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how the Council of Ephesus (A.D. 431) annulled the actions of

the Eastern bishops who had excommunicated Cyril of Alex-
andria and Memnon of Ephesus in a counter synod, the editor de
Boor noticed something amiss in the text and suggested that the
word npay0évra had been lost.? This certainly was a good choice
in the context, but, as it turns out, the precise term employed by
Theophanes was daiyfévta and it came at a place in the sentence
other than that proposed by de Boor. For the original is preserved
for us by an anonymous treatise on church councils which occa-
sionally borrows pieces from the chronicle.? In this document (fol.
316") the corresponding passage is: kai To070 6¢ diwpicato dote Ta
napa TV AvatoAkmv dféoume kal dxavovietws ¢’ Bfiper TV dyiw-
tdtwyv ¢ ékkinaiag npoédpwv Kopiddov kai Méuvovog Aainbévta
ioyvv tiva und’ dAwg Exerv.

It could be argued that Aainfévta is the conjecture of a Byzan-
tine confronted, like de Boor, with a faulty text, but its claim to
originality is more or less guaranteed by the version of Anastasius
the Librarian in the Chronographia Tripertita: tuncque synodus
diffinivit, quae ab Orientalibus in iniuriam sanctissimorum eccle-
siae praesulum Cyrilli et Memnonis prolata sunt, utpote sine lege
et sine canone deprompta, nullam vim prorsus habere.’

IN A PASSAGE of the Chronographia of Theophanes, relating

1 Theophanis Chronographia 1 (Leipzig 1883) 91.3-5.

2 This work, as yet unpublished, is to be found in Sinaiticus gr. 482 (1117), 14th cent.,
and two other manuscripts. In the Sinai copy (which is quoted here) the treatise takes up
folios 3117~324" and has the title: Zvvaywyn xai &beaic tdv dyiov macdv Gvvédwv
OIKOVUEVIK®DV TE Kal TOTIKWV, 6oV Te Kal mote kal d1d 1 kai kal oiag aipéoews Exdatn
ovovBpoioln, kai ti obv dyiw mveduatt diwpicato, éni noiwv e Paciréwv kai dyiwv cvve-
kpotifn matépwv, avvontikw; capnvifovsa. The date of composition is not known; but it
must have been in or before the thirteenth century, since one of the manuscripts, Escori-
alensis X.11.10, dates from that period.

3 Printed by de Boor (supra n.1) 11 101.22-25.
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II

During his account of Emperor Justin I’s reign, the chronicler
George Cedrenus has occasion to describe a Constantinopolitan
synod of the year 519 which was concerned with the monophysite
problem and the Council of Chalcedon: éni t77¢ Baciieiag tovtov
Opuicdag émiokono; Pouns xatalafav v Kwvetavtivobsmoliv,
dua mAgioroic émiokomnolg, tovg dvBioTauévovg t ovvodw Xal-
Knoovog kabnpev Xefnpov tov Avtioyeiac kai PiAééevov, Befaich-
aavteg TV abtiv gbvodov, kal mepl TV Vo picewv Tob Xp1oTov Ta
Kvpiddov Aielavipeiac npoalBévtes pripata, 0 aratnp o vontog,
T0 vouioua 10 PaciAikov, 6 év évotnti dnAovg yapaxktrp Xpia1og
EavTOV UMEP MAVTWY TPoakeKOuIkey eic dndvtwy {wng dvtilvtpov.’
The same council is also the subject of a short notice in the so-
called Synodicon Vetus: Opuiadag obv abbic év Kwvataviivovndier
Ociav Kal icpav éEanéateire abvodov, kal ta €v Xaikndovi doyuati-
o0évta éxbpwae Kkal ta mept TV Ovo pvaewy Tob pakapiov Kvpidiov
nposx()é,usvog “rov vomdv aratﬁpa, 10 Pacilikov vouioua, ©
évevonto dimAovg yapaktip 6 Xpiotog” dieadgnae.>

