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In his inventory of the manuscript tradition of the homilies on the Transfiguration, Maurice
Sachot stated that folios 46r-55r of the codex Parisinus graecus 1611 contain the homily In
transfigurationem Domini (BHG" 1980a). He also stated that this text is unedited and that it is
most probably a recension of the homily In transfigurationem Domini (CPG 5807; BHG 1980)
attributed to Proclus of Constantinople. To date, however, this homily has remained unpublished
and unstudied. After a brief presentation of the codex Parisinus graecus 1611, this article brings
to light a surprise that emerges from examining folios 46r-55r of the Parisian manuscript.

Contribution: The article proves that the homily In transfigurationem Domini (BHG" 1980a) is
not a recension of the homily on the Transfiguration (CPG 5807; BHG 1980), but a compilation
for which the beginning of the homily on the Transfiguration attributed to Proclus of
Constantinople was used.

Keywords: In transfigurationem Domini; Proclus of Constantinople; CPG 5807; BHG 1980; BHG"
1980a; the Transfiguration.

Introduction

At the end of the 19th century, in his brief description of manuscript 1611 in the Greek collection of the
Paris Library,! Henri Omont drew attention to the fact that folios 46r-55r contain the homily on the
Transfiguration by Patriarch Proclus of Constantinople (‘Procli, CP. Patriarchae, homilia in
Transfigurationem”), but without giving any information on the incipit or desinit (Omont 1888:106). In
1968, Frangois Halkin also gave a brief description of the manuscript Parisinus gr. 1611, noting next to
folios 46r-55r ‘transfiguratio, oratio Procli BHG" 1980a’ (Halkin 1968:226). Although he stated that
folios 46r-55r contain the homily on the Transfiguration attributed to Proclus of Constantinople,
already inventoried in the Bibliotheca Hagiographica Graeca (BHG) with the inventory number 1980,
Halkin proposed another inventory number, namely 1980a. In the augmented version of the BHG
published in 1969, namely Auctarium Bibliothecae Hagiographicae Graecae (BHG"), Halkin reproduced
the incipit and desinit of the homily (Aedre, pidot, kai THUEPOV... Guveivon avTd dromavtog Epiéuevor) and
drew attention to the fact that this manuscript was omitted by the Jesuit Frangois-Joseph Leroy
(1967:100-105) in his inventory of the manuscript tradition of the homily In transfigurationem Domini
(CPG 5807; BHG 1980) (ed. Halkin 1969:324). The editors of the third volume of the Clavis Patrum
Graecorum (CPG) placed the number BHG" 1980a alongside the number BHG 1980 for the homily on
the Transfiguration listed among the works of Proclus of Constantinople (CPG 5807) (Geerard 1979:136;
Geerard & Noret 2003:136). They equate the homily In transfigurationem Domini (CPG 5807; BHG 1980)
with the homily on the Transfiguration transmitted by the Paris manuscript.? In Novum Auctarium
Bibliothecae Hagiographicae Graecae (BHG"), published in 1984, Halkin did not provide any further
information about this text, merely reproducing what he had supplied in the earlier editions (ed.
Halkin 1984:378). Three years later, in his inventory of the manuscript tradition of the homilies on the
Transfiguration, Sachot stated that the homily BHG" 1980a is an unedited text belonging to Proclus,
Patriarch of Constantinople, and that it is most probably a recension of BHG 1980 (Il doit s’agir tres
vraisemblablement d’une recension de BHG 1980’) (Sachot 1987:110). In 1993, Costas N. Constantinides
and Robert Browning, although providing a detailed description of the Parisian codex in their work
on dated Greek manuscripts from Cyprus, tell us only that folios 46r-55r contain the homily on the
Transfiguration of ‘Proklos, patriarch of Constantinople’, and reproduce the incipit of the text (1993:328).

1.A digital copy of the manuscript is available online at Grec 1611 |Gallica (https://gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/btv1b107234374/f57.item).

