 toty iyyhs legovsa-
M, . &66610\: Exov 886v.
EPMHNEIA.

Avapipviioxe <bv Bsbplov t0d Ebayyeilow,
&ose v olxslay dxgpibuiav tvdclSaabar. Kal yap
&pxdp:voc tusbvns wii¢ wpaypatelag gnalv: « "Edofe
xdpol *apr,xolou&rw&n &vwbey, » zal <& &5R:.
‘Mépvyrat olv siig mpaypateiag ixetvig, ths daisd
avappvhoxwy dxpibelag, Tva thy althy xat wept

e libro inipensam  esse sciens, lis quz in eo D <00 mapbvtog Pibllov xatéywv thy Sibvorav, ':poafxq

“continentur, animum qeam maxime adverteret.
Czterum pre modestia non dixit : Primum qui-

. dem Evangelium feci, o Theophile. Theophilus
vero iste unus ex iis erat-qui sb ipso pietatis pr:e- .

ceplis imbuti fuerant.

« Que ccepit. » Miracula scilicet et doclnnn, et
praterea quod faciendo docuerit : non enim ille
verbis tantum susdabat, sed operando provocabat

* Luc. 1, 3.

phhiota tolg ypagopdvorg. Atd 8k td &vugov [oux]

. elxe T phv wedtov Evayyéhoy imormedpny, &

Becdpide, Oleog Bbel; fy siv- xarpmdéviey map’
alob thy ebodbsiay,

'Wﬂp&:w + T3 6ad xal tag Qidaoxaii
qqalv 00 toUto 8 pdvov, m' &te xal <p wocely
mcm-v. 00 vép Mye plv initpsms zof; &doss

Varie lectiones et noua

(1) lta vergo magu presse ad textum Greeuw, ut
sioni sit locus, Vulg. ha-

l,m. Igitur qnn eonvenerant.
(Q) Qui hunc commentarium ex codice Vaticano

elscnpsnl. pro sua diligentia annotavit verla ista,
Tédog 70b Mdaya, finis Pasche, essc in codice @ re-

" centiore atramento,

Image 3. Comparison of the page layout between Vatican City, BAV, Vat. gr. 652 (f. 16V) and Finettus’ Textus alter
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3.3 Finettus’ Textus tertius
The last catena edited by Finettus as 7extus tertius of Theophylact is found in Florence,
BML, Plutei IV.5, a thirteenth-century manuscript containing Acts and Catholic Epistles
with catena. This choice was made because, as the editor explains in the preface,
Theophylact’s commentary on the Acts, as published by Sifanius, had become rare and
unavailable for sale.”'® In the absence of a copy, Finettus opted to acquire a version from
the Florentine Medicean Library. This decision was influenced by Montfaucon’s
description in his Bibliotheca bibliothecarum (1739), which attributed the version to the
Bishop of Bulgaria, presumably because he had found the abbreviation feo¢. in the
margin of f. 14r.”"® However, upon examination of the content, no evidence supporting
the attribution to Theophylact was found. Despite the uncertainty regarding its
authorship, Finettus states two reasons for publishing this work. Firstly, it was regarded
as the commentary of Theophylact by an informed scholar, and although the attribution
was weak, it could not be definitively refuted due to some similarities with the text of
Sifanius’ codex. Secondly, the editor believed it would be unfair for this copy to be lost
and considered it potentially useful for future generations: he even suggested to combine
all the commentaries on Acts included in his edition, along with Chrysostom’s Homiljes,

to create a comprehensive commentary on Acts.**

28 pG 125, coll. 471-472.

> PG 125, coll. 472-473. However, I have not come across any evidence of this entry in Montfaucon’s
catalogue.

2% PG 125, coll. 473-474: [...] ex tribus hisce in Acta apostolica Commentariis, quos volume istud
complectitur (praesertim si Chrysostomi fontis omnium praecipua adnotationes addantur) perfectum

confici posse, absolutumgque in eadem Acta Commentarium (“From these three commentaries on the Acts
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However, in the preface he also acknowledges that he soon came to discover further
evidence for this compilation in the catena transmitted by a manuscript housed in
Oxford. This manuscript is Oxford, New College, 58 (twelfth century), which, as I will
illustrate in the following paragraphs, served as the foundational text for Wolf and
Cramer’s editions of the Pseudo-Andreas catena (C150).**" Finettus even ventured to
hypothesise that the text found in Florence Plutei IV.5 was an abridged version of the
Oxford catena. His hypothesis proved correct. This catena indeed abbreviates the Oxford
chain, omitting most of the patristic author names. The siglum 0zo¢. that Montfaucon
presumed to be 8eod(vAdxTov) is in fact fe0d(wpov), as suspected already by Finettus: it
refers to Theodore of Heraclea, to whom the scholium located opposite the abbreviation
is attributed in the manuscripts of the Pseudo-Andreas full type (cf. Cramer III, 145.9-
10.).**

Due to this characteristic, I have reclassified 7extus tertius as an abridged subtype
of C150, labelled as C150.2b. This category consists of several copies of the same catena,
with four of them being identified by Karo-Lietzmann and von Soden, and one
additional identification made by Parpulov and myself (Table 5).*** Within this cluster it

is possible to establish a subdivision between three manuscripts in frame layout, Paris,

BnF, gr. 217 (eleventh century), London, BL, Add. 22734 (eleventh century), and

of the Apostles, which this volume includes [especially if the principal annotations of Chrysostom, the
source of all, are added], it is possible to constitute a perfect and independent commentary on the same
Acts”).

21 See below I1.4.1-2.

2 PG 125, coll. 471-472.

23 Karo-Lietzmann 1902: 593-595; Soden 1902: 683; Parpulov 2021: 188; Scieri 2022a: 290-291.
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Moscow, GIM, Synod. gr. 347 (thirteenth century), and three in alternating layout, Paris,
BnF, gr. 218 (eleventh century), our codex Florence, BML, Plutei IV.5 (thirteenth
century), and Milan, BA, F 104 sup. (thirteenth century, 1286-1287 AD). Interestingly,
the Ambrosiana manuscript also includes an attribution to Theophylact on f. 1r, between
the headpiece and the beginning of the chain: é£)ynaic abvrou(os) eis Tés mpd&eis TéGY
amoot(6Awv) Beodurax(Tov) épxtemoxém(ov) Bovdyapi(as) (“A brief explanation of the Acts
of the Apostles by Theophylact, Archbishop of Bulgaria”). However, it is important to
highlight that the attribution found in this catena, similar to Vat. gr. 652, was added by a
different hand to that of the main scribe.’** The later addition of the attribution suggests
that it might have been made to provide authority to the text.

The manuscripts belonging to each group display similar characteristics, not only
in terms of their content, catena layout and text-type, but also in various other
features.** These similarities are evident in Acts 8:9-17, which serves as a sample for
comparison (Table 6). Notably, there seems to be a development of this subtype from the
frame-layout manuscripts to the alternating-layout ones, indicated by the increasing
number of scholia (nos. 2, 4, 6). However, it should be noted that one of these scholia
(inc. “OTt 00x &pyvpiov) is a chapter heading that was mistakenly treated as a comment,

and another from the frame-layout group is missing from the alternating-layout codices

224 While Turyn 1972: 52-55, recognises that the main scribe is a certain monk Paulus, as indicated by the
subscription on f. 435v, and a different hand is observed on ff. 245v—246r, there is no mention of the Acts
catena subscription on f. 1r. The manuscript description in Martini-Bassi 1906: 420—421 also does not
provide any information on this matter.

*> Tt is worth noticing that Milan F 104 sup. and Florence Plutei IV.5 are designed by Parpulov as ap.25.i,

indicating they share the same content and order of books with catenae.
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(no. 8). Another observation is that the alternating-layout manuscripts lack the
attributions to Epiphanius of Salamis, Ammonius and Chrysostom (scholia nos. 1, 5, 7)
which are present in abbreviated forms in the margins of Paris gr. 217 and London Add.
22734. This disappearance, already observed in Moscow Synod. gr. 347, is likely due to
their abbreviated form, as is common in catenae.””® Furthermore, it is worth noting that
the alternating-layout manuscripts contain identical portions of biblical lemmata and
scholia, although Milan F 104 sup. combines some scholia (nos. 1 with 2, and 3 with 4).
The separation and numbering of these extracts in Paris gr. 218 and Florence Plutei IV.5
(using numerals in the margin of each comment to cross-reference them with the biblical
text) contrasted with their omission in the Ambrosiana manuscript implies that these
manuscripts are derived from a frame-layout manuscript. Furthermore, it suggests that
the Florence manuscript may be descended from the Paris codex and possibly even the
direct source for the Milan copy.

Despite the alternating layout in Florence Plutei IV.5, the organisation of Finettus’
Textus tertius significantly differs from the manuscript (Image 4). Here, pericopes of
biblical texts are followed by groups of scholia related to the passage quoted, as typical of
alternating-layout catenae. The biblical text is distinguished from the scholia by dots in
the margins, whereas the scholia are separated from one another by blank spaces,
enlargement and rubrication of the initial letter of the first word, and an ending mark
(two dots followed by a horizontal line). Furthermore, as mentioned earlier, the

numerals preceding each scholium serve as cross-references to the corresponding

2% Scjeri 2022a: 290.
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lemmata of the biblical text, further indicating their individuality. The editor of the
manuscript, besides excluding a Latin translation, chose to entirely eliminate the biblical
sections and combine the scholia, employing a merging technique similar to what can be
observed in the scribe of Milan F 104 sup. Because the Florence codex has several gaps
resulting from water damage, the editor decided to fill these gaps using the full type of
the Pseudo-Andreas catena found in the Oxford manuscript as well as other
commentaries. Unfortunately, he was unaware of other manuscripts with the same
subtype that could have provided a more reliable source for reconstruction. The use of
square brackets denotes the added words, making them easily identifiable to readers.
Furthermore, the editor integrated the “Martyrdom of Paul” concluding the Oxford
catena at the end of the Florence chain.””” These observations shed light on another
aspect of the methodological approach and predominant interest in catena studies during
the eighteenth century. It involved collecting fragments of lost patristic exegesis from
various catenae and integrating them to complement one another, thereby reconstructing
a catena that, in reality, had never existed.?® Later in the discussion, I will investigate
how this approach influenced the “eclectic” edition by von Matthaei, which incorporates

scholia from a frame-catena manuscript of C150.2b, namely Moscow Synod. gr. 347.

7 PG 125, coll. 1130D-1132A.

228 See Lorrain 2021: 224, 227.
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Manuscript GA | diktyon | content | Acts date layout Karo- von Soden | Parpulov | Scieri
section Lietzmann
Paris, BnF, gr. 217 | 606 49788 ac 2r-48r 11" 1/2 frame Andreas 065" C150 - | C150.2b
type (b) Andreas acp.19.ii
London, BL, Add. | 641 39005 acp 2r-67r 11 frame Andreas — Ci50- | C150.2b
22734 type (b) acp.17.ii
Moscow, GIM, 103 43972 acp 9r-75r 13 2/2 frame Andreas 0&r® Ci50- | C150.2b
Synod. gr. 347 type (b) Andreas acp.17.iv
Paris, BnF, gr. 218 | 607 49789 acp 2r-66v 118 alternating | Andreas 0" C150 - | C150.2b
type (b) Andreas acp.18.iii
Florence, BML, 455 15921 ap 1r-40r 13" 2/2 alternating — oat! C150 - | C150.2b
Plut. IV.5 Andreas ap.25.i
Milan, BA, F 104 | 2576 | 42769 ap 1r-69r | 137 (1286- | alternating — — Ci50- | C150.2b
sup. 1287 AD) ap.25.i
Table 5. Manuscripts of Theophylact’s 7extus tertius reassigned to C150.2b
layout frame alternating
scholia | Paris, BnF, gr. | London, BL, Moscow, GIM | Paris, BnF, gr. 218 | Milan, BA, F 104 Florence, BML, Plut.
217 (ff. 14r-v) | Add. 22734 (ff. | Synod. gr. 347 | (ff. 20r-v) sup. (ff. 21r-22r) IV.5 (ff. 13r-v)
15v-16r) (ff. 25r-v)
1 CT mésg adT(ov) CT méig adT(ov) [CC] &g adTov Acts 8:9-13 Acts 8:9-13 Acts 8:9-13
00% Gveid(ov) ... | olx qveid(ov) ... | odv odx qveldov | CO TTdg adTov odx I1(&g) adTov odx (&) adTov 00x Aveiloy ...
émi(daviov) 010dv(at) ... 0106val aveldov ... d1ddval aveldov ... d1ddval 0106v(at) mv(edp)a dytov :—

0070(s) 6 olpwy ...
oddvar mv(edip)a
aytov :—

m(elp)a dytov

m(elp)a aytov -

mvelua dytov -

mv(eby)a dytov: ovy 6
3 ~ ] \
gv Toig 1f'... mAny

T(&v) dmooToA(wv) @ +
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Ody 6 €v Tois
OWOEXA ... TANY TGV
AMOTTOAWY :—

oy 6 &v T(olg) dwdexa ...
TANY TV dmoa(To)Mwv)

Cn xal émnpolito
T0 ... €ml T(&)
dvopartl pwov :—

Cn xal

b ~ 1
gmAnpoliTo TO ...
éml T@L ovopaTi
Hov -

Cn Kai
EmAnpoliTo TO ...
éml T@L ovopaTi
Hov -

Acts 8:14-15

p Kal éminpolito To
.. €M1 TG GvopaTl
Hov -

Acts 8:14-15

Kat émAnpoiito 70 ...
€Ml TG GVOUaTL [ov. TO

UEV THG ... TO TGV

Acts 8:14-15
Kat émAnpoiito 70 ... émi
76 ovou(a)tl pwou -

— — — V [?] Tb pév tiig ... | onuelwy : + o To w(&v) t(%g) ... 70 Tév
TO TGV anuel(wv) - onuelwy -
(0 dup(wviov) (0 dup(wviov) (O Sypetwtéov Acts 8:16-23 Acts 8:16-23 Acts 8:16-23

TNUEIWTEOY" OTL
o0 ... cuvLéval TQ

TNUEIWTEOY" OTL
oV ... cuvLéval TQ

&1 0b ... cuviéval
TQL YIVOUEVRL i~

o Znuetwtéov: 6Tt 00
... CUVIEVaL TA

ZYUEWTEOY® OTL O ...
cuVLéval T yopeva:

B Znuetwtéov 0Tl 0 ...
cuvigval Ta yivopeva -

ywéueva - ywéueva - ywéueva -
‘Ot odx dpyvplov ... | 0Tt 00x dpyuplov ... ‘Ot odx apyvplov ... ayiov
— — — ay(fov) mv(edpato)s | ayiov mv(edpato)s mv(ebpato)s didoTal :—
didotat :— didotat:
T(0)U p_xp(vgooTéuov) | p Awati odx foav | B Awati 0dx foav dati 0w Yoav ovTol ¥ diatt odx Ho(av) odrot ...

xp(vgoaTOMOV) P
Awati 0dx Roav
oGOl ...
TEUTOUTLY, AIQ
TMETPOV 1—

St o0x Hoav
oUTOL ...
TEUTOVTLY, AIQ
TETPOV.

ouToL ...
TEUTOVTLY, AIQ
TETPOV 1—

0UTOL ... MERTOUTLY
aM(a) métpov -

... TEUTTOUTY GAQ

metp(ov) : +

mépmova(v) aMa métp(ov)

dyup(wvion)
oly (@g) evTEAYS
. Eudofov

adT(0ov) émolnaey

pa duuw(viov)

oy wg EVTEANS
. Eudofov

alToV émolnaey

o Oty wg ebTeAns
pI4 3 1

... Eudofov adTov

émolnaey -

Table 6. Differences within C150.2b
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Image 4. Comparison of the page layout between Florence, BML, Plut. IV.5 (f. 1r) and Finettus’ 7extus tertius.
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3.4  Other unedited catenae attributed to Theophylact
Three additional manuscripts of catenae attributed to Theophylact have been discovered
which were unknown to Sifanius and Finettus. The first of these is Athens, EBE, 490
(second half of the thirteenth century), which consists of the Acts, Catholic Epistles,
Pauline Epistles, and Revelation, featuring catenae arranged in an alternating layout.**
In the Acts section of the manuscript (ff. 5r-157r), there is a title that is nearly identical
to that found in Vienna Theol. gr. 150: on f. 51 this reads éx T&v é&nynTixév Tol dyiou
iw(dvvov) Tol xp(voooTduov) xal Tivwy éx T(&v) m(até)pwy eis Tag mpdieis | x(at) el T(&g)
xabode(ag) x(a)t(a) auvtopi(av) curoyn mapa Tol paxapiwt(a)T(ov) Beoduidxt(ov)
apy(1)emoxém(ov) BovAy(a)pi(ag) (“From the exegetical works of Saint John Chrysostom
and some from the Fathers on the Acts and the Catholic Epistles, a concise collection
from the most blessed Theophylact, Archbishop of Bulgaria”). The only relevant
differences in the title of Athens 490 are the mention of the Catholic Epistles and the
word cuMoyy instead of é&nyoeis.

As noted by von Soden, both manuscripts not only bear the same title but also
exhibit numerous similarities in content, particularly in the components of the Euthalian
Apparatus.”° More importantly, there is an observable influence from the Pseudo-
Andreas catena type on both manuscripts: in Athens 490 the connection is so apparent
that Staab, disagreeing with Theophylact’s authorship, considered the catena in this

codex to be a poorly constructed abbreviation from Pseudo-Andreas, consisting of edited

**% diktyon 2786 (GA 254).

230

Soden 1902: 687-689.
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excerpts.”' In my 2022 study, I have discussed some resemblances between the texts of
the two manuscripts, including their common assembling and reworking of two extracts
from Chrysostom’s Homily on Acts 4 at Acts 2:3-16 (cf. PG 60, coll. 43.50-59 + 45.37—
41).% It is worth noting that according to 7ext und Textwert (TuT), a comprehensive
guide to New Testament manuscripts created by the INTF for determining their
groupings based on their agreement in selected test passages ( 7eststellen), Vienna Theol.
gr. 150 and Athens 490 are closely connected in their biblical text: Athens demonstrates a
100 percent agreement with Vienna in 32 out of 32 test passages.’*® In the Editio Critica
Maior (ECM) of the Catholic Epistles, the overall agreement stands at 97.8 percent, and
the fact that they share the same catena type, C177, leads Houghton to suppose that they
could potentially be sister manuscripts or even a copy and its exemplar.?**

Even though there is a close connection in the biblical text of Acts and some shared
content in the catena, it is important to note that the catenae in these two manuscripts
have distinct characteristics. One notable difference is seen in the selections and
sequences of scholia. In contrast to the merging approach found in the Vienna
manuscript, Athens 490 differentiates the names of the Church Fathers, aligning with the
structure of the Pseudo-Andreas catena. Indeed, among the various terms employed for
catenae in Byzantine literature, the word cuMoy»n (“collection”) in the title of Athens 490

better expresses the characteristic of the chain as a compilation of selected excerpts,

231

Staab 1933: x.
32 Scieri 2022a: 300-302.
333 TuT /2 175, 472. However, among the two, only Athens 490 was included in the ECM on Acts.

*3* Houghton 2023: 14 (figures can be consulted at http://intf.uni-muenster.de/chgm/GenQ.html).



http://intf.uni-muenster.de/cbgm/GenQ.html
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rather than a catena-commentary as seen in Vienna Theol. gr. 150. This suggests that the
two manuscripts shared a common ancestor, rather than being in direct relationship with
each other, and they also independently consulted additional sources to create their
distinct compilations. Considering these findings, I agree with von Soden and Parpulov
in classifying Athens 490 as member of the Pseudo-Theophylact group, designating it as
C152.2 to highlight the differences with the Vienna, Vatican and Istanbul manuscripts
categorised under C152.1.>%

The other manuscript attributed to Theophylact, Paris, BnF, gr. 220 (fourteenth
century), contains the Acts, Catholic Epistles and Pauline Epistles with catenae arranged
in two columns, alternating with the biblical text.’>* In the Acts portion of the
manuscript (ff. 1r-61v), there is a faint ink inscription at the beginning of f. 1r that Staab
observed and disclosed to read Tw Bovl ... @eoduraxtw.”” Fortunately, the full title with
the inscription to Theophylact is revealed by the manuscript Sofia, EHAI, 908 (thirteenth
century), originating from the monastery of Backovo (Bulgaria) and now held at the
Ecclesiastical Historical and Archival Institute of the Patriarchate of Bulgaria in Sofia.***

This contains fragments of Acts 1-2:24 with catena in alternating two-column layout (ff.

*3% Soden 1902: 687-688; Parpulov 2021: 192; Scieri 2022a: 300-302.

*3 diktyon 49791 (GA 608).

37 Staab 1926: 223-225.

*3% diktyon 62075 (GA 2996). As this manuscript was added to the online Catena Catalogue quite recently

(https://itsee-wce.birmingham.ac.uk/catenacatalogue/result/4817?ga identifiers identifier=2996&limit),

it does not have an entry in either Parpulov’s printed version or my article. I extend my gratitude to the
EHAI Library for their kind provision of high-resolution colour scans. Additionally, low-resolution images

are now accessible on the NTVMR database.


https://itsee-wce.birmingham.ac.uk/catenacatalogue/result/4817?ga_identifiers__identifier=2996&limit
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231r-v, 233r-238r, 232r-v), just like in the Paris manuscript, and occasional additions in
the margins (f. 231r).?® Since in the extant portion the manuscript presents a catena
layout and text corresponds exactly to the Paris codex, they clearly belong to the same
type.’* On f. 231r, the title reads "E&ynois pepinn oivro|pos els tég mpders tév &|ylwy
amooTéAwy Tag Vo Tol ay(lov) | x(atl) mavevdnuov dmoatorov x(al) edayye|AioTol Aouxd
cUyypadeiag #tic | xal émovndn 6@ paxapintatw | dpytemiondmw Povdyapias | xupl
Beodiraxtw :* (“Partial exegesis in brief on the Acts of the Holy Apostles that were
composed by the holy and universally praised Apostle and Evangelist Luke, which was
reworked by the most blessed Archbishop of Bulgaria, Lord Theophylact”). While this
title bears some resemblance to the longer version found in Milan F 104 sup. (f. 1r),
particularly in its definition of the commentary as a “brief explanation”, it is important to
focus on two significant words. First, the use of the adjective pepixds (“partial”) suggests
that this compilation might be of an abbreviated nature, focusing on specific sections.
Second, the verb movéw, meaning “to work hard”, in this context implies a process of
“reworking” the sources.

Certainly, as von Soden and later Staab pointed out, Paris gr. 220 shows clear
influences from the Pseudo-Andreas catena, specifically C150.2b, or what was previously

known as Theophylact’s Textus tertius in Finettus’ edition.”* In my 2022 article, I

*3% The contents of the remaining leaves, which include fragments from Chrysostom’s Homilies on Acts

and the Pauline Epistles, are detailed in Getov 2017: 225-227.

*% In addition, on ff. 25v-27v, this features fragments from the Pseudo-Andreas catena (C150. Cramer III,

40.30-44.9, 50.21-51.4), thereby constituting an example of a multiple-text catena manuscript on Acts,
albeit fragmentary. The length is inadequate to ascertain whether this is an individual subtype.

241

Soden 1902: 689; Staab 1926: 224.
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reaffirmed the connection between Paris gr. 220 and C150.2b, highlighting that scholia
within this subtype were merged into a single text in the Paris manuscript, indicating
later editorial work.** Parpulov reclassified Paris gr. 220 as part of C150 in the Acts
section, while in my article I further specified it as C150.2e.*** Additionally, I observed
that while most scholia in Paris gr. 220 closely align with Zextus tertius, some also
incorporate material from Theophylact’s 7extus alter, which, as previously discussed, is a
subtype of the Pseudo-Oecumenian catena C151.3. This connection appears to have been
acknowledged in a librarian’s annotation in the manuscript’s front matter suggesting
that, although the commentary on Acts might be attributed to Andreas of Crete (likely
mistaken for Andreas the Presbyter), further investigation is needed to determine if
Oecumenius was the actual author of the Acts commentary and others within the
manuscript.”*

To summarise, the catena type found in Paris gr. 220 and Sofia 908 is associated
with all three individuals traditionally linked to Acts catenae, namely Andreas,
Oecumenius, and Theophylact. However, due to the textual relationship that combines
elements from C151.3 with a substantial foundation of C150.2b, I have chosen to

categorise this manuscript as a distinct subtype within the Pseudo-Andreas abbreviated

242

Scieri 2022a: 292-293.

*# Parpulov 2021: 139. Scieri 2022a: 292.

** Cod. Membr. 13 saec. scriptus quo continentur Andreae Cretensis commentaria in acta apostolorum,
epistolas Pauli et epistolas septem catholicas. Videndum num haec commentaria Oecumenium auctorem
hébeant (“The parchment codex, written in the 13" century, contains commentaries by Andrew of Crete
on the Acts of the Apostles, the Epistles of Paul, and the seven Catholic Epistles. It needs to be investigated

whether these commentaries have Oecumenius as their author”).
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category, labelled as C150.2e, while acknowledging its composite nature as a “mixed”
catena. Given that Sofia 908 shares the identical catena type with the Paris manuscript, it

has been assigned the same identifier in the Catena Catalogue.**

4. The Pseudo-Andreas Catena

Some discussion of this text has been provided earlier. In contrast to the catena-
commentaries by Pseudo-Oecumenius (as seen in Donatus) and Pseudo-Theophylact (as
seen in Finettus’ Expositio), the Pseudo-Andreas catena can be considered ‘the’ catena
according to the stricter definition put forth by Dorival, representing a compilation of
extracts from various authors that are explicitly specified.**°

The Pseudo-Andreas type has earned widespread recognition as the primary catena
on Acts, mainly due to its reworking into various abbreviated versions and the
subsequent development of catena-commentaries by Pseudo-Oecumenius (C151) and
Pseudo-Theophylact (C152).>*” Von Soden, in particular, categorised these as
independent versions with the characteristics of editions, differing from other excerpted
catenae that more closely resemble collections for personal use.*** I have listed the

multitude of C150 versions in my 2022 article where I extended Karo-Lietzmann’s

classification to distinguish between manuscripts of the full type (C150.1) and the

5 https://itsee-wee.birmingham.ac.uk/catenacatalogue/result/4817?¢a _identifiers _identifier=2996

246

Dorival 2016: 67.

47 See for example Devreesse 1928: 1205; Curti-Barbara Valenti 2008: 649.

248

Soden 1902: 687.


https://itsee-wce.birmingham.ac.uk/catenacatalogue/result/4817?ga_identifiers__identifier=2996
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abbreviated type (C150.2).** Each type is further divided into subtypes, indicating
different developmental stages (in the case of C150.1) or various degrees of abridgment
(in the case of C150.2), with most subtypes represented by a single manuscript. Despite
this diversity, the Pseudo-Andreas catena is primarily known through Cramer’s edition,
based on a single manuscript—arguably the most corrupt one in the tradition. Yet, even
before Cramer’s work, there was an earlier edition of the same Oxford codex by Wolf in
1723-1724, albeit partial. Strangely, this work is rarely referenced in catena studies.
Hence, I will proceed to analyse both editions, offering an overview of their structures

and differences.

4.1 Wolf’s edition
In 1723-1724, Johann Christoph Wolf (1683-1739) published volumes 3 and 4 of his
Anecdota Graeca Sacra Et Profana.”> These volumes contain selected scholia from the
catena found in Oxford, New College, 58 (twelfth century), a manuscript containing Acts

and Catholic Epistles with catenae, that the German scholar had previously discussed in

**¥ Scieri 2022a: 287-293, the Catena Catalogue documents eighteen manuscripts distributed among

C150.1 (full type) to C150.2 (abbreviated type), with six abbreviated subtypes labelled from .a to .f. These
records can be found at https://itsee-

wce.birmingham.ac.uk/catenacatalogue/results/?catena types identifier=C150&limit=1000 (last checked

in September 2023). Furthermore, there have been recent updates regarding these manuscripts in the
ClaCla database, accessible at

https://clavis.brepols.net/clacla/OA/Details.aspx?id=1434148 C69E549DA9007CD7ESCEA1D54 (last

checked in October 2023).
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Wolf 1723: 92-194; 1724: 1-57.


https://itsee-wce.birmingham.ac.uk/catenacatalogue/results/?catena_types__identifier=C150&limit=1000
https://itsee-wce.birmingham.ac.uk/catenacatalogue/results/?catena_types__identifier=C150&limit=1000
https://clavis.brepols.net/clacla/OA/Details.aspx?id=1434148C69E549DA9007CD7E5CEA1D54
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his dissertation on Catenae from the Greek Church Fathers.”' He examined this
manuscript with the help of John Ernest Grabe (1666-1711), an Anglican clergyman and
patristic scholar, who regarded the catena in this manuscript as the most exceptional
among those preserved in Oxford. According to Wolf, the reason for the praise lay in the
“keen judgment of the collector, whoever he may be, in selecting the most excellent
opinions from the Doctors (of the Church).”*>

This statement unveils the primary characteristic of this catena, setting it apart
from previously published ones on Acts. The distinguishing feature lies in its
compilation of different viewpoints from multiple Church Fathers each of whom is
explicitly identified. Wolf meticulously lists these and warns about misattributions of
exegetical passages between Severus of Antioch and Severian of Gabala, a common
scribal error found in catena manuscripts.’> Despite the extensive amount of material
available, the editor chose to include only the scholia that contained text not previously
published elsewhere. Consequently, he omitted extracts from works that had been
directly transmitted and already published during his time, along with fragments
published in other catenae. Wolf indeed highlights shared scholia in the Pseudo-

Oecumenius catena and the importance of the chain in the Oxford manuscript in

identifying its anonymous extracts, reinforcing a point previously made by Richard

! diktyon 48716 (GA 2818). See Wolf 1712.
2 Wolf 1723: 5: [...] exquisitum Collectoris, quicumque demum is fit, in seligendis praestantissimis
Doctorum sententius fudicii acumen.

253 Regarding the manuscript confusion between Severus and Severian in C150, see Martin 1929: 714-715.



112

Simon.** He also aims to correct both the Oxford catena and the Pseudo-Oecumenius
catena, with references to these connections provided in critical footnotes.

Once again, we can see that scholars in the eighteenth century often used catenae
to supplement or clarify deficiencies or ambiguities in other texts, and published
previously undiscovered material, highlighting the catenae’s role as a valuable source of
exegesis that might have otherwise been overlooked or lost.”®> Wolf’s edition can be
referred to as “partial edition” or “edition of unpublished sections” of a catena, following
the nomenclature suggested by Agnes Lorrain, which highlights the pragmatic approach
of focusing only on specific extracts considered important because they were not found
in other published sources.”°

Interestingly, in my examination of Wolf’s selection, predominantly featuring
scholia from Severus of Antioch, Severian of Gabala, and Didymus of Alexandria (the
latter published separately in volume 4),”” I have observed that the scholia that in C150
are titled €§ qvemypddou (“from an unattributed [source]”), as well as most of the scholia
without a source heading, are missing in Wolf's edition. These omissions likely result not

just from the anonymity of these fragments, but also from their partial inclusion in the

5% Simon 1693: 465.
*>> See above 1.

% 1 orrain 2021: 226-227 (“«edition partielle», ou encore, «edition des seuls inédits»). She cites Charles
Renoux’s edition of the previously unpublished scholia from the catena on the Catholic Epistles in the
Armenian version (1985), along with Fronton de Duc earlier edition of the catena on the Song of Songs
(1694), as instances of this approach.

**7 Didymus’ fragments follow the same order as in Cramer up to scholium on Acts 10:10 (= Cramer III,

176.29). However, the extract on Acts 5:14 (= Cramer III, 90.7-27) is not reproduced.
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catena-commentary of Pseudo-Oecumenius. Consequently, Wolf might have considered
duplicating them unnecessary. At the same time, the editor’s inclusion of certain
previously published comments, such as those attributed to Basil of Caesarea, in order to
correct them based on published editions, anticipates another practice in scholarship that
became more prominent and rigorous in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries,
involving using both the direct tradition of a work and catenae to rectify each other.

In the final part of the introduction to the Oxford catena, Wolf tentatively proposes
that the composition of the catena likely occurred after the fifth century.”® This
inference is drawn from the presence of several fragments attributed to Hesychius of
Jerusalem, who died in 450 AD. This contradicts the dating provided by Simon, who in
volume 3 of his Histoire critique des principaux commentateurs du Nouveau Testament
(1693) mentioned an ancient catena manuscript on Acts, which was then housed in the
Royal Library of France, and today is designed as Paris, BnF, Coislin 25 (eleventh
century).” According to Simon, this manuscript’s compilation can be traced back as
early as the beginning of the seventh century. Indeed, the latest mentioned author is
Maximus the Confessor, who wrote in the seventh century (c. 580-662 AD).*®°
Nevertheless, it is important to acknowledge, as Gilles Dorival has pointed out, that
although a catena is inherently later than the author it cites, thus offering a terminus a

qguo for dating, it may also include scholia added later.”* Therefore, it is crucial to

258

Wolf 1723: 7.
*%% diktyon 49167 (GA 307). Simon 1693: 465.

260

cf. Paris Coislin 25, f. 72v, 82v-83r, 165r.

261

Dorival 1986: 23-24.
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differentiate between different stages of a catena. This distinction is particularly
applicable to the catena under discussion. As I will demonstrate in more detail later on,
Paris Coislin 25 and Oxford 58 represent distinct development phases of our catena.”®?
Wolf's preface does not mention the supposed author of the compilation. The attribution
was addressed for the first time by Bernard de Montfaucon and subsequently by Cramer,
the editor responsible for the first complete edition of the Oxford manuscript.**®
Concerning the format of the edition, which might have been influenced by its
selective approach, there is no inclusion or reference to the layout of the catena
manuscript, which in contrast to the editions of Pseudo-Oecumenius and Pseudo-
Theophylact discussed earlier, features a catena in a frame layout. The editor rearranges
the content into an alternating layout, where the scholia are placed after small sections of
biblical text, extracted from the manuscript itself, indicated by Greek chapter numbers
that correspond to the modern division established by Estienne in the sixteenth century
(Image 5).2%* Furthermore, Wolf makes changes to harmonise the commentary,
particularly when consecutive scholia from the same author appear, resulting in the
omission of some intervening scholia. To achieve this, the editor employs a method

where he replaces the author’s name in Greek with the phrase ot autol (“of the same”),

262

See below 11.4.2.

263 Gee below 11.4.2.

**4 See Stephanus 1550. For instance, in Wolf 1723: 97, a scholium by Severus is preceded by KE® B to
indicate chapter 2 and « to indicate verse 1. On the other hand, Oxford 58 on f. 6r has KE® I" which
corresponds to the numeration found in the Euthalian Apparatus list. Additionally, it includes Af to

indicate Severus’ scholium on the biblical pericope 37.
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reminiscent of a compilation technique commonly used by compilers and scribes
between extracts from the same author.**

Furthermore, it is important to note that the editor often removes titles and
attributes from the headings of patristic sources, such as “archbishop” (&pytemioxomos)
and “holy” (&ytos). Unfortunately, this practice can be problematic as the variations in
the extent of a heading can provide valuable clues for determining the relationships
between representatives of the same type of catena. For instance, upon analysing the six
representatives of the Pseudo-Andreas full type (C150.1), I observed that some share a
longer heading, while others mostly have shorter titles.”*® This distinction, along with
other differences, allows for the identification of two subgroups within the textual
tradition (C150.1a and C150.1b). Finally, an initial attempt by Wolf at a commented
edition is apparent in the use of an apparatus, where the editor provides notes on his
emendations ope ingenii or based on the stylistic features of the author of the fragment.
Additionally, he includes references to similar or comparable passages from biblical and
early Christian texts, including extracts from the Pseudo-Oecumenius catena-
commentary. Although not explicitly stated, the idea of a possible connection to the

catena published by Donatus begins to emerge within these pages.

*% Curti-Barbara Valenti 2008: 609; Houghton—Parker 2016: 10.

266

See below 11.4.2.
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Image 5. Comparison of the page layout between Oxford, New College, 58 (f. 6r) and Wolf’s edition.
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4.2 Cramer’s edition
In 1844, John Anthony Cramer (1793-1848), who held the position of Regius Professor
of Modern History at Oxford University and served as the Dean of Carlisle, published a
catena on the Acts of the Apostles in the third volume of his comprehensive eight-
volume series on New Testament catenae (1838-1844).%7 In this edition, he primarily
drew upon Oxford 58, the same manuscript that Wolf utilised for his “partial edition”.
However, Cramer’s approach differed as he chose to include the complete text of the
catena, encompassing more than one thousand five hundred scholia from various

patristic sources (Table 7).28

These texts from Church Fathers span from the second half
of the second century (Clement of Alexandria) to the first half of the seventh century
(Maximus the Confessor). Additionally, a few scholia by the Jewish-Alexandrian author
Flavius Josephus, as well as multiple scholia titled ¢£ avemypddou (“from an unattributed
[source]”) and ayodAtov (“scholium”), are included.

The origin of the heading ¢§ dvemypddov has sparked speculation, as it also appears
in Gospels catenae.’® Hutchinson, on the other hand, has noted that in Pseudo-Andreas,
at least twenty of these scholia resurface, often in an identical form, with Didymus of

Alexandria being attributed as their source, and suggested that the compiler of the catena

probably relied on an anonymous exegetical compilation that extensively integrated

27 Cramer III. An online edition of this work in XML format can be accessed at

http://opengreekandlatin.github.io/catenae-dev/.

*%® Cramer I11: 452456 contains a list of the specific passages of occurrences.

*% See Houghton 2020: 63.


http://opengreekandlatin.github.io/catenae-dev/
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contributions from this author.?”® This would explain why the term £ dvemypddov is
used for scholia originating from this source. Didymus’ name might have been, indeed,
deleted from records due to his excommunication and accusations of Origenism.””" It is
important to differentiate the ¢§ dvemypddov group from unattributed scholia which lack
a heading altogether. This omission can arise from a range of factors, from accidental or
intentional scribal omissions to a source compilation where these scholia were not linked
to a source heading. The origins of the latter will be explored in Chapter V.*’*

Another category of scholia lacking explicit author names is the group with the
heading 7ol adtol (“of the same”). This title is typically employed by a compiler when
citing an passage from the same author of the previous scholium. To avoid redundancy,
the author’s name is omitted in the second scholium and replaced with tol adtod.
However, it has been observed in several studies that this is often a result of scribal
additions or modifications following copying errors, such as cases of eyeskip.”’® This
phenomenon is prevalent in the Acts catena from the Oxford manuscript printed by
Cramer. As an example, in Acts 5:29, there is a scholium titled To¥ adtol (Cramer III,
93.12-19) that appears after a passage from Chrysostom. However, upon closer
examination, it becomes evident that this passage is actually a fragment from Athanasius

of Alexandria’s third discourse “Against the Arians” (cf. 3.57.2, ed. Metzler-Savvidis).

*7% See Hutchinson 1928: 36-39, where a complete list of ¢ dvemypddou passages in Cramer edition is

provided.
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On Didymus and his relationship with Origen’s theology see Bayliss 2015.

272

See below V.3.

*73 See for example Lietzmann 1897: 13, Leanza 1989: 257-258, Curti-Barbara Valenti 2008: 609.



119

Another illustration can be found at Acts 9:13, where, after an extract from Ammonius,
there is a scholium designated as toU adto (Cramer III, 156.17-25). However, a direct
comparison with the original tradition reveals that this text comes, in reality, from
Chrysostom (cf. PG 60, col. 157.51-62). Therefore, unliked Cramer’s approach of
including these tol adTol fragments when counting scholia attributed to a single author,
it is crucial to exclude them from the overall count, unless their authenticity is rigorously
verified through comparison with the direct tradition of that work, provided it is
preserved.””*

In Oxford 58, author names are sometimes accompanied by specific designations
that include titles like mpecfBiTepos (“presbyter”) and dpytemioxomos (“archbishop”),
attributes like dytog (“saint”), and the source of the extract, such as ¢£ épdiag (“from the
homily”) or éx tol dmopuvnuatos (“from the commentary”), along with a specific reference
to the location within the text. Notably, dytog is also associated with Church Fathers who
were at one point deemed heretical, such as Severus of Antioch. As discussed extensively,
this phenomenon, observed in other New Testament catenae, should not be regarded as
a criterion for dating catenae or as indicative of a compiler’s theological or doctrinal
position.”” Catenae of this nature are now generally considered a “neutral” compilation

of exegesis from a variety of representative exegetical sources, irrespective of doctrinal

*"* See Index Scriptorum in Cramer III, 452-453.

275 Houghton 2020: 65, who refers to Greenlee 1959.



beliefs.””® This explains the inclusion of authors like Origen, Apollinarius of Laodicea,

Severus, and others alongside orthodox figures in the Acts catena.

scholium attribution

number of occurrences

John Chrysostom 442
the same 433
unattributed 164
Ammonius 156
Didymus 62
Severus of Antioch 48
anepigraphos 53
Cyril of Alexandria 41
Severian of Gabala 15
Irenaeus of Lyon 11
Isidore of Pelusium 11
Athanasius of Alexandria 10
Eusebius of Caesarea 7
scholion 7
Basil of Caesarea 5
Hesychius of Jerusalem 5
Theodoret of Cyrrhrus 4
Origen 4
Nicholas the Presbyter 4
Eusebius of Emesa 3
Epiphanius of Salamis 3
Theodotus of Ancyra 3
Prologue of Paul 2
Flavius Josephus 1
Theodore of Heraclea 1
Gregory of Nazianzus 1
Theophilus of Alexandria 1
Apollinarius of Laodicea 1
Evagrius of Pontus 1
Gregory of Nyssa 1
Maximus the Confessor 1
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As an example, see Hutchinson 1928: 3, Petit 1996: 243-244, and Houghton 2020: 67. Nevertheless,
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some scholars argue that there is indeed a doctrinal basis. See for example Lamb 2012: 108-109, 176-177,

as well as Layton 2019: 227.



121

Dionysius of Alexandria 1
Clement of Alexandria 1
Arsenius 1
Martyrdom of Paul 1
Total 1505
Table 7. List of scholia attributions and occurrences in Cramer’s edition of Oxford, New
College, 58

The catena’s title in Oxford 58 is ‘Epunveia tév Ilpd&ewy Tob Xpuoootéuou xal éTépwv
dtaddpwy (“Exegesis of Acts by Chrysostom and other different [Fathers]’). Simon
proposed that this title emphasises Chrysostom’s prominence in the catena due to his
frequent citations, amounting to 442 scholia attributed to him, along with many others
simply titled “of the same” or unattributed.””” On the contrary, Devreesse suggested that
the title indicates the initial compilation’s basis, possibly primarily or exclusively
comprised of excerpts from Chrysostom’s Homilies on Acts, with later additions from
other authors as well as other exegetical works belonging to Chrysostom himself.””® He
also proposed that this foundational core was preserved in the thirteenth-/fourteenth-
century manuscript Vatican City, BAV, Reg. gr. 6, a subject which I will explore more

extensively in Chapters III and V.*”

*77 Simon 1693: 465. He also argued that the title could not have possibly included the full list of sources.
*7 Devreesse 1928: 1205-1206. The other works by Chrysostom used by the compiler are the Homilies on
Matthew, John, Romans, I and II Corinthians, Colossians, Timothy, a homily on the Ascension, a passage
from a discourse against the Jews. The fact that these titles are typically mentioned in the headings, unlike
the Homilies on Acts, may support Devreesse’s assertion that the Homilies on Acts had a more central role

in forming the compilation's foundational core (Devreesse 1928: 1208).

7 Devreesse 1928: 1205. See below I11.6; V.3.
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Cramer, in the preface, argued that the Oxford catena was superior to the Pseudo-
Oecumenius one published by Donatus in 1532. He even claimed that this catena was
essentially a condensed version of the Oxford text, with content compacted into a
cohesive body and attributions to Fathers removed.”®® This viewpoint had a considerable
impact on future scholarly work, including that of Devreesse and the CPG, where
Pseudo-Oecumenius is described as an abridgment of Pseudo-Andreas.”®' However,
while basing his edition on the Oxford manuscript, Cramer also consulted Paris, BnF,
Coislin 25 (tenth century), an earlier representative of the catena that just like Oxford 58
contains Acts and Catholic Epistles.” This had been previously described by Simon,
Fabricius and Montfaucon.?®® The consultation of the Paris codex served multiple
purposes, including filling the gaps present in the Oxford manuscript (at Acts 1:18-2:1,
and part of 2:3-4), documenting variant readings (in appendix to the volume), recording

extra scholia and attributions, and determining the authorship of the catena.

280 ™ .o ' .y . . . . " . A
Cramer 111, iii: Oecumenii enim opus nihil aliud est nisi Catenae nostrae epitome, in qua omnium

auctorum nomina tacentur, et eorum excerpta in unum quasi corpus rediguntur (“For Oecumenius’ work is
nothing other than an epitome of our Catena, in which the names of all the authors are silent, and their
excerpts are brought together as it were one body.”). He also raised uncertainties about Oecumenius
authorship, aligning himself with earlier discussions.

1 Devreesse 1928: 1206; CPG IV: 381: Catena Andreae est, in compendium redacta, auctorum nominibus
omissis (“([Oecumenius Catena] is the Catena of Andreas condensed, with the names of the authors
omitted”).

*% diktyon 49167 (GA 307).

28 Simon 1693: 465, Fabricius—Harles 1802: 789-790, Monfaucon 1715: 75-82.
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The attribution to Andreas the Presbyter, an otherwise unknown figure, was
proposed by Montfaucon in his Bibliotheca Coisliniana (1715), based on the subscription

in Paris Coislin 25 at the end of the catena on the Catholic Epistles (f. 254v):2%

Avopéou 0t Tol Edeevol xal Tamewol mpeafuTépou Tol cuvayaydvtog xal

4 1 b} 4 ~ 14 A \ (3] A
napabepévou Tag éudepopévas i PiPAw TadTy Tapaypadig ol Evtuyyavovtes
€ A 44 < 1 A 3 ~ 3 ~ ~ A A ~
Omepetyeale, va 6 Oeds dwponTat adTd Eheog &v Tfj doPepd xal doexdaatw T
xploews Nuépa. Tapaxald 0t Tods ypadovras TadTny v BifAov xai tHv
TPOXELUEVYY EDYXNY UETQ TG TAPAXAYTEWS TATTETE.

(Cramer III, v)

“But for Andreas, the pitiful and humble priest who has gathered and
presented the passages included in this book, I beseech those who come
across them to offer up prayers, so that God may grant him mercy on the
fearful and unutterable day of judgment. I also urge those who write this book

to set forth the aforementioned prayer along with the exhortation.”

Von Soden, who observed the same annotation in another witness to C150, Athos, St

285

Panteleimon Monastery, 770 (f. 207v),” suggested a possible date for the chain in the

last quarter of the seventh century, proposing that the Andreas in question could be

284 Cramer III, v—viii; Monfaucon 1715: 75.

*%5 diktyon 22909 (GA 1678).
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Andreas of Crete (c. 650-726 AD), better known for his hymnographical production.”®
Indeed, the attribution to Andreas of Crete is also present in the librarian’s note on the
front matter of Paris, BnF, gr. 220, which as discussed above contains an abbreviated
version of the Pseudo-Andreas catena combined with elements of the Pseudo-
Oecumenius catena-commentary.”’ However, Staab dismissed this hypothesis based on
the inconsistency between this form of compilation and the literary production of a
skilled rhetorician like Andreas of Crete.”®® In his analysis of the catena on the Catholic
Epistles, the German scholar introduced a significant shift in the discussion of
authorship, as he identified a longer version of the subscription in three manuscripts
with a catena on Isaiah.”® This discovery led him to propose that Andreas compiled a
catena on Isaiah in three books, and he suggested that the name of the compiler was
subsequently added in Paris Coislin 25 or an ancestor of this, with references to the

catena on Isaiah removed.**°

With a level of uncertainty, he also considered that the
subscription possibly originated from a scribe due to the mention of a prayer by the

author, which is a common feature in scribal subscriptions, along with the use of terms

286

Soden 1902: 529-530, 686.

*%7 Andrea lerosolymon Episcopus Cretensis spiega tutte 1'Epistolle di S. Paulo et de Actibus omnium
Apostolorum — Id est in.Ebraei Romani Corinthi Galatas Effessios Fillipenses Thessalonicenses in
Matheon et Titon — Epistole di Pietro Giuda e Giovanni tutte 'Epistolle dl Paulo che S. Giovanni li pose
in quatro tomi (text in Staab 1924: 224; “Andrea, Bishop of Jerusalem, from Crete, explains all the Epistles
of Saint Paul and the Acts of all the Apostles — that is, to the Hebrews, Romans, Corinthians, Galatians,
Ephesians, Philippians, Thessalonians, and to Matthew and Titus — the Epistles of Peter, Jude, and John.
All of Saint Paul’s Epistles that Saint John placed in four volumes”).

288 Staab 1924: 346-347.

289 Staab 1924: 348-349. The text is also found is Fabricius-Harles 1802: 664.

290

Staab 1924: 349.
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like Tamewés (“humble”) and, in the extended version, duaptwids (“sinful”), attributes
frequently employed by scribes in their subscription entries.”' Nevertheless, Staab’s
conclusions, later reaffirmed by James H. Ropes, ultimately advocate for reclassifying the
compiler of this catena as Pseudo-Andreas, recognising the potential for a mistaken or
ambiguous attribution.”**

Cramer’s editions of catenae have received widespread criticism for various reasons.
These include the limited use of manuscripts, primarily those easily accessible in Oxford
and Paris, resulting in deficiencies, errors, and a lack of attention to the quality and
layout of catena manuscripts.””® Rather than reiterating previous scholarly critiques, I
want to emphasise how these criticisms are particularly relevant to the editor’s
presentation of the Acts catena by Pseudo-Andreas. To begin with, one significant aspect
is Cramer’s decision to use the Oxford manuscript as the base text for the edition, rather
than the earlier and more reliable Paris codex, which Montfaucon himself acknowledged
as an excellent witness.”* Oxford 58 is not an accurate copy due to its mutilation,
internal text gaps, and missing scholia, which are occasionally supplied by a corrector in

the margins of the catena. In contrast, Paris Coislin 25 is of an earlier date, contains a

291 Examples of such occurrences are documented in Staab 1924: 349, n. 2.
92 Staab 1924: 349-350: “Ein Wort wire noch anzufiigen tiber die Arbeitsweise desPseudo-Andrea
s.” cf. Ropes 1926: 387: “The name ‘Andreas’ for the catenist must disappear from use, since Staab skilfully
shows that the note in Coislin 25, in which it is found, is probably due to the false inference of a scribe,
and that the name has its proper place only in a wellknown catena on Isaiah where it is fully attested”.

*% For instance, see the remarks by J.A.F. Gregg on Cramer’s edition of the Catena on Galatians (cited in
Schatkin 1970: 303), where he emphasises the significant lack of precision. Also see the strongly critical

comments made by Reuss 1941: 1, 3, and passim regarding his edition of Gospel catenae.

%4 Montfaucon 1715: 76.
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catena that is free from gaps and is more faithful in its text, as it includes the scholia that
are missing in Oxford 58. This choice becomes even more controversial when compared
to the selection made for the base text of other New Testament books, where Paris
codices were predominantly used, supplemented with Oxford manuscripts when
available.”” Secondly, the practice of using another manuscript to fill gaps in a lacunose
one is risky when dealing with catenae and compilations. This is because unless the
second witness is a direct copy or a sister manuscript, there is a possibility of introducing
additions that reflect a separate editorial stage. As I will elaborate below, this is indeed
the case, as Paris Coislin 25 contains an older editorial stage. Thirdly, Cramer’s edition
contains several inaccuracies where he includes text that was never in Oxford 58, without
providing any conjecture or explanation, while omitting important text from the
manuscript. Some specific instances include the followings:

a) Cramer omits three scholia in his edition, specifically on ff. 97r (inc. yvauy idia,

dnlolv], des. mpoaxuv[eiv] Tois eidwotg), 112r—v (i.m.; des. motofvres ™)v elcod[ov]), and

?% In the case of the catenae on Matthew and John, the foundation was Paris, BnF, Coislin 23 (eleventh
century — diktyon 49165, GA 39), supplemented with content from Oxford, Bodleian Library, Auct. T.1.4.
(tenth century — diktyon 47130). However, for Mark, Luke, and the Pauline Epistles, no Oxford codices
were utilised, except for Romans, wherein scholia on Romans 1-8 were taken from the sixteenth-century
Oxford, Bodleian Library, Auct. E.2.20 and Munich, Bayerische Staatsbibl., gr. 412 (twelfth century —
diktyon 44860, GA 1909) was employed for material from Romans 7:7 to the end. In contrast, Oxford
codices were chosen as the core manuscripts for the catenae on the Catholic Epistles. For this category,
similar to Acts, Oxford, New College, 58 formed the basis, accompanied by supplementary content from
Paris, BnF, Coislin 25 for variations, and additional variants for the Jude catena from Oxford, Bodleian
Library, Misc. 169 (tenth-eleventh century — diktyon 48369). Additionally, Arethas’ commentary on
Revelation drew upon Oxford, Bodleian Library, Barocc. gr. 3 (tenth century — diktyon 47289, GA 314).