These two pieces share enough similarities to warrant the as-
sumption that they ultimately come from the same source. As
transmitted, however, each has its peculiarities. We shall confine
ourselves here to the versions of the text quoted from Cyril of Alex-
andria, in which a numismatic metaphor is employed to explain
the dual nature of Christ. The quotation is from a lost commentary
on the Gospel of St Matthew of which a handful of fragments
survive.6

In the recent edition of the Synodicon Vetus it was suggested
that the author of that work may be more accurate than Cedrenus,
at least for part of the quotation.” It would have been truer, how-
ever, to say that neither has the full original; for it has come to
light in the meantime that there is a third witness, Ephraim the
Patriarch of Antioch (527-545),8 as preserved in the Bibliotheca

4 Ed. L. Bekker, vol. I (Bonn 1838) 683.7~14.

5 Ed. J. Duffy and ]. Parker (Dumbarton Oaks Texts V [1979]) ch. 119.1-5.

¢ Mainly in the florilegium Doctrina Patrum de Incarnatione Verbi, ed. F. Diekamp
(Miinster 1907).

7Supra n.5: 101 n.137.

8 Professor G. M. de Durand of Montreal graciously answered my request for informa-
tion with a complete list of sources where the text of Cyril is cited. This note could not have
been written without his help. Incidentally, Fr. de Durand advises that the editor of the
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of Photius.” Here is Ephraim’s version: ¢ atatjp toryapoiv ¢ vontdg,
TOVTEGTI TO VOUITUA TO PaciAKOV, O v EVOTHTI JIMAODS YapaKThHp,
£QVTOV UTMEP TAVTWY OS MApa TAVIWY TPOCKEKOUIKE THC HUETEPAS
Comc dvtilvtpov.

Clearly, then, as the third phrase Cyril wrote neither ¢ évevénrto
OimAovg yapaktip (Synodicon) nor o v EvOTnTI GRAOVS XAPAKTHP
(Cedrenus), but ¢ év évétpui dindo0s yapaktip. For Cedrenus’
aniobg creates a doctrinal difficulty and destroys the imagery of
two stamps on the one coin; moreover, it is flatly contradicted by
another fragment of the Matthew commentary where the coin
simile is again used: obkovv ¢ aratip 0 dAnOivég 1€ Kal VonTog
Kal ¢ év tone t@ &£ BAng dnlobuevog avtdg éotiv 6 Kipiog nuwmv
Inooic o szorog, (5miovg xapaxtip.l® As for ¢ évevonto in the
Synodicon, its origin in a scribe’s misreading is easy to imagine.

More difficult to determine, from the three witnesses, are the
exact words of the whole quotation. The Synodicon is of little
help, its version being at once modified and curtailed, and the deci-
sion between the other two is anything but clear-cut. The problem
will not be finally solved here, but a few suggestions will be of-
fered. On first consideration one might be inclined to put more
trust in a sixth-century author saved by Photius than in a twelfth-
century chronicler. Still, a careful examination of the fifty extracts
from Ciyril cited by Ephraim reveals that, while the quoting tends
to be accurate, there are not infrequent instances of small variants
and slight shortening, and several cases where words have been
added. Ephraim, then, need not be regarded as impeccable. Xpiotég
appears in Cedrenus and the Synodicon and is supported by the
other passage from Cyril’s Matthew commentarys; it is, therefore,
probably genuine. Ephraim’s napa ndvtwv is a problem; it may be
a misplaced corruption of drdvrwv which in turn brought about
the addition of 5¢ uetépac in the interest of sense.

The text tentatively put forward here is based on a blend of
judgement and instinct; at best it might be closer to Cyril than
any of his users; at worst it may be ignored: ¢ aratsqp Toryapodv ¢
VONTOS, TO VOugua t0 Pacilikov, 0 v Evetntl SImAoDS YapaKThp

Bonn edition of Cedrenus (or the chronicler himself) definitely errs in attributing to Cyril
the sentences following dvtiivtpov, because they are really a kind of comment by the synod
on the words of Cyril.

