JAHRBUCH DER OSTERREICHISCHEN BYZANTINISTIK, 67. Band/2017, 81-101
© by Osterreichische Akademie der Wissenschaften, Wien

JOosE MAKSIMCZUK

The Textual Tradition of the Florilegium Hierosolymitanum
(and its Relations with the Florilegium Coislinianum)*

Abstract: This paper offers for the first time the recension of the now four known witnesses of the alphabetical compilation
known as the Florilegium Hierosolymitanum (= Flor. Hier.): Hierosolymitanus, Sancti Sepulchri 15 (11" ¢.), Atheniensis, Meto-
chion Sancti Sepulchri 274 (14" ¢.), Atheniensis, EBE 2429 (14" ¢.) and Athonensis, Koutloumousiou 269 (15"). By means of
a philological study, the author concludes that all of them witness to the same version of the anthology which is headed by the
Hier. S. Sepulcri 15. On the basis of the identification of the Atheniensis, EBE 2429 as a “fragmentary witness’ of the Flor. Hier.,
the author argues that in its pristine form the anthology reached up to letter Q and was originally transmitted in two volumes, of
which only the first one (books A-E) is preserved in full today.

INTRODUCTION

The monumental compilation known as the Florilegium Coislinianum (Flor. Coisl.) dates to sometime
between the end of the 9" and the beginning of the 10™ century. Its place of composition still remains
unidentified, although some evidence points to Southern Italy. The Flor. Coisl. is arranged alphabet-
ically and divided into twenty three ctoyeia, each of which represents a letter of the alphabet and in-
cludes a certain number of chapters?. Each chapter in turn features in its title a key-word that starts with
the letter assigned to the ototyeiov in which the chapter in question can be found. Thus, for instance,
ototyeiov A includes chapters such as I1epi dnpiovpyiag ayyérhmv, Awati televtaiog 6 avOpmmog and
[Tepl amoxkatastaoems. Since 2008 the research team of the Leuven Institute for Early Christian and
Byzantine Studies, led by P. Van Deun, has edited different sections of the Flor. Coisl. To date, cToyeia
A-T, H-0, E, P and ¥ have been published, while I am preparing the critical edition of A—Z.

The editors have proven that the Flor. Coisl. is available in three recensions. The first one (Flor.
Coisl. I), which offers the most extensive version of the work, is attested only in the manuscript Pa-
risinus, Coislinianus 294 (s. XI-XII) (A)’. The second recension (Flor. Coisl. II) transmits a slightly
shorter version and has been preserved in two manuscripts from the tenth century, i.e. the Atheniensis,
EBE 464 (B) and the Parisinus graecus 924 (C), and some younger witnesses. Lastly, the third recen-
sion (Flor. Coisl. IIT) represents the shortest and from a textual point of view least faithful version of

* | thank my promotors Prof. P. Van Deun and Prof. R. Ceulemans who read different versions of this article and made many
insightful remarks. I also thank B. Markesinis, J. Declerck, 1. Pérez Martin and T. Fernandez for their valuable comments
on different sections of this paper. I also want to express my gratitude to M. Cassin who kindly allowed me to work in the
IRHT Library where I had access to all the bibliography I needed. Lastly, I thank the anonymous reviewers for their careful
reading and their insightful suggestions. The present article would not have been possible without the generous support of
the Katholieke Universiteit Leuven.

As to the date of the Flor. Coisl., see T. FERNANDEZ, Book Alpha of the Florilegium Coislinianum: A Critical Edition with a
Philological Introduction. Leuven 2010, XXIV and R. CEULEMANS — I. DE Vos — E. GIELEN — P. VAN DEUN, La continuation
de I’exploration du Florilegium Coislinianum: la Lettre Eta. Byz 81 (2011) 90-92. With regard to the place of composition,
see ibidem 92-93 and R. CEULEMANS — P. VAN DEUN — S. VAN PEE, La vision des quatre bétes, la Theotokos, les douze trones
et d’autres themes : La Lettre ® du Florilége Coislin. Byz 86 (2016) 101-102.

Book Q is absent from all the known witnesses of the Flor. Coisl. See FERNANDEZ, Book Alpha LXIX. P. Van Deun and
R. Ceulemans discuss the issue in an article that will appear in Travaux et Mémoires: Réflexions sur la littérature antholo-
gique de Constantin V a Constantin VII.

M. Richard named the whole compilation after this manuscript. See M. RICHARD, Floriléges spirituels grecs, in: Dictionnaire
de spiritualité, fasc. 33-34. Paris 1962, 484 (reprinted in: M. RicHARD, Opera minora, I. Turnhout 1976, n° 1).
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the anthology. Its five main manuscripts are: Mediolanensis, Ambrosianus Q 74 sup. (S. X) (D), Ar-
gentoratensis, Bibliotheca nationalis et universitatis gr. 12 (a. 1285-1286) (E), Atheniensis, EBE 329
(s. XIII-X1IV) (F), Athonensis, Iviron 38 (a. 1281-1282) (G) and Vaticanus graecus 491 (s. XIII) (H).

The editors also demonstrated that the three recensions can be retraced to two branches: Flor.
Coisl. II-1IT relate to the same hyparchetype (= A), whereas Flor. Coisl. I descends from a different
branch (= ¥)*. Accordingly, the stemma of the Flor. Coisl. would look as follows?®:

s. IX-X / * \
g A

(Flor.Coisl. 1)
" (Flor.Coisl. 1)

/

s. X *

/

C D
(Flor. Coisl. I1)

X1=X11

«

s. Xl

XH=XI11 * *

«

Xl

v

X=XV

»

4 See (in chronological order) I. DE Vos — E. GIELEN — C. MACE — P. VAN DEUN, L’art de compiler & Byzance : la lettre I du
Florilege Coislin. Byz 78 (2008) 169; 1. DE Vos — E. GIELEN — C. MACE — P. VAN DEuUN, La lettre B du Florilége Coislin:
editio princeps. Byz 80 (2010) 77 ; FERNANDEZ, Book Alpha CV-CXLIX; CEULEMANS et alii, La lettre Eta 83; R. CEULEMANS
—P. VAN DEUN — F. A. WILDENBOER, Questions sur les deux arbres du Paradis : 1a Lettre = du Florilege Coislin. Byz 84 (2014)
52-56; CEULEMANS et alii, La lettre ® 93-99.

5 T deliberately limit the stemma to the main witnesses. It relies on the one reconstructed by Fernandez who identified manu-
script B as an apograph of C, which is strongly supported by my collation of ctotyeia A-Z (see Book Alpha CXLIX). On the
contrary, the editors of letters B-T" thought that the two witnesses were brothers (see DE Vos et alii, La Lettre I 167 and La
Lettre B 77). In the editions of the Flor. Coisl. H-0, E and ¥, the editors retained a sStemma in which B and C descend from the
same model, although they adopted a more cautious position (see CEULEMANS et alii, La Lettre Eta 80-81; J. MiCHIELS — P. VAN
DEuN, On the Topaz Island: Diodorus of Sicily and the Byzantine Florilegium Coislinianum. Byz 83 [2013] 287; CEULEMANS
et alii, La Lettre ® 95). In the edition of letter P the editors accepted the hypothesis that B is a copy of C: R. CEULEMANS —
J. MaksiMCzZUK — P. VAN DEUN — C. GazzinNg, Sur la pureté du corps et de I’ame et sur I’épée flamboyante. La Lettre Rho du
Florilegium Coislinianum. Byz 87 (2017) 145-147. Fernandez and I discuss the issue in full in a forthcoming article.



The Textual Tradition of the Florilegium Hierosolymitanum 83

The textual tradition of the Flor. Coisl. is completed by a number of supplementary witnesses,
most of which are later anthologies that transmit only some sections of the florilegium®. The most
relevant among those supplementary witnesses is arguably the monumental, alphabetical compila-
tion termed Florilegium Hierosolymitanum (Flor. Hier.)’. In its full form it must have transmitted
long sections of otoyeio A—¥ of the Flor. Coisl. and its text is moreover significant for the recon-
struction of the archetype, since it relates to Flor. Coisl. I¥. Today two manuscripts of the Flor. Hier.
are known: Hierosolymitanus, Sancti Sepulcri 15 (s. XI)? (= T) and Atheniensis, EBE, Metochion
Sancti Sepulcri 274 (s. XIV ineuntis) (= Me). Unfortunately, both of them transmit the work only
up to otoyyeiov E inclusive. A third witness only contains a small section: MS Athonensis, Koutlou-
mousiou 269 (s. XV) (= W), already identified by Fernandez while working on the critical edition
of Flor. Coisl. A%,

The editors of Flor. Coisl. AT included the testimony of T, and the role of manuscript W (which
transmits only Flor. Coisl. A fr. 29)" was assessed by Fernandez'?. MS Me, by contrast, was unavail-
able when Flor. Coisl. A-T" were edited.

Below, I present a thorough analysis of Me. Moreover, I identify a fourth witness of the Flor.
Hier., to wit: MS Atheniensis, EBE 2429 (aa. 1330-1350) (= Ath)'*. Building on this new evidence,
I offer for the first time the recensio of all four known witnesses of the Jerusalem compilation'®. First,
a brief presentation of the Flor. Hier. is in order.

1. MAIN FEATURES OF THE FLOR. HIER.
1.1. DATE AND PLACE OF COMPOSITION

The Jerusalem compilation dates to sometime between the end of the 9" and the end of the 11®
century. The inclusion of long sections of the Flor. Coisl. provides a terminus post quem (see note

6 See FERNANDEZ, Book Alpha CXLIX; CEULEMANS et alii, La lettre Eta 82-83; R. CEULEMANS — E. DE RIDDER — K. LEVRIE

— P. Van DEUN, Sur le mensonge, 1’ame de I’homme et les faux prophétes: la Lettre ¥ du Florilége Coislin. Byz 83 (2013)

51-54; CEULEMANS et alii, La lettre = 50-51; CEULEMANS et alii, La lettre ® 96-99. For the important manuscript R from the

12" century, see the forthcoming article by R. CEULEMANS, Cosmological Questions Answered through Severian of Gabala

in the Athonensis, Lavras B 43 (Eustratiadis 163), in: Building the Kosmos. Greek Patristic and Byzantine Question and

Answer Literature, ed. B. Demulder — P. Van Deun. Turnhout.

See K. HoLL, Die Sacra Parallela des Johannes Damascenus (TU 16). Leipzig 1897, 114-138, and RicHARD, Floriléges spi-

rituels grecs 483-484.

