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INTRODUCTION

In 1896 A. Burckhardt described in an articlel the London MS
of Patriarch Nikephoros’ historical work which, however, unfortunately-
escaped the attention of de Boor, when he was preparing his critical
edition of the same work.2 This work, the loxogia owxo/nog or — as
it is more generally known — «Breviariumy», is contained in a parchment
codex of the IX. century which is preserved in the British Museum,
Add. MS. 19390 (see the photostat-copy). This codex contains also
a chronography composed by Nikephoros (fols 17v—23v), further Johan-
nes Damaskenos’ homilies (fols 1—16)3

The «Breviarium»,4 which is contained on fols 24r—55r, enriches
the direct manuscript tradition, which hitherto had consisted of a single
manuscript ; de Boor knew only Vat. Gr. 977 (XI—XII centuries).
But the London codex is important for another reason also : its version
of Nikephoros’ historical work differs substantially from that of the
Vatican codex.

Our first task will be to examine here the relationships between the
two versions of the «Breviarium», namely the texts preserved in the
London (L) and Vatican (c) codexes.

The comparative incompleteness of L calls for special remark ;
c deals with events from the death of Emperor Maurikios up to 769,
while the text of L ends with the year 713 (ed. de Boor 4916). But there
is both external and internal evidence that the earlier ending of L is due
not to accident but to design. In 713 a connected historical period
closes ; a new hand takes over the government of the state after the
blinding of Philippikos Bardanes. In keeping with this historical back-
ground the text ends on fol. 55r with a closing sentence several letters
of which are only partially legible the last page being ragged and the
writing blurred. This closing sentence reads: x(Qlor) ‘> refaidoavxi

<Al ytal XOQQ

1A Burckhardt: Der Londoner Codex des Breviarium des Nikephoros,
Byzantinische Zeitschrift 5 (1896) pp. 465—477. o
2 Nicephori archiepiscopi Constantinopolitani opuscula historica, ed. C. de

Boor, Lipsiae 1880. L. .
3For a general description of the whole codex see Burckhardt op. cit.p.
465 ff. . . . .
41 have studied this portion of the MS from a photostat-copy kindly lent
by Professor G*. Moravcsik.
1*



The defective character of the present text renders it certain that
L, although dating from the 1X. century, is not the original of Nicephoros’
work, but only a copy. The manuscript contains numerous itacistic
mistakes and the alternations between ai—e and 0—, e. g. 4118virj (=vr]t),
52 (1737) £bcov (— aiboicov), 2117 6&iobidooi.1 The use of breathings,
accents, apostrophes, coronis and interpunctions is very irregular,
e. 9. 48 (162) oixeiag, 477 tdgvaaoftai, 174 exelvov, 382 nav, 207 aurai
nére, 99 (1912) xaft’ vnegfte, 172 xowolua. Single and double consonants
are often interchanged, e. g. 3527 6voeRrjg, 4216 ftaxxegov.

Apart from such orthographic mistakes, of which every page
contains many examples, L contains many other mistakes due to the
copyist’s inadequate knowledge of the language and to inattention on
his part. So cases are often confused, e. g. 25! [iia ([dav c), 225 avxtjv
(avxfj c), 282 ex xovxco (ex xovxov c), 4329 xovxotg &6nXoig . . . fteaoafievoi
(xovxovg aénXovg ¢),83 (18%9) xavéidaxog (xavdidarov c). This latter is pro-
bably due to misinterpretation of the tachygraphic abbreviation : -r° =
-rog is often rendered -rov; nvgixavxog (for -ov) on 57 (1740)is a mistake of
the same kind. In other cases the copyist fails to recognise verbal forms,
as 4021 avanéfxnei (avanél/ineiv c), sometimes he records corrupt forms,
as 318 (1612 emXeixpaoftai (for endrjxpeoftcu), 1321 (2019) &jioXrjxpéafievoi
(for -xp6-) and 412 anohrjxpaoftai (for -xpe-).

Inadvertency is the source of such wrong variants as 4017fiexa
xavxa ([iev xavxa c), 443 ngog Rga’v (ngdg [laxrpv c), 4414 avtfoxov to
i6gvjuévov (avioxovxa ibgviuévov c) and 4414 év uvxjfirj &v (év [ivi\[in exoiv C).
The numerous appearances of these mistakes on one page suggest that
the copyist was tired.

Inattention on the part of the copyist is the cause of manj- con-
fusing omissions. Sometimes only one or two words are left out. So in
2124 rvis lacking, the sentence thus containing no verb. Again in 2519
a6eX(pov viog is left out, leaving the result unintelligible. Some-
times, however, whole sentences are lacking, so 3919 after which the fol-
lowing line : xrjv da néXiv 'Pcoluaicug dveocéaavxo is omitted, as the sentence
of [ievin the preceding line shows. In 302the three lines : wg ovda/icog —
aftexovoi are omitted. The parallel passage in Theophanes (ed. de Boor I.
p. 37022: £iff yag avxovg cpolog xal aloxwvrj) proves that these lines
were in the archetype ; 452 Tiegikei<pftivkag. xavxa—xal oxgaxcg is left
out, the consequent hiatus entirely wrecking the sense.

Incorrect reading of tachygraphic abbreviations often leads to
confusion between various forms of the article and of prepositions and
copulas. Thus in 49(1621) ow wegieygarpav | read for c¢’s ov[iziagéygaxpav.
The variant jcegi probably derives from a misunderstanding of Ti*—naga
and ft —xiegi. Similar substitutions may have occurred in 2420 xé (= /')
L:6(=7?)c;284xal (=() L: elg(= L)c; 384xcv(= L : xrjg
(= A)c; 175and 255yag (=A)L: 6é (= 7 or7) c

7o, - 17 e,num.bers refer to the pagination and to the order of the lines in de Boor’s
edition. As in this passage the text of L differs considerably from that of ¢, we add
in brackets the pages and lines of the. work edited herewith.
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The divergences of L from the text of ¢ are, however, not due
noly to the copyist of L. Another group of divergences originated at the
thime when c or one of its archetypes was being copied. De Boor gave
a lengthy description of these mistakes in his preface and suggested
amendments. The London MS often enables us to endorse de Boor’s
(= B) amendments. To take the more striking instances :

c B L
319 €K TV AQpwv €K 1€ Agpwv ? €K T TWV AQPWV
93 TtAC iepag k. €K NG iepag K. €K TAC Ayla¢ K.
1525 °wv mAflel ToOp- 0. mAjiel, ToOpKwv 0. mAfGel TolpKwv
KWV TIOM®WV TOM® TIOAAQ)
1717 mpwv Mépaoag npwv mpog Mépoag ? mpv Tpog Mépoag
18j ABapot BdpPapoi ? BdpBapot
2022 °v PYET’ ou TOAD oU PETA TOAU ? OU PETA TIOAD.
2723 Kopov Moppov Moppov
3215 ¢apog epxopEVOU éapog GpyopEVOU €. Gpxouévou
3726 €V MOMOIC €V TIOAEWOIC ? €V TOIC TIOAEHOIC
4024 tOV TOV XOlGpwyv  TOV TV X. oV Twv X.
482 1eiyoug TNV KoAoU-  TEiXOUuq MOANV TV KaA. ?  TEioUug TUAIdA TNV KOA.
peEVNY

In reviewing the corruptions of L, we have mentioned some in-
stances where the copyist left out whole sentences ; c itself is not free
of such mistakes. In 145 the text of c is nonsensical ; de Boor notes
that it is corrupt. Comparison of ¢ with L shows that two lines :
Kal KWAUElV TNV olvayrv €MEIPWVTO TNV oleouov, oi O Tol OVTIKEIUEVOU
xpwuatog (2123 were left out of the text between xpwuatog and ouvrjvouv
in copying. The copyist’s mistake here was clearly caused by the double
occurrence of xpouatoc. Similarly in 2323 eight lines were left out of the
text of ¢c on account of Zapaknvoic occurring twice. The text of L has some
lines between AU0UIC and katahauBaverv which are lacking in the text
of ¢ (1313 between ékopilev and €ita) ; this again was probably due
to a copyist’s error, although the reason for the mistake is not apparent.
Both MSS contain passages in which the text is fuller by a word ot two
than the other, e. g. 1827 teixog 6¢ eviug L : teixoq evivg ¢ ; 39BmoAi-
opata mavia L: mohiouata C; 2722 €uvolXwv UTNPETWV C:  guvolxwv L.
It is difficult to decide whether in such cases we have to deal with inter-
polations or omissions.

Separate mention should be made of the corrections in the text
of ¢ which de Boor (praef. p. V ff.) believed to have been made by a later
copyist. These corrections are marked with c2 in de Boor’s edition.
De Boor leans toThe view that c2did not correct on the basis of manuscript
tradition, but quite freely, only following his linguistic instinct. De
Boor’s arguments are : c2 left the most difficult places untouched,
or in some cases made wrong corrections (praef. p. 1X.), whereas the rest
of this corrections are of a kind that might be easily made by a person
who was quite at home in the Greek language (praef. p. XI1.). The c2cor-
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rections occur, indeed, througout the published text of c and the London
codex provides a check only up to 4916 nevertheless it shows strong
reason for believing that the variants of c2 derive from manuscript
tradition. Our statement may he supported by three arguments :

1. In most cases — up to p. 4916 — (238 232,232 2912 37x
4423 L vindicates de Boor’s suggested amendments of the lacunas
(praef. p. V.). In two cases, however, the variants of c2 hold good only
in part : 351S negauo&evrcovy de r(ovy “lorg(ovy c2: negcuco'divTiov de
tov vliargov L, further 3815 aco@<or> c2: &cogoi L and the two versions
diverge only in 3618: ev'&Yoogy c2: eftviiv L. Since whole words were
often put in the place of these lacunas, the correspondence of c2 with
L is hardly imaginable without a manuscript basis. Similarly L supports
c2's other corrections in the great majority of cases : 316 413 9151512
1691727 1823 195 204, 205 202, 212120 2122, 226, 234, 2316, 2319,
26245 2713, 3214, 3222, 34123612, 4475, 462, 4715

2. The corrections of c2supported by L are in many cases illogical,
either as altering an intelligible text or as failing to solve a difficulty.
So in 177 the variant rag rfjg "Acnéaridog /uoigag proposed by c2is not
necessitated by c’s ra xfjg SAociandog /uoigag, nor does rjov*&’eiv in
205 require the variant ecprjovxdCetv. In 316 ¢2’s rovg vielg eavrcjv adds
nothing to c’s rovg vielg ; ¢2s correction in 322 is less intelligible than
c’s text, which here reads: ngdg de rolg neM”ovoi rov Zvtaatov yevo/u-évov
{mo ... Tivev/uérojv ... xaraArjcpdevrojv navorgaria diojXovro. Both c2
and L contain the variant yev6/uevoi — xaraArj(pSévreg. The original
text may have given yevo/uévov — xarahrjcpftévreg, in which case the
translation of the sentence would run as follows : «when the town of
Syllaeum was already near the army as it sailed towards the coast, they
being seized by a storm, perished entirely». In these cases L’s variants
are identical with those of c2 Thus the amender was evidently guided,
not by his linguistic instinct, hut rather by the authority of manuscript
tradition.

3. The author of c2left many corrupt places uncorrected, probably
because he did not want to change the text of the codex which served
as the basis of his corrections. If he had set himself to correct ¢ simply
on the basis of his linguistic instinct, few of these corrupt places would
have been left untouched. But the comparison of c2 with L makes it
highly probable that there was a manuscript tradition for these corrupt
passages. E. g. in 3416 c2strikes out only the syllable nav which derives
from the reduplication of novrov and does not correct the corrupt text
because — as we can guess from the corresponding passage in L — the
same form was found in the archetype. For the same reason, c2does not
correct the following passages, which are evidently corrupt : 166, 177,
620, 2816, 3519 3819 477.

These three considerations force us to postulate a manuscript the
variants of which were used by c2as basis of his amendments. We thus
see that neither L nor c is the archetype of the «Breviarium». Both
codexes contain copyists’ errors, omissions, interpolations and ortho-
graphical mistakes. Further, c’s text reveals traces of a prototype on
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the basis of which c2made his corrections. In order, therefore, to settle
the problem of the derivation of the manuscripts, we must take into
consideration also the prototype of c2

We may now pass to a more thorough examination of the relation-
ship between L and c. We have already mentioned that in L the period
713—769 is lacking. Moreover the text of the two codices show differences
which cannot be explained merely by a copyist’s inadvertency. In this
respect the text of L falls into two sharply differentiated sections, the
dividing line coming at 152in de Boor’s edition.

