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JOHN DAVIS

A PASSAGE OF THE ‘BARBAROGRAECA’ METAPHRASE
OF NIKETAS CHONIATES' CHRONIKE DIEGESIS:
RETRANSLATED OR REVISED?

The language of the ‘Barbarograeca’ version of the Chronike Diegesis
of Niketas Choniates has been discussed on a number of occasions, chiefly in
terms of its linguistic and stylistic level, and its relation to the vernacular of
the late Byzantine period'. However, two short passages of the Niketas-
Metaphrase (hereafter N-’M) invite us to observe a reviser at work and to
speculate on the likelihood that, for some reason, the original metaphrase

*NCH = NICETAE CHONIATAE HISTORIA, ed. J.-L. VAN DIETEN, (CFHB 1 1/1-1D).
Berlin-New York 1975.

1. J.-L. vaN DIETEN, Bemerkungen zur Sprache der sog. vulgirgriechischen Niketas-
paraphrasen, BF 6, 1979, 37-77: IDEM, Noch einmal Uber Niketas Choniates, BZ57, 1964,
302-328, esp. 323-328; 1. SEVCENKO, Levels of style in Byzantine literature, X VL.
Internationaler Byzantinistenkongress. Akten 1/1 (= JOB 31/1, 1981), 289-312, esp. 309-
310; IpEM, Additional remarks to the report on levels of style, JOB 32/1, 1982, 220-238;
H. HUNGER, Schreiben und Lesen in Byzanz, Munich 1989, 81: H.-G. Beck. Das
Byzantinische Jahrtausend, Munich 1978, 150; IDEM, Die griechische volkstiimliche
Literatur des 14. Jahrhunderts, Actes du XIV® Congreés International des Etudes Byzantines,
Bucharest 1974, 125-138, esp. 126-128; IDEM, Geschichte der byzantinischen
Volksliteratur, Munich 1971, 6; IDEM, Uberlieferungsgeschichte der byzantinischen
Literatur, in Geschichte der Textriiberlieterung der antiken und mitrelalterlichen Literatur,
vol. I, Zurich 1961, 449-450; and R. BROWNING, A Fourteenth-Century Prose Version of
the Odyssey, DOP 46, 1992, 27-36, esp. 29; IDEM, The Language of Byzantine Literature,
in S. VRYONIS Jr., (ed.), The *Past’ in Medieval and Modern Greek Culture , Malibu 1978,
103-133, and esp. 125.
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was reworked at this pont, or that, on account perhaps of damage, 1t invited
(or presented with the opportunity) a subsequent copyist to experiment or
improvise slightly with the material he tound before him, thus leaving us
with two closely related but nonetheless quite distinct versions. These two
passages occur in the chapter on the reign of Alexios II Komnenos (1180-
1183)%. The carliest of the manuscripts, Monacensis gr. 450 (second quarter
of the tourteenth century), designated B since Bekker’s edition (Bonn, 1835),
1s the witness to the one version?®, while the other two manuscripts,
Vindobonensis Suppl. gr. 166 (fourteenth and fifteenth centuries), designated
X by van Dieten?, and Scorialensis W-IV-17 (early sixteenth century),
designated S°, preserve the second. There is a further manuscript of N-M
—Parisinus gr. 3142 designated Y9, but 1t does not preserve the part with
these passages; evidence trom other parts ot N-M, however, indicates that Y
belongs to the XS group, therefore making B the odd man out among the four
manuscripts of N-M In our discussion here, we shall reter 10 X and §
collectively as 1, implying that they descend from a common original which
dittered to some degree from the text witnessed by B.

In lieu of a dertailed analysis of the relationship of all the N-M
manuscripts to one another’, 1t may be usetul, tirstly, to sketch brietly the
way 1n which B and i relate to (and diverge trom) one another in general,
thus providing the hkely context within which the present passage needs to be
viewed, itself being only a part of a much larger whole. Firstly, the
manuscript distribution of the divergences met with 1n the passage here, 1s

2. The tirst of the two passages 1s on tols 74-74Y, while the second, presented here, 15
on fols 80-81 ot ms Monacensis gr. 450

3 For turther details on this manuscript see NCH, 1, pp. XXXHH-XXXIv. For a quick
onentation through the manuscript tradition of the Chromike Diegesis see H. HUNGER, Die
hochsprachliche profane Literatur der Byzantner, I, Munich 1971, 432-433,

4. NCH, 1, pp. XXXIX XLL

5. NCH, 1, pp. XLVI-XLVIL

6. NCH, I, pp. XLIand XxXVEXXXV 1T

7.1 am at present prepaning a cnitical edition of the Nicetas-Metaphrase as part of my
docroral research under the supervision ot Dr A Angelou at the University of Joannina
The introduction will contain a detaled analysis of the manuscripts and their relationship to

one another.
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consistent with the pattern described above for the N-M manuscripts. Below
are enumerated the kinds of variation encountered in B and i (scribal error
and orthographical idiosyncracies apart):
1) Variation of lexical items (N[icetae Chon. Hist.]372,47-49):
TTOAMOUG eV TV Puuaiwy Egdvevoey B
TTOAMOUG ey TV Pupaiwy améxretvey i
2) Simple alterations of word order (N356.26):
REXOL TOUTNG EABELY TAG peyahomohems B
HEYQL TOUTNG TRAG UeYaAOTIOAewS ENBELY i
3) B omits where i keeps items that correspond with N :
10 yévog haustpol xai exionupor (N390,93)
&x yévoug Aaumpol B
&x yévoug Aaptpol nai Emonpov i
4) i omits or abbreviates where B keeps items that correspond with N:
TNV QOUXRLKNY AQYNV TV Opaxnoiwv (N400,77)
TNV TRV Opeunoiwy apyny i
Y dSowinhy TV ©pamnoioy apxhv B
5) B adds an item that does not correspond with N or i:
6 tavTng Topavvog (N370,93)
1M TOUTNG TUEAVVE TNAéhpw B
Q@ TOVTNG TVRAVVR S
or
EnirAwoay pe woel péliooat xnplov (N367,18)
Envniwody pe ol £xBpol pov woel péliooar nnpiov B
EXUAAWOGY [te el UEALOOOL ®NOLOV i
6) i adds (in the form of expanding on a lexical item) where B
corresponds with N:
10 £€0vog Ohov dvaoeioavteg (N369,58)
16 Shov Edvog avaoeicavres B
10 Shov Edvog dvaoeioavieg xai TaQdsoves i