2.As of 07 September 2021, the Pinakes database, managed by the Institut de Recherche et d’Histoire des Textes (IRHT), lists the
manuscript Parisinus gr. 1611 among the direct manuscript witnesses of the homily In transfigurationem Domini (CPG 5807; BHG
1980). Pinakes|ITivaxeg — Notice: Proclus Constantinopolitanus, Hom 8: In transfigurationem Domini (https://pinakes.irht.cnrs.fr/
notices/oeuvre/6924/).
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As far as the present author has been able to ascertain, this is
all that is publicly known to date about the text preserved in
folios 46r-55r of the manuscript Parisinus gr. 1611. In what
follows, I intend to provide a brief introduction to the codex
Parisinus gr. 1611, to place the codex among the great
collections of manuscripts according to the typology adopted
by Albert Ehrhard and generally preserved in hagiographic
and liturgical studies and to shed some light on the
uncertainty that persists to this day about the contents of
folios 46r-55r, which are suspected of either preserving the
entire homily In transfigurationem Domini (CPG 5807;
BHG 1980) or a recension of it.

The codex Parisinus gr. 1611: Its
provenance

A comprehensive description of the codex Parisinus gr. 1611
did not appear until 1993. Prior to this, the codex had been
very briefly described in works on large manuscript
collections. For example, Henri Omont, who provided the
first information on the origin and content of this codex in his
description of the Greek manuscript collection held in the
French national library, lists the works preserved in the
manuscript and tells us that the manuscript was copied in
1553 by a priest named Demetrius,’ that it is a codex on paper,
containing 445 folios, and that in the manuscript collection of
Jean-Baptiste Colbert,* it was inventoried under number 4719
(Omont 1888:106). Further details were to appear in 1950, in
an article by Jean Darrouzes on Cypriot manuscripts in the
French national library. Jean Darrouzes wrote:

At the same time, it should be observed that in folio 438 the same
Demetrius gave the date of his ordination in 1550 and the date of
his brother’s death in 1557. It is not the same hand that wrote the
colophon. Demetrius could be none other than a companion or
the one who commissioned the manuscript. The volume became
the property of John Logaras, according to folio Ar, and later
became the property of the monastery of Arakos [in Cyprus],
according to folio Av (Darrouzes 1950:191) (Author’s own
translation).

Costas N. Constantinides and Robert Browning were to
describe the contents of the manuscript in detail, providing
the incipit of each individual text and the number in the
Bibliotheca Hagiographica Graeca (Constantinides & Browning
1993:327-329). Also, by carefully reading the colophon in red
at folio 437v, they were able to clarify the question of the
manuscript’s origin. According to this colophon, ‘the precise
date of the completion of the volume is Wednesday, 07 June
1553” and the priest Demetrios Demetrakes is not the scribe
of the volume, but the sponsor of the manuscript
(Constantinides & Browning 1993:329). Apart from
folios 31v-33v, because of an anonymous hand, the volume
has been copied by ‘dvayvdcing Peter Blabestes’
(Constantinides 2000:272; Constantinides & Browning

3.Erroneous information, as we will see below.

4.Jean-Baptiste Colbert (1619-1683), former minister to King Louis XIV (1643-1715)
during the years 1661-1683. With regard to the question of when the codex came
into Colbert’s possession, Donald Jackson has provided some information. According
to him, the manuscript arrived from Cyprus in Paris on 23 November 1677 (Jackson
2010:53). Jackson relies on the arrival lists of Colbert’s manuscripts, published by
Omont in the second volume of his Missions (1902:975-977). It passed to the Royal
Library in 1732 and thus later became part of the Bibliotheque Nationale of France.
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1993:329). Constantinides and Browning (1993:331) also
supply details of the manuscript illuminations, binding,
quire composition and later notes.