For an overview, see Lamb 2016: 281-194.
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113r (inc. ITaddou onuyyopolivrog iovdaiot, des. xai OAiig émxeipuévy). Among these, only
the latter scholium, titled to¥ adtol and numbered Ta (= 581), is written by the main
scribe. This comments on Acts 16:25 and is attributed to Chrysostom (cf. PG 60, col.
336.32-37). The other two scholia are additions made by a corrector in the margins of
the catena. The first one is attributed to Ammonius, as confirmed by a comparison with
Paris Coislin 25 (f. 110v). The second scholium, commenting on Acts 16:18, is by
Severus of Antioch (cf. Paris Coislin 25 ff. 154v-155r). In Oxford 58, the corrector adds
this extract in the upper margin. However, the beginning of the attribution is illegible
due to the edge being cut off. At the end of another extract on the same biblical passage
titled Tot Xpugoatopov (Cramer III, 271.12-24), the corrector appends the incomplete
attribution Zevrjpov dmé (“Severus from ...”). Additionally, he adds the heading ¢
avemypadov for the text immediately following, which lacks a title in the manuscript.
Strangely, Cramer mentions only the additional headings in a note, mistakenly assuming
that they refer to the same scholium, while speculating that the original author might be
Didymus based on the writing style —a suspicion that was later confirmed by
Hutchinson's observations regarding the origin of many &% dvemtypddov scholia, as
previously discussed.”*® Even more perplexing is that in the appendix with variants from
Paris Coislin 25, he does record the additional scholium, which is transmitted as part of

the main catena, including the titles in the correct positions.”” It seems that he failed to
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Cramer III: 271, n. I. See Hutchinson 1928: 36, 83.
*7 Cramer 111, 441.
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realise that this text corresponds to the annotation made by the later hand in the margins
of Oxford 58 f. 113r.

b) Cramer overlooks many more additions and corrections to the catena text by the
second scribe in the margins. This includes instances where the corrector restores
lacunae in the catena text, as evidenced by a comparison with Paris Coislin 25. For
instance, at Acts 15:6, following a passage attributed to Ammonius there is a scholium
titled To¥ adtol in Cramer’s edition that reads: TTalw xal é&vbev ématoyaoacdat, 6Tt &My
Tve d&lay émavaPaivoucay Todg mpeaBuTépous elxov oi AmdaTodor: 810 0¥ qupmeptédaPov adTols
Tolg mpeaBuTépots xowd dvopatt mavtag anuavat (Cramer III, 244.3-6). However, in the
Oxford manuscript (f. 100r), attached to the word mpeafutépols, there is a symbol
indicating a later-hand addition in the margin: efy(ov) oi dméoTo(ot) did 00
cvpmepieraf(ov) adt(odg) T(ols) mpeaPutép(otg). From this, we understand that the main
scribe’s eye-skipping caused the omission of the first occurrence of the dative
npecButépots and the subsequent text.

c) Cramer’s oversights extend to the main text of the catena, resulting in several
omissions of text and source headings. For instance, at Acts 7:2, a scholium attributed to
Chrysostom in Cramer’s edition contains the ending Tfj¢ Tap’ nudv 36&ys tis d1& Tol vaol
(Cramer III, 14-20). However, Oxford 58 (f. 41v) concludes with an additional short
sentence, adTog yap éaTv 9 Ty, which is also found in Paris Coislin 25 (f. 51v) and
supported by the direct tradition (cf. PG 60, coll. 121.49-50).

d) Cramer’s misreading of text is evident. For instance, at Acts 7:26, a scholium

attributed to Eusebius of Emesa in the edition reads Edpe 3¢ oy 6 é0jtet, ddeAdov mpds
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Gdedddv- mapnel uéaog, oUxETL TOV {Fidov xwév, GAA& voubeaiav mpoedMeto- un ddixet, dyotv,
G0eAdbs eaTiy By Adxels mpoefaMeTo THY Tpoanyoplav, va SuowmAay TV Tpoayyopiav
(Cramer III, 113.23-27). However, Oxford 58 (f. 45v) has m\eoveéiav instead of
mpoayyoplav, a variant also found in Paris Coislin 25 (f. 55r). It is evident that Cramer
mistakenly duplicated the word.

Fourthly, influenced by earlier printed editions, Cramer altered the presentation of
the catena in the manuscript (Image 6). He reorganised the text to resemble an
alternating-layout catena, using modern chapter and verse references and expanding
related comments. He also included variant readings from the Pseudo-Oecumenius
catena in footnotes, which he sometimes used to correct the text of the Pseudo-Andreas
catena. However, this choice does not accurately reproduce the cross-referencing system
of the Oxford manuscript, which includes numbered scholia and others introduced by

symbols, possibly indicating later additions, as I will demonstrate later.”*®

298

See below V.3.
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Image 6. Comparison of the page layout between Oxford, New College, 58 (f. 25v) and Cramer’s edition
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Fifthly, the assertion that the Pseudo-Oecumenius catena-commentary is simply a
compendium of the Pseudo-Andreas catena is oversimplified, and lacks supporting
evidence. In his article on the catenae on the Catholic Epistles Staab highlighted the
independence of Pseudo-Oecumenius, noting its restructuring and reworking of material
from Pseudo-Andreas, incorporating various sources to create an original compilation.””
In my 2022 re-classification of Acts catenae, I observed a similar pattern in the Pseudo-
Oecumenius catena-commentary on Acts, which demonstrates its independence from the
mainstream type by employing a distinct compilation method, blending material from
various sources, not all necessarily related to the Pseudo-Andreas type.** This involves
paraphrasing sentences, introducing connecting phrases, and adding original content,
making it challenging to identify the original source. Carmelo Curti refers to this as the
“résumé technique”, as opposed to the “cutting” or “cut-and-paste” approach in the
Pseudo-Andreas catena, where extracts from sources are minimally edited and largely
reproduced verbatim, with transitions between passages indicated by formulas like xal
uet 6Alya (“and a little after”) or xat mahw (“and again”) or xat pet’ érepa (“and
afterwards”) similar to the /nfra in modern reference conventions.*** My initial statement
implicitly expressed some uncertainty regarding the relationship of dependence between

Pseudo-Andreas and Pseudo-Oecumenius types, although it was not the primary focus of

my contribution. Now, after a more thorough examination, I have collected evidence that

*% Staab 1924: 353.

3% Scieri 2022a: 296.

3% Curti 1989: 280, and Curti-Barbara Valenti 2008: 611 (and see below I11.6.1). These transitional phrases

are also found in Gospel catenae, as mentioned in Houghton 2020: 64.
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the Pseudo-Andreas catena actually incorporates scholia derived from the Pseudo-
Oecumenius through another intermediate collection of scattered scholia. I will explore
this point in detail in Chapter V.?*

Finally, and most importantly, Cramer was not aware of four additional
manuscripts belonging to the Pseudo-Andreas type, which were classified by von Soden
and Karo-Lietzmann.?*® These are Jerusalem, Greek Orthodox Patriarchate, Staurou 25
(tenth century according to Parpulov and Pinakes, but ninth on the NTVMR),*** Paris,
BnF, gr. 221 (eleventh century), Vatican City, BAV, Barb. gr. 582 (fourteenth century),
and Athos, St Panteleimon Monastery, 770 (fourteenth century).>* All of these
manuscripts, except for Jerusalem Staurou 25, have been incorporated into the ECM of
Acts and are depicted in the Textual Flow Diagram as closely interrelated.>”® They are
joined by Paris, BnF, Coislin 202bis (twelth century), which represents an abbreviated
subtype (C150.2a).>”” This close connection is similarly reflected in the catena type. In
my 2022 article, after labelling this cluster as C150.1 to represent the full type of the
Pseudo-Andreas catena, I have further subdivided its manuscripts into two distinct

subcategories: C150.1a, which includes all of them except for Jerusalem Staurou 25, and

392 See below V.6.
3% Soden 1902: 683; Karo-Lietzmann 1902: 592-593.

3% https://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de/liste?docID=31895. Cf. Parpulov 2021: 140 (and https://itsee-

wece.birmingham.ac.uk/catenacatalogue/result/4580?ga identifiers identifier=1895&limit), and

https://pinakes.irht.cnrs.fr/notices/cote/35921/.

3% diktyon 35921 (GA 1895); diktyon 49792 (GA 610); diktyon 65122 (GA 453); diktyon 22909 (GA 1678).

3% The relationship among these catena manuscripts in the biblical text is explored in Houghton 2023: 22.

397 Scieri 2022a: 290.


https://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de/liste?docID=31895
https://itsee-wce.birmingham.ac.uk/catenacatalogue/result/4580?ga_identifiers__identifier=1895&limit
https://itsee-wce.birmingham.ac.uk/catenacatalogue/result/4580?ga_identifiers__identifier=1895&limit
https://pinakes.irht.cnrs.fr/notices/cote/35921/
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C150.1b, which is specifically designated for the latter because it incorporates five
additional scholia in Acts 2:2-3, while omitting one in 8:25 and another in 28:22.3%

Indeed, following a more comprehensive re-evaluation of the Pseudo-Andreas type,
I verified that the Jerusalem manuscript represents a distinct editorial stage of C150. This
is due to its inclusion of approximately fifty extra scholia, with a considerable
concentration in Acts 1:3-2:3.>” These extracts primarily bear titles such as ¢¢
avemiypadou, axbéAtov, or are attributed to figures like Severus of Antioch, Didymus, and
Apollinarius of Laodicea. On the other hand, approximately eighty scholia are missing in
the Jerusalem manuscript but are present in different degrees in the manuscripts of
C150.1a, where they are marked by a symbol rather than a number unlike most scholia:
one more argument that justifies its separate subdivision as C150.1b. Of particular
significance is that while the majority of these scholia remain anonymous, three of them
are attributed to Maximus the Confessor, being drawn from works Questions to

Thalassios (CPG 7688) and Questions and Doubts (CPG 7689), which were composed in

the first half of the seventh century.?'® The absence of any scholia attributed to Maximus

3% Scieri 2022a: 288-289.

3% These are on ff. 3v—4r, 5r, 6r-14v, 15v—17r, 20v-23r, 24r-25V, 53r-54r, 72V, 791, 92V, 98r, 146V, 148r,
178v, 198r, 199r, 200v, 209r, 216V, 222v-223r, 252r.

31% See Cramer 11, 153.20-33, which is ascribed to Didymus in manuscripts Oxford 58 (f. 62r), Paris gr.
221 (f. 54r—v), and Athos St Panteleimon 770 (f. 167v), but attributed to Maximus in Paris Coislin 25 (f.
72v) and Vatican Barb. gr. 582 (ff. 91r-v): cf. Quaestiones et dubia 119.1-16, ed. Declerck; III, 176.24—
177.18, which lacks attribution and is combined with another anonymous scholium (176.9-24) in Oxford
58 (ff. 71v-72r), but is attributed to Maximus in Paris Coislin 25 (ff. 82v—83r) and Vatican Barb. gr. 582 (ff.

102v-103v): cf. Quaestiones ad Thessalium 27.1-35, ed. Laga and Steel. Also, see Cramer III, 365.11-18,
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in Jerusalem Staurou 25 has significant implications, challenging the established dating
of the Pseudo-Andreas catena’s composition in between the seventh and eighth century,
and raising methodological concerns.*'" The practice of using the latest cited author in a
catena, often employed as a terminus a quo for dating catena manuscripts, can, in
practice, only determine the dating of the most recent phase in the catena’s development,
as per Dorival’s suggestion.>"? By setting aside Maximus’ attribution, we are compelled to
revaluate the dating of Pseudo-Andreas from the seventh century, as proposed by Simon
and Montfaucon, and instead place it between the sixth and the seventh century.®"® This
revision brings the dating into better alignment with Procopius of Gaza’s Epitome on the
Octateuch and the broader emergence of catenae as a literary genre. Put simply, C150.1a
is a more recent form of the Pseudo-Andreas type, enhanced with Maximus’ scholia and
extra content that C150.1b lacks. However, since the earliest known copy of C150, the
Jerusalem manuscript, is thought to date from the ninth or early tenth century, it is
reasonable to suggest that the development of this catena likely occurred between the
sixth and ninth-tenth centuries. Certainly, the expansion of this catena can be traced
back to at least the tenth century, as evidenced by Paris Coislin 25, the earliest

representative of C150 containing this additional material.

which is the sole instance where the name Maximus is found in all the C150.1a manuscripts except Vatican

Barb. gr. 582, where it is not present: cf. Quaestiones et dubia 144.1-8, ed. Declerck.

311

Sic Hutchinson 1928: 99.
312

Dorival 1986: 23.
313 Simon 1693: 465; Monfaucon 1715: 75.
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However, it is worth noting that even among the C150.1a manuscripts, there is a
more extensive text compared to what is found in Cramer’s Oxford 58. This discrepancy
becomes particularly noticeable in instances where author headings are absent from the
Oxford manuscript but present in the others, or when the headings it does have are
shorter than those in the other manuscripts. A specific case is illustrated below, which
compares scholia headings in Acts 7:35-38 against Cramer’s edition (Table 9). It
becomes evident that all manuscripts, except for the Oxford version, include headings for
four scholia that lack titles in Oxford 58 (nos. 1, 3-5). These scholia are attributed to
different authors, namely Hesychius of Jerusalem, Chrysostom, and Cyril of Alexandria.
Additionally, a stronger correlation can be observed between Paris Coislin 25, Vatican
Barb. gr. 582, and Jerusalem Staurou 25. These three manuscripts share an additional
scholium (no. 2) attributed to Chrysostom (though without a heading in the Vatican
manuscript). They also lack another scholium (no. 3) attributed to the same author,
which is found in Oxford 58, Paris gr. 221, and Athos St Panteleimon 770. This might at
first suggest considering the reclassification of Paris Coislin 25 and Vatican Barb. gr. 582
into subcategory C150.1b, owing to their proximity to Jerusalem Staurou 25.
Nevertheless, both manuscripts contain fewer scholia compared to the Jerusalem
manuscript, while simultaneously featuring a considerably greater number of additions
not shared by the latter (Table 8). Thus, it remains justified to categorise them as
C150.1a, acknowledging that they both reflect an editorial stage that lies between the
Jerusalem and the Oxford, Paris, and Athos manuscripts. Paris gr. 221 and Athos St

Panteleimon 770, on the other hand, exhibit a closer relationship with the Oxford
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manuscript due to their sharing of the same omission (no. 2) and addition (no. 3).
However, their inclusion of scholia headings absent in the Oxford version suggests that
they represent an editorial stage that comes after the Jerusalem, Paris Coislin, and
Vatican manuscripts, yet predates Oxford 58.

This example, while not constituting an exhaustive analysis of the manuscript
tradition of the Pseudo-Andreas type, is intended to highlight the unreliability of
Cramer’s edition and emphasise the necessity for a new critical edition of this
compilation. In any scenario, it is important to note that no manuscript of this type
contains an identical number of scholia, as shown in Table 8. Consequently, any attempt
to reconstruct the textual evolution must meticulously take into account the distinct
variations of each individual codex and also acknowledge the inherent challenge of
constructing an exact stemma codicum of a catena due to the dynamic nature of these

compilations and their development.

scholia | Cramer | Oxford | Paris Paris Vatican | Athos 770 | Jerusalem
58 Coislin | gr. 221 | Barb. Staurou
25 gr. 582 25
extra - 3 22 8 19 5 47
missing 3 - 2 2 40 6 81

Table 8. Variations in number of scholia among the C150.1 manuscripts.
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Acts C150.1a C150.1b
7:35-38
scholia | Oxford, New College, Paris, BnF, Paris, BnF, gr. | Vatican City, Athos, St Jerusalem, Greek
58, ff. 47v—48r / Cramer | Coislin 25, ff. 221, ff. 44r-v BAV, Barb. gr. | Panteleimon Orthodox
III, 117.34-119.12 57r-v 582, ff. 71r-v Monastery, 770, | Patriarchate, Staurou
f. 164r 25, ff. 98r-v
[no heading] "Havylou ‘Hovylov "Havylou "Havylou "Hovylov mpeoPutépov
1 "Evralba pév doxel ... ol | mpeaButépov mpecBuTépov mpecPuTépov mpecPuTépov
YioU yeyévntat.
2 — ‘Twavvou — [no heading] — Tol aylov Twavvou
[no heading] Tol tol Xpuoootduov -
AmoAéabat Tov U adTY - XpuooaTéuov -
3 ... 0t Tol Xptorol
Yevoueva.
[no heading] Tol tol adtol Tol tol adtol tol aylov Twavvov Tod
4 Avaotyoet Kplog 6 @eog | Xpuaoatépov XpugooTduov XpuooaTéuov
... 00x évavtioltal aUTd.
[no heading] Tol aylov Tol aylov Tol aylov Kup{Mov tol aylov KvpiMov
[poavadwvel yap maat ... | KupiMov Kup{Mov KvpiMov
> xpruatioas owabhens
dyyeros.
ToU XpuaoaTopov. ToU aylov ToU aylov 70U ToU Xpugoatépov | Tol ayiov Twavvou Tod
6 IT&Awv ovdapol vads ... @ | Twavvou Twavvou XpuaoaTéyou XpuaoaTéyou
8pet yeyevnuévwy.
Table 9. Variations in heading and number of scholia among the C150.1 manuscripts.
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5. von Matthaei’s ‘Eclectic’ edition of selected scholia

Christian Friedrich von Matthaei (1744-1811) included a compilation of scholia on Acts
in the fifth volume of his New Testament edition, which was published in 1782.3'* These
scholia were extracted from four manuscripts that Matthaei acquired during his tenure as
Professor of Classical Literature in Moscow, a position he held from 1803: Dresden,
SLUB, A 104 (eleventh century), Moscow, GIM, Synod. gr.346 (V. 024, thirteenth
century), Synod. gr. 192 (V. 095) (first half of the fourteenth century), and Synod. gr.
347 (V. 096) (second half of the thirteenth century).*'> He refers to these codices as “a”,
“f”, “h”, and “d”, respectively. I have previously addressed the Moscow manuscripts
Synod. gr. 347 and Synod. gr. 192, which contain the abbreviated version of the Pseudo-
Andreas catena C150.2b and of the Pseudo-Oecumenius catena-commentary C151.3,
respectively.>'® I will provide a more thorough analysis of Synod. gr. 346 in Chapter III,
explaining that comprises a compilation of ‘isolated’ scholia rather than a continuous
frame-catena.?'” In this section, my attention will be directed towards Dresden A 104.

During the classification of Acts catena manuscripts, Dresden A 104 was initially
overlooked by Parpulov and me due to extensive water damage that the manuscript
suffered during World War II in 1945, resulting in partial fading of the text and the

disintegration of the parchment.318 As a result, the commentary section on ff. 1-36r and

314 Matthaei 1782: 301-347 (Scholia ad Acta Apostolorum).
31> diktyon 13455 (GA 101/L1551); diktyon 43971 (GA 462); diktyon 43817 (GA 463); diktyon 43972 (GA
103).

316

See above 11.3.2 and 11.3.3.
317 See below I11.3.1.

318 Parpulov 2021: 4.
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122-186r is now illegible.>" Yet, Parpulov indicated to me that this may correspond to
the manuscript published by von Matthaei as codex “a”. Due to the composite nature of
von Matthaei’s edition and the limited availability of scholia for our analysis (only incipit
and explicit of the catena for Parpulov, and three test passages for me), we decided to
exclude this compilation from our lists. After the publication of Parpulov’s catalogue and
my revised type-classification, I revisited the evidence from Dresden A 104 in Matthaei’s
edition, utilising the barely legible parts of the digitised images on the NTVMR. To my
surprise, when I compared it with the ‘lemmatic’ catena on Acts in Patmos, Monastery of
Saint John the Theologian, 263 (ff. 1r-10r), a multiple-text manuscript dating from the
mid-tenth century, previously identified as codex singulus (C155.3) in the Acts catena, I
discovered a significant overlap in scholia between the two manuscripts.>*® The main
difference lies in the layout. Dresden A 104 contains the complete text of Acts arranged
in two columns, accompanied by scholia in the margin (primarily the upper margin)
which were added by a later scribe, as noted by Staab who had the opportunity to study

the manuscript before the damage occurred.**!

3% See NTVMR record: “Die Hs. ist durch Wasserschiden im gegenwirtigen Zustand nicht benutzbar (fol.
1-36 u. 122-186: 1 1551)” (last checked June 2023).

32% diktyon 54507. The manuscript, containing a lexicon, scholia on classical works, and catenae on New
Testament books, is a unique source of the Lexicon Patmense, a lexicon-dictionary for the speeches of
Aeschines and Demosthenes. It also includes excerpts from the Greek tradition of Sextus’ yv@uat and two
anthologies. On these, see at least Dorandi 2007: 147, 149.

321

Staab 1933: xv-xvi, while not specifying the date of the supplementary hand, accurately points out that

the manuscript’s layout was not originally designed to accommodate a catena.
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While Patmos 263 contains nearly double the number of scholia compared to von
Matthaei’s edition of Dresden A 104 (Table 10), it is important to note that the editor
intentionally omitted four scholia by Maximus the Confessor, including one titled o
avTol, due to their allegorical content which he considered excessively artificial.>*
Among the fifteen other scholia missing from the Dresden manuscript, thirteen (ff. 6r-
10v) are found in a coherent group of manuscripts containing ‘isolated’ scholia, which I
will extensively examine in Chapter V.**® This suggests the possibility of a later addition
from this collection. Only two scholia at Acts 1:18 (f. 1r, attributed to Chrysostom, inc.
'Ev 16 otadiw, des. élai[wv] t[#¢] i[epovoa]inu) and 11:15 (f. 6r, attributed to Cyril of
Jerusalem, inc. ITv[edpat]t yap aylw, des. amavres mv[edpato]s ayiov) might potentially
belong to the original compilation and were inadvertently omitted from the Dresden
codex. The omission of at least the second scholium by Cyril of Jerusalem might be due
to homoeoteleuton with the preceding comment by Anastasius I of Antioch (end. o
xpuypa ob). Moreover, the Dresden manuscript exhibits variations in author headings,
including omissions, abbreviations, and replacements. While it might be hypothesised
that there is a direct relationship between the two manuscripts, the presence of differing

attributions, such as Aeovtiov povayol in the Dresden manuscript (cf. Matthaei 1782:

323), replaced by xat ¢Mws in Patmos 263 (f. 7v), suggests that they might originate from

32? Matthaei 1782: xvii: [...] tamen aliquot allegoricas interpretationes S. Maximi frigidissimas et ad

lectorum ludibrium excogitatas omisi (“However, I omitted several allegorical interpretations by Saint
Maximus that were extremely cold and contrived for the amusement of readers”). Nevertheless, he did
print some of Maximus’ extracts from other codices.

323 See below V.2.
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the same source, and perhaps even be direct copies of the same exemplar. Due to their
shared catena type, classifying the Dresden manuscript as belonging to the type C155.3
seems reasonable, even though this category is technically designated for codices singull.

Regarding the content, the catena in Patmos 263 and Dresden A 104 exhibits
significant divergences from previously mentioned types and is indeed a unique catena.
To begin with, this compilation primarily focuses on specific biblical passages, which are
presented in a concise format in Patmos 263 and emphasised with majuscule script.
Here, the use of majuscule script is also extended to the scholia headings, where the
names of the sources are listed, resembling the practice in C150. However, the majority
of these excerpts diverges from the selection found in Pseudo-Andreas, and a few are
extracted from writings by Church Fathers that are not present in this type. These
include authors of Quaestiones et responsiones (“Questions and Responses”) such as
Pseudo-Caesarius, Anastasius Sinaita and material attributed to Leontius of
Byzantium.*** With a few exceptions, the exegetical extracts find support in the direct
tradition, and it is noteworthy that the catenist demonstrates remarkable fidelity to the
patristic source, making minimal changes primarily related to grammar and
concordance. This resembles the approach taken by the compiler of C150.

Von Matthaei’s edition, while originally intended as an appendix to aid readers in
understanding complex aspects of the biblical text, can be characterised as “eclectic” due

to the editor’s selection and combination of scholia from various manuscripts. Each

3*% The scholium heading for Anastasius Sinaita in both sources reads Avaotaciouv Avtioxelag, which appears
to stem from the confusion between the seventh-century author and the homonymous Anastasius I, a

sixth-century bishop of Antioch. On the genre of “Questions and Responses” see Perrone 2019.
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manuscript corresponds to a distinct type of catena, leading to a comprehensive edition
where biblical lemmata extracted from his edited New Testament text are accompanied
by each relevant scholium from the four manuscripts, and concluded with one or more
sigla denoting the respective manuscripts (Image 7). This approach, which aims to
gather and present valuable scholia while acknowledging variations among sources, is
not exclusive to von Matthaei, but can also be observed in editions of Old Testament
catenae, such as Balthasar Cordier’s edition of Psalms chains.** Lorrain observes that
Cordier essentially created a “secondary catena”, a common practice among catenists,
which involves building a catena using another catena as a foundation.*** The editor
achieved this by amalgamating the contents of various manuscripts, resulting in a more
comprehensive catena consisting of multiple chains. It is almost redundant to mention
that this approach greatly obscures the visual layout presentation of the catena
manuscripts in both frame and alternating layout, essentially prioritising the retrieval of
the exegesis within them.

Additionally, in von Matthaei’s publication of the Dresden manuscript, the content
is influenced by his exegetical preferences as he censors Maximus’ scholia. Nevertheless,
the editor refrains from philological interventions in the manuscript text and focuses on
presenting his conjectures, explanations, and comparisons with other catenae
(specifically, Donatus’ edition of Pseudo-Oecumenius) in footnotes, mirroring the

approach observed in Wolf’s edition of Pseudo-Andreas.

35 Corderius 1643: xiii—xiv.

32 Lorrain 2021: 224-225. To understand the distinction between “primary” and “secondary” catenae,

which are constructed from original sources and other compilations, respectively, see Dorival 1986: 18-20.



scholium attribution

Patmos, Monastery of

Dresden, SLUB, A 104 /

Saint John the Matthaei 1782

Theologian, 263
unattributed 11 5
John Chrysostom 5 3
Maximus the Confessor 3 3?
elsewhere (&M wg) 3 1
Cyril of Jerusalem 2 1
Eusebius of Caesarea 2 1
Gregory of Nazianzus 2 2
Gregory of Nyssa 2 2
(Pseudo-)Caesarius 2 2
Flavius Josephus 1 —
Origen 1 —
Cyril of Alexandria 1 —
Basil of Caesarea 1 1
Anastasius Sinaita 1 1
Leontius 1 1
the same (Maximus) 1 1?
Total 39 247

Table 10. List of scholia attributions and occurrences in C155.3
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Image 7. Comparison of the page layout between Matthaei’s edition, Moscow, GIM, Synod. gr.346 (f. 23v, bottom-right), and
Synod. gr. 347 (f. 22r, top-right).
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6. Mai’s edition of Severus of Antioch’s fragments on Acts
In 1838, Cardinal A. Mai published in volume 10 of his Classici Auctores from Vatican
manuscripts a commentary on the beginning of the second chapter of Acts, which he
believed could be taken from an exegetical work by Severus on this book.*”” However, he
did not indicate the manuscript used as a source of these pages.

In his 1928 article, Martin examined the attribution of scholia on Acts 2 to Severus
of Antioch in Mai’s edition by using the evidence in Cramer’s edition of the Pseudo-
Andreas catena in Oxford 58, including the appendix of variants in Paris Coislin 25.3*®
He challenged Cardinal Mai’s hypothesis that these scholia could be part of Severus’
treatise on Acts, claiming that he placed excessive trust in the source attributions of his
manuscript. Martin argued that many scholia credited to Severus by Mai are actually
present in the Pseudo-Andreas catena under different attributions. He demonstrated that
these scholia can be more accurately assigned to authors such as Chrysostom, Cyril of
Alexandria, Nicolas the Presbyter, and especially Severian of Gabala, who is often
mistaken for Severus in catena manuscripts. As neither Severus nor Severian has been
directly transmitted in the tradition, determining the authorship of scholia attributed to
these individuals is a challenging task that requires a thorough analysis of the fragments

in catenae, including language, style, theological thoughts, and comparison with ancient

translations of the original works (such as the Syriac translation of Severus’ Cathedral

37 Mai 1838: 457-470.

328 Martin 1929.
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Homilies).** The article concludes that only a limited number of scholia can be
definitely attributed to Severus, and Mai’s edition has limited utility in reconstructing
Severus of Antioch’s lost works. It ultimately suggests that there is no substantiated
evidence to support the existence of a lost commentary by Severus on the beginning of
Acts.

Without revisiting Martin’s study or cross-referencing the additional manuscript
evidence not considered, my focus is on identifying in the Catena Catalogue the Vatican
manuscript used by Cardinal Mai. Devreesse put forth the idea that the supposed
reconstructed commentary on Pentecost attributed to Severus by Mai was, in fact, a
detached segment from the Pseudo-Theophylact catena-commentary on Acts (Finettus’
Expositio).>* Devreesse’s intuition was on the right track. Nevertheless, he was unable to
locate any evidence for this text in the Vatican manuscripts he examined. In fact, he did
not verify and perhaps was unaware of the manuscript Vatican City, BAV, Vat. gr. 760
(eleventh century), which is a rare instance of a codex entirely dedicated to Acts and
containing two catenae on Acts back to back.**' This multiple-text catena manuscript will

be explored in greater detail in Chapters IIT and V.33

329 The “Die alexandrinische und antiochenische Bibelexegese in der Spatantike” project at the Berlin

Brandenburg Academy of Sciences and Humanities (BBAW) is systematically adding transcriptions and
analyses of fragments by Severus and Severian as preserved in the indirect tradition to their Patristic Text
Archive (PTA) database.

3% Devreesse 1930: 304-305.
33! diktyon 67391 (GA 437).

332 See below I11.7, and V.4.
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For now, it is important to note that Severus’ text in Mai’s edition is reproduced
from the second catena in this Vatican codex, so far categorised as a codex singulus
(C155.4),% but in fact an abbreviated version of the Pseudo-Andreas type (C150.2g). By
comparing the sequence of scholia in Mai’s edition (pp. 457-470) and those in Vat. gr.
760 (ff. 186r-194v), it becomes evidence that the text of Severus in Mai’s edition is
essentially a compilation of scholia from Vat. gr. 760. However, it is important to
acknowledge that within this list, there are extracts that in the Vatican codex are
attributed to figures other than Severus of Antiochus, such as Severian of Gabala (ff.
191r, 192r-193v, 194v), Nicolas the Presbyter (f. 194r-v), Cyril of Alexandria (f. 191v),
and Chrysostom (ff. 191r-v, 192v—-193r). These attributions are also present in the
C150.1 manuscripts. While it is unclear why Mai removed these headings from his
edition, it is essential to highlight this inaccuracy to demonstrate its unreliability in
determining the authorship of the published scholia. Therefore, Mai’s edition should not
be considered as external evidence when researching authentic material from Severus.

Lastly, as Devreesse pointed out, Mai’s edition essentially presents a chain of
citations without accompanying lemmata, which means it represents a series of patristic
quotes without specifying their authors (Image 8).>** Mai follows a methodology that can
be traced back to the seventeenth century, adopted by scholars like Fronton De Duc and

Jacques Sirmond, and later supported by Devreesse, which aimed to publish “author-

333 Scieri 2022a: 302.

334 Devreesse 1930: 305.
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centered” editions to facilitate the reconstruction of lost commentaries by presenting

unedited excerpts from catenae.’*

35 Lorrain 2021: 221.
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TOY AYTOY ZEBHPOY.

EIZ THN NENTHKOITHN.

Act. apost. cap. TL

Ka i v@ cuumAngovclas Tiv Apépay Tag mev- v. 1.
waxoorng. - adwy Xpiords ¢ Sede capxi 70
txougioy maloc, xai dvadlag éx vexpoy, ouvavé-
dTnaey fauTe Tobg T4 dpaglia vevsxpwuevoug -
pay, xal 70 70U dafiohov xpdroc xdliAuas dic
ToUTO uéxps THG WevTNx0GTAE i YNy 08 xAive-
\ -~ ~ ~
peSa @postuxopsvol , xara Ty ixSpwy AuLP
’ N 9 \ R \ v
JdAAoyric abrol ouvemodiaOnaay xai iwsooy,

Image 8. Comparison of the page layout between Vatican City, BAV, Vat. gr. 760 (f. 186r) and Mai’s edition (p. 457).
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7. Concluding remarks
The overview presented above reaffirms my initial conclusions that the catenae on Acts

reveal a level of complexity previously underestimated.>*

The editorial history illustrates
that only a limited portion of the extensive manuscript tradition has been accessible to
editors, relying on a small number of manuscripts that happened to come into their
possession.

Furthermore, these editions primarily aimed to utilise catenae as a means of
propagating patristic exegesis, serving either to establish authoritative support for the
sacred text during the Counter-Reformation under papal direction or to disseminate the
works of Byzantine commentators.**” It is with this perspective in mind that the catena-
commentaries attributed to Oecumenius (Donatus’ edition) and Theophylact (Sifanius’
and Finettus’ editions) were published. The necessity to establish authority for these
works had driven both scribes and editors to add the name of an author to them. As
pointed out by von Soden, the proliferation of different compilation types on Acts
attributed to Theophylact of Bulgaria, each with only one exemplar upholding this
authorship, can be understood as an attempt to compensate for the genuine absence of a

commentary on this book within his exegetical works on the New Testament.?** On the

other hand, a different trend emerged, aiming to narrow the focus of research by

33 Scieri 2022a: 302-305.

337 Miihlenberg 1989: 16.
33 Soden 1902: 689. Parpulov 2021: 221-212 identifies about one hundred fifty manuscripts of
Theophyalct’s commentary on the Gospels and about fifty on the Pauline Epistles, dated from the eleventh

to the sixteenth century.
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extracting and disseminating only previously unpublished patristic extracts. This was
accomplished by either compiling a comprehensive collection of extracts in a single work,
as demonstrated in Matthaei’s “eclectic” edition of selected scholia, or by publishing
previously unknown fragments of authors from catenae, as undertaken by Wolf, or by
using unedited scholia to reconstruct presumed lost works, as undertaken by Mai. The
first attempt at presenting the catena as an independent text was pursued by Cramer,
who, despite significant limitations and shortcomings, seemed to partially embody the
concept later outlined in 1891 by Paul Wendland as the initial, necessary step towards
studying patristic fragments.**’

Regardless of their distinct purposes, all these editions suffer from unreliability and
are entirely inadequate for scholarly investigations. This is due not only to their
dependence on individual manuscripts but also to their absence of proper philological
and scientific methodology. Furthermore, none of the editions accurately replicate the
manuscript layout or consider paratextual elements such as cross-reference signs
between the biblical text and scholia. Although recent studies have highlighted the
potential value of integrating layouts into modern editions of catenae, the inclusion of
paratextual elements is still overlooked.*** However, as stressed by Lietzmann, when

working with catena manuscripts, it is crucial to give careful attention to external

features.>*' As I will extensively demonstrate in subsequent chapters of my thesis, these

339 P. Wendland cited by Lietzmann 1897: 26.

349 See Lorrain 2021: 219-220.

3! Lietzmann 1897: 17.
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elements play a significant role in understanding manuscript tradition and the evolution
of catenae.

Finally, when undertaking the task of editing catenae, it is crucial to recognise the
challenges posed by dealing with layered compilations, where catenae have undergone
additions or reductions over time. While there is a consensus on the importance of
concentrating on individual types (or subtypes) when editing a catena, as evidenced by
the numerous editions of Old Testament catenae following this approach, there is more
debate regarding the editing of catenae that exhibit multiple layers of compilation.
Lorrain highlights Petit’s edition of the Exodus chain as a notable example of a
multilayered catena edition, which permits a thorough examination of how compilers
utilised, chose, and modified their sources, providing valuable insights into both the
catena’s original core and its subsequent enrichment.?** This approach would be equally
suitable for catenae on Acts and, in a broader sense, for compilations that exhibit a
stratified composition.

However, while this approach may be suitable for “closed” traditions, such as well-
established and relatively well-attested types and subtypes (C150, C151, C152 etc.), it
becomes problematic when dealing with multilayered and multiple-text catena
manuscripts. In these cases, each layer and text represent a distinct compilation with its
own existence and, very often, its independent manuscript tradition. This issue will be
the central focus of this thesis going forward, beginning with Chapter III, which will

introduce the multilayered and multiple-text catena manuscripts of Acts.

32 Lorrain 2021: 233-234.
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Chapter III

Unveiling Pluritextuality:

Stratification and Multiple Collections in Acts Catenae

1. Introduction
A meticulous comparison of scholia present in the seven manuscripts under scrutiny —
Paris gr. 237, Drama 3, Paris gr. 216, Escorial ¥.1II.18, Vat. gr. 760, Reg. gr. 6, Moscow
F. 270 no. 56 — against recognised catena and commentary types on Acts, along with
manuscripts featuring unidentified types, reveals a complex arrangement of texts. As
explained in Chapter I, this methodology involves using internal criteria such as the
beginning and concluding words of scholia, analysing script characteristics, and making
external comparisons with other catena manuscripts and patristic writings.*** Drawing
from the terminology found in the La Syntax du codex to describe multifaced
manuscripts, this approach identifies numerous “content units” some of which are
components of the same “production unit”, while others differ, indicating separate stages
of production.3** In the context of the Acts manuscripts under consideration, applying

the definition provided by Andrist-Maniaci seems relevant: they describe “UniConts” as

343 See above 1.2.3.

34 Andrist-Canart—Maniaci 2013.



154

distinct sections within a codex’s overall content, that are delineated by factors such as
transitions between different works, significant textual divisions, and the physical
boundaries of the manuscript itself.>** They also acknowledge that there are situations
where identifying the transition from one work to another can be challenging,
particularly if one or both of the works are not well-known.>** This observation seems to
be applicable to Acts manuscripts where the transition between different sets of scholia
has occasionally been overlooked due to limited awareness of external evidence.

In the following paragraphs, a detailed analysis of multilayered and multiple-text
catena manuscripts will be undertaken to provide insight into this issue, with a particular
emphasis on their “content units”. For each manuscript, an overview of the current
research status will be presented, followed by a thorough examination of each identified
layer, including its textual classification and relationships with other sources and catena
manuscripts. For convenient referencing, when citing manuscript text, I provide the
initial and concluding words of scholia along with a reference to the corresponding
biblical lemmata in the manuscript, all accompanied by the page number. In discussions
about catena layers, I employ the label “L”, sequentially ordered using Arabic numerals
(L1, L2, L3, L4, L5). When uncertainty arises about the layer of a scholium, I indicate it
with a number and a question mark if a suggestion is presented (e.g., 3?), and with just a

question mark if not (e.g., ?). In cases involving multiple-text catena manuscripts, I

345 Andrist-Maniaci 2021: 377.

346 Andrist-Maniaci 2021: 377, n. 20.
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replace “L” with “T” to represent “text” followed by Arabic numerals indicating

chronological progression.

2. Drama, Kosinitza Monastery, 3 (GA 1424)
The manuscript Drama 3 is an early minuscule that contains the entire New Testament

with an extensive set of paratextual features, including scholia.*¥’

What sets it apart is its
unique arrangement of the New Testament books, with the book of Revelation located
after the Catholic Epistles and before the Pauline Epistles.** The manuscript is believed
to have been produced in the middle or second half of the ninth century, placing it
among a small group of fewer than twenty minuscules dated to this period.>* The script
used for the biblical text is a small-sized minuscule pre-bouletée that is similar to that
found in the so-called “philosophical collection” and other manuscripts from the latter
half of the ninth century.*° However, the marginal scholia, except for those on

Revelation, were only partially written by the main scribe. The majority of these extracts

are additions from the first half of the twelfth century and are written in a small-sized

347 diktyon 13410 (GA 1424). The manuscript has been the subject of various studies, with Clark 1937:
104-106, and Kavrus-Hoffmann 2015 providing the most comprehensive description.

34 Kavrus-Hoffmann 2015: 125, notes that this order is rare. The only other manuscript from the ninth-
tenth century known to have the same order is Vatican City, BAV, Reg. gr. 1 (diktyon 66171), which
contains the so-called Leo Bible.

3% 1 anier-Han 2021: 32 (and n. 11).

3%% Kavrus-Hoffmann 2015: 126-127. The author argues that the irregular use of diacritics in the titles and
subscriptions, as well as the non-abbreviation of nomina sacra, support the manuscript’s execution in the

ninth century. On the ‘philosophical collection’ see the contributions in Bianconi-Ronconi 2020, and also

see Ronconi 2013.
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“informal cursive” script with numerous abbreviations.*' The biblical text was written in
a single-column format by a monk named Sabas, who left his colophon on the last page
of the manuscript (f. 336v).*** It is highly probable that this work was carried out in the
scriptorium of the Stoudios monastery in Constantinople, based on codicological and
palaeographical features.*>* Sabas was also responsible for scattered scholia on each book
found throughout the manuscript and for the entire commentary section on the
Revelation. The remaining scholia were added by the anonymous twelfth-century hand,
and there is a possibility that this addition was made within the same Stoudios
Monastery, as suggested by Nadia Kavrus-Hoffman.?** For some time the manuscript
was held in the Kosinitza monastery (Movy T¥js Eixogi¢owisoag) in the village of Kosinitza
near Drama in northern Greece. **> After being illegally taken to Europe in the 1900s, it
was purchased by Franklin Gruber in 1920 and later acquired by the Chicago Lutheran
Theological Seminary. However, in 2016, the manuscript was returned to its previous

location, where it is currently held.

3! According to Kavrus-Hoffman 2015: 127-129, there is a resemblance between the script used in this
manuscript and that found in Vatican City, BAV, Vat. gr. 846, which dates back to the first half of the
twelfth century. Additionally, she records later notes on ff. 7r and 336v, written by different hands, which
are likely pious invocations made by monks. One note is attributed to a certain “humble and sinful”
Nikandros (f. 7r), and the other to the “servant of God” Christophoros (f. 336v).

352 Text and translation in Kavrus-Hoffman 2015: 128.

353 Kavrus-Hoffman 2016: 123-126.

354 Kavrus-Hoffman 2015: 130.

3% Kavrus-Hoffman 2015: 130, and Lanier-Han 2021: 31-32, provide the manuscript’s history, offering

insights into its origins and previous ownership.
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Limited attention had been given to the scholia found in the margins of all texts in
Drama 3 before Parpulov’s catalogue.’*® The catenae in the manuscript are categorised by
him as follows: a complete catena on Matthew (C110.4), the Recensio II of the
commentary by Victor of Antioch on Mark (C125.2), a distinctive type of catena for Luke
found in a single codex (C137.10), and the expanded form of the Catena prima aucta on
John (C140.2). The catenae on the on Acts and Catholic Epistles are classified as Catena
Andreae (C150 and C176, respectively), and the Pauline Epistles contain the “Expanded
type” of the Pseudo-Oecumenius catena (C165.3). Furthermore, the commentary on
Revelation, which is entirely written by the main scribe, is attributed by De Groote to
Oecumenius.*’ Gregory R. Lanier and Moses Han have recently conducted a preliminary
study of the paratextual features of the manuscript, focusing primarily on the Gospels
section and aiming to reassess the biblical text.**® While the study addresses certain
aspects of the paratextual features, such as markers of Old Testament quotations and
text-critical annotations by later editors, it overlooks important features such as the
catenae and their text-types.* This leads the authors to assert that the main scribe of

Drama 3 “makes comments of his own” in certain passages of Colossians,**® while in fact

356 Parpulov 2021: 198.
37 De Groote 1995.

35 Lanier-Han 2021: 29-59. Their findings suggest that the manuscript might not entirely adhere to the
Byzantine text-form, particularly in Mark and potentially in the other Gospels. This indicates a possible
earlier stage in the evolution of the Byzantine text-form, transitioning from an immature state to a more
established and mature form in later centuries.

3% The significance of the Euthalian apparatus as the primary corpus to which the Old Testament markers
in the Acts, Catholic Epistles and Pauline Epistles belong is not addressed either.

3% [ anier-Han 2021: 41.
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these scholia belong to the Pseudo-Oecumenius catena as observed in Staab’s “Expanded
type” and “Normal type”.>** Despite these shortcomings, the study provides some
important observations, such as the palaeographical note emphasising the presence of
multiple later scribes for the comments, rather than just one twelfth-century hand.>**
Later in the discussion, I will illustrate how this detail plays a crucial role in
understanding the textual stratification of the manuscript.>*

The catena on Acts covers ff. 164v—206r.>** While this manuscript is not mentioned
in the lists of Karo-Lietzmann and von Soden, its opening (f. 164: dvtioyels dmapywv To
yévog) and ending (f. 206r: o[ wtypliov mdB[ous], Ag) led Parpulov to classify this
manuscript as a representative of C150.3°> Based on the comparison of this catena with
the Acts catena manuscript tradition in three test passages, I have classified it as the
abbreviated subtype C150.2¢.* However, during my initial comparison, I noticed some
peculiarities in the test passage on Acts 8:9-25 (f. 176r; Table 11, Image 9). Only two
scholia, at Acts 8:12 and 8:15, attributed to Isidore of Pelusium and Chrysostom,
respectively, are from the main hand, while the rest are from the later copyist.

Furthermore, I observed that the first scribe uses sigla or symbols to connect the relevant

extracts to the biblical lemmata, while the later-hand scholia are connected through the

301 Gee Marcon 2023: 56-57.

382 [ anier-Han 2021: 36-38.

383 See below I11.2.2-3.

3% The scholia are present on all pages except for ff. 118v, 199r, 200v.

365 Parpulov 2021: 198. The conclusion is abbreviated from a scholium, which, in its complete form, ends
with BagiAeiag ¥Anpévopor xabioctavrar (Cramer III, 424.3).

3% Scieri 2022a: 291.
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repetition of the biblical quotation in short form, except for the comment on Acts 8:13,
which also uses a symbol. Two scholia do not use any cross-reference system at all, and
the connection to the biblical text is not highlighted. The second of these, located in the
bottom margin just below a Chrysostom scholium from the main hand, is written in a
lighter brown ink than the rest of the later hand and shows traits suggesting a different
copyist (e.g., the size of the omega in the ligature Tw and of the sigma in the abbreviation
-a([av]). I did not find evidence of the first of these two scholia in any representative of
C150, and I also noticed that some comments reproduce material from C150 in a more or

less reworked form.
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attribution inc.-des. b.l. Cross- cf. C150 scribe
Acts | reference
system
io10cp(ov) 6 elc T(6v) T t(&v) symbol | Cramer III, main
mpd(¢) T(v) T(&v) 133.32-134.11 +
xp(G&v) later
oixov(o)ui(av)
oly 6 év Tois dwdexa | 8:12
... €Ml {epogoldpwy
KQTEUELVEY -
o0 mioTews evex(ev) | 8:13 | symbol | Cramer III, later
— AW (&do)Te 136.7-8
yeveah(at)
Totolto(g) -
ooy 7@ olpw(vt) ... | 8:19 | lemma | Cramer III, later
— adT(&) dn(aiv) 139.10-14
xéxpnoat :—
avemypa(dov) | osbevut(at) (@) M ... | 8:22 | lemma | Cramer III, later
7o ay(lov) 139.26-31
nynoau(ev)o(s)
T0 €l &pat later
— adebno(e)abat ... 6Tt | — — —
018pbwto(g) Ny -
xp(vooatépov) | io(wg) ot T(ov) ... 8:25 | lemma | Cramer III, later
dodar(els) Go(w) : 141.32-33
{wavvou ONUEIWY UEYAAWY 8:15 | symbol | Cramer III, main
YWouévav. ... 136.14-16
onuelwy odx EafBov
émel xal 0TS ... Cramer III, later
— vyow {acBat &Moug — — 136.21-25 (light
- brown
ink)
Table 11. Scholia on Acts 8:9-15 in Drama, Kosinitza Monastery, 3
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Image 9. Drama, Kosinitza Monastery, 3 (GA 1424), f. 176r.
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Based on these anomalies, I conducted a more detailed analysis that considered the entire

catena and revealed a plurality of catena types that overlap with each other. The Acts

catena, which includes a total of four hundred and forty-three scholia, consists of three

layers of scholia corresponding to three separate compilations, with the involvement of

three scribes (Table 12).

Drama, Kosinitza Monastery, 3 (GA 1424)

Layer | number | scribe | text external evidence
of scholia
1 10 main | ‘isolated’ —‘isolated’ scholia manuscripts:
scholia Istanbul, Patriarchal Library, Panaghias
026
—multilayered catena manuscripts: L1
in Paris, BnF gr. 237 and Escorial,
RBME, Y.III1.18
2 382 second | Pseudo- Catena Andreae
Andreas (CPG C150; Cramer III)
abridgment
(C150.2¢)
3 36 second | Epitome by —Patmos, Monastery of St John the
Leo Theologian, 177; Milan, BA, A 62 inf.;
Choirosphaktes | Moscow, RGB, F. 270, no. 56 (gr. 140);
- of Vatican, BAV, Vat. gr. 1767
4 7 third Chrysostom’s | -multilayered catena manuscripts: L2
Homilies on in Paris, BnF, gr. 237
Acts
n.i. 8 second ? ?
total 443 3 3
Table 12. Content units in the catena in Drama, Kosinitza Monastery, 3
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2.1  L1: ‘Isolated’ scholia
The earliest layer of scholia in the manuscript (L1) was written by the same scribe
responsible for the biblical text. It is transcribed in a smaller pre- bouletée script, with
glosses and scholia headings in Alexandrine majuscule. In the outer margins, certain
scholia are arranged in a geometric shape, specifically a reverse triangle, providing an
early example of decorative marginalia that will later become common in annotated
manuscripts.>*” L1 consists of ten comments and glosses of varying lengths that are
scattered throughout the manuscript (ff. 176r, 177r, 190r-v, 192r-193r), often separated
by a significant distance, and are connected to the biblical text by symbols of different
shapes.368 The comments are ascribed to Isidore of Pelusium (f. 176r), Chrysostom (ff.
176r, 177r, 192v), and Ammonius (ff. 177r, 192r, 193r). There are two unattributed
glosses written in small majuscule. One of these glosses (f. 190r inc. # méoa Tol fwpov,
des. dyvaoTw xal £évw) reproduces the text on the Athens altar observed by the apostle
Paul (Acts 17:23), while the other (f. 190v ounpov xal dpatov) identifies the source of the
quotation “Tol yap xal yévos éouév” (“For we are too his offspring”) at Acts 17:28, which
is the astronomical poem Phaenomena (v. 5) by the Hellenistic poet Aratus of Soli (c.
315/310-240 BC).>* Both glosses are not strictly scholia, but rather paratexts belonging

to the Euthalian Apparatus.>’® However, in Drama 3, as well as in several other catena

37 Hutter 2010 has conducted a comprehensive survey of this trend.

3% For a classificatory perspective on the linkage through symbols see Atsalos 1991.

3% However, the reason for associating this gloss with Homer remains unclear, as there is no evident
source from the author of the [/iad and Odyssey that corresponds to this quotation. See Allen 2022: 8-9.

370

On these texts see Willard 2009: 76, Edwards 1993.
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manuscripts containing ‘isolated’ scholia, these two texts are visually represented and

connected to the biblical text using the same symbols as other scholia from L1, making

them visually indistinguishable from the latter.*”*

All the scholia are also found in C150, where they are attributed and, in some cases,

also indicated by symbols.*”> However, in the Drama manuscript, they appear in an

abbreviated form and have undergone some degree of reworking compared to the full

type. One noteworthy example is the scholium on Acts 8:12 from Isidore as illustrated in

Table 13 below, with the words in common highlighted in bold.

Drama, Kosinitza
Monastery, 3
f. 176r

Catena Andreae (CPG
C150)
Cramer III, 133.32-134.11

Isidore of Pelusium,
Letters on the
Interpretation of the Holy
Bible 447-448

PG 78

iodwp(ov) : 6 elg T(Bv) T
T(8v) mpd(<) T(v) T(Ev)
ynp(&v) olxov(o)|ui(av).
ody 6 év Tolc dwdexa
xata|Aeyouevos 6UTog EoTiv
6 di|Atmmog. xat ZoTIv
amodeléa| 6UTws’
avaipebévrog| oredpdvou
Stwyud(s) éyévero| uéyas
mavTes 0t Ole|omdpnoay
XATA TAS XW|pas T
iovddiag (xat) T¥g|
capapeiag. TANY TGV
&|mooTéAwy dg dFfAov Eivat|
81 6 dmbaTorog dlAim|mos.

To1ddpov E€ émiarolsic yud.
Ody 6 AméaToros iAo
6 &v 7ol ddexa
xatadeyduevos, G gic Tdy
EnTa TEY peta Tol dploTéwg
xal apxlotpatyyol T@vy
xaWixwy papTipwy
Ztedavov EmAeyels mpdS THY
T8y Ynpdv oixovoplay- obrdg
€0TWV 6 xal TOV edvoliyov
Bamticas, xal ToV Tipwva
XATNYNTAS.

100 avrod € émoroliis
yuy. 'Emeon xal paptuplay

YMZ'. ANTIOXQu.

(...) 00 yap 6 améaToAOS
dilimmog, 6 év Toic dexadio
xaTaAeyouevog, @M’ 0 gig
ToUs EmTa TEY peTa Tol
APIOTEWS xal APXLTTPATYYOU
TRV XAMWIXWY LopTUPWY
Ztedavov EmAeyels mpdg THY
T8y Ynpdv oixovoplav, obdg
€0TWV 6 xal TOV edvoliyov
Bamtioag, xat Tov Zipwva
XATNYNTAS.

YMH'. TQu AYTQu.
Iept adTol.

37! See below V.2.

372

cf. Cramer III, 133.2-134.4, 136.14-15, 148.4-8, 155.25-27, 315.21-25, 316.33-317.5, 320.31, 325.14—

17. The marker of Aratus quotation is present in Jerusalem Staurou 25 (f. 209r), Paris Coislin 25 (f. 135r),

and Vatican Barb. gr. 582 (f. 168r), whereas the inscription of the Athens altar is found in the Paris

manuscript (f. 132v).
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oUv T0is @mo|oTéAots. ml
le|pogoddpwy| xatépet|vey

Oyreis Tol mpdypatog
ypadxyy, dxove Tol
mavaplotov Aouxd €v Tals
Ipd&eat yeypadiéTog:
avaipebévros Sreddvov
dtwyuds Eyéveto péyag éml
™V éxxdoiav- “TdvTes 08
dieaapyoay xatd Tis
xopas T Tovdalag xal T
Zapapeiag, TANY TGY
Amoatélwv-” d¢ dfAov elvat
81 6 AméoTorog Dilimmog
oLV T0Tg dMotg AmooTéAolg
émt TepoooAdpwy
KATEUELVEY.

"Emelon xal paptupiav (el
Tol mpaypatos paduey,
édxove Tol mavaploTou Aouxd
év tais Ipdeat yeypaddtos:
Avaipebévtos TTeddvou
gyéveto Qrwyude péyas émi
Tiic "Exdnaiag tis év
‘Tepogordyots, wavTeg 02
dieaapyoay xatd Tis
xopags Tév Tovdaiwy xal
Zapapeiag, TANY TGV
&moatéAwy, @ dfjAov elval
81 6 améoTorog DiAimmog
oUv Toig dMoig dmooTéAolg,
gl TepoooAUpLwy xaTEUELVE.

Table 13. Comparative analysis of Isidore’s scholium on Acts 8:12.

Upon comparing the scholium in the Drama manuscript with the direct tradition and its

almost identical reproduction in C150, significant differences emerge. In Drama 3 the

scribe has intentionally condensed the source material, omitting specific details about the

background of Philip the Evangelist (his taking care for the widows in Jerusalem after the

martyrdom of Stephen, as well as his baptism of the eunuch and Simon Magus). Instead,

they emphasise that Philip should not be mistaken for the apostle of the same name

among the twelve apostles. By combining two separate scholia from the full type, the

scribe also eliminates Isidore’s address to the reader, and replaces it with a connecting

sentence of demonstrative nature (xal o7ty dmodeiéat| 69tws’). Although there are notable

similarities between C150 and the direct source, it appears more likely that the Drama

manuscript drew upon the scholium found in C150 rather than directly from Isidore’s

work. This conclusion is supported by textual agreements in specific phrases, such as the
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use of ody instead of o0 yéap in the direct source, Tév énta instead of Todg émta, Otwypds
gyéveto instead of éyéveto diwyuds, and T Tovdaiag instead of Tév Tovdalwy.