A count of these variations for the bulk of N-M reveals that nos. 4 and 6
above are the least common types of variation. In other words, i appears to
be less divergent from N in terms of lexical and phrasal amplification. It
needs to be borne in mind therefore that, while both traditions of N-M must
surely derive from the same original (so much of the text being identical in
both branches), the version witnessed by B shows a tendency to more radical
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departure trom the phraseology ot N Yet in matters of accuracy and detail
(placenames, grammatical teatures and scribal errors) the B text, in the vast
majority of cases, 15 more reliable than the other manuscripts. It will become
clear to what extent the passage here contorms to this pattern

In the case of the two versions presented here, a number of questions
immediately come to mind Firstly, perhaps the one version 1s merely a
reworking of the other Secondly, one may ask whether they both record
separate attempts at translation, unintluenced by one another, although this
seems highly unlikely when one considers how the rest of N-M (242 folia in
B) does not present other divergences of this extent, and the tact that both B
and 1 have so many shared features, even within this particular passage.
Then again, and less improbably, perhaps one of the versions represents a
combination of the already existing metaphrase and a reworking from
Choniates’ origmal, an hypothesis that presupposes our scribe/reviser, at
least for this part of N-M, having two exempldars before him, a (draft?)
metaphrase and the original Chronike Diegesis There 1s a fourth possibility,
that of the intrusion of interlinear or margindl corrections or alterations,
which will be considered below

By selecting a number of pomnts from the passage appended to this
article 1t should be possible to propose some answers to the questions posed
above Although just one of the two passages concerned 1s presented here
(nerther has been previously published), 1t 1 the longer of the two, and best
illustrates points which can also be found 1n the other

A careful reading and comparison of N (the original Chronike Diegesis)
and BXS indicates that N-M does deserve perhaps to be characterized as a
‘translation’ of sorts, rather than as a paraphrase proper® If one can take the

8 See H HUNGER, Anonyme Metaphrase zu Anna Komnene, Alexias X1 X1 Em
Beitrag zur Erschliessung der byzantinischen Umgangssprache, Vienna 1981,7,n 2 ‘DaB
man diese Schriften nicht als Paraphrasen, sondern besser als Metaphrasen bezeichnet, hat
A PIoNaNI zu Recht betont ‘Parafrasi o metafrast (a proposito della Statua Regia di
Niceforo Blemmida)?' Attt Acc Pontan 24 (1976), 219-225” 1 use the description
‘metaphrase’ chiefly 1n order to preserve the looseness of character of the text, as well as to
use the more frequently encountered Byzantine word for this kind of text It generally
hovers between paraphrase and translation proper, without apparent consistency or clea
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liberty of applying the dictum of modern translation theory, namely, that the
golden rule of translation is to fulfill the criteria of accuracy and economy?,
to a text and linguistic undertaking of this sort (in the case of works such as
Planudes’ translation into Greek of Latin works as, for example, Augustine’s
treatise on the Trinity!%, Boethius’ Consolatione philosophiae!! or Ovid’s
Metamorphoses'?, as well as translations considered to have been
undertaken by others'3, or even Galesiotes’ and Oinaiotes’ metaphrase of the
Baotiizog avdpiag of Nikephoros Blemmydes'#, this principle does indeed
seem to have been applied), then clearly N-M falls lamentably short of
satisfying such demands. Yet the looser designation of ‘paraphrase’, implying
as it does a degree of explanation, although valid for many parts of the text,

method. It has been variously described by others as *Barbarograeca’, ‘vulgirgriechische’, a
‘declassicization’ of a high-style history, as well as a ‘metaphrase’.

9. Wide-ranging and detailed accounts in the English language of modern translation
theory and practice, with extensive bibliographies on this developing branch of linguistics,
include P. NEWMARK, Approaches ro Transiation, Oxford 1982, M. BAKER, fn Other
Words, London 1992, and S. BASSNETT-MCGUIRE, Translation Studies, London 1982,

10. For a discussion of the recent bibliography on Latin philosophical and theological
works 1ranslated into Greek, chiefly in the second half of the thirteenth and the fourteenth
centuries, and some recent editions of these works, see L. G. BENAKIS, ‘Lateinische
Literatur in Byzanz. Die Ubersetzungen philosophischer Texte’, in ®idéirnv, Essays
presented in honour of R. Browning (forthcoming, Venice 1996).

11. E. BETANT (ed.), BOECE: De la Consolation de la Philosophie. Traduction grecque
de Maxime Planude, Geneva 1871,

12. For a general discussion of other translations from Latin by Planudes see N. G.
W ILSON, Scholars of Byzanrium, London 1983, 230-232, and H. HUNGER, Die
hochsprachliche profane Literatur der Byzantiner, Munich 1971, II, 68.

13. That Maximos Holobolos also had translated some texts on logic by Boethius has
been called into question by some scholars (see WILSON, op. cil., 224-5). A more recent
study, however, accepts the Holobolos attribution: D. Z. NIKETAS (ed.), BOETHIUS™ De
topicis differentiis und die byzantinische Rezeption dieses Werkes (Boethius, De topicis
difterentiis xai oi fviaviivég ucragodoels Tav Mavouni ‘OLofwrov xai ITpoxdgov
Kvdwvn. Tlagaptnua/Anhang: Eine Pachymeres-Weiterarbeitung der Holobolos-
Ubersetzung, The Academy of Athens, Corpus Philosophorum Medii Aevi. Philosophi
Byzantini 5, Athens 1990.

14. H. HUNGER- L. SEVCENKO, Des Nikephoros Biemmydes BaotAixoc AvoQLag
und dessen Meraphrase von Georgios Galesiotes und Georgios Oinaiotes, Wiener
Byzantinische Studien 18, Vienna 1986.
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can by no means be said to explain the general process that, with little
consistency and less method, brought about the conversion of N to N-M.
Failler, in his discussion of another ‘paraphrase’, probably of the same
century, described that text as ‘more than a simple compendium, yet less
than a true paraphrase’'>. In comparing these two versions of this particular
passage of N-M, therefore, we are faced with the added variable factor of
dealing with a text whose precise identity, or self-awareness in respect of its
linguistic status and literary objectives, is far from clear. But it nevertheless
does seem to be the case that —to the extent his understanding of the original
allowed- our metaphrast was indeed attempting to translate Choniates’ work
into a more easily understood idiom, keeping as closely as he was able to the
thread and turn of phrase of the original, though as we shall see, not always
successfully.