The codex Parisinus gr. 1611: Its
place in the great manuscript
collections

Concerning the place of this codex among the great
manuscript collections, we find information on this in the
fourth volume of Ehrhard’s work on the Tradition of the
hagiographic and homiletic literature of the Greek Church
(Ehrhard 1952). This codex is listed by Ehrhard in the category
of ‘mixed collections’ (die gemischten Sammlungen) (1952:792—
874) of the large group of ‘post-metaphrastic collections” (die
nachmetaphrastischen Sammlungen) (1952:789-894). The ‘post-
metaphrastic collections’, together with the “pre-metaphrastic
collections’ (die vormetaphrastischen Sammlungen), are the two
parts of what Ehrhard called ‘non-menological collections’
(die nichtmenologischen Sammlungen), which he defines as
those hagiographic or homiletic manuscripts whose texts are
not ordered according to the criteria of the calendar of saints
or the movable church year, but follow each other randomly
in an eclectic mix (1952:725-727). Ehrhard rejects the
hypothesis that these collections are based on a different
calendar of saints. He bases his rejection of the hypothesis on
the fact that such mixed collections are found in all the larger
manuscript collections next to the other collections, which
are all arranged according to the single Byzantine calendar
and the same single church year. Ehrhard is keen to point out,
however, that one thing can be deduced from this lack of
liturgical order, namely that these texts were not usually
intended for the official Liturgy. Rather, they were intended
for private reading, for which the exact order and sequence of
feasts and Sundays of the Church year was unnecessary.’
Their design for private use can be further deduced from the
fact that most of them are in small format, unlike large
liturgical collections, which have a large format. Thus,
Ehrhard suggests, it was very easy to place them on a private
bookshelf. Furthermore, texts maintained in private
collections had the advantage of evading the process of living
evolution to which the officially read texts were subjected
(Ehrhard 1952:725-727). Ehrhard’s hypothesis that such
collections were intended for private use seems to explain
why only a single manuscript witness is known for the
homily In transfigurationem Domini (BHG" 1980a).

It is surprising, however, that Ehrhard does not mention
folios 46r-55r in his description of the codex. He is very
attentive to hagiographic texts, distinguishing between pre-
metaphrastic and metaphrastic ones. He also comments on
the Constantinopolitan origin of the nine homilies
provided as readings for Sundays 10-12, 14 and 15, in which
the Gospel of Luke is read, and for the Sundays 2-5, in which
they are read from the Gospel of Matthew, but says nothing
here about folios 46r-55r (Ehrhard 1952:865-867).

replaced by order numbers. Also missing are the headings for each day and the
order numbers (Ehrhard 1952:726).
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TABLE 1: The first part of the homily In transfigurationem Domini (BHG" 1980a) in the codex Parisinus gr. 1611, folios 46r—48v.