Importantly, this entire set of glosses and scholia is present, with some variations,
in a handful of manuscripts that feature a relatively small number of scholia arranged
around the biblical text in a framed layout, introduced by symbols.*”> Two of these
manuscripts are also multilayered (Paris gr. 237 and Escorial ¥.III.18) and will be
discussed shortly.>’* Among these codices, the codex Istanbul, Patriarchal Library,
Panaghias 026 (ff. 9r—75v), dating from the first half of the tenth century, stands out.>”
Not only does the Istanbul manuscript share all ten scholia of the Drama codex in the
same order, length, and attributions, but also the graphic presentation of the source
headings and the shape of most symbols. Even the scriptural text in Istanbul Panaghias
026 shows a close similarity to the Drama manuscript. The data from TuT indicates that
the two manuscripts share all the twenty-six readings that deviate from both the Majority
Text (or Byzantine Text) and Nestle-Aland (or critical text), with only one exception, and
they agree with Nestle-Aland against the Majority Text in seventy-five readings, except
one.>”® This suggests that the two manuscripts were copied from a common or very
similar exemplar. The Istanbul manuscript could potentially be a direct descendant of

Drama 3, despite the presence of two additional scholia (ff. 12v, 74v) and two additional

373 See below V.2

374 See below I1L.3-4.

37 diktyon 33671 (GA 1870).
370 TuT 1M1/1: 219, 289.
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glosses (ff. 22r, 53v).>”’ It is reasonable to consider that these additions might have been
incorporated at a later stage in the antigraph or by the scribe of the Istanbul manuscript

itself.

2.2 L2: Pseudo-Andreas abridged catena (C150.2c)
The initial layer of supplementary commentary by the twelfth-century hand, second in
sequence within the catena (L2), consists of three hundred and eighty-two scholia
derived from the Pseudo-Andreas catena (C150). These scholia constitute the bulk of the
chain and are linked to the biblical text through a lemmatic’ system.*’® This method
involves succinctly restating the lemma before the corresponding scholium to establish
connection, as we have observed in catena manuscripts with alternating layouts like Paris
gr. 219 and Patmos 263.3”

The catena begins right on the first page of the biblical text (f. 165r, at Acts 1:1,
inc. 76 9t mv[edpato]s, des. mv[ebpato]s: [xal] Ta €. cf. Cramer II1, 1.4-15). However,
on the preceding page (f. 164v), which was originally left blank, there is a scholium
containing biographical information of the evangelist Luke (inc. avtioxels Omapywy o

yévos, des. [xai] peyiot[wv] xwdlvwy). Traditionally, this passage serves as the Aypothesis

377 The scholia are found verbatim in C150 (cf. Cramer III, 10.17-21, 415.2-24), where the first is
anonymous and the second is attributed to Eusebius of Caesarea.

378 Additionally referred to as the ‘verbal’ system (see Maniaci 2006: 253-254) or “renvoi par lemmes” (see
Vianeés 2000: 85).

379 See above II.1 and IL5.
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(“introduction”) of Acts and has been associated with the Euthalian Apparatus.380 In the
frame-layout manuscripts of C150, both in its full and abridged versions, it is located as
the first scholium of a numbered sequence of scholia, marked by the symbol @ (= 1) and
connected to Acts 1:1.°*' While its alignment with the initial verse of the biblical text
corroborates Blomkvist’s observation that the Aypothesis links Luke as the narrator
(Ouyyotpevos) to the reference of the Gospel as his “first work” (mpéitog Adyos), the
positioning of this scholium before the biblical text in the Drama 3 manuscript could
indicate its inherent independent character.>® The arrangement of scholia is consistent
throughout the Acts text until its conclusion (f. 206r), with the final scholium
abbreviating and combining the “Prologue to the Pauline Epistles” (inc. iote[ov] 6Tt uéypt)
and “Martyrdom of Paul” (des. o{wtnp]iov m&b[oug], Ag) attributed to Euthalius.*® Unlike
the frame-catena manuscripts of the full type where these texts are numbered, in the
Drama manuscript, similar to the opening extract, the scholium lacks a connection to the
biblical text. This distinction arises from the original nature of the source texts as a major

piece and minor piece, respectively, of the Euthalian Apparatus.

3% This text, as observed by Blomkvist 2012: 190-191, seems to be an abridged version of Eusebius (H.E.
3.4.6) rendered in a simplified style. The Aypothesisis also present in different variants, which are
enumerated by Soden 1902: 327-33, and Blomkvist 2012: 189-192. It is also found at the beginning of
commentaries on Luke: see for example Vatican, BAV, Vat. gr. 1221 (twelfth century — diktyon 67852, GA
863), f. 149r.

381

Cf. Paris Coislin 25 (f. 51), Paris gr. 221 (f. 3r) Oxford 58 (f. 1r), Athos St Panteleimon 770 (f. 153v).
382 Blomkvist 2012: 190.
3% Willard 2009: 11-22; 59-68 (and for the translation of the Prologue 147-155 [M 709B-Z 535]); cf.

Cramer III, 422.13-424.14.
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The association of L1 scholia with C150 is not limited to the introductory and
concluding scholia but encompasses the remaining three hundred and seventy-two
comments, all of which are present in the major catena: only the origin of eight scholia
remains uncertain, despite some of them having a patristic attribution that it is possible
to cross-reference on the TLG.*** Additionally, two more key aspects solidify this
connection. Firstly, the retention of source headings applies to the majority of scholia,
resembling what is observed in the full type. Secondly, the sequence of scholia, in most
instances, mirrors the arrangement seen in the full type.

However, the degree of abbreviation varies significantly from one scholium to
another, occasionally omitting the incipit of the extract, at times the conclusion, and on
other occasions, sections from the body of the text. This process of abbreviation
sometimes leads to scribal errors, particularly oversights, resulting in scholia that
amalgamate initially distinct extracts. Some of these scholia, in their original sources, are
attributed to separate authors, but in the Drama manuscript, due to this amalgamation,
are ascribed to a single writer. For example, on f. 169r, a scholium on Acts 3:23 (inc.
éme10y) abav[a]tlog], des. elye feoaef[dic] émolitedoat[o]) is titled aydA(1ov). However, a

comparison with representatives of C150 reveals that this is, in fact, an extract from

334 These are at Acts 1:18 (f. 165v inc. o0 Aéyer 811, des. &dw[xe] iovdag TéTe), 2:1 (f. 25 inc. peta T[Hv] v
Nuéplav], des. émi T@v dmo[oTéAwv]), 3:13 (f. 168v inc. maida B[eo]T #rot, des. morjon Tlov] Ady[ov]), 7:57 (f.
175t inc. py) dépovt[1] ax[o]u[ewv], des. Braodnui[ag] évéwillov]), 12:1 (f. 181v, dupwvi[ov] mpeaPuTépov].
gxn[oia] T éx T[&v] moT[dv] chotnua), 12:8 (f. 181v, inc. dia o wi) vouodiv[at], des. Tév diddoxai[ov]
uévov), 12:19 (f. 182r yp[uooatépov]. inc. xatedixac(ev] adtods, des. Thv éml Bdvatov), 22:9 (f. 197r
xplvooaTtopou]. inc. xat m[ ] éTépwb[t], des. mpo[s] dot(elv] dwv[Fis]), 27:24 (f. 204r appwy[iov]. inc. évredfey

deixvut[at] Yevdis, des. ob xapol gov).
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Didymus to which the scribe inadvertently affixes the title “scholium” due to eyeskip
from the beginning of the first extract to the beginning of the second one, both

containing the same words afavatos and % Yuyy at close distance with each other (Table

14).
f. 169r Cramer III, 69.18-24
aydd(tov). Zyodiov. ABdvatog oboa To dvbpwmovu 9
¢me10y) @bav(a)t(og) éotv ) Yuxn Yuxm, o0 xabdmal egolobpedetat, AN éx
¢god0peua(tv) abT(fic) voodu(ev) 1o Ew Tos Tdypatos dyabod, dmol Ay TeTayuévos
yevéah(ar) T(Gv) dyad(Gv) dv Euel(ev) mpéTepov: olTw xal Tovdag éohobpelby éx

amohat(ewv) elye Beoaef(dg) émottetoat(o) : | Tol xopol T&v AmocTéAwy.

Adguov. Emeldy) @favatds éotv ) Yoy,

godBpeuaty voolipey, T6 Ew yevéobar TG

Gyabiv Gv fuelev dmolavety, elye Beooeféis

gmoMTevoaTo.

Table 14. Comparison of scholia in Drama, Kosinitza Monastery, 3 with C150 in Acts
3:23.

An example of blending and reverse order is on f. 167r (Table 15). At Acts 2:3, the scribe
abbreviates a scholium by Severus of Antioch that in the full type is divided in two parts
by the connecting phrase xat pet’ éAlya (“and a little later”). It is apparent here that they
probably intended to transcribe only the second part of the scholium following the
transition formula, but their eyes jumped from &ynyépbat vmo Tol ITatpos in this portion to
the same phrase in the portion before, therefore determining the mix of the two parts but
in reverse order. This further confirms that the transcription was conducted from an
exemplar that likely included the full type, from which only scholia considered relevant

to the scribe were chosen.
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f. 167r Cramer III, 49.22-31

oefnpov avtiox(elag). Ot ‘Amégtodot xnpiTTOVTES TO EdaryyéAiov
70 Eynyépbat adt(dv) dmd T(0)U m(at)p(d)s | Edeyov Tov Xpotdv Eynyépfar Omd Tol
Aéyeab(at) owa 6 T(&v) dxovévt(wv) IMatpds O T6 T@v axoudvtwy dobevis,
aofev(gs), edmapnoext(ov) T(ov) Ady(ov) EVTAPAOEXTOV TOV Adyov TaUTY)
Tty %(a)Teoxedaa(ey) : xataoxevd{ovVTes.

Kat pet’ dhiya—Kat 1o éynyépbar 0t adtov
Umd Tol Ilatpds Aéyeadat, TGV pev dxovovtwy
WxoVOuEL TO Gobevég- etc.

Table 15. Comparison of scholia in Drama, Kosinitza Monastery, 3 with C150 in
Acts 2:3

The textual comparison with other subtypes of C150 suggests that Drama 3 contains an
independent abbreviated version, which I marked as C150.2c, because the selection and
extent of scholia in this manuscript is largely different from the other abridgments. It is
also possible to argue that this abbreviation derives from a later stage of the development
of C150, represented by C150.1a. First, the Drama catena contains some anonymous
scholia and others attributed to Maximus the Confessor (sometimes in full extent,
sometimes abbreviated) which are present in C150.1a as an additional layer added
between the end of the sixth and the beginning of the ninth century, as I have illustrated
in Chapter IL.>* Such is the case for example on f. 168v (anonymous scholium at Acts
3:11, inc. % [0¢] aToa {ot[a]t[o], des. xUpo[s] 6 mépang. cf. Cramer III, 61.5-7), and f. 169v
(at Acts 4:11, pakip[ov]. Toutéott THs éxxdn[aiag]), with the latter missing in Cramer’s
Oxford 58 but present in Paris Coislin 25 (f. 36v) and its closely related Vatican Barb. gr.

582 (f. 45v).

385 See above 11.4.2.
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The textual relationship with this cluster is also confirmed by similarity of text,
scholia attribution and distribution. As an example of shared attribution against the
Oxford manuscript, f. 166r ascribes to Severian of Gabala the scholium on Acts 1:20 (inc.
o0 eime pepilop[elv[at], des. dwtiln t[ods] moTtedovrag]). This is shared by Jerusalem
Staurou 25 (f. 28r), Paris Coislin 25 (f. 12r, cf. Cramer III, 425) and Vatican Barb. gr. 582
(f. 14v), against the name of Severus of Antioch in Paris gr. 221 (f. 9r), Oxford 58 (f. 7v,
cf. Cramer III, 20.4-32) and Athos St Panteleimon 770 (f. 156r). As already mentioned in
Chapter II, the confusion between Severus and Severian is very common in catena
manuscripts, due to their similar abbreviation.?*® This evidence demonstrates the
connection of Drama 3 with earlier representatives of C150.1 than the Oxford
manuscript. Due to its older date and better text, this codex might preserve more
accurate scholia attributions. This seems to be the case on f. 171v, a scholium
presumably on Acts 5:28 (inc. ol paxap[tot] améator[ot], des. # Bavat[ov] dmopév[ewv]). This
is rightly attributed to Athanasius of Alexandria (cf. Against Arians 3.57.2, ed. Metzler—
Savvidis) like in Jerusalem Staurou 25 (f. 79v), Paris Coislin 25 (f. 46r) and Vatican Barb.
gr. 582 (f. 57r).*” In contrast, Oxford 58 (f. 37r) and Paris gr. 221 (f. 34v) have 7ol adtod,
following a scholium by Chrysostom, probably originated by palaeographic
misunderstanding of the abbreviation of Athanasius’ name (often in the form 7 a6®,

that can be easily confused with ™ avt™).

3% See above 11.4.2.

387 Athos St Panteleimon 770 (f. 162r) lacks a title. The variant in Paris Coislin 25 is absent from the

records in Cramer’s appendix.
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2.3 L3 and L4: Epitome by Leo Choirosphaktes (abridged version)
The third layer was added by the second scribe (L3) and completed with a fourth layer by
a third scribe (L4): L3 comprises forty scholia and glosses distributed between ff. 165r
and 182v, whilst L4 supplies seven comments scattered on ff. 166r-v, 168r-v, 170v, 176r,
and 177r. Altogether, these form a set of forty-three scholia and glosses extracted from
the same type of work, with the last extract at Acts 13:2 (inc. s odv Aéyet, des. 6 82, of
&méaToAOL).

This set is found in a group of manuscripts, dated from the tenth to the sixteenth
century, where the extracts form an epitome ascribed to the diplomat and scholar Leo
Choirosphaktes, also known as Leo Magister (c. 840-919 AD), and made up of scholia
from Chrysostom’s Homilies on Acts. These are Patmos, Monastery of St John the
Theologian, 177 (tenth century; pp. 450-64), Milan, BA, A 62 inf. (tenth century; ff. 59r-
63v), Moscow, RGB, F. 270, no. 56 (gr. 140) (thirteenth century; ff. 216v—219r), Vatican
City, BAV, Vat. gr. 1767 (sixteenth century; ff. 1441r—155r).388 It is also included in the
multilayered catena manuscript Paris gr. 237, where it forms 1.2.3* The characteristics
and attribution of this work will be discussed in greater detail later in the context of
Moscow F 270, no. 56.%*° For now, it will be important to highlight that the text in the
Drama codex is an abbreviated version of the epitome, as it lacks several extracts and also

presents a number of textual variations, especially omissions and ordering. However, it

3% diktyon 54421, diktyon 42185 (GA 1980), diktyon 44336, diktyon 68396.
3% See below I1.3.2.
399 See below IIL.8.1.
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seems to be textually closer to the version in Paris gr. 237, suggesting this could be its
ancestor, as evidenced in particular in the scholia arrangement. For instance, it shares
with Paris gr. 237 the same order of the extracts on Acts 5:38 (o0x ein[ev]- €av % O[ed]s 6
x[ptoto]s- aMa o Epyov ToliTo onAot) and 6:1 (Staxoviav 0t THY EAenpoaivny xael), which in
the four manuscripts in alternating layout are presented in a reversed order.*"

In both L3 and L4, much like in L2, the connection between scholia and the biblical
text is marked by the repetition of the biblical lemmata in short form, although these are
avoided in cases of scriptural reference in common with the previous comments.*”
Unlike L2, no scholium bears an author attribution. The differentiation in handwriting
styles between the scribe of L2-3 and that of L4 is quite apparent, primarily discernible
through variations in ink colour, a detail highlighted by Lanier and Han.**® The second
scribe employs a deep and rich brown ink, which is in stark contrast to the lighter brown
ink chosen by the third scribe when transcribing (as seen in Image 10). Furthermore,
while the cursive style of writing remains somewhat consistent, particularly concerning
the usage of abbreviations and their forms, certain letters within the writing of the third

scribe are particularly enlarged, making them stand, such as epsilon, sigma, and omega.

The omega often appears accompanied by a tau above it or combined in a ligature with a

31 of. Paris gr. 237 (f. 18r-v), Patmos 177 (p. 457), Milan, BA, A 62 inf. (f. 61r), Moscow F. 270, no. 56 (f.
215r), Vatican Vat. gr. 1767 (ff. 157v—158r).

3%2 See for instance f. 165r, which contains a sequence of three scholia. The first scholium starts with the
words Tivo(s) (8¢) xdpwv, while the last scholium concludes with &g mepiotepé ... (...)pwpnt(at). In this
sequence, the biblical lemmata are omitted, as they pertain to the same Acts 1:3 reference o’ Huep(&v)

tegoapd(xovta) found in the preceding scholium (inc. o 0V Auep[&v], des. ydp xal ddintato).

393 See above II1.2.
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circumflex accent. Additionally, features such as a rounded majuscule gamma and a left-
leaning delta point to the characteristics of the thirteenth-century “Beta-Gamma” script
style, which is renowned for its heightened emphasis on extreme modular contrast.’** As
a result, these characteristics suggest that this additional content should be dated to the
thirteenth century. In any case, despite the challenge posed by distinguishing between
informal and scholarly twelfth-century scripts, as exemplified by Nigel Wilson, it
becomes evident that the supplementary exegetical material on Acts in Drama 3 is the
work of two distinct hands.*® The third hand took on the role of completing the
transcription of Leo’s Epitome of Chrysostom, that was initiated by the second scribe. In
the forthcoming chapter, I will examine the difference in the distribution of scholia by

these hands.>*®

Image 10. f. 177r: main scribe (left outer margin), second scribe (right outer margin),
third scribe (inner margin)

394 See Wilson 1977: 264-267; cf. De Gregorio, “Beta-gamma style” in BNP. Consulted online on 31 August
2023 <http://dx.doi.org/10.1163/1574-9347_bnp_e216030>

3% Wilson 1977. Expanding upon Wilson’s insights, Canart-Perria 1991 have illustrated a broad spectrum
of scripts in this context, encompassing numerous sub-categories.

3% See below IV.3.
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3. Paris, BnF, gr. 237 (GA 82)

Scholarly consideration of Paris, BnF, gr. 237 has primarily concentrated on its biblical
content and script.*®’ This manuscript, transcribed in a single column of 28 lines,
includes Acts, Catholic Epistles, Pauline Epistles, and Revelation with scholia. It aligns
with the Byzantine text-type and has been categorised by Kurt Aland as belonging to
Category V.>*® Herman C. Hoskier highlighted its significance in his study of the text of
Revelation.*” Upon scrutinising the script of the biblical text, Jean Irigoin and Maria
Luisa Agati placed the codex’s origin within the bouletée minuscule style, dating it to the
early tenth century, and proposed an Italo-Greek origin.*” In contrast, Alessia Aletta
contended that the manuscript was created in the Constantinople region, predating the
emergence of the bouletée script, and pushed its dating back to the late ninth or early
tenth century.*”*

However, the scope of investigation has largely disregarded the exegesis framing
the scriptural text along three margins. This framework comprises a compilation of
excerpts from various sources, including the Pseudo-Andreas catena on Acts (C150) and
the Catholic Epistles (C176), the Pseudo-Oecumenius “Normal type” on the Pauline

Epistles (C165), and the commentary on the Apocalypse by Andreas of Caesarea (CPG

%7 diktyon 49809 (GA 82). A description of the manuscript with bibliography is on ParaTexBib
(https://www.manuscripta-biblica.org/manuscript/?diktyon=49809) and Pinakes

(https://pinakes.irht.cnrs.fr/notices/cote/49809/). See at least Omont 1886: 27; Hatch 1951: 94.
3% Aland 1989: 138.

3% Hoskier 1929.
400

Irigoin 1977: 196; Agati 1992: 272-273; also see Agati 1991 (esp. 214).

% Aletta 2004: 89-92, whose positions are supported by Speranzi 2010: 27.


https://www.manuscripta-biblica.org/manuscript/?diktyon=49809
https://pinakes.irht.cnrs.fr/notices/cote/49809/
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7478). The initial identification of Paris gr. 237 as part of the Pseudo-Andreas catena was
proposed by von Soden based on the incipit and explicit of the compilation, leading to
the conclusion that it contains an independent excerpt from the full version, differing in
that it mostly lacks attributions for the extracts.*”” Expanding on this, Parpulov
reaffirmed the assignment to C150 in his catalogue of New Testament catena
manuscripts.*” Building on this, I further categorised this catena as an abbreviated
subtype, C150.2d, following the analysis of test passages.*** Parpulov also recognised a
second hand that supplemented the scholia written by the primary scribe, suggesting a
tenth-century date for this addition. Staab had previously noted this second hand’s
presence in the Pauline section, classifying Paris gr. 237 as part of the ‘miscellaneous
excerpts’ from the “Normal type” of the Pseudo-Oecumenius catena where two layers of
scholia overlapped.*® Aletta continued the discussion by offering palaeographical
insights into the additional hand, linking its morphological characteristics to the late
ninth or early tenth century, implying that it was contemporaneous with the original
scribe.

Despite these investigations, there has been a lack of comprehensive inquiry into

the content of these additional scholia and how they relate to C150. A thorough analysis

of the entire Acts catena (ff. 10r-61r) has unveiled the complexity and stratification of

402

Soden 1902: 685, where Paris. gr. 237 is indicated by the siglum O'.
403 Parpulov 2021: 164-165.

4% Scieri 2022a: 292.

4% Staab 1926: 179-180, and cf. Panella 2021: 399-400.

496 Aletta 2004: 89.
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these supplementary scholia (Image 11). Although the Pseudo-Andreas catena makes up
a substantial part of the exegetical content, it is just one component of a broader range of
content. These supplementary scholia can be classified into specific groups,
corresponding to various types of text for which the manuscript tradition of catenae and
commentaries on Acts provides substantial evidence. This evaluation has resulted in the
identification of four layers of scholia added after the initial one transcribed by the
primary scribe, and it has also enabled the determination of the order in which they were
incorporated in subsequent stages of transcription. As I will elaborate in greater detail in
Chapter IV, the chronology of these additions becomes evident due to the disorder of
several scholia across the page, which results from their overlap. As new scholia are
incorporated, they are often transcribed onto pages already containing material from
previous layers, causing a disruption in the organised arrangement of comments on the
page.

The catena in Paris gr. 237 comprises four hundred and eleven marginal scholia
that are predominantly unattributed. These scholia are linked to the biblical text through
a ‘symbolic’ cross-reference system. They can be distinguished in five distinct layers
(Table 16). Within this structure, the Pseudo-Andreas catena constitutes more than fifty
percent of the content, accounting for two hundred and nineteen scholia. However, the
remaining half is distributed among four different works. The forthcoming paragraphs
will examine the content within each layer and explore their relationships with the

identified sources. Seven scholia remain unidentified in external sources available.
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Paris, BnF, gr. 237 (GA 82)

number . .
Layer . | scribe text external evidence
of scholia
—‘isolated’ scholia manuscripts:
Moscow, GIM, Synod. gr. 346 (Vlad
) ‘isolated’ 24).
1 27 main . . .
scholia —multilayered catena manuscripts: L1
in Drama, Kosinitza Monastery, 3,
Escorial, RBME, W.III.18.
Epitome by —Patmos, Monastery of St John the
Leo Theologian, 177; Milan, BA, A 62 inf.;
Choirosphaktes | Moscow, RGB, num., F. 270, no. 56
2 & second | of (gr. 140); Vatican, BAV, Vat. gr. 1767
Chrysostom’s | —multilayered catena manuscripts: L3
Homilies on and L4 in Drama, Kosinitza Monastery,
Acts 3.
—Tirana, Arkivi Qéndror i Shtetit, F.
488, dos. 17; Vatican, BAV, Vat. gr.
1971; Patmos, Monastery of St John the
3 12 second | C156 Theologian, 150.
— multilayered catena manuscripts:
+ L1 in Paris, BnF, gr. 216, and
Escorial, RBME, W.III.18.
Pseudo-
Andreas Catena Andreae (CPG C150; Cramer
4 219 second )
abridgment I1I)
(C150.2d)
Epitome of
5 67 third Chrysostom’s | Chrysostom’s Homilies on Acts (CPG
Homilies on 4426; PG 60)
Acts
n.i. 7 second ? ?
total 411 3 5

Table 16. Content units in the catena in Paris, BnF, gr. 237
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Image 11. Paris, BnF, gr. 237. f. 10v
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3.1 L1: ‘Isolated’ scholia
The earliest layer of scholia (L1) consists of twenty-seven comments and glosses of
different lengths, which are dispersed throughout the manuscript with significant gaps
between them. These scholia are linked to scriptural lemmata by various symbols, similar
to the arrangement in Drama 3. The same scribe who wrote the biblical text is
responsible for this set of comments. While the predominant script of these is the pre-
bouletée minuscule, the glosses and scholia headings (when present) are written in a
small Alexandrine majuscule, and some of the scholia in the outer margins are adorned
with figurative designs (Image 12), just like in the Drama codex.**” In Paris gr. 237, in
addition to the reverse triangles, there is also the inclusion of a Patriarchal cross (ff. 46r-
v and 49r), which is a recurrent motif in manuscripts containing figurative marginalia.“o8

This stratum encompasses all the scholia present in Drama 3, along with an
additional seventeen scholia, all unattributed (ff. 28r, 30r, 32r, 37v, 39r, 41r, 43r, 441V,
46r-v, 49r, 50r) or genetically titled oxéAiov (ff. 10v, 36v, 38r), except the comment at
Acts 28:21 (f. 60v) which is ascribed to Eusebius of Caesarea.** Similar to the situation
observed with the Drama codex, additional external evidence is available from several
manuscripts in which these scholia are found, displaying variations while adhering to a

410

framed layout, and also employing symbols as cross-reference system.” " Just as Drama 3

7 See above I11.2.1.
4% See Hutter 2010.

% The scholium on Acts 19:35 (¢. 44v) is unique in having the heading &o(s), referring to the previous
comment titled appw(viov).

419 See below V.2.
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finds a counterpart in the Istanbul manuscript, Paris gr. 237 also has a sister manuscript
in the thirteenth-century codex Moscow, GIM, Synod. gr. 346 (Vlad 24) (ff. 12r-65v).*"*
In addition to their shared designation as acpr.22.i.3 by Parpulov, to indicate their
identical textual contents, Synod. gr. 346 contains the complete set of twenty-seven
scholia present in Paris gr. 237, maintaining the same sequence, length, occasional
attributions, and even replicating the visual arrangement of source headings and the
forms of most symbols. For example, the heading ao(Aiov) on f. 10v of Paris gr. 237 (cf.
f. 12v in Synod. gr. 346) in both manuscript is written as ox°, with the omicron
appearing in a smaller size placed on top of the combination of sigma and chi. This is
followed by wp, meaning wpalov, a common user’s note in catena manuscripts denoting
the significance of a passage.*'? A similar phenomenon is observed in the title 1g13(wpov)
on f. 22v of Paris gr. 237 (cf. f. 26r in Synod. gr. 346), which in both codices is
abbreviated as 101°, with the small delta superscript. Regarding the symbols, a
comparison can be made with scholia on ff. 28r, 30r, 32r, 37v, and others (cf. ff 31v, 33v,
35V, 44v in in Synod. gr. 346).

Even the scriptural text indicates a close affinity between the two manuscripts. The
data in TuT indicate that the two manuscripts share all the readings that diverge from

both the Majority Text and Nestle Aland (twenty-seven), nearly all the readings agreeing

1 diktyon 43971 (GA 462). This manuscript serves as one of the exemplars designated as codex 'f' for the
compilation of scholia on Acts published by Matthaei 1782 (see above II.5). The specific sections from this
manuscript are on pp. 1-4, 9-21, 299-347, and 353.

412

See Curti-Barbara Valenti 2008: 608.



183

with Nestle Aland against the Majority (seventy-four), and even a special reading at Acts
10:10 ( Teststelle 32).4"3

However, rather than a direct connection, it is plausible that both manuscripts were
copied from a common or similar exemplar. This is suggested by the fact that Synod. gr.
346 features an additional scholium (f. 54r), two extra glosses (ff. 32v, 50r), and two
author headings (ff. 31v, 53r) that are absent from the Paris manuscript. Given this, if
the second scribe of Paris gr. 237 introduced the supplementary content soon after the
first hand transcribed L1, sometime between the late ninth and early tenth centuries
according to Aletta, it is unlikely that the thirteenth-century scribe of the Moscow
manuscript intentionally chose to exclude these later additions, which constitute the bulk

of the catena.

Image 12. Paris, BnF, gr. 237, f. 46v: L1, scholium cross-shaped

413 See TuT III 1/2: 57-58, 117.
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3.2 L2: Epitome by Leo Choirosphaktes (full version)

The first layer introduced by the second scribe, making up the second layer of scholia in
the catena (L2), includes seventy-nine scholia. These are dispersed between folios 10r
and 31v, with the very first scholium marking the beginning of the entire catena in Paris
gr. 237 (inc. xat wlws] 6 twavv[ns], des. apxiis dxpt TeA[ovg]), and concluding with the last
entry on Acts 13:2 (inc. T0 pev Aettovpyolvtwy, des. Td 08 autdv amdatorot). As in L1, these
scholia are connected to their corresponding scriptural lemma through symbols, apart
from three cases (f. 10r, inc. oufa]tt ev u[ev] Tw Bla]nTiop[a], des. T[ou] aytov mvevpartos, f.
161, dnhol 0 TouTo [6TL] wovov exexTyTo, 24r, inc. dtatt wy) &v iepogordp[ois], des. alomaTos
7iv dtnyoupevos), where the linkage is avoided due to shared scriptural references with
preceding comments. In contrast to L1, no scholium within this set bears an author
attribution. This layer is also identifiable due to the lighter tone of the brown ink (Image
13).

This collection includes the epitome of Chrysostom’s Homilies on Acts attributed
to Leo Magister, the same as found in L3 and L4 of Drama 3, but in its complete form as
preserved in the aforementioned manuscripts Patmos 177, Milan A 62 inf., Moscow F.
270, no. 56, and Vatican Vat. gr. 1767. While a thorough analysis of the content and
structure of this epitome will be conducted in the discussion of the Moscow manuscript
(section II1.8 below), it is important to mention at this point that the order of extracts in

Paris gr. 237 closely resembles the arrangement found in the four manuscripts. However,
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there are instances of sequence inversions.** Instead of presuming a direct copy-
exemplar relationship between the Paris manuscript and the four alternating-layout
codices (with the early tenth-century Patmos codex as the sole potential candidate), the
presence of an extra fragment on Acts 8:39 in all four manuscripts, along with differences
in the arrangement of scholia and textual variations, indicates that these manuscripts

likely originate from a common lost exemplar.

Image 13. Paris, BnF, gr. 237, f. 10r: scholia from L2

3.3 L3: Catena abbreviata (C156)
The second layer introduced by the later scribe, forming the third stratum within the
catena (L3), comprises a limited collection of twelve anonymous scholia. These extracts

are distributed from f. 10r, with the initial scholium related to Acts 1:3 (inc. mpéoeyat T4

44 The order is reversed in scholia at Acts 1:23 (f. 11r), 2:2-4 (ff. 11v), 2:44 and 2:46 (ff. 13r-v), 5:38 (f.
18r), 6:1 (f. 18v), 8:13 (f. 22v), 8:14-22 (f. 23r), 9:19 (f. 251). Some of these, however, are oversights in

Paris gr. 237 (see below IV.2).
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avayvway, des. [xal] mivw elpntat) to f. 21v, concluding with the last scholium tied to Acts
7:43 (inc. poAdy Ntot Hodydu, des. éotwv eidos oxotacuol), possibly even extending to f. 31r
(at Acts 7:55, inc. ow 76 10ewv Tov v[1o0]v, des. Dot Beoplédv émedavy). They are written in a
darker shade of brown ink compared to L2 (Image 14).

Almost the entire collection appears in the eleventh-century manuscript Vatican
City, BAV, Vat. gr. 1971 (ff. 42r-90r), classified by Parpulov as C156 and assigned the
label Catena abbreviata in the ClaCla database.*" In this manuscript, nine out of the
twelve scholia from Paris gr. 237 are present, and they are ordered in the same sequence
(see Table 17). This suggests a shared origin between the two manuscript sets, although
the relationship might not be direct. This is due to the presence of some scholia not
shared between them at both ends, and discrepancies in the Vatican manuscript’s scholia
that contain more orthographic and spelling errors compared to the Paris manuscript.
Among the remaining three scholia, two (ff. 13r, relating to Acts 2:42, inc. xata v feiav,
des. Tpadav opoovaiwy eBamtigbnoay, f. 151, at Acts 4:11, inc. TavtoxpaTwp yap VTapXEL,
des. xal xedpaialos Aibog) are present in Tirana, Arkivi Qéndror i Shtetit, F. 488, dos. 17
(ff. 14r-99r), a manuscript of the twelfth century categorised under C156.*'® The
remaining scholium (f. 10r, associated with Acts 1:3, inc. mpocgeyal T#j avayvway, des. [xai]
mivw elpntat) is found in the eleventh-century Patmos, Monastery of St. John the

Theologian, 150 (ff. 9r—44r), which is also classified as C156.*""

#3 diktyon 68600 (GA 1845).
https://clavis.brepols.net/clacla/OA/Details.aspx?id=FB45DB9DE0OE78E4AB98277140316F8FD.
6 diktyon 63376 (GA 1764). Parpulov, however, dates this back to the tenth century.

#7 diktyon 54259 (GA 1162).
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The connection between L3 in Paris gr. 237 and these three manuscripts, all part of

the same catena type, justifies extending the label C156 to this layer as well.

Image 14. Paris, BnF, gr. 237, f. 151: scholium from L3

Acts b.l. Paris, BnF, gr. 237 Vatican City, BAV, Vat. gr. 1971

f. 13r f. 44v

2:33 | ouetloTeoy OTL TO TV(EUp)a TO aylov | OYUEWTEOV. OTL TO TV(Eup)a TO dytov
Omodeixvuaty opabéy : Omodixvuaty 6pabév.

2:38 | LY YR 7 OVOLA {Hla TOUTOY (xat) @v yap 7 obota pia xal 0 Svopa Ev.
Gvoua v.
xata ™)V Oelay moTY xal ... f. 451

2:42 broouatwy eig TpLaday 6LooVTIWY x(a)t(a) T(nv) Oei(av) miot(w) x(at) ...
efantiohnoay - Suwouaiw TpLadt duotov-
f. 13v f. 45v

3:6 el 811 6 BamTi{fuevos &v ... xat obx | i 6 PamTi{buevog év ... xal odx
av(Bpwm)og novog - av(Bpwm)og
f. 14r P 5 :

. e . . alty povy atod iotato ... x(at)

3:11 | alty % povy atod toTato ... xal RS .
. s . 6xwdounaey xUpog 6 mEPalg
wWx000unaey x0pog 6 mEPTYS :
f. 14v f. 46v

3:26 | onuetwTeoy 0Tt Opels Edy Dol ... ONUELWTEOV. 0Tt VpELS Edy Diol ... m(aTe)pat
m(ate)pa xelvols Te xal EQUTd - éxelvois Te x(al) EauTov

f. 46v
4:2 — avty (?) yap €leye. ... av(Bpw)org
OUWOUTTIOS
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f. 151 f. 47r
4:4 ota yap ToliTo mpoeAeyey émt T@Y ... | Ot yap ToUTO TpoEAeyey ETL TGV ...
mioTews (xal) Uuels peta Tadta - mioTe(wg) x(al) Ouels peta talta.
TAVTOXPATWP Yap UTTapxEL OV Tpomoy
4:11 TMEPIXPATEL TAVTAS Ywviaiog xal —
xedatalos Aibog :
f. 47r
4:12 | év aMw oddevi oy cwbijvat ... gv aMw od0evl (eaTwy) owbijvat ... 6
valapaios dvapyos ws mavtag cwlwv. | valwpalos we mavtag cwlwy :-
f. 47v
4:27 — mpog au(Tolg) yap EAeye ... x(a)T(at)
T(nv) Tdw pedyt.
f. 161 f. 48r
4:33 | 0w yap twv Beoonueiwy Oelay ... Tov | did yap Twy Oelwy onuiwy Bei(av) ... Téy
€x VeExp@v avaaTdvTa i+ €x Vexp@v dvaoTavTa :
Table 17. Comparing the scholia of C156 in Paris, BnF, gr. 237 and Vatican City, BAV,
Vat. gr. 1971

3.4 L4: Pseudo-Andreas Catena (C150.2d)

The third layer of supplementary exegesis, forming the fourth stratum within the catena
(L4), consists of two hundred and nineteen scholia. These were written by the same
scribe responsible for L2 and L3, which they closely resemble in terms of script. The ink
colour remains consistent with that of L3, displaying the same shade of brown (Image
15). This similarity hints at the possibility that these additions were made during a
similar timeframe to the previous layer.

These scholia include a significant portion of the catena and begin at Acts 1:9 (f.
10v, inc. dtatt vedeAy vmerafev, des. T émifacty adtod), extending uniformly throughout
the codex until Acts 22:9 (f. 49v, inc. mote pév elpyrat, des. dxovoavtwy 0& TGV AaAndévtwy).
The quantity decreases markedly after Acts 17:29 (f. 41v, inc. odx eimev odx, des. [xai]
odoTyua Umovoet). It remains uncertain whether this incompleteness reflects that of the

exemplar or a scribal preference. While attributions are mostly absent (except for a



189

scholium on f. 19v, attributed to Cyril of Alexandria), all these extracts correspond to
scholia found in C150, attributed to various Church Fathers.*'® Although the absence of
attributions is a common trait among the abbreviated subtypes of C150.2, the selection
and extent of scholia within Paris gr. 237 significantly differ from other abridgments.
Therefore, the identification of this catena as an independent subtype, C150.2d, is
justified.

The alignment with the Pseudo-Andreas type is also evident in the sequence of
scholia, mirroring the order in the full type. The heading @Mog (“another author”) that
introduces a few extracts is in most cases a phonetic error for &g (“elsewhere”),
indicating that the extract originates from a different part of the same work or from
another work by the same author. For instance, for the brief scholium at Acts 2:2 (f. 12r,
inc. ai yAwooat onuaivovaty, des. Tijs Tpiados uuotyptov) this correction is necessary due to
the unity of this text and the preceding one (f. 12r, inc. éx Tou ou[pa]vou, des. T
éxxdnoias cwpatt) in C150.1 (cf. Cramer III, 16.30-17.14), where together they form a
single scholium from Severus of Antioch’s Cathedral Homily 48 (CPG 7035; cf. PO

165).4"

8 Most scholia have corresponding evidence in the full type C150.1a. However, a limited number of

comments that are not present in this type are found in the abbreviated subtypes C150.2b and 2e.

#9 The same holds true for the consecutive scholia at Acts 7:24 (f. 20v). Despite the second one (inc. &
émolel alvrypa, des. Aeyopevoug topantitas oilew) being introduced by &og, both it and the preceding text
(inc. dvnhev pwuoiis ov, des. mpayua % dwvog) are attributed to Eusebius of Emesa in C150.1 (cf. Cramer III,

113.30-114.9). The distinction and scribe’s confusion between &Mog and &M wg in catena manuscripts is

discussed in Barbara Valenti 2019: 35.
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The arrangement of scholia in the full type of C150 also sheds light on certain
instances of apparent disorder in Paris gr. 237. For example, three consecutive scholia on
f. 13v are linked to Acts 2:25 (inc. &Ma xai 6 TpodyTns, des. adTdy mpoopduevos eimev), 2:27
(inc. To8 dmooTélov méTpou, des. elg del diapévouoa), and then again 2:25 (inc. 70 éx 0e&ibv,
des. adTéy douvdou popdnv), respectively. This sequence reflects the order in C150.1, where
the first two excerpts constitute a single fragment from Gregory of Nyssa’s Refutatio
confessionis Funomii (CPG 3136, cf. 178.7-179.3 ed. Jaeger). The third scholium is
labelled €& dvemiypddov in C150.1 and connected to 2:25. Given that Gregory’s comment
spans both 2:25 and 2:27, the unity between the two scholia from this text in C150.1
highlights a common difficulty faced by catena compilers: the complexity of segmenting
an exegetical passage from a source to correspond precisely with specific words or
phrases in the biblical text.*** Nevertheless, by dividing the scholium into two segments,
Paris gr. 237 maintains alignment with the corresponding lemmata while retaining the

order found in both C150.1 and the direct source.

20 . . . . . . .
#° This challenge becomes even more intricate when several scholia provide commentary on distinct

lemmata within the same verse, a phenomenon observed not only in biblical catenae but also in annotated

manuscripts of Homer, as exemplified in Aussedat 2008: 553-554.
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Image 15. Paris, BnF, gr. 237, f. 10v: scholia from L4

3.5 L5: Epitome of Chrysostom’s Homilies on Acts
The final layer (L5) comprises sixty-seven scholia, which, despite being anonymous, are
exclusively drawn from Chrysostom’s Homilies on Acts. This implies that the heading
&Mog, which occasionally introduces some scholia, should be understood as a scribal

4! However, in contrast to L2—4, the scribe of L5

error for &¢Mwg, just like in L4.
frequently employs this heading instead of the symbol for extracts linked to a different
lemma than the preceding scholium. For instance, a scholium on f. 41v (inc. étt 6
dpynovvaywyos, des. del T@ mavAw), positioned below one linked to Acts 18:6 (inc. opa még
maAw, des. évexev eleyev Touto), comments on Acts 18:8 in Chrysostom’s Homily in Acts
39.2 (cf. PG 60, coll. 278, 22-29). Similarly, a scholium on f. 44r (inc. més evi vaoug, des.
ev epeow) explains Acts 19:24 in Chrysostom’s Homily in Acts 42.1 (cf. PG 60, col. 297,

12-14), whereas in Paris gr. 237 it follows an extract linked to Acts 19:21 (inc. mwg deov €

apyys, des. pabntwy tij mpodnTewa).

421

These scholia are on ff. 40r-v, 43r, 44r, 59r.
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Diverging from L4, the source for these scholia is not Chrysostom’s fragments in
C150 but originates from the direct tradition of his work. This conclusion arises from the
absence of several extracts in the Pseudo-Andreas catena, which are found in the direct
tradition of Chrysostom. The missing scholia in C150 are located at various points
within the manuscript:

- f. 39v (Acts 17:1, inc. xata To nofws, des. eotv %g oclwtn]pla)

- f. 40r (Acts 17:1, inc. ot Tt oux efovleTo, des. meptyeveabal ywpys anueiov)

- £. 40v (Acts 17:16, ov yap vy aMayol TwaouTous mELpaauovg i0eiv)

- f. 43r (Acts 19:7, inc. diatt 3¢ Tou, axpifeatepov adTé EéeTibevo, inc. cuvePaleto
dnow mapayevopevos, des. Tov x[ptaTo]v t[noov]v)

- f. 43v (Acts 19:7, inc. Ti Onmote deov, des. éAdpag 0t ETudAwbdn)

- f. 44r (Acts 19:21, inc. Twg deov €€ apyys, des. pabyrwy T3 TpodyTeLa)

- f. 461 (Acts 20:16, inc. Tig 9 emetéig, des. Tov Aoyov xaAet)

- f. 46v (Acts 20:32, inc. o0x etmev oixodounoat, des. xat metfov bapp[ev])

- f. 47v (Acts 21:8, inc. 0 drAimmog 6 edayyeAioTys, des. mpodnTevaay aMa yauous)

- f. 53r (Acts 24:1, inc. 8pa méig xat, des. gTaclaoTyy BovAeTal mapadovvat)

- f. 53r (Acts 26:28, inc. o0x evonaev 6 Tavlog, des. amyMaypevov Tov Aoyov, Acts
26:29, inc. Tt [eoTt] TouTo, des. 6molwg xayw L)

- f. 57r (Acts 26:21, inc. Ti OnmoTe deov, des. 000ev emaayoy EAUUA).

The scribe responsible for L5 seems to differ from the one behind L2-4.
Palaeographically, the initial three supplementary layers (L2—4) show no significant

differences. The informal script exhibits a lack of calligraphic precision, displaying
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variable letter sizes and angles characteristic of many scholarly hands from the tenth
century.*”> However, these variations, especially the reduction in letter size, occur when
the scribe attempts to fit scholia into narrow spaces on the page. In contrast, the script of
L5, despite shared script inconsistencies with L.2—4, features distinct traits indicative of a
separate scribe. In particular, when transitioning from rounded, large, and upright letters
on the initial pages (ff. 39v—43r) to cursive and smaller characters in the remaining
section (Image 16), L5 employs different ligatures.**® The formation of epsilon ligatures,
such as ey, €, ev, €€, ¢p, €0 (see Table 18), demonstrates variations. In 1.2-4, epsilon
resembles an omicron with a headline stroke and an ascender appended above. It joins
the subsequent letter through the middle stroke. In contrast, L5 portrays the epsilon as
two distinct bowls connected with the next letter through the bottom of the upper bowl
(corresponding to the epsilon’s middle stroke, as seen in €], ev, €€, ep) or as an upward
stroke adjoining the apex of the next consonant. The lower stroke either overlaps with a
feature of the previous letter (like the cross stroke of ) or forms a small bowl (as seen in

£y, €p, €6). 7

#2 On the informal handwritings of the tenth century see Orsini 2006.

#23 There are two instances (ff. 42r-v) where the transition in handwriting can be observed within the same
scholium. These cases occur in the scholia at Acts 18:18 (inc. §pa méig o vopog, des. TumByval Tov cwabevyy)
and 18:24 (inc. el To Bamtioua, des. Tovg uabntas Touto).

#% Both of these variations are observed within the group ep. In some instances, the epsilon is connected to
the swash of the rho, a ligature known as the “ace of spades” (a characteristic of Italo-Greek scripts, but
also found in manuscripts from the tenth to twelfth centuries, as discussed in Devreesse 1955: 34). In other

cases, the epsilon forms the loop of the subsequent letters.
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Additionally, the marks used to denote the start and end of a scholium exhibit
different characteristics compared to other sets of later scholia. In most instances, the
symbol preceding a scholium is duplicated (e.g., on ff. 39v, 41v—42r, 43r). However, it
can also be single (e.g., on ff. 43v—44r), as in previous layers, or occasionally omitted
(e.g. on ff. 41v, 43r, 44r) and replaced by &Mos. The shape of the concluding mark also
diverges, taking the form of a colon followed by a tilde (:~), similar to L1, or sometimes
resembling a plus sign (+), which might result from a rapid drawing of the former. In
contrast, L2-4 do not include a tilde or horizontal stroke: the ending mark alternates
between four dots in a diamond shape (-+), two dots ( : ), and one high dot (-).**

While a systematic comparison of the scripts is necessary for conclusive
confirmation, these observations point to the possibility of a third scribe expanding the
catena with material from Chrysostom. As I will elaborate further in Chapter IV, this
identification is also supported by the disregard for text-comment unity on the page in

L5, contrasting with the priority given to it in L2—4.%%°

2 . . . . .
5 Nevertheless, in all layers, one can come across sporadic scholia lacking a concluding mark.

46 Gee below IV.2.



Image 16. Paris, BnF, gr. 237, ff. 41v, 48r: variations in script style within L5
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ligature of e- | L2 L3 L4 L5

eA

f.11v f. 151 f. 13r f. 43v
gV

f. 13v f. 13r f. 13r f. 45v
e§

f. 11r f. 21v f.13r £ 45v
ep

f 11v f. 14r f. 13r f. 45v

€0




196

f. 10r f. 48r

. 15r f. 13r

24

f. 11v f. 14r f. 13r f. 48r
Table 18. Comparison of the epsilon ligatures in layers L2 to L5.

4. Paris, BnF, gr. 216 (GA 605)
This manuscript, dating to the tenth century, is an exquisite codex featuring Acts,
Catholic Epistles and Pauline Epistles accompanied by commentary.*”” The arrangement
consists of two columns for the biblical text, while the commentary is presented in a
frame format. The catenae found within this manuscript are categorised by Parpulov as
follows: Acts is denoted among the codices singuli (C155.1, ff. 3r-85v), the Catholic
Epistles provide the Pseudo-Andreas catena (C175, ff. 86r-128r), and the Pauline Epistles
are the Pseudo-Oecumenius catena of the “Secondary expanded-type” (C165.3, ff. 128r-
333r).*® The catena on the Pauline Epistles in this manuscript was partially published by
Cramer, who edited the catena on 2 Corinthians from the manuscript as Scholia e Cod.

2161n the fifth volume of his catena edition.**

*#7 diktyon 49787 (GA 605). The bibliography on this codex is extensive (see details on Pinakes). Relevant
volumes pertinent to my research on this codex will be cited as I delve into the discussion.

428 Parpulov 2021: 134.

429 Cramer V: 445-59. The text of the Pseudo-Oecumenius catena from this manuscript was printed,
alongside Paris, BnF, gr. 223 (eleventh century —diktyon 49794 [GA 1933]). This edition was supplemented
with content from two Oxford codices, Bodleian Library, Auct. T.1.7 (eleventh century — diktyon 46969

[GA 48]) and Roe 16 (tenth century — diktyon 48398 [GA 1908]).
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In the classifications of Karo-Lietzmann and von Soden, the transcription of
scholia by three scribes was overlooked (Image 17). Staab first identified this threefold
scribal compilation and argued that the third scribe worked within margins left by the
first two scribes.**° All three scribes drew from the same Pseudo-Oecumenian source for
the Pauline catena, expanding it with material from Chrysostom and Theodoret.** Staab
also highlighted the ornate scholia decoration, including cross and geometric designs,
acknowledging that the manuscript’s decoration seemed to garner more interest than its
actual content.**

Indeed, subsequent scholarship has primarily focused on the palaeographic and
aesthetic aspects of this manuscript, aiming to ascertain its date, context of production,
and purposes. Agati dated the manuscript to the early tenth century based on its script
and decoration, associating it with the early stage of minuscule bouletée.*** By
comparing its codicological and palaeographic features to Vatican Library, Vat. gr. 1453
(last quarter of the ninth century — diktyon 68084), she proposed Constantinople as the

origin and identified three scribes behind the marginalia. Aletta extended the

palaeographic research, affirming the Constantinople origin and linking the main scribe’s

#° Staab 1926: 146-148.

! Although Panella 2021: 339, n. 58 argues that the manuscript contains a “mixed catena” resulting from
combining the Pseudo-Oecumenius type with fragments of different provenance. Marcon 2023: 55, on the
other hand, marks the catena on Romans as an “abridged version” of the Psuedo-Oecumenius catena.

#? Staab 1926: 148: “Im allgemeinen scheint die Hs mehr Interesse durch ihre Ausstattung als durch ihren
Inhalt zu verdienen”.

3 Agati 1992: 261-263. She suggests that a more accurate description for this script would be

“geometrically arcaic”, with certain similarities to the bouletée.
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hand to Stephanos, known to have worked for Arethas of Caesarea’s scriptorium and
who produced the Euclid manuscript Oxford, Bodleian Library, D’Orville 301 in 888
AD.®* Thus, she concluded that the manuscript predates the full development of
bouletée and, owing to its script’s resemblance to the ‘philosophical collection’,
originated around the late ninth to early tenth century.**> She supported Agati’s
observation of two additional hands contributing to the catena — one using a small
Alexandrine majuscule for brief scholia, and the other occasionally enhancing the figures
created by Stephanos. She emphasised the manuscript’s luxury nature, highlighted by the
diverse array of figural scholia described in detail, and positioned its austere elegance

among the most notable manuscripts from the late ninth to early tenth century.

43% Aletta 2004: 73-94. On pPp. 75-79, Aletta notices that the manuscript in question is the earliest one to
feature a purchase note from Arethas (also see Wilson 1996: 120-121).
3 The similarities between Paris gr. 216 and the ‘philosophical collection’ are also highlighted by Ronconi

2013: 195-196.
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Image 17. Paris, BnF, gr. 216. f. 3v.
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The decorative quality of the marginalia and their association with Arethas’ scriptorium
were examined by Irmgard Hutter and Kalliroe Linardou.**® Hutter noted the appearance
of decorative figural scholia in the ninth century, linked to the ‘philosophical collection’
and reminiscent of Hellenistic carmina figurata. She associated these ornamental
elements with Arethas’ scholia, which were found in various forms, including Christian
crosses, in classical manuscripts ordered by the archbishop of Caesarea between 888 and
932 AD. She argued that these designs were primarily decorative, not connected to the
content of the notes, and were strategically placed to enhance visual appeal for both
scribe and reader, while also preventing empty spaces on manuscript pages.*’ In
contrast, Linardou argued that the visual manipulation of script, especially by the
anonymous scribe, served functional purposes in conveying the message to readers.**
She agreed with Aletta that the manuscript likely came from Arethas’ circle, suggesting
the three scribes collaboratively planned graphic and non-graphic scholia. She also
proposed that the tiny majuscule script was Arethas’ hand and represented the primary
layer of scholia.*® In the Acts section, Linardou pointed to an eagle-shaped scholium (f.

16v, inc. mept Bevdd wépvntat, des. xopilovai[v] eis ieposéiupa) and connected its content to

% Hutter 1992 (esp. 99-100), Linardou 2017.

7 The practical use of stretching the outer margin part of the catena and giving it an extravagant shape to
fill the possible voids of the outer margins is also highlighted by Sautel 2001: 128-129.

% Linardou 2017. See conclusion on p. 237: “Apart from their decorative quality, aiming explicitly at the
aesthetic satisfaction of the reader/viewer, they also served practical purposes and most certainly helped
the reader to find the right correspondence between the main text and its gloss.”

9 Linardou 2017: 237. She draws a comparison with the small uncial script in Oxford, Bodleian Library,

D’Orville 301 (ninth century - diktyon 47907), while emphasising the necessity for a comprehensive

palaeographical study of this set of scholia.
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events involving Leo Choirosphaktes and Emperor Leo the Wise. This helped date the
manuscript between 907 and 912 AD.**

Linardou’s hypothesis appears less convincing when comparing the small capital
script in Paris gr. 216 with other manuscripts from the later ninth or early tenth century
owned or commissioned by Arethas.**' Lidia Perria has shown that these codices share
unique ornamentation and script features attributed to Arethas’ annotations.** Paris gr.
216 shares some of these characteristics with these manuscripts, such as the shapes of
certain letters (beta, zeta, omega, tau), the placement of annotations in the outer margin
(sometimes upper or lower) when the exegetical material is sparse (ff. 6r, 16v, 41v, 60r),
or within a frame around the text when the annotations are dense (ff. 4v, 66r), consistent
line spacing, inconsistent use of reference marks (mostly lacking), and a preference for
specific symbol shapes when using them (often in the same ink as the scholium, as seen

on f. 16v). However, Paris gr. 216 stands out by not featuring the abbreviations observed

9 Linardou 2017: 231-234. She suggests that the eagle symbolises imperial authority, and her proposition
is that the passage’s emphasis on Theudas revolt and its suppression by Fadus bears similarities to
Choirosphaktes’ role in the failed Doukas family rebellion. This event likely drew significant attention from
Arethas due to his rivalry with Choirosphaktes and the triumph of Emperor Leo the Wise (866912 AD)
over his adversaries. Based on this analysis, the manuscript’s possible dating falls between 907, the onset of
the Doukas rebellion and Choirosphaktes’s exile, and 912, the year of the emperor’s death. Nevertheless,
the number of majuscule letters reintroduced in the script would point out to a later date.

*! These manuscripts are: Oxford, Bodleian Library, Clark. 39 (diktyon 47776), Vatican City, BAV, Urb.
gr. 35 (diktyon 66502), Paris, BnF, gr. 451 (diktyon 50025), Moscow, GIM, Sinod. gr. 394 (V. 231; diktyon
44019), Oxford, Bodleian Library, D’Orville 301 (diktyon 47906), Paris, BnF, gr. 2951 + Florence, BML,
Laur. 60.3 (diktyon 52591 + 16501), London, BL, Harley 5694 (diktyon 39648), and Rome, Biblioteca
Vallicelliana, F 10 (diktyon 56333).