In just the first few lines one can discern a number of features that will
be seen to recur throughout the passage examined here. In the words
immediately preceding the section where N-M splits into two versions (this
split occurs in mid-sentence, as is also the case with the first of the two
passages, beginning on fol. 74, ms. Monacensis gr. 450) both B and i share
the same misplacement of the word Basmouloi: the result is that the
Basmouloi (in other words Latino-Romans of the city)'® are joined with the
Rhomaioi in the first group of warships, thereby creating a racially based
category of soldiers to fill the decks of the ships of the pev clause, while
Choniates places the Romans in the one part of the fleet without specifying

15. A. FAILLER, La tradition manuscrite de I'Histoire de Georges Pachymere (livres I-
VD, REB 37, 1979, 164.

16. For the Basmouloi, or more commonly Gasmouloi, see G. MAKRIs, Die
Gasmulen, Thesaurismata 22, 1992, 44-96. On pp. 87-93 MakRris discusses the two forms
of the word (beginning with y- and f8-). His conclusions on the occurence of the two forms,
however, do not allow us to make any secure inferences about the use of the form
Basmouloi in our text (he suggests that the two forms probably existed side by side in
Constantinople in late Byzantium, reflecting simply Frankish (for yao-) and Venetian
(Bao-) dialectical differences in the pronunciation of the word. The metaphrast may have
been translating the word Stagogoyevav, a hapax legomenon (see NCH, 11, p. 115) that is
not closed, of course, to other, more likely, interpretations: dtagopoyevelg Aativor must
surely indicate an assortment of Latin westerners, such as Pisans, Genoans, Venetians, etc.
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the origins of those ready to fight on deck, and the dtagopoyeveic Aativor in
the other part. This looks as if either the metaphrast has understood
otagopoyevels as meaning something like dtyevic (‘of dual descent’), and
interpreted this as Basmouloi, or has chosen to reinforce the phrase Goov
avopeiov xal udyiuov (B) = 6tumep #odTioTov UEPOS Hal UaytuoTatov N.
(That these forces of Basmouloi were considered to be crack fighters is
attested also in Gregoras I 113.) An explanation for the curious position of
the word in the text may be that Baouoiot was written somewhere in the
margin or interlinear spaces of a glossed text of N (or of the original N-M),
close to the dtagogoyeviov Aativwv or xpdTIOTOV ... HALUOTATOV, but
became misplaced in a later copying. The fact that the divergence between
the two texts occurs in mid-sentence may hold a clue 1o the reasons behind
the sudden break in their correspondence. One would have thought that if a
scribe, out of choice, were to set about recasting the words of the text he was
copying, then he would do so at a point that provided a more logical starting
place than mid-sentence.

In this same section i supplies a new verb. elofiZav, whose subject is
presumably an impersonal ‘they’. It looks as if i was not happy with leaving
the verb elonoyxovto to apply for the rest of the sentence, although he then
failed to harmonise the new verb —and new plural subject— with the subject
(Alexios the prorosevastos) of the verb édwxe. Therefore i seems 1o be
attempting to produce simpler syntax at this point. Next (4), i reflects N more
transparently (ErAngogopeito w¢ avt@ fondrowovi = Tolg Pwuaiols avtolg
wg apnEovotv N), yet at the same time B does not render the text less
correctly. In fact, in the case of the phrase v dmaocav éAmida elyev avToD
one could claim that fimep tolc Pwuaiots avroig wg apnEovotv (N) was
translated even more vividly by the B version. Here, however, it is evident
that the exemplar (or exemplars) from which i and B were copying was such
that it was open to varying interpretation or remodelling. While B seems to
show more confidence than i, the latter appears to have some kind of window
onto N or, more likely, a (draft?) metaphrase of N. This passage, as well as
N-M as a whole, gives the impression that a text of some kind, with a
number of minor corrections or improvements marked on it, at this point was
heavily annotated, thus leading to a degree of confusion for future copyists
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-hence the mixed quality of both B and i, and the uneven degree to which
one can detect N now in B and now in i. This remark finds further support in
B/i 5-8, where B looks to be interested chiefly in the content of the passage, i
in the form, and, particularly, in B/i 8, although i keeps ‘Kontostephanos’ (as
in N) it does not look as finished as B. The gap, shared by both B and i at the
end of 9 would suggest that indeed B and i are both copying from a text
containing the Metaphrase rather than the original Chronike Diegesis.

A feature observed in the fourteenth-century ‘paraphrase’ of
Pachymeres’ History'’, and which is also the case in much of N-M, was the
rendering into direct speech of parts of the text that could —however
remotely- be understood as reported speech. B and i use the opening clause
eirovrog wgto introduce the words of Kontostephanos. The difference
between the two versions of Kontostephanos’ words is marked. I is more
overtly first person, inserting €uovto give his words greater vividness: Ov
duvatov EoTLy ETEQOS TO EUOV xegarattixtov 6éSaoBat. On the other hand,
B’s ovdevi dArw apudler 1) ToU ordAov apyn clearly follows N more closely
(otorapyiag N =f) T00 o10Aov apyn B; use of dative personal pronoun;
apoonxrovons N =apuolet B), while i has completely rephrased the
statement, picking up on the word he had used earlier xeqgaiddac (5) with
xeqgatattixtov. 1 thus begins to assume the profile of a lively though less
faithful (or, to put it another way, freer) translation; yet in the next phrase, 8,
the pendulum swings away from i: i is suddenly much closer to N (v
Bovinoiv N = Ov elyev oxomovi; uetaribnot N = uetébn:xe i), while B has
almost wholly recast the entire phrase. This alternation of greater lexical
faithfulness of now B and now i towards N can be seen throughout the entire
passage.

5 presents a puzzling mixture of choices on the part of B and i: B omits
to use a dative construction with mapadoivar Tov orélov, threreby failing to

17. FAILLER, op. cit., 171. Many of FAILLER’s conclusions about the language of the
paraphrase of Pachymeres’ History can equally well be applied to N-M: transformation of
long sentences, occurring frequently in the original, into shorter and simpler units;
replacement of indirect speech by direct speech; omission of rare or archaising particles and
pronouns; translation of rare or arcane words into more commonly understood terms.



A PASSAGE OF THE METAPHRASE OF THECHRONIKE DIEGESIS 135

give grammatical shape to the sentence; i, on the other hand, supplies an
indirect object with the &ig construction, but prefers to keep xepaiddag
Eufadety (=émothoar Teinpdgyas ? N) while omitting mapadotvar tov
otoiov. It is possible, however, that i is merely reworking a text similar to
B, recasting the phrase Tapadotvar tov otédov as xeparadag Eupaleiv eic
T( #dTepya in order to improve the syntax of the sentence. This may be seen
therefore as evidence that i was perhaps revising a text similar to B. The
confusion in B at this point would seem to indicate, however, that B cannot
have been working from i.

In 10 both B and i misinterpret N: ovviv...7e is rendered as a single
person rather than as a collective pronoun, therefore suddenly introducing an
unspecified character who is supposedly related to another unspecified
character; one can only guess which of the names in the previous sentences
the metaphrast had in mind.