Aelte, didot, Kol THREPOV TGV ebayyeEAK®V AokvwG bawpeba Bnoaup®v, tva ekelBev cuvhBwE dpuowpeBa mAoltov kat oLSaU®C oUSEnote Samavwuevov. Aelite
W mavoodpw® kat KaAwg 68nyolvry, kal mdAv akoAouBnowpev Aoukd, va iBwpev Tov XpLotov eig 6pog LnAov avaBaivovta, kat Métpov kallakwBov kat lwdavvny,
tﬁq Belog psrauoptbcbcswq Aauﬁdvovta uo’zprupac. ﬂapa}\a[idov vdp d:r]ow, roOq nsp‘l Tov Métpov, €lg 6poq L'ubn}\bv AaviiABev 6 Ascnétnc.”Opoc l‘)lbn}\bv, &V Mwoﬁq
Kol HMac GLS)\Evovto ™w Xchtw 6pog utl)n)\ov, &v w Mwofig, [0] ol naoxa TOV AUVOV od)otvtmmq, Kat T muom Tag d))\uxc TV EBpmwv pavticag 6pog ULlJr])\ov, év
W 'HAlag, 6 tov Bouv map’ sszotg 1 us}\loaq, KC(LTr]V &V uéaroq Buoiav év nupL Sanavrocag opoq ULIJn)\ov, &V Mwonq, o aVOLﬁaq Kat K}\sloaq spuepa ™ ouo‘muata
6pog ULIJr]on €v W HAlag, 6 KAslootq Kat uvotﬁuq TV ApeETOV TA OUBpraTA opoq ULbr]T\ov &V uaewow ot mept Métpov kat Iu)otvvr]v Kat IaKu)Bov 4T aUToG EoTiy, @
nav yovu Kauyet Enouprxvtwv kal émyeiwv kai kataySoviwv [Phl 2:10]. Tpelc yap uovouc napa}\aﬁwv €lg 6pog LPNAOV avn}\eev o Aeonornc o0 ndvrag rapolaBwv:
o0 ndvrtag kataAutwve ol dBovroag tolg a)\)\mg g ¢So£nq oUuK abre}\aotapoug kpivag ol toug évvéa )\Unncaq Aikotog yap v GLKaLu)q TA AvTa SLETEL, Eval
AOyL{OHEVOG TIAVTOG KOTA tr]c napa}\)\r])\ouc avannq ou pspt(wv ouc Avwoev. || AN\ Eneldn nwc ava&toc nv tnc Gaac Oewg, Kal Tig d>o[3£pac €kelvng ormxouxq, wg
HENWV vtvsceou npoéotnq, 6’lovdag, TovTou xotptv oLV alTw Kat TOU§ aMouc Kam)\tunavat, vol KAKeivy wq un uovw K(!TOO\SL(I)BEVTL ndoav anoloyiav €ig lotepov
aT[OKT\I']OEl Kal Tfg perauopcbwoswq ToUG TPETG otumszlq KOUTa TOV vouov, emonuonrm uaptupotq, &v sautmg auTta YPuxnv Kait Toug Aomoug nschbspovmq AUTOG
vap ¢nmv ®UAafov, Matep dikate, tva kat avtol év wotv, kKabwg Kat nuetq €v éopev. Oplv yap Iouéqu T[dpc( 0 opoq Avﬁpsav Owuuv @iAutrov, kat toug Aoutoug

AvartoAOynTtog mavteA®G LTI pXeV, €ig 0UEEV oUEEmoTe TV Baupdtwy mapopabelg GANA kal TO v}\mcoomuov £XWV Kal TO pUpov avattiwg Baamwwv Kol TOV
Sibackahov tmc sxepOLq ro}\unpwc npo&&ouc Kat ti dnoy; Kai uetepoppwdn e;mpocn?ev aUT@V" Kal wcpr.?naav Muwaofi¢ Kol H/\Lac ouAdaAodvteg aut® [Mt 17:2-3].
AN’ 6 METPOG, WG Ael TTEPL TAVTWY Bspuwc, oppaot éuxvouxq cuMatobvtag adTd, oU TO TToAY usrptaoaq“ tol Bavparog, ov TO napaéo&ov GKonnoaq Thg Bsuxq
sMuuljszq, KAAOV KOAET TOV spnuov Tomov, Kat oknvonowq vax-:oBcu12 Bou?\emL Kat etnev avtoig 6 Inoouc Ote Slehéyetw aunv Aéyw vulv, 6t elol Tweg TV wbe

f. 46r, Tob €v ayiolg matpog UV MpoKAou APXLEMLOKOTOU KWwVoTavTVoUTtOAEws, AOYOG LG TAV peTa-||

f. 46v uopdwotv tod Kupiou PGV Incol Xplotol Aéomota, eUAOynoov

f. 47r

f. 47v

f. 48r uet avtod SlatpiBovtac, Kot ovsE voyyu(ovmc, oUK ayavaktodvtag, ob Aodopodvtag, AAAL xaLpovmc, Kat Kownv | rotc omoumtr]v BvwBev ll)n:bLZovrotc“’,
f. 48v