The part of L before the dividing line (fols 244—304) shows many
textual divergences from c. These divergences are chiefly verbal or
stylistic. Close examination shows that the text of L is more primitive
than that of ¢ and less free of mistakes of style and grammar ; it thus
reads like an earlier draft of c’s later composition. This is suggested by
changes of vocabulary. E. g. in ¢ 85 alu<piorjxrjag(og is more appropriate
than L’s simple piaxr\g (18100); in ¢ 424 &nodEo”rioag is more expressive
than L’s jiobrjoag (1732) ; the vnagxov in ¢ 45 suits the idiomatic use
much better than L’s comparatively rare snagxog. (1619).

Such indications of redrafting on stylistic grounds are numerous.
Often the objective is a clearer construction. In L we read : avxov
cuiodsigag xrjv Gogav elxe (19154). This construction, in which the word
denoting the whole stands in the same case as the part, is not unfamiliar
to Old Greek, but ¢’s change 112 avx> anéOFigs xrjv 6ogav gives a clearer
construction. Sometimes ¢ removes anacoluthic constructions in L :

L c

17 3((péoxojv ... éAr/Avfiévai) tifimo- 5 n (éXriXv&vai eipaoxe) xiaa-
grjoaofiai... to Mavgixiov al/lua xal od(ai... O(oxav xrjg Ely Mavgixiov xal

XOjV avrov réxvcov. x& Mavgixiov xéxva nagavoyiiag.
1874 xal &fia XaRovxa xd/iov xaxa 619 xal &ua XaBovxa x6fxov xaxa
xrjg xEipaXrjg xovxov naiojv eXeyev. Xoggr/g xovxov naisiv, xal sixa Xsyovxa.

c¢’s preference for precise forms is also due to stylistic instinct.
The variant syxs"Eigio[lév6i in ¢ 314 is more precise than L’s Tcaga
Mavgixiov xa xrjg oxgarr/ysiag Enylglouvasg (168), if we remember that
the military commander in question possessed the power of a general,
even after Maurikios’ death, im 'Pw/uaiovg oxgaxEvovaiv (¢ 518) is more
exact than L’s xaxad 'Paj/uaiojv émoxgaxEvovaiv (1748) and the variant
diwxrjoag (c 426) seems more precise than L’s éGioixrjoag. (1734). L’s vulgar
forms disappear in c: for L’s ngoyda&i (1617 we find cpftavsi in ¢
(43. Verbal forms without augmentum and reduplication are changed
1874 Jigoxgsrpa L : 619 ngovxgsns ¢ ; 1619'gjiex&avexo L : 47 anrjxMvexo
c; 2120 ovxog . . . ijv RXanfiiBvog xév avysva L : 142 Tiagsifiévov édeixw
x6v at'xJva c and the use of prepositions is altered (1760 év xolg Baodsioig
ETiEioEgx™o-i L : 62 fig to BvCavxiov Eliavsioi C).

In many cases ¢ appears to be consciously striving to avoid
monotony. In L we find two sgxsrai (1761 énEioégxExai, 1763 elaégxExai)
close together while the parallel passage of ¢ is much more varied (62
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énavetcn, 65 rjxev). In general c’s prose aims at a more dignified and
solemn style. Thus L’s 1871 (pdav&gcomag . .. aEicofhjoEoftcu becomes
(pdav&QOnov xvyelv hix\g (¢ 615 and his 1764 Ranxi&w becomes
xaftayvi&iv (c 67); further the simple remark tore nagayivexat xai
Nixrjxag 6 naxgixiog év KcovoxavxivovjioXet (L 1759 is changed into a
smooth literary sentence : xéxe &] nagayivexca xai Nixrjxag 6 xi)v atiav
naxqtxiog TiQoy to Raa'deiov doxv (C 531).

The differences are, however, as we have mentioned, only dif-
ferences of form, ¢ is sometimes fuller than L by a word or a short
sentence, but there is no difference of substance. There is only one
exception, where Saitos, the Persian commander offers peace to the
Byzantines. L gives this in a few lines (181% 133), while c expands it
into a speech (921029 six times longer than the parallel passage in
L and dilating on the horrors of war and the blessings of peace. Even
this divergence, however, is due not to the use of new data hut by the
recaster’s rhetorical and philosophical leanings. The order of events is
changed only once: in L (20164 165) Xijudg comes after Herakleios’
proposal to Africa, in ¢ before it, as one of the reasons prompting the
plan (124 8. This is probably due to a striving after more compact
composition.

The relationship between the texts after the dividing line at
713 A. D. (fols 30"—55r) is entirely different. This second part also
shows differences between the two MSS over and above simple copyist’s
errors, but there is no rewriting nor any stylistic changes so considerable
as those in the former part. The tense of the verb is rather frequently
changed (anéoxeXXev L : anioxedev ¢ 2035) and there are also frequent
changes even in the vocabulary (G6iekéyexo L: GieXoyiCexo c¢ 2728;
deivcoy L : yaXencjg ¢ 3230; Xeyoptewr] L : xaXowxewr] c¢ 3316, but
divergences in construction, as in 363 (éxoxgaxevoag 6é xax5 avxiv xaxa
xrjv XeBaaxtmoXtv yivexat L : éxaxgaxevet 0é xax’ awxcOv xai xaxa Xrjv
XeRaoxonoXiv yivexai c) are very rare. We find vulgar forms in this part
of L too. These are carefully replaced by literary ones in ¢ (ovvexiftovxo
L : owextdevxo ¢ 184 and 2114; fivyaxegav L : dvyaxéga ¢ 2122; gtvav
L: Qiva ¢ 393; éijéveyxev L : é'rjveyxe ¢ 2912; aiyfiaXcoxevoav L :
fiyjtaXGxevoav ¢ 4819; an6 XaCagiav L : and XaCagiag ¢ 437) further the
different forms of aor. éyevajbtriv which occur several times, are, in all
cases, changed by c into éyevjur]v (20lo, 236, 3616 etc.).

Taken all in all, the variants in this part of the texts are hardly
more than those of any other manuscripts of identical works. Never-
theless — although the possible existence for this part of the work of
two archetypes, containing differing stylistic variants, is arguable — the
great difference between the texts of the two codices, up to 152 renders
it certain that the London MS — at least in the part before 152 —
preserves the earlier and more primitive form of the «Breviarium» ;
os version of the «Breviarium» quite certainly derives from an archetype
which contains a later form of L’s more primitive version, prolonged

to cover events between 713 and 769, and altered stylistically — at least
m the first part, before the dividing line.
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But which version represents the archetype composed by Nike-
phoros himself the archetype of the London MS, that of the Vatican MS
or both? These are more difficult questions, hut they must be answered
before the relationship between L and c can be made clear. Burckhardt’s
opinion on this point is not convincing.1 He regards the first part of
L’s version of the «Breviarium» (fols 24r—30r), or rather its archetype
to be a verbatim copy of a lost work by another author, which Nikephoros
utilised and rewrote for his historical work. Burckhardt does not believe
the second part either (fols 30v—55r) to have been composed by Nike-
phoros ; this portion also is a copy of a lost work, but not by the author
of the first part, since Nikephoros inserted into his work some of its
details almost unchanged ; moreover, unlike the former portion, it was
known to Theophanes.

According to this theory, then, Nikephoros did no more than
copy out the works of two unknown authors, subjecting them to more
or less extensive stylistic alterations, and publishing them as his own.
We can hardly disprove this thesis since the Byzantine historical works
of the VII—VIII centuries, which presumably constituted Nikephoros’
sources have perished. There is, however, one portion of the «Breviariumy,
which can help to throw some light on the mutual relationship of the
archetype of L and ¢, and on the problem of their authorship.

In the notes to his edition of Theophanes2de Boor already referred
to the close connection between Nikephoros p. 32—77 and Theophanes
p. 353—444. The similarity of contents and in many cases of phrases
has since led most scholars to conclude that in these passages the two
authors were drawing on a common source.31f — as Burckhardt supposes
— all Nikephoros did was to copy out the works of two unknown authors
in the archetype of L, and publish the same, with alterations, in the
archetype of c, it would be natural for L to stand closer to Theophanes
than c. But this is not the case. What is decisive here is those passages
of Theophanes which are clearly more closely related to L than to c.

Theophanes |. L c
358! codd. *OyxXov OyyXov 34g vOyXov
3588 BeqCixlag BegaiXiag 3414 BegvXiag
3662 NeRovXov NefRovXov 36 24 NeBovXov
367!3 yevixov Xoyofte-  Ysvr/xov XoyoSérr]v 3719 Xoyo'dérrjv  (om.
oiov yev.) )
368j9 év noXé/xoig ev- Evdoxijudv re év rolg 37 evdoxi/xov re év
boxip,\aag noXxéuolLg noXX_ng
37010 év Kag-dayéwr]  KagxTjdcov 3912 Kaxajov.
37027 év xéoaaqai [xrJoi €V firjol réoagoi 405 év prjai rergaai
37230 rep Tojv XaCdgaov ~ rov rcdv XaCagcov 4024 rov ré)v XaCacgcov
378 24 BagGavrig BagdéavrjVv 44% Bagbaviv

1See Burckhardt op. cit. pp. 470 and 474. L
2Theoghan|s Chronographia, rec. C. de Boor I. Lipsiae 1883.
3See Gy. Moravcsik: Byzantinoturcica |. Budapest 1942. pp. 279, 333.
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Theophanes 1.

3783 et alibi Tovbowov
38228 codd. _Miaiiav
et MiGUeiav
38313 &Eoddbgov naxqi-

xiov

L

Tovbovvov
Miadiav

OEobcogqov naxgixiov

c

453 et alibi t6v bowoi
4827 Mfjbsiav

499 OEohoogov xov n.

As we see, in these passages the text of L stands nearer than that
of cto Theophanes’ work. There are, however, passages where Theophanes
is closer to ¢ (Here we leave out of consideration the part following
4916 in ¢ which is lacking in L).

Theophanes 1.

357 év xfj ngoyovixfj
avxov Yfj

357 2i Kéxgayog

357 2B Advaaxgiv

358as MearmRgiav

3599 Bagvav )

35913 raVv  nagaxEi/xE-
voov  Ztx/.aviveov
g'dvcjv

36415 383n ’Oxpixiov

3698 avoit-avxog

36928 codd. oyoivoig
(z: oyoivioig)

37022 Rovhjjievog,
ei% yaq avxovg
goolog  xai  ai-
oywr]

37023 *Axpi/uagov

3733 bisxgilts
0Oe0d6iQagy

3737 \IO xtov I6icov
GpioipvXcov

37315 Toluv

37319 GiahBRav

3754l xrjv éavxov
ywalxa

37915 ra /uév réxva xov
ojia&aoiov 'HXia

37920 B\prfjirjaav

38312 Bovgacpov

38313 Mvaxiov

/lera

c
3327 év xfj nqoyovixfj yfj

33 8 Koxgayog

347 Aavaaxqiv

358 MeorjfiRgeiav

3516 Baqvav

35Ig xiiv  éyyi*évxcov
Tiavctixrjfiévoov ZxXa-
Brviv é&vojv

362, 497 SOxpixiov

3816 bhiavoiywg

398 oyoivojv

39D &g ovba/udig RovXr)-
fielg aiaywrj xai Géei
xaxs/6juevog

401 'Atpijuagov
408 ow avxfj OiexgiRE

416 vnoO x66v GjuoguXoov
4117 Tojuiv

41 2 KaXiRav

437 xrjvéavxov yapiExfjv
4613 ra fxév 'HXiaxéxva

46 5 Buepfjluow
496 Bovgagpog
49i0 Mvaxiov

L
év xfj ngoyovixfj

Kidoxgayog
Aaviaxqiv
MsoE/uRgiav
Baqvav

xa>v Ttavorxrjaévwy

'Oxpixiov
biavayvvg
oyoivicov

"Axpfjluadov
owdiEXgIREV (om. avxfj)

ém (1) xoiv GpiocpvXvw
Toii iv

ZaXilRav

xfjv avxov yaluexfjv

xa fiév év fjXixia xéxva
avEvipxjfiow

Bovqajjupog
Mvaxiyov

Thus we see that in these parts of the text to which Theophanes
corresponds ¢ cannot be a rewritten form of L, for it is often closer to
Theophanes than L is. We cannot assume a closer relationship between
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L and the postulated source, than between ¢ and that source. If the
text of L had undergone considerable changes the comparison with
Theophanes would certainly reveal this. We shall do better to postulate
no divergences due to rewriting between the archetypes of L and c, in
that part of the «Breviarium» which is related to Theophanes’ work.
Thus, just as readings known to Theophanes and to one of the codices
can be safely accepted as those of the archetype, and variants there
from occurring in the other codex safely dismissed as copyist’s errors,
so we may also safely ascribe to textual corruption the vast majority,
at least, also of the other divergences between L and c in the part of
the text corresponding to Theophanes ; even though the wide divergency
in style between the two authors makes it impossible to determine the
original wording of the archetype where L and c disagree.