442 Perria 1990.
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in those manuscripts, albeit limited, particularly what Perria identifies as a distinctive
abbreviation for xai and a unique ligature for omicron-upsilon.*? In Paris gr. 216, there
is almost a complete absence of abbreviations, and all the letters are fully spelled out.
Furthermore, the writing of the scholia in the Paris codex is rigidly aligned with the
writing line, whereas in the manuscripts discussed by Perria the alignment is more
relaxed. Although these observations may not definitively refute Linardou’s claim, as a
scribe’s writing style can vary over time, they do suggest that attributing these
annotations to Arethas should be approached with caution. While some of Linardou’s
ideas may be valid, such as the potential ideological connotation of certain scholia
figurata, others seem less convincing, such as the hypothesis of a tight collaboration
between the three scribes during the same production phase, as I will illustrate in
Chapter IV.***

Except for Staab, previous studies on the manuscript lack attention to the textual
aspects of the scholia and have limited familiarity with catenae and their textual
variations. With regard to the Acts catena, this was initially classified by Karo-Lietzmann
as a potential excerpt of the Pseudo-Andreas type (C150), albeit with uncertainty, and
placed by von Soden among the representatives of the Pseudo-Oecumenius commentary
(C151).** However, a new assessment by Parpulov identified Paris gr. 216 as a codex

singulus in Acts (C155.1) due to its threefold scribe structure.**® This identification was

443 Perria 1990: 76.
444 See below IV 4.
45 Karo-Lietzmann 1902: 595, Soden 1902: 689-690.

446 Parpulov 2021: 134.
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initially embraced in my 2022 article, but a comprehensive reassessment based on
comparison with the catena tradition and external sources, considering incipit, explicit,
layout, and script, led to a complete reclassification of this catena, which only partially
confirms previous designations.*"

The Acts catena is composed of a total of four hundred and sixty scholia. What sets
it apart is not only the involvement of three scribes but also the presence of four distinct

catena types, as illustrated in Table 19.

Paris, BnF, gr. 216 (GA 605)

Layer | number | scribe text external evidence
of scholia
1 35 first C156 —Tirana, Arkivi Qéndror i Shtetit,
(Arethas?) F. 488, dos. 17; Vatican, BAV,
Vat. gr. 1971.

—multilayered catena
manuscripts: L3 in Paris, BnF,

gr. 237
2 197 second/main | C151.3 —Commentarii Ps.-Oecumenii
(Stephanos) (CPG C151; PG 125, coll. 849-

1060 = Pseudo-Theophylact’s
Expositionis in Acta textus alter)
3 180 third Epitome of —Chrysostom’s Homilies on Acts
(anonymous) | Chrysostom’s | (CPG 4426; PG 60)

Homilies on

Acts
4 48 third C150 + C156 | —Catena Andreae (CPG C150;
(anonymous) Cramer III)
—Vatican, BAV, Vat. gr. 1971
total 460 3 4

Table 19. Content units in the catena in Paris, BnF, gr. 216

*7 Scieri 2022a: 302-303.
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4.1 L1: Catena abbreviata (C156)
L1, which Linardou believes to have been written by Arethas, consists of a relatively
small set of thirty-five scholia presented in an elegant tiny Alexandrine majuscule (Image
18).*® Unlike the Pauline section where L1 contributes most of the comments in the
margins, in this case, the scholia are inserted either interlinearly within the biblical text
or in close proximity to the corresponding verses.*** Among these, only four scholia are
linked through sigla or symbols (found on ff. 6r, 16v, 26v, 60r), and the majority lack
clear source headings. Four scholia are attributed to specific sources: two to Apollinarius
of Laodicea (at Acts 1:20, f. 4v, dmolwapiov. inc. odx évamébave THt dyydvnt, des. ta Eyxata
éxxevwbeivat. inc. Tod adtod. mpnobels émtocoltov Ty odpxa, des. Tals xepolv émdpdént), one
to Chrysostom (at Acts 8:15, f. 24v, inc. onueiwy pueyadwy ywouévwy, des. anuelwy ovx
€\afov), and one is “from a different” source or passage (at Acts 26:1, f. 78v, ¢ érépou.
inc. 70 év OAlywt, des. xal T&v guvévtwy), although it is possible that these annotations may
have been added later, either by a rubricator, or, likely, by Stephanos, as I will discuss in
Chapter IV.*°

The scholia originating from L1 can also be identified in specific manuscripts of
C156 and L3 of Paris gr. 237, which as discussed above contains material associated with

the same catena type within its multilayered composition.”" Specifically, there is

8 These are on ff. 3r-5r, 6r-8r, 9v, 10v—11v, 13r, 16v, 22r-23v, 24v-25r, 26Vv—27r, 41V, 56V, 60r, 66T, 72V.
49 Staab 1924: 149.

459 See below IV .4.

41 See above I11.3.3.
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agreement in twenty-one out of thirty-six scholia with the twelfth-century Tirana dos. 17,
ten out of sixty-five with the eleventh-century Vat. gr. 1971, and nine out of fifteen (?)
with L3 of the late ninth/early tenth-century Paris gr. 237. Only four scholia are shared
by all four manuscripts, those at Acts 1:1 (f. 3r, Tov mabovta Aéyer xat ta fadpata
memotnxévat), 3:11 (f. 9v, inc. adty pev 1 atoa, des. xlpog 6 mépag), 3:25 (f. 10v, inc. uels
€dn Olot, des. éxelvos 0t xal éautd), and 4:4 (f. 11r, inc. 0w yap Tolito mpoeAeyey, des. Uuels
ueta tadta). Notably, the last three are arranged exactly in the same sequence as found in
L3 of Paris gr. 237 (ff. 14r-15v). However, a larger number adheres to the arrangement
found in Tirana, dos. 17. For instance, ff. 3r-v in the Paris manuscript present the initial
ten scholia of the Tirana codex in the same sequential order (cf. ff. 15r-v). If we were to
attribute the script of L1 to Arethas, it is conceivable that Paris gr. 216 embodies an

earlier phase of the compilation, subsequently augmented in the three later manuscripts.

Image 18. Paris, BnF, gr. 216. f. 4v. Detalil of the script of L1
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4.2 L2: Pseudo-Oecumenius catena-commentary (C151.3e)
L2, transcribed by the same hand responsible for the biblical text and recognised by
Aletta and Linardou as that of Stephanos, contains one hundred and ninety-seven
scholia. These scholia are connected to the biblical text by Greek letters, rather than
numerals, spanning from alpha to omega and then restarting. They are positioned within
three margins of the page: upper, outer, and lower. This scribe, much like in the Pauline
section, has transcribed the majority of the scholia. Interestingly, they have also arranged
several comments to form various shapes, including crosses, circles, ellipses, squares,
triangles, and trees. This artistic technique is executed with great skill. In the Acts
section, the most frequently occurring shape is the orthodox cross (Image 19). However,
circles and rhomboids can also be observed (e.g., f. 49r). As mentioned earlier, this
design element is commonly encountered in various manuscripts. We have previously
seen it in L1 of Drama 3 (triangle) and Paris gr. 237 (cross), and Hutter has provided
examples of these shapes, including the cross, in secular works as well, such as the
renowned tenth-century Venetus A (Venice, BNM, Marc. gr. Z 454) with scholia on the
Iliad.** Consequently, there is no substantial evidence in this layer to suggest that these
figurative marginalia hold a deeper function beyond being ornamental.

Regarding their textual content, these scholia are consistent with the Pseudo-

Oecumenius type, which confirms the classification proposed by von Soden. Specifically,

452 Hutter 1992: 101, and n. 28.
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the text corresponds to the catena published by Finettus as Theophylact’s 7extus alter.*?
The script’s dating to the late ninth or early tenth century provides strong internal
evidence that this catena was not assembled by the Bulgarian bishop. Instead, it should
be categorised as a subtype of the Pseudo-Oecumenius catena, specifically identified as
C151.3 in my revision.** Compared to Finettus’ edition, which is based on Vatican Vat.
gr. 652, the Paris manuscript contains significantly fewer scholia.*>> However, it includes
some unique scholia at specific verses in the Acts section, such as Acts 20:17 (f. 61r, inc.
éme1dy) Aavbdvel Todg moMob, des. wi) EhatTov €Ty £), 24:14 (f. 72v, inc. petd ™ xAFjow,
des. émeloyyeto 6T avéaTy), 26:13 (f. 77v, inc. Té&v aichytdv T0 PwTewiTtepov, des. ddig
éxeivo dn[at]), and a combined piece from the Euthalian prologue to the Pauline Epistles
and the “Martyrdom of Paul” (f. 85v, inc. &nd To¥ 18 &rous TiBepiov, des. Eidel THY xedatny
amotunfeig). These scholia are not present in the Vatican manuscript but are found in
most other manuscripts of the same subtype. This suggests that Vat. gr. 652 represents
an abridged version of the original subtype, and Finettus’ edition should be considered
as a work of reference rather than a representative exemplar of this subtype. On the other
hand, a scholium attributed to Didymus at Acts 2:34 (f. 7v, inc. 70 O[t]w xvpiw dvTi, des.
ToUT0 0¢ 00X Gvaivetat) in Paris gr. 216 is absent from any other C151.3 exemplar. This

scholium seems to be a combination of extracts from different sources under the name of

453 See above I1.3.2.
454 Scieri 2022a: 294-298.

455 The sections that are absent from the manuscript correspond to PG 125, coll. 853A-D, 860B-D, 865B—
C, 869A, 873A-876B, 888B-889A, 889C-892A, 897D-900B, 909C, 920C, 924A, 928B, 936A-B, 940B-D,
948A, 949C, 960C, 964D.
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Didymus.*° Similarly, the prefatory scholium (f. 3r, inc. atity % cuyypady, des. T& Toi
mavaylov mv[edpato]s) and the first comment at Acts 1:1 (f. 3r, inc. ™y oixeiav dxpifeiav,
des. O’ ad7ol v edoéfelav), both attributed to Chrysostom in Paris gr. 216, show slight
variations compared to the same extracts in the Vatican codex and the other
representatives of C151.3."” The reduction in scholia number and the observed
variations suggest that the catena in Paris gr. 216 should be considered an independent
variation of 7extus alter. Therefore, it should be assigned a distinct designation within

the series of editorial revisions, such as C151.3e.

% The concluding section can be located in Gregory of Nazianzus’ De filio (orat. 30.4, ed. ]. Barbel).

7 As observed by Soden 1902: 690, the introductory scholium has a minor variation in its initial part
compared to Finettus’ manuscript (cf. PG 125, col. 849: oftog 6 paxdprog Aouxds padntis #v Iadlos), while

the main content and conclusion remain unchanged.
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Image 19. Paris, BnF, gr. 216. f. 4v. Particular of the script of L2

4.3 L3: Epitome of Chrysostom’s Homilies on Acts
L3, transcribed by an anonymous scribe, comprises a total of one hundred eighty scholia.
Similar to L2, these are placed in three margins of the page and at times in the space
between the two columns of the biblical text. In the first instance, these are written in
cursive minuscule, while in the second case, they sometimes imitate the tiny majuscule of
L1 (e.g., ff. 7v, 24v. Image 20). The linkage between these scholia and the biblical text is
primarily established through simplified symbols, which differ from the more elaborate

458

drawings observed in Drama 3 and Paris gr. 237.*° Only on rare occasions are the

%% This distinction is also applicable to Escorial ¥.IIL.18, a topic I will address in the next paragraph IIL5.



210

scholia denoted by alphabetical letters (e.g., ff. 9r and 54r), possibly because they relate
to the same scriptural lemmata as the alphabetical scholia from L2. Additionally, several
comments lack a cross-reference symbol, particularly when they constitute a group of
passages all connected to the same biblical lemma; in such cases, only the first comment
is preceded by a symbol (f. 14r, at Acts 5:4, inc. 6[ed]s oOv 70 mv[edp]a, des. épeboato
avaviag).

The first seven scholia, on Acts 1:1-5, are copied in the initially empty page before
the list of chapter headings (ff. 1r-2v), far away from the first page of the biblical text (f.
3r), to which they are connected through the repetition of short lemmata. Moreover, at
the top of the page is a title stating the content of the material, an epitome of
Chrysostom’s Homilies on Acts: toU év ayioig m(at)p(a)a(1) Huév iwavvov Tol
xp(voo)aTépou: €x T(Fjg) Epunveias Tév mpdEewy: axdhia xat’ émTowiv (“Scholia in summary
from the interpretation of the Acts by John Chrysostom among the holy Fathers”). As I
will repeat again in Chapter IV, this unusual position, besides confirming that this group
of comments was added subsequently to those by the first scribe and Stephanos, it may
also suggest lack of coordination and planning with the previous scribes.

Similar to L2 in Paris gr. 237, the compiler frequently includes prepositional
phrases like icTéov 671 or simply &7t at the start of scholia. These are widespread in
scholiastic tradition, extending beyond catenae, and may have originated from
Alexandrian marginal signs.*® They are often translated as “because” or “note that”, but

they mostly serve as introductory markers, often left out in translation. Indeed, this

49 See Dickey 2007: 122.
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connection is a common occurrence in various types of epitomes, including historical
epitomes.*®® The purpose behind such conjunctions is often to establish a link between
the upcoming passage of discussion and the preceding one.

Unlike L5 in the same codex, the extracts do not always reproduce verbatim the
material from Chrysostom, and the compiler often combines extracts from distant
passages into one. For example, the antepenultimate scholium at Acts 5:4 (f. 14r inc.
loTéov [671] wdédertat, des. egopnordynoat. [xal] cwbyomn) results from a combination of
different passages from Homily on Acts 12 (cf. PG 60, coll. 101.53-54 + 104.4-14, 25-28,
45-46). For this reason, it is uncertain and would require further investigation to
ascertain whether the source is the direct tradition or another epitome of Chrysostom’s
Homilies, different from those encountered in Paris gr. 237.

The anonymous scribe in this layer occasionally mimics the figural scholia crafted
by Stephanos. This is evident in his replication of shapes such as crosses (e.g., ff. 13r,
27v, 43v, 63r), rhomboids (e.g., f. 48r), amphoras (e.g., ff. 13r, 34r, 46v), and trees (f.
42r). Notably, the anonymous scribe also at times enhances or extends certain drawings
created by Stephanos. For example, on f. 53v, the anonymous scholiast ingeniously
extends an existing vertical-bar scholium attributed to Stephanos (inc. 00 ToUt6 ¢n[at],
des. xohacews o0x €Aéog) by adding a horizontally oriented comment (inc. émetdy éx Tol
yévous, des. émi ¥ y#js). This amalgamation results in the formation of a cross-shaped
scholium. Another example is on f. 54v, where the scribe complements a cross standing

on top of a seemingly amphora, made by Stephanos (inc. Tolito motel dote, des. nuépa

40 Gee Manafis 2020: 19, 40 (n. 205).
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@by qutd), by adding scholia that resemble tendrils, effectively serving as handles for
the amphora (inc. Toltov Aéyet xpiomov, des. Ofpilovres ToV x[ptoto]ly, and inc. TolTov dipat
[xat], des. mapelv[at] T[&] mad[Aw]).

Furthermore, this scribe occasionally takes the initiative to enhance or expand upon
the content of scholia from previous layers. For instance, on f. 4v, the extended scholium
attributed to Apollinarius of Laodicea from L1 initially concludes with the phrase Tais
xepolv embpdént. However, following this, the anonymous scribe appends an additional
sentence: TooaTy) 0(1&) T(¥g) capxds adtod (xat) émi yijs xplotg| éxwptoev. This extended
ending aligns with the version found in C150 (Cramer III, 13.7-8), which, as we will
explore in the subsequent paragraph, serves as another source utilised by the anonymous

scribe.

Image 20. Paris, BnF, gr. 216. f. 4v (left) and f. 7v (right). Variations in the script of L3.

4.4  Scholia from Pseudo-Andreas (C150) and Catena abbreviata (C156)
A final layer, designated as L4, has been identified, consisting of forty-eight scholia.

Although written by the same anonymous scribe as L3, these scholia are a mixture of
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extracts from Chrysostom’s Homilies and other sources.*’* Many of them can be
recognised by the lighter shade of brown ink, occasionally complementing the darker-
brown scholia from L3 by the same hand (for instance, on ff. 8r and 64r), as well as some
scholia from L1 (e.g., ff. 251, 56v) and L2 (e.g., f. 571).

While many scholia can still be traced back to Chrysostom’s Homilies, a significant
number are not present there and instead are found in the Pseudo-Andreas catena
(C150), where these are attributed to various figures, including Isidore of Pelusium, Cyril
of Alexandria, Severus of Antioch.*> Additionally, & dvemypddou scholia are also
included. Some scholia in this layer follow the same order as in C150, and others are
combined into single unattributed scholia. For instance, the comment at the top of f. 12v
(inc. xaban[ep] cuvBnx[as] amaitolvres, des. Um[ep] T[0]U xn|pUyuatos) blends an extract
from Chrysostom’s Homily on Acts 11.1 (cf. PG 60, col. 93.35-40), found with the same
extent in C150 (cf. Cramer III, 79.12-18), with a section from Athanasius’ “On the
Interpretation of the Psalms” (cf. PG 27, col. 64.28-30) and another from Chrysostom’s
Homily on Acts 11.2 (cf. PG 60, col. 95.48-51). This arrangement is similar to C150

where the second and third extracts are consecutive (cf. Cramer III, 80.9-15).%

1 These scholia are distributed across various folios: 8r, 12v-13v, 15r, 16v, 17v—18r, 24r, 251, 27v—28r,

29r-v, 31v, 33r, 371, 38v, 39v, 40r, 42v—43V, 441, 45V, 47v—49v, 53V, 57r-v, 59r, 60r, 61v, 66V, 69r, 73v—-74r,
8or, 81r-v, 82v, 83r-84r, 85v, 77r, 80r, 83r.

42 For example, on ff. 8v, 10v, 13r-v, 14r, 16v, 24v, 40r, 44r, 45V, 52v, 56v-57r1, 61r-v, 83r, 85. Indeed, the
final scholium in this group (f. 85r, inc. eita Tod mpodtov, des. éudaivet odx dvaipeawv) has a title ioidw(pov)
added above it (cf. “Epistle on the Interpretation of the Holy Scriptures” 2.270.20-46), which may have
been added by the rubricator or Stephanos along with a Aelios symbol.

493 Gimilar instances can also be observed in the scholia on ff. 12v-13r, 64r, and 77r.
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Interestingly, some scholia from Chrysostom’s Homilies in this layer preserve a
version closer to that in C150 than the direct tradition. An example is the cross-shaped
scholium on the outer margin of f. 77r (inc. dVo Tifnot me[pt], des. TadTny &yd xatayyéw),
which combines two separate extracts from Chrysostom’s Homily on Acts 52 that appear
consecutively in C150 (cf. PG 60, col. 360.9-19 + 362.50-57; Cramer III, 389.24—
390.5).%* Highlighting this further is a scholium found in Acts 21:38 (f. 64r). This
comment is distinguishable not only due to its lighter brown shade, which overlays
another scholium by the same hand in a darker shade, indicating different stages of
addition (Image 21), but also from a textual perspective, it offers evidence of its origin
from C150. What distinguishes it is the combination of a scholium from Chrysostom’s
Homily 46.2 on Acts (PG 60, col. 323.19-33) and another from Ammonius, which are
adjacent to each other in C150.1 (Table 20). Furthermore, upon comparing it to the
direct tradition, it becomes evident that the content in Paris gr. 216 corresponds more
closely to that of C150, albeit in a condensed and slightly modified manner (additions
are highlighted in bold, and morphological or order changes are indicated by underlined
words in the table). This alteration is a product of the abridgment process (with the

excluded sections printed in grey in the sources within the table).

Acts 21:38
Paris, BnF, gr. 216 C150.1 Chrysostom’s Homilies on
f. 64r Cramer III, 349.30-350.8. Acts 46.2
(PG 60, col. 323.19-33)

44 There are other cases of Chrysostom’s scholia that exhibit a closer alignment with C150 rather than the

direct source. These are found on ff. 17v, 18v, 24r, 32v, 46v, 48r, 47v—48v, 51v, 61v, 62v, 64r, 77r, and 83r.
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cupPoviedouaty odx
¢mtatTouat(v)| toliTo ol
me(pl) TV idxwPBov- Gbev
(xal)| meibovatv- oixovouliag
y(&p) #v )| cvyxatdfaaic
00 vopoBeaiag-| odx &pa
gyxom) ToU xnplypato(s)|
ToliTo Ny AN’ olxovopia- of
y(ap)| év tepogoripolg
maTevoavTes| amd lovdaiwy-
T €0 Ta vou|xa vibedov €Tt
bUAATTEY :—

100 Xpvooorouov.

‘(¢ cupBovievovtes daaly,
00y W¢ EMITATTOVTES: GOev
melbovaty alTov, 8TL
oixovoula xal cuyxatdBactg
- olx dpa éyxomn Tol
anplypatos TodiTo Rv- Smou
ye xal adTol évopobéTovy
éxelvolg & ToalTa 0dx dpa
gyxarel [1étpw amiiig- 6mep
yap évtaifa émoinoey adTog,
tolto [1€Tpog éxel arydv xal
loTév avtol 6 dbypa- xal
o0x elme Tl yap ob xpN Tolg
xate T €0vy O10doxely- olx
Gpxel To un wpvéat éxel,
M €det xal TAEoV TL,
motfjoat vopov.

Eioty 5uiy 8vdpes réooapes
EUYNY Eyovtes €P’ EquTdy-
ToUTOUS TrRpalafwy
ayvicOyri ovy avTois,
Awpeewviov. Ot év
‘Tepogoddpolg moTEVTAVTES
amd Tovdaiwy ta €0y Ta
vopixa %0erov GuAATTEY.

Odtog 6 AlydmTiog &vbpwmds
TIG VEWTEPOTIOLOG YEYOVE Xal
otagiacths. [Ipds on TolTo
amoloyettal 6 Tabog, xat o
WV eimev dmdyel T vmoiag
adTév. "Towpey 0t dvwbev Ta
aveyvwopéva. Eigly nuiv
&vopes, dnol, Tégoapes VYNV
ExovTeg €’ EQUTEV- TOUTOUG
napalaPov, ayvichytt gy
abTols. TTpdg 0% TolTo olx
avrimintet 6 ITallog, GAQ
meifetat. “Obev dfjAov, 671 00
Tponyoupévag €0et ToUTo
motely (010 ol melBovay
adTov), aAN 6Tt oixovopia TO
mplypa xol cuyxatdfaais ny.
Odx épa éyxomy Tol
anplypatos TodiTo Ry, mov e
xal avTol évopobéTovy éxelvolg
ta Totadita. TolTo Tolvuy
oixovopdv xal adtog ITéTpw
gyxalel UoTepov- xal o0y
amAés adto motel. “Omep yap
évtaliba émoinaey adTos, ToliTo
[TéTpog éxel arydv xal ioT@Y
adTol TO ddypa.

Table 20. Evidence of relationship between L4 in Paris, BnF, gr. 216 and C150.1
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Image 21. Paris, BnF, gr. 216. f. 64r: Intersection of L3 and L4 by the unidentified scribe

Around twenty scholia of this layer do not appear in C150. Nevertheless, several of
these are found in C156, especially in Vatican Vat. gr. 1971. These extracts follow a
similar or very close sequence in their distribution (Table 21). While the chosen excerpts
vary from Paris gr. 216’s L1 and Paris gr. 237’s L3, it is plausible that both scribes used
exemplars stemming from a common ancestor.

In light of these findings, it is conceivable that after completing the epitome of
Chrysostom’s Homilies, the scribe turned to additional sources, including a version of
C150, potentially lacking author names, to supplement his work. Simultaneously, the
scribe incorporated material from C156, albeit from a different source than L1, likely a
manuscript closer to Vatican Vat. gr. 1971. However, uncertainties remain about whether
they collaborated closely with the the first scribe Arethas (?) and the second copyist
Stephanos or annotated the manuscript at a later stage. Further exploration of this

possibility will be undertaken in Chapter IV.
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Paris, BnF, gr. 216 Vatican City, BAV, Vat. gr. 1971
f. 43r f. 65v
EMnveg émioTevoay av(Bpwm)ots opotolicghar | ENMyveg émioTevaay dv(bpwm)ots opotolicbat
... TOV 0(ed)v opotwbijvar av(Bpwm)olg ... T(0v) B(e0)v opotwbnvat av(bpwm)ots :
TpbaEXE TOIG AeYorévols ... EmaTpédety Ouds | f. 65v
edayye{buedo - TPOTEXE TOIG AEYOUEVOLS. ... EMATPEDELY VUdg

edayye{bueda :

f. 50v f. 70r
6 uev maliro(s) € ... mavowxl memaoTeux (&) | TPOTEXE T Avaryvwael 6 wév yap maliiog
(&) 6(edd) - gimev ... mavoixel memi(a)T(euxws) T(w) H(cw)
f. 54v f. 72v
el dv(Bpwm)og (8t) ... vPpilovres TOV el &v(Bpwm)os éoTw ... OPpilovTes TOV
x(ptaTo)v - x(ptoTo)v :
f. 56v f. 74r
évredfey O10doxel NUES ... €ig adTOV Ta0eVel ToUg PouAopévous ... eig adTOV
TIoTEVOVTAS — TIOTEVOVTAS :
f. 62r f. 76v
(000 0gdetxtat B(ed)s ... mpodnT(as)- Tpit(ov) | idov. 0édeixTat B(€0)s ... mpodnTag. TpiTov
odaoxaloug — odaoxaioug

Table 21. Comparing the selection and distribution of C156 in Paris, BnF, gr. 216 and
Vatican City, BAV, Vat. gr. 1971

5. El Escorial, RBME, ¥ III 18 (GA 920)
Limited information is readily available about this manuscript, and its bibliography is
incomplete.465 The codex, held at the Monastery of El Escorial (Spain), is dated to the
tenth century by Gregory; Parpulov suggests it comes from the first half, but ParaTextBib

indicates the eleventh century.466 The manuscript contains Acts (ff. 1r-44v), Catholic

465 diktyon 15244 (GA 920). The manuscript is described by Gregory 1900: 283, 322, and Andrés 1967: 78-
79 (number 473). Scrivener 1894: 299 added this manuscript to the list of New Testament manuscripts
(208Y).

466

Gregory 1908: 179; Parpulov 2021: 167; ParaTexBib Description by Jovan Stanojevi¢ (2021),

https://www.manuscripta-biblica.org/manuscript/?diktyon=15244, access date: 26.8.2023.



https://www.manuscripta-biblica.org/manuscript/?diktyon=15244
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Epistles (ff. 44v-74r), and Pauline Epistles (ff. 74v-213v) with marginal scholia, along
with Revelation (ff. 214r-239v) without commentary. The biblical text is presented in
one column per page and is categorised as Byzantine (Category V) by Aland.*”’
Unfortunately, it has not been preserved in its entirety and displays multiple gaps within
the Acts and Revelation sections.**®

This manuscript is absent from the catena classifications of Karo-Lietzmann and
von Soden. It has been identified as a codex singulus for the Acts catena (C155.2), the
Pseudo-Andreas type for the Catholic Epistles (C176), and Type E of the Pseudo-
Oecumenius catena in the Pauline section (C165).4% Parpulov noted two distinct scripts
within the manuscript, one by the scribe of the biblical text and the other by a twelfth-
century hand (Image 22). Although initially classified as C155.2 in my 2022
reclassification of Acts catenae, there is now evidence to suggest that the three hundred
and sixty-seven scholia of this catena, only extant from Acts 8:12 onwards, can be

divided into two distinct layers representing separate compilations (see Table 22 below).

El Escorial, RBME, ¥ III 18 (GA 920)

Layer | number | scribe text external evidence
of scholia
1 35 main ‘isolated’ —Athos, Koutloumousiou
scholia Monastery 82; Cambridge, UL,
+ C156 Add. 3046
—multilayered catena
manuscripts: L1 in Drama,

47 Aland 1989%: 139.
48 The portions of text that are absent in the manuscript include Acts 1:1-7:35; 7:53-8:12; 11:20-12:14;
15:11-18; and Revelation 22:1-end. This information is provided in Soden 1902: 217.

469 Parpulov 2021: 167. Marcon 2023: 78-81 identifies the scholia in the Pauline section from the first hand

as Staab’s Extravagantes, and those from the later hand as the Normaltypus.
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Kosinitza Monastery, 3; L1 and
L3 in Paris, BnF, gr. 237; L1 in
Paris, BnF, gr. 216.

—-C156: Patmos, Monastery of St
John the Theologian, 15

2 332 second Epitome of
Chrysostom’s
Homilies on
Acts
total 367 2 3

—Chrysostom’s Homilies on Acts
(CPG 4426; PG 60)

Table 22. Content units in the catena in El Escorial, RBME, ¥ III 18
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Image 22. El Escorial, RBME, W III 18, {. 1v
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5.1 L1: ‘Isolated’ scholia
In L1, transcribed by the main scribe, there are thirty-five scholia that are introduced
with symbols.*”® These scholia are the same ‘isolated’ extracts in L1 as found in Paris gr.
237 and Drama 3. The latter shares ten out of thirty-five scholia with L1, while the Paris
codex shares twenty scholia, and seven entries are common to all three manuscripts.*’!
There are eleven additional scholia that are not shared with either Paris gr. 237 or Drama
3.42 However, almost all of these, except one found on f. 39v (inc. T{ Aéyeig @ maile, des.
ToUTo oUtwg éimov), can be located in other manuscripts containing isolated scholia, which
also include most of those in the Drama and Paris codices, though exhibiting variations
in the total number.*’?

The relationship between L1 in the Escorial codex and Athos, Koutloumousiou
Monastery, 82 (ff. 9r-70v) and Cambridge, UL, Add. 3046 (ff. 25r-102r) is particularly
notable.*”* These manuscripts, dated to the eleventh century, contain Acts, Catholic
Epistles and Pauline Epistles (with Athos Koutloumousiou 82 lacking the latter) and

Revelation (only in Athos Koutloumousiou 82), along with scholia. Despite certain

lacunae, including the initial portion of Acts that has been supplied by later hands, these

47° These scholia are found on ff. 1v, 2r-v, 5r, 6v, 9r, 10r-v, 11v, 13r—v, 16v—17r, 20r-21r, 23r-v, 24v, 25r,

26v-27v, 30r, 31r, 39v, 42v.
#7 Shared with both manuscripts are scholia at Acts 8:39 (f. 2r), 9:7 (f. 51), 17:23 (£. 20v), 19:9 (f. 23v),
19:12 (f. 23v), 19:24 (f. 24v), 19:35 (f. 251).

472 These are at Acts 8:27 (f. 1v), 12:15 (f. 9r), 13:19 (f. 10v), 14:11 (f. 13r), 14:19 (f. 13v), 16:6 (f. 171),
17:19 (f. 20r), 17:28 (f. 21r), 20:38 (f. 27v), 28:7 (f. 42v). Two scholia on f. 30r and 39v are not connected
to biblical lemmata.

473 See below V.2.

#7% diktyon 26107 (GA 1859); diktyon 12109 (GA 1277).
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manuscripts share a significant number of scholia.*”” Specifically, Athos
Koutloumousiou 82 contains thirty-seven scholia, Cambridge Add. 3046 has thirty-eight
scholia, and these are distributed sparsely throughout their entirety just like in Escorial
W TI1.47° The latter shares thirty-one scholia with Athos Koutloumousiou 82, twenty-six
scholia with Cambridge Add. 3046, and the three manuscripts share thirty scholia with
each other. The close relationship between these three manuscripts is supported by the
alignment in their biblical text. According to TuT, the three manuscripts share nearly all
readings that deviate from both the Majority Text and Nestle Aland (twenty-five
readings), most of the readings agreeing with Nestle Aland against the Majority (seventy-
one readings), and even two special readings at Acts 15:18, 18:27, 23:20, and 24:22.%"7
Interestingly, the manuscripts from Escorial and Cambridge also feature the same
content units, designated as acp.22.iii.¢ and acp.22.iii. by Parpulov.*’® These

commonalities strongly suggest a shared Vor/age for the three manuscripts.

> Athos Koutloumousiou 82 was added replacement folios on ff. 1-8r in the fourteenth century (Parpulov
2021: 170, n. 1). Cambridge Add. 3046 was added two replacement folios (ff. 225 and 232) in the thirteen
century, and new quires later at the beginning and end (ff. 1-16, containing Acts 1:1-3:22, and 305-307);
missing are ff. 87r-96v (Acts 23:23-17:19). See the description on the Cambridge University Library
website at https://cudl.lib.cam.ac.uk/view/MS-ADD-03046/1).

476

The first survived scholium in Athos Koutloumousiou 82 starts at Acts 8:12 (f. 13r), the last at Acts
28:17 (f. 70r). The first survived scholium in Cambridge Add. 3046 starts at Acts 5:4 (f. 28v) and the last
ends at 28:21 (f. 101r).

7 TuT I 1/2: 168-169, 197, 284. However, it should be noted that given the partial mutilation of each
manuscripts in different points, the figures slightly vary when considering the agreement between two
manuscripts.

478 Parpulov 2021: 168, 170.


https://cudl.lib.cam.ac.uk/view/MS-ADD-03046/1
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Furthermore, Escorial W III 18 shares sixteen scholia with Patmos, Monastery of St
John the Theologian, 15 (eleventh century), one of the manuscripts grouped as C156 by
Parpulov, which contains a total of fifty-two comments added by a later hand (second
half of the eleventh century).*”” A similar pattern emerges with Athos Koutloumousiou
82 and Cambridge Add. 3046, which have sixteen and seventeen scholia in common with
the Patmos manuscript, respectively. This shared agreement also extends to the biblical
text of Patmos 15, which displays twenty-five readings differing from both the Majority
Text and Nestle Aland, elsewhere aligning with Nestle Aland against the Majority (forty-
one readings).**

This indicates potential overlap among the examined manuscripts containing
‘isolated’ scholia and at least one manuscript from the C156 group, a topic that will be

further explored in Chapter V. Table 23 provides a summary of the scholia that Escorial

W III 18 (L1) shares with the two groups.

‘ijsolated’ scholia Ci156
El Drama, Paris, Athos, Cambridge, | Patmos,
Escorial, | Kosinitza BnF, | Koutloumousiou | UL, Add. Monastery
RBME, | Monastery, | gr.237 Monastery 82 3046 of St John
¥ III 18 3(L1) (L1) the
(L1) Theologian,
15
scholia 7/10 20/27 31/37 26/38 16/52
in
common

Table 23. Shared scholia in L1 of El Escorial, RBME, ¥ III 18

479 Parpulov 2021: 173-174, n. 1.
480 Ty T I 1/2: 188.
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5.2 L2: Epitome of Chrysostom’s Homilies on Acts
L2 is added by the later scribe who, similar to what we have observed in the later hands
of Paris gr. 237, replicates the use of symbols by the main one. Furthermore, this
scholiast marks both the beginning and ending of the relevant comments with crosses
(+). This layer makes the bulk of the catena with three hundred and thirty-two scholia all
extracted from Chrysostom’s Homilies on Acts. The selection and extent of material,
however, does not match exactly the epitomes of Chrysostom in L5 of Paris gr. 237 and
L3 of Paris gr. 216, thereby making this a witness to a third independent epitome,
possibly created by the scribe of this manuscript.

Indeed, confirmation of this observation arises from the limited overlap between L2
in Escorial W.III.18 and L5 in Paris gr. 237, as well as L3 in Paris gr. 216. This overlap is
evident in just two passages, specifically Acts 18:8 and 20:7. In these instances, the
scholia within the Escorial manuscript directly reproduce Chrysostom’s selected passages
word for word, while in contrast, Paris gr. 237 and 216 exhibit varying degrees of
abridgment, as illustrated in Table 24. This contrast becomes particularly apparent in the
scholium for Acts 20:7, where the Chrysostom passage is fully preserved only in the
Escorial manuscript. On the other hand, at Acts 18:8, while Escorial W.III.18 briefly
summarises the impact of Crispus, the leader of the Corinthian synagogue, on inspiring
others to undergo baptism after Paul’s visit, this significance is more faithfully preserved
in Paris gr. 237, albeit with adjusted syntax, and entirely omitted in Paris gr. 216. In sum,
the Escorial manuscript generally employs a more literal compilation approach compared

to the Paris manuscripts.
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El Escorial, RBME,

Paris, BnF, gr. 237 | Paris, BnF, gr. Chrysostom,
Y III 18 e .
(Ls) 216 (L4) (L2) Homilies in Acts
Acts 18:8

f. 41v f. 54v f.21v 39.1 (PG 60, col.
GAAog 278.21-27)

gt 6 xplomo(s) o0¢ ¢n(at)| 6 | Kplomog 0t 6
apxnov|vaywyos apytauvaywy(os) apylouvaywyos,

émel|aln xal TouToy|
Yéyovev (xat) £Tépot|
moMol (xal)
efa|mTilovTor
Tol|Tov Aéyel
xplomoy| g xat
Yoadwv| dnat oddeva
g|BamTion el un|
xptamov (xal) yaiov
toliTov olopa ...

ToliTov| Aéyet
xplamov, || g xat
ypd|dwy dy(at)-
000E| v
¢Bamti|oa el w
xplom(ov)|| xal
yaiov

émioTevg(e)| TA
x(vpl)w oLV 6Aw Tw
oixw| adTol- (xat) Tod
uaAiora| txav(ov)
mpd(¢) T6 émaydadal
ToUT(0v) xplomov
Aéyet| T(ov)
apytauvaywyo(v).
me(pt) 00 (o)
ypad(wv), odoéva
&Mo(v) éBantt|oa. €l
wy) xplamo(v) (xat)
ydiov :

dnoty, émioTevoe TG
Kuplw abv 6Aw 6
otxw adtol. “Opa Tolg
TIOTOUG TOTE UETA THS
oixiag tolito motolvrag
6AoxMpov. TovTou 0t
yevopévov, edBéwg xal
gtepot oMol
TIOTEVTAVTES
¢BamnticOnoay. Toltov
Kplomov Aéyet Tov
apylouvaywyov, mepl
o6 dnot ypddwy-
Oddéva &Mov
¢Bantion, i un
Kpiomov xal I'diov.

Acts 20:7

f. 45v

Spa Tws TaAVTA
TAPEPYL XAAWY TOU
XNPUYRATOS Xl NV
xuplaxy| Nuwy Lexpt
KETOVUXTIOU Naty
0udE VuXTQ E0Tya
aMa ToTe| patov
dledeyeto ate
nouyLag ouat : —

f. 60r

Spa més mavTa|
mdpep|ya A ToD
xNpvypaTos|
TEVTYXOTTY) TOTE
V. xai| xuploen”
uéxpt

1eToVU |xTioy
dn(oiv)- 00(08)

vixta €ol|ya -

ff. 25v—26r

6pa m(&g) mavt(a)
ndpepya N Tl
xnpUypato(s):
TEVTY00TY) T6T(E) TV*
(xal) xuptasd)| Hv- 6
0¢. (xat) wéxpt
uegovuxtiov T()v)
doaoxari(av) éxtelvet-
oUtw T(¥s) T(&v)
uadnt(@v)| o(wtyp)iag
édleto, 611 00(08)
T(nv) vOxta éotya-
aMa Tot(e) paAo(v)
dteréyeTo. dt(e)|

43.1 (PG 60, col.
303.31-38)

‘Opa mésg mavta
Tapepya ﬁv ToU
XNPUYRATOS.
[Tevtyxooty) ToTE ﬁv

\ 5 ¢ 1
xatl Kuptaxy) nv- 6 0¢
xal Uéypl HETOVUXTIOU
TNV O10aoxaiiav
éxtelvel- oUTw TG TGV
nadnTidy cwtyplag
bl 14 (44 b 1 \
édleto, 6Tt 0V0E THY
vixta éotya, aAa
TOTE AoV OlEAEYETO,
ate Nouylag olays.
‘Opa méig xal moMa
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nouxlas olo(ng). Spa | OteAéyeto, xal map’

m(&¢) (xal) moAa adTov Tol Oelmvov TOV

oteréyeto (xat) map’ XaLpoV.

adt(ov) Tol delmvou

T(ov) xap(dv) :

Table 24. Divergent approaches in handling Chrysostom’s passages across the three
Epitomes.

6. Vatican Library, BAV, Reg. gr. 6 (GA 886)

I have thoroughly explored this manuscript in a recent scholarly contribution originating
from my presentation at the twelfth Birmingham Colloquium on the Textual Criticism of
the New Testament in 2021.**" What follows is both a recapitulation and an expansion of
the content presented in that paper.

The manuscript Reg. gr. 6, housed in the Vatican Library, is a thirteenth-
/fourteenth-century minuscule codex containing the entire New Testament text, except
for the Catholic Epistles, accompanied by a commentary.** Specifically, it contains a text
and commentary of Matthew (ff. 2r-75v), Mark (ff. 75v-93r), Luke (ff. 94r-134r), John
(ff. 134v—182r), Acts (ff. 185r-205v), Pauline Epistles (ff. 208r-336v), and Revelation (f.
336v). However, the section dedicated to Acts is incomplete, with both the biblical text
and commentary ending at Acts 7:59 (f. 205v). Moreover, only a small portion of
Revelation is available (f. 336v: Rev. 22:1-2 with scholia). The Alands classify the biblical

text of this manuscript as a representative of the Byzantine text-type (Category V).**3

1 geieri 2022b.

2 Por a detailed description of the manuscript’s contents, see Stevenson 1888: 4-6, and Reuss 1941: 224~
226. Concise entries are also in Scrivener 1894: 267, and Gregory 1900:229-230.

3 Aland 1989: 134.
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Despite this, its biblical text is such that it has been included in the ECM of Acts, listed
among the Codices Byzantini. The agreement of its existing seven chapters with the
Byzantine text is around 91%. However, as observed by Houghton, some of its readings
are marked in the ECM with the siglum 886K, to indicate differences between the biblical
quotations in the commentary and the readings in the lemma text.*** Except for an
extract from Theodoret of Cyrrhus (ff. 1r-v) and an epigram by Ioannes Chortasmenos,
the manuscript’s contents were transcribed by a single scribe who also handled the
biblical text and commentary for all the books, and some supplementary contents.**> The
Acts section on ff. 189v-205v, however, was copied by a different scribe.

Despite the manuscript’s association with the date 1454 AD in the Kurzgefasste
Liste (the official catalogue of Greek New Testament manuscripts), based on Gregory,
this seems to be a misinterpretation.**® The Greek ownership note on f. 205v suggests a
date following the Byzantine practice, which equates to the year 1446 AD.*” This date

pertains to the time when the manuscript was acquired by Ioannes Chortasmenos during

484 Houghton 2023: 22, and n. 23.
#5 The supplementary content includes a scholium from Eusebius of Caesarea and a list of xebdAaca
(“chapter headings”) of Matthew (f. 1v), along with three epigrams (ff. 2r, 134r, 208r). The text of the

epigrams is available on the DBBE (https://dbbe.ugent.be) under occurrences 18108, 24486, 18110, and

18809. On Ioannes Chortasmenos see RGK III: 315.

¢ https://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de/liste?docID=30886. Cf. Gregory 1900: 229.

“7 The transcription of the note can be found in Stevenson 1888: 6, and Evangelatou-Notara 2000: 29. The
manuscript employs the Byzantine practice of dating from the creation (5508 BC), with the given date
being 6954 (,¢ 2 v §°), equivalent to the year 1446 AD (6954—5508). There is a possibility that the INTF
date might result from a misreading of the year’s last two digits (54). For more insight into the Byzantine

practice of dating manuscripts, consult Perria 2011: 175-185.


https://dbbe.ugent.be/
https://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de/liste?docID=30886
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the fifteenth century.**® Based on palaeographical evidence, Parpulov proposes that the
main content’s scribe could date back to the second half of the thirteenth century, while
the supplementary catena of ff. 189v—205r should be attributed to the fourteenth
century.*®

Indeed, the first commentary’s script seem to relate to the “Beta-gamma style” of
the thirteenth century, which is characterised, especially in its early exemplars, by the
large form of circular letters and the elaborated shape of beta and gamma (Image 23). It
also shares the same enlarged characters and rich ligatures that we have seen in L3 of
Drama 3. The hand resembles either the one from the thirteenth-century Oxford,
Bodleian Library, Barocci 131, or the one from the fourteenth-century Vatican City, BAV,
Vat. gr. 1332.*° The second script is instead more reminiscent of the so-called
“Triclinius” or “Thessalonian” style, popular in the first half of the fourteenth century.*"
This hand shares similarities with the fourteenth-century Venice, BNM, Marc. gr. Z. 464
and Vatican City, BAV, Vat. gr. 1509, attributed to Demetrius Triclinius, who is
considered the initiator of this style.*”* The general neatness of the letters, the small and

consistent module, the majuscule alpha (which alternates with a minuscule alpha) and an

8 Subsequently, the manuscript passed through the hands of Makarios, abbot of the Monastery of St.
Marina (fifteenth century), and Demetrios Lascaris Leontari (fifteenth century), the author of the
subscription. See Evangelatou-Notara 2000: 29. The PLP entries provide further details on these three
possessors (nn. 16174, 14676, 30897). The Latin note on f. 206r repeats the names of the owners, while f.
1r contains an ownership note by Christian Raue (seventeenth century).

489 Parpulov 2021: 214, n. 1.

490 diktyon 47418, and diktyon 67963. See Wilson 1973, Texts nn. 29-30, Plates nn. 58-62.

41 See Smith 1994.

492 diktyon 69935, and diktyon 68140.



229

enlarged final lunate sigma (also alternating with a minuscule sigma) are all traits of
Triclinius’ script that can be seen in Reg. gr. 6 (Image 24).

The commentary on the Gospels is linked to Nicetas of Naupactus, a lesser-known
figure distinct from Nicetas of Heraclea. This authorship is indicated in the inscription
before the text and commentary on Matthew (f. 2r), where the commentary is said to
draw primarily from the works of Chrysostom and other commentators.*”* A marginal
annotation accompanying the inscription further states that this same author composed
additional exegetical works, including a commentary on the Acts of the Apostles: oitog 3¢
xal 0 Yadtiptov ényroato xal Tag émaTodds Tol dylou Tavlov xal Tag mpdEels TGV
dmooTéhwy xal Tis xebolxds. Ei 0 xal Tiva étepa o0 ywaoxw- Tadta yap xal wéve HABov &g
xelpas éuds (“This one also produced an exegesis on the Psalter, the Pauline Epistles, the
Acts of the Apostles, and the Catholic Epistles. I have no idea whether there are others,
for only these came into my hands”). This attribution also extends to the commentary on
the Pauline Epistles, especially Romans (f. 208r), where a comparison is made with
Theophylact of Bulgaria’s commentary. Nonetheless, modern scholarship contests this
authorship, with differing opinions regarding the allocation of authorship for the

commentaries on the Gospels, Acts, and Pauline Epistles.** Parpulov confirms

3 F. ar: vijra émionémou T(5jc) w(nt)pomdhe(ws) vavmdxtov: alvraypa elg T x(a)té patdaiov dyiov edayyéAiov:
oivred(dv)| wdhioTa u(tv) éx T(Gv) Enynoeny t(od) dylov iw(dvvou) T(0)Y yplicootdpov: eita (xal) &md érépwy
dtadpdpwy :— (“Treatise by Nicetas bishop of the Metropolis of Naupactus on the holy Gospel of Matthew,
composed especially from the expositions of Saint John Chrysostom and after that from different others.”).
cf the librarian’s note on f. 1r, Niceta episcopus Naupacti liber in evangelia.

#% On the matter of debate regarding authorship details, see Scieri 2022b: 221-222.
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Theophylact as the author of most of the commentaries in the manuscript, except for the
fragments on Acts and Revelation, which are distinct.**

The authorship of the commentaries, whether attributed to Nicetas of Naupactus or
Theophylact of Bulgaria, remains a subject of scholarly debate. No inscription is present
for the commentaries on Acts and Revelation. On f. 185r, the commentary on Acts lacks
a title and commences directly with a reworked sentence from Chrysostom’s Homily 1 on
Acts, implying a prologue-like intent: Odx € attov Té&v iepdv (xal) Beiwv edayyelinwy 0
napolioa BifAog Tobg miaTols Adelely dtvat(at), cf. PG 60, col. 13.16-17.%° Nevertheless,
there are no definite cues to determine the author of the commentary on Acts 1-2:13,
given the lack of other witnesses to this text as well as commentary manuscripts on Acts
attributed to Nicetas. In contrast, as previously discussed in Chapter I, there are at least
five catena manuscripts on Acts attributed to Theophylact, yet none of them align with
the compilation found in Vatican Reg. gr. 6.*” Parpulov suggests that this unknown
commentary could possibly contain a missing section from another fragmentary catena

manuscript, Messina, Biblioteca Regionale Universitaria, S. Salv. 40.%® However, this

assumption is not easily verifiable, since the preserved fragments of the Messina

3 See Parpulov 2021: 211-212, where these two works are denoted as e.®¢ and p.@¢. The determination
of authorship hinges on comparisons between the beginning and end of each section and existing texts
found in Migne: cf. PG 123, coll. 143-1348 and 124, coll. 9-317 for the commentary on the Gospels, and
PG 124, coll. 336-1357 and 125, coll. 9-404 for the Pauline commentary. Additionally, the commentary on

Paul is listed as Theophylact’s catena C167 in Pinakes (https://pinakes.irht.cnrs.fr/notices/cote/66176/).

4 Certain pages (182v-184) lack script and have not been digitised by INTF due to this absence.

47 See above I1.3.

¥ diktyon 40701 (GA 1839).


https://pinakes.irht.cnrs.fr/notices/cote/66176/
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manuscript commence at Acts 8:2. On a different note, von Soden incorporated this
codex into the category of independent excerpts originating from the Pseudo-Andreas
catena (C150).*° This manuscript’s classification in my 2022 analysis of catena
manuscripts on Acts is marked as a codex singulus (C155.6).>°° While it appears distinct
from C150 and its subtypes, it is possible that C150 served as one of its models.

The fragmentary nature of the Acts section is exacerbated by the presence of two
different types of compilations in the commentary part, transcribed by distinct hands
(thirteenth and fourteenth century). These compilations are bound together to
complement one another: the first catena covers Acts 1-2:13, while the second continues
from Acts 2:14-7:59. This dual compilation has received minimal attention in twentieth-
century scholarship on New Testament catena manuscripts. Karo-Lietzmann, von Soden,
and Devreesse classify this manuscript as a witness to the Pseudo-Andreas catena (C150),

%1 This section

based on their analysis of the second commentary on Acts 2:14-7:59.
appears to reproduce an abridged version of the C150 type. Staab also remarks on the
disorganised structure of the first catena on Acts 1-2:13, which resembles a formless
mass.”” In his catalogue of New Testament catena manuscripts, Parpulov included this

witness in an appendix of manuscripts with single-author commentaries, although the

commentator’s identity is unspecified.’*

49 Soden 1902: 685 (OY).

5% Scieri 2022a: 302.

>%! Karo-Lietzmann 1902: 595 (Vatican Reg. gr. 6 is categorised as catena ex opere maiore excerpta). Soden

1902: 682-686 (Vatican Reg. gr. 6 is designated as A™"); Devreesse 1928: 1205-1206.
502

Staab 1926: 219-220.

°% In Parpulov 2021: 214, this manuscript is identified as a.An2.
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The subsequent paragraphs will analyse the Acts section, offering fresh insights
into the two fragmentary catenae from Vatican Reg. gr. 6 and their relation to the
manuscript tradition of the Pseudo-Andreas catena. The division of content units is

displayed in Table 25 below.

Vatican Library, BAV, Reg. gr. 6 (GA 886)
Layer | number of scribe text external evidence
scholia
1 ? (sections main C155.5 —
are
intermixed) cf. Jerusalem, Greek Orthodox
Patriarchate, Staurou 25
(C150.1b)
2 322 second C150.2f —Catena Andreae (CPG C150;
Cramer III).
cf. Jerusalem, Greek Orthodox
Patriarchate, Staurou 25
(C150.1b)
total ? 2 2

Table 25. Content units in the catena in Vatican Library, BAV, Reg. gr. 6
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6.1 L1: Catena-commentary on Acts 1-2:13 (C155.5)

The initial catena found in Acts (ff. 185r—-189v) exhibits a notably distinct structure. It
adopts the form of an alternating catena, where biblical references are immediately
followed by variable-length commentary segments. This biblical text is marked using
some of the same techniques observed in single-author commentaries for lemma
identification.”® These include leaving a blank space within a line, using rubrication, and
employing a double-dot punctuation (dicolon) followed by a horizontal line (:-). This
same punctuation is utilised to indicate the conclusion of the commentary sections,
which are rather extensive (Image 23).

The most notable feature of this catena involves the composition’s arrangement.
This commentary is not comprised of attributed scholia presented sequentially and
demarcated by distinct ending markers. Instead, it resembles the structure of a single-
author commentary. However, upon close analysis, it becomes evident that this
compilation is constructed from scholia fragments or, more accurately, selections from
various patristic sources. The compiler appears to have chosen extracts to create a
continuous commentary, blending comments from different Church Fathers in a manner
that results in a somewhat disjoined presentation. The extent of the exegetical material
varies, ranging from brief textual units like short phrases to more extensive blocks
encompassing clauses and sentences. The sources’ names are rarely provided:

Chrysostom and Gregory of Nazianzus are mentioned only a few times (three and two

> See Houghton-Parker 2016: 10-11.
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times, respectively).’® These references are often indirect and through paraphrases. In a
few instances, they are vaguely attributed to anonymous sources using indefinite
pronouns and expressions, such as T eime (“someone said”).””® It remains unclear
whether this specific case reflects the compiler’s decision not to specify authors or
indicates the absence of author attributions for these fragments in the manuscript’s
source.

Nonetheless, this type of compilation is not uncommon within the catena tradition.
In relation to Acts, it finds parallels in the catenae by the Pseudo-Oecumenius (C151)
and Pseudo-Theophylact, as discussed in Chapter I1.°°’ In essence, it represents another
‘catena-commentary’ that finds a literary predecessor in Procopius of Gaza’s Epitome of
the Octateuch (C3), where the author’s references are absent, and differing
interpretations are amalgamated into a cohesive whole as though written by a single
writer. Based on this context, my recent investigation of catena manuscripts on Acts
incorporated this initial fragmentary compilation from Vatican Reg. gr. 6 into the

category of catenae preserved by codices singuli, designated with the identifier C155.5.5%

2% £ 187r: 6 (O8) xpuoordyw doxel ... ws dvraiba yéypamt(ar) 6 (38) xpuools T()v) yAdtTav. F. 188v: % (3¢)
xpias yA&tTa dnaiv (&g). f. 189r: 6 Bebhoyog ypnydiog dyatv ... Toltw y(ap) dpéaxet(at) (xal) 6 moALs év
Beodoyi(a) ypyydpios.