The original size of the Flor. Hier. is discussed below. As for its text, I follow Fernandez’s hypothesis which is based on

errores coniunctivi found in both A and T (see below) but absent from the other manuscripts of the Flor. Coisl. (see Book

Alpha CXXXIV-CXXXVIII). My own collation of Flor. Coisl. A-E yielded more evidence to sustain the hypothesis that A and

T are brothers. While Fernandez was working on the edition of Flor. Coisl. A, De Vos et alii reached a different conclusion

in their edition of letters B—T; i.e. that T would witness to an independent branch of the Flor. Coisl. (see La lettre I' 166 and

La lettre B 7). They nonetheless admitted that a thorough analysis of ctotyeiov A might indeed prove that A and T descend

from the same hyparchetype (La lettre B 79, n. 9).

As for the date of T, see the manuscript description below.

10 FERNANDEZ, BookAlpha CXLV-CXLVI.

The Flor. Coisl. numbers all of its chapters (in Flor. Coisl. I, the numbering starts again in every ctoyeiov, whereas in Flor.

Coisl. II-111 it continues throughout the compilation). By contrast, the individual excerpts of every chapter are not numbered.

In this article, however, for the sake of clarity, I refer to the Flor. Coisl. excerpts by the number assigned to them in the re-

spective critical edition. For excerpts from ototygio not yet edited, I quote the chapter number (= cap.) and the position within

the chapter in question. Thus, for instance, Flor. Coisl. O cap. 7.1 refers to the first excerpt in the seventh chapter of letter O.

See note 10.

I confirm the hypothesis I formulated apud CEULEMANS et alii, La lettre ® 99.

14 Studies of Me and Ath beyond the recensio are offered in two appendices that follow this article. The first records the Flor.
Coisl. chapters transmitted in the pinax of Me; the second inventories the excerpts from the Flor. Hier. included in Ath.
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1 above). The production of manuscript T, the oldest witness of the anthology, is the terminus ante
quem; paleographical analysis suggests that this codex dates to the late 11"-c. (see the manuscript
description below). The large fork presented above may be shrunk: as all the known witnesses of the
Flor. Hier. somehow descend from T (as I will show), it is likely that this manuscript is (one of) the
first exemplar(s) of the Jerusalem compilation. If this theory is correct, the date of compilation of the
Flor. Hier. might cautiously be placed at some point between the middle and the end of the 11" ¢. No
information allows us to identify where the Flor. Hier. was compiled"’.

1.2. S1ZE AND STRUCTURE

The most striking feature of the Flor. Hier. is its particular, complex arrangement. The work is di-
vided into different ototyeia that represent letters of the alphabet. Only the first five of them (A—E)
are transmitted in the two main witnesses, manuscripts T and Me. However, since the pinax of Me
covers in a detailed way letter A right down to Q and since Ath includes some excerpts beyond letter
E that, as [ will argue, were copied from the Flor. Hier., one can postulate that in its pristine, full form
the anthology covered the full alphabet. Consequently, the monumental Flor. Hier. was most likely
transmitted in two volumes, of which the text of T and Me constituted the first'®.

The particularity of the Flor. Hier. lies in the fact that every ctotygiov is divided into four books!”:
for each letter, the compiler delivered the text of four alphabetical anthologies: the Florilegium Vati-
canum auctum (= book I of the Flor. Hier.)'3, the first section of the Hiera according to the recension
of Parisinus, Coisl. 276 (= book II)", the Florilegium Thessalonicense (= book II1)%®, and the first
recension of the Flor. Coisl. (= book IV)?. In the following, Flor. Hier. A' corresponds to the Flo-
rilegium Vaticanum auctum otoiyeiov A; Flor. Hier. A" to the compilation of Parisinus, Coisl. 276
otoyeiov A, and so on.

Since the four florilegia recycled by the compiler of the Flor. Hier. are mutually related—espe-
cially those of books I-III, which are all recensions of a lost 7" ¢. monumental anthology known as
Hiera?>—, repetition lurked around the corner. The compiler tried to avoid such doublets by including
duplicate chapters only once®.

15 See below, note 26.

16 Parts of this pinax are transcribed in the first appendix below. If the hypothesis that the Jerusalem compilation was trans-
mitted in two volumes is correct, as I think it is, both these volumes would have recorded a similar amount of text, since,
according to the pinax of Me, the text of ototygia A—E is as copious as that of ctoyygia Z—Q.

17" According to the information recorded in the pinax of Me, some ctotyeia lacked one or more books. The reason is not diffi-
cult to imagine: either one or more of the exemplars consulted by the compiler of the Flor. Hier. were defective, or one of the
four source anthologies overlaps, for that particular letter, with the other ones (because they are in fact related: see below).
Examples are otoyeiov T (Me, f. 23" 10D devtépov BiPfAiiov 00dév) and ctoyeiov Q (Me, f. 267 Biriov 5 003Ev).

18 See HoLL, Die Sacra Parallela 8-26, and 115—117; RicHARD, Floriléges spirituels grecs 480—481.

1Y See Hor1, Die Sacra Parallela 176-189, and 117-119; RicHARD, Floriléges spirituels grecs 477-478.

2 RICHARD, Floriléges spirituels grecs 483.

2l See above, note 8.

22 For the main characteristics of the Hiera see RICHARD, Floriléges spirituels grecs 476-477, and A. ALEXAKIS, Byzantine
Florilegia, in: The Wiley Blackwell Companion to Patristics, ed. K. Perry. West Sussex 2015, 19. For its date see J. DE-
CLERCK, Les Sacra Parallela nettement antérieurs a Jean Damasceéne. Retour a la datation de Michel Le Quien. Byz 85
(2015) 27-65. As for its relations with the anthologies transmitted in books I-III of the Flor. Hier. see notes 18-20, ALEX-
AKIS, Byzantine Florilegia 20, and DECLERCK, Les Sacra Parallela 33—34. The only recension of the Hiera that was edited is
the Florilegium Vaticanum auctum. Its text is found under the title Sacra Parallela (= Sacr. Par.) in PG 95, 1040-1588 and
PG 96, 9-441.

3 See HoLL, Die Sacra Parallela 126-129, and RicHARD, Floriléges spirituels grecs 483—484. Compare with n. 17 above.
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2. WITNESSES
2.1. MAIN MANUSCRIPTS?*

Hierosolymitanus, Sancti Sepuleri 15 (s. XI exeuntis)® (= T). Parchment. The volume consists of
3451f. written in two columns. The orthography is not always correct and the scribe employed abbre-
viations only for nomina sacra and usual words. There are no marginalia except for chapter number-
ing, attributions and the addition of words omitted in the text. Nothing is known about the history of
T or the scribe who copied it*. The manuscript contains only the Flor. Hier. (ctoyeia A—E). The last
excerpt recorded is Flor. Hier. E'Y cap. 7.8 (= Flor. Coisl. E cap. 17.8)*" after which the scribe wrote
téhog 10 E"** 100 tetaptov Pifiiov. The pages at the beginning of the manuscript, which would have
contained a pinax, are missing”. Contrary to Richard’s observation, T does not appear to end mu-
tilated*°. The Flor. Coisl. material is delivered in ff. 137—168, 189193, 228232, 261*-271" and
341v-345". After f. 341, T misses some folios. This resulted in the loss of almost the whole chapter 2,
the entire chapter 3 and part of chapter 4 of otoyeiov E" (= Flor. Coisl. E cap. 2.3-5, 89 and cap.
3.1—cap. 4.1). In turn, ff. 342-343 are misplaced: the correct order is 343—-342.

Atheniensis, EBE, Metochion Sancti Sepulcri 274 (s. XIV ineuntis)®! (= Me). Paper. The volume
consists of 512 single-columned folios, and is in bad shape. At some points the text is illegible as
the ink faded and the margins of many folios are torn. The handwriting is elegant and the scribe
employed abbreviations only for nomina sacra and usual words. The text was copied with care and
no orthographical errors are found. The marginalia are limited to chapter numbering and attributions
which are written down in red. A note on the inner part of the front cover reads g ayiog Avactaciog
which suggests that the volume belonged to the library of the monastery of Hagia Anastasia Pharma-
colytria in Chalkidiki*’. Me transmits only the Flor. Hier. (ctotyeia A—E). The Flor. Coisl. material is

** The information given in the present section relies mainly on the catalogues: manuscript T is described by A. PapaDoPOU-
LOs-KERAMEUS, ‘Tepocoivpitikn Bifitobrkn 1ot katdhoyog @V €v Taig BipAtodnKkaig 1o aylwTéTon ArocToAKoD T€ Kol
kabohkod 0pBodo&ov matplopykod Opdvov tdv Tepocordpmv kai taong Ialaiotivig ATOKEIHEVOY EAANVIKDY KOS TK®OV,
I. Petroupole 1891, 65-68. For Me, see PapaADOPOULOS-KERAMEUS, Tepocoivputikn Bifiodnkn, IV. Petroupole 1899,
252-253.

As for the date of T, I follow PAPADOPOULOS-KERAMEUS, Tepocoivputikn Pirodnknm I 65, and E. SARGOLOGOS, Un traité de
vie spirituelle et morale du XI¢ siecle: le florilege sacro-profane du manuscrit 6 de Patmos. Thessalonique 1990, 92. The date
proposed by those scholars was confirmed and complemented with paleographical remarks by one of the reviewers of the
present article: decreasing Perlschrift and the zeta « a trompe » (see. P. CANART — L. PERRIA, Les écritures livresques des Xle
et Xlle siecles, in: Paleografia e codicologia greca I, ed. D. Harlfinger — G. Prato. Alessandria 1991, 66—116). The codex had
been dated to the 10" c. by M. RiCHARD, Floriléges spirituels grecs 483. The 10% c.-dating was accepted by recent scholar-
ship, see J. DECLERCK, Les extraits des Sacra Parallela attribués a Jean Damascéne, in: Titus Bostrensis. Contra Manichaeos
Libri IV Graece et Syriace cum excerptis e Sacris Parallelis lohanni Damasceno attributis (CCSG 82), ed. P.-H. Poirier —
A. Roman — T. Schmidt — E. Crégheur — J. Declerck. Leuven — Turnhout 2013, CXXVII; DECLERCK, Les Sacra Parallela 34;
FERNANDEZ, Book Alpha Lx1V.

One of the anonymous reviewers (see previous note) argued that T is of Oriental origin, probably Constantinopolitan. On the
basis of this, the colleague cautiously suggested that an Oriental origin may be proposed for the Flor. Hier. too.

In the three recensions, Flor. Coisl. E cap. 17 records ten excerpts. An analysis and diplomatic edition of these are found in J.
MaksmMczuk, Chapter E 17 of the Florilegium Coislinianum and Its Relationship with Earlier Iconodule Anthologies. MEG
16 (2016) 165-183.

Sic whereas o0 &ythov would have been expected.

» See FERNANDEZ, Book Alpha LXVII.

3 See RICHARD, Opera minora I, app. p. .

That Me most likely dates to the beginning of the 14" c. was kindly suggested to me by I. Pérez Martin in a private commu-
nication (06/09/2016).