£0TNKOTWYV 0lTLVES || 0U ) yebowvtar Savdatou éwg @v eibwotv thv Baoileiav tod Feol EAnAvduiav® év Suvduet [Mk 9:1]. Emeldn moANQ mept KivSUvwv Slehexdn kat
Bavdrou, kat tod mdBoug alTol, kal g TV padntdv odayfg, kal Td abotnpd EMETtagev EKElva- kal T PEV £V T® mapovTL Biw kal év xepoiv: Ta 6€ dyaba v éArtiot
Kal tpoodokialg: Boulopevog kat tnv OV altdv mAnpodopfioat, kat Setéal Tic mote éotv ) §0&a ekeivn Hed’ NG LEANEL tapayivecBal, WG EXxwWPOouV aUTolg v HoBelv
Kol katd Tov apdvta Biov, Seikvuolv avtols kat dnokalimtel tadTny, iva pAmote kat £nl T oikeiw Bavdtw, prte €ni ¢) Tol Asomdtou Aoutdv dAyGolv: Sia tolito™

dnoiv’ iol Twveg TV wbe EaTNKOTWV OITLVES OU i) yeUowvtal Savdtou Kai...

[Mk 9:1]

A first close look at the folios
46r-55r of the codex Parisinus
gr. 1611

An examination of folios 46r-55v brings to light an
unexpected surprise. As the text preserved by these folios is
unedited, I will provide here the first transcription of folios
46r-48v (see Table 1). It should be observed that the text in
the Parisian manuscript has a large number of spelling
variations. In order not to clutter up the footnotes, I will
indicate here the most frequent spelling variants encountered.
For example, there are numerous variations of:

o/w: Inoavpov for Onoavpdv, domavouevov for damavduevov,
ToAUN PO for ToAunpdg, yevoovtal for yebomvrol;

w/o: mhobtwv for mhodtov, Aowwpodvtog for Aoidopodvrag,
Tpmd1800g for Tpodidote, Piwv for Biov;

iotacism: 1 for 1. peAoag instead of pelicag;

L for v: dpprodpeda instead of apvodpeda;

n for e xapyn instead of xduyel, diémn instead of Siémet,
kotalpmavn instead of katahumdvel, katainedévtt instead of
kotoAelpBévtt, mapopadiic instead of mapopobeic, pobry instead
of paBeiv;

7 for ou: 0wt instead of éavtoig;

L for eu émyiov instead of énysimv;

t for n: oxomnicag instead of cronnoag;

¢ for au: avetiog instead of dvortiog.

Scholars who have previously commented on this text —
Omont, Halkin, Geerard, Noret, Sachot, Constantinides

6.1V Mavoodwv cod.
7.£pUBpa] correxi, tep®pd cod.
8.KATAAELWV cod.

9.1ig cod.

10.¢nAadilovtag cod.
11.petpioag cod.

12.ybvetal cod.

13. éAnAuBsiav cod.

14.81a TovTw cod.

http://www.hts.org.za . Open Access

and Browning — have pointed out, we are dealing with a
homily on the Transfiguration under the name of Saint
Proclus, Archbishop of Constantinople (Tod év ayioig matpog
Nudv [pdxhov dpyleniokdonov Kovotavtivovtorems, Aoyog €ig
™mMv petapopeocty tod Kvpiov fudv ‘Incod Xpiotod). The
incipit of the text, as already indicated, is identical with the
incipit of the homily In transfigurationem Domini (CPG 5807;
BHG 1980)."* However, the following text (f. 46v—48r) is not
identical to the text of the homily CPG 5807 published in
volume 65 of Patrologiae Graecae (1862:65:764B1-765B8). In
addition to some grammatical differences, there are also a
few omissions, inversions and word substitutions in
the Paris manuscript text. For example, the Paris
manuscript omits apboveg pepilopevov (‘it generously
shares’) (Daley 2013:89) from the first sentence of the
homily (see Table 2).

Also, the Paris manuscript text omits the brief passage in
which it is said that Moses and Elijah represent the Law and
the prophets, who now converse with grace (dpog bymrov, &v
® vopog kol mpoofitar cuvepitovv tf xépwrr) (ed. Migne
1862:65:764B.11-12). Elsewhere, the copyist of the homily
chooses to rearrange the text in a logical order (see Table 3).

On folio 47r (lines 3-4), we read £pvfpd 10 cvotpoto instead
of 1i¢ 'EpvBpdg 6aldcong ta ovompata (ed. Migne
1862:65:764C.3).