But it is precisely this great difference between the two works —
Theophanes’ greater length and the presence in Nikephoros of some data
not to be found in Theophanes (e. g. 473 5 — that makes it probable
that Nikephoros altered the text of the common source substantially
when he composed the archetype of L. The difference between the two
historians cannot be attributed only to Theophanes’ fine literary abilities.
Both of them probably altered the common source considerably to suit
their respective purposes. Theophanes went into more detail and paid
more attention to chronology, whereas Nikephoros presented the material
in a shorter form and more popular style. With regard to the relation
between L and c, since — so far as we can judge from the nature of
the variants — there is no difference between the passages pp. 15—32
and 32—49, we have no reason to suppose that Nikephoros treated his
source differently in the passage pp. 15—32, where he and Theophanes
did not use the same source. The final conclusion as to the authorship
of L and c so far as the passage 152—4912 is concerned must therefore
be that the archetype of L is not a copy of another author’s work, but
Nikephoros’ own composition which he probably altered but very little
when writing the archetype of c.

It is questionable, however, whether this statement applies also
to the passage before 152 The difficulty is that if the passage after 152
was written by Nikephoros himself, and — as we have said — not
changed considerably in ¢, why — if he was its author — did he rewrite
the earlier part of L so largely? Or was he not the author, after all?
The analogy of the passage after 152 suggests that. Nikephoros was
the author of the first part of L also. The reason why he felt the necessity
of rewriting this passage may be due to the nature of his source.

Examination of this part of the London MS shows some complete
and a larger number of incomplete iambic trimeters concealed in the lines.

160 ... xfiv rfiQ f oixeiag eixévog xadalgeaiv,

1623 iz—|w —1I fjxeiv 4juoxvQICETO,

165 rjdrj f yag xai oi xov ngaoivov xgi>fxaxog . . .
173 ... Jigdog 'HgaxXeiov f deoiuoxrjv ouiriyayev.

18® ... ngbixovq xcdelcr&ai év f x6ig éxaxgaxevftaoiv
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n113 KOi ITMIKOV QyGVOG ETITEAOVUEVOU . . .
18j13 —I*—I” &v péooig Toig dnuotalg . . .
19121 —Iw—[ NikiTa Tov TOTpiKIoV

avi® Katnyyvnoev —| ™ —|w
n1gs A—IWw—I 10V MePOIKWY OTPATEVUATWY
19j27 . .. MOpoAauPdvel, kor v dAnv Atyvmtov A
16 135 - - - OVIQ TO Xdipe, Kai xapiopoow \* u
AN—I”™ pnTe ev dlooTdoel . . .

e w—I @M’ w¢ ddéA@ovVE yvnaiovg . . .

AN 137

An 139 U—I «7V obv Tipaocely O@eilopev )
1n141 - - - KO X0OPONG Oviw ye Pooletar \N A
ne1qp O—IN—|« - | ovvekmépmoité pot . . .
11150 T Mepaikn o gioBorav | — wh
INieT Kai T deopatag 1) mpog Xoopdnv amryaye.
A 156 dlootei.ag ékaoTov év | N

17159 w—I0 Kai mponéumner xpruata
20173 OVIW 1€ QwTIolévieq —|<>—| N A

20174 N —1] kai a&lwpatt.

20i76 0 TV ABAPWY NYEU®V . . .
20i93 N — Qmap@IEvwvIalL,

20197 N oxpt rr']c Ka)\ovpévnc
20198 AN kai Td ™oE xwpia .

21 209 OVTO( de v (Bs yB)\auusvoc oV avxsva
21 210 " —| Y>—| OVIOV PEPEL TEPIOTPEQPENV.

2 5y, —jVj—/ ol ToV TPAGIVOV XPOHATOC . . .

These few iambic fragments suggest that a historical poem was
an unknown source of the first part of the «Breviarium». This perhaps
dealt with the first years of Herakleios’ reign and may have formed
one of the series the next stage of which is represented by Georgies
Pisides’ poems (also in iambic trimeters) on the events of Herakleios’
age : the Expeditio Persica, the Bellum Avaricum and the Heraklias.
This verse-form is an unusual one for historical narrative, it is therefore
Elghdly probable that the author of the supposed poem too was Georgios

isides.

This throws light on the nature of one of the sources of the «Bre-
viarium» and on Nikephoros’ use of his sources ; it also becomes evident
why it was necessary to rewrite the passage before 152 Apart from the
lines of the poem quoted above, the oratio obliquas which connect the
dialogistic parts and are several times disturbed by anakoluthias (187 73
1n74-7551876 78, 188L 84), also suggest excerpts of a historical poem. These
excerpts sometimes quote the original poem word for word, in other
cases they give us only the substance of it. Thus it seems probable that
while the author was concentrating on rendering the poem into prose,
he could not pay much attention to the style, which he improved when
he rewrote the text. At the same time he also changed into prose most

1 Cf. Georgii Monachi Chronicon, ed. C. de Boor Il. p. 66824 6éauioug Qmryoyev.
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of those iambic lines which were left in the first composition. In con-
nection with the passage following 152 where he used a prose source,
he had no problems of this kind. Thus, he adopted the whole passage,
altered only slightly or not at all, into the new edition of his work,
i. e.into the archetype of c. Apart from the wish to rewrite L in detail,
he may also have been impelled to write this passage by the discovery
of a new source used also by Theophanes, on the basis of which he
could go on with his work till the events of the year 769.

For these above reasons, we therefore may safely state that the
part preceding the dividing line was rewritten to a greater extent because
its source was a poem, while the part following the dividing line was
changed less because it was based on a prose source.

Summing up the above results we may say :

1. The London and the Vatican MSS preserve two editions of
Nikephoros’ Breviarium, neither of them is, however, the original of
the work but only a copy of it.

2. The first edition, that contained in the London MS, covers the
events between 602 and 713. This first edition was written by Nikephoros
himself on the basis of various sources. The passage dealing with Herak-
leios’ ascent of the throne and the first years of his reign (up to de Boor
p. 152 is drawn from a historical poem written in iambic trimeters,
probably by Georgios Pisides. The passage after 152comes from a source
one part of which — that beginning with the year 672 — was also used
by Theophanes.

3. The second edition, preserved in the Vatican MS — which goes
beyond the first edition by dealing with the events till the year 769 —
is also Nikephoros’ work. The basis of this edition for the period between
713 and 769 is a new source also used by Theophanes, while the part
covering the period 602—713 is based on the first edition ; this being
extensively rewritten before 152 but altered very little thereafter. This
contrast is due to the fact that Nikephoros used poetical and prose
sources in his work.

Thus we must suppose two autographons : namely Ax and A2
A2depends on AP L is a copy — probably not a direct one — of Alt
while ¢ is a copy of A2

Before going to draw the stemma codicum, we must explain two
problems. One is the question of those passages which are corrupt in
both L and c. In our view the confusing insertions which already de
Boor regarded as marginal notes (1510 2318 242, 3313 416), are not
corruptions of the former kind. It is highly disputable whether these
insertions, which are grammatically objectionable, belonged to both

autographons.

166 okeln Aua Kai oToMjv BACIAIKAY Kal EVWTIOlg, €K POPYApPWY KEKO-
ounuévolg dwpettal altw. wWoalTwe O Kal TOI¢ ... Apxoucl Toi¢ 6poiolg
évwtiolg autoxelpia ékdopet. (ed.: otoAn BaciAik and TOug GPXOVTOC)

177 ¢tépav de ypagnyv ... okePdpevog (ed.: oknydpevog)
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18 cig péooug avtouq amolaBoican (ed.: €ig péoov)

2816 w¢ un moté auth . .. ek TWV Bodiieinv diwioupévny XpnUATWY
katuotepicotto. (ed.: diwioupévn)

3416 10 1010010 TAVTO KATEOPAMOV Xwpia NG umép Movtou tov Ed&evov
yng Kai OoAdating €mnépooe-

3519 twv gyyildviwv mavwknuévwy (ed.. mopwxnUévwv)

3819 okedavwvupevol . . . Kpalely  ékéevoe  maviag (ed.: okedav-
VUPEVOUC)
477 adtoug O¢ TOUC TE ApXOVTOG €0UTOD Kai OTPOTOV . . . TapoAapwv

(ed.: autog)

As it is improbable that both codices were equally and indepen-
dently corrupt at these points, we must suppose that some corrupt
copy of one of the manuscript families effected the other one. As we
must suppose that if the scribe of one the copies of family L had known
some text of family ¢ he would have inserted in his own copy not only
its corrupt text but also the events between 713 and 763, we must
infer that family L effected family ¢ and not vice versa. Thus the per-
petrator of the dual corruptions might be but a copyist of family ¢ who
possesed both a corrupt copy of family L and a copy of family c. Otherwise
the manuscripts belonging to both families did not live a separate life.
Both versions were known by the Byzantines. E. g. Georgios Monachos
used both Nikephoros’ editions in composing his workl Thus their
reciprocal effect might rise very easily.

The second problem is to find a place in the manuscript tradition
for the Ms which was cZs prototype and used to correct c. The difference
between the corresponding places of c2 and L (37 69 101714151912,
1923 22n,22 20,2312, 2925 3319, 46 27) as well as the fact that c2corrected
¢ in several cases including some after 4916 where the text of L ends,
proves that the postulated manuscript (X) cannot be identical with L.
The manuscript in question might therefore belong to the family of c.
As the c2MS never corrects the corruptions common to ¢ and L, X might

1 Cf. the following parallel instances in Georgii Monachi Chronicon I11. ed.
de Boor and in the Breviarium.

Georg. Mon. L C
666, ov, KON.10v €XeIG dlol- 45 gv PGAAQY . .. KONNMOV OV OOV . . KOANYOU
KNnow EXEIG, BlOIKroal OIOIKEIV PEMEIG
66810 meplwploey 1+ TEPIOPICEL TepIElpxval
66812 kata "Pojuatav 93 KaTdr | Py €l 'Peopoioug
668,! AmAyayev 1Ls amryaye EKOMIOE
67118 dotpa 1622 Gotpat dotpomd:

66517 sqq(P) katayngileton
dvarov

6669 éxtépves&at . . .
QvapTao&al )

66612 (P) 10 o OVPEVTX

668, mw¢ av noin-
CEIOC;

52 ktury&rvan . . . Gvaptn-
Urvat

53 autdv ovpévia |
62 gidov TG oV EMoinoag;

Kotayneideton Bavorov
EKTEUVESRON ... OVOpPTO-
0&on

10 0WUA OVpEV
QN TG (XVpS\T)IOlI']OEIGC;
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contain the corruptions deriving from the family of L. We may therefore
draw the stemma codicum as follows :

Finally, we must note that the edition of the text which follows
gives the complete text of the London MS between fols 24r and 30r
(de Boor p. 3—152, while from fol. 30v on it gives only the variants
from de Boor’s text. In the apparatus criticus appended to the text
between 24r and 30vthe orthographical mistakes are not marked. These
ortographical mistakes are :

the alternations n, 1, v, €, <

the change of ai-¢, o-co and single consonant-double consonant,

the divergences and omissions in the use of breathing, apostrophos
and coronis, and in the punctuation, except, of course, where the error
gives rise to a new word or a new grammatical form. In this case the
edition gives a letter for letter copy of the codex. From fol. 30v on the
apparatus criticus supplements de Boor’s apparatus criticus, therefore
it serves as a positive guide in connection with every remark of de
Boor’s apparatus on the basis of the London MS even where the text
of L corresponds with the text of de Boor’s edition.
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TEXT

XPONOTPA®IKON NIKH®OPOY
TOY AMQTATOY KAl OIKOYMENIKOY MATPIAPXOY.