The note was written by a hand different from both the one that copied the volume and the later one that added some pages
at the beginning of the codex (see below). See A. PApPADOPOULOS-KERAMEUS, ‘H povi Avaoctaciog tiig Dappoakorvtpiog. BZ
10 (1901) 191-199, and DARROUZES, Les manuscrits du monastére Sainte-Anastasie Pharmacolytria de Chalcidique. REB
12 (1954) 45-57. Unfortunately, D. Grosdidier de Matons could not include Me in her study on the bookbinding technique
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transmitted on ff. 229-273", 301"-308", 333'-340", 401'—413" and 506"—512". Folios 403 and 404 are
misplaced one for the other. There is a lacuna between ff. 263 and 264: f. 263" ends with the words
aAL™ 0pdg avtod T Om[povpynuata] corresponding to Flor. Coisl. A fr. 67, 29-30 whereas f. 264°
starts with kot tov ['afpmiA, which belongs to Flor. Coisl. A fr. 74, 16. Most likely, only one folio is
missing here: T does not record Flor. Coisl. A frr. 68—723 and fr. 73 counts only 17 lines in Fernan-
dez’s edition. Me misses another folio between ff. 511 and 512, resulting in the loss of a small part
of Flor. Hier. E'Y cap. 5 and almost all E"Y cap. 6 (= Flor. Coisl. E cap. 14.5-6 and cap. 15.1). Finally,
a third folio is today lost at the end of the manuscript, which contained a part of Flor. Hier. EY cap.
7.7 and the whole of fr. 8 (= Flor. Coisl. E cap. 17.7-8): the volume ends mutilated in the middle of
Flor. Hier. E" cap. 7.7 (= Flor. Coisl. E cap. 17.7).

A few pages are also missing at the beginning of the manuscript. A hand from the 16" ¢.** filled
this lacuna with some of the prologues to the Sacr. Par., i.e. the Florilegium Vaticanum®: an expla-
nation of Tapanounai, system of internal references typical of the Hiera*® (cf. PG 95, 1044.34-55 =
f. 17), a prologue (cf. PG 95, 1040.3-33 = f. 17") and the first ten titles of Flor. Hier. A' (f. 2¥)*". As
the explanation of the mapanoumai begins in medias res, one must assume that at least one folio is
missing at the very beginning of the volume.

A comprehensive pinax of the Flor. Hier., covering ototyeio. A—Q, is recorded on ff. 2'-26". Folios
14 and 24-26 were added by the same copyist of ff. 1-2. Folios 2" and 26" appear to list the original
contents of the Flor. Hier. otoyygio A, X"V, WVand Q") whereas the information on folios 2425
relies, according to Richard, on books Y, ® and X of the Florilegium Laurentianum (= L)**. In turn,
ff. 14" and 26" transmit two other mpdroyot of the Sacr. Par. (cf. PG 95, 1069.5-17). Lastly, ff. 14"
and 25" were left blank.

2.2. FRAGMENTARY MANUSCRIPTS

Athonensis, Koutloumousiou 269 (s. XV) (= W)*. Paper. The volume consists of 168 single-col-
umned folios. I was only able to consult ff. 141'~149" (on a digital reproduction), which are preserved

employed in the Monastery of Hagia Anastasia as the manuscript proved inaccessible to her (see Recherches sur les reliures
byzantines. I. L’atelier du monastére de Sainte-Anastasie Pharmacolytria en Chalcidique. These présentée a la [Ve section de
I’Ecole practique des Hautes Etudes. Paris 1984).
These fragments are transmitted only in manuscripts A and C of the Flor. Coisl. under the chapter title ITepi dyaBoepyiog kot dtt
0V 3l amodidovan kakdv avti kakod (see FERNANDEZ, Book Alpha 109-111). That title is not recorded in the pinax of Me either.
This was first noticed by PAPADOPOULOS-KERAMEUS, Tepocotvputikn Biffiodnkn IV 253, who believed (incorrectly) that this
later hand wrote the whole pinax (see Tepocoivpurtikr Bipiodnkn IV 253). See also RicHARD, Opera minora I app. p. II. The
folios in question together with ff. 14 and 24-26 were most likely added when Me and other books of the monastery of Hagia
Anastasia Pharmacolytria in Chalkidiki were restored: see DARROUZES, Les manuscrits 45-55, and GROSDIDIER DE MATONS,
Recherches sur les reliures byzantines passim. The hand that supplemented Me shares a number of features with that of the
scribe who copied at least part of MS Parisinus gr. 1060 (ff. 2-126 and 171-207) in Hagia Anastasia in 1518 (see H. OMONT, In-
ventaire sommaire des manuscrits grecs de la Bibliothéque nationale et des autres bibliothéques de Paris et des Départements,
I. Paris 1886, 213; DARROUZES, Les manuscrits 50, and GROSDIDIER DE MATONS, Recherches sur les reliures byzantines 319).
The prologues in question were most likely the original prologues of the Flor. Hier. The Florilegium Vaticanum is the first
book of the Jerusalem compilation and it is possible that the compiler of the latter included its prologues in his work. The
reason why they are recorded in folios written by a second hand is easy to guess: it is likely that the original first folios of Me
were in bad shape and a 16%-c. scribe replaced them with copies made by himself. This could be also the case with ff. 14 and
26, see further below.
3¢ Cf. P. OpoRICO, La cultura della ZvAloyr. BZ 83 (1990) 1617, and DECLERCK, Les Sacra Parallela 29 n11.
37 Folio 2" of Me was left blank.
RicHARD, Opera minora I app. pp. I-1I. For the Florilegium Laurentianum or L¢, which is the name given by Holl, see HoLL,
Die Sacra Parallela 139—159 and RicHARD, Floriléges spirituels grecs 495.
3 My brief description of W relies on S. P. LAMBROS, Katdhoyog tdv €v taig BipAtodnkaig tod Ayiov "Opovg EAVIKGY
kodikov, I. Cambridge 1895, 307-308.
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in bad shape. In those folios, W transmit Flor. Coisl. A fr. 29 and it exhibits all the particular readings
of the Flor. Hier. version.

Atheniensis, EBE 2429 (aa. 1330-1350)* (= Ath). Paper. The codex consists of 327 single-col-
umned folios of which I was only able to see ff. 1'-20" (digital reproduction). The orthography is
correct and the scribe employed abbreviations for nomina sacra and usual words. The first letter of
the first word of excerpts, titles and attributions is written in red by the scribe of the manuscript*'.
There are no marginalia except for the attributions. Two illegible notes were copied on the bottom
of ff. 12V and 14". The manuscript resided for some time in the monastery of St. John Prodromos at
Serres and, according to F. Spingou, the anonymous scribe most likely copied it for personal use*.
The contents of Ath can be described as miscellaneous®. In the pinax of the whole codex (ff. 4-7"),
the section corresponding to the fragments of the Flor. Hier. bears the number C” and is entitled 'Ex
TOV TOPUAAA®Y T0D Aapacknvod EpmTnoels d1dpopot, mepi Stapopwv robécewv (f. 47). The ex-
cerpts from the Flor. Hier. are offered between ff. 8 and 15%. As shown in appendix two, Ath includes
excerpts from Flor. Hier. B-® and O and retains the alphabetical order of its source. The first frag-
ment corresponds to Flor. Hier. BY, cap. 5 (= Flor. Coisl. B, fr. 18); unfortunately, it is impossible to
know whether or not this was indeed the first excerpt in the short compilation of Ath as some folios
are missing between the end of the pinax (f. 77) and the first text in the brief anthology (f. 8"). The last
three fragments, those from H-® and O (ff. 13'—15Y), are thematically related: all of them deal with
eternal life, a topic which may have been triggered by Ath 18, Ilepi {of|g aiwviov (= Flor. Coisl. Z
cap. 3) (ff. 12—137)*,

Having surveyed the manuscript evidence of the Flor. Hier. I argue in the following: 1) that Me is
an apograph of T; 2) that W is most likely an apograph of Me; 3) that Ath is a partial copy of T; 4)
that the copyist of Ath had access to sections of the Flor. Hier. that are lost today.

3. Me, APOGRAPH OF T

To my knowledge, the first hypothesis on the relationship between the two main witnesses of the
Flor. Hier. was put forward by F. Petit while studying sections of the manuscripts different from those
I am interested in. Although she was no able to undertake a thorough study of these two manuscripts,
she was inclined to consider that “A [= Me] n’est qu’une copie directe de H [= T]”*. In private com-
munications, P. Van Deun, B. Markesinis and J. Declerck confirmed to me that they fully agree with
Petit’s conclusion*.

40 See F. SPINGoU, I1dg d&l evpiokev 0 daktoAlov: Byzantine Game or a Problem from Fibonacci’s Liber Abaci? Unpublished
Notes from Codex Atheniensis EBE 2429. Byz 84 (2014) 359.

4 However, the last three titles of the Flor. Hier. section (ff. 13Y, 14" and 15") are entirely written in red. See appendix II.

4 See SpiNngou, Unpublished notes 359, and L. Poritis with M. PoLrtis, Katdloyog yeipoypaowv tiig Ebvikiig Biiiodnkng

tiig ‘EAMGSoc (Pragmateiai tes Akademias Athenon 54). Athens 1991, 432.

The full description by Poritis, Katdhoyog 427-432, should be complemented with P. GEHIN, Linos Polites, avec la collab-

oration de Maria L. Polité, Katdloyog yepoypdpav thc EOvikiig Biprlobning tijg EALGSog, ap. 1857-2500. REB 52 (1994)

336-339 (338 for the Coislin section of Ath).

For the numbering of the chapters in Ath, see the second appendix below.

Philon d’Alexandrie, Quaestiones in Genesim et in Exodum: fragmenta graeca, ed. F. PETIT (Les ceuvres de Philon d’Alexan-

drie 33). Paris 1978, 24, n. 5.

4 See J. R. RoYsE, Fragments of Philo’s Quaestiones, in: Nourished with Peace. Studies in Hellenistic Judaism in Memory of
Samuel Sandmel, ed. F. E. Greenspahn — E. Hilgert — B. L. Mack. Chicago — California 1984, 148, n. 29. T. FERNANDEZ,
Byzantine Tears. A Pseudo-Chrysostomic Fragment on Weeping in the Florilegium Coislinianum, in: Encyclopedic Trends
in Byzantium? Ed. P. Van Deun — C. Macé (Orientalia Lovaniensia Analecta 212). Leuven 2011, 133, n. 31 reached the same
conclusion while studying a pseudo-Chrysostomic excerpt transmitted in Flor. Coisl. A. By contrast, SARGOLOGOS, Un traité
de vie spirituelle 88—89 and 92-93, used both T and Me in the critical edition of the Florilegium of Patmos without mention-
ing any link between the manuscripts.
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The comparative study presented below, which confirms the hypothesis that T is the model of Me,
is based on the sections of the Jerusalem anthology corresponding to Flor. Coisl. A—E. These sections
were collated by myself, save for otoyyeia A-I" in T, for which I relied on the already published crit-
ical editions of the Flor. Coisl.