TABLE 2: The beginning of the homily In transfigurationem Domini (CPG 5807;
BHG 1980) and the beginning of the homily on the Transfiguration in the codex
Parisinus gr. 1611.

Migne 1862:65:764B.1-4

Parisinus gr. 1611, folio 46v, lines 2-6

Aelte, didol, kal orpepov TV evayyeA@v  Aedte, dilol, kal TAUEPOV TV
aokvwe ébabwueba Bnoaupdv, v’ ékelBev  glayyeAk®V dokvwe éhabwueba
ouvnBwg dpuowueba mMAoltov abBOVWS Bnoaupdv, va ékelBev ouvnBwg
HepLlopevoy, kal oudaudg ovdémnote apuowueba mAodtov Kal oUSaU®
Samavwuevov. 0USEMOTE SAMAVWUEVOV.

TABLE 3: A variant reading.
Migne 1862:65:764C.3-5 Parisinus gr. 1611, folio 47r, lines 4-6

6pog utbn)\ov &V @ HAtac, 0 avoifac kat  6pog utbn)\ov &V @ HAtac, KAeioag kat
kAeioag TV 0SATWY T ouBpHpaTa’ avoifag TV apeT®V Ta OpPpraTa’

15.For his edition of homily CPG 5807, Jean-Paul Migne used Riccardi’s text (ed
1630:297-303).
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TABLE 4: Another source of homily In transfigurationem Domini (BHG" 1980a).
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Parisinus gr. 1611, folios 48v—-49r"’ Migne 1862:58:549.10-22

Cramer 1840:351.26-352.16

Proiou & Schiro 1980:43 = Delehaye
1902:869-870

KE‘I.L_Q?.MQIDAL,_KE‘LL_[QU_HIEB_QU_Q‘(IL{TOU, Kal

00 €auToU, KAl TAC TV pabntiv

Emeldn) moAAa mepl K Uvwy SteAéxOn kal EILEL&[LI[QM[LILED_L_KL\L&LDLDN o) Xchrbq
Bavdrou, kai Tol mdBoug Tl €éautod, Kal &LEAaxﬂn npoq To0g uaentaq Kai

TAG TV HaBntdv adayic, Kol Td aloTnea aurou Kmmq
EMETAEEV EKETVA- KALTA PEV NV £V TH) (] () r]v E)L

T napévn Bl kal év xepalv- T 62 Exelva- Kal T8 BV fv EV TG o mapovr Bl kol v yepal- R A

ayaBa év £Amial kal mpoadokiale: kal év xenal, Ta 8¢ ayaBa év EAmioL kal £Amiol kal mpoadokiaic: Bouddpevag Kai £v £Amial, Boulduevac Kal Iq'y Ay
Boulduevog kal thv 6y alT@V. - olov, TO cub(sw ™mv Yuxnv wmmmw aut@v mAnpodopfigal kai 6et§at, Tig
mAnpodopiical, kal SeTéat Tiq moTe £0TIV. ToUg ano)\}\uvtac aumv, 0 spxsoﬁm Subagar Tl nmm&a&uﬁxsuq_uae_ug mumﬁa&a&mu&ﬂ_mam
n.66fa £keivn ueB’ Ng uEAAEL aUTOV &V Tf éoﬁn 00 Matpog autou TO usblemummaqam, mg svxwpouv nv mmwuaaﬁm ava(pspst autoUg ¢ 6pog

anoddovat ta Emabia-

ImLml.Luum_uanAnpodmpﬁam,_lm
SeT8au Tig uolammqﬁoimak&uwi
nguaMamammaa&m, 4 avxwpouv nv
aUTolq HaBETV: KAl KATA TOV APOVTA
ﬁLov Selkvuow autotg Kl ArokoAUTITEL
murn va prte Ent @ oikeiw Bavdtw,
unte €nit T To0 AeomoTou Aoutov
aAy®ot, Kal pdAtota Métpog
O8UVWHEVOG.