Metd tv Tov Movpikiov Tov Bacidéwg dvaipestv PwkAg, Emei
TOOTNV KATElpydoaTo, TG BactAgiag emAaupaveTal- vWp ov Emi Tooo0Tov
KOKQOEWC XPIOTIaVOI¢ RAace Té mPAyhaTd, ¢ mopd moAloi¢ adsaial,
att Mépoal pev v | ‘Pwpainv opxnv €KTog Katemovoww, PwKag O
€vdov xeipw TOUTwWV £mpattev. Ald o1 mepi v ANV OTPATNYOVVTEC
Tw PeYioTw dlacTrpatt To Jappelv £XOVTEG, Aua d¢ Kai mopa Maupikiov
TATAG oTpaTnyeiog yxeiplotévteg— dUo O NoTnV adelepw, | "HpdakAElog
Kai Fpnyoplo¢ — oUTol Kotvr] POUAEVOAUEVOL TOUC E€OUTWV VIEI TPOG
10 Bulavtiov ékméumovalty, w¢ Tov mpoyidcavta TolTwy TAC BactAeiac,
el duvatov, émIAAYecial. Kai "HpakAelov pév, tov ‘HpakAgiov maida,
TAEioTw KaDomAioovte OTOMW €K Te Twv A@pwv Kai \ Maupovaiwv
TAPWOAVTEG TTAOL EKTEUTIOVOIY, NIKATAY &€, ToV LIGV [pnyopiou, IMMIKN
oTpaTId TOAAR TeP\BaAOVTEG OIG TAC NMEIpov AmECTEANOV. Aelid d¢
T0XN Xpnoduevoc Kai mvebpacoly EMEOPWTATOIG atmaxleic "HpPAKAEIOg
nmpoeiadel NikAtav evmioioag €1¢ Bulavtiov, Kai non T TOAEl Tpooe-
néladev. Kpiomog 0, 6 tov ®wkd \ youPpdg, 6¢ Ry tnv agiov ¢ moAew(
EMapxoc, peyala év toig PBaaieiolq dvvdiuevog, Emei amexiAaveTo PwKA,
— Teplufplopévog maps autol dId TNV TNE OIKEIag €ikdvog Kadaipeaty,
NV TOTE Ol TWV AVTIDETWY XPWHATWY Onuétal T Tov PwKAE ovumepl-
éypayav €ikovi — d0Aw OUTOV PETHPXETO, Kai TOVEIY UTIEP aVTOV ETELDEY,
Kai "HpakAelov €m amwAela T €0UTOU MKEWV ATIOXUPICETO, aVVpYEl
0¢ MpokAgiw, Kai TG UTEP QUTOL €I TA PAAloTa €mpottey. Ot olv Tepi
Tov PwKAv Geaodpevol, OTI Kai oi ¢ moAewc éataaialov, |— AdN yap
Kai oi To0 mpaaivou xpwuatog dnudtal té mepi TNV Kaloapeiov 16 mop
vPATToV, Koi Tov €MNALY BOCIAéD GVELPRUOW — ETTIKEIMEVOVG O€ AVTOIG

L = codex Londinensis addit. 19390 foI 24[—55r (5. IX.).
¢ = codex Vaticanus gr. 977 (s. XI/XIL.).
B = ed. de Boor.
4 Too0VTOV COrT. ex Toooviwv L, ut videtur. 7 xeipo L 12 e
L: correxi ex ¢, cf. v. 192 et p. 41% 13 ~«a&omwjoavieg L
14 Ianr] oTpOTEID (SiC) no)\)\r] L 19 ‘émexddvero L sine augm. cf. v.

/4 npOTpaL{a 21 oLy mepieypaav L, gvumopéypagay, ut in c? cf. praef V
27 emKslusvoc L correxi ex C.

B3
0
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20
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Kpatalwg Koi 1o0¢ €K Twv 'HpokAEiou OTPOTEUMATWY, KOTOMTOVTEC
autolg avexwpouy. PQTIog O TI¢ dvopa, 8¢ Tap’ | autol €I¢ v cbluyov 20

30 €mePouAelin TotE, EMEADQV €I¢ TO MOAATIOV UETA TARUOVC OTPOTIWTWV
KOTEQXEV TE AUTOV, Kal TNV BacIAkAv drnap@idcag £00nTa, Kai mepidwua
PENAV aUTOV TIEPIDEPEVOC TAC TE XETpag mepinypévag ei¢ Toumiow Gmodnaac,

25' mhoiw EuBal@v mpog HPAKAEIoV | deoUWTNV Amryayey. "Ov idwv £pn- 25
«0O0TwC, aoAig, €doiknoag tnv moAlteiav;» 'O O «Z0 paMov» £gn

35 «AEMIoV Exelg dlolknoal» Ev0O0¢ olbv emitpémel Amotunirval outol
&V T TAOIW TNV KEPOAY, | TOV Te MOV Tov Oe€lov alv T Xelpi €kko- B5
TAVOL Kai Twv a1doiwv EKTUNGnRval Kai Kovtoig dvaptninval, olitw Te
QUTOV gUPEVTA 0OV A opvnTIoAw, \ T autol adeA@w, Bouvolow Te Kai 5
A€OVTI®, T® Twv PBOCIAIK®V XpNUATWVY Topia, Katd tnv Boog Aeyo-

40 pévnv dyopav mupikautov yevéaial.

Metd 10010 €lyVWHOVWG TOPA Te  ZEPYIOU, TOU TAC TOAEWG
tlepdipxou, Kai t¢ AomAg mAnOLog | eiodéxetal. Kai €000¢ Kpiomov 10
€1¢ TNV PaciAeiov TPOTPEMETAL, QPACKWV 00 TG Paciieiog évekev EAnAu-
Oéval, Tipwpnoaclal 6¢ pdAlov 16 Maupikiou aipga kai Twv autold

45 TEKVWV. 'O 3¢ oUK €0€xeTo. TENOC LTO TG CULYKANTOU BOULAAC Kai Tol
onuou HpakAelog BaonAedg AvoknpLooeTal, Kai umo Tol apxlepéwg 15
oTé@etal. Kpiomov 0¢ oTpatnyov amooTéMeEl Twv ev Kannadokio atpa-
Tevpdtwy. Kai émei erun di€tpexev, we Mépoal katd Pwuaiwy Emotpa-
Tebouaty, ‘HpdikAelog Tov Bulavtiou damdpag mpo¢ Kpiomov ev Kaloa-

25vpeia \ mapayivetal, @¢ dn alTw Twv TOAePiwv évekev Bouleuadpévog. 20

51 'O ¢ VOOElV TPOCETOIEITO, Kai TOV Bacidéa oUK €d0Kel Oéxealal, Kai
TIOAIV  TIOPOYEVOUEVOY HOAIC €OEXETO €V OXAMOTI APPWOTOL AVOKAIVO-
MEVOG: €ITa NKOVETO, ¢ Kai OIENOIBOPETTO aUTW. o | < TO mpdypa 25
OUVAKE, Kai TNV OBplv TEWG NVEYKE, Kai 1on EKAIPOQVAAKEL 'AAN’

55 £J0&E MWC YVNOIWTEPOV SlaAéyea&al LTEP TOU deiv Toveiv uTEp AAAN?Mvy
¢ moMTeiag xapwv. 'O O womep EmMxAeualwv OTMEKPIVOTO, WG OUK
€€0v Baaihel KaToAlpmavely @ Pacilela kai v TolaOTOIG EKOTPATEIOIG
napayivegial. \ 'Ev ToU0TOIC TiKTETON TOi¢ Tw Pooiiel "Hpdakieiog, 30
ov Kai Kwvotavtivov wvopocs. Tote mopayivetal kai NikAtag \ 6 B6

60 moatpikiog &v Kwvotavtivouroiel. Ald tavta HpdakAelog ev toig Baadt-
Aeioig emeloépyetal, Kai NIKATOV PETA TIPNAG HEYOANG, WOTEP OOEAPOV
yI>fotov Kai opdTipov, déxetal, ¢ v alToi¢ ouvteTayuévov €k AIBUNG
amaipouat. Kpiomog 6¢ eloépyetal €i1¢ Buldvtiov, &¢ T €ic6dw NikAta 5
OLYXOPIOOUEVOG. ZKNATTETOL O 0 BaCIAelC BamTidelv Tw iAelw Aoutpw

65 TOV UGV, violeTEIo& a1 d¢ auTov und Kpiomou. 'O 3¢ Emi ToUTOIC E10EPXE-
Tal €I1¢ TO MAAATIOV. rHpAKAelog 8¢ alipoioag TOV €K TG CUYKARTOU | Bou- 10

26' M¢ Kai TOV AoV uIAov TOV TAC TOAEWC Apa ZEPYIo» TW 1EPAPXN AéyeTal
eimelv mpog avtolg <€O UPpIlwv PBocIAéa Tivi TPOOKPOULEL;» Tolg 6¢
eaval  «Tw 0e® T® mooavtl avtév Baciréa.» Kai mpog Kpiomov

70 €imev. Qoo0TWG Kai outog ATEQRVOTO TO d0KOUV OplwC. Tov O¢ 00K

28 katahemévieg L . 29 autdy, ut in c? 29 towopa false Burckhardt
BZ 5(1896)469 30 €mpourevOn false ibid. Burckhardt 37 edvav L
Kovtolg L 40 mvpikavtog L 41 toviw L 50 BovAevopevog L :
correxi ex ¢ 57 &wv L 67 1epdpxn] -n corr. ex -e L

2
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€idoTato |mpdypa Aé€at, oudé @IAavBpwmiag Tov TololTov GEIwenaeadal.
Aéyel 0 BacielC «Ti ool émtatoa, 3T Kal TNV Padtieiav éEeuteoag;»
*Avouipviokovta [dn, anep ev Katgapeio £mi tn voow £5papoTovVpyEITO’
«uUxi kal Baoiievoai oe mpotpea;» Kai apa AaBovia tépov \katd

7 NG KEQAA(G TOOTOV Taiwv €Aeyev  «'QC yauBpov ovk émoinoag, @ilov
¢ av €moinoag;» EvB0¢ de EMETPEYPEY €1¢ KANPIKOV OXAMO TNV KEQOARY
Keipagbal kai tov apxlepéa tnv evoyiov EmiBelval. ‘EEENBOVTO OF
autov TOi¢ PeTd Kpiomou otpatiwtalg \ eimeiv — BoukeMapioug d¢
TOUTOUC EMIXWpiw OlOAEKTW €KAoy — «O mamag Kpiomog éwg tov

80 vuv VINPETOC OUTOV Eixev VUAC, nueic O¢ onuepov OIKIOKOUC TAC Baat-
Aeiag Omnpétac.» MpoaBeival 3¢ alToig Kai TO OITNPECIOV €KEAEVOEV
Kai TpwTouC KOAEToBal ev TOIC €KOTPATEUUATIV QUTOOC TE OOPEVWC
Tovta degopévouc tov PBacidéa Emevonui\oal dua TR GAAN TTARBOT.

26V Metd to0to Kpiomov mepropilel €1¢ 10 \ Agyduevov ¢ XWpag JovaoTh -

85 plov, 3¢ {noag evIoUTOV ETEAEUTNOEY. Oe0dwPoV O TOV EQUTOD OBEAQOV,
koporaAatiov dvta v oiov, €€apxov avatoAng &émeudev, \woaiTwg
Kai PIMTTIKOV TNVIKAUTO KANPIKOY TvyXAvovtd, ¢ MIKPOV EMIBIOVE
€telelTa, Koi ev XpvoomoAel Tdgoy moapadidotal mpog T Tap’ autol
dwunBeion | ekkAnaia.