3.1. T AND ME RELATED

Manuscripts T and Me share a number of readings that isolate them from the other witnesses of the
Coislin anthology. The following list records only a few of them:

A fr. 22, 3—4: 10 pév Ao mavta anod povadikic Eroincev ovoiag Flor. Coisl.] om. T Me

B fr. 23, 12—13: kai d1d v 100 copatog acbévelay petarappavoviov Flor. Coisl.] om. T Me

I fr. 5, 3: OAloONpa amd €6dpovg, ) OAMcOnua amd yAdoong Flor. Coisl.] om. T Me

Acap. 7.1: 100 Aaod ToHTov Kol pn a&lov Tod EAenBfjvar adTovg Kod ) €0Y0V Kol i TpocEAONG
pot wepi Flor. Coisl.] om. T Me

E cap. 14.1: Gv ovk iciv &t kdprot Povinddotv avtd Flor. Coisl.] om. T Me

3.2. INDIVIDUAL READINGS OF ME

In addition, Me has a number of variants absent from both T and the rest of the witnesses of the Flor.
Coisl. The list below is not exhaustive:

A fr. 33, 15: v vmo0ecwv T Flor. Coisl.] om. Me

A fr. 67, 7-8: aAla dwamovtoc vpdg T Flor. Coisl.] om. Me

B fr. 11, 6: évotiov év pwi T Flor. Coisl.] évatiov ypvcodv €v pwvi Me
I fr. 18, 9: t® €v ovpavoic matpi T Flor. Coisl.] t@ €mi yig motpi Me

A cap. 10.2: avOpomnoig T Flor.Coisl.] om. Me

A cap. 14.1: toig avBpomnoig T Flor.Coisl.] Toig dikaiolg 6 diaforog Me

Two readings in Me might furthermore have originated from particularities in T:
A fr. 60, 61: v¢’ 7y pév Flor. Coisl.] b’ 1 pév (sic) T, 0o’ fjudv Me
B fr. 9, 16: xeyvuévag Flor. Coisl.] keyou(ev)og T, keynvoc Me

The first case can be considered as a “progressive error” of the scribe of Me vis-a-vis T. In the second
instance, the variant of Me is most likely due to the fact that the copyist did not see the ligature which
represents -pev- in T as it is indeed barely distinguishable (see T f. 1907 col. A, 1. 12).

3.3. AGREEMENT OF ME WITH THE ARCHETYPE/SOURCE AGAINST T
3.3.1. Agreement of Me with the archetype of the Flor. Coisl. against T

In a few cases, Me sides with the other manuscripts of the Flor. Coisl. against T. However, they turn
out to be of no value: most of them are minor alterations vis-a-vis T, such as the addition of an article
or the change of case, tense or mood. The list presented here is not exhaustive:

A fr. 16, 37-38: Oswpia yap v 10 UTOV (g 1 £ury Ocwpia Me Flor. Coisl.] Oswpiov yap qv T
QLTOV G €un| Bswpia T

A fr. 41, 24: deondton oikétoig Me Flor. Coisl.] deomdtan oikétag T

I' fr. 5, 4: moincov t@® otopaTi Gov Bupav kai poyAov Me Flor. Coisl.] moincov 10 otoua ti Gov
Bvpav kai poyrdv T (et A).
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Other cases, even when easy to correct, deserve special attention. In most of the following examples,
the scribe of Me proceeded in the same way: his model transmitted a word that did not make much
sense and he replaced it with a term that fitted the context and was phonetically similar to the word
of his model. In some of those cases, the copyist of Me managed to conjecture the reading of the
archetype. The following list is not exhaustive, but it includes the most conspicuous examples:

a) A fr. 5, 10—14: moprpreyéBovtag Me Flor. Coisl.] mepipieyébovtag T

Context: EOpnoeig yodv avtiv o HOVOV TPOYoLS TLPMIELS damAdtTovsay, GAAG kol (Mo
TEMVPOUEVA KOl Avopag i mdp EEAGTPATTOVTOC Kol TEPL adTOC TAG 0vpaviovg ovciac!’ cmwpolg
avOpakwv Topog mepttifeicay Kai ToTopuoNs Aoyt poilm mupupreyébovtag = Ps.-Dion., De coeles-
ti hierarchia, 15.2 (ed. G. HEIL — M. A. RITTER, De coelesti hierarchia, De ecclesiastica hierarchia,
De mystica theologia, Epistulae [Patristische Texte und Studien 36; Corpus Dionysiacum 2]. Berlin
1991, 51.24-52.4).

b) A cap 8.2: mopot Me Flor.Coisl.] ondépor T
Context: Awryéovtal Tmg kai Avovtot 61’ 1doviig o1 Tod cdpTOG TOPOL TMV EK TVOG AKOTG Ndelog
Sdwayebévtav = Greg. Nyss., De opificio hominis, cap. 12 (PG 44, 160.20-22).

¢) A cap 9: Opijvoc Me Flor.Coisl.] Opdvog (sic) T
Context: Tod 010070V, diynTog 6 Opfjvoc, Gidloc 6 oTeEVayHOC, PPUYHOC GuvENC, KOOGS dve-
@eMc = Ps.-Chrys. (ed. FERNANDEZ, Byzantine Tears 141.55-56).

d) A cap 10.1: yirijc Me Flor.Coisl.] yoyiig T
Context: Tveg @V avOpOTOV €K YIATG Kol HOVNG Tpopacems TAT00G SakpimV KATOQEPOVGL =
Ps.-Athan., Quaest. ad Ant. duc., Qu. 80 (PG 28, 648.17—18).

e) A cap. 15 (titulus): éxdwntmg Me Flor.Coisl.] adwng T

The reading occurs in the chapter title of Flor. Coisl. A cap. 15: Kata molov tpoémov €x0pog €ott
ToD Be0d kai Exdikntig O daPoroc. The scribe of Me could have corrected his model T on the basis
of the biblical expression &x0pov kai ékdikntv (Ps. 8, 3), which indeed occurs in the two excerpts
included in the chapter in question*. He was the rubricator too and most likely copied the title—in
red and in the margin (f. 413")—only after having copied the two excerpts cited in A cap. 15%. Thus,
he could easily have realized that £ékdikntiig was more appropriate than adwntg for the heading of
that chapter.

f) E fr. 53, 15: ynpeiav Me Flor.Coisl. IT] ypeiav A T (fr. deest in Flor. Coisl. III)

The reading in question forms part of a list where the word ynpeiav is much more appropriate
than ypeiav. Compare: Koi tpocevektéov dvOpmdmovg dvtag avOpmmolg tov Epavov Tig ypnoTodTNTOG,
gite dua ympeiav ypnlotev Tantng, gite o’ dOpeaviav, gite aro&évmaty matpidog kth. = Greg. Naz., De
pauperum amore, 6 (PG 35, 864.42-43).

3.3.2. Agreement of Me with the source against T and the archetype of the Flor. Coisl.

In a few passages Me agrees with the source text against both T and the other witnesses of the Flor.
Coisl. Like the previous ones, such cases are doubtless conjectures by the scribe of Me. The list be-
low is not exhaustive:

47 This is the reading of the witnesses of the Flor. Coisl.; T and Me have duvapeic.

4 This was kindly pointed out to me by J. Declerck in a private communication (06/04/2015).

4 This must, most likely, have been the way the scribe proceeded. See examples of negligentia rubricatoris in ff. 232, 1. 5
(<T>1v); 2367, 1. 3 (<[T>dg); 272Y, 1. 4 (KA>M0g1av).
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B ft. 29, 4: v mhevpav vuyBeig T Flor. Coisl.] tv mievpav vuyeig Me = Cyr. Hier., Catecheses ad
illuminandos III 10 (ed. W. K ReiscHL — J. Rupp, Cyrilli Hierosolymarum archiepiscopi opera quae
supersunt omnia, I. Munich 1848, 78.2 [reprint Hildesheim 1967]).

E cap. 14.3: év otaOud xai {uy® T Flor.Coisl.] &v {uyd xoi otabud Me = Greg. Naz., De paupe-
rum amore 5 (PG 35, 864.34-35).

3.4. PALEOGRAPHICAL EVIDENCE™

In the bottom margin of T, f. 345'—the very end of the manuscript—one finds a note &n¢ M3,
€ypaon. The handwriting and ductus are not those of the scribe of T, but exhibit undeniable points
of resemblance with the hand of Me. The most striking are: 1) the alternation of the shape of ®
in £wg and @de—the first one consisting in two circles; the second featuring a flat bottom; 2) the
acute accent combined with the rough breathing mark in €wg; 3) the ligature of the letters d-¢; 4) the
majuscule y (which the scribe of Me always writes in that way, regardless of its position in the word).
In conclusion, the scribe of Me wrote down the note in question in his model T.

On the basis of the above analyses, the stemma of the relationship between T and Me looks as
follows:

s. XI T
s. XI-XIII
s. XIV Me

4. W, APOGRAPH OF Me
4.1. W AND FLOR. HIER. AGAINST THE FLOR. COISL. MANUSCRIPTS

Manuscript W transmits only one excerpt from the Flor. Coisl., i.e. A fr. 29. In his critical edition,
Fernandez argued that W testifies to the Flor. Hier.?. The following list, which is not exhaustive,
supports the assertion that W offers the version of the Flor. Hier.:

A fr. 29, 60-61: ta dvaicOnta Flor. Coisl.] om. T Me W

A fr. 29, 72: v 1®V dALoV AiBwv evotv Flor. Coisl.] mrv t@v dAov pocty T Me W

A fr. 29, 93-93: to1adta 8¢ €oTi T TAEToTA TOV doTpakodépuwy Flor. Coisl.] om. T Me W

A fr. 29, 131: xata 10 gipnuévov Flor. Coisl.] katameipnuévav (sic) T Me W

A fr. 29, 137-138: copartt, ¢ oi apetai, To 6& THS Yoyhg avTig Kod Eantnv uovng W Tpoo-
deopévng Flor. Coisl.] om. T Me W

0 T warmly thank I. Pérez Martin, B. Markesinis and J. Declerck who kindly shared their views on the short note in T discussed
in the present paragraph.

51 Sic. Note that the scribe of Me has a tendency to write ®de instead of ®Je (see for instance f. 13v1. 17, f. 2577 11. 22 and 26,
f.257V1. 2 and f. 337" 1. 16). For the same spelling, see Nicephori Blemmydae Autobiographia sive Curriculum vitae necnon
Epistula universalior, ed. J. A. MuniTiz (CCSG 13). Turnhout — Leuven 1984, L, and, Pseudo-Gregorii Agrigentini seu Pseu-
do-Gregorii Nysseni Commentarius in Ecclesiasten, ed. G. H. ETTLINGER — J. NORET (CCSG 56). Turnhout — Leuven 2007, L.