mapayiveaBal, we ExwPouv_ avTol fv
LaBelvE kal katd tov mapovra Biov,
Seikvuolv aUTolg Katl AmokaAUTTEL
Tavtny, va uﬁnore Kol £ T® Oikelw
Bavdtw, uite €ni td Tol AeoTtoTou
Aoutov a?\ylwow Ala Tolto!? ¢now eiol
TWVEG TWV WEE E0TNKOTWYV OITIVES OU Un
y&uawkuz0 Javarou [Mk 9:1] kail
[f. 49r] T £€AG. Talta 8¢ (m)\oucstepov
Uev, avavaral Eni TV usta EE NHepag
GvoSov TV HaBnTGV &ig T Bpog olv TH
Incol kat’ lémv, Aéyw 6€ I'Isrpou,
'Icu(oBou ¢ Kat lwdvvou, ldov? vap
oUToL usmuopd)mesvrot Incolv év
Baotheiq kai 66€n Kat ¢ 50pu¢opoug
Muwoéa kat HAlav Tapeot®Teg auu.p
Koi ued’ n ugegag &€ naga/\ag@ava o
lgcoug OV I'Iergov Kkal ToV IdkwBov kat
1oV lwavvny, kai avagega adtoug etg
6poc unAov kat’ ibiav govoug Kot
garegogygw\?n égngom?ev auT@V, Kai T

lpatie aUtod ezsvovro aru\Bovm Aeum
Alav WE XLV, ola yvapeUg Ermti T o0

Suvarat Asuk@vat. Kai w(pz?noav avt@
HAlotg oUv Mwioet ki Roav
ouAadoilvrec? @ Inood. [Mk 9:2—-4].

auTolg LaBELY Kol KOTAL TOV apdvTa ﬁtov
Seikvuolv aUTolg Kal AmokaAUTTEL TAUTV
va pATe £MLTQ oikeiw Bavatw, UATE Eml
T t00 Agomdtou Aoutov dAy@ot- Kat
pd}\wta I'Iérpoq 66up6psvoq- Kat 6pa Tt
TIOLET Tepl vesvvnc Kal chmhslac
SlahexBeig, tnv UEV Bam}\emv rr] OYeL
Selkvuolv- TV 6¢€ yegvvav oUKETL. Emteldn
vap au&omum untfipxov Kol Euvvmuovag
Ao v xpncrorspwv EVCtVEl ol p.ovov 8¢
£KEWVO napatpsxsuo uspoq, AN EoTv
6émou Gxeéov Kat ur’ otIJLv auta ¢spst ™
TpaypaTa Tfig vesvvnq, wq Otav tol
/\a(apou ™y eikova eumvr], Kol Tod T
£KATOV anapla omoutncavtog uvnuovaun
kal tol ta puropa évéedupévou ipatia,
Kol ETépwV MAELOVWY. Kai ued’ nuépac €€
napadauBavet 6 Incolg tov

Métpov kai tov lakwBov kai Tov lwdvvny,
Kol avapéEpeL autoug gi¢ 6pog UWNASY kat’
iSiav udvoug: kai ueTeU0PEWIN
éunpoodev aUt@v, kai td iudtia avtod
£yéveto otidBovta, Acuka Alav we Xuwy, ola

YVaQeUg énti Th¢ yii¢ oU SUvatat Asukdvar
[Mk 9:2-3].

Oynlov kat’ (blav kai puetepopwn
&unpoodev aut@v [Mk 9:2].

The similarity with the homily CPG 5807, however, stops
abruptly at the end of folio 48r, when the text from Mk 9:1 is
quoted. What follows is a passage that bears a very close
resemblance to the section on the Transfiguration in Catena
in Marcum, edited by Cramer,'® and to the first part of the
Synaxarion of Constantinople (or Synaxarion of the Great
Church) and the Byzantine Synaxarion on the Feast of the
Transfiguration, celebrated on 6 August. Before appearing
in Catena in Marcum and as a notice for the Synaxarion of
Constantinople, the beginning of the second element of
our composite text is first and above all borrowed from
the beginning of Chrysostom’s homily 56 in Matthaeum
(ed. Migne 1862:58:549.10-21), which is devoted to the
exegesis of the episode of the Transfiguration. Sachot recalls
in his article of 1983 that the Chrysostomic commentary on
the Gospel of Matthew was a source of the recension II of the
exegetical chain on Mark (Sachor 1983:124; see also Geerard
1980:236). In the following, I will present this similarity by
placing in a table the text transmitted by the Parisian
manuscript, the beginning of Chrysostom’s homily 56 in
Matthaeum, the beginning of the exegesis to the episode of