9°f, 187: (xal) elpyjxact Tives. f. 188v: of w(&v) yap elmov s ... of 3¢, 8. f. 180r: elme 3¢ Tic, wg.
Equivalent expressions are found in Theophylact’s commentary on the Pauline Epistles, as examined by
Panella 2016: 127.

%7 See above I1.2-3.1.

5% Scieri 2022a: 302.
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Indeed, despite the distinctiveness of its structure and the challenge in detecting
the individual patristic sources, there is ample evidence that a substantial number of
fragments are derived from the Pseudo-Andreas catena (C150). The initial sentence in
Vatican Reg. gr. 6, providing commentary on Acts 1:3 (inc. Avtioyebg Umapywy TO yévog),
mirrors the beginning of C150 (cf. Cramer III, 1.4-7). Moreover, scattered throughout
the commentary are several fragments also present in C150, where they are attributed to
specific sources: these are from Apollinarius of Laodicea, Chrysostom, Cyril, Didymus,
Severus of Antioch, and Severian of Gabala, and even the ¢ dvemtypddou scholia.

While occasionally the scholia are reproduced in their entirety, more frequently, the
compilation methodology in Vatican Reg. gr. 6 seems to adopt the prevalent ‘cutting’
technique, which is a common way of condensing exegetical content in catenae.’® This
involves extracting smaller sections from the source while omitting certain portions
(likely deemed non-essential for the exegesis) and adding transitional words and
grammatical adjustments to account for the exclusions. This approach generally shortens
the source text while maintaining its original style. On rarer occasions, the ‘résumé’
technique is employed, entailing paraphrasing and reworking the source while retaining
only select words or phrases. In all cases, the chosen passages from a particular author
are sometimes presented individually as they appear in the source, but more frequently
they are fragmented and interwoven with passages from other authors, forming a
cohesive text block that may not adhere to the original source’s sequence. An illustrative

example of this phenomenon is provided in Table 26.

5% See Curti 1989: 280; Curti-Barbara Valenti 2008: 611.
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Image 23. Vatican City, BAV, Reg. gr. 6, f. 185r: catena-commentary
on Acts 1-2:13.
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Vatican Library, BAV, Reg. gr. 6 (f. 188v)

Pseudo-Andreas catena full type (C150.1)

at Acts 2:2-3

8te w(&v) odv T8 Tw(dvy), yvwodiivar €et o mv(edp)e,
¢v el0el meploTepds, xdTelo(w) émi THY xepady Tol
x(ptoTo)U- 8te 0t mATBos SAov émioTpadiivar xaTHAl(ev)
év eldel wipiv(wy) yAwoa(&v). i 0nmote; éxel w(dv) 1o
npéov Tol deoméTou IAolt(at)- évraiba (0¢)- To

Ti| pwpnTin(ov) T@v @moaTéA(wv) mapaybuvolral- (xal)
7o T(%s) neArode(ns) xpioe(ws) Olaxpirin(év). éte w(tv)
yap apaptiw(a)ta ciyywpijoal £0et, moAATs €et THjg|
mpadTnTos- €meldy) (08) eTiyop(ev) dwpedic, Aotmov (xal)
xploews xaipds (val) eetdoews. dom(ep) T mlp Exet THY
dutioTinny (xat) xaveta)y otvau(iv),| olt(ws) 6 Adyog
TV dmooTéAwy- (xal) ébwtile Tovs moTedovt(ag), (xai)
Gvilioxe Tog GvTidéyovTag. TolalTyy eiye yAGoTay
nipds 6 mados 7| xatd 6 adtd, (xal) Tov dvbimat(ov)
épwtie- (xal) Tov EAUpay Tov pay(ov) étlidiwae: T4 adTy
dUvapet- xaxeiv(ov), dwtio(as), (xat) Todt(ov)

i | dAws(ag)- BdOnoay odv T(ofs) amogTérows- yAdooa
woel mlpdg- odx elme uepiléu(ev)a- dAAL
Olapepildu(ev)ar wah(8s)- éx wids yap oav| pilys: a
nalng 8Tt évépyeta éatly Umo Tol mapaxAnTou mepdbeioa,
olx ébdvnoay edBé(ws) YAGoaal, GAAL mlp mold- it
dom(ep)| xatepévero 6 mlp (xal) diepepileto eig
yAGoo(av)- Tivo(s) neptfovtos Tivo(s) wepilop(év)ou- ody
7 dois Tol mv(ebpato)s Eueptleto- AN Ay T p(dv)
uepilo(v)| o mv(elp)a- To (88) wepiféu(ev)ov- % dwpea

at Acts 1:5

700 aUToD.

[Aeixvuat ooy 16 pwégov adtol xal Twdwwou avepds: ...] Tt onmote; Exel pev
70 Tpélov ONAGY, évtaifa 0t xal O TipwpyTiKdy. Kal Tis xploews 08 edxalpwg
avappvioxet. ‘Ote pév yap apaptiuata cuyywpiioat €0et, moAAg £0et T
TpabTNTOG- EMELON OF ETUYOMEY THS dwpeds, Aotdy xal xpioews xal e5eTdoews

xatpog.
Cramer III, 6.27-7.16 (cf. Chrysostom, Homily 1 on Acts, in PG 60, col. 21,
28-33)
at Acts 2:3
100 Xpvooorduou.

[“Qoel mupds’, dnot- xaddis ws, va undty aichntov ...] “Ote pev yap Twavvy £0et
yvwadfivar o Tvelpa, dg v eldel mepioTepls éml ™y xebadiy RABe Tod XpioTol-
viv 0t dte mAFfos SAov EmiaTpadiivar éxpijv, ael mupds.

Cramer III, 17.31-18.3 (cf. Chrysostom, Homily 4 on Acts, in PG 60, col.

43, 8-11)

700 auTol,
Kal xa)ds elme, Awapepi{duevar. Ex b yap v pilne: va pdbys, dtt évépyeid
ot amd tol Tapaxiyrov meudbeioa. ["‘Opa 0& xal éxeivous mpwTous detydévtag
G&lous ... o O xal obToL mévTa elaoay T Eautéiv. ]

Cramer III, 18.4-13 (cf. Chrysostom, Homily 4 on Acts, in PG 60, col. 43,

45-47)
Zevrjpov (but Xevypiavol'in the other manuscripts of C150.1).
[Odx elme mupds, &M ‘Gael mupds,” ob yip Hv mlp O dawvépevov- ...] odx
ébdvnoay e0Béws yAGooat, dMN& mlp moly- eita domep xatepévero TO mp xal

dtepepileto el yAdooav. Tivog uepilovtogs; Tivos ueptlopévou; oby M duoig Tol
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ToU mv(edpato)s: T yap mv(elip)a, ol dlatpeital, A
dtcutpel.

TTvebpatos Euepileto, &M %v 70 pepilov 70 Tvedua, 6 08 pepi{duevov 1 dwped
to¥ TTvedpatog: 76 yap Ivelua od dwatpeitat, GMa oatpel. ‘dpbnoav
drapept{uevar doel mupds’[- diati yAdooar; ...] xal domep O mlp Exet T™HY
SWTITTHANY xal xaUoTIXNY dvauty, oUtws 6 Adyos Tév AmootéAwy xal épwTile
Tobg moTedovtag xal aviiioxe Tobs dvTiAéyovtas. Towaltyy eixev yA@ooav mupds
TTadhog- 3 xatd T adtd xal Tov avhimatov ébwtioey xal 'EAVpay tov udyov
ETUPAwoey- Tf T duvapel xaxeivov dwtioas, xal TolTov TudAwoas.

Cramer III, 20.4-32

Table 26. Compilation practice in L1 of Vatican City, BAV, Reg. gr. 6
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In the segment dedicated to the commentary on Acts 2:2-3, the compiler of Vatican Reg.
gr. 6 amalgamates phrases, sentences, and segments of variable length from various
scholia in C150.1 which were originally distant from one another.>'’ Particularly notable
is the fusion of the first scholium by Chrysostom commenting on Acts 1:5, with the
second and third extracts from the same author, along with a scholium attributed to
Severian of Gabala in all C150.1 representatives, except Oxford 58, all of which explain
Acts 2:3.>"" The chosen fragments are largely reproduced verbatim, with minor
deviations in vocabulary (employing synonyms such as xdteiow instead of #A8e, and odv
for ydp) and grammatical variations (using the indicative onAolitat instead of the
participle dyA&v; employing the third plural jjoav instead of the third singular %v), as well
as a few additions (Tév amoaTéAwy; TO ... eAXoVOMS ... OlaxplTixdy), omissions (viv,
ebxalpws, xal, eime), and substitutions (xatfiAdev év eldel mupivwy yAwoodv instead of &ypfiv
wael Tupds; mapayvuvoltal instead of dvapipuvyoxet).

However, what stands out is the substantial rearrangement of the original sequence
found in C150.1.°"* Not only are the text segments from the initial two scholia by

Chrysostom inverted, but furthermore, the third excerpt from the same author is

> The sections of text omitted in Vatican Reg. gr. 6 from C150.1a are enclosed within square brackets, and

additions are indicated in bold text for both groups.
> Tn addition to be a single-manuscript variant, the fact that this passage is not included in Hutchinson’s
list of Severus’ passages found in the Patrologia Orientalis (see Hutchinson 1928: 93) strongly suggests
that the attribution to Severus is likely incorrect.

> The portion of text o0x elme peptlduevar, dMé is not addition from Vatican Reg. gr. 6, but an omission
from Oxford 58, since it is present in the other witnesses to C150.1. Equally, the omission or addition of

articles are likely to be scribal interventions.
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inserted between two fragments derived from Severus’ scholium, both of which are also
reversed. This manipulation results in a genuine blending where explanations initially
attributed to distinct authors are interwoven to appear as though they stem from a single
writer, similar to Procopius’ approach in his epitome.

As is evident in Table 27, Vatican Reg. gr. 6 additionally features reworked extracts
from fifteen of the thirty-one supplementary scholia on Acts 1-2:13 found in the ninth-
/tenth-century manuscript Jerusalem Staurou 25. As discussed in Chapter II, due to the
additional content, I have classified this variant as subtype C150.1b, setting it apart from
the five other instances of the full type (C150.1a).>'® In Vatican Reg. gr. 6, some of these
chosen extracts are positioned near one another, similar to Jerusalem Staurou 25.
Nevertheless, the compiler rearranges the sequence from that in the Jerusalem codex.
This suggests a close relationship between the catenae in the two manuscripts.
Conversely, other fragments in Vatican Reg. gr. 6 are not found in either Jerusalem
Staurou 25 or the representatives of C150.1a. However, certain sections are traceable
back to direct traditions when preserved, as seen in Chrysostom’s Homilies.>'* Therefore,
it can be deduced that the compiler drew from several sources. In specific cases, the

origins of certain commentary portions remain undisclosed, leading to the possibility

313 See above I1.4.2.

>* The evidence includes Athanasius’ Orationes tres contra Arianos (PG 26); Chrysostom’s Homiliae in
Acta Apostolorum 1-4 (PG 60), Homilize in principium Actorum 2 (PG 51), Homiliae in Matthaeum 77
(PG 58), Homiliae in Joannem 87 (PG 59), Homiliae de sancta pentecoste 2 (PG 50), Homiliae in epistulam
1 ad Corinthios 30 (PG 61), Expositiones in Psalmos (PG 55), Fragmenta in Jeremiam (PG 64); Gregory of
Nazianzus’ Orat. 41 in Pentecosten (PG 36), Epistulae theologicae 101 (SC 208); Isidore of Pelusium’s

Epistulae de interpretatione divinae scripturae 499-500 (PG 78).
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that these sections might contain the compiler’s own interpretations, which aligns with

the characteristic style of the ‘catena-commentary’ form of exegetical compilation.

Jerusalem, Greek Orthodox Patriarchate,
Staurou 25 (C150.1b)

Vatican City, BAV, Reg. gr. 6

aupwviov mpeaPuté(pov) (£. 8r)
Taya ptv xal 10att ... &g uéMovtog Eoeadal.

f. 186r
Taye (08) émet (xal) ... g uéMovtog Eoeabal.

ax6(Atov) (f. 8r)
Ty daideiay x(at) ... GveAbiv Tpdg ToV
m(até)pa.

f. 186r
ToiT0 08 T()v) dairetay ... GveABy Tpdg TOV
m(até)pa.

€€ dvemiypd(dov) (f. 8v)
‘O xepapede Aaufavewy yijy ... Téte Hiobeaiay
&xovtag. ...

f. 186v
Spa (0¢) 67t dom(ep) 6 xepaueds yiiv
AaBwv ... téte viobeolay Exovre, ...

avainw (f. 14r-v)

"Epoi doxoloty dmasg ... oixelag pavrachijval
pUTEwS. ... Tlvog 0t Evexev TNV adpxa ... OV
nuds elaty edepyeTnuévol.

g€ dvemrypddou (f. 13v) f. 186v

090t ToiTo €ixf] ... udMov 0¢ s cuyxatéfn | oy amA(dg) (0¢) opwvTwy ... waMov

... éxeibev amoaTelAot TNV dyelpdTEUXTOY (08) clyxatefn: ... ... waxeib(ev) T

TMETpW TIVOOVL ... GxelpoTeVXTOV a1VIdV(0g) TH METPW ...
ToU adTol éx Tol € Adyou Tol eig THY f. 187r

Tivog Evex(ev) T()v) oapxa ... O Nuds elotv
ednpyeT(év)ol ... 66(ev) doxel pot (xal)
am(ag) ... oixel(ag) davracdijvar dlice(ws).

odvpov (f. 16v-17r)
... ol xatayBévres mapa @ &fpadp ...
dyyehog avip ElpnTat.

f. 186v
... ol xatayBévres mapa @ &fpadp ...
dyyehos, avnp elpnt(at) ...

ax6(Aov) (f. 20v-21r)
ExaaTos yap ad’ WV TPATTEL 7} XAAOV EQUTE
... dhoyi 1) Eexadoarte.

f. 187r

o A 2 \ ¢ ~ \ @
vr EXOOTOG TPATTEL ¥) XANOV EQUTE ... cp}\oyl "
¢fexatdoare.

0tovpov (f. 21r-v)
ot dUTELs ATOMUUEVAS ... PUTLXNY EVEpyELaY
onAol.

f. 187v
ot ¢piaels amoMup(évag) ... puaixny
gvépyet(av) onrol.

amolvapiou éig Tovg dptlpovs (ff. 22v-23r)
... 00 yap TUYY ... QT TV EXAoyNV ToU

6(e0)d.

f. 187v
o0 yap TUxy ... xata THV éxdoyny adTodl ...

[no title] (f. 24r-v)
e G €T DTNV TNV Bewpiay ... GVERnoay €
g5 70 Umepdiov 67 ﬁouv

f. 188r
vor G €10 alTYY TNV Oewplay ... oTpadévTes
avéPBroav eig 0 Umeplov.

ToU ypuooaT(opov) (f. 24v)
o i wy) xwpls aichntdy Omoderypatwy ...
(xal) duy AmAds Nxos YEYovey ...

f. 188r
(xat) otatt uy xwpls alodyTédy ... ody amA(dg)
7xos yéyov(ev) ...
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cevyptavod (f. 251) f. 188r

o 1) TPWTY vy Tol (o) év T& pel ... | ... ) MpWTY Pwvy Tob H(e0)T év T& Bpet ...

gyéveto 1 dwvy) autol ... gyéveto 1 dwvy adTol ...

[no title] (f. 25r) f. 188r

bux Ny duty %) mvoy) ... 6 dSBos AY dyvds. ... 0le T Umepegnyeiobar eig o mépata ...

[no title] (ff. 25r-v) .. TapaaTNowa(tv) ol vopobeTody(evot) T

... 01e T Umepegnyeiobar eig o mépata ... vouoléry ...

TapacTHowaty 0t vopobetodyevol T

vouo0éTy. ... 1) 08 TVoN alTy olx ... 6 yap $oPog
x(vplo)u ayvos ...

Table 27. List of extra scholia from Jerusalem, Greek Orthodox Patriarchate, Staurou 25
found in Vatican City, BAV, Reg. gr. 6

6.2 L2: Pseudo-Andreas catena on Acts 2:14-7:59 (C150.2f)
The second catena in Vatican Reg. gr. 6 represents the standard type, and it follows an
alternating layout similar to the first fragmentary catena-commentary in this manuscript.
The biblical text is marked with rubrication and is separated from the scholia by a double
dot, which may or may not be followed by a horizontal line, serving as a marker for the
end of a scholium. Each comment’s author is typically identified either by their full name
(e.g., Awodpov) or through an abbreviation or monogram (e.g., xp for Xpuooatéypov or tv
av for tol adtol). These identifiers can be found within the text itself, in the blank space
between two scholia, or in the margin, usually near the beginning of the scholium. To

facilitate identification, the author’s name or abbreviation is highlighted with rubrication.
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Image 24. Vatican City, BAV, Reg. gr. 6, f. 189v: transition to catena on Acts 2:14-7:59.

As stated above, Karo-Lietzmann, von Soden, and Staab have already identified this
catena as an abridged version of C150. I supported this view by categorising the second
catena in Vatican Reg. gr. 6 as C150.2f.>" Yet it remains to be verified whether this is
truly a condensed version of the full type or, as proposed by Devreesse, if the shorter
content actually represents an earlier form of C150 preserved by a later manuscript.”*® In
fact, among various types of catenae derived from Pseudo-Andreas, Vatican Reg. gr. 6
stands alone as the sole version where the chosen scholia are faithfully reproduced, while
the other catenae typically abbreviate or modify the original material.

Among the three hundred twenty-two scholia of this catena, only three (ff. 192r-v,

195v-196r, 196v) present a shorter text than C150.1 (cf. Cramer III, 55.19-56.16, 75.15-

515 Scieri 2022a: 292.

16 . ) . . A - .
>'® Devreesse 1928: “A notre avis, nous avons 13, recopiée par un scribe d’age postérieur, une premiére

étape de la chaine”.
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23, 80.12-20), not containing the text preceded by the phrase xal pet’ dAlya (“and a little
later”). Since this heading is generally added when two extracts from the same author or
the same work follow in sequence, the missing portions might have been added in the
later tradition of C150.1 rather than omitted by Vatican Reg. gr. 6. Equally, given the
presence of the formula in several other extracts, the few omissions in Vatican Reg. gr. 6
might be simply explained as an abbreviation of the full scholia.

The suspicion that this manuscript contains an abridgment comes from observing
f. 194r (Table 28): here a scholium which in C150.1 is attributed to Didymus (Cramer III,
66.19-67.2) is stripped of a large portion of text and the name of the author is erased.>"’
However, the omission might be due to scribal eye-skip: as can be seen in Table 28, the
beginning of this scholium shares similar words with the beginning and ending of the
scholium before (titled ayoAiov in C150.1, but anonymous in Vatican Reg. gr. 6). It is
therefore possible that the scribe, after copying the previous scholium and the name
Advpov before the adjacent extract, mistook the beginning of this for the incipit or the
explicit of the scholium already copied. As a result, the copyist erased Didymus’
attribution, believing that the text yet to be transcribed (inc. #yntéov wg Xptatog
avandleic) was a continuation of the previous scholium; indeed, in the full catena from
Jerusalem Staurou 25 (ff. 59v-60r) this portion is separated from the rest of the comment

by a line break.

> Even after the erasure, it is still possible to discern the curvature at the top of the letter 3, the v with the

acute accent, and the lower stroke of the letter p.
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Vatican City, BAV, Reg. gr. 6 (f. 194r)

C150.1 (Cramer III, 66.19-67.2)

[no heading]

TO Gypt xal TO Ewg mapa TH Bewd ypadi], ol
xpbvou goTi onpavTIdy ... xal 86&ns
Beompemolis xpivat {Bvtag (xal) vexpovs :

nynTéov we 6 x(pLoTod)s avarndlels, ig
o0(pa)volg pével éxel ... Téog, émitibnot T@
elvat &v o0(pa)vé.

ayddiov.

To dypt xal T6 Ewg Tapa Tfj e1d ypadfj 0d
xpévav €0l aonuavTiedy- ... xal 06Ens
Beompemolis xpivar {Bvtag xat vexpols.

Advuov.

‘Eméuevos tis Tff cuvnbela tiic ypadijs, To xai
T0 Ewg EXAMPETaL 00 TAVTWS XPOVIXAS
meptypadas onuaivovra. ... dxpt xpdvwy
GmoxaTacTdoews, xal T¢ e NynTéov wg
XptaTog avarndOels eig odpavols péver xel ...
TéNog EmTifyal 7o elvat &v ovpavi.

Table 28. Hints of scribal mistake in Vatican City, BAV, Reg. gr. 6

Furthermore, Vatican Reg. gr. 6 lacks headings for several scholia that are present

in the full version of C150. This particularly occurs in extracts where the attribution

matches that of an earlier scholium, following the omission of intervening scholia. For

example, on f. 189v, two scholia from Chrysostom, both of which are named To?

Xpuagoatépov in the full type and are separated by one from Severian (cf. Cramer III,

30.7-31.8), have different treatments in Vatican Reg. gr. 6. The first one retains its title,

while the second one is devoid of a heading. This is because, in Vatican Reg. gr. 6, due to

the omission of the intervening scholium by Severian, these entries end up being closer

to each other, and as a result, the scribe does not duplicate the attribution of

Chrysostom.>'®

5'®Additional instances of this phenomenon can be observed in various scholia from Chrysostom on fF.

189v-190v, corresponding to Cramer III, 31.32-32.5; 33.28-30; 37.11-16; and 43.9-19 in C150.1.
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These observations provide support for the hypothesis that the second catena in
Vatican Reg. gr. 6 is an abbreviated version rather than an earlier abbreviation of the
C150.1 catena.

In addition to establishing the relationship involving the abbreviation with C150.1,
it is possible to refine the investigation further and identify which branch of the tradition
this manuscript is aligned with. There are enough indications to suggest that the second
catena within Vatican Reg. gr. 6 could be closely linked to Jerusalem Staurou 25
(C150.1b). Both of these manuscripts exhibit a distinct developmental stage of the
catena, setting them apart from the versions represented by C150.1a.

Firstly, it is noteworthy that, although Vatican Reg. gr. 6 contains several fewer
scholia than all the C150.1 witnesses (one-hundred one less than in Cramer’s base
manuscript Oxford 58), it shares all the twenty-three omissions of scholia seen in
Jerusalem Staurou 25 on Acts 2:14-7:59, which are instead recorded by the five
representatives of C150.1a.°"° In contrast, the two manuscripts share three extra scholia,
which are absent from the majority of C150.1a exemplars: these are titled é£ dvemypddou
(f. 192v), ol adtol (f. 198v), Appwviov (f. 201v). While the first and third of these are

only shared with Jerusalem Staurou 25 (ff. 53r, 92v) and not with the representatives of

1% These omissions correspond to the following passages in Cramer’s edition: Cramer III, 36.30-35; 37.29—
34; 49.22-31; 53.30-32; 55.10-11; 58.1-22; 58.33-59.3; 61.5-7; 67.6-24; 72.4-6; 85.27-32; 86.5-11;
113.17-20; 118.4-7; 123.20-33; 129.4-9; 130.23-24.
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C150.1a, the second also appears as a supplement in Paris Coislin 25 (f. 46r) and Vatican
Barb. gr. 582 (f. 57r).5*°

The anepigraphos scholium, however, seems to duplicate the first sentence of the
scholium immediately after, which is titled Atd0pov in both Vatican Reg. gr. 6 and
Jerusalem Staurou 25, but ¢£ dvemypddov in the C150.1a manuscripts. In truth, following
a manuscript comparison, it emerges that due to saut du méme au méme (“eyeskip”) the
C150.1a exemplars incorporated the anepigraphos scholium into what originally was
Didymus’ extract, thereby removing not only the original heading but also a portion of
text which, despite the high similarity, is not completely identical to the unattributed
scholium.>*' Table 29 shows that the passage attributed to Didymus in Vatican Reg. gr. 6
and Jerusalem Staurou 25 contains two variations in comparison to the anepigraphos
text: &xtos dnui omeddovras instead of omoudalovrag, and mpotifyov adtods instead of
mpocetifet. They also share the addition of émi 70 adTd between xa®’ éxaotyy and T
"Exxnaia, and the variant mpooTiOel for mpoatibnaty in the conclusive lines of the
scholium. This suggests that the anepigraphos scholium might have been added from a
source (perhaps another catena) containing a simplified and unattributed text of

Didymus’ extract, and that Vatican Reg. gr. 6 and Jerusalem Staurou 25 derive from an

earlier stage of the C150 catena in which the two extracts had not yet overlapped.

>*% Both manuscripts indicate the additional scholium with a symbol (=) and position it within the margins.

In Paris Coislin 25, this additional text is titled ‘Twdvvou.

3! This text is underlined in table 29.
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Vatican City, BAV, Reg.
gr. 6

Jerusalem, Greek Orthodox
Patriarchate, Staurou 25 =

C150.1a

C150.1b (Cramer III, 57.4-14)
(f. 192v) (fF. 531—v)
¢ dvemypdgov. ¢ dvemypd(gouv). ¢ dvemiypdgov.
6 cuVepYEY %(0plo)s Tols 6 cuVePYEY %(0plo)s Tols ‘O ovvepydv Koprog Tolg
mpoatpouy(évolg) To dyalov | mpoatpouyé|vots TO dyabov mpoatlpoupévols To  ayalov
ToVg amovdafovrag| ToUg amouddlovtag ToUg omovdalovrag

ouyxataptOunbijvar udMov
0¢ évwbijval Tols mpodaBolat
v TioT TpoaeTifn xab
EXATTYY TH] éxxAnala :

Advuov.
6 cuVEPYEY %(Dplo)g Toig

ouyxataptBunbijvar uéMov o¢|
gvwbijval tols mpodaBolot Ty
mi|oTwv mpooetiber xaf
ExaoTyy TH| éxxdnala :

Advuov.
‘O _quvepy®v x(Vpto)e Tolg

mpoatpou(€volg) To dyafov

TpoaLpoué|vols To dyabov

ToVg €xtde Sl ameddovrag

ToVg €xtde dnui| omeddovrag

auyxataptfunbijvar: udMov
0¢ évwbjvat| Tole mpodafBoliat

cvyxataptBunbfi|var pdov ot
gvwbijval tole| mpodafBoliot Ty

™y TioTw: Tpotibnay
adTolg xab éxaoTyy éml o

4 14 3 \
mioTwy mpoti|bnow adTodg xalb
exaatny émt| 70 adTd 7]

0T T¥ éxxdnaia : voyoelg
0t 10 Aeydu(evov)| ... 9
Pvo1g adTéy mpooTifel
adTovg Tolg miaTols &M oty 6
x(Vpto)s :

éxxyaia voyoelg 0| To
Agyopevov ... 9| duals adT@y
mpoaTifel adTols || Tois

~ s y < ’
miaTols &M’ oy 6 x(Upto)g:

cuyxatapBunbijvar, paAov
0¢ évwbijvat Tois mpodaBolat,
™y mioTv mpooetiber xabd’
exaotyy i Exdola-
VOYTELS 08 TO AEYSUEVOV ... )
dvolg  adtédy  mpootTibnay
adTodg Tols miaTols, AAN oly
6 Kdpros.

Table 29. Extra scholium in Vatican City, BAV, Reg. gr. 6 and Jerusalem, Greek
Orthodox Patriarchate, Staurou 25

Further confirmation of this relationship can be deduced by observing that both

manuscripts share several scholia that are either inverted in order or positioned

differently in comparison to the versions represented by C150.1a. These scholia

occasionally undergo title modifications to accommodate the altered arrangement, as

illustrated in Table 30.>** For instance, in the section addressing Acts 5:41-42, the third

522

their similarities.

Except for Oxford 58 (Cramer’s base manuscript), the manuscripts in the table are arranged based on
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scholium titled Xpucootépov in C150.1a is designated as no. 2 in both Vatican and
Jerusalem manuscripts. However, the name of the source is omitted and substituted with
Tol adTol (“of the same”) due to the reversed order. In C150.1a, this scholium appears
after another comment attributed to Ammonius; hence, specifying the name Chrysostom
is essential to avoid any confusion with Ammonius. A similar scenario arises in the
section covering Acts 7:30-32. A scholium by Eusebius of Emesa, initially listed as no. 6
in C150.1a, is relocated to no. 2 in Vatican Reg. gr. 6 and Jerusalem Staurou 25. Given its
proximity to another scholium by the same author, the name becomes redundant in
these manuscripts. However, in the C150.1a witnesses, where the scholium follows one
by Cyril, the name Eusebius must be spelled out. Likewise, in the section addressing Acts
7:42—43, the sixth scholium in C150.1a is elevated to no. 2 in the Vatican and Jerusalem
codices. While the substitution of Xpugoatéuov with tol adtol cannot be applied to the
reversed scholium (as it is preceded by an extract from Didymus), it can be applied to the
subsequent comment also attributed to Chrysostom.

An even more diverse arrangement of scholia can be observed in Acts 7:59.
Although missing in Paris gr. 221, the first scholium (no. 1) is present in the majority of
C150 manuscripts under consideration. However, in Jerusalem Staurou 25 and Vatican
Reg. gr. 6, this extract occupies the third position in the sequence and is attributed to
Ammonius. In contrast, in Oxford 58 and Athos St Panteleimon 770, it remains

anonymous and maintains its original sequence.’”® Conversely, in Paris Coislin 25 and

>*> However, in Cramer III, 130.27, this scholium is printed after scholium no. 4.
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Vatican Barb. gr. 582, this scholium is not integrated into the main text of the catena but

is instead provided in the margins. It is linked to the lemma mveipa wouv by a symbol.”**

>**In table 30, the marginal placement of the scholium is indicated by an asterisk attached to the

corresponding number (¥).
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scholium C150.1a C150.1b C150.2f
position
Oxford, New Paris, BnF, Vatican Paris, BnF, Athos, St Jerusalem, Greek | Vatican City, BAV,
College, 58 Coislin 25 City, BAV, gr. 221 Panteleimon Orthodox Reg. gr. 6
Barb. gr. Monastery, Patriarchate,
582 770 Staurou 25
Acts 2:24
1 1 1 1 1 3 3
€€ dvemypddou XpugooTdpov XpuoooTduov
2 2 2 2 2 4 4
ZEVNpov ... Tl adTod Tol adTol
3 3 3 3 3 1 1
untitled
4 4 4 4 4 2 2
untitled
Acts 5:32
1 1 1 1 1 2 2
Tol adToU
2 2 2 2 2 1 1
untitled
Acts 5:41-42
1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Tol
XpuaoaTopou
2 2 2 2 2 3 3
Appwviov ... To adTol Tol adTol
3 3 3 3 3 2 2
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Tod
XpugogTouou
Acts 7:21-23
1 1 2 2
Appwviov
2 2 1 1
Atddyov
Acts 7:30-32
1 1 1 1
Edaefiov
2 2 6 6
Tol aylov to¥ adTod ol avTol
KupiAdov
3 3 2 2
Tod
XpuooaTopou
4 4 3 3
Tol avTol
5 5 4 4
KupiAdov
6 6 5 5
Edaefiov
EMIoX6TOU
"Eulayg
Acts 7:42-43
1 1 1 1
Atddyov
2 2 6 6
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Tod
XpuooaTopou
3 3 3 3 2 2
Tol avTol To adTol Tol adTol
4 4 4 4 3 3
Tol aylov
KupiAdov ...
5 5 5 5 4 4
Tol aylov
KupiAdov ...
6 6 6 6 — —
Tod
XpugogTouou
Acts 7:59
1 5 5 — 3 3
untitled Appwviov Appwviov
2 1 1 1 1 1
untitled
3 2 2 2 — —
AbBavaaiov
4 3 3 3 2 2
untitled ‘Twavvov Tol Tod ToU aylov Twdvvoy XpuooaTopou
Xpuooorduov XpuoooTduou
5 4 4 4 4 4
Tol aylov
KupiAdov ...

Table 30. Sequence and attribution of scholia in C150.1a, C150.1b, and C150.2f
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Table 30 also illustrates that Vatican Reg. gr. 6 and Jerusalem Staurou 25 share the
practice of attributing scholia that are anonymous in C150.1a. However, the accuracy of
these attributions is not always certain. For instance, in the section on Acts 2:24, scholia
nos. 3 and 4, which in C150.1a are preceded by a scholium from Severus of Antioch, are
titled Xpuoootépov and tol adtol in Vatican Reg. gr. 6 and Jerusalem Staurou 25,
respectively. The latter scholium indeed originates from an extract from Chrysostom’s
Homily 6 on Acts (cf. PG 60, col. 58, 44-45). Yet, the source of the former scholium
remains undetermined outside of the catena. The same situation applies to the section on
Acts 7:59, where scholium no. 3, which is anonymous in C150.1a, is attributed to
Ammonius in both Vatican Reg. gr. 6 and Jerusalem Staurou 25. In contrast, Vatican
Reg. gr. 6 and Jerusalem Staurou 25, along with Paris Coislin 25 and Vatican Barb. gr.
582, attribute scholium no. 4 to Chrysostom, while in C150.1a, it is preceded by a
comment from Athanasius. These instances suggest that the absence of a title does not
necessarily indicate that the source of a scholium is the same as the preceding one.>*
On the other side, some attributions in Vatican Reg. gr. 6 are clearly erroneous,
and the accurate identification is provided by the representatives of C150.1 (including
Jerusalem Staurou 25) and sometimes confirmed by the direct tradition. For example, on
f. 198v, the title ToU adtol introduces a scholium correctly attributed to Chrysostom in
C150.1, following an extract from Didymus. Similarly, on f. 204v, the same title is

repeated for two consecutive scholia in C150.1 attributed to Chrysostom and Origen,

525 On this topic, see Curti-Barbara Valenti 2008: 609-610; additionally, see Leanza 1989: 257-258.
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respectively. The first instance is accurate, as the extract comes from Chrysostom's
Homily 17 on Acts; however, the second tol ad7ol is incorrect, as the scholium is an
extract from Origen’s Letter to Africanus (cf. PG 11, col. 72.5-11). These cases
demonstrate that the title o0 adtol in catenae manuscripts can sometimes be misleading
and not always reliable.>*

In another case on f. 202r, the heading xat pet’ éAlya introduces a comment that in
C150.1 manuscripts is attributed to Eusebius of Emesa and follows a scholium from
Chrysostom. While the absence of this extract outside of the catena makes confirming
Eusebius’ attribution challenging, the lack of this comment in Chrysostom’s direct
tradition suggests that xat pet’ oAlya here is incorrect. Similarly, on f. 193r, a scribe’s
mistake involving the same phrase results in the combination of two scholia originally
distinct and attributed to individual authors. This error causes the scribe to copy the first
part of a scholium from Chrysostom up to xal puet’ 6Alya and then jump to the same
formula to introduce the second part of the subsequent scholium attributed to Severus of
Antioch. As a result, a significant portion of both comments is omitted, and the resulting
mixture is falsely attributed solely to the first author due to the oversight.

This examination emphasises the importance of the form of scholia headings and
the arrangement of extracts in determining the relationships among catena manuscripts.

The divergences in titles, sequence, and positioning of scholia offer valuable insights on

the links and dependencies between different manuscripts. This understanding

52 See Curti-Barbara Valenti 2008: 609; also see Leanza 1989: 258-259.
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highlights how seemingly minor textual nuances can exert substantial influence on the

study of catena manuscripts and their interrelationships.

7. Vatican City, BAV, Vat. gr. 760 (GA 437)
This manuscript and Tirana dos. 17 stand out among the catena manuscripts of the
Apostolos because they contain only Acts.’”” It dates to the eleventh century and presents
the complete text of Acts on ff. 2r-180r, followed by an abbreviated version on ff. 181r-

528 The original

248r, both accompanied by catenae in an alternating format (Image 25).
manuscript’s initial and final folios were lost during a re-binding process, likely in the
thirteenth century. A bifolium was subsequently added, with the missing content
transcribed: the beginning of Chrysostom’s Homilies on Acts in the reworked version
found in the Pseudo-Oecumenius catena (C151) (inc. [e]i xai mpd&ets T6v dmosTéAwy T
BiBAiov émypadetat), and as an ending, the “Travels of the Apostle Paul” (f. 249 inc.
[xéxei]Bev els Nedmolw, eita el Pidinmous T Maxedoviag), which is a debated minor piece
of the Euthalian Apparatus.®* Moreover, a quaternion from the first half of the
fourteenth century, produced in Crete according to De Gregorio, was appended to the

end (ff. 250r-257r). This section contains the complete text of Aristotle’s “On

Interpretation" (Peri Hermeneras) in one column and a partial Latin translation by

>*7 Houghton-Parker 2016 note that “Catena manuscripts containing only Acts are rare. The Liste only
contains: 437 1764”.

528 Overall description in Devreesse 1950: 277-278.

>*% See Soden 1902: 128-129 (Chrysostom’s prologue), 367-368 (Amodyuia TTatAou Tol AmogtéAov); Willard

2009: 73-74.
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Boethius in the other, which is why this manuscript has attracted significant attention.>*’
In the fifteenth century, it became a part of the Vatican Library collection - it is listed
among the Greek codices owned by Popes Nicholas V and Callixtus III — and it remains
preserved there.>*!

Von Soden categorised this manuscript among the representatives of the Pseudo-
Andreas catena (C150), focusing solely on the second compilation.>** Parpulov, on the
other hand, assigned the first catena in the manuscript to the Pseudo-Theophylact type
(C152).°* This identification was earlier proposed by Devreesse in his catalogue of
Vatican codices.”** Through a comparison of incipits and explicits of selected text
passages, [ have confirmed Parpulov’s assignment and refined it to C152.1a, representing
the first editorial stage of this type.>*® Parpulov did not designate a specific type for the

second catena, merely referring to it as additional scholia, while Devreesse considered its

> For the ff. 250r-257r. the manuscript is an apograph (copied by the same scribe Lullude) of Modena,
BEU, Mutin. gr. 235 (fourteenth century — diktyon 43377), which is in turn a direct copy of Milan, BA,
Ambr. L 93 sup. (ninth century — diktyon 42962), one of the codices vetustissimi of Aristotle’s Organon.
On these manuscripts and a detailed description of the Aristotle part in the Vatican codex see De Gregorio
1993: 163-167, 200-201.

>3! See Manfredi-Potenza 2022.

332 Soden 1902: 684.

533 Parpulov 2021: 187.

334 Devreesse 1950: 277.

>3 Scieri 2022a: 298-299. However, the chronological relationship of this manuscript to two other
representatives of this type, Vienna Theol. gr. 150 and Istanbul Panaghias 33, was not determined by my

analysis.
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content as uncertain.”*® For my part, I categorised this as a codex singulus and labelled it
as C155.4, leaving its examination for future study.”*’

Although the identification of the first catena in Vat. gr. 760 is confirmed, a
comprehensive re-evaluation of the manuscript, considering the beginning and ending of
all scholia and conducting a systematic comparison with the manuscript tradition,

suggests that the second catena warrants further consideration. Specifically, the situation

is as illustrated in Table 31 and discussed in the following paragraphs.

Vatican City, BAV, Vat. gr. 760 (GA 437)
Text | number of scribe text external evidence
scholia
1 653 main Ci52.1a —Commentarii Ps.-Theophylacti
(CPG C152; PG 125, coll. 495—
848)
2 256 main C150.2g (olim | —Catena Andreae (CPG C150;
C155.4) Cramer III).
total N/A 1 2

Table 31. Content units in the catena in Vatican City, BAV, Vat. gr. 760

53¢ Devreesse 1950: 277; Parpulov 2021: 187.

537 Scieri 2022a: 302.
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Image 25. Vatican City, BAV, Vat. gr. 760, ff. 2r and 181r: incipits of the two
compilations on Acts
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7.1 T1: Pseudo-Theophylact catena (C152.1a)

The first catena consists of six hundred fifty-three scholia that belong to the Pseudo-
Theophylact catena-commentary published as Expositio by Sifanius in PG 125 (C152.1).
While the beginning (f. 1r: [...] ToUTwy yap moTeudvtwy 606 mpoPaivet dxorotBuws xal Ta
Aowma) is damaged, the subsequent scholia are found in the Vienna manuscript Theol. gr.
150, which was published by Sifanius and later re-edited by Finettus.

Besides the Vatican codex, two other manuscripts also contain this commentary,
yet both are fragmentary and present the Acts catena in a frame layout. One of these is
Istanbul, Patriarchal Library, Panaghias 33, which only has Acts 25:9-28:31 remaining,
accompanied by scholia added by a later hand throughout the margins and linked to the
biblical text with symbols. The other is Sinai, Saint Catherine’s Monastery, gr. 279, a
fifteenth-century codex featuring partial commentary in the margins of Acts, Catholic
and Pauline Epistles, Revelation.”®® It holds significance as the second example of type
C152.1 in a frame layout, similar to Istanbul Panaghias 33. However, unlike the use of
symbols in the latter manuscript, this one employs numbers to link scholia to biblical
lemmata.

There is even a suspicion that these manuscripts might share a connection, as both
feature scholia that are not present in the Vatican and Vienna manuscripts (Table 32, no.
5; Table 33 nos. 5-7). Although confirmation is hindered by the loss of the Istanbul

manuscript before Acts 25:9, the treatment of scholia that the two manuscripts share

53% diktyon 58654 (GA 1876).
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with the Vienna and Vatican codices indicates the likelihood of independent revisions.
Table 32 provides insight into this matter: the Sinai codex, for instance, not only
introduces new comments (scholium no. 5) and omits others (a part of no. 4), but also
demonstrates reworking (nos. 1, 3) or abbreviation (no. 4) even within the beginning
and ending. In contrast, the data in Table 33 illustrates that Istanbul Panaghias 33,
despite incorporating some additional material (scholia nos. 5-7), does not undertake
significant reworking of the shared content found in the Vatican manuscript.

As the only witness to present the catena fully, the Vienna manuscript served as the
basis for my systematic comparison, utilising Finettus’ edition in PG 125. In contrast, the
Vatican manuscript contains significantly fewer scholia. Notably absent from this are
scholia that have author attributions in Vienna Theol. gr. 150, despite containing a
considerable number of unattributed ones that are amalgamated from various authors.”
Indeed, the second difference between the Vatican codex and others of C152.1 involves
the segmentation of certain scholia, which are aggregated into a single unit in Vienna
Theol. gr. 150. This divergence is clear in Tables 32 and 33, illustrating how Vatican Vat.
gr. 760 aligns more closely with the two fragmentary Istanbul and Sinai manuscripts in
terms of scholia presentation. Despite certain non-shared content, all three manuscripts
separate scholia that are amalgamated in Vienna Theol. gr. 150.

Considering the missing content and the division of scholia, it is plausible that the
earliest manuscript of C152.1 embodies the initial stage of the commentary.

Consequently, maintaining the C152.1a designation for Vatican Vat. gr. 760, as initially

>3% Examples are provided by Scieri 2022a: 299, table 7.
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assigned in my classification, seems appropriate. Subsequent manuscripts tend to
aggregate originally separated scholia due to oversights, such as misunderstood author
abbreviations or overlooked ending marks. The opposite scenario, requiring the scribe’s
comprehensive awareness of the sources of the transcribed extracts, is less common.
Therefore, it can be inferred that both the Istanbul and Sinai manuscripts represent later
stages wherein additional comments have been integrated, while some of the original
divisions are retained (Table 32 scholium no. 3 and part of scholium no. 4; Table 33
scholium no. 1). A later stage is evident in the Vienna manuscript, which not only
introduces new commentary additions, including scholia attributed to specific authors,
but also merges comments that were initially distinct. This stage is denoted as C152.1c.
However, C152.1c does not derive from either C152.1b or C152.1d, as these contain
numerous scholia absent in the former. Instead, C152.1c likely evolves from the
foundations of C152.1a, and Vienna Theol. gr. 150 could even be a descendent of Vatican

Vat. gr. 760.
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scholia Acts 2:1-4
Vatican City, BAV, Vat. gr. 760 Sinai, Saint Catherine’s Monastery, gr. 279 | Vienna, ONB, Theol. gr. 150
(ff. 17v-18v) (f. 13r) (ff. 7v—8v = PG 125, coll.
528D.4-533C.13)
1 Awati év @t cupmnpolod(at) Ty Auépay ... | { 'Ev 16 quuminpoliclar ™)v Nuépav
obtot xal Tadta Pwo Tis éotiv adty ) mevenxooty: ... adtd Toodtov | ... o070l xatl Tadite Bwot:

XaAel
mepl adTY Gg elmelv ... oOtot x(al) Talta Bwoty:

2 Xevnpov (in marg.)

— — Awpepilbpeval yrdooar woel
mupog. ITabov yap o Oeos ...
dAnbeia Oel mpooxuveiv.

3 — — Zevyplavol (in marg.)
'Ev 7fj nuépa t¥c Ilevenxootis ...
Arati i) xwpls aichntdv ... eig TO udMov " yvwptobijvat, éxpijv, woet mlp.
dlavaotiivat adtolg : Atatl i) xwpls aichnt(@v) ... mAéov ToliTo
dravaativ(at) adTovg :—
oMY xal 6Podpay TNV PUUY ... EXEL 8
cuvdopapeiv xal cuveAely émoinoey : IToA\v v pouny Aéyet ... TodTOU
dpixwdéaTepoy yvéival :
Kahds dn(at) woel mupods: (xal) xabamep t
mVojs ... EmaTpadiival éxpijv. wael mlp : xal GpOnoav dutois dpy(otv) diapeptlbpevar
YAGooar woel Tupds: ... émaTpadival, éxpiy,
WOEl TUPOS :—
4 TOUTETTL. TALPEUEIVEY" EMAVETQUOTATO" TO Yyap | X "Exalicé Te é9’ éva Exaatov ...

xalioal ... éoxatals Nuépats éxyeld éml
mioav odpxa —

ToutéaTl, mapéuev(ev). émaveradoato. TO yap
xabioal ... éoydTais Nuépals, xal té ¥ :

mpodnTiv émt Xplotw papripia.
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oy amAds Edafov. &M’ émAalnoay: xai ...
6L dpBévTt émt T(¥g) BaTov v elder mupd(s)

5 — oxdmet e Wi éxmAngy ... év mu(edpat)t ay(iw). —
x(at) mupl.
Table 32. Comparison of scholia presentation in representatives of C152.1 (part 1)
scholia Acts 28:19-27
Vatican City, BAV, Vat. gr. 760 (ff. Istanbul, Patriarchal Library, Panaghias 33 | Vienna, ONB, Theol. gr. 150
177r-180r) (f. 51) (ff. 55v—56r = PG 125, coll.
844A.11-845C.13)
1 elowg 6 mabhog ... AVTIAEYOVTWY TGV Eiddg 6 TTado(g) ... avrideyévt(wv) T(&v) Eidg 6 TTadlos ... GvTideydvTwy
fovdaiwy :— fovd(aiwy) — Tév Tovdatlwv.
i 00v* v ... dladuyelv ToV xivduvov i~ Ti odv- {(v)at ... Staduy(elv) T(ov) xivduv(ov) := | Ti odv; v adTGV ... diapuyelv Tdv
x{vouvov.
wla v émils ... xatdoTtaow t6v deopudv i— | Mi(a) fv EAm(i) ... x(a)tdotac(tv) T(&v) Toutéort, wia v EATIS ... THY
deau(v) - XATATTATIY TEY OETUEV.
2 — — Iptv émonuijoat tov Iabov ...
¢0nAwaey Tovdax@y dmooTéAwy.
3 alpeaty xalolaw of iovdaiot ... § xal EMnves | Alpea(iv) xarola(w) iovdalot ... # (xal) Alpeaty xatolaw Tovdalot ... # xal
EMny(eg) - "EMunveg.
4 Gpa Télg 00 PATITOUTLY ... AOLTIOV T xaT “Opa m(&g) od pamtova(w) ... Aowm(ov) Ta »(a)t’ | “Opa més 00 pamTouawy ... Aotmov
alToV : adT(ov) : TQ xaT alTOoV.
5 R J—

godudwvol (08) 6vt(es) ... T ubM(ov) otypiiat
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— Tois Omovpy(dv) Aéyouat ... lo(ng) égouai(asg)
UETEXEL -

Tolg vmoupydv Aéyouat ... tong
¢govoiag puetéyel.

— Tov tpém(ov) ToU ... cuuféPnxey puodvtwy
T(0ovg) dpbaiuols :—

Table 33. Comparison of scholia presentation in representatives of C152.1 (part 2)
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7.2 T2: Pseudo-Andreas abridged catena (C150.2g/olim C155.4)

The second compilation consists of two hundred fifty-six scholia that explain only
specific lemmata from Acts. This selectivity is evident from the title itself: épunveiat €ig
Tva pyte T6v mpaéewv (“Interpretations on some sayings of the Acts”). Contrary to my
earlier classification where I erroneously labelled it as a codex singulus C155.4, this
catena represents an abbreviated version of the Pseudo-Andreas type, thus aligning with
von Soden’s attribution. My initial findings were skewed due to the abridgment’s
tendency to omit the initial and final parts of the original scholia found in the complete
catena, as well as to merge multiple scholia into a single one. Given that this abridgment
demonstrates independent choices in selecting and interpreting scholia from C150, it is
appropriate to reclassify it as C150.2g.

Indeed, although Devreesse initially considered this catena’s content uncertain, he
had already observed that the second compilation within the manuscript predominantly
includes scholia with author attributions, distinguishing it from the first compilation.’*
We have observed a similar characteristic in the abridgment found in Drama 3 (C150.2c¢).
However, this practice is not consistently applied and often results in the blending of
multiple scholia into a single one, wherein the attributed author’s name represents only
one of the original sources. For instance, at Acts 8:5 (ff. 210r-211r inc. ody 6 améaToro[]
didimmo[¢], des. % Td5is dpuAdTTeTar), the scribe attributes the scholium to Isidore of
Pelusium (iot0w[pov]), although this is formed by abbreviating and merging a scholium

from Isidore with one from Ammonius (cf. Cramer III, 133.32-134.11 + 137.1-138.23).

% Devreesse 1950: 277.
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Only in one instance have I found that the compiler attributes the combined scholia to
both sources: at Acts 5:1 (ff. 201v—202r inc. xatavofjoat 0¢l évtaifa, des. Biov xal favatov),
which bears the heading é¢bava(aiov) (xat) ioctowp(ov) (cf. Cramer III, 86.6-11 + 88.6-18).

Furthermore, despite the presence of various abbreviations in the scholia text,
several comments exhibit extended endings compared to Cramer’s Oxford manuscript.
These extended explicits are also found in Jerusalem Staurou 25 and Paris Coislin 25. For
instance, a scholium at Acts 2:30 (f. 196v) titled ¢ dvemiypdd(ov) concludes with eig Tév
ai@va Tol ai@vog, resembling the ending in the Jerusalem codices, while Oxford 58 lacks
ToU atévog. Moreover, the manuscript includes attributions that are absent in Cramer’s
edition but present in other manuscripts from C150.1a. For example, at Acts 4:26 (ff.
200-201r), the attribution dfava(giov) accompanies a short scholium (eig cOpBaoty xai
Puhiav fxaoty Apwdrg Te xal mévtiog mAGTog. cf. Cramer III, 80.25), that is unattributed in
Cramer. This suggests that, similar to Reg. gr. 6, Vat. gr. 760, it abbreviates from a
manuscript belonging to the branch of the tradition featuring the attribution to
Athanasius and the supplementary scholia present in the oldest extant codex. These extra
scholia might have been inadvertently omitted or discontinued in the representatives of
C150.1a.

The compilation date of this catena, much like the one in Drama 3, probably falls
after the last stage of the full type. This is suggested by the inclusion of scholia from
Maximus the Confessor (ff. 213r-214r, inc. Tig % diadwvia, des. 10 i Tebéacb[at]) and
unattributed scholia found at Acts 3:11 (f. 198r, inc. aly uévn 7 otoq, des. wixodéunce

e 3 ) >

xUpog 6 mépars) and 3:22 (f. 199r, inc. T6 tg éue, odx, des. avéay. aAla moMol ), but absent
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from the oldest codex of C150.1, Jerusalem Staurou 25. Interestingly, similar to the two
fragmentary catenae in Vatican Reg. gr. 6, particularly the first catena-commentary, this
manuscript also contains a substantial number of scholia that are exclusive to the

Jerusalem codex. Table 34 provides a list of these.

Jerusalem, Greek Orthodox Patriarchate,
Staurou 25 (C150.1b)

Vatican City, BAV, Vat. gr. 760

f. 4r

ax6(Atov).

TGV Qo THS AvaoTacews wéXpt TS ... Tadels
xal avaatag éx Tév vexp@v x(al) Topeubuevog
... 00 i Baathelag ovx EoTan TéNog i~

f. 181r

[no heading]

T&v amo Tijs avaoTagews. uéypt T ig
o0(pav)ols avédou ... Tadels x(al) dvaotag
éx vexp(&v) -

f. 3v

aevnpou avtiox(elas) éx T(fjg) m(e)p(l)
avaataciav otaxo(vov) emaTol(F).

TabdTag Tag Tegoapaxovta Nuépas ... T meEpL
THis Bagikelag dmoxaAdTTwY LUoTYpLa
Baatreiav adtos 6 x(Vplo)s éxdAecey Tol
m(at)p(0)s ... TO XQUVOV TUUTIVEWY TTOTYpLOV :

ff. 181v-182r

[no heading]

Baatheiav adtog 6 x(Upto)s Eldreae Tol
m(atpd)s ... Ta me(pl) THg Pagirelas
AMOXQAVTITWY LUoTApLeL —

f. 8r

ax6(Atov).

Ty daideiay x(at) oiovel Tov mAolTOV ...
glduPavov émerddvtog adTois Tob aylov

ff. 182r-v

[no heading]

v dapiAetay xal oiovel Tov mAolTov ...
glduPavov. eémerbévtog avtols T(0)T ayiov

mv(edpato)s - mv(edpato)s -
f. 12r ff. 182v-183r
ax6(Atov). [no heading]

00x Qyvodv adTog T@Y Xpovw(v) To
cuumépaaua ... ™ Baciietav Tév od(pa)vév
00 THY TOTOTNTA TRV YXPOVWY XATATYUAIVEL ...
TAUTY) Yyap €0TW 7 EpWTYaLS Exelvy

olx dyvodv adto(s) T&v yoov(wv) To
cuumépacua ... ™Y Pactreiay T(&v)
00(pav)@v. o0 THY ToroTNTA TEY XPOVWY
XATATYUAIVEL :—

ff. 12v-13r

0LoUpov

Mppeabe ovvapy émerdovtog Tol dryiou
mv(ebpato)s €’ Ouds ... TV méppw vulv TOV
mapaxAntov émayyeliav eldeobat 08 oltwg
éxdegdpevol ... elg ToV aldva 6 Tv(elp)a i

f. 183r

[no heading]

aMa Meabe dvvauy émeAbovro(s) Tol
aylov xal adTy ... TV Téumlw OUlv TOV

aAnOelag. TapaxAnToV émayyehiay :—
ff. 13v-14v ff. 183r-v
¢¢ dvemiypddov- [no heading]
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3 1 ~ ) o~ 1 c ~ 4 \
000 ToliTo eixfj x(al) amAds memolyxev: ... THY
amodolTna 0TV THY CRUATIXNY ... a0TaPXES
qvéPBy Smou Ny TO TpdTEPOY —

000 ToliTo eixfj xal amAds memoinxey ...
T()v) @modolTyay molel THY TwpaTIX)Y
avéPy PAemovtwy adTdy -

f. 15v-16r

€€ dvemrypddou

000¢ ToliTo amAdig GoeAdol aMa xal adddpa
Tév {yrovpévwv: Tl yap x(ai) TolTo €idis 6
x(0pto)s 6Tt évatngovtat dv(Opwm)ot
medBapuévol ... amavtnaet BAIg. dvorynoeTal
0¢ x(al) 0pa Huiv-

x(al) uet’ oAlya.