52 See FERNANDEZ, Book Alpha CXLV-CXLVI.
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4.2.\W AND ME AGAINST T

Not having access to Me, Fernandez identified W as a possible descendant of T**. However, it more
likely depends on Me since these two manuscripts share a number of readings against T and the wit-
nesses of the Flor. Coisl., whereas the opposite never occurs. The list below is not exhaustive:

A fr. 29, 51: aicOnriig T Flor. Coisl.] aicOnt) Me W

A fr. 29, 228: ypeia T Flor. Coisl.] ypriocet Me W

A fr. 29, 252: pévog ovtog T Flor. Coisl.] obtog pévog Me W

A fr. 29, 308-309: 100 yévoug T Flor. Coisl.] Tod yévoug yéyovey Me W
A fr. 29, 352: avta T Flor. Coisl.] éavta Me W

4.3. INDIVIDUAL READINGS OF W

While including all the particular variants and omissions of Me, W records some additional errors of
its own. The list below presents only a selection of them:

A fr. 29, 31: fj vOpomov T Me Flor. Coisl.] om. W

A fr. 29, 56: t@v 6vtov T Me Flor. Coisl.] om. W

A fr. 29, 145: ook €otv T Me Flor. Coisl.] kai ook Eotiv W

A fr. 29, 322: Apaptavovoty 6cot T Me Flor. Coisl.] Apaptévovoty yop 6cot W
A fr. 29, 396: navta npog T Me Flor. Coisl.] maviov W

A fr. 29, 414-416: 6U 6v — AvOponwv Pacirevel T Me Flor. Coisl.] om. W
Accordingly, the stemma of the relation of T, Me and W looks as follows:

s. X1 T

S. XI-XIII

s. X1V Me
s. XV \\%

5. Ath, APOGRAPH OF T

As appendix II shows, ff. 8—15" of Ath transmit a short anthology that includes 33 excerpts distribut-
ed over 22 chapters®. All of these fragments can be found with the same incipit and desinit in either
the Flor. Coisl. or the Florilegium Vaticanum auctum. These are the first and the fourth books of the
Flor. Hier. I argue that Ath 1-16 is a copy of T and that Ath 17-22 was taken from sections of the
Flor. Hier. that are lost today™.

53 Cf. the previous note.

5+ T use the numbers assigned in the appendix.

55 One particular section of Ath was previously studied by editors of the Flor. Coisl. (Ath 21 = Flor. Coisl. © fr. 4), but only
indirectly: they did not see the codex or any reproduction but relied on a second-hand transcription. See CEULEMANS et alii,
La lettre ® 98-99.
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5.1 ATH 1-16, A coPY OF T
5.1.1 Ath, T and Me against the Flor. Coisl.

A comparison of the witnesses of the Coislin anthology and Ath shows that the latter manuscript
offers the same version of the Flor. Coisl. as do T and Me, which strongly suggests that its exemplar
was a witness of the Flor. Hier. Compare®®:

Ath 8 (= Flor. Coisl. I fr. 8, 7): tovtov Flor. Coisl.] tobto T Me Ath

Ath 9 (= Flor. Coisl. A cap 2.1): avBponivny — pév Flor. Coisl.] om. T Me Ath

Ath 14b (= Flor. Coisl. A cap. 8.2): épehkopévng Flor. Coisl.] é€glxopévng T Me Ath (cum
fonte)

Ath 15 (= Flor. Coisl. A cap. 10.1): toadtor yoy@®v 1€ kol copdtov Flor. Coisl.] yoydv te kai

copdtov toodtor T Me Ath

Ath 16b (= Flor. Coisl. E cap. 1.2): 1@ nemhoacpéve Flor. Coisl.] 10 nemhacpévov T Me Ath

Ath 16b (= Flor. Coisl. E cap. 1.2): pawvopueba Flor. Coisl.] yevoueba T Me Ath

5.1.2 Ath and T vs. Me

A comparative analysis of the excerpts shared by T, Me and Ath 1-16, reveals that the latter shares
almost all the particular readings that T exhibits in the fragments in question. The list below includes
the most relevant examples:

Ath 12 (= Flor. Coisl. A cap. 5.1): de&bpevov Me Flor. Coisl. I-1I (cum fonte)] de&auevog T
Ath (et A)

Ath 14b (= Flor. Coisl. A cap. 8.2): éni tovg 69Baiuovg Me Flor. Coisl. (cum fonte)] éni
o0pOoipovg T Ath

Ath 15 (= Flor. Coisl. A cap.10.1): éx yiriic Me Flor. Coisl. (cum fonte)] éx ywoyfig T Ath

In Ath 6b, a remarkable phenomenon is found: T ™ transmits €k yap votepeiv whereas the
reading a. corr. was &v yap votepelv. However, the correction—most likely made by the scribe of T
himself"’—is not very clear, and at first glance the -k from €k indeed resembles a -v (compare T f.
170 col. A, 1. 4). Me has the better variant £k, but Ath records év. It is most likely that the scribe of
Ath did not notice the correction in T.

5.1.3 Athand Mevs. T

Ath and Me share only one reading absent from T and the other witnesses of the Flor. Coisl.; it is
not significant. Compare:

Ath 8 (= Flor. Coisl. T fr. 8 [titulus]): Tod Xpvoootopov g Epunveiog Tod daroctdérov A C] Tod
XpvoooTopov gig v epunveiav tod drootorov T, Tod Xpvcootopov gk the Epunveiag tod dmo-
otoAov Me Ath, Tod Xpvcootopov rell. codd.

56 T did not find any case where Ath agrees with the other witnesses of the Flor. Coisl. against T and Me, with the exception
of Ath 16b (= Flor. Coisl. E cap. 1.2): adt0 T Me A] avtiv Ath Flor. Coisl. II-IIT (cum fonte). The scribe of Ath must have
conjectured this reading.

7 Note that in T corrections by a hand different from the one that copied the codex are almost non-existent. The only example
I could find is in f. 319" col. A.
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5.1.4 Individual readings of Ath

Manuscript Ath records a couple of individual readings, which are absent from the other witnesses
of both the Flor. Hier. and the Flor. Coisl.:

Ath 1 (= Flor. Coisl. B fr. 18, 5): xai Flor. Coisl. T Me¢] aAL™ Ath

Ath 9 (= Flor. Coisl. A cap. 2.1): ayyehwunv 6¢ Flor. Coisl. T Me] dyyehknv te Ath

Ath 11 (= Flor. Coisl. A cap. 4 [titulus]): Tod Xpvcootopov Flor. Coisl. T Me] om. Ath

Ath 11 (= Flor. Coisl. A cap. 4.1): na6n Flor. Coisl. T Me] ta mdOn Ath

Ath 15 (= Flor. Coisl. A cap. 10.1): moAln Flor. Coisl. T Me] moAd Ath

Ath 16b (= Flor. Coisl. E cap. 1.2): v étpentog v Flor. Coisl. T Me] &vétpentoc dv &in
Athe o

5.2. ATH 17-22

The above analyses show that Ath 1-16 include almost all the peculiar variants of T as well as a
number of additional ones. This shows that those sections of the Athens manuscript most likely
depend on T. The other chapters of Ath, i.e. 17-22, correspond to Florilegium Vaticanum auctum
Z (cap. 2) and Flor. Coisl. Z (capp. 3.1-3 and 5.1), H (fr. 13), © (ft. 4) and O (cap. 7.1), which have
not been preserved in T or Me (as neither continues beyond ctoyyeiov E). No witness of the Coislin
anthology can have been the source of Ath 18-22, since each of those manuscripts records particular
variants absent from Ath. By contrast, the available evidence suggests that Ath 17-22 most likely
relate to an exemplar of the Flor. Hier. that included at least parts of ototryeio. Z—® and O but that is
lost today.

5.2.1. Textual affinity with A (i.e. Flor. Coisl. 1)

MS Ath agrees with A against the other Flor. Coisl. manuscripts and the source texts in a couple of
cases. The following list is not exhaustive.

Ath 19 (=Flor. Coisl. Z cap. 5 [titulus]): yvwcbnon Flor. Coisl. II-111 (cum fonte)] yvocOnoetan®
A Ath

Ath 19 (= Flor. Coisl. Z cap. 5.1): pootpiov Flor. Coisl. III (cum fonte)] pvotikdc A Ath,
pvotiplov Flor. Coisl. 1T

Ath 20 (= Flor. Coisl. H fr. 13, 5): Awa tobto xai Flor. Coisl. ITI-1IT (cum fonte)] Kai 1t todto
Koi A Ath

5.2.2. Ath and Flor. Coisl. 11-111 against A

I only found one reading that Ath shares with Flor. Coisl. II-III against A and the source text, but it
is not significant:

Ath 22 (= Flor. Coisl. O cap. 7.1): dnoctaciov tob Toviavod A (cum fonte)] aroctaciov Tov-
AMavod Ath Flor. Coisl. ITI-111

8 This was most probably the reading offered in the version of the Flor. Hier. as it stands in the pinax of Me (see the first
appendix below).
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The previous analyses show that the text of Ath 18-22 is closer to A, a witness of Flor. Coisl. I,
than to the manuscripts of Flor. Coisl. II-1II. This affinity and the fact that in that section Ath 17-22
keeps combining excerpts from both the Flor. Coisl. and the Florilegium Vaticanum auctum invite
us to assume that Ath 17-22, just as Ath 1-16, were copied from an exemplar of the Flor. Hier. That
exemplar most likely was the second, lost volume of the monumental anthology, which would have
recorded otoyeio Z—Q (T*)*.

s. IX-X Y (= Flor. Coisl. I)

s. XI
T (Litt. A-E) (TY) Litt. z-Q)
capp. 1-16 capp. 17-22

S. XII-XIII

s. XIV Me Ath

6. CONCLUDING REMARKS

On the basis of a comparative analysis of the four witnesses of the Flor. Hier., I argued the following
points:

1) manuscript Me is an apograph of T, but the scribe changed some readings vis-a-vis his model
(sometimes matching those of the archetype). The handwriting of the note on the last folio of T most
likely belonged to the copyist of Me which confirms that the latter is a direct copy of T; 2) manu-
script W is an apograph of Me and not of T; 3) Ath 1-16 were copied from T; 4) Ath 17-22 can most
likely be retraced to the second volume of the Flor. Hier. that is lost today (‘“T*’). This hypothesis, if
correct, strongly supports the idea that in its full form the Flor. Hier. reached up to letter (2, a view
suggested by the comprehensive pinax of Me.