0 "OAiyou &€ xpdvou dlimmeboavTog voow emIANYiIag 1 ol BACINEWG
youetn €teleltnoev. Ev @ 0¢ 10 Ta0TNC EKKOMIeTal oW, \ GUVEBNKE
TV TOPAKUTITOVTWY TIVA €mi TR B¢ KOpnv PdpBapov dmomtloal, Kai
TO TepiTTWO €vexBrival Katd TAC moAuteholg £00NTOC €Keivng, N TO
TG 1 BACINIBOC oWUO TEPIEKOTUEL. Ayouaiv o0V Ol TIEPi TRV EKQOPAV

95 TAV KOpnv, Kai mupikauoTtov Katd Trv Aeyopévny To0 Bodg dyopdv
énoinoav. Mepledntouy 8¢ Kai TAV OUTAG Kupiav, w¢ Kai auth opoiwg
xpricacBal. | H 3¢ aiclopévn diE@uyev, TO Aoimov ur 6pabeioa MWTMOTE.

Ev ¢ XWpO TIVi TWV TEPIQAVAV TIC MV Kai \ ETIOpog, oU TO EMW-
vudov BilouAivog, v 3¢ afiav, v kovdiddtov 'Pwpaiol kaholol.
100 Toltw éyelToveve yuvA TIC XNPa. | Kai pdxng avtoig mepi pebopiwv

21" yAg oupPBovobong EMITPETEL TOIC S0VAOIC AUTOL EMIEval TOIC YEITOVEDOU-
owv. 01 3¢ &uAoig éva Twv €keivng viv Avaipovatv. AUTn Aafolboa Tol
TeOVNKOTOC NUOyPEvoY TO ipdTiov €1¢ Bulavtiov wg | "HpakAglov apa-
yivetal, Kai émei mpoidvta €idey, cicdpapoboa ToO XoAvol Tou Immou

105 émidapBdvetal, Kai aua @ To0 Tod6g IpdTiov £MIdEIKVOOE @Nal TPOC
ouTOV «OUTW YEVOITO TOTG TEKVOIC 00U, €AV Ur) TO aipa To0To €KAIKNAONG. »
Tov 3 mepi Tov BagINén EMIOVTWY QUTAV Kai TANTTIEWV EMEIYOUEVWY
0oUTOC SIEKWAUCE, ProaC Tr YUVOIKI PUNKETI TOAPAV TIpoaléval, EMeEiEval
e Té TAC OikNng, NVvika ov altw dedoyuévov €in. ATAGEY oV evilC

110 pn dikng TuxOv 6AoAUZov TO ylOvaiov. Xpovog &€ dINPXETO, Kai | 6 Tov
(Qovov emiTtpéPaq €0ediel, w¢ Kai avliig v yuvaika mepi Tov @dvou Tov
BaoiAéa dlevoxAetv. Ald TOUTO €1 TO ONUOTIKOV UEPOC EQUTOV EyKaTa-
M1yVUOl, Kol ITTIKOD Aywvog ETITEAOUMEVOU TOUTOV O BACIAEVG €V PEDOIG
TOTC ONMOTOIC AEOCAUEVOG TwW EMAPXW ETUTPETEL PPOUPA Tlapadidoadal.

74 MoPav ? 75 maiov L 80 autov L 84 tovtw L

91 éavg L : correxi ex c,_ _ , 99 kovdiddrog L : correxi ex ¢ 101 ovtol L
106 ekolknoig L 111 €bedein L
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115 Elta v pntépa tol @oveuBEéVTOG nan50q PETATEUTETAL, Kai 00@AAWC 25
To Tepi TOD @Ovou €€sTaoag KeAeLel Tov Biloulivov umo Twv Taidwv

27T 0UTOV &LAOIC avalpebi'ioeaBal, woolTw Koi Toug maATdag autov VT
OMAAwY KTeiveabal.

"HpdkAelog 0e tov ulov 'HpakAglov umo ZEpylov Tov dApxlepéwg B9

120 BanTioBévTa AyKAAAIC €K TNG Aylag KoAupprOpac €dé€ato, \ oTépel 1€ 5
autov €uBlC BaotAéa owv TN AdeA@n, Kai tnv Ouyatépa NIKATO TOV
TOTPIKIOL aUTW KaTnyyunaoev ol Kai gAY KeXpvowpévny KaBumepbe
To0 Tetpokioviou Agyopévou éotnoev év TR \tov Pdpou dyopda. Kai io
WOE PEV TaVTO EOXE.

125 Xoopong 8¢, 6 Twv Mepo®v BaoiAelg, KATA 'Pwpaiwy EMECTPATED -
0gv, nyepova Twv TlepOIK®V OTPOTEUPATWY ZAiTtov EmoTeidag, OG
ENBwV TRV TE 'Ale€avdpelav \ mapoAlaufdvel, kai tnv oAnv Aiyumtov 1s
Kaoi maoav TV OVOTOMKINY poipov  KaTedNOU TE, KOi OIXUOADTOUC
nAeioTouC nye, Kai AAoug avnpel. Trv XaAkndova olv PETA Tavia

130 KatoAapBdvel, kai mepi\ekdOnTo TALTN XPOVOV IKAvov, n&iov TE TOv 20
BaoiAéa €1¢ opiAiov Adyou mopayevéalal. 'O O dIEMEPAIONTO TPOC
QuTOV oLy dpxouci Te Kai otpatw [Kai] T PacIAkAC dopveopiag.
Toutov Zditog I1d0v €€avéotn TG KaBedpag, kai T yn mpoopiyag
€0UTOV TIPOOKUVEL. 'O &€ \ ek TOV GKOTiou, €v @ EMEMAEL, TIPOCEPWVEL 25

20l avt® To Xaipe, Kai xapiopacwv AueiPeto. Zditog &€ oaviw EAeyev

136 <dQ 6¢0moTa, £d¢l Tov Baciréa "Pwpaiwv kai Mepowv \ unte €v dlootaoel BIO
OMAAwv eival TOTE, AA W¢ OdEAPOUG yvnaioug TAC TOMTEIOG €aUTWY
Ol0IKEToOaI ékaoTtov. Oudé ydp éotl Bacileia €tépa TALTAIC OpoIA. »

'O ¢ TV AOYWV TO TPOCNVEC AUEIBOUEVOC €9n OVTIW: «T1 00V TIPACCEIY

140 O@eihopev;» 'O O¢ émopviuevog €leyev, \ atl- Kai 06w kai omevdw B 11
T moMteiag év elprivn kKabiotaoatl, £mei kai Xoopong oviw ye BovAETal.

ET 11 olv pol meibeoie, OUVEKTEUTIOITE POL QG OUTOV TOUC TPeaPevoo- 5
pévouc. MeloBein 8’ov éuoi kai autog eprivnv diatwviovoav Kpatival
MEUT vp@y, it | 'O d¢ UTEoyeTo dwaely, Kai &v oig éBovAeveTo, \ avrjvow 10

145 & Te 1EpAPXNC Kai o1 év TéAel. Kai non €€eréyovto *OANOUTIOC, EMOPXOC
TPAITwPiwyY, "AVaoTACIOg TE, O TWV TPAYMATWY THC PEYIOTNC EKKANGIOg
0IKOVOMOC, AEOVTIOC, O TAC TOAEWC EmopxoC, | 0i¢ mapoAaBwv Zditog 20
¢k XoAkndovog dmrpev, Kai mpo¢ T@ Twv Mepowv non €xwpel. Kai
MEXPL PEV TWV peBopiwv TAC 'PWMATKAC apXNg META TIUNAG Aye, Kai

150 Oepameiav macav dnévepey, T Mepoikn d¢ eioBaAwv O10POIG EDETEL,
Kai 1 deopwTag Tpog Xooponv dmnyaye. Xoopdng o¢ émei €yvw, oT1 25

281 Zditog "HpdkAelov @¢ Bacizéa £Tiunae, Kai 00K aYHGAWTOV AaB@V Tipog
autév Amryoyeyv, — €v To0TW ydp auTw TA TG EATIS0C EKEITO — pEYAAT
TE NYOVOKTEl kat’ OUTOU, KOi €1¢ AoKOV auTov amodeipag v \ dopav 30

155 gixe, kai o0Twg GOAIWG £telelta. Toug 06 'Pw\paiwv mpeofeutdg B12
10ia dlooTeidag EKOaTOV €V PPOLPATC ACPOAECTATAIC ATEDETO, Kai EKAKOU
TG péyloTa.

MoAM) olv dugBupia kai AOTN TO0TWVY €ivekev ToV BaciAéa eixe, 5
Kai dlefouieleto | mpog AIBUNV dmnoixeoBal. Kai mpoméunel xpnuatd i

)

132 kai delendum, an kai T BootAikry dopxypopia legendum? 134 mpoo-
Kov L 145 o correxi ex ¢ : o¢ L 158 elveke L

2*
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160 1€ MAEIOTO Kai Xpuoov Kal Apyupov Kal Aiyouq TOAUTEAEIC €kelge. TV
TAEIOTO  KaTaipovta, vouayiw mepimesovta, Bpoxia yéyovev. O olv
ToATTal aiglopevol, @q \ duvatd v, diekwAvov. 'Q¢ kal Tov apxlepéa 15
Zépylov Omoi'éclan: opkolg outov £ TAC €KKANGiag évéykavia kata-
degunoat, pn pedictactal ¢ Pacidevolong. AlPOg pev TnVIKOOTA

165 émeKpATEl KATA TNV TOALY, 0LdE ydp ) AfyuTTog QUTOIC €METiTICE AoITOV,
olev Kai 1@ mMAgioTa TWV BACIAIKQOVY OITNPeciwy éneledoinel. 'EV T00TOIC
Kai 0Avotog ToIg €V T TIOAEL €TEVEUETO.

'YTIé 8¢ Tov QUTOV Kalpdv Kai 0 Twv BUvwwv KOpIog €1¢ T0 Buldv- 20
29Mmov €ioNAde, Kai BaciAéa d€xecial aLTOV T€ Kai TOU¢ ouV OUTW ATNOE,
170 kai d186van Tov d1a 100 Ugiou AouTpol PwTIoHOV. Kai ©Oeddwpog, 6 ToU

BaoINEWC AGEAQPOC, €K TNC dylag KOAUUPRUpOC OTEdEENTO, Kai GPXOVTEC
'Pwpainv 100¢ OUWIKoUg dpxoviacg, woaltwg Kai ol | To0twv auluyol 25
TAC eKEVWVY yapPETAC. OOTW TE PWTIOUEVTEC dWPOIC BACIAIKOIG ETIUAlnoav
Kai a&lopatt. Matpikiov ydp TOv KOPIOV OUTGWV TIEMOINKE, Kai Tpog

175 10 QUTWV OTETEUTIE.