9 Ed. R. Henry, vol. IV (Paris 1965) Codices 228 and 229; Cyril is quoted at 262 b41-
263 a2.

10 Cited by Ephraim in tandem with the piece we are considering, 262 b38—40.
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Xp1o10c éavtov Umép MAVTIWV MPOOKEKOUIKEY (D¢ ATAviwv (wng
avtiivtpov.!!

II

The fundamental study of the manuscripts of Photius’ Bib-
liotheca was carried out by Edgar Martini.’? He succeeded in
demonstrating that the two oldest witnesses, A and M,'3 were
independent of each other and were, between them, responsible
for all other existing copies. He did not, however, enter into the
question of the relative merits of the two. That was to be under-
taken by Albert Severyns who, in preparing to edit the Chresto-
mathia of Proclus, made a detailed comparison of A and M on
the basis of the originals of some of the works reviewed by the
Patriarch.!* The conclusions reached by Severyns were that A is by
far the more reliable copy, while M represents a version that fre-
quently bears the marks of an erudite, but impetuous, correcting
hand.

In producing the recently completed, monumental edition of
the Bibliotheca, René Henry naturally followed the results of his
teacher Severyns and his text is firmly based on Marcianus gr. 450
(A).15 By and large Henry’s policy of accepting the text of A, fail-
ing a compelling reason to do otherwise, is a sound one. Neverthe-
less, there are more than a few signs that he leaned too heavily on
the principle and sometimes passed over at least one means of
deciding between the two manuscripts. I refer to places where
Photius quotes directly from authors whose works survive apart
from the Bibliotheca. In Codex 229 discussed above, an impres-
sive number of times the text of Cyril of Alexandria, or other

11 Ephraim does not specify the book of the Matthew commentary to which this extract
or its companion belong, noting simply that one follows the other ucf’ érepa. The com-
panion piece, however, is included in the Doctrina Patrum p. 31 Diekamp, where it is said
to come from the third book, which must also, then, be the home of the other.

12 Textgeschichte der Bibliotheke des Patriarchen Photios von Konstantinopel (Leipzig
1911).

13 A, Marcianus gr. 450 (10th cent.); M, Marcianus gr. 451 (12th cent.).

14 Recherches sur la Chrestomathie de Proclos 1 (Liége and Paris 1938).

15 Vol. 1 xliv, “La confiance dans le manuscrit A est légitime; c’est pourquoi j’ai suivi au
maximum son texte et les corrections qui proviennent du copiste lui-méme (A'). Je n’ai suivi
M que 1a ou A présente un texte déficient.”



'JOHN DUFFY 265

writers cited, supports the reading of M against A. Here are three
examples:'®

(a) 261 b16 maphévov M: dyiag napbBévov A. The reading of M is
backed by the text of Cyril in the Patrologia Graeca'” and by the
quotation in the Doctrina Patrum (p.20 Diekamp). That dyiag is a
ptous Byzantine addition is shown also by the same Cyrillic phrase
at 262 b34.

(b) 261 b27 fatépov M: Batépa A. Here M is vindicated not only
by the complete text of Gregory of Nyssa (PG 45.1216A4), but also
by an earlier occurrence of the citation where both manuscripts
are in agreement (256 a22-24).

(c) 263 a40—41 tpovvtec M: tppodorv A. This is a strange case.
Perhaps the only possible explanation is that the form in M, sup-
ported by the original,!8 is a leftover from the time before the text
was mangled, as it was in several places,!® while A’s version is a
commonsense effort to mend the mess.

If it is not an accident that there are many samples of this type
in one section (Codex 229), it would mean that the reader of the
Bibliotheca will have to keep a sharper eye out for the good points
of Marcianus gr. 451.