Accordingly, the stemma of the Flor. Hier., incorporated within that of the Flor. Coisl., looks as
follows:

% This assumption is corroborated by the fact that the chapter titles corresponding to Ath 17-22 can be found in the Flor.
Hier.’s complete pinax recorded in Me (see the transcription in the first appendix). Those from Ath 18-19 are recorded as
being part of the third book of ototyeiov Z, namely the Florilegium Thessalonicense, but this is due to either a mistake by
the scribe of Me or a defect in his model (see f. 13" in the codex). J. Declerck pointed out to me that the third book of the
Flor. Hier. is a witness of the second recension of the second book of the Hiera which lacked letter Z (private communication
02/10/2017).
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S. IX=X
Flor. Coisl.
¥ (Flom \ A
I' (Flor. Coisl. III)
s. X
C (Flor. Coisl. II)
s. Xl
Flor. Hier. A
T (Lm{ T @i z0)
capp. 1-16 capp. 17-22
s. XIH=XIII
G
s. XIV Me Ath
s. XV W

As this stemma shows, the identification of manuscript Ath as a fragmentary witness of the Flor.
Hier. is relevant not only to fathom the textual tradition of the Jerusalem compilation, but also to re-
construct in a safer way the text of Flor. Coisl. I for some chapters of otoiyeio. Z—0® and O, for which
so far, we only relied on the testimony of manuscript A.

Appendix I: Chapters of the Flor. Coisl. listed as Flor. Hier." in the pinax of Me

The pinax on ff. 2"-26" of Me delivers the contents of the four books of Flor. Hier. A—Q. Here I
transcribe the titles of the fourth book of each ototy&iov, i.e. the Flor. Coisl.

Xrovgeiov A: o Tlepi oOnpovpyiag dyyéhwv — <P Tiveg ai LopeTKal TOV AYYEMKOV SUVALEDY
elkoveg; — v Amdoel&ig 6Tt dyyéhovg @OAKaG EdKEV MUV 0 Bedc — 6" ATdde&ig 6Tt Evvéa ThypaTd
giow ol &yyehot — & Tlepl tdV dyyéhmv dv éphotévnoey ARpadp — C” Tlepi tiig t0d dvOpdmov
dnovpyiag Kol TAdoemg — <{™> Awti tedevtaiog 6 dvOpwmnog; — 1" Awati duthodg 6 dvOpwmog; —
0" Ot dpyavikov kateokevdohn 10D AvBpdmov TO Tyfjia TPOG THV ToD AdYov ypeiav — <1™> ‘Ot
EMGTNUOVIKOG T TOD KOAOD Kol KakoD yvmoems 6 avOpwmog — <t>a” ‘Ot adte&ovoiog 6 avOpwmog
— <>’ Iepi pOoemg avOpmdmov Adyog keparaddng — <ty > Ilepi TG €v Topadeicw daymyiig Tod
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Adau—<18"> Tiypn Aéyetv mpog TOVG EMomoPodVTAC, £1 LETH THV GpapTioy Taudomotio, Tdg Gv &yEveTto
T8 TdV AvOpOTMY TANON, €1 dvapdapmTol Stépevay oi &€ dpyiig; — <te™> Ti 10 tfig auaptiog 160¢ kai
OTL oTOTPONPETMS apaptavopey — <iC > Katda mocovg tpoémovg e€apaptavet 6 dvOpwmog; — <™
[epi apoptiog évOoundeiong kai un tedecbeiong — <™ “Ot1 00 kaTO AGTPOAOYIOV TO KOO MUAG —
<10"> Iepi 10D dotépog oD dvateilovtog €t tiig Xpiotod yevvnoews — <k > [lepi dmotalapévov kol
AV apoptavoviov — <ko > [lepl Thg AoTaTon TOV AVOpOTIVOV TPAUYUATOV KOTAGTAGEMS — <K ™>
[Tepi avOpOTOV £OMUEPOHVTOV KOl TOAMTOPOVUEVOVY, dIKOIOV Kol GuapTol®dY — <ky > [lepi TV
Te0<6apOV> Amadeldv — <kd > [lepl TV TE660P®V YEVIKAV ApeTd®dV — <Kg > Tiveg dpetal yuyhg kol
Tiveg ompatog; — <kC > Andoel&ic 6Tt 0VdEV OPeLOG HAG APETTG, TV JAL®V ATOVGHY (ATOVI®OV
p. corr.) — <k(™> Ilepi ayanng, kai moca To Thg Aydmng &idn; — <k>n’ Ilepi dmokaTocTAGEDS —
<x0"> Ildg vontéov 10 mav dpoev dwavoiyov pntpav; — <ki> Ilepi g amoypapfig Thc yevouévng
émi Avyovstov Kaicapog — <A"> Iepi tdv dkpidmv dv fiodiev 6 Bantiomig — <ha’> Iepi tod 1601
EOVODV T@ AVTIOK® oV — <A > Tlepi tod un avabdepatilerv avOpwmov motdv — <ky > [epi avopdv
aoePfdv kol mepl aipeTik®dv, 6Tt Oel Yopilechar dn’ avtdv — <Ad™> ol dpetai toig dpyovot wpé-
movct; — <he”> Iepi 1od ddov — <AC > [epi dv Ecmoev &v ddov Xp1otdg kateAdmv — <AL Tlepi
100 Avtiypiotov — A Tlept tig tpmpépov Xprotod avaoticemg — <A0™> Ilepi Tod noyounv £yw
a0 Tog vadepa sivar.

Xroyeiov B: o’ Ti éotv 1 tod mvedpartog Tod ayiov Pracenpio kol mdg Toig €ig adTo PAacen-
podoy ovk apednoetal ovTe £V TM VOV aidvL o0TE &v T@ uéAovTL, — <B™> IIdg vontéov T0 ot DUEC
10 dvoud pov Pracenueitan v toig E0veot;, — <y > Ilepl BAéyeng Eumabodc — <6™> TIdg vontéov
10 0 EuPAéyoag yovaiki Tpog 0 Embuuijoar; — <€> Ti dnmote v ovpdviov Paciieiov KOKK® Gl-
vanemg (owvnmemg P. COrr.) mapekalel 6 koplog, — <C> Ti dMmote {Oun v adtv Tapekdlst
Baotleiow 6 kOprog; — <¢'> Aol Sekaevvéa Baciiedsovtag amd Aavid Emg Texoviov 6 Edoyyehotig
dekatésoapag ovopaley, — <n> Ti éott Paciieio ovpavdv; — <0> Ti ot Pacireio Oeod; — <1™>
[Tepi Bpopdtov — <to™> Arnddeiélc 6Tt ta Ppodpota 1 yoyn avorickel — <> Ti 10 opoia €6Tiv 1)
Bactieio TdV 0OpavdV Oncavpd kexpoppéve; — 1y’ Ilepi fantioparog.

Yrovgeiov I': <a™> Ilepil épomoeng — B’ Ilepi 1@V mupivov yAwoodv — <y Tlepl yADOTTING
Kol YAWoo®mO0ovg — <&> Amddel&ig mepl yeévvng, 0Tt £ 10D KOGHoL €oTiv — <e™> Amodel&ig Ot
yvopilovow (yvopicovstv p. COIT.) aAANA0oLS &V T@ pEAAOVTL dikatot Kol apaptmAotl — <C > Tlepi
povoyaumv Koi drydpmv — <{> Iepi yapov — <n’> Iepi Tuiic yovémv — <0™> Ilepi yaotpiuapyiog
— <1"> Ovororoyia Tepl YEA®TOG.

Yrovgeiov A: o’ Ti 10 dpémavov oty O O mpoentng Zayopiog tebéator kai i T pétpov 10D
pnkovg Kot tod mhdatovg; — B Tlepl dapopwv dikatocuvdy — v’ T1dcot tpdmot dovieiog giol; — 6" Ti
70 6 &7l Tod ddpatog un koraPito dpat, Ti 8k Tiig oiriog avtod; — & Ti td déppota TdV Epipov bmep
TakoP mepBépevog fvicato; — € TIdg vontéov 10 améAbete mpog Tov deiva; — (" 1M vontéov ToA
ioyvel 0énoic dkaiov Evepyovpévn; — 1’ Iepi daxpdmv puoioroyio — 0" "Ett mepi daxpdov — 1 Iepi
drapopdc dakpvov — 1o Ti 6Tt dikawoovvn kal Tocaydc; — 1 Iepi draforov kal dopdévoy — 1y”
Tivog ybpv cuvexwpn<On> moAeuelv toig avOpmmnoig; — 18" Kata moiov tpomov £x0pdc €01t 10D He0d
Kol £KOkn TG O O1apforog;

Yrovgeiov E: o [1dg vontéov mi B0d t0 eppoonua; — B Tlept evyiig — v~ Tlepl mpocevyiic — 6
Ti drapépet evyn Tpocevyic; — & Amodel&lg 0Tt Kai £V Kapd €600V dekTn 1) EAenocHVN AP TM
0e@® — C’ IIdc vontéov 10 TPooEyeTe TNV EAENUOGHVIY DUAV U1 TOETY EPmpocbey TV avOpomwv; —
(" Tepi elkOVOV TPOGKLVIGEMG.

AL’ cod.
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Yrovygiov Z: o Iooay@de Epunvedetor ZopoPapel mtpog v EALGda ewvnv; (lacuna)®!.

Yrovyeiov H: <o Ilepi ti)g TV vopipwv nuep®dv tipuig — <P > Idg ot odfPatov 6 6eog; — v’
[Tepi tiic [Tevinkootiig — <&™> Ilepl Eoptdv — € Tlepl TV Evvéa avidtmv Tabdv thg Tod Hpmddov
tedheutic — <C™> Anddei€ig 6t Katépyetor 0 fAog gig OV dkeavov — <> 'E&étooig €v Tivi 10
NYeUOVIKOV vopiotéov — <n"> Ilepi dapopdc Nikidv — 076 Tlepi fuépag kol voktdg — <1> Tdg
vontéov mepi 8¢ Tiig Nuépog Exeivng kai dpag ovdeig 0idev, 00SE ol dyyedot Tod Ogod;

Yroyeiov O: <o™> An6dei&ig 6Tt OeotoK0G KLplmg 1) TP ToD KLpiov Aéyetan — <B "> Ilepi 10D
un Onoavpilewv éni tiig yiic — <y > Ilepi Bavatov aipvidiov — 8" Iepi Bopumoovg — <e> Ilepi 10D
kaficeobe kai VUETG éml dddeka Opovov. Ti dnhodotv ot dmdeka Opdvor, — <C> TIdg vontéov 10
Emapoig TV xePpdVv pov Bucio omepvn;

Yrovyeiov I: <a> Emnamopntika kepdiaio kot Tovdaiov — B’ Iepl igpéwg, 6t Taig €060vVaLg TV
ETEPOLS AULAPTOPEVOV DTTOKEWVTOL O 1EpEic — <y > "O11 00 poVoVv ol omrovddlovteg eig émokonnyv EADETV,
G Ko of Gvéryny DIoPEVOVTES 8V 01¢ GpapTavoLGt KoAdlovTal — <§ > Ot o1 ye1poTovodvTeg TOVG
avaéiovg tijg avtig avTol eiciv dmevBvvoL TIH®PIaC, KAV AyVODGL TOVG XEPOTOVOLHEVOVCE.