Transfiguration by Archbishop Proclus of Constantinople.
Rather, it is a compilation in the composition of which the
author decided to use the beginning of the homily CPG 5807
(ed. Migne 1862:65:764B1-765B8). If he were still alive, Michel
Aubineau would probably have once again exclaimed ‘un

inédit fantome disparait’,

as he did when he dashed the

Bollandist Halkin’s hopes for the existence of an unknown
homily attributed to Proclus in the manuscript Metochii Sancti

Sepulchri (today Atheniensis) 163,

saec. XVI (Aubineau

1983:424). So we are not wrong to say that folios 46r—48r are
the third indirect manuscript witness to the homily In
transfigurationem Domini (CPG 5807; BHG 1980), and that the
manuscript Parisinus gr. 1611 should be added to the list of
indirect witnesses, alongside the manuscripts Vaticanus gr.
604 and Romanus Angelicus gr. 125 (T.1.7) (see Garbacea
2021a,2021b). Note that unlike the first two indirect witnesses,
which transmit passages from the homily CPG 5807 under
the name of John Chrysostom, the third indirect witness
transmits the fragment under the name of Proclus.

Finally, it is legitimate to wonder who compiled this homily for
the composition of which the homily CPG 5807 and Catena in
Marcum were used. What is certain is that to date no other
manuscript witness is known. This does not exclude the

17.The copy used by Peter Blabestes seems to belong to the same family of
manuscripts as codex Laurentianus Pluteus gr. VI.18, saec. 10, available online at
Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana - Scaffale Digitale (bmlonline.it), last accessed on
6.10.2021. Compare, for example, ff. 48v—49r of Parisinus gr. 1611 with f. 113v of
the Florence codex. It can be seen that the differences are very small.

the Transfiguration in Catena in Marcum, and also the
beginning part of the Synaxarion to the Transfiguration
(see Table 4).

Concluding remarks

As discussed, the homily In transfigurationem Domini (BHG"
1980a) is not a recension of the homily In transfigurationem

Domini (CPG 5807; BHG 1980), nor is it another homily on the 18.uabriv cod.

.................................................................................................................... 19.614 TouTw cod.

16.For his edition, Cramer used one 10th century codex, Parisinus gr. 178, and two 1ith
century codices, Oxoniensis Bodleianus Laudianus gr. 33 and Parisinus Coislinus 23.
According to the Pinakes database, there are currently no less than 30 known
manuscript records for Catenae in Marcum. Pinakes | Nivakeg — Notice: Catenae, In
Marcum (https://pinakes.irht.cnrs.fr/notices/oeuvre/8183/), last accessed on 06
October 2021. On the origins of the Catena in Marcum, see Lamb (2012:27-73).

20.yevoovtal cod.
21.i80v cod.

22.cuvAaholvteg cod.

http://www.hts.org.za . Open Access


http://www.hts.org.za
https://pinakes.irht.cnrs.fr/notices/oeuvre/8183/

possibility that the copyist Peter Blabestes compiled this text.
Although he wants to humble himself by claiming in the
colophon at the end of the manuscript (f. 437v) that he does not
know the divine teachings, and he puts the completion of the
writing of the manuscript down to divine help (koi xapoi
ovyywpnoate dw tov K[vpolv, ot auobijg vmapyov tdv iepdv
ypappdtov), nevertheless his self-proclaimed status as a ‘reader’
(Gvayviomg) tells us that he was very familiar with the patristic
writings. Such a hypothesis waits, of course, to be proved.
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