To 0t eimeiv dvalndbévra ad’ dudv Hvitato ...
Gmd vedéng Tiis mapbévou els vedédny AABev
(xal) diix vedéhng dviilfev Smou v To
TpGTEPOY”

x(al) uet’ oAlya.

Kal 871 elmopey 8mov Ny wi) Tomixds ...
cuvavaatpédeaiar pbaipodaviss. %
ouvaifeodal ... 7 avtipetpelobal Tois

f. 183v

[no heading]

amo vedpélys Tijc mapOévou. eig vedérny
ABe ... cuvavaoTpédead(at)
dbBapodavis # cuvaudilegb(at) -

ff. 183v-184r

[no heading]

eldwg 6 x(Vpto)s 8Tt évarroovtal dv(Bpw)otl
medBapuévol ... xat’ dphaipots adTidy
atevi{évt(wv) adTé(v) eis oV 00(pa)vov
aveAniuley :—

ynyevéat(v)
ff. 20v-21r ff. 185v-186r
ax6(Atov) [no heading]

’r \ 3 49 % ’ 2\ 1 < ~
Exaatog yap ¢’ wv mpaTTeL 1) X0V EQUTE ...

x(al) T8 droyl 7 ééexadoate:

ExaoTos A’ WY TPATTEL. ¥ XaAoV EQUTAL ...
al T dAoyi Nt Efexadoarte :

ff. 21r-v
010vpov :
Ot dioeig amoMvpévas éviwy av(Bpwm)wy ...

1 I < 14 A ~ \
TOMG oNualvel ) T6mog dwvy. oAl yap ...
cuvétafey Eautd 0oy Tédmov: x(al) aldTd 08
émopevlny. éxodatov aAN od duauey évépyetay

onAol.

f. 186r

010up(ov)

moMa anualvel ) TéTog bwvn* onAot y(ap)
... cuvétadey Eautdi 0tV Témov -

ff. 24r—v

[no heading]

"E060y wev vopog év T4 madatdl xata Ty
NuEpay Tiig TEVTEXOTTHS ... €l pmiav 08
amapyy otaxvwy 76 0(e)d mposayoudvay ...
76 Umepdov ol Noav xaTauévovTes.

ff. 187r-188r

[no heading]

ylvovtat Nuepat V ... eis uiav 08 dmapyny
arayvw(v) Tét 6(e)&d mpooayouévwy :

f. 251

oeunpravol’

KaAéis 6 €€ 00(pav)ol'... ol mv(edpato)s Ty
gmidoitno’ ... ‘o $péBog x(vpio)v dyvés’

ff. 188r-v

cevypta(vol)

KaAds 70 €& 00(pa)vod ... Tol dylou
mv(edpato)s EMdoITHIEWS ¢

f. 92v
aupwviov’
aatelog éuapetog T B(e)&. dvtl ol OeodiAyg’

f. 2051
[no heading]
avtl Tol edapetog Tt 0. Deodidn :
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Table 34. List of extra scholia from Jerusalem, Greek Orthodox Patriarchate, Staurou 25
found in Vatican City, BAV, Vat gr. 760.
An important point to note is that a considerable portion of the scholia in Vatican Vat.
gr. 760 seems to be abridged versions taken either from those without author
attributions or from extracts indicated as é§ avemypddov (“from an unnamed source”)
and axdAtov (“brief explanation”) in Jerusalem Staurou 25. The reason for the lack of
headings in the Vatican manuscript could be attributed to the fact that the titles ¢
avemiypadou and oxoAtov inherently express the anonymity of these sources, making it
unnecessary to include these headings in the transcription. Furthermore, it is evident
that certain scholia in the Vatican Vat gr. 760 are presented in a different order compared
to the Jerusalem manuscript. For instance, on ff. 181r-182 the extract ox6Atov appears
before one attributed to Severus, whereas in Jerusalem Staurou 25 the sequence is
reversed. On f. 183v, there are two segments of ¢ dvemypddou scholia that are arranged
differently from the Jerusalem manuscript, where they are separated by the phrase xal
uet’ 6Alya. Instances where portions of text appear in reversed order are also seen in
Severus of Antioch’s scholium on ff. 181v-182r.
Lastly, it is worth noting that a significant number of scholia from this catena are

also present in Vienna Theol. gr. 150. The exact relationship between these manuscripts

will be examined in Chapter V.>*

541

See below V.4.
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8. Moscow, RGB, F. 270, no. 56, gr. 140
Limited information is available about this manuscript, only recently added to the Catena
Catalogue, as it has been primarily described by Aleksei Egorovich Viktorov in his
catalogue of manuscripts held by Petr Ivanovich Sevast'ianov (1863-1907) and now
preserved at the Russian State Library (RGB) in Moscow.>** Dating back to the late
thirteenth century, the manuscript contains catena-epitomes of various New Testament
books in an alternating layout, with the biblical text condensed into brief lemmata, thus
constituting a ‘lemmatic’ type of compilation. In the Catena Catalogue, the epitomes are
categorised as C110.3 for Matthew, C130.3 for Luke, C140.3 for John, C176 for Catholic
Epistles, and tentatively attributed to C150 for the Acts section.>*

The Acts section (ff. 211r-224r) is subdivided into two distinct segments (ff. 211r-
219v and 219v-224r). Each of these can be associated with different compilations, thus
establishing this manuscript as an exemplar of a multiple-text Acts catena manuscript
(Image 26). The subsequent sections will offer a thorough analysis of these distinct texts

within this manuscript. Table 35 presents this information concisely.

>* Viktorov 1881: 15-16. I extend my gratitude to Georgi Parpulov for his contribution in identifying this

previously overlooked manuscript in the catalogue.

543 https://itsee-

wce.birmingham.ac.uk/catenacatalogue/4819/?content details=Acts&limit=1000& sort=identifier ntvimr&

fields=identifier ga%2Cidentifier ntvmr%2Cidentifier diktyon I did not reference this manuscript in my

reclassification of the catenae on Acts, as I did not become aware of it until later.


https://itsee-wce.birmingham.ac.uk/catenacatalogue/4819/?content_details=Acts&limit=1000&_sort=identifier_ntvmr&_fields=identifier_ga%2Cidentifier_ntvmr%2Cidentifier_diktyon
https://itsee-wce.birmingham.ac.uk/catenacatalogue/4819/?content_details=Acts&limit=1000&_sort=identifier_ntvmr&_fields=identifier_ga%2Cidentifier_ntvmr%2Cidentifier_diktyon
https://itsee-wce.birmingham.ac.uk/catenacatalogue/4819/?content_details=Acts&limit=1000&_sort=identifier_ntvmr&_fields=identifier_ga%2Cidentifier_ntvmr%2Cidentifier_diktyon
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Image 26. Moscow, RGB, F. 270, no. 56, ff. 211r and 219v: incipits of the two
compilations on Acts
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Moscow, RGB, F. 270, no. 56, gr. 140
Text | number of scribe text external evidence
scholia
1 81 main Epitome by Leo | -Patmos, Monastery of St John

Choirosphaktes | the Theologian, 177; Milan, BA,

of A 62 inf.; Moscow, RGB, num.,

Chrysostom’s | F. 270, no. 56 (gr. 140);

Homilies on Vatican, BAV, Vat. gr. 1767

Acts —multilayered catena
manuscripts: L3 and L4 in
Drama, Kosinitza Monastery, 3;
L2 in Paris, BnF, gr. 237

2 32 main Epitome of —‘isolated’ scholia manuscripts:

‘isolated’ Florence, BML, Plut.IV.29

scholia —multilayered catena
manuscripts: L1 in Drama,
Kosinitza Monastery, 3; Paris,
BnF, gr. 237; Escorial, RBME,
W.II1.18.

total N/A 1 2

Table 35. Content units in the catena in Moscow, RGB, F. 270, no. 56, gr. 140

8.1 T1: Epitome by Leo Choirosphaktes (full version)

As previously mentioned, Choirosphaktes’ Epitome of Chrysostom, previously observed

in L3 and L4 of Drama 3 and L2 of Paris gr. 237, is also found in the Moscow manuscript

and three other codices that employ alternating-layout and lemmatic style commentary.

These manuscripts are Patmos, Monastery of St John the Theologian, 177 (tenth

century), Milan, BA, A 62 inf. (tenth century), and Vatican City, BAV, Vat. gr. 1767

(sixteenth century). The Vatican manuscript is recognised by palacographers as a direct

copy of the Patmos one.”* In both codices, the attribution to Leo Choirosphaktes is

present. The Patmian manuscript (p. 450) reads Aéovtog paylotpov, avlumatov, matpixiov,

> Mercati 1935: 136; Canart 1979:58-59, n. 92, 243, 247.
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ToU mpoyeyovoTog puaTixol xal éml Tod xavixdeiov émtopy (“Epitome of Leo the magister,
proconsul, patrician, the previous Mystikos and Kanikleios”) while the Vatican
manuscript (f. 155r) has To0 adtod (scil. Aéovtog) Emirowy) i Tag mpakeig TGV dmooTéAwy
Aovxd (“Epitome of the same [i.e., of Leo] on the Acts of the Apostles of Luke”),
following the mention of the author’s name in the title of the epitome on Luke’s Gospel
(f. 130r). In contrast, the Ambrosian and Moscow manuscripts feature shorter titles
omitting the author’s name: the first on f. 59r has émroun ei¢ tag Ipdéeis 6v dmootélov
Aouxd amoatéhou (“Epitome on the Acts of the Apostle of the apostle Luke”), the second
on f. 211r reads épunvia év émouf] @V mpaewv Aouxd dmoaTéov, amd dtaddpwy T(aTé)pwy
(“Exposition in brief of the Acts of the apostle Luke, from various Fathers”).

The ascription to Leo Choirosphaktes, accompanied by a succession of
administrative titles, appears in other manuscripts that convey diverse writings attributed
to the Byzantine diplomat.”* Choirosphaktes is recognised for a range of compositions,
encompassing letters, hymns, epigrams, anacreontic poems, theological treatises, and
exegetical works, notably the extensive poem Chiliostichos Theologia (“A thousand-verse
Theology”).546 While the attribution of certain works and the Christian faith of the
author remain subject to dispute, Ioannis Vassis, who published an edition of the
theological poem, proposed the possibility that Choirosphaktes may have composed his

exegetical works around 907 AD, during his exile in the Petra fortress following

>* For further information about this figure, see the entry “Leon Choirosphaktes: Aéwv” in the PMZ online

(last accessed on 27 August, 2023).

54 Vassis 2002.
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diplomatic missions to Baghdad, Jerusalem, and Antioch.’*’ Alternatively, he might have
written the epitomes during his second exile after 913 AD, while residing in the Stoudios
Monastery in Constantinople, after failing to establish Constantine Doukas as
emperor.**® It is plausible that during this time, he gained access to a wealth of exegetical
material available at the monastery, which he could have used in the composition of his
works, including Chrysostom, who, as a former archbishop of Constantinople, held
significant influence and was widely studied in Byzantium. It is also noteworthy that the
epitome was incorporated as L2 in Paris gr. 237. According to Aletta, this material was
added around the same time as the main late-ninth/early-tenth century hand in
Constantinople.’® If the attribution to Choirosphaktes is accurate, this suggests that his
epitomes gained popularity soon after their initial production.

Regarding its content, the epitome comprises a series of citations (eighty-one in the
Moscow manuscript) primarily drawn from Chrysostom’s Homilies on Acts. These
citations are often abbreviated and rephrased, focusing on selected portions of the
biblical book. In their original form, they are interwoven with references to the biblical

text in an alternating layout. This format aligns with what is known in codicological

> Vassis 2002: 10, 16. The attribution of authorship for numerous works is a subject of debate. See the
entry “Choirosphaktes, Leo” by A.P. Kazhdan in ODB I: 425-426. The authenticity of the religious beliefs
is brought into question due to the presence of Neoplatonic and astrological elements in certain theological
writings. See Magdalino 2000: 141-166 for details. On the features and origins of the exegetical epitome,
see Dorival 1986: 100-109.

54 1 express my gratitude to my colleague Andrew J. Patton, who is researching Leo’s epitome and catenae

on the Gospels, for this valuable suggestion.

> See above I11.3.2.
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studies as ‘continuous gloss’, a type of commentary where the commentary text
seamlessly accompanies the main text without clear demarcation: this is opposed to the
‘stratified gloss’ layout, where text and commentary are distinctly separated into
paragraphs that follow each other.>> Nevertheless, the excerptor introduces each section
with the conjunction 471, a practice already observed in the discussion of the Epitome of
Chrysostom (L4) in Paris gr. 216.>"

This epitome likely existed in this format before being incorporated into the
marginal scholia of Paris gr. 237, retaining its complete text. It also appears in an
abridged form in Drama 3. However, neither of these manuscripts are direct successors
of the four alternating-format manuscripts. When comparing the epitome in multilayered
frame catena manuscripts and alternating layout manuscripts, specifically in the scholia
on Acts 8:13-27 (as shown in Table 36), significant structural and arrangement
differences become evident.

Compared to the alternating-layout manuscripts, Paris gr. 237 omits one scholium
entirely (at Acts 8:39) and abbreviates another (at Acts 8:14). The alternating-layout
manuscripts sporadically arrange scholia in an unordered manner (e.g., no. 1 at Acts
8:18). The correct order found in Paris gr. 237 and Drama 3 aligns with the direct
tradition of Chrysostom’s Homilies on Acts. Drama 3, however, features an additional

comment (no. 6 at Acts 8:15), which deviates from the linear sequence and was added by

the second scribe, as indicated by the underlined text in the table. In Paris gr. 237, the

5% See Sautel 1999: 19. On the format variations of alternating layout catenae see Lorrain 2020.

551

See above I11.4.3.
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misplaced comment is marked by inverted commas (), suggesting an overlap with a
previous scholium from the main scribe (L1) on the same page.

Drama 3 presents an abbreviated version of the epitome, and its order corresponds
with that of Paris gr. 237. Additionally, it shares the absence of the scholium at Acts
8:39. Conversely, at Acts 8:13, the Drama codex includes the same extended scholium
(no. 1) found in the alternating-layout manuscripts, which in Paris gr. 237 is instead
abbreviated. This raises the possibility that Drama 3 and Paris gr. 237 either share a
common source, or independently rearranged scholia in a relevant order to match the
corresponding lemmata. Such a transition from alternating to frame catena layout
manuscripts could have been relatively straightforward. Lastly, in the Moscow
manuscript, one scholium (no. 7 at Acts 8:27, inc. xavddxny aifiones méoav, des. A map
avtolg) is expanded with material that appears to have been derived from the same source
used by the compiler to create the epitome of ‘isolated’ scholia as the second compilation
in this manuscript.”>* Regardless, these observations suggest that Drama 3 and Paris gr.
237 are more likely descendants of an ancestor shared with the four alternating-layout
manuscripts, including Moscow F 270, n. 56, rather than being directly linked.

Table 36 also shows that despite being tentatively categorised as C150 by Parpulov,
a substantial portion of the comments is absent in the Pseudo-Andreas catena.’>?

Conversely, they align with the direct tradition of Chrysostom. Even when considering

scholia shared with both C150 and Chrysostom’s direct tradition or only with the latter,

52 See below IIL.8.2.

>>3 See Parpulov 2021: 99-100.
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the text often undergoes alterations and additions, which may have derived from other
existing epitomes or introduced by the compiler himself. Returning to Table 36, it is
evident that certain extracts are not present in Chrysostom’s direct tradition (e.g., no. 2
at Acts 8:14). This absence may either indicate substantial modifications to the extent
that the source material’s origins are obscured, or, alternatively, these scholia might

represent original contributions made by the compiler.
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sch. | Drama 3, ff. b.l. | Paris gr. 237, | b.l. | Moscow F. 270, ff. b.l. | Pseudo- b.l. | Chrysostom, b.l.
no. | 176r-v ff. 22v-23v 216r-v (cf. Patmos Andreas Homilies on Acts,

177, pp- 458-459, Catena 18-19

Ambrosiana A 52, ff. (full type)

61v-62r, Vat. gr.

1767, ff. 158r-v)

1 | od TioTewg 8:13 | 0¥ mioTe(ws) 8:13 | mv(elp)a Aéyet xal tijy | 8:18 | To0 8:14 | OV mioTews Evexey, | 8:13
gvex(ev) AW’ Evexev G TolaUTNY OWpERY THY éx Xpuvaoarduov. aM’ wote yevésbal | —14
(&do)Te wote yeveahat mv(edpato)s = 00 mioTewg To1oUTOG ... 00X
yeveah(at) TotolTog" ol gvexey, AW Eueley adTR
Totolto(s) - Wev odv wote yeveahat TOUTOY, et 01063

dlapapTupdue TotolTog. ETEpolg aiTel.
Vol ... va 0ldw (Cramer III, (PG 60, coll.
ETEPOLS (G 136.7-8) 145.7-8; 146.9-10,
xev600806 i 25-27)

2 mv(elp)a 8:14 | dwati obx gloay odToL

— — | Aéyet xat ™ Aapfavovres ... Obvapy | — — — — —

TOLQOTNY oL abTNY* fyouv: idoal
dwpeav TV éx aMoug :*
ToU
mv(ebpaTo)s

3 | 0éov T& 8:19 | éme1dy) odx eig | 8:20 | déov T& clpwvt aitfoar | 8:13 Aéov oOv Todvavtiov | 8:14
olpw(vt) deov noty AaPely mva &ytov: ... aitioat, iva Aafy
aitfoat adTo aM {va 06 étalpols O [Mvelpa dytov ...

Aaf(elv) xéxpna(at) TolTw aitel ws xevddofog — — | ’Eme1on yap &ig 0éov
mv(ebp)a a0TE 0dx éyproato

dy(tov) ... odx
elg 0o adT(&)

(PG 60, col.
146.25-32)
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4 | dy(olv) éme1dy] oUx eig 0éov adTd | 8:20 | 708 avrod” 8:20 8:20
xéxpyoat - dn(aiv) xéxpnalar :* "Eme109) odx eis
0éov adTE
xéxpnoal’ ovx
0Tl ...
(Cramer III,
139.10-11)
5 | 7o ¢l dpa ToliTo 8:22 | Tolito Onholivrds Ty 8:22 Ei dpa dpelnoetal | 8:22
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Table 36. Comparison of Leo Choirosphaktes’ epitome, C150 and Chrysostom in scholia on Acts 8:13-27
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8.2 T2: Epitome of ‘isolated’ scholia
The second section related to Acts, found on ff. 219v-224v, is not detailed in Viktorov’s
catalogue. It bears the title épuyviat addat Té@v Tpagewy év cuvtiuw (“other interpretations
of Acts in summary”).>>* This compilation consists of a total of thirty-two segments
where biblical lemmata are integrated into the explanations concerning Acts, mirroring
the approach seen in Leo’s epitome. However, the last four segments are misplaced, as
they offer commentary on Rom. 9:3 (ff. 223r-v), 2 Cor. 12:7 (ff. 223v-224r), and 1 Cor.
9:20 (f. 224v) instead. Therefore, a total of twenty-eight sections comments on Acts.

Upon scrutinising the opening and closing passages of each section and comparing
them with the manuscript tradition of Acts catenae, I discovered that this compilation is
an epitome of the ‘isolated’ scholia that form L1 in Drama 3, Paris gr. 237, Escorial
WY.II1.18, and the affiliated manuscripts discussed earlier. Specifically, the compiler
restructures, abbreviates, or expands these scattered scholia in an alternating-layout
fashion. It is evident that a notable alignment exists with the ‘isolated’ scholia and C156
manuscripts previously discussed, with around one-quarter of the content being shared,
as demonstrated in Table 37. Nonetheless, a stronger connection emerges with an
additional manuscript from the same group, dating to the tenth century - Florence,
BML, Plut.IV.29 (ff. 1r-80r).”> This manuscript, like its counterparts, is categorised as

C150 by Parpulov.>*® However, it is worth noting that a substantial number of scholia are

>>* The spelling faithfully reflects the orthographic norms observed in the manuscript.

> diktyon 15945 (GA 457).

556 Parpulov 2021: 169.
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absent when compared to the Pseudo-Andreas type - a topic I will consider further in

Chapter V.>’
epitome ‘isolated’ scholia Ci156
Moscow | Florence | Drama | Paris gr. | Escorial, | Athos | Cambridge | Patmos
no. 56 Plut.IV. | 3(L1) |237(L1) | ¥ 1II18 | Koutl | Add. 3046 |15
(T2) 29 (L1) oumo

usiou

82
scholiain | 17/34 1/10 7/27 11/35 12/37 | 9/38 12/52
common

Table 37. Counting shared scholia in T2 of Moscow, RGB, F. 270, no. 56

What distinguishes the Florence manuscript is not just the higher count of shared
scholia (seventeen) in comparison to the other manuscripts, but also the presence of five
scholia that are exclusively shared between this and Moscow F 270 no. 56. These scholia
are located at Acts 5:37, 15:17, 17:29, 22:25, 28:15. The interconnectedness and similarity
between these manuscripts are illustrated in Table 38, which provides a visual
representation of how the reshaping of scholia in an epitome-like manner is
implemented. At the outset, most of them are enriched with introductory conjunctions
and phrases that are characteristic of epitomes (indicated in bold in the table), similar to
what was observed in Leo’s epitome. These elements include 6Tt (“because”), along with
interrogative pronouns and expressions like dweti (“why”) and tig/7i éoTwv (“who/what
is”), which are frequently encountered within commentary and epitome genres. These
linguistic devices enable the compiler to incorporate the cited biblical lemma (indicated

in italics in the table) without the necessity of presenting the entire passage, as would

%7 See below V.3.
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typically occur in alternating-layout commentaries. Much like Leo’s epitome, a distinct

demarcation between the biblical lemmata and the exegetical elucidation is not always

evident; instead, these two facets merge to form a unified textual entity.

Moscow, RGB, F. 270, no. 56 (T2)

‘ Florence, BML, Plut.IV.29

Acts 5:37

f. 14r

0UTos T]ovdag| 6 yaAt|Aaiog| x(al) of pe|r
a0Tol| v 6 al|pa mrd|Tos dvé|wile pe|td
T6v| Buaiédv| adTol| éxwAvae| yap Tag| Umd
THig| yepou|aias Tol Aol mapadidopévas
yiveaOat mepl T(3g) a(wty)plag| T(ol)
Bagiré(wg) x(al) Tol pwuaiwy Evous :—

ff. 220r-v

tis W 00du¢ J yedidaio|c b év taic

Huepais s dmoypadis o0dorwy: 6g
anéoryoey Adadv modpy| omiow avrod xal
dmeror obtog {o¥|dag 6 yahhaios xal of pet
a0Tol Gv 70| alpa petd @Gy Buoidy avTod
guiev || 6 mAdTos: éxdhuaey yap Tag VMO TH¢
yepou|aiag Tol Aol mapadidopévag yiver|ba
Buaiag: mept Tiig o(wtn)plag Tol Bacidé|wg
xal Tol pwpaiwy &voug :-

Acts

15:17

f. 42r

6 aTavpw|Bels odv| Hv. 6 Aé|ywv Tad|Ta év
n|oalar| adtol| yap To| Svopal
emué|xAnt(at)| mavta| Ta €bvn*| xploTia|vol

f. 221v

871 6 oTavpw|Bels odv %y & Aéywv Talita év
noala: adtol| yap T dvopa EmxéxinTal
mavta Tat| E0vy* xploTiavol yap mpog

gme1d)| éx tol| yévoug| nuév| ebddxn|aev 6
0(ed)s| Texbiv(ar)| émi T(%g) yiis:

yap| mpooa|yopevovt(at) : dyopebovtal :*
Acts 17:29
f. 49r f. 222v

8ty yévos vmdpyovres Tod O(eo)y,| ovx
Speidwpey voulley ypvad i dpyd pew
gme1d] éx Tol yévous Nuidv ev|0dxnaey 6
0(e0)s, Texbvar émi yijs:

Acts

22:25

f. 63v
deixvu|otv év|tadf(a)
Yé|voug| éThy|xavev—

¢&1w|patt|xol

6Tt mep

f. 223r

8t dv(Bpwm)ov pw|uaiov ox égeaty Oty
naotilew: dgiw|patinol yap yévoug
étuyyavey o mabiog:

Acts

28:15

f. 78v
TPLY xa|TnAlwy

f. 223r
TpI&Y TaBepvév: ¥ xamAinwy

Table 38. Reworking scholia shared only with Florence, BML, Plut.IV.29

9. Concluding remarks
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The comprehensive analysis provided in this chapter highlights the complex nature of
multilayered and multiple-text catena manuscripts, underscoring the need for meticulous
examination. Among catenae on the Acts of the Apostles, seven codices have catenae
with marginal or alternating layouts resulting from the interaction of multiple sets of
scholia. These scholia were either transcribed by different scribes or by the same scribe at
different points in time. Despite acknowledging their layered structure, prior research
has grouped these catenae under a single category based on traditional classification
criteria, such as comparing exemplars at the beginning and end of the catena or in
selected test passages.
The present, more thorough, investigation involving the incipits and explicits of
each scholium, along with systematic comparisons of manuscripts and palaeography, not
only confirms the existence of diverse layers on the same pages but also facilitates the
identification of their connections with individual compilations in other manuscripts.
Some of these texts consist of isolated scholia, while others are epitomes of patristic
works rather than catenae in the strict sense. The following categories emerge from this
examination:
1. Collections of Scholia
- Isolated Scholia
- C156 (Abbreviated Catena)

2. Abbreviated Recensions of Pseudo-Andreas Catena
- C150.2¢

- C150.2d
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- C150.2f
- C155.4 (now C150.2g)
3. Epitomes of Chrysostom’s Homilies on Acts
- Epitome by Leo Magister
- Other Epitomes
4. Catena-Commentaries, primarily based on Chrysostom
- Pseudo-Oecumenius’ Minor Recension (C151.3)
- Pseudo-Theophylact’s Expositio (C152.1)
- Anonymous Catena-Commentary possibly associated with Nicetas of Naupactus
(C155.5)

These works span various genres of compilations, each with its own subvariants. It
is important to note that not all these works strictly adhere to the catena format. Among
these seven manuscripts, connections exist not only to the tradition of other catena types
but also among the manuscripts themselves. Specifically:

- Four frame-layout multilayered catenae (Drama 3, Paris gr. 237, gr. 216, Escorial
W.II1.18) share isolated scholia, pre- bouletée scripts, a symbolic cross-reference system,
and a common transcription date (ninth-tenth century for Drama 3, Paris gr. 237, gr.
216, tenth-eleventh cenrury for Escorial W.III.18). Variations in biblical text and possibly
a Constantinopolitan origin also contribute to their relationship. This collection is
mirrored in an alternating layout epitome version within the Moscow manuscript F 270,

no. 56.
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- Leo Choirosphaktes’ epitome connects three manuscripts: the frame-layout
multilayered Drama 3 and Paris gr. 237 (with differing variations), and the alternating
multiple-text manuscript Moscow F 270, no. 56.

- Three manuscripts (Paris gr. 237, gr. 216, partly Escorial ¥.II1.18) are connected
by C156, a new category encompassing abbreviated catenae that share scattered scholia,
albeit with varying content that partly overlaps with the ‘isolated’ scholia group.

- These same three manuscripts contain distinct versions of Chrysostom’s homilies
on Acts, illustrating different compilation practices.

- Five manuscripts (Drama 3, Paris gr. 237, gr. 216, Vatican Reg. gr. 6, Vatican Vat.
gr. 760) encompass diverse abridgments from the Pseudo-Andreas catena (C150). They
stem from distinct editorial stages, with the Vatican codices seemingly tied to the oldest
exemplar of this type.

- Finally, three manuscripts feature different catena-commentary types: Pseudo-
Oecumenius recensio minor (C151.3) in Paris gr. 216, an anonymous catena-
commentary (C155.4) in Vatican Reg. gr. 6, and Pseudo-Theophylact’s commentary on
Acts (C152.1) in Vatican Vat. gr. 760. Despite the differences, they all share a
compilation approach involving seamless excerpting and integration of various sources
into a unified scriptural body.

However, the process of how these catena-types developed awaits further
investigation. The origins of the isolated scholia, the reasons for their widespread
presence, the relationship with C156 and the selective inclusion of some in C150 all

demand exploration. Additionally, the occurrence of certain extracts from the Pseudo-
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Theophylact commentary in Vatican Vat. gr. 760 appearing in C150 is puzzling. These
inquiries, among others, will find their answers in Chapter V. Before this, Chapter IV
will tackle yet another pressing question: how can we ascertain the chronological order of
added layers in the multilayered manuscripts and determine whether they are linked to

one or more phase of production?
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Chapter IV

Identifying Editorial Phases:
Chronology, Layout, and Readability of Scholia in

Multilayered Acts Catenae

1. Introduction
In the following sections, I will explore multilayered catenae on Acts as “production
units”, endeavouring to establish the chronological sequence in which the identified
layers of scholia were transcribed, particularly focusing on instances where the
distinction between different strata is not immediately clear or the relationship of the
scribal hands might be in question.

To begin with, we can readily discern separate production units within
manuscripts, following the definition by Andrist-Canart-Maniaci of a production unit as
a series of actions stemming from a singular act of creation.>*® For example, manuscripts
such as Vat. gr. 760 and Moscow F 270, no. 56 contain two distinct texts, each created in
a continuous effort by the same scribe. This suggests that although the texts themselves
may have had different origins and purposes, they were brought together within these

manuscripts as part of a single production unit during their composition.

5% Andrist-Canart-Maniaci 2013: 59.
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In the case of Vatican Reg. gr. 6, it becomes evident that the two fragmentary texts
are associated with separate production units, a conclusion drawn from the notable
chronological gap between the activities of the two scribes.”*® This conclusion is further
supported by the activity of the second scribe, who attempted to address the
incompleteness of the first pre-existing commentary on Acts by introducing an entirely
distinct form of catena. The latter is the most prevalent catena form, namely the Pseudo-
Andreas catena, which by that time had already spawned various abbreviated versions.
This use of the Pseudo-Andreas catena by the second scribe adds weight to the argument
against the existence of a genuine commentary on Acts by either Nicetas of Heraclea or
Theophylact of Ochrid.>* This is because the Pseudo-Andreas catena was widely
circulated, suggesting that there was no genuine commentary by these erudite figures,
whose works are usually well-preserved.*®" Despite the later scribe’s endeavour to extend
the content of the initial text, the distinct differences in catena-type and style firmly
establish that the two texts belong to separate production and content units.

The situation becomes more complex when examining Drama 3, Paris gr. 237 and
gr. 216. In the first two manuscripts, a clear distinction can be observed, as recognised
by palaeographers, between the initial hand responsible for the biblical text and a

primary layer of sparse scholia (L1 in both cases), and subsequent hands responsible for

> See above II1.6
5%% See above 11.3, and IIL.6.
5! The Catena Catalogue (cf. Parpulov 2021: 211-212) lists 155 manuscripts of Theophylact’s
commentaries on the Gospels (e.®¢) and 44 copies on the Pauline Epistles (p. ®¢). For the catenae by

Nicetas of Heraclea, the database records 12 manuscripts with catena on Matthew (C113), 22 with catena

on Luke (C135), 8 with catena on John (C144) (last checked September 2023).
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additional layers of scholia. While the second and third layers in the case of Drama 3
appear to be from the twelfth century, in the case of Paris gr. 237, the additions seem
more recent, possibly even contemporaneous with the tenth-century main scribe, as
suggested by Aletta.*> However, what is noteworthy in both instances is the discovery,
as illustrated in in Chapter III, that there are at least two more hands at play in each
manuscript that had been previously overlooked. These later hands seem to be
responsible for the latest phases of transcription, L4 in Drama 3 and L5 in Paris gr. 237,
respectively. Moreover, in the case of the Paris codex, I have demonstrated that the first
additional hand transcribes three distinct sets of scholia corresponding to three separate
compilations.

Finally, while in Drama 3 and Paris gr. 237 it was evident that L1 was associated
with an earlier production unit, in contrast, Linardou thought that all three layers in
Paris gr. 216 were part of the same production stage, involving the collaboration of three
scribes.”® However, questions arise regarding the timing of this activity. Were they all
actually executed in the same phase? How can the chronological order of these layers be
established? In this chapter, my aim is to address these inquiries and provide answers to
them. The evidence I have compiled reinforces the idea that there are separate

production units within the newly identified layers of Drama 3 and Paris gr. 237, as well

52 Aletta 2004: 89.
593 Linardou 2017: 237: “The extraordinary number, variety and execution of the decorated scholia was an
integral part of the project from its inception; the programme was therefore carefully designed and

executed by the scribes in close collaboration.”
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as within the layers of Paris gr. 216. I have utilised several primary criteria to collect this
evidence, including:

1. Analysing the textual arrangement of scholia on the page, or mise en text,** in
relation to previous paratextual elements in the page and preceding layers of scholia.
This involves examining the order and potential disorder that arises from the overlap of
various layers.

2. Assessing adherence to readability standards and patterns in the layout. The
underlying premise is as follows: transcribing a catena or commentary in a frame layout
poses challenges for scribes in managing the available margin space. Codicological
studies on the mise en page (or ‘formatting’) of commentary manuscripts conducted over
recent decades, especially by Marilena Maniaci and Jacques-Hubert Sautel, have
demonstrated that synchronising text and commentary demands meticulous planning of
both layout and page ruling, as the capacity of a frame layout is indeed directly
proportional to the capacity of the margins.>*> Maniaci, in particular, has emphasised two
fundamental rules guiding scribes when transcribing commentary manuscripts. **® These

principles involve connecting each scholium to its corresponding passage while

54 In this context, ‘mise en text is employed as per the definition suggested by Andrist-Canart-Maniaci
2013: 58, referring to the techniques employed by the scribe to organise content across the pages to make
it easily accessible to readers.

5% The numerous contributions by Maniaci are methodologically significant, as they address issues arising
from the frame layout of glossed manuscripts through a range of measurements involving text and
commentary. Notably, her works include Maniaci 2002, and for insights into the layout of commented
manuscripts of the //jad, see Maniaci 2000, 2006a, and 2006b. For a focus on the codicological aspects of
frame catena manuscripts of the New Testament, see Sautel 1999 and 2001.

5% Maniaci 2006a: 252-253.
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maintaining text and commentary on the same page or facing pages. This is done to
guarantee readability and prevent the commentary from extending onto the next page.
However, a quantitative and comparative analysis conducted on glossed manuscripts of
the //iad has revealed that despite careful planning of mise en page and ruling, scribes
can encounter challenges in coordinating text and commentary, especially when the
latter is densely packed.>*’ It becomes difficult to predict the extent and frequency of
commentary that needs to be transcribed. As a result, scribes employ various strategies
to ensure that text and scholia can coexist on the same page. These strategies range from
abbreviating text or commentary through cuts and omissions to reintroducing previously
omitted scholia in the remaining space on the page, or occasionally continuing the
transcription on the facing page.

In contrast to the //iad manuscripts, where text and commentary were concurrently
planned by a single scribe with both layout and ruling calculated for both sections in
advance, the challenges faced by the scribes of Drama 3, Paris gr. 237 and gr. 216 arise
from the evolving stratification of paratextual material. This expansion was not part of
the original layout and ruling planning, further complicating page management. As
pointed out by Maniaci, the complexity of manuscripts was often exacerbated by the
layering over time of annotations originating from various scribes, eras, contexts, and
intentions, all of which had to be accommodated within the remaining space on the

age.’®® Given this situation, conducting a comprehensive quantitative analysis followin
pag ) g p q y g

%7 See especially Maniaci 2006b: 253-286.

58 Maniaci 2006a: 242.
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the codicological framework presented by Maniaci, particularly concerning
measurements, would be challenging in this context.’® However, several criteria, such as
the method of differentiation and coordination between text and comments, as well as
the size and treatment of the script in relation to the available space, can still be
employed to examine layered texts.

Indeed, despite this background, later scribes appear undeterred by the addition of
a substantial amount of exegesis. This phenomenon provides the explanation for many
instances of disordered scholia. The interaction between overlapping layers frequently
leads to the repositioning of comments either on the same page or a different one. This
disrupts the anticipated sequential arrangement between the scholia and their
corresponding scriptural lemmata. Conversely, the expected order is generally
maintained in cases where no pre-existing scholia are present. Therefore, through an
examination of the placement of scholia on the page, it becomes possible to establish the
chronological order of layers, reinforce the textual findings discussed in Chapter III
regarding the assignment of scholia to specific layers, and even make attempts to assign
uncertain scholia to particular layers when their affiliation is unclear. Furthermore, this
analysis can provide insights into the editorial intentions behind these inclusions,
shedding light on whether the various contributing scribes aimed to create a Bible for
broader reader consultation, a more specialised study-bible for personal use, or simply a

repository of exegesis.

5%9 See Maniaci 2002: 31-32.
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The forthcoming sections will conduct a comprehensive exploration of scholia

layout and instances of disorder in Drama 3, Paris gr. 237, and Paris gr. 216.

2. Disorderly scholia and layout strategies in Paris gr. 237
The case of Paris gr. 237 stands out as particularly puzzling due to its unprecedented
level of layer overlap in comparison to other manuscripts featuring Acts catenae. It not
only exhibits instances of disorder between different layers but also within scholia
belonging to the same layer. Consequently, this manuscript will be the focus of an
extensive discussion. This examination will occasionally be conducted in conjunction
with reference tables (here Tables 41-43), wherein each scholium is assigned a unique
number based on its positioning on the page. These numbers commence anew in each
table. Additionally, every scholium is categorised into a specific layer denoted by
ascending Arabic numerals, representing its chronological order. Another column in the
table designates the catena type of each layer and scholium, utilising an em-dash when
external evidence is unidentified. When a page lacks exegesis, the same em-dash is
employed. The last column indicates the location of disorder, represented by a small
symbol corresponding to the mispositioned scholium. A single symbol (x) indicates
disorder within the sequence on the page, while two symbols (xx) indicate that the

scholium is out of sequence within its layer.
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2.1  Disorder between layers: dislocated scholia as indicators of stratification
chronology

To begin with, sequences of scholia become disorderly when scribes introduce these
across pages that are already occupied not only by scholia from previous layers, but also
by chapter numbers, headings, and mark-ups of Old Testament quotations. The
precedence of these elements over L2 is proven by the instance on f. 11r, where a
scholium on Acts 1:23 (inc. [oi¢] dmootéA[otg] maAal, des. )y % évou[a]aie) encircles the
Old Testament reference to Psalms 68 and 108. There are also instances where scholia
from this layer are positioned at a certain distance from such material, in an effort to
avoid it at the cost of aligning with the biblical lemmata: for example, on ff. 11r and 16r,
the transcription of scholia starts from the top-right margin, because chapter headings
are written in the upper margin.

However, disorder of scholia can offer insights into the chronology of these
additions, revealing both the stages at which they were transcribed and their sequence.
Disorder primarily arises from the interaction of layers, and it becomes apparent that this
disruption is absent when there is no overlap on the same page, as exemplified in Table
39, where the disorder caused by the intersection of scholia sets is marked by “x”, and
the respective layer affiliation is indicated by “yes”.

In L2, scholia maintain their sequence without disorder, except in instances where
they intersect with scholia from L1, leading to transcription above or below pre-existing
scholia. In cases where earlier scholia are absent, there is room for new material, often

aligned with the corresponding biblical text, though precise alignment is not always
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achieved, especially when copying more numerous entries. Instances of non-
correspondence between scholia sequence and scriptural text are rare, usually arising
from oversight. These discrepancies are corrected by indicating sequence disruptions

({913

with inverted commas (“ “) above the scholia and preceding the corresponding biblical
lines.>”® L3, represented by the C156-set, shows minimal disorder unless influenced by
L2 scholia. L3 and previous layers contribute to most instances of disorder in the
subsequent, more numerous set of scholia from C150. With limited L3-scholia, L2
primarily causes sequence disruptions in L4. This effect is observed when L2 is the sole
pre-existing layer on a page, when L2 coexists with L1, or when L2 appears alongside L3.
L1 and L3 alone affect a smaller number of L4-scholia. Disorder in L5 is caused by L4 or
L1, with L2 and L3 no longer playing a role. The increase in ‘isolated’ L1 scholia in the

latter part of the book leads to more instances of L5 encountering earlier comments,

prompting reorganisation of the new additions.

Text L1 L2 L3 L4 L5
‘isolated’
scholia yes B B B B
Epitome b
LIe)o Magis?cfer X yes B B B
C156 X X yes — —
C150.2d X X X yes —
Epitome of
Chrysostom’s | x — — X yes
Homilies

Table 39. Determination of layers from overlapping sets of scholia in Paris, BnF, gr. 237

57% See above I11.8.1.
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2.2 Disorder within layers: scribes’ organisation amid stratification
As discussed in the Introduction of this chapter, balancing commentary with the main
text in frame layout commentary manuscript is a codicological challenge, guided by two
fundamental rules for scribes: ensuring that each scholium corresponds to its relevant
passage while maintaining readability and preventing overflow onto the following page.
Yet, dense commentary in glossed Z/iad manuscripts shows that planning does not always
eliminate coordination issues, prompting strategies like abbreviation and reintroduction
of omitted commentary. In contrast to meticulously planned //iad manuscripts, the
scribes of Paris gr. 237 encountered unique challenges due to the expansion of layers,
complicating page organisation. Originally not designed for an extensive catena, for
which the manuscript’s margins would have been too narrow, the initial aim was to
incorporate a limited selection of self-contained scholia, a task successfully achieved by
the L1 scribe.””!

The subsequent scribe was undeterred by this limitation and added a significant
amount of exegesis. This presented no issues during the early stages of transcription due
to the intermittent positioning of L1-scholia, which left ample space across the
manuscript free of commentary. Moreover, the initial incorporations of Leo Magister’s
epitome and the C156-extracts introduced a relatively modest quantity of scholia—less
than a hundred in total. These are frequently concise and sporadic, resembling the

nature of the L1-scholia. As a result, the instances of overlap between L2 and L3 within

>7! Staab 1924: 180. This concept aligns with Maniaci’s definition of ‘discontinuous commentary’

(‘commento irregolare’), which stands in contrast to the concept of a ‘running commentary’ (‘commento

sistematico’): see Maniaci 2002: 15.
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the same page were restricted, contributing to a decreased likelihood of a disorderly
arrangement. This, in turn, helped maintain alignment or proximity of the scholia to
their corresponding lemmata in the central text.’”*

The complexity escalated when this scribe introduced an additional layer derived
from the Pseudo-Andreas catena, a compilation encompassing over one thousand five
hundred scholia in its complete form. While it is plausible that L4 transcribed from an
abbreviated exemplar and further shortened the scholia to fit the layered page, these
fragments alone make up a significant proportion—53.28 per cent—almost twice the
combined content of L1, L2, and L3. Consequently, the scribe confronted the challenge
of integrating these scholia into pages that were already partly or fully filled with
material from the preceding layers. Moreover, the presence of paratexts like running
titles, chapter numbers, and Old Testament quotation markers added to the reduction of
available page space.

The scribe, aiming to enrich the catena with extensive exegesis within the
limitations of the page margins, grappled with the space available. When permitted, they
attempted to arrange the scholia in line with the scriptural text’s sequence. However,
when faced with a substantial number of lengthy scholia and constrained page space,
maintaining strict order became challenging, often leading to disorderly placement of
scholia within the same layer. This complexity was particularly evident in the first ten

chapters of Acts, where the volume of scholia was higher (see Table 40). Notably, chapter

>72 There are about twenty cases of nearly perfect alignment: for example, on ff. 12r, 13r, 16v, 17r, 18r-v,

19r, 21r, etc.
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2 contains a peak of forty-five scholia, with L4 contributing twenty-seven—more than
twice the number found in L2 (twelve). This trend might reflect a common practice in
glossed manuscripts, where commentators focused intensively on the initial sections of a
work.””? Specifically, the average scholia count per Acts chapter is notably higher in the
first ten chapters, averaging 23.4.°”* In contrast, the subsequent eighteen chapters
average 10.41 scholia per chapter, with only Acts 13 slightly surpassing twenty scholia,

and Acts 25 containing none.

Acts total uncertain
chapter | scholia L1 L2 L3 L4 L5 layer

1 28 1 12 1 14 — —
2 45 — 12 3 27 — 3

3 17 — 6 3 7 — 1

4 22 — 8 4 9 — 1

5 15 — 4 — 11 — —
6 8 — 3 — — —
7 26 — 3 — 22 — 1

8 19 3 7 1 9 — —
9 29 1 17 — 10 — —
10 25 2 4 — 20 — —
11 11 — — — 11 — —
12 13 1 2 — 9 — 1

13 21 1 1 — 19 — —
14 10 — — — 10 — —
15 13 — — — 13 — —
16 19 3 — — 15 — —
17 17 2 — — 6 9 —
18 4 — — — — 4 —
19 19 8 — — 1 10 —
20 11 2 — — — 9 —
21 14 1 — — — 13 —
22 4 1 — — 1 2 —
23 4 — — — — 4 —

>73 Maniaci 2006a: 234-238, observes this phenomenon in in the glossed manuscripts of the Ziad.
>7% Nevertheless, it is important to acknowledge that Acts 6, containing the fewest scholia (eight), is also

the shortest chapter within the book, comprising only fifteen verses.
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24 4 — — — — 4 S
25 — — — — — — —
26 4 — — — — 4 _
27 4 — — — — 4 -
28 5 1 — — — 4 —

Table 40. Scholia count per modern chapter divisions of Acts

The disordered placement of scholia was not considered problematic because of the
benefits of a frame layout, which allowed flexibility in consultation.’” In fact, the choice
of later scribes to preserve the original system of symbols introduced by the first scribe,
while maintaining consistency in presenting the catena, offered practical advantages. It
facilitated the gradual incorporation of scholia without disturbing the numbered order or
impeding consultation.””® Nevertheless, this approach also led to disorder within the
various layers of scholia, as evident in the case of Paris gr. 237.

Despite this, the scribe of L2-4 made efforts to maintain a level of legibility. He
aimed to keep scholia within the same page or opening as the corresponding biblical
verses, minimising page turns unless absolutely necessary. This commitment to legibility
led to the adoption of various arrangements, often improvised during the transcription

process, a practice similar to what is observed in commented manuscripts of the Ziad.>"’

°7> See Aussedat 2008: 554. The ‘free’ rhythm of reading is especially highlighted in the concluding remarks
by Vianeés 2000: 87. She cites excerpts from preface material known as Explanatio de catenarum redactione
that precedes the catena on the Prophets (Keppler-Faulhaber-Rohr 1899: 192-196). This material is also
present in several New Testament catena manuscripts, including the oldest surviving exemplar, the eight
century Codex Zacynthius: see Houghton 2020: 67-68.

576 A similar level of flexibility is provided by a ‘lemmatic’ or ‘verbal’ cross-referencing system between text

and comments, as discussed in Vianés 2000: 85.

577 Maniaci 2000, 2006a, and 2006b.
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These solutions were adapted to address specific challenges in the page, often requiring
the repositioning of scholia. While influenced by the work of previous layers, these
arrangements could also result from factors such as miscalculations of available space,

practical considerations, or occasional oversight.

a. Reverse sequence and relocation on the opposite page
Examining f. 10v (Table 41; Image 27), a pattern emerges: three scholia (nos. 1-3) in the
left margin align with the middle of the page (Acts 1:12-13), while three lengthier ones
(nos. 7-9) in the bottom margin correspond to the upper part (Acts 1:9-11). This reversal
stems from a thoughtful consideration of scholia length versus available space within the
page. Scholia from L1 (no. 4) and L2 (no. 6) fill the lower half of the outer margin, with
the upper margin occupied mostly by a chapter number and heading. Consequently, the
scribe begins with longer scholia in the lower margin before accommodating shorter
ones in the upper half of the outer margin. However, this does not accommodate the
final scholium (no. 5), which is neatly placed in the small angle formed by the ‘tail’ of L1-
and L2-scholia. Interestingly, such reversals based on scholia length and margin space
are seen in other commentary manuscripts, even medieval legal codices as exemplified in

the preface to the editio princeps of the Digestum novum (1476 AD).””®

578 Digestum novum (text in Maniaci 2002: 20, n. 2): quippe incuria scribencium nonnumgquam aut etiam

cartarum angustia sepenumero glosarum series inversa est. Cum enim glosa ipsa, ut videmus, prolixior
esset, scriptores eam in ampliorem quendam magisque spaciosum reposuere locum. At contrario, si

. . ) _ . ) s . .
quando minor foret atque brevior, in artiorem libri marginem depinxerunt [...] (“Since sometimes owing to
the scribal negligence or also frequently to the narrow space of the leaves, the series of glosses was

reversed. When in fact the same gloss, as we can see, was more extensive, the writers would restore it in a
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Although this method is helpful, it does not always resolve the challenge of
maintaining text-comment alignment. Following the inversion on f. 10v, the scribe of
Paris gr. 237 could not accommodate lower half scholia due to page saturation.
Consequently, they continued the series onto the recto (f. 11r), using the free lower half
and full lower margin. The upper margin contains another chapter number and heading,
while the upper half of the outer margin features five L2-scholia on Acts 1:17-26 (nos.
10-14). Despite the space constraints, the scribe skillfully incorporated seven scholia
(nos. 15-21) that provide a sequential commentary on biblical passages spanning the last
ten lines of the verso (Acts 1:14-16) and the initial two lines of the recto (Acts 1:16-17).
This approach compromises the aesthetic balance between text and commentary, yet it
allows both to remain visually accessible to the reader.

Placing comments on the opposite page to the text was not considered a significant
violation of the readability rule in annotated manuscripts. This was because readers
could still easily move their gaze between the text and commentary on the same opening,
whereas flipping to the next page would take the reference text out of sight.>” This likely
explains the omission of L4-scholia for Acts 1:18-26 on the following page (fol. 11v),

which appears intentional or even enforced.’® In fact, the full type of the Pseudo-

wider and more spacious margin; conversely, when this was smaller and briefer, they would transcribe it in
a narrower margin of the book”).

>7% Maniaci 2006b: 240. The dislocation of scholia between the verso and recto of the same opening is a
prevalent feature in Western manuscripts of legal texts, as explored by Devoti 1999: 175-176.

5% The omission and partial reintroduction of scholia is among the solutions adopted by the scribe of

Florence, BML, Laur. Plut. XXXII.3 (eleventh-twelfth century): see Maniaci 2006a: 265, and ead. 2006b:
233-237.
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Andreas catena (C150.1) includes thirteen scholia on this section. Including these
comments would have required moving them from the front to the back of the next page,
which would have disrupted the fundamental principle of readability. On the other hand,
having text and scholia on opposite pages can slow down the reader’s engagement with
both. Addressing this concern, the scribe on f. 11r abbreviates the lemma before scholia
nos. 14 (outot mavt[es]), 20 (avopeg), and 21 (xat edayev) and duplicates a four-dot symbol
(commonly used to mark scholium endings) both before the comment and in the margin
of the corresponding scriptural line. These supplementary cues aid readers in navigation

and identifying the relevant scriptural text.
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f. 10v f.11r
no. | inc. ... des. b.l text disorder | no. |inc. ... des. b.l text disorder
ToTE Pn(oiv) OméaTpeay 10 | ¢nolv avv Huiv ... T(ov) 117 Epitome of
1 | ...0woTua €0eidwaey 1:12 C150.2d XX Exelvou TOTOV : ] Leo Magister
elmwy - 11 | ottt wy) mAEi(ovg)... TEPLTTY) 1123 Epitome of
7 6066 Tob oafBatov ... o dvdLov - ] Leo Magister
2 . . 1:12 C150.2d XX —— - -
mepimately év oaffatw - 12 | 7(olg) a@moatéA(otg) maat ... 1123 Epitome of
dpat AOLTIOV €V ... LETA TNV v %) dvou(a)aia : ] Leo Magister
3|, ) 1:13 C150.2d XX P — -
avaoTagLy - 13 | owett odx eimey ... 6(0)U 1:24 Epitome of
4 ‘H 708 oafpdrov ... 1o isolated mavta mpowplaT(at) - ' Leo Magister
Badilew év safPatw = ] scholia 14 | oUmw y(ap) éautols ... .y Epitome of
00X ECTWY Tl ... TETPOV Ol Two(g) onuetov pabelv + ' Leo Magister B
5 560 - P 1:13 C150.2d X " (g)‘ U — ® &
gya yap tolto: ...
Y . > ke yep N 1:14 C150.2d X
xaAws €ig To VTEPE(OV) ... Epitome ededoix| eloav] Tolg Toudaioug
6 | t(ov) étoipov cuMNdOnvar | 1:1 of Leo — 16 | elme yap 81 nxolotlnaey
'( ) €Toly ndom 3 . meyap oty " 1:14 C150.2d X
Magister auTo :
17 | més odv Aéyet ... cuvaryaywy
dtatt veden umedafey ... o 5 . 1:14 C150.2d X
v ,4’ T Né 1:9 C150.2d XX olUTwg xNa'rnkesv :
v énifagy avrod : 18 | (xal) obTot dmoTodvreg-
, 5 i 1:14 C150.2d X
TPOTEPOV oA -i*
8 0UXETL elaoay adTouS ... TO 111 C150.2d - 19 (f,)g Bepuos (ijfl,) C_La 1:15 C150.2d X
0¢ ENALTTOV OUXETL : ' ' apxetat Tou A0you -
20 |elyap o ... TotoliTov al
; 1:16 C150.2d X
L R OAleLs >
g |79 ¢ ou(pa)vou ... viv 11 C150.2d xx 21 | xidipov 5e maveanod .. | ;
Qv elmov <+ . , . 1:17 C150.2 X
TIpwpiag yeYovey x1pu -

Table 41. Paris, BnF, gr. 237. Reverse sequence and Relocation on the opposite page
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Image 27. Paris, BnF, gr. 237, ff. 10v—11r. Reverse sequence and Relocation on the opposite page
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Relocating scholia to the facing recto side of the opening recurs throughout the
manuscript (e.g., on ff. 12r, 13r, 29r). In one instance, space shortage on the recto leads
the scribe to ‘anticipate’ a scholium in the margin of the facing verso (on f. 15v, inc.
Womep TéTE doty, des. AaAely ToV Adyov gou, referencing Acts 4:24 on f. 16r). Another case
involves simultaneous sequence inversion and relocation, such as a scholium on Acts
10:48 (inc. 6 BamTi{duevos eig, des. vudv vméoTacy wiav), which is written in the lower
margin of f. 29r, even though the passage is on f. 28v, because on the top right outer
margin of the recto the scribe preferred to write two longer scholia on Acts 11:7-8 (inc.
waavy ereyey Rxavov, des. [xat] dwvy mpogetedy. inc. opéic 6Tt TO, des. yap nv avayxy).
Inversion and relocation are here motivated by a balance between scholia length and
margin capacity.