Yrovgeiov K: <a'> Ilepi Mg dmokardyemc [TéTpov mpodg tov Kopvihov — <B"> Tlepi 10D Kot
gikova kal ko’ opoimoty — <y"> [1dg v 1] €lkOVL TO Appev Kol ONAL €V T® TPOTOTHAM TOLTOV OVK
Ovtov; — <d"> Ilepi tod un kpivey — <e> Ilegpi v kexoynpévov — <C> Ilepi tod KAawbuod kai
Bpoyprod Tdv 086vtwv — <{> [epi Beod kppudtwv — 1’ Iepi kevodoiog — <> [epi KLVOKEPHA®V.

Yrovgeiov A: <a> Epmtmoig Tic 1 Avyvia v Zayoapiag 0 mpoentng tebéatar Kai diati ypuoti;
Kai ti 10 Aapmadiov 10 Enave avti|g; Tiveg ol émta Avyvoy, Kai tiveg ai Enta €émapuotpidec TdV Emnta
Myyvaov; Kai tiveg ai dvo élaiar; Kai drati £k de&1dv kai €€ evovipmy tod Aapradiov; — <B™> And-
de1&1g mepi 10D Anotod, Ot eicAbev €ig TOV Tapdadeicov — <y > [Iept AMomng — & [epi 1dV Te660pmV
g Aémpag €0V — <C > Ilgpi 10D ABov t0d Tomaliov — £ Iepi Adyov Bod Kai Adyov UETEPOUL.

Yrovyeiov M: <a> Ilepi tod Mekyioedék — B Tlepl pvnokakio.

Yroyyeiov N: o [lepi vnorteiag.

Yrovyeiov =: <a> [lepi tod EVA0L THg YVOGEMG.

Yrovyeiov O: <a'> [1epi ovpovod — B ‘Ot moAlol pEv ovpavoi, ovdeig 6& Aéyet Tomov — <y > Ot
0V KLPTOG, GALG OPLOAOG BvmBev 6 ovpavdg — <6 > Tepi dpov Lofig — & [lepl 0pyig OeoD kol TANYHG
— <C">Ti éotv 6pyn| Oeod; — {” Phocopia mepi dveipmv — <n"> Ti onuaivel TO AapPaver O iepevg
opvibu {dvra kabapd; — <0 Ilepi dprov dmoyiis.

Yrovygeiov II: <a'> Avaotoaciov motpiépyov Avtioyeiog thc avatoAg [lepl thg avtiic £0pTiig TOD
[Taoya — <B™> Iepi oD TPOG T0D KOAALEW UEALOVTOG TOVE AUAPTOAODS — <y > ATdde&IC Tepl TOD
ayiov IMaviov, 61t peilov maviov Tdv ayiov €oti — <4 > Ilepi mapbeviag kail coppocvvng — € Iepi
mopveiag kai poryeiag — € Tepl mhovoinv — <> Tepl ntoy®dVv Kol tevitov — <0 Ilepl neprdntov.

Yrovygeiov P: <o Ilepi pevoewc copatikic — B Iepl otpepouévng poupaiog.

Yrovyeiov X: <o > [epi oxavddrmv — B ‘Ot kaxov 1 cuvifeia kai 8t SuseEaAemToC XPOVE £ML-
kpoatoaca — <y > Ilepi tod copatog — & Tlepil ceinvialopévov — <e> Iepi 10D Zipmvog — <C >
[Tepi oTawpod kai Tod cmtnpiov Tabovg — <> Ilepi TG ENnpavOeiong cukiis.

Yroyeiov T: <o'> Ilepi tig ayiog tprédog — <P > Ilepi tiig Evadpkov oikovopiog tod viod*™ kai
Adyov tobd Beod €K THC TPOG TAS Paciiocag EmoToAfic — <y > Ilepi tod Eupuonuotog — <6™> Idg
vontéov 10 ovdeig dyadog i p<n eig 6 0e6c>; — <e> Iepi TPLENTOV KOl GTATAADOVTOV.

¢ According to the pinax, Flor. Hier. Z", consists of two chapters: o” Iepi {wfg aiowviov and B’ Iepi tod &v péow dvo (dwv
yvocbncetat. In fact, both chapters are none other than Flor. Coisl. Z capp. 3 and 5 (see appendix II below). In all probability,
some mistake occurred while copying and their correct place is among the chapter titles of Flor. Hier. Z"V. See note 59 above.

2 n’ cod.

6 E’ cod.

¢ Ut vid.
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Ytoeiov Y: lacuna.

Ytoryeiov @: lacuna.

Yroyeiov X: <a'> "“Oca wepl Xprotod yéypamtat, 6Tl 080G 0 Xprotdc — <P> Maptupiot jTot ypn-
o€1g TOV ayiwv ToTépmv, 0Tl kol T0 EAafe kol 10 avélafe Kal TO TposeilnmTol Kol TO fHveoTot Kol To
€vedoaTo Kal TO £QOPESE Kl TO PUVOUEVOV KO TO VOOUUEVOV, TOPA TOV aD<TOV> Aylmv TaTEPmV
gipnton —y” Ilepi t@dv xepovPip — 6 Iepi yarpexaxiog.

Xroygeiov W: o Ilepi yendovg kol cukopavtiog — B Tepi yoytg — <y > Ilepil yevdompopnt@dv.

Yrovyeiov Q: PifAiov & ovdév.

Appendix II: Excerpts from the Flor. Hier in Ath

What follows is a list of the chapter titles and excerpts from the compilation of Jerusalem included
in Ath (ff. 8—15Y). I cite the incipit and desinit of all these excerpts, and identify their source texts
whenever it is possible. After every excerpt I indicate in which book of the Flor. Hier. it is found.
Lastly, I identify parallels in the Flor. Coisl. and/or the printed version of the Florilegium Vaticanum
auctum, namely the Sacr. Par.% (as it is relevant for the arguments developed above).

1. (...)* dnmote TNV ovpavioy faciieioy KOKK® GIvamems TOPEIKALEL 6 KOPLOG;
Tob Xpvoootdpov: At Ty 0TEAEIOV ... AL dkepaioyv cdle HTOGTAGLY.

Is. Pel., Ep. 1, 199 (PG 78, 309.28-39)

Flor. Hier. B cap. &” (T f. 1927) = Flor. Coisl. B fr. 18 (104—105 Dt Vos et alii)

2. Ti ofjmote LOpn v avTyv mapekalel facireiav 6 KOpLog;

Tod avtod” Aot TV ayioy avTod ... €ig TOAVTOKINY AvoKovicoL.

Locum non inueni, cf. Is. Pel., Ep. I, 201 (PG 78, 312.19-25)

Flor. Hier. BY cap. C" (T f. 1927) = Flor. Coisl. B fr. 19 (105 Dt Vos et alii)

3. Awti 10” Bacirevoavrag amd Aavid Fmg Teyoviov 6 edayyelotic 18" dvopdade;

Tod IMapgilov: "Emeldn) od dtadoydag AEyet ... acePdc {oavtag Drepeidey.

Ephr. Syr., Inter. ac. resp. (ed. K. G. PHRANTZOLES, Ociov 'E@paip tod Zopov Epya, VI. Thessa-
loniki 1995, 238.1-3); cf. Eus. Caes., Quaest. ev. ad Steph. (ed. C. ZAMAGNI, Questions évan-
géliques [SC 523]. Paris 2008, Qu. XIII § 1-3)

Flor. Hier. B cap. {" (T f. 1927) = Flor. Coisl. B fr. 20 (106 Dt Vos et alii)

4. Ti ¢ot1 Paorreia oVpavOV;

Agovtiov povayod mpesPutépov Aapacknvod Bactheio odpavdv €otv amndbeta ... ®G ol mo-
TéPEC PaoiV.

Evagr. Pont., Practicus (ed. A. GUILLAUMONT — C. GUILLAUMONT, Evagre le Pontique, Traité pra-
tique ou Le moine, II [SC 171]. Paris 1971, Prologue 2)

Flor. Hier. B cap. n" (T f. 1927) = Flor. Coisl. B fr. 21 (107 Dk Vos et alii)

5. Ti ¢ot1 faciicio Ogod;

Tod avtod’ Baciieia Beod €otl yvdOLS ... TV apbapciov adTod.

Evagr. Pont., Practicus (Prologue 3 A. GUILLAUMONT — C. GUILLAUMONT)
Flor. Hier. B cap. 6" (T f. 1927) = Flor. Coisl. B fr. 22 (107 Dt Vos et alii)

% See above, note 22.
 lleg. cod.
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6. Ilepi Paorreiog ovpav@dv

6a. OV T®V KaBELOOVTOV ... TA TOWDTA NTTOUEVOG.

Clem. Alex., Quis dives salvetur (ed. O. STAHLIN — L. FRUCHTEL — C. NARDI — P. DESCOURTIEUX,
Clément d’Alexandrie, Quel riche sera sauvé? [SC 537]. Paris 2011, § 20, 3)

Flor. Hier. B' cap. o” (T f. 169¥) = Sacr. Par. B cap. o (PG 95, 1264.20-25; K. HoLL, Fragmente
vornicénischer Kirchenviter aus den Sacra Parallela (TU Neue Folge V 2). Leipzig 1899, fr. 312)

6b. 'Ex tiig k" émiotoAiis” Ovk &yet Embopiay ... mwhvta Exev TO PNdeVOG.

Clem. Alex., Fragmenta (ed. O. STAHLIN — L. FRUCHTELT — U. TREU, Clemens Alexandrinus, 3
[GCS 177%]. Berlin 19707, fr. 46)

Flor. Hier. B' cap. o’ (T ff. 169*—170r) = Sacr. Par. B cap. o” (PG 95, 1264.26-30; fr. 325 HoLL)

6¢c. Awdopov: Baotleiov 00D Aektéov ... TETOYUEVOG PlovvVT®V.

Orig., Fragmenta in Euangelium Joannis (in catenis) (ed. E. PREUSCHEN, Origenes Werke, 4 [GCS
10]. Leipzig 1903, 512.27-28)

Flor. Hier. B' cap. o” (T f. 170") = Sacr. Par. B cap. a” (PG 95, 1264.30-31)

7. Ti 10 opoia £oTiv 1] faciieio TOV 0VPavVOV ONGAVPD KEKPLUPEVD;
Tod Xpvoootdpov Oncavpov v Bedtra ... T0d cOUATOG aVTOD.