Syntactical weakness is evident in B in other places. 12-14 are
grammatically incomplete, since we wait in vain for a main verb (with 6¢ as
its subject) that is expected after the siring of participles (idwv, dovg,
avayvouvg). This confusion on the part of B is all the more mystifying since N
does not seem obscure here. If one wishes 1o seek the logic behind this
omission (the metaphrast is, after all, working on the basis of the original
text and endeavouring —at times with more and at times with less success— to
recreate meaning), and if one does not wish to attribute the absence of a
main verb simply to scribal error (this possibility cannot be discounted, of
course), then it may be because B was expecting the main verb to appear
further down in the sentence; however, no such verb that could have 0g as its
subject materialises, and the entire sentence remains hanging in the air. The
conclusion to be drawn on the method of the B text here is that he either did
not take the trouble to revise his work, or that the passage in question gives
evidence again of having been copied from a draft or annotated metaphrase,
that did not indicate clearly which part of the text should be copied!®. I does

18. Nevertheless, the metaphrast seems at this point to have understood Choniates
better than his modern translator into English. H. J. MacGouLias, O City of Byzantium,
Annals of Niketas Choniates, Detroit 1984, 139, fails o recognise the genitive absolute in
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not share this error (dovg B = édwxe i, avayvove B = éEcimev i), and even
shows resourcefulness by rendering yoduuata as xovodfiovAiov (since the
grammata confer privileges on Andronikos).

In the next section, 15-17, there are no major differences of
interpretation, but i is far more free in its rendering, while B keeps closer to
N and its literal formulation: ueyadogwvwg 6 "Avooovixog éEcfiinaev (B) is
considerably closer to UTégoyxov @doxwv T100< 00ynv (N) than is the
aaponoiq elme tavta (i). The same applies throughout Andronikos® speech to
the mission from Alexios; both versions differ radically, B generally keeping
closer to the lexical items of N, though, in the last phrase, 22, only i has
retained the simile with ordyvc.

In 23-24 i goes to the trouble of giving the name of the megas doux with
the family name Kontostephanos, rather than with his first name Andronikos,
so as to avoid confusion with the rebel Andronikos. This may be seen to
contrast with 10 above where the precise characters intended are not clear,
although in that case the confusion arose out of the metaphrast’s preterence
to interpret Ti...ovyyevixov xai oixidtov (N) as a single individual. In 23-24,
therefore, the metaphrast is not simply working through his text word by
word and line by line, but is generally taking pains to understand the
relationship between its various elements, whether they be characters or
events. Further, i 24 sees the interesting addition of pootifetal xal «rTog
QUT(, clearly a supplementary gloss for uetaywoet £ "Avopovixov, since the
metaphrast perhaps felt that amépyetar —the verb he uses at the beginning of
the sentence— does not render sufficiently the full meaning of peraywocl.
Again, here, i may be copying indiscriminately, while perhaps B has used
judgment and decided to be content with a:TéQyeTat YOG TOV "AVOQOVIZOV.

B and i 29-32 show striking differences that may very likely be due to
the difficulty of N at this point. Characteristically both branches of N-M avoid
the elaborate literary and biblical allusions of Choniates (31), but
nonetheless struggle to incorporate some of their sense, albeit in drastically

the sentence, thus distorting the sense of the original by making Andronikos, rather than
Xiphilinos, responsible for undermining the mission: It is said that Andronikos undermined
the negotiations undertaken by the envoy Xiphilinos and refused to yield etc.
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abridged form, into the main narrative. The phrase xai UTootpeqduevor,
evnoyeTotvTo i, looks suspiciously like a marginal or interlinear note that has
crept into the main body of the i text'?. In fact, our surviving versions testifv
to a degree of differentiation that becomes more easily explained if we take
a supposition of this kind into account.

32 provides evidence for a subject that will not be developed here, but
can be mentioned in passing: it is still unclear from which version precisely
of the original Chronike Diegesis the metaphrast was working?Y. Van Dieten
proposes a hybrid text of the history as the exemplar used by the metaphrast,
most probably a manuscript closely related to W (Vindobonensis Hist. gr.
105). W is a manuscript of the late fourteenth and mid-fifteenth century, and
since it post-dates the oldest manuscripts of N-M cannot itself have
constituted a source for the Mgtaphrase, although it may well of course be a
copy of such a source. The participle dodgovra in the phrase xax@g tovs 110
ZOATOV Evovras dpacovta (N33), however, is preserved only in W as
opaxovta®!, the same word used by i, though omitted entirely by B. One
cannot insist on the reliability of this reading, however, since it may just be
due to scribal error; however, it is tempting to see N’s o¢tvas lying behind
the appearance of the word in i. )

In 32, i expands by adding »«i v Adywv avtod (not in N or B). Again
this looks as if it may have crept in from the margin, where it properly
belonged to 30. I, paraphrasing, also preserves the second half of N32, which
was entirely omitted by B, thus indicating again the greater accuracy and
completeness of i during the first part of the passage discussed here. (This is

19. For an interesting discussion of medieval Greek school books, and the method of
glossing ancient Greek texts in the interlinear spaces (termed yryaywyiat), see A.
SKARVELI-NIKOLOPOULOU, Td wabnuardota T@V EAANVIZDV Oyortiwv THS
Tovoxoxpatiag, Athens 1993, (published by the ZVAA070Z TROG OLADOOLY "QEerittwy
Bifriwv), 293f.

20. NCH, [, pp. LXXXVI-LXXXVIIL.

21. NCH, 1, critical apparatus, p. 248, line 75. Most readings of the manuscripts
containing N-M are not included in the critical apparatus of the Chronike Diegesis for
reasons outlined by van Dieten himself (see pp. Cill-C1V). Thus van Dieten draws almost
exclusively on B for readings from the Paraphrase, only using the other manuscripts (XY$)
at those points where there are lacunae in B.



138 JOHN DAVIS

visually evident if one simply compares the amount of text in B and i from
sections 1 to 40, after which the proportions are reversed).