Metd TouTOU O TV ABdpwv Aye\uwy mepi 1pivng ¢ 'Hpdkieiov 30
EMIKNPuKeLeTal. \ 'O O¢ méumel Alavaclov, Tov matpikiov, eita petr B13
autév kai Koopdv, tnv aiov kuaiotopa, kai autév olv dwpolg Tpog
autov. | 'O 3¢ 1a mpog QIAiov UToKPIVOpévog Emelley autolc, WG QiAo 5

180 €in 100 PaoiAéwc. OOTol €KeTlev dvaleb&avie¢ Ta TAC €bvolag Tol
ABApou T PactAel BAa émoiovy. 'O O¢ Naolei¢ PoulebeTal Katd Tnv
¢ Opdkng "HpdkAelav | Tov xaydvov déxecuAat, Kai tnv 1€ OupeAikny 10
OKEUNV TIPOEKTIEUTIEL, WC Kai IMMIKOV aywva €T T 80N ekeivou Dedoa-
ola1, otoAv t€ alTw Kai ToI¢ MET auTol eUTpEmioey. AUDIC TIPOTIEUTEL

185 Koopdv kai ABavaciov amoayyedolviag xaydvw tnv 1ol Bociriéwg
€€0dov. 'O &¢ Nopévile, kai ouvtitetar &v 'HpakAeld KotoAapBaver.
Tob 6¢ Baciréwg Katd v ZnAuvpPpiov yevouévou €giotatal & Xayavog

29v tpiciv uépaig botepov | abv TARDEL TOM® TV ABApwvy év 'HpakAeld, 15
wv On TOoUC TOANOUC KaTG TG UmepKeipeva To0 Hakpol Teixoug xwpia

190 d100KedAVVLOL, KPOPdNY €KEToE KOTA TV opwv \ Xwpolvta¢ t@ Adola, 20
W¢ av KaTd VvATOV yevopevol 1ol Pacidéw péoov autdv Te Kai Tolg
mepi a0TOV AmoAnyopevol xelpwaoolvto. OiU¢ 0 BoaoiAedc aicliouévoc
NV 6TOAV TV BacIAIKNAY amap@iévvotal, | Ipdtiov 8¢ GAWTOV mepliéuevog 25
Kai tov otépavov Tov £autol T wAévn meploapevog mpog Bulavtiov

195 €peuyev GVA KPATOC, €VielOMV TeE €ioeAD@V WOAIC dleowleto. O 6¢
BdpBapot Emetibevio, Kai é&w PO TN MOAEWC TEdIOV TO KAAOUUEVOV
ERdo\pov katohappavouot, kai okeddvwuviol Oxpl TAC KoAoupévng B14
yepupa¢ Tto0 BapPlooou motapol, TMOAAG 'Pwuaiwv dvaipolvieg, Kai
TG T0€ XWpio MIKPWE KoTedRoLY, TAV Te BactAiknv éa0nta Kai ta¢ \oto- 5

200 hag mapoAapBavoucty, €Tt d¢ Kai T DupeAIKA oOpyava, TAvtag te ToUg
Ta0ta dlakopidovtag Kai Tv OnuUoTwv ToU¢ Ouvévtag avtolg. 'O O

3Dr apibpog  Qaci — 1V GAOVTWY Tap’ alTolg aIXMOADTWY, ovG df KaTd
MV ABOPWV YAV GTEKOPICOV GVOPWY TE KOi YuvaIKwv, €I¢ d10KOaiag

, outw] autol L 187 ZvhupPoiov L 190 xewpoivieq L
192 amoAnyopievor L 193 GMotov L 195 Gvokodtwg L 197 oxe-
owutal L 199 karedioww L 202 apioudc gaat L : goot delendum, an

w¢ anteponendum?
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Kai €BdounKovTa XIMAdAC, MW TIVEG S1adPACOVIEG | WHUOAOYNTAV, OWI|-
205 VeKToO.

Katd €10V autov Xpovov ayetal 'HpdkAgiog \ €1 yuvaika MapTti-
vav v aveyidv, duyatépa Mapiag adeAr a0tol yvAclag, v €0XevV
€k Maptivou 100 Mpo EU0Tpomiou yeyovotog auTAC YOUETOU, €€ NC Kol
TiKTEL 0UVO UlOUC- DABIov, ov Kal voRehiotuov €noinoev — | oUtog 8¢ rv

210 BAappévog tov auxéva, w¢ W duvacdal €m OUDETEPW aUTOV pEPEL
TEPIOTPEPEIV — Kai ©godOolov, Kai OUTOV ovia Kw@Ov. A lfieyxov
0¢ autod tnv emi ™ aveyid mapavopiov épd IMmIKOU Aywvog Kai ot 100
TPOCIVOL  XPWUATOC ONUOTAL, KOi KWAOEWY TNV ouvaeriy EMEIPWOVTO
v dieopov, oi 66 TO0 AVTIKEIUEVOU XPWHOTOC GUVAVOLY TE Kai OUVE-
215 npattov, [kai] \ Zépylog 8¢, & Katd 10 BulAvTiov pudToywyog, ypau-
pOOIV aUTOV EVOUUETEL Kai EMTIGPEL TNV TIPOC TO youvaiov TOUTO KOWVw-
viov dnapvrjoacdal. 'O 3¢ autod AMEAOYEITO, WG «EUL pév Exel 1@ mopa
ool Aeyapeva. nO yap gol xpéws w¢ apxlepei | kai @idw, non amodédw-
Kog- €@’ nuiv 0¢ TO AoImov Keioetal 10 THC MPAEEWC.»
209 vopeMioov L 210 BePhappévog ? 217 €xor L
Inde hoc apparatu_ apparatus de Boorii suppletur. Numeri revocant
ad paginas versusque editionis eius.
15 (fol. 30M—31m): 4 @opwv L || 6 otpateidg L || 7 katediou L ||
10 0mAyovto L péxpic éABetv L || 12 Ao L 1L 14 ¢ 1€ kai dpyovtag
L II 15 kai mapatidetar L || 16 Bovov L || 21 twv ante TolOpkwv addit
L 1123 ev Tovtw L 1125 moMw L 128 w¢ €i L
. 16 (fol. 31M—3112) : 2 kai aua L jj 5¢1¢ v vnnpesiav L || 6 atoAnv
Bagthikiv L || 7 dwpeital abtw L toi¢ — dpxoust L || 9 0 abted 10
aBapw kai map’ ekeivw meigetar L || 10 B] 3¢ L kai post avtw ad-
dit L amepydleton L || 13 avm] tavtn L || 16 tpwieic L || 19
ynv post Mepaoikny addit. L || 20 w¢ Xoopdnv L || 21 toGtou L ||
22 dotpomdg[ dotpa L || 23 kai ante ayyéloug addit L aotw, kai
L I 24 émétav L || 25 w¢ L || 26 toivuv] 1€ L
. 17 (fol. 31v2A—3217): 5 <& ydp L || 7 okewdpevog L ektiBetar L ||
8 kaioop L || 9 petd tolpkwv @Aiav éomioato L || 11 otpatiov L ||
15 npoogedpiag L || 17 mpwv mpog mépoag L || 18 autoic om. L ||
22 eotpomiov L || 23 Bovou L || 24 autoi L || 25 meddloucv L
évemipmpwv L 1L 26 ékatepoc L || 27 Bdomopov L 1d] tag L doio-
Tdo¢ L
. 18 (fol. 321t7/—33y19) : 1 oi BdpPopor cuvetivovto L || 2 teixopaxai® || 6
0¢ om. L okAaBvanAnBei\-t || 7 dedwkaal L || 10 mAoigou ava@avevtog
L I 11 dopupricwaotv L || 13 yévovtar L Bovw L || 15 katomAnoag
npoowppnoev L 116 avtimépag dktiv L || 20 e1¢ péooug L || 22 okAa-
Bivar L I 23 &Bapor L || 24 mpog v €autwv avelebyvuov yAv L ||
26 mpootgepev L || 27 teiyoc &€ L
p. 19 (fol. 33y19—34v): 4 palatnv L || 5 yevvaiov dvta L || 7 mpog pévov
L 19 €ier L I 10 xadwv L || 11 méhv post erta addit L 1o L ||
12 opupdv L || 13 €émein L || 14 palatou L || 15 emde L 18 avo-
kpatw¢ L || 20 emedn éyvwknoav L || 22 geipoou cori\ ex ogipou L ||
23 davelelv — katagpovioavta L || 24 ep L || 25 tpogrv pev ouk L

0

20

25

B15
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p. 20 (fol. 34r4—34v1D): 2 ¢ meioeabat L || 4 Om adtolg L || 5 ég’ouxd-
Cew L NI 9 égaoke om. L || 10 éyevaunv L || 11 autév] eavtol L ||
12 yetAABev avtw o&iov v diknv L || 13 moA@v L || 16 dwowv L
einep] amep L katdgopa yévowvto L || 17 w¢ L || 20 eioBdMovta L ||
22 ootic L o0 petd moA0 L ovL || 25 dméoteAdev L éorpave <
Kai éofuaivev L || 27 oupewvi L o0'w L || 28 do0Aov cov L

p. 21 (fol. 341123512 : 1 oéfng (= oéPerg) L moinong (— mowioeig) L ||
2kaiom. L || 3 etipnoe L || 4 kot ante Kopong addit L || 5
Opunodag L €tededtnoev L || 8 kot ante mapayevéoBar superscr. L
<] o¢ L w¢ ov doviov L || 9 BeBanwdeic L | 10 nkev L umioyvelto
L I11wm] me L || 14 é¢nterl L ouvernBovio L || 19 vikAtav vidv
oapPBdépov matpikiov L || 20 avtov L 6eodwoiw L || 22 Buyatépav L
meviandiewg L || 24 v om. L autic] avtod L || 29 kateyyvroor L

p. 22 (fol. 35y4—36\3) : 1 énel diéyvwato L avaipeito L || 2 ékelevoev L ||
4 énebnoav L L5 mpog L L 6 autdy k\jpw L L7 énéyvwoav L 1L
11 dvoyvog L || 12 e’ L || 19 und L || 20 ryev L || 21 €8p1duBevev
L 1122 ndo1 L 123 1¢ ovgiag L 1L 24 BagiAlkov COrr. €X BaCIAEIKOY
L Il 25 topeiov L aut] avtiv L

p. 23 (fol. 36r3—36119): 1 G te L || 4 eubéwe L || 6 éme&ein L yevapevog
LI7a0wL]| 8paptivng L || 11 wg L || 12 twv L 10] 1OV L |
13 émikAnv L tpiBvpov L katd L || 15 anéppamtov L 1 16 kot 0
EVTOQ AMEINEIMYEVOG (—ANPMEVOC) AVBPWTOC Kal OVIWG AMouapav-
Beic L NI 17 emAyov L || 19 éunopevesBan L || 20 Aitpag L || 21 t¢
om. L Il 22 8eodwpw L || 23 inter Zapaknvoic et ol d¢ in L inve-
niuntur haec : 0 € 0 QUTOV OTPATNYOC TA KATA YVOUNV T® BOoIAei
OVK EMPATTEY, £MEl VEMTEPOC OUTW POUAevadpevog Ny, Kai émei moapn-
YOVTO TOAEpEIV ¢ OVEATIOTOUG TIEPIECETOOIL TV TIOAEMiWVY, Kai owv-
€PYOV vmeAdupavov v vikny ¢ Katd 100 BacINEWS EMOVACTATEWC.
€T1 TOivw &V TOTI®W KOoAOVUEVW Tapied (—d) ouykatoapiyvuol Zopo-
Knvoig. || 24 dmAyovto L || 25 eiomintovai ye L

p. 24 (fol. 36119—37v2) : 4 xaydvov L || 6 dviovdv tov pdytotpov L || 8 kai
on olTtw¢ €yéveto L || 9 koOBapog L || 10 apyava L olvvoyowwdovpwy
L I 13 ped5eavtod (') L @ura&el L || 14 eautwv] avtov L yap
om. L Il 20 moAvv te otpatov L || 25 BouAevaowvto L || 26 kopog L ||
28 ¢onuavey L 1o BaciAel L

p. 25 (fol. 3712—38y12) : 1 piaL || 2Twom. L. || 5 &yap L || 6 100
kvpov L 19 td okeio L || 10 Tepeiag L €dedein L || 11 Bardoong L ||
13 100¢ uvolg ev TR mOAel €&émeumne, kai oOtol L || 15 €&ieoav L
woauTw¢ O kai L || 16 €6¢ovto L || 18 payiotpog L || 19 adeAgoi
vioc om. L || 20 éuedov L | 22 mpiyyimov L || 23 v ante
Favdopehetnv om. L || 24 10 étepov L || 25 taita L || 28 tov Enapyov
¢ MOAew( L

p. 26 (fol. 38y12—38119) : 1 mopbuov L || 2 k\ovoic L @vAacwv L || 6 dido-
Mog om. L || 8 eiogin L || 10 ivdiktiova L || 11 kai om. L eneidn
0¢ TUPpW TIPOCEKEITO NpdkAelog L || 14 oikewwpévov L || 15 o0
BuZavtiov om. L non 3¢ xpdévoig L || 16 kbpov L || 17 1o ante
Buldvtiov addit L peydAn om. L || 18 katanpoiéuevov L || 20 €negein
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L 1] 21 kabiotikelv L ¢ ei — kabuotepiZotto. om. L || 24 G\’ o)
Nov¢ Tavta émattidto L ]| 25 autév L umeép] mepi L

. 27 (fol. 38v19—39%) : 1 év toltog L || 3 émapxw L || 5 Gavté de kai
Hoptivov L || 6 abyovotivav L || 8 éneteiveto L || 9 rjueMevY” Atpov L
Il 11 énepmev L || 13 €&aimoev L évekev ante tov addit L || 15 pap-
tivav hic et infra L || 21 r6 ante owpa om. L [ 22 avted L vnnpetwv
om. L I 23 mippov L | 28 mpog ante oautodq addit L
Oleréyeto L