Locum non inueni, cf. Ps.-lo. Chrys., De non iud. prox. (PG 60, 765.27-29)
Flor. Hier. B cap. 18" (T f. 1937) = Flor. Coisl. B fr. 25 (112 Dk Vos et alii)

8. Am6o£1E1g mepl Ti|g YEEVVNG, OTL EE® TOD KOGpOVL £0TIV

Tod XpouGooTopov €K TV EPUNVELDY TOD ATOGTOA0L" "Q THi dvoiag, & THg AAGYOV ... TO EMGTPE-
o Kot v adTtov.

lo. Chrys., In Ep. ad Rom. (PG 60, 673.47-674.7)

Flor. Hier. I'V cap. 8 (T ff. 229v-230") = Flor. Coisl. I" fr. 8 (192-193 Dk Vos et alii)

9. Ilgpi O10POPOV FKALOGVVDV

Moaé&ipov povayod: Tpeig dtkatocvvag ot ta Belo GoPot ... TAGYEW VAEP TAOV AUOPTAVOVIDV.

Max. Conf., Quaest. et dub. (ed. J. DEcCLERCK, Maximi Confessoris Quaestiones et dubia [CCSG
10]. Turnhout — Leuven 1982, Qu. I, 11)

Flor. Hier. A", cap. B" (T f. 265"-266") = Flor. Coisl. A cap. 2.1

10. I1éc0or TpéTOL dOVAELOG EiTiV]

Tod avtod” Tpelg tpdmot TG dovAeiag €iciv ... 0 Oepanwv Gov TELEVTNKEY.
lo. Dam., Comm. in Ep. Pauli (PG 95, 441.5-11)

Flor. Hier. A" cap. y" (T f. 267") = Flor. Coisl. A cap. 3.2

11. Ti 16 6 émi To¥ ddpoTOg PN KaTafarm apay; Ti 10 ik TiHg oikiag avTod;

‘O 1ii¢ TapoVOoNG KATAPPOVAGAS ... DYOVG DIAPYEL KOTAPAGIS.

Ps.-Caes., Quaest. et resp. (ed. R. RIEDINGER, Pseudo-Kaisarios, Die Erotapokriseis [GCS 58].
Berlin 1989, Qu. 216.24-27)

Flor. Hier. A" cap. 6" (T f. 267") = Flor. Coisl. A cap. 4.1

12. Ti T déppata @OV épipav drep Takdf meprOépevog fvoi&ato (Sic pro Nvicoro);
Towwmpov [Inrovsidtov: Tov kKOpLov MUDV Kol GOTHPO ... &V aOTQ BovaTdcavTa.

Is. Pel., Epist. 193 (PG 78, 305.35-38)

Flor. Hier. A cap. &” (T f. 267") = Flor. Coisl. A cap. 5.1
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13. T1&g vontéov 10 anélBate TPoOg TOV OEIVY;

Tod avtod” ‘O deltva Mapkog £6Tiv 0 €0OYYEMOTNG ... NVIENTO O€ Kol Td OVPAVIL.
Locum non inueni

Flor. Hier. A" cap. € (T f. 267") = Flor. Coisl. A cap. 6

14. TIgpi daxpv@V Puoloroyia

14a. Kooud Beot)topog “Omov yop dpueio A0 ... AVOTEUTOVTIEG EKKEVODGLV.

Cosm. Vest. (ed. T. FERNANDEZ, Cosmas Vestitor’s Ascetic-Physiological Fragment. BZ 104
[2011] 639)

Flor. Hier. A cap. " (T f. 268") = Flor. Coisl. A cap. 8.1

14b. I'pnyopiov Nvoong Atayéovtal mmg Kol ADOVTaL ... GToy®V 0GKPLOV AEYETOL.

Greg. Nyss., De op. hom. (PG 44, 160.20-31)

Flor. Hier. A cap. " (T f. 268") = Flor. Coisl. A cap. 8.2

15. Igpi drapopds daKpOLOV

Aboavaciov Alegavdpeiag Tveg T@V avOpdOTOV €K WYuydg ... Homep kai 1) EAenpocHVI.
Ps.-Athan. Alex., Quaest. ad Ant. duc., Qu. 80 (PG 28, 648)

Flor. Hier. A" cap. v" (T f. 2707) = Flor. Coisl. A cap. 10.1

16. Ildg vontéov €mi Ogod 16 Epepvonpa;

16a. Tod Xpvoootdpov: [ToArol évopicav 8Tt 10 pedonua ... Koi aylov TvedoTog 1) EVEPYELX.

Sev. Gab., Quom. animam accep. Ad. (ed. H. SaviLg, Tod év ayioig matpog qudv Todvvov
apyleniokoémov Kovoetavtivourtolews 100 Xpuooostopov t@v evpiokopévayv, 5. Eton 1612,
649.41-44, 650.7-17)

Flor. Hier. E" cap. a” (T f. 341") = Flor. Coisl. E cap. 1.1

16b. Kvpiddov AreEavopeiog Toryapodv upvonuo Oelov ... coupudpeovs NUAG GmodEIKVOEL
OeoD.

Cyr. Alex., Thes. (PG 75, 584.50-585.9)

Flor. Hier. E" cap. o (T f. 341") = Flor. Coisl. E cap. 2.2

17. Ilepi LO@V GLOY®OV TOV QUOIKT] 60QiQ KEKOGUNUEVOY

17a. Tod Ocordyov Tov yopaAéovia TAcag ... JAG THS AEVKOTNTOC.

Greg. Naz., Or. 4 (ed. J. BERNARDI, Grégoire de Nazianze, Discours 4-5 [SC 309]. Paris 1983,
§ 62.7-8)

Flor. Hier. Z' cap. B (vid. pinax in Me) = Sacr. Par. Z cap. " (PG 95, 1581.47-48)

17b. Iepi kOkvov: Tig 6 KOKVEO GUVLQAIVEOV GOV ... LEAOS TO GUPLYUOL.

Greg. Naz., Or. 28 (ed. P. GALLAY, Grégoire de Nazianze, Discours 27-31 [SC 250]. Paris 1978,
§ 24.15-17)

Flor. Hier. Z' cap. B” (vid. pinax in Me) = Sacr. Par. Z cap. B" (PG 95, 1581.49-50)

17¢c. Iepi tadv tod awtod” [160ev Tamg 6 dhaldv ... coPapod 10 Padicpatog.

Greg. Naz., Or. 28 (§ 24.18-24 GALLAY)

Flor. Hier. Z' cap. B’ (vid. pinax in Me) = Sacr. Par. Z cap. B” (PG 95, 1581.50-1584.2)

17d. Tepi peMoodv kai apayvdv Tod owtod” [160gv pedioccos te kol apayvaig ... & apavdv Tdv
apy®dV.

Greg. Naz., Or. 28 (§ 25.4—13 GaLLAY)

Flor. Hier. Z' cap. " (vid pinax in Me) = Sacr. Par. Z cap. B’ (PG 95, 1584.3-10)
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17e. Tod awtod" Tetypnvrar ol TOV YOpAUAEOVTOV GKOUVOL ... TikTesHat TVEAOL.

Locum non inueni

Flor. Hier. Z', cap. " (vid pinax in Me) = Sacr. Par. Z, cap. B° (PG 95, 1584.11-12)

17f. Tepi Aeovtov: KAnuevtog Komtopévmv 1dv Aeovieimv 0GTEDV ... TV VEOGGHV TOV OQ1v.
Clem. Alex., Fragmenta (fr. 32 STAHLIN — FRUCHTELT — TREU)

Flor. Hier. Z', cap. B’ (vid pinax in Me) = Sacr. Par. Z, cap. B" (PG 95, 1584.13—17; fr. 310 HoLL)

18. Ilepi Lofic aimviov

18a. I'pnyopiov Bgoddyov: Mia (on) T0 Tpog Lonv PAETEW ... dmatnAld GacuaTa.

Greg. Naz., Fun. or. in patrem (PG 35, 1041.14-17)

Flor. Hier. Z", cap. a” (pro Flor. Hier.V)*” = Flor. Coisl. Z cap. 3.1

18b. Tod Xpvoootdpov: ‘Onep yap €oTv Ovap ... EKEL TO SLAPOPOV.

lo. Chrys., De Laz. (PG 48, 978.52-979.2)

Flor. Hier. Z", cap. o (pro Flor. Hier.™)%® = Flor. Coisl. Z cap. 3.2

18c. Ma&ipov povoyod: Avo {wag €k thg Oelag ... Toig ayiolg (on aimvioc.

Andreas Caes., Comm. in Apocalypsin (ed. J. ScumiD, Studien zur Geschichte des griechischen
Apokalypse-Textes, 1. Teil: Der Apokalypse-Kommentar des Andreas von Kaisareia [Mlinche-
ner theologische Studien 1]. Munich 1955, Or. 21, 62.20,5-6.7)

Flor. Hier. Z"', cap. o (pro Flor. Hier.V)® = Flor. Coisl. Z, cap. 3.3

19. Igpi ToD év péo® V0 LO®V YvmodnceToL

AVo (®G P11 TO TOPEVTA. ... ATOTANPOVGL TAG AEtTOVPYEiNG.

Cyr. Alex., In xii proph., In Abacuc, tom. II (ed. P. E. Pusgy, Sancti patris nostri Cyrilli archiepis-
copi Alexandrini In xii prophetas, 2. Oxford 1868, 121.23-122.10)

Flor. Hier. Z", cap. B" (pro Flor. Hier.V)® = Flor. Coisl. Z cap. 5.1

20. Iepi drapopag NAKIOY

Tod peyéiov Baciieiov: ‘O kdopog 00Toc TG . .. dkeivn Td dvit {dviwy.

Bas. Caes., Hom. in Ps., In Ps. 114.7 (PG 29, 492.41-493.28)

Flor. Hier. HY, cap. <n">"' (vid pinax in Me) = Flor. Coisl. H fr. 13 (116—117 CEULEMANS et alii)

21. Tod avtod peyarov Baoireiov mepi OavaTov aipvidiov

Odvatot 6¢ aipvidlol Exdyoviat ... TOV HEPIKAYV KOAAGEMY O1O0IKOVUEVOG.

Bas. Caes., Quod Deus non est auct. mal., 3 (PG 31, 333.20-30)

Flor. Hier. ®Y, cap. <y">"? (vid pinax in Me) = Flor. Coisl. @ fr. 4 (118 CEULEMANS et alii)

22. Tlepi 6pov Loriig

Avootaciov Avtwoyeiog “Opog Tig €oTv TavTog AvOpdTov ... €l T0DTO oYoAdco BEAELS.
Anast. Sin., Quaest. et Resp., Qu. 83 (PG 89, 713.16-52)

Flor. Hier. OY, tit. <§">7 (vid pinax in Me) = Flor. Coisl. O cap. 7.1

See above, notes 59 and 61.

See above, notes 59 and 61.

See above, notes 59 and 61.

See above, notes 59 and 61.

For the problems in the chapter numeration in the pinax of Me, see the transcription of the list of contents in appendix I.
See the previous note.

See note 71.