33 again shows i expanding and clarifying, though not necessarily
supplying information that cannot be gathered from elsewhere in the text
itself: ‘The rwo sons of Andronikos, John and Manuel, were released from
prison by the citizens’. There is probably no need to seek the introduction of
a new piece of information elsewhere. The latter agent noun could quite
easily have been implied simply as a matter of inference from the context; in
other words the explanation for the appearance of 7Tapd @V ToALT@OV Most
probably lies in the grammatically driven desire to supply an agent for the
passive verb éxf3aAiovrat. T then omits part of 33, while in 34 B and i show a
pair of words for évxieiovrul (i.e. deguodvral, guiaxilovral) and
TOOOEBAETEY TUEPOV (1.€. EVNUVETEL Ol aVEOEXETO B, avede eTo al nydira i),
again suggesting that we may be dealing here with interlinear or marginal
notes that were Jater worked into a full text. 35 shows differences that reveal
the uneven quality of both versions. B makes no alteration whatsoever to the
meaning of the text at this point, but i seems to have taken the first part of
the previous period as belonging to the next, thus creating confusion in the
syntax, with two objects (ouyvevelg and Tpwtooeffactov), untidily subsumed
under the singular relative pronoun avrov at the end of the sentence.
Whereas i during the first sections of this extract read somewhat more
cohesively than B, from this point onwards it appears that B starts to regain
the generally better wrought character it displays throughout N-M as a
whole.

Again, 36 indicates that i is attempting to improve on the original
metaphrase, perhaps using Choniates as a basis for this improvement, but
also using imagination: the phrase wera owdnpwv ... xal TOO00xHS is
invention on the part of i, revealing that this is not a retranslation as such of
N, but an attempt to make the text easier to understand, sometimes with the
help of N, but also simply on the basis of the original N-M as this is in
general preserved for us in B.

37-41 presents a broad range of lexical variations, again suggestive of
the existence of alternatives noted in the interlinear spaces or margin of the
scribes’ exemplar (;TaAtvotpdgov qopds N, uetaoteogn B, xataogtoo¢ s i
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avBadns xal Alav Utépauyog N, EXnQUEVog xal ueydia savyouevos B,
aralov i; mepifoufovuevos N, TeQITOLYVOLLOUE VOGS B, T000xUVODUEVOZ 2t
TLuuevog i; avéotiog N, dowrog Bi; édvoyépaive N, édvieito B, 0A(BcTo i;
£@to N, nveuTodilov avtov B, éveuaodilov avr@i). 1, interestingly,
translates éxtTiTrovIov (N) as xovvroivtes, a word not used elsewhere in V-
M?2. B adds a (banal) comment of his own in 41 (totalta o eiol T
avBpw:riva), although yet again this looks like a marginal note, written at
some stage by a reader or copyist of N-M, that perhaps became confused with
the main text.

A legitimate question with regard to the two versions we have before us
might be to what extent the one or the other version shows signs of being
dnuwdéatepov, that is, of using vocabulary or grammatical forms that are
more obviously closer to the spoken language of the time. The answer is
aptly illustrated in 42-51: neither can claim to be a more thoroughly
vernacular reworking of the original. While B less adventurously translates
{Trw Poayvratw Ertzabnuevog N as 10 LTTw Alav ouixpm TOTTOV
#aOlouvteg, i renders it as v adoyE aTopw xaflloavtes aiTov, using £v as a
preposition of movement, preferring aAoym to T;Tw and interpreting
poayvrdrw as aTop. (It may well be, however, that i in fact reworked B at
this point: @roOQW can also be seen as a free rendering of owz® rather than
Boayvtdtw. Moreover, the apparent scribal error in 49 —uelv B for stotely
N- may explain the use of the word afjvooovg by i to describe the imperial
treasury.) Yet further down it is B that uses zaiautv (zalautov i), and
fdAxzav (i cavodaiiov), torms which to a greater or lesser extent are more
‘vernacular’ in B than in i. Both B and i seem to be aiming at the same level
with their rendering of the long conditional sentence in 46-48. The

22. The entry for zovvra in E. KRIARAS, AEEIR0 TNS HEGQUOVIHNS EAANVIRIS
Snudors voauuareias, Thessalonica 1968—, makes no reference 10 an occurrence of the
word in N-M since its source tor N-M is the critical apparatus of BEKKER's edition (Bonn,
1835) of the Chronike Diegesis. Bekker’s edition did not use any of the other manuscripts
containing the Niketas-Metaphrase. Kriaras therefore continues a tradition established by
Ducange, who, in the seventeenth century, had included among his sources ms Monacensis
gr. 450 (then in the Augsburg library) for his Glossarium ad scriptores mediae et infimae
graecitatis, Lyon 1688 (reprinted Graz,1958).
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distribution therefore of distinctly vernacular language appears not to be
guided by consistent linguistic preference, but more by chance, thus depriving
us of the opportunity of characterising the one or the other text as a more
radically popular recasting ot the original Chronike Diegesis.

In 50-51 B is certainly more complete than i, but syntactically
unsatisfactory. Perhaps with N’s neut. acc. oxAtTixov in mind, B proceeds to
use the neutor acc. participle ddEy0v and adj. ;TAéov for the masc. acc.
arparovof B’s previous clause. I (perhaps tor reasons of national pride?)
altogether omits Choniates’ comment on the braver Latin forces.

The last section (55-59) demonstrates very cleariy the fact that the B
and the i-texts are interdependent, yet at the same time appear to have
turned to N for guidance. The use of the genitive absolute in i would seem to
suggest that the subject of Téuwpacs is ditterent. This was presumably not
intended, and was simply the undesired result of the i reviser ‘improving’ on
the original N-M by introducing a supposedly literary grammatical form. The
word ovyzpototior (BS7) implies a plural subject, not provided by Choniates,
and kept as singular in i. In 58, however, i omits xal daiiniovs €c
oUVaOTLOUOY TapatEavTos N (=08ev xal ouovvouovonoaves B).

The picture that emerges of the two versions is decidedly mixed and
uneven. I on a number of occasions appears to begin sentences with every
intention of improying the material he finds before him, but frequently loses
momentum, or declines into extemporisation that does not correspond
precisely with either B or N. At other moments, however. i corresponds
more closely to N than B. The nature of the divergences between the two
traditions suggests, as already mentioned, that they in fact both derive from a
single original metaphrase that may have been annotated with interlinear or
marginal changes or corrections for which there was no clear indication for
subsequent copyists as to which of these changes should be included or left
out. An alternative interpretation is that the original metaphrase was written
in the interlinear spacing of a Niketastext, thus explaining why B and i on
separate occasions seem independently to bear witness to the Niketastext.
The mere logistics, however, of such a source for the surviving witnesses to
N-M would seem to rule out this hypothesis, implying as it does that here
there is a third set of notes or text. One may surmise that the B and the i
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versions represent two separate copyings (or descendents of those copyings)
from an original metaphrase that was itself altered or corrected in some
parts, specifically in the passages discussed here. Our subsequent surviving
texts of N-M are, partly, two attempts at imposing order and coherence on an
assortment of text and interlinear or marginal glosses. Both versions share
the same stylistic level, with a number of interesting though mutually
balancing variations, but it is tempting to see them as the work of two
separate individuals (alterations such as xaAdutv/xaiduiov, and —from
elsewhere in N-M- a consistent preference for eigin B and 70dg in i, while
perhaps the result of a copyist’s preference, may rather indicate a differing
idiolect). This stylistic level is not only dictated by the target idiom (I
hesitate to use the word "language’) of the rranslated text, but also conceals
(and frequently betrays) much about the literary and linguistic ability of the
metaphrast, which, in the case of passages where Choniates uses highly
rhetorical or florid language and complex allusions or similes (drawn
invariably from Biblical or classical sources) is not sufficient to capture the
spirit or tone of Choniates, if indeed the reference is understood at all. At
those points where the narrative describes actions and events, such as the
imperial delegation sent to the rebel Andronikos, and exchanges of dialogue,
then the metaphrast comes into his own, and is able to produce a text that
often succeceds in holding the reader’s attention and even entertain for its

immediacy and refreshingly simple style.