Additionally, on f. 11v, it can be noticed that some scholia in L4 were reversed to
ensure a continuous flow between two scholia that explain the same scriptural lemma.
Specifically, a scholium discussing Acts 2:3 (inc. ot yAwoowy dtepéptaey, des. dtavolay mpog
yvwo[w]) was prioritised over one addressing Acts 2:1 (inc. ToutéaTwy Tpod T, des. Ta[.]ta
{[..]a[.]v.), in order to maintain a coherent connection with an existing scholium from L2
located above and referring to the same scriptural passage.

Occasionally, a reverse sequence might result from overestimating the remaining
space in the margin. An example is seen on f. 31v, with an inversion of scholia connected
to Acts 13:2 (inc. womep 6 mlat]yp, des. Tis aylag Tpiados) and 13:1 (inc. i0od 6 Tpdmwe, des.

[xai] mpodyreias H51whn), respectively. Although it is possible that the inversion was
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present in the antigraph, the disorder could originate from the scribe’s oversight.>*'

Indeed, signs of inattention become apparent in the partial replication of a scholium
from L2 on Acts 13:2, found in the outer margin (inc. T0 pev Aettoupyofivtwy, des. T 0%
avtov améatorot). This replicated content then reappears in the lower margin as a
scholium referring to the same passage (inc. Tl éoTtv ddwpicate, des. vmo Tol mv[evpato]s).
Both of these scholia are slightly modified versions of the same extract from
Chrysostom’s Homily on Acts 27 (cf. PG 60, col. 205.43-52). This pattern implies that
the scribe of L4 did not adequately pay attention to the content of the pre-existing

exegetical material.”®

b. Reinitiating a sequence within the same page
Another form of internal disorder within L4 often occurs in conjunction with the reversal
and relocation of scholia. This disorderly pattern emerges when, upon exhausting the
space in the lower margin, surplus scholia are crowded into any available space within
the page, usually starting from the highest point. This leads to a cyclical writing

direction.

58! Instances of reversed scholia that result from the process of copying can be found in the manuscripts of
C150, as discussed earlier in section II1.6.2.

5% Layer overlap in the content of scholia can be observed in other instances as well. For instance, on f.
13v, there exists layer overlap between L2 (inc. me[pt] vnote[ag] évtavba, des. ev Yuyiic amiétyt) and L4
(inc. opag 67t oly, des. w adeiag oliovg). Similarly, on f. 20r, there is overlap between L4 (inc. oddauod vadg
ob0apol, des. év oixw PapBapind) and L2 (inc. tolito Aéyel 811, des. vads ovdapod bugia) on f. 21r. Another
example occurs on f. 26r with a dual case of repetition between L2 (inc. di[a]t[t] flo]Juropevog éyetpat, des.

10€iv TooouTov Bavpa) and L4 (inc. Ti 0%mote mavtag, des. daxpuat unde tapaydivar-), as well as between L2

(inc. omelpa Tov vobv, des. xal Youxia #v) and L4 (inc. deti BAémel Tov, des. %v [xal] xatavuéet) on f. 26v.



309

An instance of this disorder appears on f. 27r (Image 28). As observed in Table 42,
the upper half of the outer margin is occupied by an L2-scholium (no. 2 on Acts 10:13).
Commencing from the upper margin (no. 1 on Acts 10:16), the scribe begins the L4-
additions, then leaps over the L2-scholium by placing the next extract in the lower half of
the outer margin (no. 3 on Acts 2:17). Subsequently, the scribe moves to the bottom
margin (nos. 5-6 on Acts 2:20). At this point, the concluding scholium in the series (no.
4 on Acts 10:23) is relocated to the upper part of the lower margin, within the narrow
area formed by the edge of the outer margin and the marginal space between the text and
commentary sections.’®® This positioning ensures that it aligns precisely with the
corresponding height of its associated biblical passage.

This phenomenon, however, is not solely determined by previous stratification. On
f. 35r, for instance, a scholium on Acts 14:27 (inc. o0x eimav doa, des. Tobg Telpaapols
Aéyewv’) is placed in the upper margin after the scribe has already filled the other sides
with scholia (at Acts 14:19, inc. évtadfa mAnpoditar 70, des. évdulov odror Egupov, at 14:22,
inc. eioTéov 61t ody, des. évbev exdnuiav dmoraufavovaty, at 14:23, inc. &My mapapvdeia xal,
des. dpeidovtes oM Otdaoxeabat). This suggests an overestimation of the outer and lower
margins. Had the scribe properly assessed the space available, the scholium on Acts

14:27 might have fitted in the lower malrgin.584

583 This marginal space is called ‘corridoio’ in Maniaci 1998: 160, and ‘couloir’ in Sautel 1999: 29-30.
5% Conversely, in the glossed manuscripts of the Z/iad, certain instances of scholia cuts and omissions arise
from a miscalculation of the margin’s capacity and an exaggerated concern about overloading the page.

This perspective is discussed by Maniaci 2006a: 265, and 2006b: 259.
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This type of disorder happens in conjunction with sequence inversion and
relocation to the opposite page on ff. 12v-13r. Here, the layout is further complicated by
the presence of three L3-scholia in the upper half of the outer margin (at Acts 2:33, inc.
onpetoteov 671 0, des. aytov Umodelxvuaw 6pabéy, 2:38, inc. &v yap % oldaie, des. T Svopa &y,
2:42 inc. xata v Oelav, des. tptaday dpoovaiwy efamtiobyoay), and potentially in the upper
margin (at Acts 2:36, inc. o0 mept Tijg 0edtyTog, des. To adTov aTavpwlyvat). Additionally, a
brief L2-scholium (inc. &7t ov Témw, des. auto aMa miotet) aligns with its biblical line (Acts
2:44) at the edge of the outer margin. To navigate this complexity, the scribe first
resumes the series of comments on the scriptural text from the verso onto the recto.
They write the scholium on Acts 2:29 (inc. étav puéMer ti, des. adTodg [xat] oixelolyevos) in
the outer margin, immediately below the last L3-scholium at 2:42, then proceed to
transcribe the following comments on Acts 2:30 (inc. talta Aéyet Tva, des. eig adToV
TIpdjs), 2:31 (inc. Tolito maAly bavpactov, des. adtol ToTe Bavatos), 2:32 (inc. maAw émi Tov,
des. adto dpaveplic Aéyet) onto the lower margin, which has no previous material and
allows for the continuous flow of the comment on Acts 2:30. All these extracts are
introduced by citations of the relevant scriptural lemmata (Acts 2:29: avdpeg ddeAdot;
2:30: mpodnTNS 00V Umdpxwv; 2:31 8Tt 00 xaTeAel[ By ]; 2:32: ToliTov ToV L[noou]v), although
the reasons for not differentiating the linking symbol are unclear. Subsequently, the
copyist moves upward and arranges the remaining sequence downwards across the
limited available spaces: the vertical arrangement of these scholia (nos. 59, 64, and 66)
mirrors the sequence of the biblical text: Acts 2:33 (inc. é&éxeev dnolv odx, des. dMa peta

dapihiag), 2:34 (inc. 7o ioéTipov Vo, des. d0e&idv 1) dpioTepwy), 2:41 (inc. més ofy Tolto, des.
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uéMov tol anuelov). As in the instance observed on f. 27r, it is notable that the script size
of the scholia is compressed, and the last comment encroaches on the marginal space
between the written areas of the manuscript, which appears to serve as an “emergency

lane” for surplus scholia.
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f. 27r
no. inc. ... des. b.l text disorder

70 THig TpLadog OELXVUTLY

1 | adToV ... maTyg TV aylet 10:16 C150.2d X
OeocéPelav mapelaTOLY-
00V YWWIXELW STL ¥ WeY ... Epitome

2 | #jABev (xal) éxel maiw 10:13 of Leo —
UTEaTpEPEY - Magister
euxatpwg Epyovt(at) of avopeg

3 | TV ... &Y NpwTHoQY 1) EXEL 10:17 C150.2d —
EevileTau
XAAQG TPOTEPOV

thodppwvnTat Toug avop(a

4 Prhodp . : p(as) 10:23 C150.2d XX
... TauTa 6Ty amoloyloaalat
Oéel TETpOV :
oA Tol Tv(eupaTo)s 1)

5 | &ovaia ... &M\ oTL €y® 10:20 C150.2d —
a0TOUC QTMETTAAXA :
xal maA(v) TolTo dmoloylia

6 | méTpou ... Otexpifn (xat) 10:20 C150.2d —

ematdevdy w draxpiveabat -

Table 42. Paris, BnF, gr. 237. Restarting a sequence

Image 28. Paris, BnF, gr. 237, f. 27r. Restarting a sequence
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c. Unregulated disorder in L5
In marked contrast to L4, the internal disorder in L5 exhibits less variation and primarily
involves the dislocation of scholia to other pages, often disregarding the essential
principle of maintaining synchronisation between text and commentary across separate
pages. There are only two instances of scholia relocated to the facing page: on f. 45v, two
extracts on Acts 20:19 (inc. opag 0Tt atyet, des. Tov ovouatog gdnvat) and 20:20 (inc. Huwy
yap &, des. ala xat edeidafev) are transferred to the verso due to the outer margin of the
recto being occupied by a lengthy cross-shaped scholium on Acts 20:17 from L1 (inc. émel
0t AavBavet, des. emoxémols xal dtaxoévols), and the upper and lower margins just
previously filled with fragments on earlier passages 20:16 (inc. Tt v emeiéig, des. Tov Aoyov
xalet) and 20:19 (inc. dpa Twog paiiota, des. &pyovtag mpog apxXoOUEVOUS).

Except for these instances, the relocations consistently take place from the verso to
the recto of the next page. An example of this can be observed with a scholium on f. 43v
(inc. Svtwg auty) 1), des. Te xal eMyvag), which explains Acts 19:9 and is relocated from f.
43r. More frequently, the scholia are transferred to a previous page, often at a
considerable distance from the corresponding biblical text. This scenario is demonstrated
in Table 43 (cf. Image 29). Two scholia on f. 39v (nos. 1a and 2a) provide explanations
for Acts 17:22-23, verses located two pages later, on f. 40v. The margins of f. 41, on both
recto and verso, are completely occupied by scholia from L1 (nos. 6-7) and L4 (nos. 1, 2,
5, 8), leaving no room for L5. Only two very brief extracts from L5 (nos. 3, 4 on Acts
17:16 and 17:22) are inserted at the bottom of the page, while the rest of the sequence is

displaced two pages earlier. Even further from the biblical text are three scholia on f. 59r
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(inc. 76 yap Bavpactdy, des. detevus xat evpunyavov, inc. efovAeto xat eavtov, des. yv auTous
mn€at, inc. Tvog odv evexev, des. xpuaowy dopytds #v), which are moved three pages away
from their corresponding lemmata. Although Acts 28:17 (and possibly 28:25 for the last
scholium lacking a symbol) appears on f. 60v, this page’s outer and lower margins are
already occupied by an extensive L1-scholium (inc. mpiv émonuijoat tov madtov, des.
¢0MAwaey Tovdaix@v gmootélwy) and a chapter title and number in the upper margin.
While these dislocations are often driven by clashes with preceding layers, the
scribe likely felt compelled to relocate scholia to any available space in the manuscript.
Nonetheless, alternative choices could have been made to preserve page unity. One such
option could have involved omitting scholia for which no available space remained on
the facing pages. The decision to retain these indicates that the priority of L5 lies in
accumulating exegetical content within page gaps, even if this compromises page unity
and the ease of referencing. The repetition of abbreviated biblical lemmata, as observed
in L4, is insufficient to ensure readability, as readers must frequently navigate back and
forth across pages to locate scriptural passages. This inclination to fill margins with
exegesis at the expense of page unity, further corroborated by palaeographical insights,

highlights the distinct identity of the scribe responsible for L5 as compared to L2—4.
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f. 40v f. 41r
no. Inc. ... des. b.l L text disorder | no. inc. ... des. b.l. text disorder
TN Soiy odoay évtavba Aotmav
1| VT . P , IV -+ 17:16 | 4 C150.2¢ — 5 | éviypatodds ...aM | 17: 24 C150.2¢ X
0(e0)v ™)V mpovotay . ,
Omo diavolag :
oi afwéot ol ... yeydvta " 7ra’cr(a) U ‘isolated’
2 , 17:18 | 4 C150.2¢ — 6 | ayvwotw xal Eévw | 17:23 ) —
a(wTy)ptov Adyov : _ scholia
ov YA Y - Epitome Of, ouypov xal apaToy ‘isolated’
3 | TwoouToug metpagpovg | 17: 16 | 5 | Chrysostom X 7 17: 28 . —
s . = scholia
[0€lv : s Homilies
0w auToy dn(ow) Epitome of oUx eimev 00X ...
4 Y)Y . 7 LT ? 5 | Chrysostom’ — 8 | (xal) didoTnua 17: 29 C150.2¢ —
al dwvixal oxal: . ) -
s Homilies UTovoel :
f. 39v
TC’)UTEO'TW’ Epitome of
la | edAaPeotépoug , XX
, 17:22 5 Chrysostom’s
gyxoptalwy ... 000V o
, Homilies
Aeyet Bapy +
2a | ot yap abnatot ... Epitome of
TouT(0V) EYyw 17:23 5 Chrysostom’s XX
xaTayyeNw [...] Homilies

Table 43. Paris, BnF, gr. 237. Dislocation of scholia in L5
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Image 29. Paris, BnF, gr. 237, ff. 40v—41r (top), 39v (bottom). Dislocation of scholia in L5.
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2.3  Identifying uncertain scholia layer through disorder
Examining the instances of internal disorder in Paris gr. 237 can provide valuable clues
for assigning scholia with uncertain origins to specific layers. Despite the uniform script
of L2-4 and a lack of identification of external evidence, analysing the position of these
scholia in relation to the scribal habits observed above could offer insights for future
philological confirmation. I will present three instances.

On f. 13r, the scholia from L4 follow a pattern along the scriptural text, extending
from the lower margin of the verso to the outer and lower margins of the facing page.
For instance, the scholium on Acts 2:29 (inc. étav péMet ti, des. adTovg [xal] oixelovuevos),
2:41 (inc. més oin Tolito, des. pdAov Tol anuelov), 2:30 (inc. Talta Aéyetl- va, des. eig adTov
TIpfjs), 2:31 (inc. Tolto maAlv bavpactov, des. adtol ToTe Bavatos), and 2:32 (inc. maAw éml
ToV, des. adTod davepdiis Aéyet) follow this order, with some extracts having the related
biblical lemma duplicated to facilitate easy referencing. The scribe initiates a new
sequence at the top of the recto page that begins at Acts 2:33 (inc. é&éxeev dnoiv odx, des.
aMa peta oairias). Then, they skip over three scholia from L3 at Acts 2:33 (inc.
onuetoteov 671 O, des. aytov Umodelxvuawy 6pabév), 2:38 (inc. dv yap 7, des. 1o Svopa &v), 2:42
(inc. xata v Oelav, des. Tpiadav dpoovaiwy. éBamtiobyoay). The scribe then manages to fit
two scholia within the limited space between these L3 comments and an existing .2
scholium at Acts 2:33 (inc. 87t ov Témw, des. auto aMa miotet). The content within this
narrow space is connected to Acts 2:34 (inc. 6 ioéTipov Vo8, des. de£idv 7 dploTepwy) and
2:41 (inc. més ofn TolTo, des. pdMov Tol anueiov). These texts are tightly written, with the

latter encroaching into the marginal space between biblical section and commentary,
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indicating the scribe’s effort to accommodate them and marking them as the most recent
in the series.

However, a scholium on Acts 2:36 (inc. o0 mept Tijs OedotyTog, des. To adTov
otavpwlyvar) at the very top of the upper margin raises questions, as it is absent from
both C150 and C156. Determining if it belongs to L3 or L4 is a challenge. Plausibly, the
dislocation results from its length. During L3, the scribe might have avoided placing it in
the outer margin to prevent disrupting the flow with the nearby L2-scholium at the
margin’s end. Alternatively, if copied during L4, one could wonder why the scribe did
not initiate the sequence with the scholium on Acts 2:33 from the top margin. The letter
shapes appear looser in this specific scholium, suggesting that they might not have
accounted for further scholia, a possibility consistent with this scholium being attributed
to L3.

Two additional instances occur on f. 22r and 31r. In the first case, an uncertain
scholium on Acts 7:55, positioned in the top-right corner and upper margin (inc. ot o
e, des. %rot Beopiédv emedavy), might belong to L3. If it were from L4, it should appear
either below another scholium on the same passage (inc. 8edv 10ty adtvatov, des. év oTVUAwW
vedeAng) or even above the L2-scholium on Acts 7:55 (inc. 8edv i9eiv advvatov, des. év
oTUAW VEPEMNS). In the latter scenario, it would have likely prompted the scribe to begin
copying the scholium on Acts 7:53 (inc. Toliteatwv ois 6, des. ev 16 Pdtw) further up.

Lastly, on f. 31r, attributing the scholium on Acts 12:20 (inc. év Toig Tatplapyixols,
des. xUptév €Ty Svopa) to L3 clarifies its reversed order with the scholium on Acts 12:17

(inc. o0 yap emeipalev, des. Zdwxev ééovaiav dvaywpetoe). L4 would likely arrange them
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sequentially according to the biblical text. Disorder arises because the scholium on Acts
12:21 (inc. evfug O¢ v, des. B[eo]v Tpdg dyopetovtes) is higher up due to limited space in the
lower margin. This might be due to transcribing the extract on Acts 12:20 after an L2-
scholium on Acts 12:30 (des. ém xabedpag Aapmpas, des. To eudpnueiod[at] dia Bedv),

explaining its alignment with the referenced biblical line.

3. Chronology and alignment of supplementary scholia in Drama, Kosinitza
Monastery, 3

In contrast to Paris gr. 237, Drama 3 exhibits minimal overlap among the four identified
layers. This can be attributed to the relatively small number of scholia from the earliest
layer (L1), which amounts to only ten comments in total. As a result, scribes of
subsequent layers rarely encounter these L1 scholia, appearing only on ff. 167v, 176r,
1771, 190r-v, 192r, and 193r. Conversely, instances of overlap between the second layer
(L2), third (L3) and fourth layer (L4) can be observed, distinguished by the differing
shades of brown ink - darker for L2-3 and lighter for L4. By examining all occurrences of
the handwriting in light brown ink, responsible for completing Leo Choirosphaktes’
Epitome, I determined the chronological sequence between it and the handwriting in
dark brown ink, which was responsible for both a portion of Leo’s Epitome and C150.2c.
This analysis revealed a consistent pattern where the scholia in light brown ink were
either situated at the base of a series of comments, found in the inner margin, or inserted

into small gaps among the scholia written by the dark-brown ink scribe.
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An example of the first scenario can be found on f. 182v, in the scholium beginning
with més o0v Aéyer maldo(s) and ending with 76 8¢, of éméatorot (Image 30). This text does
not feature a repeated lemma, unlike the scholium above. Comparing it with the
corresponding scholium in Paris gr. 237 (f. 31v) and the alternating-layout manuscripts
of Leo’s Epitome confirms that this scholium, excerpted from Chrysostom’s Homily on
Acts 27.1 (cf. PG 60, col. 205.43-52), comments on Acts 13:2. The lemma itself is present
in the scholium immediately above, rendered in a darker-brown script, and serves to
establish a connection between the C150.2¢c-scholium by Ammonius (inc. o0y wg éruy[ev],
des. émyevouév[rg] xetpobe[ olag] vmepéPnolav]) and the corresponding biblical text. The
absence of the lemma in the light-brown scholium is an intentional decision made to
avoid redundancy, thereby indicating its later placement.

Another example can be found on f. 176r, a case previously discussed in Chapter III
when examining the scholia on Acts 8:9-15 (cf. Table 13).% This analysis focused on
different cross-reference systems and source materials to highlight the distinction
between the three hands. In this context, I revisit this example because the lower-margin
scholium on the same page (inc. émel xal obtog, des. fyovv idabat &Mous) lacks a repeated
lemma. By comparing it to the similar scholium in Paris gr. 237 (f. 23r) and the
alternating-layout manuscripts of Leo’s Epitome, it becomes evident that this extract,
derived from Chrysostom’s Homily on Acts 18.3 (cf. PG 60, col. 144.19-33), comments
on Acts 8:15. Once again, considering that the link to the biblical text is already

established through the scholium above, attributed to L1 and indicated by a symbol

585 See above I11.2.
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(associated with Ammonius, inc. ody &ws étuy[ev], des. émyevouév[ns] xetpobe[ aiag]
OmepéPnafav]), the scribe of Leo’s Epitome avoids duplication, and highlights the
connection by transcribing the scholium directly below the L1 entry, as if to extend its

continuation. This emphasises the commentary unit related to the same biblical passage.

Image 30. Drama, Kosinitza Monastery, 3, f. 182v. L4 situated as the final scholium in a
sequence

An example of a scholium positioned in the inner margin is found on f. 177r, beginning
with dtat(1) wi) év tepooordp(otg) and concluding with &&idmato(s) Av dinyoluevos (Image
31). The decision to employ the inner margin, a space not originally intended for
commentary according to the manuscript’s mise en page, can be attributed to the fact
that the outer margin had already been written on by prior scribes. It contains a
triangular scholium from L1 attributed to Ammonius (inc. étt xal dvavias, des. Tov
yeyovéta diwyuoév), and two scholia above it added by the scribe of C150.2c, also

attributed to Ammonius (inc. éwpax[ws] T[ov] i[nool]v), des. mv[evpat]w[7s] netaoy[wv]
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avéadnAlev]) and Maximus the Confessor (inc. n[d&g] év 4 émta[cia], des. To x[vplo]u
¢wv[#js]). Given that the lower margin was also occupied by another scholium from the
latter scribe (inc. di& ToliTo 00, des. émedy) TudAds %v), along with a chapter heading, the
scribe with the light-brown ink opted to use the inner margin as an alternative space,
similar to an ‘emergency lane’, to write the comment. This decision was made in
alignment with the respective biblical lemma, revealed to be Acts 9:2 upon comparing
this entry with the corresponding passage by Chrysostom (Homilies on Acts 19.3, cf. PG
60, coll. 152.57-153.5), thereby once again avoiding the duplication of reference.>®®
Another instance can be found on f. 168v, where a scholium beginning with ot
otx eim(ev) and ending with olTw(s) dxovéuytar dnaty, is transcribed at the very bottom of
the inner margin. This positioning choice is a result of the lower half of the outer margin
and the entire lower margin already being occupied by C150.2c-scholia. Despite having
some available space in the centre of the outer margin and the upper margin, the scribe
likely felt that these positions would be too distant for the scholium, as the relevant
biblical lemma, Acts 3:21, is located across the last four lines of the scriptural block. By
placing this scholium in the inner margin, the scribe aligns it with the pertinent biblical
lines. However, this time they repeat the lemma in a shortened form as 6v et 00(pa)v(ov)

uev, possibly to avoid confusion with the concluding words of Acts 3:20.

5% In this case, the biblical lemma is not specified in either Paris gr. 237 or in the alternating-layout

manuscripts of Leo’s Epitome.
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Image 31. Drama, Kosinitza Monastery, 3, f. 177r. L4 in the inner margin

An example of a scholium being inserted in a compressed space is observed on f. 166v
(Image 32). Here, a brief extract, avti ToU peta moM(¥s) ¥ mappyaiag, from Leo’s Epitome
(cfr. Paris gr. 237, f. 12r). is situated in the outer margin amidst two scholia by the hand
of C150.2c. These consist of a comment from Chrysostom on Acts 2:6 (inc. éyévet[o] yap,
des. cuvay07j t0 mA#0[oc]) and an extract from Severian of Gabala on Acts 2:16 (inc. o0x
eln[ev] éxxed, des. dwpe[&] T& mv[edpato]s). Although it might initially appear that the
scholium from Leo’s Epitome was present prior to the annotations in dark-brown ink,
which cover the page extensively from top to bottom margin except at this specific point,
I argue that the scribe of C150.2c skipped over the stained area. The subsequent
transcription of the Leo-scholium by the light-ink hand in this ‘affected’ space of the

page indicates that the scribe had limited options when providing their annotation.
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Another instance is found on f. 170v, where a scholium starts with xafamep
gyxetptobevtag adtovg and ends with mappnoias maayg émedidovy (cf. Paris gr. 237, f. 16r).
This scholium is positioned between two previously added comments from C150.2c,
both attributed to Chrysostom (one short, xapdiav [xal] Yuyiv o adté Aéyet, and a longer
one starting with d1& Totito %v and ending with 00els %v &vdevc). The condensed
handwriting of the entry and the placement of the biblical lemma reference, Acts 4:33, on
the far right of the last line of the preceding scholium suggest its subsequent insertion.
This arrangement places the scholium in a precise chronological order with the scholia
above and below it, which are associated with Acts 4:32 and 4:34, respectively.

The examples presented above not only provide evidence of the chronological
relationships between the two additional hands (L2-3 and L4) but also suggest different
concerns for readability. The lack of this consideration in L2-3 is evident in how scholia
are positioned wherever there is space available in the margin. This disregard becomes
apparent particularly when scholia extend across the marginal space between the biblical
text and the lower margin designated for commentary. This happens consistently, unlike
in the case of Paris gr. 237 (e.g., on ff. 1651, 166r-167r, 168v, 169r, 170r, etc.), and even
extends onto the recto side of the subsequent page (e.g., on ff. 166r-v, 186r-v, 190r-v,
191r-v). All of this suggests that during this phase, the annotated book was regarded
more as a repository of exegesis than a text for practical or liturgical use. On the other
hand, the decision of the L4 scribe to employ the inner margin, while undoubtedly
influenced by practical constraints, could also reflect a deliberate intention to align

scholia with their corresponding biblical passages. This choice, even in a space not
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originally intended for commentary, hints at a possible consideration for improving ease

of consultation and accessibility.

Image 32. Drama, Kosinitza Monastery, 3, f. 166v. L4 inserted amidst L2.

4. Chronology and absence of scribe coordination in the scholia of Paris, BnF, gr.
216
The manuscript Paris gr. 216 presents a complex scenario, featuring three distinct scripts
attributed to scribes who may have been commissioned by Arethas of Caesarea to create
a scholarly manuscript. According to Linardou, Arethas himself contributed a few
marginal scholia in Alexandrine majuscule, although when compared with manuscripts
genuinely annotated by Arethas, there are doubts about this assumption due to

palaeographical differences.”®” She suggests that these scribes collaborated to produce an

587 See above I11.3.1.
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edition that reflected Arethas’ editorial goals, including biblical commentaries.>*® While
the first two hands were identified respectively as Arethas (by Linardou) and Stephanos
(by Aletta), the third hand remains anonymous. Staab and Linardou also suggest that the
scholia in Alexandrine majuscule represent the first layer, but they do not provide a
comprehensive explanation for this argument.’® A thorough analysis of the Acts chain
further reinforces this identification.

The first piece of evidence relates to the position of scholia. For instance, on f. 6r, a
majuscule scholium (beginning with toliTo mpocexwtépous adTovs and ending with dte
navtes élow [...]), linked to Acts 2:14 through repeated lemma (otafeis 0¢ métpog) and
symbol (%), is inserted between two cross-shaped scholia connected to Acts 2:16 and
2:17 by the letters sigma (c) and tau (1), respectively (Image 33). Instead of assuming
that this scholium was inserted later, I believe that the reverse is true. In fact, when
Stephanos draws the Patriarchal cross, he maintains the two crossbars together (e.g., ff.
3v, 4r, 6v, 7r-v, 8v, etc.). He draws only one crossbar when he lacks sufficient space in
the margin due to majuscule scholia by the first hand (e.g., f. 4v) or when a scholium is
brief enough to require a single-bar cross (e.g., f. 5v, 18r, 50r, 57r-v, 61v—62r, etc.).

The second piece of evidence concerns the textual aspect. On f. 60r, a lengthy
scholium occupies the entirety of the upper margin and outer margin. This extract,

beginning with mé¢ ¢pnotv 6 malidog and ending with ¢yotv xal yeyévwyual, is initially

5% See Pirtea 2021: 49-50.

5% Staab 1926: 147; Linardou 2017: 228: “In some cases, and when they are combined with decorated
marginalia, it is crystal clear that this group of comments was the first to be added, before the work of

Stephanos and his other colleague.”
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unconnected to any biblical lemma. The link between the scholium and Acts 21:39 is
established by Stephanos, who adds a red ink letter y (c/i) to connect it. The inference
that Stephanos is responsible for this addition is not only based on his subsequent
scholium on f. 68r, which is marked with the next letter in the sequence, Y (psi), but it is
also supported by the presence of this passage across the majority of C151.3 witnesses,
containing 7extus alter (cf. PG 125, coll. 1024D-1028B). The version of this type in Paris
gr. 216 contains fewer scholia than the printed text and some other manuscripts.>*’
However, the absence of this extract from Stephanos’ contributions suggests a deliberate
decision to avoid redundancy with the same scholium from a different source (C156)
already supplied by the first scribe. This intention becomes apparent as they introduce
the letter ‘chi’to connect the scholium to Acts 21:39, further emphasising their
acknowledgment of its presence within C151.

Staab already stated that the anonymous scribe represents the most recent
contributor of scholia in the Pauline catena, who used the available margins left vacant

! On the other hand, in the section

by the first two scribes to write additional content.
of my thesis dedicated to examining the content units in the Acts catena of Paris gr. 216,
I noticed that the anonymous scribe frequently completes scholia from previous layers
with his own work, which is mainly excerpted from Chrysostom’s Homilies on Acts,

C150 and C156.%* This integration process results in the creation of a new, often
g p

elaborate and extravagant form. However, it has not been adequately investigated

5% See above I11.3.1.

591

Staab 1926: 147.

592

See above I11.4.3—4.
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whether these two works were transcribed simultaneously or in separate stages. I will
present evidence to support the latter scenario.

For instance, on f. 8r, the uppermost scholium at the top of the upper margin (inc.
a&1émaTos 6 Adyos, des. Tol aylou mv[edpato]s) is derived from C150 (cf. Cramer IIT, 53.1-
6) (Image 34). The use of lighter-brown ink suggests its addition at a different time than
the darker-brown scholium below, attributed to Chrysostom (inc. xai 0[6]v adt[ov], des.
6v Upels éot[av]pwoate. cf. Chrys. Hom. in Ac. 6.3 [PG 60, col. 59.58-63]). Furthermore,
the fact that this extract is actually the first part of a longer, triangular-shaped scholium
extending into the outer margin suggests that it was added at a later stage. The asterisk
symbol (%) above the text signals this continuation, as it does not appear elsewhere in
the biblical text on the page. A textual comparison with C150 reveals that the first three
lines of this scholium (inc. émvesay ta AexBévta, des. meipa deixvuat évapyds) effectively
extend the previous extract, thereby constituting a unified passage attributed to
Chrysostom (cf. Cramer 53.6-7). The choice to split this scholium is influenced by the
prior allocation of the lower part of the upper margin and the upper portion of the outer
margin to scholia from Chrysostom, which were transcribed by the same scholiast in a
previous phase. Additionally, a concise majuscule extract by the first hand had been
introduced at an even earlier stage.

In conclusion, the evidence confirms that L1 is represented by C156, written by the
first hand (Arethas?); L2 corresponds to C151.3e and was added by Stephanos; L3 is

reflected by the Epitome of Chrysostom and was contributed by the anonymous scribe;
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and L4 is represented by the latter scribe’s insertions, which drew from both C150 and

C156 in a subsequent phase.

Image 33. Paris, BnF, gr. 216, f. 6r: scholium from L1 (in small majuscule) dividing two
cross-shaped L2 scholia
Furthermore, there is evidence to raise suspicion that the scribe responsible for these
scholia not only transcribed them in two distinct phases but also likely did so separately
from the involvement of the first scribe and Stephanos. This perspective challenges the
assertion made by Aletta and Linardou that all three scribes participated in a single
production phase, even though it remains plausible that their work was conducted within

the same scriptorium.
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The first argument revolves around the shape of the scholia. Linardou emphasises
the ideographic meaning of figurative scholia, particularly highlighting how certain
examples appear to convey religious and political messages.>*® For instance, the eagle-
shaped scholium on f. 16v, linked to Acts 5:34, can be interpreted as a reference to Leo
the Wise’s suppression of the Doukas family rebelling against imperial authority in 906/7
AD. However, as previously noted, elaborate designs predominantly appear in the scholia
attributed to the anonymous scribe. This stark contrast emerges when comparing them
with the scholia crafted by Stephanos, which are primarily characterised by crosses and
geometric patterns. This disparity raises a question: if the two layers were a result of
coordinated collaboration, why did Stephanos not employ scholia featuring more
intricate and ideologically connotated depictions, like those of the anonymous scribe?
This inquiry becomes more intriguing considering Stephanos’ close relationship with
Arethas, who had entrusted him with the Euclid manuscript.

The second argument focuses on the displacement of some scholia considerably
distant from their corresponding biblical texts. A noteworthy observation is that the
initial series of Chrysostom’s scholia were relocated by the anonymous scribe to a
separate page before the beginning of the catena and arranged in an alternating
‘lemmatic’ layout, where short biblical lemmata are followed by the corresponding
scholia.”® If the project had been planned as a collaborative effort involving all three

scribes, it raises the question of why the anonymous copyist found it necessary to place

%3 Linardou 2017: 231-234.

594 See above I11.3.3.
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several scholia so far removed from their associated text. Even if we were to consider that
this scribe joined the project in its later stages, they could have simply chosen to
incorporate a selection of extracts solely on the initial lines of Acts onto f. 3r and left out
the rest. Instead, their decision to start the transcription from an entirely blank page
several pages ahead suggests that, at this point, their primary emphasis was on
annotating the manuscript as a comprehensive repository of exegesis. This is further
implied by their choice to label the added commentary as the “Scholia in summary from
the interpretation of the Acts by John Chrysostom among the holy Fathers” (ol év aylotg
nlat]p[d]oft] Hudv iwdvvou Tod yp[uoo]oTduou: éx t(Fic] Epunvelas Tév mpdEewy: aydhia xat’
émrowny). It is plausible that the scribe noted that Stephanos attributed the first two
scholia of his C151.3 text to Chrysostom, and since it has been illustrated previously in
my thesis that the initial seven chapters of this catena type largely mirror Chrysostom’s
work verbatim, the title chosen by the anonymous scribe might reflect this
recognition.>® However, even this would not adequately explain the decision to
transcribe the commentary at such a considerable distance. Furthermore, the scholia
from the third scribe frequently lack cross-reference symbols with the biblical text which
further strengthens the idea that, during this phase, there was an inclination towards
assembling a repository of exegesis. Despite this, the scribe made efforts to mantain the
sophisticated design established by the previous copyist and even surpassed it with their
elaborate embellishments. This highlights their evident awareness of the unique

character of the meticulously annotated luxury Bible in Paris gr. 216.

5% See above I1.3.2.
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Image 34. Paris, BnF, gr. 216, f. 8r: scholium from L4 (in light-brown ink) divided into
two parts by pre-existing L3 scholia
5. Concluding remarks
Examining how scholia are laid out in these three multilayered manuscripts provides a
valuable demonstration of a systematic approach to studying complex catena
manuscripts. Analysing how scholia are positioned makes it evident that their alignment
with the biblical text frequently diverges from an orderly pattern. This irregularity
suggests the existence of separate layers of scholia associated with different stages of
transcription, offering insights into their chronological progression and the varying
intentions of the scribes responsible.
The manuscript Paris gr. 237 is an example of a complex catena manuscript with

multiple layers of scholia. The arrangement of scholia in the Acts section shows
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deviations from a regular sequence, indicating different layers by various scribes (L1, L2-
4, L5). The disorderly placement of scholia is due to the interaction of these layers on the
pages. The additional hands coped with limited margin space differently: L2-4 aimed for
unity between text and commentary, while L5 focused on quantity over coherence. The
goal of the first additional scribe was to create an ‘anthological’ catena that readers could
consult effortlessly, incorporating various texts. Conversely, the second additional scribe
focused on accumulating exegetical content without emphasising visual coherence.
Palaeographical differences suggest that two scribes expanded the scholia, with differing
purposes. The analysis sheds light on the manuscript’s origin, clarifying its position in
the Acts catenae tradition.

In Drama 3, the differencence between additional scribes (I.2—3 and L4) becomes
evident through their differing concern for readability. L.2-3’s disregard for readability is
seen in the placement of scholia, which frequently span the boundary between the main
text and commentary area. This suggests that the manuscript was perceived a collection
of exegesis rather than a text designed for practical exegetical consultation. L4’s choice to
utilise the inner margin, despite its limitations, suggests an intention to align scholia
with biblical passages, with a focus on making them more accessible consultation.

Lastly, within Paris gr. 216, the coordination between the three scribes working at
the same time is cast into doubt by several remarks. While no compelling evidence has
been put forth to challenge the idea of collaboration between the first two scribes,
Arethas (?) and Stephanos, the third copyist appears to deviate from the presumed joint

endeavour by introducing instances of disorder within the scholia. This suggests that this
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material was likely added after Stephanos’ contributions. Additionally, this anonymous
scribe places initial scholia from Chrysostom at a distance from the corresponding
biblical verses, adopting an alternating ‘lemmatic’-layout approach to commentary in the
case of the first seven scholia. This departure indicates a lack of uniformity in terms of
arrangement. However, what remains consistent is the elaborate and figurative nature of
the marginalia, reflecting a distinct stylistic trend.

In conclusion, by examining the irregular arrangement or disorder of scholia in
multilayered manuscripts focused on Acts, it becomes possible to bring some order into
the reconstruction of the editorial stages of these compilations. This process helps
uncover the scribal practices concerning the stratified layout and thus offers insights into
their intentions and objectives as new units of production are conceived and

incorporated.



335

Chapter V

Rewriting Textual History:
The Contribution of Multilayered and Multiple-Text

Catena Manuscripts

1. Introduction
The investigation into the content units found within multilayered and multiple-text Acts
catena manuscripts has revealed a wide range of compilations. Previously unknown
materials have been discovered, ranging from widely scattered scholia and epitomes of
Chrysostom’s Homuilies on Acts to a diverse assortment of versions of the Pseudo-
Andreas (C150), Pseudo-Oecumenius (C151), and Pseudo-Theophylact (C152) catenae.
Additionally, the analysis of the handwriting and distribution of the scholia on the
manuscript page has provided insights into how such content often reflects distinct
production units. But how do these units connect to one another, and what can they
reveal about the textual tradition?

In this chapter I will demonstrate the significance of these composite manuscripts
as valuable resources for reconstructing the development of Acts catenae and the various
types that emerged within it. The primary focus will be on the analysis of the ‘isolated’
scholia, found in the majority of multilayered and multiple-text manuscripts. These

represent an established collection whose presence in major types like C150, C151, and
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C152 is crucial for comprehending the interaction between these clusters and their role
in the textual history of Acts catenae. The comparative analysis of these compilations will
not merely consider small textual variations but also pay attention to paratextual
elements, in particular scribal devices to cross-reference scriptural lemmata and
exegetical material.

This investigation will prompt a reconsideration of the traditional historical
account that has long regarded the Pseudo-Andreas catena as the predominant form of
Acts catena and model for all subsequent variations,”® leading to a substantial revision of
our previous understanding, and ultimately proposing new methodological approaches

to the study of multilayered textual traditions.

2. “Scholia-Catenae” on Acts
The previous chapter revealed that the so-called ‘isolated’ scholia, which make up layer 1
(L1) in Drama 3, Paris gr. 237, Escorial W.III.18, and text 2 (T2) in Moscow gr. 140, are
not actually isolated but rather form a recurrent set found in other biblical manuscripts
of the Acts. These include Panaghias 026, Moscow Synod. gr. 346, Athos
Koutloumousiou 82, Cambridge Add. 3046, Florence Plut.IV.29, among others. These
scholia also overlap with the set referred to as C156, which is attested in layer 3 (L3) of
Paris gr. 237, layer 1 (L1) and 4 (L4) of Paris gr. 216, and the manuscripts Tirana dos.

17, Vatican Vat. gr. 1971, and Patmos 15.

5% Gee above 11.4.2.
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In addition to the manuscripts discussed earlier, which display a closely intertwined
relationship and often form pairs of closely related manuscripts, this collection of scholia
extends its influence even further. It appears in a relatively significant number of
manuscripts dating from the tenth to the thirteenth century. In these codices, including
the ones mentioned previously, this set of scholia is found in different quantities and
arrangements, introducing several forms of variation, as illustrated in Table 44 (with
manuscripts arranged in chronological order based on the scholia material).>®” The
widespread presence of these texts across numerous manuscripts strongly indicates that
they constitute a coherent corpus, or perhaps multiple corpora, of scattered annotations
that exhibit a fluid nature and undergo changes over time.

The origin of scholiastic collections, including their dates and places of origin, is a
topic of debate in contemporary scholarship.’*® The question of how these corpora came
into place is interconnected with the emergence of scholia themselves, which were
designed as explanatory notes to aid readers in understanding complex or unclear aspects

of a text.>® Scholia trace their origins back to ancient Hellenistic scholarship, within the

>7 1t is noteworthy that a similar number and type of manuscripts in Table 44 appear in the list of
“Excerpts from the Pseudo-Oecumenius type” (C165.5) discussed by Staab 1926: 168-181 (cf. Panella 2021:
399-402, and Marcon 2023: 67-73).

5% Montana 2011 provides an exceptionally detailed and comprehensive overview of the current state of
research and its evolution. For more in-depth information on this topic, also see the various contributions
in Montana-Porro 2014, a volume specifically dedicated to the emergence of scholiastic tradition.

>% See OCD: 961, s.v. “Scholia”. In this context, the term “scholium” is employed in a broader sense,
without making a distinction based on whether it was originally exclusively reserved for marginal

annotations or for comments in a sequential format, as is the case with the Aypomnema. Cf. Dickey 2007:

11, n. 25; Montana 2011: 105-106.
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textual studies conducted by the Alexandrian grammarians in the third and second

centuries BC.%%°

The earliest instances are associated with scholia interpreting Homer,
who was likely the most widely read author in the ancient world.®* Scholiastic corpora
were also prevalent for the works of Attic playwrights in both tragedy and comedy, such
as Aeschylus and Aristophanes, but also more specialised and technical literature,
including compilations of scholia accompanying Greek mathematical treatises.*”
Thorough research has been conducted into when these collections emerged, how they
evolved from initial annotations into structured sets and their complex relationship with
catenae. Some suggest they might have originated as fragments of lost commentaries or
hypomnemata, which were essentially exegesis of specific works, often transmitted as
separate volumes but specifically intended to be read alongside the main text, while

others propose that many scholia may have started as marginal comments rather than

passages within larger commentaries.** Irrespective of their origins, it is important to

% For a comprehensive overview of Hellenistic philology, besides referring to the classic work on the
subject by Pfeiffer 1968, see Montana 2012 as well.

%' Among others, see the contributions on the Homeric scholia by Lara Pagani and Davide Muratori in
Montana—Porro 2014: 39-89.

%2 For instance, see the works of Marco Ercoles (on the scholia on Aeschylus), Renzo Tosi (focusing on the
scholia on Aristophanes), and Fabio Acerbi (for the scholia on mathematical treatises) in Montana—Porro
2014, specifically on pp. 15-23 and 90-169.

593 Both John Williams White (1914) and Giinther Zuntz (1930s) proposed the origins of scholia from
hypomnemata, although they had differing opinions on the timeframe. White suggested the fourth or fifth
century AD, while Zuntz argued for the ninth century AD. This discrepancy in dating is discussed in
Montana 2011: 115-118, and Montana-Porro 2014: 1-3. Regarding the association with catenae, see
Wilson 1967, who drew parallels between Greek catenae and scholiastic corpora to support the idea that

both compilations emerged during the Late Antique period. Additionally, Aussedat 2008 further

strengthens Wilson’s arguments by analysing similarities between classical scholia and catenae.
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note that there is an absence of direct evidence from Late Antiquity regarding the
production of marginal scholia through systematic compilation of exegetical sources, and
the earliest witnesses of these texts are medieval manuscripts.**

In the realm of Greek catenae, Dorival coined the term “Scholia-Catenae” to
describe the production of scattered scholia on the Psalms (C10a.1).°” Dating back to
the sixth century in Palestine, these were brief, intermittent explanations developing
from the tradition of scriptural scholia associated with Origen (second-third century
AD). According to Jerome’s preface to his translation of Origen’s Homilies on Ezekiel (cf.
8.318 ed. Baehrens), Origen composed a work of uncertain title, perhaps called
Snuetnoels or ZyxoAte, which contained concise explanations of certain Old Testament
books and the Gospel of John.*”® Dorival posits that these scholia were initially inserted
in a two-column format alongside the biblical text, and over time, they evolved by
incorporating fragments from other sources into the empty spaces on manuscript pages
between one comment and another.”” This gradual process eventually led to the

emergence of catenae presented in a framed layout.

594 Montana 2014: 7.

%5 Dorival 1985: 211: “Le deuxiéme modéle palestinien est celui que je propose d'appeler les chaines-
scholies. Son origine doit étre cherchée dans la forme littéraire des Scholies a 1'Ecriture, genre littéraire
apparu en Palestine a I'époque d'Origéne. Il se caractérise par la briéveté de I'explication, mais aussi, au
moins dans les témoignages les plus anciens, par sa discontinuité”. And cf. Dorival 2016: 76: “During this
first Palestinian stage, there were also what I have called the Scholia-Catenae. Their origin is found in the
scriptural Scholia, which have been known since Origen. Unlike the commentaries, the explanations are
intermittent; often, they are short, but some of them are more developed” (italics added by me).

% On this lost work see Junod 1995.

%7 Dorival 1985: 211, and id. 2016: 76. In contrast, Leanza 1993 (and cf. id. 1995) argued against this

theory and proposed that the scholia were presented on a single page, somewhat resembling the structure
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When we examine the context of Acts catenae manuscripts, we observe a significant
presence of such manuscripts, constituting twenty-six percent of the total items in the
Catena Catalogue. This prevalence suggests that these scholia in the margins were not
random additions. In most of these manuscripts, except for Patmos 15, where scholia
were added later, the biblical text is placed in the centre of the page, leaving ample space
in the margin. This layout indicates a deliberate preparation to accommodate exegesis
from the beginning. Upon closer examination of Table 44, it becomes apparent that each
of these manuscripts contains a distinct number of scholia, with none of them having an

598 However, what unites them is a shared characteristic: in all these

identical count.
codices the scholia are dispersed throughout the text, selectively referencing specific
passages, and they employ a ‘symbolic’ system of cross-referencing. The sole exceptions
to this pattern are Tirana F. 488, dos. 17 and Venice, BNM, Z.546 which opt for

numerical references instead, although the first does have a few scholia that feature

symbols.*® Additionally, there are exceptions in manuscripts such as Paris gr. 216 (L1),

of the ‘lemmatic’ catena, which featured concise explanations immediately after the relevant chosen
lemmata.

5% LLondon, BL, Add. 28816 (diktyon 39067, GA 203 — twelfth century), Paris, BnF, Suppl. gr. 1262
(diktyon 53926, GA 1885 - twelfth century), and Durham, NC, Duke University Library,1 (diktyon 13616,
GA 1780 - thirteenth century) are excluded from the list because they contain only two scholia (London
Add. 28816 and Paris Suppl. gr. 1262) and three scholia (Durham 1) respectively. However, I have included
the lacunose Vatican City, BAV, Vat. gr. 2062 (diktyon 68692, GA 627 — tenth century) because the single
surviving scholium in it (f. 1r, at Acts 28:21) shares the same characteristics as many other ‘isolated’
scholia manuscripts of the cluster, providing sufficient evidence to confidently assign it to this category.
These characteristics include the title Edeoefiov éx tév i tov ‘Hoalav and the use of a symbol to cross-
reference the scholium with the biblical text.

699 See scholia on ff. 21v, 64v, 69r.
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Oxford Wake 38, and Wolfenbiittel Gud. gr. 104.2, where most scholia do not employ
any cross-reference sign; instead, the relevant biblical lemmata are indicated mainly by
the proximity of the annotations. This diversity in the composition of these manuscripts
appears to align with the concept of an “open book” structure, as proposed by William
Lamb.®"° This theory, originally applied to the tradition of catenae on the Gospel of Mark
but relevant to biblical catenae in general, suggests that the manuscript tradition can
seem divergent and “chaotic” due to ongoing additions, amendments, and adaptations
made with each new copy. In essence, a catena was a text that grew and evolved over
time. While this concept does not quite align with extensive catenae, catena-
commentaries, and epitomes, which exhibit well-defined types and subtypes supported
by diverse manuscript evidence, it seems to have some validity in the case of Scholia-
Catenae. As observed by Fausto Montana regarding scholiastic corpora, “the manuscripts
that transmit scholia are, as far as the scholiastic component is concerned, copies of a

rather unusual kind due to the specific ‘open’ nature of erudite works”.”""

610

Lamb 2012: 91-93, and id. 2016: 280-281.

%11 Montana 2014: 110.
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diktyon | GA manuscript century | Parpulov layout Acts number | linking
series fols. of device
scholia

13410 | 1424 | Drama, Kosinitza Monastery, 3 (3P) 9"/10™ | eacp.29.ii frame 126;2;_ 10 (L1) | symbol

33671 1870 | Istanbul, Patriarchal Library, Panaghias 026 10" acrp.22.ii frame 9r-75v 14 symbol
. th . 10r— 27 (L1)

49809 82 | Paris, BnF, gr. 237 107 1/2 | acpr.22.i.3 frame 61r 13 (L3) symbol
15945 457 | Florence, BML, Plut.IV.29 10® acp.22.iv frame 1r-80r 34 symbol
15244 920 | Escorial, RBME, W III 18 10® 1/2 | acp.22.iii.a frame 1r-44v | 35% (L1) | symbol
68692 627 | Vatican City, BAV, Vat. gr. 2062 10™ acpr.22.ii frame 1r-v 1* symbol
49787 605 | Paris, BnF, gr. 216 10™ acp.17.i frame 3r-85v | 35 (L1) Syrrll:)l;(;l/
27116 1739 | Athos, Great Lavra, B 64 10" — frame 2r-31r 27 symbol
70017 617 | Venice, BNM, Z.546 10" acpr.21.ii.a frame 2v-59v 16 number
48650 638 | Oxford, Christ Church, Wake 38 1% — frame 221- 47 symbol /

93v none

11" 1/1 -
Patmos, Monastery of St John the . symbol /
54259 1162 . 2/2 acp.23.1 frame or—44r 52
Theologian, 15 . none
(scholia)
26107 1859 | Athos, Koutloumousiou Monastery, 82 1% acr.22.v frame 9r-70v 37* symbol
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th

25r-

12109 | 1277 | Cambridge, University Library, Add. 3046 11 acp.22.iii.8 frame L0ar 38* symbol
68600 1845 | Vatican City, BAV, Vat. gr. 1971 11® acp.23.iii frame 492(: 65 symbol
. e . . number
63376 | 1764 Tirana, Arkivi Qéndror i Shtetit, F. 488, dos. 15t ap.23.ii frame 141r- 36 N
17 99r
symbol
72138 97 Wolfenbiittel, Herzog August Bibliothek, o o frame srssy 45 symbol/
Gud. gr. 104.2 none
49664 468 | Paris, BnF, gr. 101 131 2/2 acpr.22.vii frame 6r-48v 22 symbol
43971 462 | Moscow, GIM, Synod. gr. 346 (V. 24) 13 acpr.22.i.3 frame 16251;/_ 30 symbol
44336 — | Moscow, RGB, F. 270, no. 56 (gr. 140) 13" — alternating 221169‘;_ 28 (T2) —

Table 44. Manuscripts with Scholia-Catenae on Acts
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Indeed, examining the data in Image 35, this perspective gains credibility as we
notice a trend: the number of scholia tends to grow over time. Initially, there are
relatively few scholia from the ninth and early tenth centuries. However, as we
move into the latter part of the tenth century, there is a noticeable increase, with
the eleventh century reaching a peak. Subsequently, there is a gradual decrease in
the twelfth and thirteenth centuries, possibly due to the simultaneous prevalence of
alternating-format catenae during this period, gradually replacing the extensive
production of frame catenae.”"” It is worth noting that four of these manuscripts
display signs of damage, as indicated by an asterisk (*) next to the total scholia
count in Table 44 and to the manuscript shelfmark in Image 35. Codices Escorial ¥
I1I 18, Athos Koutloumousiou 82, and Cambridge Add. 3046 have suffered
significant losses, with about a quarter of the text of Acts missing due to damage in
the initial portions of the manuscripts. Manuscript Vatican Vat. gr. 2062, on the
other hand, has only preserved one folio with a single scholium. This hints that the
scholia collection in these mutilated manuscripts might have been even more
extensive in the past than what we see today.”"3

However, despite the variations, there are notable similarities between several

of these manuscripts. In Chapter III, pairs of manuscripts were observed, such as

Drama 3 (L1) and Istanbul Panaghias 026; Paris gr. 237 (L1) and Moscow Synod.

®' See for example the figures related to the Gospel catenae in Houghton 2020: 59-60.

°'3 In this context, Parpulov’s reconstruction of the lost beginning of the Athos and Cambridge
manuscripts with the scholium on Acts 1:12 (inc. ‘H 708 oaffdtov 6d6¢, des. Padilew év cafBdtw)
seems plausible. See Parpulov 2021: 168, 170, where the scholium is enclosed in square brackets to

indicate the reconstruction.
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gr. 346; Athos Koutloumousiou 82 and Cambridge Add. 3046, and another pair
represented by Athos, Great Lavra, B 64 and Paris, BnF, gr. 101 can be added.®**
These pairs have a nearly identical number of scholia, with only minor differences.
Furthermore, it is essential to note that this collection is not limited to the
manuscripts of the ‘isolated’ scholia corpus but also extends to the three
manuscripts categorised by Parpulov as C156, identified in the ClaCla database as
Catena abbreviata: Patmos 15, Vatican Vat. gr. 1971, and Tirana F. 488, dos. 17 815
Since this label was used to describe a type of abbreviated catena consisting of
short glosses, it would be reasonable to apply it to encompass all the manuscripts
discussed thus far and listed in Table 44. Future in-depth research can then aim to
identify potential subdivisions within this broader category. In this context,
however, I will generally refer to this compilation as ‘Scholia-Catenae’, following
Dorival’s denomination, or ‘Collection’, leaving the task of delineating subdivisions
for further investigation.