1\Y

The rhetoric teacher known as George Monos?? is attested by
one work, a set of notes from his lectures on part of the Hermoge-

16 The rest, I discover, have already been pointed out by G. Chr. Hansen, Gnomon 39
(1967) 689-94. To an objection that M may present a text corrected with the aid of the
originals, the research of Severyns (supra n.14) 82 gives the answer that *. . . les variantes
dans M ont pour origine une inspiration personnelle de celui qui les y a introduites: en
d’autres termes, ces variantes sont des conjectures d’un savant lecteur de Photius, mais
n’appartiennent pas a la tradition des auteurs résumés par celui-ci.”

17 Migne, PG 74.1005A. In this case, it should be admitted, the text in PG is a collection
of fragments; still, the evidence is independent.

18 Cyril of Alexandria, Schol. inc., Migne, PG 75.1385c (Schwartz, ACO L5 p.222.31-
33); ¢f. Doctrina Patrum p.53 Diekamp.

19 Among other mishaps, eic dvBpwnov has fallen out before idikic! (line 38); dei
ppovelv has replaced efva: (line 39); pauev is out of position (line 39f).

20 The most recent account of George is in Herbert Hunger’s Die hochsprachliche pro-
fane Literatur der Byzantiner 1 (Munich 1978) 82. In the past he was sometimes called
Georgius Diaereta, the name used by Leo Allatius in his Diatriba de Georgiis, reprinted in
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nic corpus, the second half of Iepi tdoewy, traditionally called
dwaipeaic.®' George taught at Alexandria, probably in the fifth
century,?? but beyond that we are in the dark. His surname has
long been a puzzle for the few scholars who have had anything to
do with him; some have tried to tease from it the Greek word for
monk, but this attempt has been rightly rejected.2? The purpose of
this note is to explain Monos as something quite different.

The title of George’s lectures in the Paris manuscript is: Xydiia
avv Oeqo €ig TV diaipeatv Ano pwvig ToL abTob Yewpyiov ToD Uovou
gogiatob dielavipeiag.?* All along pudvog has been understood as
part of the teacher’s name and accordingly, when printed, it has
been given a capital letter.25 Its real connection, however, is with
cgopiotol; in other words, George is being described as ¢ udvog
gopiatiig, and udvog is a laudatory epithet meaning ‘the one and
only’, in the sense of ‘the great’ or the like.

Such adjectives expressing respect or admiration for teachers
are common in lecture notes of the fifth and sixth centuries. I cite
some examples from the many available:

Zyéia avv Be eic tov Topyiav dno pwvig 'Olvuniodwdpov to0
ueydiov @1locopov;28 o6 O¢ fipws Apuwviog 6 Ilpéklov uév ye-
yovag dkpoatns, éuod 0 'Aakinmiov diddokaros;?? o tpioevdai-
uwv copiotic T'éai0;28 triseudemon maximus noster sofista;?°

Fabricius-Harless, Bibliotheca Graeca 12 (Hamburg 1809) 21, and by C. Walz, Rbetores
Graeci VI (Stuttgart and Tiibingen 1834) 505.

21 George’s fifty-four lectures have never been printed, aside from the single one pub-
lished by L. Schilling in his dissertation Quaestiones Rhetoricae Selectae (Leipzig 1903), the
most complete study of George and his surviving product. The whole work is extant in two
manuscripts, the earlier of which is the parchment Parisinus gr. 2919 (10th cent.).

22 As plausibly argued by Schilling (supra n.21) 692-93.

23 By H. Rabe, “Aus Rhetoren-Handschriften,” RhM 63 (1908) 51718, against Walz
(following Allatius).

24 Fol. 1~ The 700 abtob almost certainly speaks for a time when the lectures on diaipeoic
were preceded in the manuscript tradition by those on Méfodoc, the first half of IHepi
otdoewv. George’s commentary on Méf@odoc has vanished without trace, but is often re-
called to the students attending the lessons on diaipeaic; e.g., donep kai év w5 MeBdde
8Afyouev (13") and 16 d¢ toi00t0 mAatitepov eiprixauev év 1f MeBodw (257).