To answer the question posed in the title of this article, it would seem
that both versions may well have been born of the same original metaphrase,
but that one (i or its predecessor) revised, and, to a limited extent,
retranslated N, guided, however, by a text similar to B. It remains a matter
for conjecture (and will probably still remain so after an exhaustive collation
of all the N-M manuscripts) what kind of exemplar the two branches of the N-
M tradition descend from: it may well have been a single metaphrase that
existed in an ante and post correctionem form, each of which resulted in the
two subsequent branches of the N-M text. Perhaps the one version represents
an experiment, carried out at random on these few folios of the Niketas-
Metaphrase.
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To close, we may once again draw attention to the famous marginal
note found on fol. 2V of ms. Vindobonensis Hist. gr. 53%3: obx oida 1 ¢fic
Evlade, Xwveata, 0ogov 1O ouges ovyypdgwy eival Aéyes, elta yovgoddn
(sic) xai Papabpwdn yodgers. The motives behind the production of a
translation of the Chronike Diegesis constitute the subject of an investigation
that goes beyond the scope of this study. It cannot be denied, however, that
the metaphrase as a whole, as well as this particular passage, represents an
attempt to make the text oaq@ég, thereby removing it from the almost
metaphysical realm of yolqog or doaqera (‘obscurity’), and placing it fairly
and squarely within the reach of all moderaiely educated readers,

Stax TV TV AXPoaTOV AoBEvELaV,

23. The manuscript is of the early fourteenth century, but the note discussed here is
written in a later hand. See NCH, I, p. XXXIL

24. NICETAS CHONIATES, Orariones et Epistulae, ed. J.-L.. VAN DIETEN, Berlin 1972,
170. It is worth comparing H.-G. BECK’s introductory remarks in Geschichte der
byzantinischen Volksliteratur, Munich 1971, 6, where he states that the translation of
various historical works in the later Byzantine period into a simpler idiom was indicative of
the desire of Byzantines ‘not to allow any linguistic barrier to come between them and their
own historical self-awareness’, with a discussion of the rhetorical phenomenon of aodgeta
and the Byzantine theoretical justification for obscurity in G. L. KusTas, Studies in
Byzantine Rhetoric, Analekta Vlatadon 17, Thessalonica 1973, chapter 3, 63-100, and
chapter 6, esp. 193-194, where he discusses the device of ‘emphasis’ (as well as Pollux’ and
Siceliotes’ use of the term yplgog). These two opposing phenomena appear to have
coexisted, if not even nurtured one another, throughout the last centuries of Byzantium.
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Boot Tiig abrod pepidog xal ovyyeveiog.
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25 wai TOUT0 TO {Qyov,
VREEUPBOL PEV TOV QTooTaTny, 26 TOV Ot
TPWTOULPAOTOV TEAL WG NYAVIOEY, GTiyva
YA TAVIeAMS, kol 7 draoa avtol Tpobuuio
gvernpmbn. 27 odufte yop xtote xvy log
ouviiyovio, 28 dlho qavep®dg Tov
TpwToafaotov vpllovreg nal €Zou-
OEVAVTES, diemepanoDvro elg THY Xakundova,
®xal @IREyovro mpedg TAvdpdvizov, 29
EAVOTVTEG Hal MeEYOATVOVIES TO e YEVog
xol v fktiay avtob zod 1O yigag, 30 xal
1O ThG YAWTTHG aiToD yAurepov: 31 xoi
dPOCLLOUEVOL 170 TV freivou Aoy mg amd
ORGOOU GEQUV, TITEOTRFPOVTO.

32 foav O xai tiveg, ol &0 povng
Oemplag 1OV Ov elyev EVIOg nexpuppévov
Aorov roateotoydlovies. 33 i Tovtolg,
£hevbiepodvion puév Ao Tiig GUAanic ol Tob
"Avopovirov viot 6 te Clwdvvng xal
Mavounk, xoi ol Eregor obg O
npwTooeuatodg EgulanLog, 34 dauodvian
Ot JaAwv  xrai  @uionifoviar odg 6
TEWTOGERAOTOC £IMEYETEL nod AvedEyeTo.

ERS

25 wai totto piv TO foyov
BILEQUYPWOL, xal fpeyaduve TOV @mootarny
TAVOPOVIROYT 26 Tov O mEwTOotfaotoy
ROTEPahe natd fig Gvioe TEAEOV, (oY vOvIQ Ty
avtol owTnplay: 27 Extote Of, odriTL
#EL@Lwg 0L AvBpwITo TPOS TOV "AvdYGVIXOY
TEOOERELVTO xal ET0petiovto, 28 aila
Qovep®s OV apwtooefactoy rol adlav-
Teonwg  UPoilovieg, poc Xohundova
tneQotoBvro ovothpata, 29 oltiveg xai
TQOTERUVOLY abT®. [[nod Drootpeqduevor,
eUNPYETOIVIO ]| nal £0OEALOV nai &raivouy
noi H0odpalov 10 TE Yigag altol ol Thy
opthy hwriav, 30 »oal 1O Tig yAtting
peditarov.