. 28 (fol. 39%—40y2) - 3 £didou L || 4 mpwtov Kai Tnv Baciieiov kai v
nAikiav L || 11 mpooayyéAet L || 16 diwBoupévnv L || 18 oviw L ||
23 amoBudvon L édedein L || 24 ek toutw L || 26 dvudaupavesbon L ||
28 ovoAévtiov ex ovoAevtiov corr. L

. 29 (fol. 409%0—412) : 1 mévte om. L || 6 ¢t L || 8 kai ante Mpak-
Aetoc addit L 19 @] wg L || 10 tov tov L || 12 é&veykev L Mtpaov
L I 13 npoogépel L || 15 oénte L || 16 1o B€atpa TV NPoKAEiwv
omAwv L || 21 ped* v L koAxndova L || 25 mdow vyeio L 126 dme-
deikvu L || 27 @ om. L

. 30 (fol. 41\3—41118) : 5 émPovAetoovta L || 6 ¢ mheiov amaviag L ||
8 dlopvio'&ar L || 10 a1 vmevdotel L || 17 mepratpoicag L || 19 tw
ante Pacilel addit L 1L 26 dyvpwde¢ L || 30 kai &Mwv om. L
. 31 (fol. 41118—42%) : 1 owpnywat L || 3 kovtov L mepiecav L |
6 wuopdpiov L || 7 amotdoowpar L || 8 ow post ékel&ev addit L ||
10 xaAkndova L || 15 0eodoaiog ex @egodoaiov corr. L || 17 tng mepi
ovolevtivou 1 xoAkndova eixev L || 18 dvaykoiwtépwg ‘Hp. L ||
19 BAdota L autdy L || 21 éxkkovpntopwv L || 24 oad L

. 32 (fol. 42%—43r20): 1 eikootoéBéopov L || 3 ped’ v L || 6 todtwv
L I 7avtwv L || 8 xahép L mpoooppicetar L || 10 tootov L avu-
nopatdooctal L || 14 dwomeponwieic L || 15 apyouévou L || 18 nvugev
L I 19 dmopaAdovteg L || 20 kai om. L xalemwc] dewwg L || 21
ouMéou L || 22 yevouevol — katoAn@igvieg L || 25 ¢ meigdpevog
L Il 28 émikh.iv L

. 33 (fol. 43y20—44%) : 1t om. L || 2 mpog Ta GOpOKNVAV Nin yeVOUEVO(
L t€] ye L Il 4 avétoug L || 9 mpeaPetwv L || 10 néavtog L || 12 oviw
nwg (1) éoxev L || 13 kai L || 14 apxig] apxoviag L || 15 kwewa L ||
16 kohoupévn] Aeyopévn L kwtpayot L || 18 koppdtog L || 19 dvopa
L guawv L || 21 ¢ L 1L 26 uvidg Aeyopevog PBaiavog L || 27 yr om.
L Il 28 kotpayog L

. 34 (fol. 44%—A44%2) : 1 nepowvelg L toltov L || 2 iotpov L mavavia
L ¢ vuv und dapapoug kewpevng L || 3 ébvel L || 4 popevwnoiwv L ||
6 dvopa L || 7 déviotpiv L || 8 dyyhov L || 10 1€ éomt L || 11 10 TEN-
patwoelg L eivon tuyxdvewv L || 12 teteryiopéva L || 14 vio L Bepot-
Mog Aeyopevov L || 15 cwknuévwv mAgiotng ddetag L 1L 16 emetpeyov
¢népacev ut in editione L || 17 ped’ ov L || 18 vmaywyiv L || 20
tov L Il 21 ébvoc om. L

p. 35 (fol. 44%2—45[24) : 1 oapuvopevog L || 6 eavtolg L || 7 kotaoyebeic

L Il 8 peoepPpiav L || 9 eveke L || 11 €d¢6oto L || 12 guvtopwg L ||
13 épevyov L || 15 mepaiwiévt(wv) O€ Tov 1otpov L || 16 Bapvav
L 6dbooov L || 19 tov €yyiléviwv mavwknuévwy L || 20 ZkAapnvov
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¢&uov om. L 1l 21 mpog pwpaioig L || 25 omévdetar L || 26 twv ante
'Pwpaiwv addit L

p. 36 (fol. 45r24-46r12) : 4 kai ta om. L || 10 eenotibetan L || 12 lovoti-
viavov L Il 13 €€ kot O6ékatov L || 15 diéotpepe L || 16 yevopévn L
II 18 okhafivev €ivav wpunoev L || 19 okAafivwv yéver L || 21 oyn-
Kiou L I 22 ai¢] éwq L || 23 ¢&omiioag L || 24 véPBoviov L || 28
ékotpateboag L kot om. L
. 37 (fol. 46y2—46v2) : 1 mop’ autwv L diaotpépev L || 2 Gedv kat autiy
tov aitiov L || 3 g paxng epwpévou L || 5 ékéhevev L on] noén
L I 7 popaioig L || 9 twv ante 'Pwpaicwv addit L || 10 €ivog]
mavog L || 11 ei¢ L kaodiotel L dmewng L || 12 otépavog euvolxog
L I 13 kai moMa L || 14 tohwav L || 15 pdotiyog avty L ev
oxnuott om. L || 16 ypappateic L || 19 yevnkév L || 20 ou om.
L toi¢ L || 22 mepngaveotépoug L || 23 dméktevvey L || 24 noadpwv
L Il 26 év 1ol moAépoig L || 27 umogpolpiov L
. 38 (fol. 4612—4718) : 1 otpatnyov 1¢ €MAEdog L || 3 dwpot L || 4 m¢]
Twv L 11 6 ev gAdpou povnc L || 8 mpoupavieboactar L || 9 lwng L ||
10 wg om. L || 11 kpotioewv L || 12 évictapévne L || 14 onuaivev
L Il 15 mpaitwpog L || 16 dtavayvug L || 17 énédoav L || 19 okedav-
vopevol L || 24 koAMvikov L || 25 Bia (—Ria) L 1128 émyevapévng L
39 (fol. 47v8—48r2) : 1 diadéyetar L oe post Acovtiog addit L || 3 pi-
vov L I 6 Oeodoaotov L umépevav L || 8 oxoviwv L || 10 mopdoe-
dwke L || 11 oéketto L || 12 kapxndwv L || 15 é€wminoev L |
18 toi¢ L || 19 v —aveowoato om. L || 21 évkataré€og L || 24
neptovtt L || 26 navta post modiopata addit L || 29 &g ovdapmg —
&'&stoliol om. L
. 40 (fol. 48M2—49y9 : 1 aynruapov hic et infra L || 2 umo kifupaiwtwv
e xopag L || 4 én’ovopdoavteg L év de o L || 5 téoapor L || 10
uné L I 12 oom. L. || 13 xeptodpevog L || 14 v piva v autol
L II 17 oviwg peta tadta L || 19 kpatioewy L || 23 10 Aeyduev dwpog
L I 24 tov twv L nyspova L xaydvolg de tovtoig L 126 A&ev L ||
28 gavaywpt L || 29 owvdiétpifev (om. avt)) L
p. 41 (fol. 49y9—49):2¢ell n L || 3 Réac L || 6 uno] em (') L
@vNdooelv L || 8 oikelwuévew L € om. L || 10 autoic] autolg L
w¢om L II'14 ayxowvt L 1] € L || 17 toutv L xwpiov om. L || 18
vin L autiv L || 20 mpogoppicag L || 21 etépwv L BopacBokolplov
L I 22 godifav L || 24 Totpov L || 26 tnvikadta om. L. || 27
amoMjyacton L
p. 42 (fol. 49v2—50112) -3 ev maov om. L OmAkev L || 4 0m’avtol L || 5
1@ teixel (=teixn) L || 12 yevapevov L | 13 ém (!) &Awv L
To0Twv post dywva addit L || 20 twv & L || 24 ékéhevoev L || 25
gCemegpey L || 29 éykAelotov yevduevov L mpoonunvavtar L || 30
Kataotaotlv L
. 43 (fol. 50v12—51\27): 1 100¢ pév\M\ 3 améktevev L || 4 odkoig eupdh-
Awv L II'5 guvtedodvta L onpiwdn L || 6 ano xalapiav L 7 autol L ||
8 Baoiréa L || 12 moAepiowv L autoig L || 13 koundei L || 14 moMAoig
avtav L || 21 pagaduav L gohpdv L || 22 toiava L moAlopkrcavtac L
1 23 noapayevapevot L || 25 avoioon L || 27 mpog v pecoyiav L || 28

o

o

©

=]

o
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Toava L ékélevev L || 29 w¢— émapuvopévoc, ut in editione L to0-
101¢ domloig L

. 44 (fol. 515275213 : 1 ovAhapovieg L || 2 Bapoaraiwtepot L mpoaedpeiag
L twdvwv L || 3 twv om. L mpog paxnv] mpog Bpaxd L || 8 toltoug
L kai Tva L || 9 dnodaopov L || 10 mopaboaddooiov ., ut in ed.
L avtikpu L || 11 avrioxov 16 dpupévov L || 14 gxov] wv L yevapévng
L I 15 ovtwv L || 16 évBiBacag mop’auvtod L || 17 axprt e L
eidotag L || 19 tov e L || 20 otégavov Tov matpikiov L || 21 emikAwv
L dopiktov L || 22 mpoPadouevog L || 23 apyovuicwv L || 25 dpxovta
xepowvog L éykataotoar L || 26 Bapdavny L kataiemmeiv L

. 45 (fol. 52y13—52v2) : 3 toudoivov hic et infra L || 4 Aeyduevov L ||
6 avémepwe L mpotevovtwv L || 10 AiBoug te (!) Tto0TO MAcioToug L ||
13 omoudaiwtepov L émaviow (1) L || 22 xaldpoug L || 23 éampeo-
Beveton L @uAokn L || 24 mepidelpBeviac — kal otpatw om. L

. 46 (fol. 52v2—53v10) : 2 mapayevapévwy L pévoug L || 10 Touotviove
L I 13 10 pev & nAKia TEKVO TGOV UNTPOWVY  KOATIWV (QEPOUEVA
dvnitokev L || 15 éAdwg L || 16 péya (1) otohov mdhv L || 20 émelome-
ooviwv L || 25 dmnvaivovto L dveuvprpouv L || 27 diempeoBeleto L
w¢ autodg L amootodkévar L || 28 mepi L || 29 adtoic (super ot
scriptum ov) L

. 47 (fol. 53yl0—54y%) : 1 ékactov vépiopa L || 2 Omomtevev L || 7
dapatpd L avtoug L || 10 mopabordooiov L || 14 katoAneBévia L ||
15 oummikég L || 16 eioein L fAiov L || 20 avoicaviog L || 23
anéotethev L || 24 emikhiv L || 30 néag L

. 48 (fol. 54y5—55y5) : 1 ékyovw L olv kivduvebouoa L || 2 teixoug muida
L Il 4 tov kohoOpevwv L || 5 BapacBokouplov L || 8 ta Bacideta L ||
99de L Il 10 kabuméBaiev L || 12 ocuAMgmtopag supnkw¢ L || 14 kai
etépoug tepeic om. L || 16 To0¢ — émewomintel oikolviag L || 18
dnaipoucv L || 19 aixuodotevoav L okevel L || 20 mpooktigapevol
L avtoic] avtwv L || 21 mpooywvopevng L || 22 mOAng kahoupévng L
I 24 ywpéa L || 25 kata mAstota pépet L || 27 pioBiav corr. ex
pigbav L

. 49 (fol. 55y5—55\27) : 1 mapaiapBdvouav L || 2 dpiAitrpiov L || 3 cup-
notidoog L 1 6 émikhiv Bolpapgog L 1 7 dyikiov L mpog tnv Opdkny
L 1j9 to0 om. L emik\v L || 10 puokivov L || 14 [In]nodpduou L ||
16 dwayovta L || post diayovta scriptum est in L : Xplotw
TEAEIQOOVTI 80&a Kai XApIC.



NIKEPHOROS ,,BREVIARIUM*“-ANAK
LONDONI KEZIRATA.