25 Schilling, for example, writes Iewpyiov 106 Mdvov, aogiatov Aieavdpeias (supra
n.21, 667).

26 The title of Olympiodorus’ lectures on the Gorgias of Plato, ed. L. G. Westerink
(Leipzig 1970).

27 Asclepius on the Metaphysics of Aristotle, Comm. in Arist. Graeca V1.2 92.29--30.

28 Stephanus of Athens on the Aphorisms of Hippocrates, ed. F. R. Dietz, Vol. Il (Konigs-
berg 1834) 343 n.4.

29 John of Alexandria on Epidemics VI of Hippocrates, ed. C. D. Pritchet (Leiden 1975)
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douvivog 6 moivuabnsg 6 éuog diddaxaloc.3°

Even uovog used in this way is not unattested, if the evidence be
trusted. For one of the fifth-century law teachers in Beirut is re-
ferred to in a scholion on the Basilica as follows: oftws yap kai
Ilatpixiog 0 uovog diodokaioc éEnypaaro thy mapovoav didtaliv.3!
Because it did not immediately make sense, this 6 uévoc has been
judged to be a mistake for ¢ éudc or ¢ koivéc.3? But it is the read-
ing of the manuscripts and should not be dislodged without a
better argument.

Less secure, though worth considering, is the case of the medical
teacher John of Alexandria, whose lectures on Epidemics VI of
Hippocrates have come down to us complete only in a mediaeval
Latin version.33 One of the witnesses begins thus: Incipiunt epi-
dimie divi Ypocratis et commentaria Johannis Alexandrini solius
medici et sophiste super epidimias easdem.>* The word solius
here can scarcely be anything but the translation of udvov. But is
the title itself genuine? That cannot be shown conclusively; how-
ever, there may be good support for it in the fact that at the end
of the commentary four of the six witnesses have Expliciunt com-
menta . . .a voce Johannis Alexandrini magni medici et sophiste.
And while it is conceivable that the title might have been fabri-
cated from the ending, it would be difficult, in the present instance,
to accept that solius replaced magni.3>

146a 1. The editor presents triseudemon as a proper name, but this is an error set straight
long ago by Valentin Rose, ““lon’s Reisebilder und loannes Alexandrinus der Arzt,” Hermes
S (1871) 205-15.

30 Basilicorum Libri LX, SEr. B VII, ed. H. J. Scheltema and D. Holwerda (Groningen
1965) 2775.4-5.

31 Supra n.30: 2774.31-32.

32 By Heimbach and Zachariae von Lingenthal respectively; see P. Collinet, Histoire de
I'Ecole de Droit de Beyrouth (Paris 1925) 133 n.6. Scheltema and Holwerda accept the
transmitted text.

33 Pritchet (supra n.29). There are extant a considerable number of Greek fragments
which I am preparing for publication; the title is not among them.

34 This witness is the so-called Articella, a collection of medical treatises printed in
Venice in 1483. Of the five codices preserving John’s work, one leaves out the phrase solius
medici et sophiste and the rest omit the titular opening altogether.

35 It may be of interest to append that Galen was once praised by Marcus Aurelius as
TV v fatpmv mpdtov elval, TV 08 pirioadpwy ubévov: so the doctor himself in IMepi tob
npoywaaokery, ed. V. Nutton, CMG V.8.1 (Berlin 1979) 128.28. But this, as a referee has
observed, is a variation on the ancient formula npibros kai uévog (Aeschin. 3.77; M. N.

Tod, CQ 43 [1949] 111-12).
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The evidence accumulated should be enough to prove that the
rhetoric teacher George has not deserved his solitary sobriquet. If
he is to be distinguished from his namesakes, he might be called

George of Alexandria.
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