32 hoav dt wail Tiveg ol aird povng Tiig
Syewg xai TGV AOYwv avtod, xara-
Aapfavovieg TOV £viog abtod dpaxovia,
rotavoobvieg nal olov Onplov eig péomv
avtol fPPakelv omendovot. 33 weth Taira
ERBAALOVIAL pEv GITd TRC GUAomAC TTopd 1hv
ToMTOV ol do Tod "Avdbpovixov vioi,
34 xal guhaxitovrar £tegol olig dvedéyeto
xol fyawa O mpwrtooefaotds, Tolg Ot
Guyyevels avtol

29 ebepyrroivio § 32 Tveg g S I osemdovay S
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35 xor aurog Ot o
TEWTOOLRUOTOL HATA  TO  AVORTOQX
ouvhhngBetc xar gpouvpa ouad ngberg
Tepuaviy Ol *ATWRADOV TOUG ETEPOTTOROUS
TMERENELS, QVEYOUOLY OTPOLTOS tievey 36
adbig & Ty pev Bouotiewwv }oabpotwg ®o
TIEQL PECOG VURTAC eEaYETaL TOLG OF HOTA TO
LEQOV  OVOXTOQOV OLKNUAOL Otdotan GV
SOUNTWE O TATELIPXNG YEYOVE Mixamh peta
™G QUTNG ROL JOAMY %Ol JTAFLOVRG
QOQUAECTEQOS (POVRUG
37 "Q TEOYUATOV TOAVOTQOGOU §0pag
®oL BUTTOV 1 AOYOS HETORALVOUEVIS EVIOTE
38 o rota g exxhnowag xBeg croeveyrov
axRNQEURTOV Johepov nar Bpoovg Aot
auBadng ®ot ALV UREQOUYOS HOL TOUG
Quyadog exetev QITOOTWVY MG OUK EDEL XaL
puptaowy  Oyrwv megifoupouvpevog 39
ONUEQOV DECULOG HOL OVETTIOC UndevaL LWV
OTAdOV ®ow CUARTITTOEA N TOV OwlOVIA Xl
hutpovpevov 40 0 de eOVOYEQOLVE PEV HOTTL
TOUTOLG  eTOBALVETO DE TTAEOV OTL UM EPTO
UTVOTTELY  UNO  TwV  QUAGKWY Q&L
ETMLTUTTTOVIWY QUTEP TEPOS VAVOV TOETOUEV(D
%ot frafoviwv toTav ToVg 0PHaALOVE WOTEY
®EQAG M O1PoOV 41 0 Je TATELARXNG UM
PVIOLROH@Y  GAR OKTELQWY TG HeTafOANG
Tov dvlpwmov Bepameiag TE  Lrovhg
RETEOLDOV XOL OUYYLWVOREVOG To axbog
EXOVPLLE HOL PETOLIG EXELVQ TTRO0QEREctaL
moenveL TOLG QUAaEL  pnde  yiveobo
BapuTEEOUS TUXNG TN EVECTWOTNS
42 Ov unv olh  MUEQWY  TLVOV
SLOABUTOVOOV £QOG WTAYETOR TOV VEW LR
BOOXUTATE ETAOEMUEVOG HAL TIPOOOEVOVTOY
EXWV ONUOLOY ETTL ROAQD NVERLWOIEVTV KAl
TOQOLVOUREVOS, OUTW RATNEL TTPOG Hahacoav
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35 xat Qurtog Ot o
npwtooeaotog ®parnbelg xat deopevliig
EVTOG TWV TAACTLOV TEQLOQLLETOL AGL VIO
Twv Bopayywv guaattetay 36 elva eEayetal
OLO. PEONG TNG VUXTOC XOU QEQETAL ELC TO
TOTQLIPKELOY £LG TA TOAXTLOL ATV EXTLOEY O
TATELOEXNS Muxanh sar Tiv oAy ueta
TOLOVTNG AOPUALLAG WG KAL TO TPOTEPOV

37 "Q mpaypotwv PETOOTQOPN  rat
oUVIOMWTERA TOU Aoyou petafoin 38 ot o
¥eg oo NG exxhnowag exBpog ot Bpaoug
HOL ETNQUEVOS HOL UEYOAQ AQUYWREVOS »OL
TOUG €V QUTY ROTAGLVYOVTIOL, OTOORWY %KoL
EMALOWY  HAL VIO MUUPLWYV  avBowITwy
TEQLTOLYUQLLOMEVOS 39 onpepov Seoiog
HOL QOLXOG UNdEVQL YWV TOV axohovbown ta
n tov ehevbepouvvia xoar owlovio 40 o
TEWTOOLRNOTOG OE £ITL TAEOV EAUTIELTO HAL
ETTOOKEV OTL NVEUTTOMLOV auTov owpaobor
Ol TOVUTOV QUANOOOVIEC OAL mvayxoalov
QUTOV OVEWYHEVOUC £XELY OEL TTOTE TOUG
ogbaluovg 41 o moarglopxng ot un
pvnotxoxwv ahh  ehewv Tov avBpwiov v
TOoQUTNY PETofoiny eBEQUITEVE TOVTOV oL
JTOENYOQPEL %OL EAFYE TOUG QUAQOGOVTOG
QUTOV ®OL TTOPNVEL 1N XAT QUTovu BUpews
gepeoBor  [[Totavta yop el Ta
avBpwriva 1]

42 Huepwv ot oliyov SieABovowv
exBaAROVOL  TOUTOV QIO TWV EXELOE
TOAQTLOOV %OL E7TL LTETQ ALY OULXQEM TOUTOV
raboovieg not eprgoobtlev autov g
HOAAMLY QAOUOVAOV EUSOAOVTES eVETTOLLOV
QUTW TPOTOPEVOREVOL EPTIRO0BEV UexEL 0DV
THG BOAQOOTG QUTOV RATAYOYOVIES

35 rat autov TOV
TEWTOCERAOTOV €3 T TAAITLY AVGTHOOVIEG
Rot @uAaricavie  Bopayyoug topa
SESWHATL UANTTELY QuTon
36 Kata 0€ T0 HECOVURTIOV £207ETOL QT
™G TOU JOAATLOU ( UVAAXNG %O (PEQETAL £iC
TOV VAoV g oyiag Lo@uag &v T
TOTOLAEYLAW OL¥( (B O TOTELEYY NS Muyanh
EXTLOE  LETO OLONPWY RAL TTAELOTEQUG
AOPUAELOG %L TTPOOOYAG

37 & CVWVTOROTATNG RUTATTYOPNS,
v rpoypatwy 38 o yap xBeg Bpaoug nar
ohalmv  ®OL TOVG JTROOG UYOUS OITO THG
EXUANCLOG QITOOTIWV Xot EXBaAiwy xaL vio
PUQUWY  aVOQWTWY TROTRVVOUREVOS XL
TLUWUEVOS 39 OMUEQOV PUACHLONEVOS ROt
GotH0g PNdEVE £V TOV URMPETOUVTA QUTOV
7 tov BonBouvra xow owfovia 40 o oc
npwrtooefaotog eOAifieTo pev emL TOVTOLC
Exaoye Ot TAEOV OTL EVERITODILOV QUTw oL
QUAOOTOVIEG ROLROTOUL €L XOUVIOUVTEC
avtov xot Balovies wg av Tovg ogbaipous
QUTOV AVOLLTOUG EXT HO LOTaUEVOLG opboug
Dotep owdnpov 41 o de mOTELOEYNG KN
UVNOLROXRNOOG aQUTOV ahha erencag tnv
abpoay avtov petaforny Bepamewog NELWOE
HOL TTRENYOQEL XOL TOLG YuhoEl mopnveL
QOVAUYWYELY AUTW