In addition to being widely spread, the Scholia-Catenae on Acts had a
significant impact on the development of various catena types. Since the majority of
scholia in the Collection also appear in the multilayered and multiple-text
manuscripts on which this thesis focuses, a comprehensive list of these extracts is
provided in the Appendix at the end of this chapter, which will be consistently
referred to during the discussion. This table combines the scholia found in the four

multilayered manuscripts Drama 3, Paris gr. 237, Paris gr. 216, and Escorial ¥ III

614 See above I11.2-5.

615 https://clavis.brepols.net/clacla/OA/Details.aspx?id=FB45DB9DE0OE78 E4AB98277140316F8FD.



https://clavis.brepols.net/clacla/OA/Details.aspx?id=FB45DB9DE0E78E4AB98277140316F8FD
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18, in addition to the multiple-text manuscript Moscow F. 270, no. 56.%° Rather
than attempting to compile an exhaustive list of the Collection, which in terms of
sequence and number as presented in the table never truly existed, the Appendix
aims to offer a comprehensive overview of the material shared among these
complex manuscripts and a reference point to emphasise and explore the presence
of this material within different types of catenae. Additionally, it visually
demonstrates the close relationships between these manuscripts that contain

multiple levels and numbers of catenae on Acts.

®'° In this case, the standard orthography has been adopted for the incipit and explicit of the Greek

text.
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Image 35. Progression of Scholia-Catenae on Acts from the earliest to the latest manuscript
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3. The development of C150.1

In the preceding chapters, we have noted the presence of certain Scholia-Catenae in the
Pseudo-Andreas type (C150). However, it is important to stress that the designation
“C150”, as proposed by Parpulov for select manuscripts with Scholia-Catenae like
Florence Plut.IV.29, Moscow Synod. gr. 346, Vatican Vat. gr. 2062, Athos
Koutloumousiou 82, Cambridge Add. 3046, Istanbul Panaghias 026, does not cover all
the evidence, as many of these scholia are not found in the Pseudo-Andreas type.®"’

What is intriguing, though, is that several of the elements that do appear exhibit a
significant presence across the majority of Scholia-Catenae manuscripts, as detailed in
Table 45. In particular, the highest number of occurrences is seen in one scholium at
Acts 9:10 (no. 9) which is found in more than half of the items (fourteen). This entry is
also one of the few with an attribution (in this case, Ammonius). Following closely is the
inscription of the Athens altar linked to Acts 17:23 (no. 18) which appears thirteen times.
Then, four scholia occur in half the manuscripts, with ten instances of the scholium on
Acts 19:12 (no. 23), and nine instances for scholia on Acts 10:11 (no. 10), 17:28 (no. 19),
and 19:35 (no. 24). The remaining extracts vary in frequency within C150.1a, with most
scholia typically occurring four times. This observation raises the possibility that this
selection, or at least the segment with the highest occurrence, may constitute the
foundational core of the collection of Scholia-Catenae, which gradually expanded over

time.

®'7 Parpulov 2021: 164-166, 168-170.
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Another compelling argument for the origins of these C150.1a scholia within the
Collection arises when we compare the linking system between the biblical text and
scholia in the two types. The extracts, whether in the frame-layout manuscripts of
C150.1a or in the alternating layout of Vatican Barb. gr. 452, which retains the original
numbering system in a few scholia (on ff. 4r-8v, 60r-v), are predominantly introduced
with symbols. Even though the use of symbols is not entirely consistent among all the
representatives, it does mirror the practice seen in the Scholia-Catenae manuscripts.
While some symbols in scholia also serve to indicate later additions of originally omitted
entries (either accidentally or deliberately),”"® in this specific case, they signify the
incorporation of a set of annotations already marked with such a cross-reference system.
It becomes evident that the use of this device not only facilitates expansion while
maintaining the original numerical order but also points to the provenance of these
supplements from a manuscript (or a group of manuscripts) where the same linking
method is consistently applied. This phenomenon is not unique to Acts catenae but is
also present in other biblical books. For the New Testament, an illustrative case is found
in the Pseudo-Oecumenius catena on the Pauline Epistles that reveals the overlap of

three layers of scholia, as extensively examined by Staab in 1924, and recently by Panella

and Marcon.”” Two sets, referred to as Corpus Extravagantium and Scholia Photiana,

618 . . . T . o 5 5 ~ 5
For instance, in Paris Coislin 25, on f. 8r, two scholia, on Acts 1:9 ("Tva u) maAw adtdv éputdaty, edbéwg

avedidly. Cf. Cramer III, 9.9) and 1:10 (Eixétws, “émi otépatos yap ovo uaptipwy otabioetar mév pijua. Cf.
Cramer III, 9.13-14), respectively, are added in the left margin of the biblical block.

619 Staab 1926 (esp. 93—-182); Panella 2021; Marcon 2023.
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contain scholia marked with symbols:®* the first set is mainly anonymous (but
y y y

sometimes named) while the latter attributed to the Photius, Patriarch of Constantinople
(810-893 AD). These were added to a core set of numbered scholia attributed to
Oecumenius between the second half of the eighth century and the ninth century,
respectively. A similar situation exists in the catenae on the Gospels, where several
manuscripts present scholia introduced by a similar variety of signs.®*!

The final piece of strong evidence supporting the influence of the Collection in
C150.1 emerges from the comparison with Jerusalem Staurou 25, the oldest manuscript
in the series, where these scholia are indeed absent, as Table 45 illustrates. This absence
serves as confirmation of the earliest stage of development of the Pseudo-Andreas type in
this manuscript (C150.1b), as discussed in Chapters II and IIL.°** It is worth repeating
that the abbreviated subtype C150.2f, as found in the multilayered manuscript Vatican
Reg. gr. 6, lacks all the twenty-three scholia absent in Jerusalem Staurou 25 in the
portion Acts 2:14-7:59:°% these are all present in the representatives of C150.1a, and, not
surprisingly, they include seven entries shared with the Collection (nos. 2-7 in Table 45).
This serves as a significant confirmation that, despite the Vatican codex being a later
production, it abbreviates from an exemplar linked to an earlier phase of C150.1, a time

when the Collection had not yet been incorporated.

%2 Staab 1926 passim calls these “Haken” and “Phantasiehaken” or “ Phantasiezeichen’” (literally ‘hooks’ or

‘creative hooks/symbols’).

621 Reuss 1941 passim, who also refers to these as “Haken”.

622

See above I1.4.2 and II1.6.2.

623 See above I11.6.2.
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Within the Jerusalem codex, only two scholia from this list are present. As
discussed in Chapter III, the first scholium (no. 19), associated with Acts 17:28 and
attributing the quotation Tol yap xal yévos éopuév to Aratus (and Homer), belongs to the
Euthalian Apparatus’ short list of quotations.®** While its origin within the Euthalian
corpus requires further examination, it is possible that its widespread presence in the
catena manuscripts of the Collection might be attributed to its linkage to the relevant
verse using symbols, which made it visually indistinguishable from exegetical scholia.
This is evident, among the others, in the multilayered manuscripts Drama 3 (f. 190v) and
Paris gr. 237 (f. 41r). The absence of symbols in Paris Coislin 25 and Vatican Barb. gr.
582 may suggest that it was initially a separate item that later came to be treated as a
scholium. This seems further confirmed by its indication in manuscript Patmos 15 with a
number (f. 29v, x{) which indicates the sequence of the entry in the short quotation list
(f. 4v).°% The second scholium regards Acts 19:12 (no. 23) and contains a text from
Ammonius Presbyter that appears in an abbreviated version in the scholia of the
Collection. This may have been included in the original core of the Pseudo-Andreas type,
possibly stemming from the direct tradition that contained a more extensive version of
the text, as implied by the frequent appearance of scholia from this author in the catena

626

(168 occurrences in Cramer’s text).”” Therefore, when the compiler(s) supplied material

from the Collection, they skipped this scholium as it was already present in the core

624 See above I11.2.1.
625 Gee Allen 2022: 4.
626

Hutchinson 1928: 36, suggests that this work may have been a book of eyueiwoeig or brief explanations

of important passages in Acts, following a style similar to Origen.
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catena. A clue supporting this argument is that this text is consistently within the
numbered series in all frame manuscripts representing C150.1a.%”

The analysis conducted above emphasises the significance of paratextual features,
specifically the methods used to divide and mark scholia. These features are crucial for
understanding the development of catenae and the sources employed in their creation.
Nevertheless, these aspects have not received as much scholarly attention in the Acts

catenae as they have in the Pauline catenae.

%7 The only manuscript where it is represented by symbol is Vatican Barb. gr. 582.
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C150.1a C150.1b Scholia-Catenae
scholium symbo%-schoha Abclts Paris, Paris, Oxford, Vatican Athos, St Jerusalem, presence  occurrences
n. md . BnF, BnF, gr. New City, BAV, Panteleimon Greek in in
Pseudo- Coislin 221 College, Barb.gr. Monastery, Orthodox | manuscripts manuscripts
Andreas 25 58 582 770 Patriarchate,
(C150) Staurou 25
1 ‘H 7ol gapBatov Yes
600 ... Padilerv  1:12 symb symb symb no symb no symb - (Appendix, 8
¢v gafBdrw. no. 7)
" i epi Yes
T --- TP 2:41 symb symb  no symb symb no symb — (Appendix, 4
6poovatov
2 , no. 18)
¢Bamtighnoayv.
3 IThodatot Gvteg
NOEWS ... Yes .
S S— 2:45 symb symb  nosymb nosymb no symb _ (Arfl)geilgd)lx, 4
mAovaiov O=ol. ]
4 AUty ugv % otoa Yes
... Kiipog 0 3:11 symb symb  nosymb nosymb - — (Appendix, 8
[Tépans. no. 20)
5 Yes
O% 1] ovaia ... 3:22 symb symb symb symb — — (Appendix, 4
uéxpt tiis oelipo. no. 21)
6 Awa ToliTo
TPOEAEYEY ... xal Yes
PO - symb symb symb symb no symb — (Appendix, 6
OuEls ueta 4:4
N no. 23)
TalTa.
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a

7 Oedc o0V T ...
éevoato 5:3 symb symb symb — symb Yes®® 4
Avaviag.
8 Kavoaxyy
Aiblomec mhioay Yes
e TV UNTEPQ 8:27 symb symb symb symb symb (Appendix, 4
xalolat ) no. 37)
Kavoaxyy.
9 Appwviov
npeaPuTépov
"(g’l'l Ea‘t ’Apvavfag Yes )
Adovoc ... Ty 9:10 symb symb symb no symb no symb (Appendix, 14
, no. 40)
yeyovoTa
OLwyudv.
10 Téooapaw
a’)ayyep?\img Yes .
Sedeybvny .. &v 5 10:11 symb symb symb symb symb (Appendix, 9
. \ oy ‘ no. 41)
mavta ta £0vy.
11 Eav mpocdpaun
¢ Bamtiopuatt Yes
... fyowv Tijg 10:35 no symb symb symb symb no symb (Appendix, 7
mpoAaBolaong ' no. 42)
TAGYYS.
628 Cf. Florence, BML, Plut.IV.29 (f. 11r), Patmos, Monastery of St John the Theologian, 15 (f. 13v), Cambridge, UL, Add. 3046 (f. 28v), Vatican City, BAV, Vat. gr.

1971 (f. 48r).
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12

Supewv 6 v TR

Aouxd ... ToV Yes
3 ... 5 B .
306y oov, 15:14 symb : no symb  no symb (Appendix,
, » no. 52)
oéomorta.

13 Q crzaupcoeslg Yes
iy symb symb symb — symb (Appendix
XproTiavol yap 15:17 no. 53) ’
mpogayopevovTal. ]

14 Tob
XpuooaTéuov
I'vébt oadds ot 16:17 symb symb symb no symb - Yes®
... 000Aog "Inaol
XpiaTol.

15 Odoc oty 6
Stedpavag ... Yes .
KopiBious mpdvey 16133 symb symb symb symb — (Appendix,
, o ‘ no. 58)
EmiatoAd].

16 Ei dvbpwmov Yes
ExNpuoTeY ... €lg 17:20 symb symb symb no symb no symb (Appendix,
TAS Axoas adT@Y. ) no. 59)

1 A [

7 B
E6hov xal 17:22 symb symb symb symb no symb (Appendix,
~ no. 61)
mvelua.

629 Cf. Florence, BML, Plut.IV.29 (f. 15r), Vatican City, BAV, Vat. gr. 1971 (f. 69r).
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18 1 méoa Tol
Bpov émiypady’ Yes
“ L, no symb — — — — — (Appendix, 13
. Ol ayvwoTw  17:23
. ‘ no. 62)
xal Eévw
19 Apatou Yes
QTTpoVOUOU Xal 17:28 no symb — — no symb — yes (Appendix, 9
‘Ounpov moytod. ] no. 63)
20 )]Zi;iiin éx Tol Yes
rexdivas ém e 17:29 symb symb symb symb no symb — (Appendix, 3
N no. 65)
Y7
21 TolTov yap Tov
&vopa ... ov 17:31 symb symb symb — no symb — Yes® 2
TMONTELS XplaLy; ]
22 ITeudedet
xwpileabar amd Yes :
" e abTdy 19:9 symb symb symb symb symb — (Appendix, 7
, no. 68)
TIOTEVOVTAS.
23 Toé T&v
covdapiwy xal Yes
TEY ORIEV ... 10:12 nosymb nosymb nosymb symb no symb yes (Appendix, 10
daxpuov, xal T 7 no. 69)
Suota.
2 1 3 3 ~
4 T8 & olpavol 19:35 symb symb symb symb no symb — Yes 9

mapa ToU ... mpog

63° Cf. Florence, BML, Plut.IV.29 (f. 49v), Vatican City, BAV, Vat. gr. 1971 (f. 72r).
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XaTATANEY TV (Appendix,
AXEPLOTEPWY. no. 72)
25 "Qpryévoug
Iapa Toudaiotg Yes
TPELS ... 21:38 symb ? symb symb no symb — (Appendix,
éxddeaay, yovy no. 78)
IAwds.
26 Twonmov
Zixaptot Yes
Aéyovtat Ayotal, 21:38 symb ? symb symb no symb — (Appendix,
... of AnoTedovres no. 79)
g\ afov.

Table 45. Symbol-scholia in C150.1 found in the Collection of Scholia-Catenae
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4. The development of C152.1
While the precise relationship between the identified subtypes C152.1 and C152.2
remains unclear, a detailed analysis of the multiple-text manuscript Vatican Vat. gr. 760
suggests that C152.1 itself is a multilayered and multiple-text catena.

This claim is based on a thorough comparison that goes beyond the recognition of
the two catenae in this manuscript as subtypes of the Pseudo-Theophylact (C152.1a) and
Pseudo-Andreas (C150.2g) types, as explored in Chapter II1.%" In the course of the
discussion, it was noted that certain scholia from C150.2g are present in Vienna Theol.
gr. 150 (C152.1c), while the absence of several other scholia found in the Vienna
manuscript was also observed in C152.1a. Consequently, I conducted a systematic
comparison between the included and excluded scholia across all three catena texts,
namely C152.1a, C152.1b, and C150.2g, in order to understand the disparities and
resemblances. Surprisingly, it was discovered that C152.1c essentially represents the
outcome of merging the scholia in C152.1a with those from C150.2g, in addition to the
incorporation of scholia from the Scholia-Catenae collection. An example of this process
is provided in Table 46. Just like the pieces of a puzzle fitting together, when we
amalgamate the scholia from C152.1a with those from C150.2g, represented by the first
and second catena in Vatican Vat. gr. 760, respectively, and then incorporate those from
the Scholia-Catenae type, we will reconstruct the text of C152.1c that is represented in
the Vienna manuscript. Indeed, there is minimal correspondence of scholia between the

two catenae within Vatican Vat. gr. 760 (as seen in scholium no. 3 in Table 46). When

631

See above I11.7.
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there is overlap, it seems that the compilers of Vienna Theol. gr. 150, or its source, opt
for the catena containing a longer version. For example, in Vienna Theol. gr. 150, a
scholium on Acts 16:4 (inc. Adypata Aéyet, od Ta) shares its conclusion with catena
one/C152.1a in the Vatican manuscript (f. 120, cf. PG 125, col. 728D.4-5 {wfjs 6pé
diatmwow). In contrast, catena two/C150.2g in the Vatican manuscript (f. 270r) has a
shorter ending for this scholium (cf. PG 125, col. 728D.4). Conversely, a scholium on
Acts 21:9 in Vienna Theol. gr. 150 (inc. Tod diaxévov ®himmov foav) concludes similarly
to catena two/C150.2g in the Vatican manuscript (f. 238v, &7t xai napbévol foav), whereas
catena one/C152.1a in the Vatican codex (f. 147v) has a shorter conclusion (cf. PG 125,
col. 784D.4).

It is worth noting that many of the scholia introduced from the Collection are also
present in Vienna Theol. gr. 150/C152.1c and spread across the multilayered catena
manuscripts. These include those corresponding to Appendix nos. 46 (cf. PG 125, col.
692D.3-693A.13), 55 (cf. col. 723A.8-11), 58 (cf. col. 737A.13-15). 60 (cf. col. 744B.1-5),
61 (cf. PG 125, col. 745A.5-7), 62 (cf. col. 745B.8-10), 70 (cf. col. 763D.7), 71-72 (cf. col.
769C.6-13), 84 (cf. col. 784C.7-D.5), 89 (coll. 844C.3-845A.10). Since several of these
are also present in C150.1a (cf. Table 45, nos. 14-18, 23), this observation provides
further evidence for the existence of a shared foundational core within the Collection.

This discovery holds significant importance and implications because it addresses
the question raised by the editors of this catena, Sifanius and Finettus, regarding why the

Pseudo-Theophylact catena sometimes includes named scholia that also appear in
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Pseudo-Andreas.’> The answer is not that Pseudo-Theophylact directly draws from
Andreas, extracting material and reworking it more or less freely, as Pseudo-Oecumenius
does. Rather than making extensive modifications, the compiler of Pseudo-Theophylact
in the Vienna manuscript seamlessly integrates one entire compilation into another, with
minimal alterations: out of the two hundred fifty-six scholia present in catena two of
Vatican Vat. gr. 760/C150.2g, only around thirty remain distinct and are not assimilated
into Vienna Theol. gr. 150/C152.1¢.*® The primary change made by the compiler is the
removal of author names, along with the incorporation of distinct biblical lemmata
within the text.®** However, it is worth noting that the omission of names might likely be
a result of scribal error, as late catena manuscripts in alternating layouts often contain
mixed-up scholia and biblical lemmata. For the most part, the compiler rarely
abbreviates passages, occasionally introducing connecting words such as dMwg
(“otherwise/elsewhere”) between one scholium and another (for example, cf. PG 125,
coll. 744B.10, 760A.10).

Fundamentally, the evidence suggests that the base form of C152.1 is found in the
first catena in Vatican Vat. gr. 760 (ff. 2r-180r). To this core, composed mainly of scholia
from Chrysostom, an abbreviated version of the Pseudo-Andreas catena was
subsequently added, represented by the second compilation in the same codex (ff. 181r-

248r). Then, scholia from the Scholia-Catenae collection were incorporated. The result of

832 See above 11.3.1.

633 Vatican City, BAV, Vat. gr. 760, ff. 188r-190v, 192r-193r, 194v, 198r-v, 199v, 200r—202v, 203V, 205r-
206v.

%34 The scarce instances of author names being mentioned are detailed in II.3.1.
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this amalgamation is the type of catena found in Vienna Theol. gr. 150, presenting itself

as a multiple-text (featuring multiple catena types) and multilayered (expanded at

different stages) composition. Nevertheless, it is crucial to emphasise that the Vienna

manuscript did not directly reproduce the content of the Vatican manuscript; instead, it

likely derived from a predecessor of this, as indicated by variations in the text and the

blending of scriptural lemmata and exegetical material. It is unclear whether this

combination of sources came together in a single production process or resulted from

various stages of production. Unfortunately, complete frame-catena evidence is absent,

as both the manuscripts representatives of C152.1b and C152.1d are damaged and

incomplete. Unlike the case of C150.1a, we do not have here the guidance provided by

paratextual features for cross-referencing text and commentary to clarify the sequential

order of the additions.

Acts 28:29-31

(cf. Cramer III,
414.14-16)

Ci152.1a C150.2g Ci152.1c
scholium (olim C155.4) Scholia-
no. Vatican City, Vatican City, Catenae Vienna, ONB,
BAV, Vat. gr. 760 | BAV, Vat. gr. Theol. gr. 150
(1) 760 (2) (PG 125, coll.
(ff. 177r-178v) (ff. 245v-246v) 844-848)
glowg 6 mallog ... Eidwc 6 TTalAog
1 AVTIAEYOVTWY TRV — — ver QVTIAEYOVTWY
loudaiwy :— Tév Tovdaiwy.
i ov- v ... Tt odv; e adTév
2 otaduyeiv ToV — — ... OlaUYElY TOV
x{vouvov :— x{vouvov.
wia N émis ... wia N émis ... Toutéort, wia Ay
XATATTATIY TGV XATATTATLY TGV EATIIG ... TV
3 deauidy - deauddv ; — XATATTATIY TV

deauiiv.
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piv émonufioar | Iplv émonuiioat
TOV ... E0MAwaey | TTablov ...
Toudaix&v £0NAwaey
4 — — , , , ~
AmOTTOAWY. Toudcux v
(cf. Appendix | dmooTéAwy.
no. 89)
alpeay xarolaw of Atpeawv xatolow
5 fovdaiot ... # xal — — ot Tovdaiot ... %
EMnves xal "ENnveg.
Gpar méig 00 “Opar méig 00
6 PATTOUTLY ... AOLTIOV pATTOVTT ...
e ¥t adTov : a N Aotmov T xat’
adToV.
TOlg VTOVPYOY Tols \movpyov
Aéyouat ... THs Aéyouat ... THg
{owg egovaiag {ov egovaiag
7 a uetéyet : (cf. N UETEXEL.
Cramer III,
417.31-418.2)
émolnoav ToliTo, "Emoinoav toiito,
8 cpy)(o‘t),, T ... EQV B o dnal, Ta ... éav
EMOTpEYwaty émoTpeYwaty,
laceTat adTole ¢ laceTal adTovC.
oy ws ToU 0(e0)y Ody ws Tol Ocol
omudalovro(g) ... omudalovtos ...
avayaitilovra T avayaitilovra T
9 B xaxiog adTéY :— o xaxiog adToV.
(cf. Cramer III,
418.19-26)
10 00 xabamep 6 Od xabamep 0
TWVWTEVS EXETVOS ZIVWTEVS EXEIVOC
e 8V ML xaTEPEVOY e 8V 7] xaTépEY &V
a &v Tl pount. N Poun.
(cf. Cramer III,
421.15-25)

Table 46. Integration of scholia from various sources into C152.1c.

5. The development of C155.3

The Scholia-Catenae type played a role in expanding not only the well-known Pseudo-

Andreas (C150) and Pseudo-Theophylact (C152) types but also the lesser-known C155.3,
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exemplified by Patmos, Monastery of Saint John the Theologian, 263 (tenth century) and
Dresden, SLUB, A 104 (eleventh century). In Chapter II, it was noted that Dresden A 104
appears to align with C155.3, being identical to Patmos 263 apart from the absence of a
few scholia.®®® The missing comments are supplementary additions from the Scholia-
Catenae, as listed in Table 47, confirming that Patmos 263 originally contained a core set
of texts shared with the Dresden manuscript, both stemming from a common ancestor.

Examining the table, it becomes apparent that most of these texts are present in the
Appendix, except for two (nos. 11, 12), and a significant portion of them (nos. 1, 5-10,
13) align with the symbol-scholia in C150.1a. Notably, their sequence appears similar to
C150.1a and the Appendix (cf. nos. 43-44, 55-56, 72-73, 79-80). Besides highlighting
the multilayered nature of this catena and how its textual tradition evolved dynamically
over time, this observation further corroborates the presence of a foundational core
within the Collection, which, though subject to variations, served as the basis for

expanding material in various catena types.

scholium | Patmos, Monastery of Saint John Scholia-Catenae in
no. the Theologian, 263 multilayered and
multiple-text catena
manuscripts
f. or
. x(al) &Mw(s). Yes
TETTQPTLY EVAYYENIOLS OEDEUEVNY, ... (cf. Appendix, no. 41)
mavta Ta €0vy.
f. 6v
2 ITotov xatpév; Tov ... [aiov yéyovey Y.es
, , ’ (Appendix, no. 43)
AUTOXPATWP.
3 ff. 7r—v Yes

835 See above I1.5.



Tpitov €tog dypimma ... 0% Havely
amayoupal.

(Appendix, no.

44)

ff. 7v-8r
'Ev 1] doia ... xupiebovoay Tév
éxeioe.

Yes

(Appendix, no.

55)

f. 8r

&Ma(s)

Atati 08 éxwABy ... xal xpovov
TOAV.

Yes

(Appendix, no.

56)

f. 8r

"ApELog TAyos TO €V ... TIVEY ApxELY

Aoy 6vTeg

Yes

(Appendix, no.

61)

f. 8v
avtl Tol lepédoudov’ ... xoplv (xai)
agapiyv.

Yes

(Appendix, no.

72)

f. 8v
ToU 2§ 00(pa)vol ... xatdmAngw 6 (v)
AXEPALOTEPWY.

Yes

(Appendix, no.

73)

f. 8v

wptyév(oug)’

[apa iovdaiots TPElS ... exalovy,
7youv (AwTds.

Yes

(Appendix, no.

79)

10

f. 8v

Twonm(ov).

Zixaptot Agyovtal’ Anotal ... (xat)
axaplol exdnfnoav.

Yes

(Appendix, no.

80)

11

f. or
Toutéott 0 SAiy(wv) ... x(ptoT)é
xpUOae TloTIv.

12

f.or

xupiMoou dreEavd(peiag) éx T(Fis)
épu(netas) noaiov. PiB(Aov) B
tou(ov) G

"Efog yap m(6g) ... T()v) éxeloe

OdAacoay.

13

ff. 10r-v

eboefiov.

[plv emonufioal tov mailov ...
£0MAwa(ev) loudaixdv dmoaTéMwv).

Yes

(Appendix, no.

90)
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Table 47. Extra scholia from the Collection in Patmos, Monastery of Saint John the

Theologian, 263
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6. At the origin of the Scholia-Catenae on Acts: the role of C150 and C151
We have seen that the Collection of Scholia-Catenae on Acts has been extensively
disseminated across various manuscripts and has even been incorporated into different
categories of catenae to enhance their content. Nevertheless, it is essential to investigate
the origins of this material. Although conducting a thorough analysis of the sources for
each of these scholia would be a vast endeavour, it is possible to pinpoint the provenance
of those scholia that have been assimilated into the principal categories of C150.1 and
C152.1, as well as type C155.3.

A comparison between the ninenteen manuscripts of the Scholia-Catenae and the
representatives of these types highlights a significant finding: a substantial portion of the
scholia found in these catenae can be traced back to the Pseudo-Oecumenius type
(C151). This observation may explain the anonymity of many of these scholia,
suggesting that it is not merely a scribal oversight but rather a consequence of their
origin from a catena-commentary. In this kind of compilation, as has been discussed in
Chapter II, scholia are often integrated as fragments within the commentary, and
attributing them to specific authors is not a common practice.*® A similar explanation
was suggested by Staab regarding the anonymous scholia found in the Pseudo-Andreas
catena on the Catholic Epistles (C176).” These comments appear to contain material
originating from Vatican City, BAV, Vat. gr. 652, in which Staab identified the

Commentarius primigenius (C175), and they are also found in Vatican City, BAV, Vat.

63¢ See above II.2.

%37 Staab 1924: 331-342, and cf. Devreesse 1928, col. 1225.
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gr. 1971.%%® Parpulov, however, has reclassified the latter as containing the Catena
abbreviata prima (C182.1), a category corresponding to the Catena abbreviata on Acts
(C156).% Indeed, the two Vatican manuscripts also include the short recension of
Pseudo-Oecumenius (C151.3) and the Scholia-Catenae on Acts, respectively.640 This
suggests the existence of a collection for the Catholic Epistles, possibly in conjunction
with the Acts Collection, although further investigation is needed to determine whether
they circulated together or separately and to what extent they are attested.*'

The Appendix illustrates the connection between Scholia-Catenae and C151, with
more than half passages found either in Donatus’ printed text (PG 118) or across other
manuscripts of the three subtypes.®** This relationship was somewhat noticed by scholars
in the context of manuscript descriptions, yet it was never investigated systematically.
For example, Antonio Maria Biscionio observed in the catalogue of manuscripts in the

Mediceo-Laurentiana Library that some comments in Florence, BML, Plut.IV.29, dating

638 . . .. . .. .. .
3* Other manuscripts that are recognised as containing the Commentarius primigenius include Vatican

Library, BAV, Vat. gr. 652 (fourteenth century), Vatican Library, BAV, gr. 1270 (fourteenth century), and
Patmos, Monastery of Saint John the Theologian, 263 (tenth century); see CPG IV: 396. The first two
manuscripts are also coincidentally linked to C151.3, while the last one contains content from the Scholia-
Catenae on Acts.

639 Parpulov 2021: 176-177.

640

See above 11.3.2, and I11.3.3, 4.4.
*4! The suggestion that the catenae on Acts and the Catholic Epistles share the same lineage arises from the
recognition of identical attributions (Pseudo-Andreas, Oecumenius, Theophylact) associated with both of
them. This sense of unity is emphasised by von Soden 1902: 692-693, who addresses them collectively.

%4> The reference to specific manuscripts is included only when a scholium is not present in the edition of

Donatus (PG 118).
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back to the tenth century, were found in Pseudo-Oecumenius.®*? Additionally, Paris,
BnF, gr. 101 (thirteenth century), and Venice, BNM, Z.546 (tenth century), are both
classified by Parpulov as variants of C151 in his catalogue because all the scholia in these
two manuscripts are present in this type.*** However, it was not previously recognised
that these abridgments were closely associated with numerous other manuscripts
containing ‘isolated’ scholia.

While it may be reasonable to consider whether the Pseudo-Oecumenius type
incorporated the Scholia-Catenae collection into its commentary, this does not appear to
be the case for the following reasons:

a) The absence of symbols preceding such scholia in C151 manuscripts, including
both frame catena representatives and alternating-layout manuscripts, is notable.
Instances of scholia marked by symbols are limited, and these cases might represent
additions that were initially overlooked due to oversight and subsequently propagated.
This seems to be the case with Appendix, scholium no. 61 on Acts 17:22. In several
frame-catena manuscripts of C151.3 (for instance, Athos Hagiou Pavlou 2, f. 63r; Vienna
Theol. gr. 302, f. 30r; London Add. 39599, f. 40r), this scholium is accompanied by a
symbol but is positioned outside of the main marginal catena, in the space between the

commentary and the biblical text. Two codices of C151.2, namely Paris, BnF, Coislin 26

%43 Biscionio 1752: 67.

%44 Parpulov 2021: 155, 172. However, due to the limited quantity of the exegetical material (a total of
sixteen entries in Venice Z.546, and of twenty-two in Paris gr. 101) there is some uncertainty surrounding
the categorisation of these codices as C151, as indicated in the entries in the Catena Catalogue, where a

question mark is prudently added next to the relevant catena number.
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(f. 41v) and its sister manuscript Munich, BSB, gr. 375 (f. 40v), also include this
scholium as a marginal addition outside of the main commentary in alternating layout.**

b) Some of these scholia feature indirect references, which are typical of the catena-
commentary style. For example, in the Appendix, scholium no. 7, concerning Acts 1:12,
there is an indirect reference to the source of the passage, Origen’s lost Stromaters, in the
form of “as X says in Y work” (w¢ ¢pnaiv 'Qpryévns év 76 €' Ztpwpartel, cf. PG 118, col.
53D). This stylistic element is a characteristic feature of catena-commentaries and can be
found both in Pseudo-Oecumenius and in the anonymous fragmentary composition in
Vatican Reg. gr. 6 (C155.5), as previously discussed.**

c) Upon closer examination of the scholia, it is apparent that in C151 these texts
are often part of a broader context that adds clarity of meaning to the passage. An
example is scholium no. 36 in the Appendix, which comments on Acts 8:27 narrating the
encounter between Philip and the Ethiopian eunuch, a high-ranking official responsible
for the treasury of Candace, the queen of Ethiopia. The passage in the Collection quotes

a fragment from the lost Aethiopica of Bion of Soli (ca. second century BC) preserved in

Pliny, Historia Naturalis, 6.35:

*45 On the close relationship between these two manuscripts see Panella 2016: 122-123.

646 Gee above 11.2 and IIL.6.1.



369

Totéov 0¢ 7t Kavodxny Aibiomes miioav thv Tol Pacidéws untépa xarolaty, émetdy
natépa Aibiomeg 0dx dvadépouaty, aM’ ws Svtag viodg HAlov Tapadiddaatv: EXATTOV OF THY

wntépa xarotar Kavdde.® (PG 118, col. 161D.5-9)

However, what sets C151 apart is that it includes an additional sentence preceding
the quote which explains that Ethiopia was ruled by queens, emphasising the role of
women in leadership in that region, and therefore providing a background to the

subsequent explanation on the term ‘Candace’:**®

Tuvaixes 08 Hpxov éxelvng Tiis Aiblomiag, Mv xal i Kavddin xatd Siadoxny pie, 9s 6

ebvolixog Imijpye Taplas Tév Paciduidy noavpdv.®® (PG 118, col. 161D.3-5)

The confirmation that certain scholia originated in C151 and were subsequently
added to C150 carries significant implications. It challenges the commonly held belief
that Pseudo-Oecumenius is merely an epitome of Pseudo-Andreas.** In fact, there

appears to be a reciprocal relationship to some extent. While there is clear evidence of

*47 «It must be known, however, that the Ethiopians call every king’s mother Candace, since the Ethiopians
do not mention the father of kings but instead consider them as true sons of the sun; and for each of them,
they call the mother Candace”.

648 Cf. Dio Cassius 54.5.4-5; Pseudo-Callisthenes, Alexander Romance, 3.18-23; Strabo 17.1.54. For
information regarding ‘Candace’ (Kavddxy in Greek) as a dynastic title and the political and military
leadership of the Candaces, see T6rok 1997, in particular 213-14 and 448-87.

%49 “But women held power in that land of Ethiopia, among whom Candace, one in succession, had a
eunuch as the custodian of the royal treasuries”.

650 See above 11.4.2.
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the influence of Pseudo-Andreas, as demonstrated by previous scholars like Hutchinson,
who listed passages where C150 patristic fragments are condensed and integrated into
the C151 catena-commentary, and my own research, which identified the discernible
source used in test passages from C151.1 and C151.2, it is important to recognise that
this influence is not one-sided.®"

It is essential to point out that these supplementary scholia do not originate directly
from the manuscripts of Pseudo-Oecumenius. Instead, they pass through the Scholia-
Catenae as an intermediary source. This is apparent not just through the utilisation of
symbol systems in the frame-layout codices of C150.1a, as previously mentioned, but
also due to the inclusion of scholia not present in C151 but predominantly found in the
manuscripts of the Collection across the multilayered and multiple-text manuscripts.
Scholia that are present in C150.1a but absent in C151 include Table 45, nos. 2-3, 5
(Appendix nos. 18-19, 21), 12-13 (Appendix nos. 52-53), 16 (Appendix no. 60), and 20
(Appendix no. 66). Additionally, several of these extracts, along with others, closely
resemble the organisational layout of the Collection. If we isolate the symbol-scholia in
C150.1a and arrange them in sequence, we discover that most of them follow the same
order as several scholia in the Appendix. This resemblance is particularly evident in
Table 45, nos. 2—-5 (Appendix nos. 18-21), 9-11 (Appendix nos. 40-42), 12-13 (Appendix
nos. 52-53), 17-19 (Appendix nos. 62-64), and 25-26 (Appendix nos. 79-80).

Nonetheless, it seems that the Scholia-Catenae collection itself incorporates scholia

that have been condensed from C150.1a. Some of this abbreviated material includes

%! Hutchinson 1928: 110-113; Scieri 2022a: 296-297.
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attributions to specific authors. To illustrate, when we examine the scholia in Drama 3
(Appendix, nos. 35, 36, 38, 40, 63, 64, 68, 70, 71, 74), we find that all of them are
attributed to specific sources and are also shared with Paris gr. 237, as well as, in the case
of those that are not mutilated, with Escorial ¥. III. 18. Interestingly, all of these entries
appear in a more complete form in C150.1a. It appears that when the compilers of
C150.1a integrated scholia from the Collection, they excluded those that had been
abbreviated and were accessible in their full extent through direct sources, particularly
those by Chrysostom, Ammonius, and Isidore of Pelusium. As an example, I here
reintroduce the extract from Isidore on Acts as presented in Chapter III, Table 13
(corresponding here to Appendix, scholium no. 35). However, I include an additional
column featuring the exegetical passage in C151 and omit the sentence later added by
another hand at the beginning of the scholium in Drama 3. The comparison of such
passage in the Scholia-Catenae, C150, C151, and the direct tradition, as illustrated in
Table 48, strongly supports the observation that the text in the Collection is an abridged
form of C150.1a, which, in turn, closely follows the direct tradition of Isidore of
Pelusium’s Letters. In contrast, very little is shared with C151 (highlighted in bold in the
table), as it omits what appears as the second scholium in C150.1a and instead freely
adapts a section that corresponds to a third scholium in C150.1a, content which is absent
in the Scholia-Catenae. This not only reaffirms the reliance of the Collection on Pseudo-
Andreas but also underscores the independence of Pseudo-Oecumenius in reshaping

catena material.



372

Scholia-Catenae

C150.1a

Ci151

Direct tradition

Drama, Kosinitza Monastery,
3

Catena Andreae
Cramer III, 133.32-134.11

Commentarii Ps-Oecumenii
PG 118, 156B.8-C.15

Isidore of Pelusium, Letters
on the interpretation of the
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Conversely, it seems that some other sources, despite having author attributions,
were incorporated into C150.1a from the Scholia-Catenae. For instance, the scholia nos.
79 and 80 in the Appendix, which are attributed to Origen and Flavius Josephus, as
indicated by the symbols adjacent to the corresponding texts in C150.1a (cf. Table 45
nos. 25-26) and their incorporation into C155.3 (cf. Table 47 nos. 9-10).

It is important to highlight that this reciprocal influence between C151 and C150
likely occurred at distinct stages rather than simultaneously. Staab proposed a similar
theory regarding the coexistence of anonymous and attributed scholia, distinguished by
symbols, within the Pseudo-Oecumenius catena on the Pauline Epistles in Paris gr.
237.%% According to this theory, the anonymous set marked by symbols might represent
the source of the Corpus Extravagantium, which constitutes the initial additional layer of
extracts forming the Pseudo-Oecumenius Normaltypus (C165.1). On the other hand,
those scholia that are indicated by numbers in this type and are abbreviated in Paris gr.
237 could be a subsequent reinsertion from the Normaltypus onto the Paris manuscript.
Panella has added nuance to this theory by observing that Paris gr. 237 is indeed the only
abridged version of the Normaltypus that includes both a selection of numbered scholia

from this set and a layer of symbol-scholia from Extravagantes.®>

652

Staab 1926: 180.

%3 Panella 2021: 399-400. However, her conclusion regarding the reason for the addition of symbols shows
some uncertainty (cf. p. 400: “we do not know whether the scribe found the task of introducing a new
numbering system too great a challenge, or whether he copied the manuscript from an earlier exemplar,

which did not have numbers.”).
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This instance, therefore, presents a noteworthy parallel, as a comparable scenario is
apparent in L1 of the Acts catena within the same manuscript, a topic thoroughly
discussed in Chapter IT1.°** In contrast, L1 of Drama 3 exclusively features attributed
scholia, most likely originating from C150. The only anonymous texts are two sections of
the Euthalian Apparatus (Appendix, scholia nos. 63—-64). This stands in stark contrast to
what we find in L3 of the Paris gr. 237 and L1 of Paris gr. 216, where we predominantly
encounter anonymous scholia, many of which can be traced back to C151. This suggests
that when the primary scribe was adding content to create L1 in Paris gr. 237, the
anonymous scholia from the Collection, partially drawn from C151, had become
intermingled with those derived from C150 which carried attributions. This mixed-
source Collection continued to expand, and this fuller version is exemplified in L1 of
Escorial ¥. III. 18. The significance of the reception of the Scholia-Catenae, finally,
becomes evident in its appearance as an epitome in T2 of Moscow F. 270, no. 56.

After establishing the evolution of the Collection from catena types C150 and C151,
the next step is to investigate the origin of scholia that are predominantly found in the
Scholia-Catenae type but do not appear to have clear origins in either C150 or C151 (as
indicated in the Appendix with an em dash —). A thorough exploration of this matter
would exceed the scope of this thesis. This is because, while there is a significant number
of scholia shared among the manuscripts of the Collection, there is also a substantial
number of extracts that do not appear to be in common between these codices. Each of

these scholia should be subject to separate examination and comparison, not only within

65% See above 111.3.1.
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the catena tradition but also across various compilation genres. This is particularly
relevant for those scholia that share similarities with lexical glosses, emphasising word
definitions rather than engaging in exegetical commentary. Furthermore, identifying the
exact manuscript used by each type to incorporate the Scholia-Catenae presents a
challenging task. Among the nineteen manuscripts of the Collection, none precisely
matches the number of scholia integrated into C150.1a, C152.1a and C155.3. This
presents us with two possibilities: either the original exemplar has not survived, or the

compiler(s) relied on a combination of manuscripts from the Collection.

7. Concluding remarks
Multilayered and multiple-text catena manuscripts provide important insights into the
origins and structure of major catena types. In essence, these are also multilayered
catenae that have undergone diverse stages of development marked by various additions
and revisions. Paratextual elements, such as symbols, play a pivotal role in signalling
these intricate layers, thus serving the cause of textual criticism. This fresh perspective
challenges long-standing misconceptions and prompts a revaluation of prevailing beliefs
about Acts catenae in several critical aspects:

1. The existence of a Collection of Scholia-Catenae challenges the initial perception
of these scholia as isolated and scattered annotations within multilayered manuscripts.
Instead, they constitute a dynamic and interconnected corpus. This collection exhibits a
fluid nature, characterised by expansion, abbreviation, and reworking, resulting in the

emergence of several distinct corpora that share a common core foundation. This can be
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readily observed in what appear to be the most frequently shared scholia among the
manuscripts of the Collection, many of which align with L1 of multilayered catenae
manuscripts Drama 3, Paris gr. 237 and 216, Escorial W. III. 18. The existence of
epitomes crafted from these scholia, as evidenced in the multiple-text manuscript
Moscow F. 270, no. 56, underscores the significance and widespread influence of the
Collection. These scholia serve as crucial links, bridging not only multilayered and
multiple-text manuscripts but also enabling a deeper comprehension of the intricate
relationships among major catena types such as Pseudo-Andreas (C150), Pseudo-
Oecumenius (C151), Pseudo-Theophylact (C152), and even other independent catenae
like C155.3, of which they expanded the original core.

2. A reassessment of the connection between Pseudo-Andreas and Pseudo-
Oecumenius results in a significant change in scholarly perspective. Contrary to the
conventional belief, it becomes clear that C150 is not solely a source of C151 but in a
branch of the manuscript tradition (C150.b) it draws on the latter to further develop, and
this dependence is achieved through the mediation of the Collection. The Scholia-
Catenae, in part, incorporate material that originates from C151, which accounts for
their anonymity. The fact that C150 does not directly access C151 but instead does so
through the Collection is evidenced by comparing the scholia shared among the three
compilations. It becomes evident that C151 often provides more contextual information
than the fragments found in the Collection. This discovery reshapes our comprehension
of the Acts catena tradition, indicating that the primary influence seems to be exerted by

the Pseudo-Oecumenius catena, which is further supported by its prevalence among
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extant manuscripts, with Pseudo-Andreas assuming a secondary position. Conversely,
certain portions of the Scholia-Catenae also appear to be condensed versions of Pseudo-
Andreas. This demonstrates that the relationship between these categories is not
unidirectional; mutual influence is possible.

3. The multilayered composition of the Pseudo-Theophylact catena. The text found
in Vienna Theol. gr. 150, which has traditionally been recognised as the reference text,
such as in Finettus’ edition, is, in fact, a complex amalgamation. It not only brings
together the two catenae on Acts from Vatican Vat. gr. 760, which are themselves distinct
and independent types (C152.1a and C150.2g, respectively) but also incorporates scholia
extracted from the Collection. This finding challenges the previously held belief that
Theophylact relies on Pseudo-Andreas or merely condenses Pseudo-Oecumenius. In
reality, the similarities between these texts can be attributed to the inclusion of an
abbreviated subtype of the first, as well as the assimilation of additional material from
the Scholia-Catenae, primarily stemming from C151.

In summary, the discoveries made while examining multilayered and multiple-text
catena manuscripts on Acts encourage a comprehensive reassessment of the history of
catenae related to this book. These insights serve as a crucial means to grasp how these

catenae evolved over time.
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Appendix: Comparative Table of Scholia-Catenae across Multilayered and Multiple-Text Manuscripts
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Chapter VI

Conclusions and Future Research Directions

The research presented in this thesis brings to light the complexity of catena manuscripts
on the Acts of the Apostles, especially those featuring multiple layers and multiple texts.
Several key findings and implications can be summarised in three major points:

1) Complexity of Manuscript Identification and Classification. The study has
emphasised the challenges in identifying and classifying catena manuscripts, especially
due to the incomplete nature of printed lists and catalogues. Digital databases like the
Catena Catalogue and ClaCla are essential for keeping such catalogues up-to-date. The
historical reliance on author attribution for categorisation has led to debates and a lack of
consensus on catena types. The editorial history of catena manuscripts reveals that only a
limited portion of the extensive manuscript tradition has been accessible to editors.
These editions primarily aimed to propagate patristic exegesis or disseminate Byzantine
commentators’ works. However, they suffer from unreliability and lack proper
philological and scientific methodology. Of particular concern is their disregard for
paratextual elements beyond the scholia text itself, such as the systems for linking them
to the biblical text and the layout of scholia on the manuscript page.

2) Methodologies for Classification. Several methodologies have been employed for
the classification of catena manuscripts, including comparing the incipit and explicit of

initial and conclusive scholia or of scholia in selected test passages. However, it is crucial
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to acknowledge that none of these methods is exhaustive, and they possess inherent
limitations when it comes to identifying specific subtypes and subgroups within catena
manuscripts. A more reliable and accurate classification method involves a
comprehensive approach that extends the analysis of incipit and explicit to cover the
entire catena text present in a manuscript. This analysis is then compared against the
available manuscript evidence and editions. Furthermore, this method incorporates the
examination of the layout of the exegetical material on the manuscript page, in addition
to conducting palaeographic analysis of scripts. This holistic approach becomes essential,
particularly when dealing with manuscripts that feature layers of scholia added over time
and originating from different sources. By considering the entirety of the catena text,
analysing the layout of scholia on manuscript pages, and conducting palacographic
scrutiny, this method ensures a comprehensive understanding of the manuscript’s
content and structure, making it invaluable for identifying distinct subdivisions within
these complex exegetical compilations.

3) Complexity and Relevance of Multilayered and Multiple-Text Manuscripts.
Multilayered catena manuscripts on the Acts of the Apostles, including Drama 3, Paris
gr. 237, gr. 216, Escorial V. III. 18, Vatican Reg. gr. 6, as well as multiple-text
manuscripts Vatican Vat. gr. 760 and Moscow F. 270, n. 56, represent complex items in
terms of their catena content. These manuscripts feature catenae arranged in frame or
alternating layouts, which result from the interplay of multiple sets of scholia. These
scholia have been transcribed by different scribes or by the same scribe at various stages

of manuscript production. Despite the recognition of their stratified nature, prior
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scholarly work has often grouped these catenae under a single type. This classification
typically relied on conventional criteria such as incipit and explicit comparisons within
partial sections. However, a more comprehensive approach that involves an extended
survey of the incipit and desinit of each scholium, along with systematic manuscript
comparisons, reveals that these catenae are characterised by the coexistence of different
compilations. Many of these writings find evidence in other manuscripts, indicating both
their interdependence and broad diffusion. Among these compilations, some consist of
collections of scattered scholia, while others take the form of epitomes of patristic works,
rather than conforming to the traditional catena format where patristic extracts are
interlinked and identified by author attributions.

Multilayered and multiple-text catena manuscripts provide valuable insights into
the origins and structures of major catena types. They challenge previous assumptions
and unveil complex relationships among various catena types, including Pseudo-Andreas
(C150), Pseudo-Oecumenius (C151), and Pseudo-Theophylact (C152). Moreover, these
manuscripts shed light on the existence of a Collection of Scholia-Catenae, which serves
as a dynamic corpus of extracts from various sources bridging different catena types. As a
result of this discovery, the relationship between Pseudo-Andreas and Pseudo-
Oecumenius is revaluated, with the understanding that a branch of C150 is considered a
later derivative of C151, mediated through the Collection. This change in perspective
challenges the conventional belief that regarded C151 as simply an abridged version of
C150, instead highlighting a reciprocal influence between the two. Furthermore, the

Pseudo-Theophylact catena is revealed to have undergone a multilayered composition,



392

incorporating different catenae types as well as scholia from the Collection. This
discovery challenges previous assumptions regarding its sources and origins.

In light of these findings, it becomes imperative to revaluate the classification of
catena manuscripts, taking into account their intricate and multifaceted nature.
However, this endeavour presents a significant challenge: how should we categorise
‘isolated’ scholia and epitomes that exist on the outskirts of the catena category? These
scattered scholia seem to be more than isolated fragments; they suggest a process of
consolidation and dissemination rather than just sporadic occurrences. Considering this,
my recommendation is to encompass all manuscripts containing dispersed scholia under
the classification C156, a category that Parpulov introduced to describe a form of Catena
abbreviata, even when the specific source is not explicitly identified. This proposal gains
further credibility when we consider that a substantial number of manuscripts exhibit
varying degrees of overlap between the Collection of ‘isolated’ scholia and C156.

Regarding the epitomes, these would be designated as C157. Building on my earlier
subdivisions, I propose introducing a subcategory C157.1 for the Chrysostom epitomes,
followed by a letter to indicate the specific subtype. For example, C157.1a would
designate the Epitome of Chrysostom by Leo Choirosphaktes (or Epitome of
Chrysostom, Type I), C157.1b the Chrysostom epitome in L5 of Paris gr. 237 (or
Epitome of Chrysostom, Type II), and C157.1c the Chrysostom epitome in L3 of Paris
gr. 216 (or Epitome of Chrysostom, Type III). C157.2 would encompass the Epitome of
‘isolated’ scholia in Moscow F. 270, no. 56. The advantage of these new designations lies

in their capacity to accommodate forthcoming collections under the same genre-type
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number (here, C156 and C157) while providing subdivisions for distinguishing distinct
content (.1) and variations of that content (.a, .b, .c).

The significance of these discoveries extends beyond mere archival value. They
serve as invaluable resources for gaining a deeper understanding of the development of
the textual tradition of Acts catenae and the various types that emerged within it. In
other words, the relevance of this thesis is to show how it is possible to examine the
broader tradition of catenae on a biblical book starting from the analysis of a limited yet
instrumental group of items.

Furthermore, this research provides valuable insights into the concept of catenae as
both “closed” and “open” traditions when examining individual manuscripts. It becomes
evident that in multilayered and multiple-text catena manuscripts, there are content units
that are not original but rather reflect established types (e.g., Scholia-Catenae in Drama
3, Paris gr. 237, gr. 216, Escorial V. III. 18; the Leo Epitome in Drama 3, Paris gr. 237,
Moscow F. 270, n. 56). However, there are also units that are truly original or represent
the first copy, even when drawing on established types. Examples include several
abbreviations of Pseudo-Andreas (C150.2c in Drama 3, C150.2d in Paris gr. 237, C150.2f
in Vatican Reg. gr. 6, C150.2g in Vatican Vat. gr. 760), the earliest stage of Pseudo-
Theophylact catena (C152.1c in Vatican Vat. gr. 760), various epitomes of Chrysostom’s
Homilies on Acts (found in Paris gr. 237, gr. 216, Escorial V. III. 18), an anonymous
catena-commentary building on the earliest stage of C150 (in Vatican Reg. gr. 6), and yet
another anonymous epitome of the widespread Collection of Scholia-Catenae (in

Moscow F. 270, no. 56).
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To echo Fausto Montana’s observations on scholiastic corpora, to understand the
nature and origins of scholia in the field of catenae on the New Testament we should
shift our perspective from analysing broad types to examining texts as they are presented
in individual manuscripts.®>® This approach allows for a nuanced perspective,
acknowledging a diverse landscape of “closed” and “open” traditions, with types and
subtypes on the one hand, as well as variations, expansions and original contaminations
of these types implemented by individual scribes on the other. The importance of my
research lies in demonstrating how effectively this process of augmenting a catena in a
manuscript over time results in the scribe assuming the dual roles of compiler and
transcriber.

One final critical observation that surfaces from the analysis in this thesis relates to
the editing of manuscripts with multilayered and multiple-text catenae. This challenge
becomes evident when dealing with catenae that have been expanded with new material,
as seen in cases like C150 or C152, which were augmented with the Scholia-Catenae.
Traditional philological and textual-critical methods employed in print editions would
require a choice between focusing solely on establishing the initial stage of a catena (or
Urkatene, as normally referred to) or editing a catena in its fully expanded state, often
resulting from multiple layers accumulating over time. This approach may risk losing
track of the intricate stratification within a catena. The complexity increases even more
in manuscripts where scholia overlap from different, self-contained texts. This is not

merely a selection of material incorporated into a core catena but rather the juxtaposition

%5 Fontana 2011: 156-161.
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of multiple catenae within the same manuscript, either overlapping in the same page or
spanning several pages.

To edit multilayered and multiple-text catenae, I believe the most effective
approach would be to develop digital editions structured similarly to the Homer
Multitext Project’s edition of //iad manuscripts and based on updated information in the
ParaTexBib database. This digital format would allow for the visual differentiation of
various layers while preserving the overall view of the text and its stratification,
reproducing the complex network of “content units” and “production units”. It
essentially becomes a multi-level diplomatic edition, but in a digital format.
Furthermore, this method would facilitate the inclusion of critical editions for various
scholia sets.®>® Each set would necessitate publication as an autonomous critical edition
grounded in the evidence representing the specific type or subtype to which it belongs.
In other words, a critical edition derived from the individual tradition of each layer. This
approach would allow for the presentation of the ‘conglomerate’ in a multilayered
manuscript while maintaining the essential critical edition of the original sets or types of
scholia that overlap within it in their earliest recoverable form. Additionally, this
approach would facilitate our understanding of the editing process carried out by the
compilers and scribes in relation to their source texts.

In conclusion, the research presented in this thesis provides a comprehensive

reassessment of the history of catenae related to the Acts of the Apostles. It highlights

%5° On digital editions and the importance of combining critical editions of various collection types with an

edition of the collection as an independent entity, see Cassin 2020 (esp. 46—49).
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the complexity and interconnectedness of manuscripts of these compilations and their
importance for understanding the evolution of catenae over time. These findings
encourage a reconsideration of existing beliefs about Acts catenae and open up new
avenues for further scholarship and research in this domain. The multilayered and
multiple-text catena manuscripts on Acts, in particular, demonstrate that the history of
Acts catenae is one of continuous, unpredictable expansion, contamination, and
rewriting. Future research can endeavour to evaluate whether these newly created
versions or reworkings align with the intentions (and what those intentions might be) of
the individuals responsible for producing these texts and also help illuminate the
identity, practices, and expectations of readers of Acts catenae during the Byzantine

Empire.
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