(Hungarian summary. — Magyar Kkivonat.)

A. Burckhardt kézolt beszdmolot 1896-ban Nikephoros patriarcha
torténeti mlvének londoni kéziratarol, mely sajndlatos médon kikeriilte
de Boor figyelmét kritikai kiadasa készitésénél. A British Museumnak
ez az Add. 19390. jelzessel ellatott IX. szdzadbeli pergamentkddexe
(L a mellékelt fényképmasolatot) Nikephoros «Breviarium» néven ismert
torténeti mdvén kivil a szintén Nikephorostél szarmazd Chronographiat
(fol. 17r—23r), valamint loannes Damaskenos homiliait (fol. 1—16)
tartalmazza.

A fol. 24r—55r-n olvashatd «Breviarium»-mal kib6vil az eddig
egyetlen kéziratbdl allé direkt kézirati hagyomany : de Boor még csak
a XI/XII. szazadbeli Vaticanus gr. 977-et ismerte. De ezen tul a londoni
kodexnek az a kildnleges jelent6sége van, hogy Nikephoros torténeti
mivének a Vaticanustol er6sen eltérd alakjat hagyta rank.

A «Breviarium» londoni (= L) és vatikani kodexében (= c) fenn-
maradt szOvegének viszonyara vonatkozélag részletes elemzéssel a kovet-
kez6ket allapithatjuk meg :

1. A londoni és vatikdni kézirat Nikephoros Brevidriuménak két
kiadélsét tartotta fenn, de egyik sem a mi eredeti példanya, hanem csak
masolat.

2. Az els6 kiadas, melyet a londoni kéziratbél ismeriink, a
602—713 kdzotti histériai anyagot tartalmazza. Ezt az els6 kiadast maga
Nikephoros irta kilonbdzd forrdsok alapjan. Mégpedig a Herakleios
tronrajutdsardl és uralkodasanak elsd éveirdl szolé rész (de Boor 152ig)
egy elveszett, ismeretlen, torténeti targyu, jambikus trimeterekben irt
kolteményre megy vissza, melynek szerz6je valdszinlileg Georgios Pisides
volt. Ezt bizonyitja az a kdrilmény, hogy a londoni kezirat sz6banforgo
szakaszaban néhany teljes, de még tébb csonka jambikus trimeter van
elrejtve a sorok kozott (11—12.1.). A 152utan kdvetkezd rész olyan forras-
anyaghdl szarmazik, melyet a 672. évt6l kezdve Theophanes is fel-
hasznalt.

3. A vatikani kéziratban meg6rzott masodik kiadas, mely az els6
kiadason tal a 769. évig targyalja az eseményeket, szintén Nikephorostol
szarmazik. Alapja a 713—769 koz6tti id6szakra vonatkozélag Uj,
Theophanes altal is felhasznalt forrasanyag, a 602—713 kdz6tti id6szakra
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vonatkozélag pedig az els6 kiadas szovege, mégpedig a 152ig terjedd
része stilaris szempontbhdl er6sen atdolgozva, a 152utan kovetkezd része
pedig nagyon kevés valtoztatassal. Az atdolgozas kiilonb6z6 mértéke
végs6 soron Nikephoros forrasainak kétféle : kolt6i és prézai jelle-
gébdl ered.

Két autographont kell tehat feltételezniink : Axet és A2t. A2fligg
A"t6l; az L Arnek, a ¢ A2nek — valdsziniileg nem is kbzvetlen —
masolata. Az L és ¢ azonos médon romlott helyei alapjan fel kell tételez-
niink, hogy az L kéziratcsoport valamelyik romlott példanya hatott
a c kéziratcsalddra. E hatds kozvetit6je az az ismeretlen masolat lehe-
tett, mely val6szin(ileg a c-t javitd c2nek volt mintapéldanya (L a
stemmat, a 15. oldalon).

A londoni kéziratnak a de Boor-féle kiadas 15 1 2. soraig terjed6
teljes szovege ezuttal el6szér jelenik meg nyomtatdsban (16—21. 1) ; a
tovabbi szovegrésznek csak a de Boor-féle kiadastél eltér§ variansait
kozli a szerz6 (21—25. 1).
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MAGYAR-GOROG TANULMANYOK - QYITPOEAAHNIKAI MEAETAI

1. Gorog koltemény a varnai csatarol. Kiadta Moravcsik Gyula. —
'BEXXrjyixdv  nolrjya negi rrjg fuaxr;; zrjg Bagwrji;. ’Exdiédfievov tind ‘lovXlov
Moravcsik. 1935. (magyarul és 0jgordgil — ovyygiorl xal veoeXXrjviart.)

2. Jeorjiosz Zavirasz budapesti konyvtaranak katalogusa. Osszeallitotta
Graf Andras. — KardXoyog rmjg ev Bovlanéary RiRXiodijxriQ reojgylov
ZaRlga, avmax&els vnd 'Av6géa Graf. 1935. (magyarul és Ujgorogil— ovyygiorl
xal veoeXXyviori.)

3. 'H £ooi) xal zd igya rov recogylov ZaRlga, 6n6 '’Av6géa Horvath. —
Zavirasz Gyorgy élete és munkai. Irta Horvath Endre, 1937. (veoeXXyviari
yé ovyygixijv negIXrjynv — Ujgorogil magyar kivonattal.)

4. Die Aristotelische Politik und die Stadtegriindungen Alexanders des
Grossen. — Wege des Verkehrs und der kulturellen Beriihrung mit dem Orient
in der Antike. Zwei Studien zur antiken Geschichte, von Endre v. lvanka.
1938. (deutsch.)

5. Clemens Alexandrinus és a mysteriumok. Irta Simon Sandor. —
Clemens Alexandrinus und die Mysterien, von Alexander Simon. 1938.
(magyarul német kivonattal — ungarisch mit deutschem Auszug.)

6. Jean Sykoutris: Philologie et Vie. 1938. (en frangais.)

7. Magyarorszag és a magyarsag a bizanci forrasok tiikrében. Irta Gy dni
Matyas. — Ungarn und das Ungartum im Spiegel der byzantinischen
Quellen, von Matthias Gyoni. 1938. (magyarul német kivonattal— ungarisch
mit deutschem Auszug.)

8. A kecskeméti gorogség torténete. Irta Hajnéczy Ivan. — 'lorogla
rov iXAyviofiov rov Kecskemeét, 6no "lmavvov Hajnéczy. 1939 (magyarul
Ujgorog kivonattal — ovyygiarl yé veoEXXijvbajv neglXyxpiv.)

9. Les mots d’origine néo-grecque en roumain & I'Epoque des Phanariotes,
par Ladislas Galdi. 1939. (en jrangais.)

10. Tanulményok a gorég tragédia hellenisztikus mlelméletéhez. Irta
Soltész Jadnos. — Etudes sur la théorie d’art hellénistique de la tragédie
grecque, par Jean Soltész. 1939. (magyarul francia kivonattal— en hongrois
avec résumé franfais.)

11. A gazai iskola Thukydides-tanulmanyai. Irta Balazs Janos. —
Gli studi tucididei della scuola di Gaza, di Giovanni Balézs. 1940.
(magyarul és olaszul — in ungherese e in italiano.)

12. Magyar-gordg bibliogréafia. Irta Horvath Endre. — OvyygoeXXyvixr)
RiBhoygaipla. xmd ‘Avégéa Horvath. 1940. (magyarul és Ujgorogul — ovyygiarl
xal veoeXXaviorl.)

13. Translatio Latina loannis Damasceni (De orthodoxa fide 1 I1l. ¢. 1-8.)
saeculo XII. in Hungaria confecta. Scripsit et textum edidit Remigius L
Szigeti. 1940. (latiné.)

14. Forréstanulmanyok Herodotos Skythika-jahoz. Irta Harmatta
Janos. — Quellenstudien zu den Skythika de§ Herodot. von Johannes
Harmatta. 1941. (magyarul és németil — ungarisch und deutsch.)

15. A mlvészi tudatossdg Kallimachos koltészetében. Irta Devecseri
Gabor. — La consapevolezza artistica nella poesia di Callimaco, di Gab-
riele Devecseri. 1941. (magyarul olasz kivonattal — in ungherese con
riassunto italmnri.)



16. Bizanci koltemények Manuel csaszar magyar hadjaratair6l. Kiadta és
bevezetéssel ellatta Racz Istvan. — BvEavziva nouj/aaza negl zcov ovyygixiav
ixozgazeiliv zov avzoxoazogoq MavovrjX, éxdi60/aeva /ler’ elaayatyfijq vno Ezeipavov
Racz. 1941. (magyarul és Ujgorogil — ovyygtozl xal veoeXXrjviazl.)

17. Az istenek megjelenése Euripides draméiban. Irta Tihanyi Bank.
—De deis in fabulis Euripidis apparentibus. Scripsit Benedictus Tihanyi.
1941. (magyarul latin kivonattal — hungarice cum argumento latino.)

. 18. Ahippokratesi népismeret szempontjai. Irta Rozsaly Ferenc. —a
Die Gesichtspunkte der hippokratischen Ethnologie, von Franz Rozsaly. 1942.
(magyarul nemet kivonattal — ungarisch mit deutschem Auszug.)

19. Gorogok sirfeliratai magyar temetékben. Kiadta és magyardzta
Prosser Piroska. —'EmzvyRiol émygapai 'EXhjvwv elg ovyygixa vexgozatpsia,
éx6i00/aevai /asz' €jyijaecov vno Piroska Prosser. 1942, (magyarul és Ujgoro-
gul — ovyygiazl xal veoeXhgviazt.)

20. Byzantinoturcica |. Die byzantinischen Quellen der Geschichte der
Turkvolker, von Gyula Mora vecsik. 1942, (deutsch.)

21. Byzantinoturcica Il. Sprachreste der Tirkvolker in den byzantinischen
Quellen, von Gyula Moravcsik. 1943. (deutsch.)

22. A harcos szentek bizanci legendai. Irta Santha Gyt‘)rggl. — Le
leggende bizantine dei santi combattenti, di Glo_rgl_lo Santha. 1943. (magya-
rul olasz kivonattal — in ungherese con riassunto italiano.)

. 23. Kinnamos ethopoiidja. Kiadta és magyarazta Banhegyi Gyorgy.
— Ginnami ethopoeia. Edidit "atque interpretatus est Georgius  Banhegyi,
1943. (magyarul latin kivonattal — hungarice cum argumento latino.)

24 A magyar nyelv gorog feljegyzéses szorvanyemlekei. Irta Gyon
Matyas. — Die Streudenkmaler der ungarischen Sprache in griechischen Texten,
von Matthias Gyoni. 1943. (magyarul német kivonattal — ungarisch mit
deutschem Auszug.)

25. Translatio Latina Sancti Maximi Confessoris (De caritate ad Elpidibm
I.—IV.) saeculo XII. in Hungaria confecta. Scripsit et textum edidit An-
dronicus B. Terebessy. 1944.(latiné.)

26. Adalékok Kinnamos szovegtorténetéhez. Irta Babos Ferenc. —
Svmbolae ad historiam textus Cinnami. Scripsit Franciscus Babos. 1944
(magyarul latin kivonattal — hungarice cum argumento latino.)

27. Ordo Portae. Description grecque de la Porte et de I’armée du
sultan Mehmed 11. éditee, traduite et commentee par Serif Basta v. — Ordo
Portae. Gorog leiras 11. Mehmed szultan portajarol' és hadseregérdl. Kiadta,
forditotta és magyardzta Bastav Serif. 1947. {en frangais avec résumé hongrois
—afrancidul magyar kivonattal.)

28. The London manuscript of Nikephoros® «Breviarium», edited with in-
troduction by Louis Orosz. — Nikephoros «Breviarium»-anak londoni kéz-
irata. Kiadta és bevezetéssel ellatta Orosz Lajos. 1948. (in English with
Hungarian summary — angolul magyar kivonattal).

Bizomanyos: "EvxoXodd%0g:

M. EGYETEMI NYOMDA KONYVESBOLTJA LEAEYOEPOYAAKHE*" die-dva? RifXio.-uoZelov
Budapest, IV., Kossuth Lajos-u. 18. "AHrival, riAa-ceta XwravnaTOg.

otep kai nyomda Budapest.
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