42 nuepwv 08 OAlywv
dtehBovowy  LEQYETOL TOU VOOU HOL €V
aloyw amopw xrADOAVIEC auiov  ®au
futpoolev QUTOV ROAAULOV JETAPAALOVAOY
TOMOAVTES  EVETALOV QUTOV %Al JTROS TOV
arylohov xotefifiacay

35 ot — g vrcoPactevom S 36peT v 4T v S 37
S 0 X5 39 e T S 41 g AaEn S 42 xat ey
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43 wooetlev sopoEUpels GALaOL £ 10 Tépayv
AVAYETAL TIPOG AVDpOVLIoY, 44 Erelto nal
1005 O@lohiols £E0QUTTITAL, ROLVAG
aravTwy TV iv DRepoy ouveBOVIav nal

HET TAVOQOVIXOV TRV TOLaNTHY TRAELY
HUPWOAREVOIV.
45 Kol torobto pev 1a thg ovtob

nopadvvaoteiog fi poAlov obnw ayeiong
g Tvpavvidog wépag elhngecav. 46
elye 0 &v, el T0g xelpog mEOS TaaTaELy
GIAOTO nal TOUG dURTVAOVG TIPOC MOAEROV
£0edidanTo nal pi v pokBoxrog alxuntng
®ol Barrarog 47 nai T finégag Géyrav 10
DeENILOY, 48 T4 Te "AVOQOVINE ThV £ig TV
oMY TapodLY moxheigag xolb EQUTOV
anelpatoy duaguhdEag 10U TOTE ROXOT 49
rtotely yap émi tolg Pooctheiolg ndOVvato
Onoavpols Omdoa nfovieto 5O nal taig
Toupeoty évitv yenoaobol mpog TV ToD
avhatapévor rataorépnoty, ol 10 &%
Aativov elyov omhtdv, 51 obtw utv
EMKEATEOTEQOV OV TOD "Prpainoh vauTino,
olitw ¢ Tayyohxov xai Shov oipoyapés. 52
arkhd  t0ov  popoipov, g  fowxev,
avTrpovoavIog, 53 6 puév 10 mEdBupov
Unexdhaoev, 54 "AvOpOvirog O Emiteivug
UneonEMOE TOVTOVE QVTLTREXOVTIQ %ol THY
vixnv happdy dmmvéyrato.

55 "O¢ nai xotd v nepaioy ETL dwarpifuv
oteithag towngels, doal Omiom Tob peydiov
doundg  NmorovBnoav, 56 nai TOV
ouvaxohovBnodvrov adtd £x OV ®aTd
TAPOOOV FWEMYV OTRATIWTIXOV KATAAOYOV
Grrav BTiAextov 57 AOAEHOV OUYRQOTEL HOTAL
OV Ev T OkeL Aativiov. 58 ol on xai Tob
Spov Thg mérewe avabapeioaviog xrat’
aVT@V %Al GAAAAOVG £C GUVATTLOUOV
nopabdntavrog, 59 smmbordtniog Opob xol
entiyelog EoLg QueTOR.

B

43 rig Pakxov {pfarilover, zui
DLUAEOMOL KUl ATEYOVGL TOTTOV TTROE, Tov
TAVOROVIROV 44 ral ROLVE yvouy Hol Yriyw
TAVTIV PET TAVIQOVIROY, fHTUGAODOLY
aUtov. 45 nal Towdta Py T Tig £Eovotag, i
pahhov eimelv 1a THC TUEOYVIDOG TOD
spwroocfactot anéfnoav. 46 mhhv ci
fiywvitero, nat v mpdOg ndhepov TpdBupog
nol Erotpog, xal oUdEV v nokoands noi
oaBvpog 47 nai 1O mhelov THG fiudpag
éxowpdro, 48 elyev av xal odTOv
*AvopovIRoY drtorpovoacBol, rol favTov
dLauidEal drowtov xnul afiafn @O TOb
»axo® oh fxobev. 49 Erel xoi tocovTOLg
tlxe Baothxotg noavpots, fwv iZovaiay
noLely Soov fifeke, 50 xol oUdE Ta naTepYQ
Eduwdev drwva elyov 1OV & 1@v Ppayywv
goyevbivia otpatdv, 51 avdpeldTepov
VITAEYOV *ai TAEOV TOU Pwpaino® oToutob
ebpLonopevov: 52 Gk’ wg £olxe TO pEAlovV,
oboeig fx@uyely dtvatal §3 dnep nai 101e
OROVOUNOE TOV TTOWTOOERAOTOV EiG Fovv-
ot getecely, 54 1OV Of TAvdhpGWVIROV Elg
avopcioy dunyetpe nal EYp1yoQoty.

55 "Eotethe 0¢ 10TE O "AvOpOVIKOG MOl TA
®rérepyo driva dmfyev 6 péyag HoUE wpod TOb
Tabra yeviobay, 56 cloGEag éviog nal
aAfbog Exhedeypévoy oTpaTOD QITd TROMV
TOV Ywo®V. 57 ®ol ouyrpoTobolL TOAEPOV
HETQ TOY eloLonopivev nal £viog
RATOLROVVTV THG XOkews dpdyywv. 58
cuviixtin ot xal 6 ofpog Tig ohewe woTd
TV TOLOUTWY Ppdyyov: 8Bev 1l Opoyveno-
vORoavIeG peTd 1OV ®oTépywv Opod, 59
néhepog Barharriog Opod xal #miyeog
AVEYELRLTAL.

49 owey . muedy cod.

43 rito elg aavdiahiov Ouqeic,
£ig TO TEQaY TEUTCTOL TROG TAVOROVIKOY. 44
O Of, petd T@V DI abTol moviwv
GUUBOVAEVOAUEVOS, TOUS Oghahpolt airot
tEopUTTEL. 45 xai TOwDTOV Wiv Tig
TORAOVVAOTELOG TOV TPWTOOERACTOD TEAOG
eidnge. 46 nai el ph v paboxrog xol
YUVOURGONE, GAA” v AVDQETOG %ot ToAunos,

48 clye @uAdEaL LavTtov xal THY
oA, kol 00dE TOV "AVOROVILHOV rlot ADeTly
EVTOg TTapexmpel, 49 Enel xonpotwv elyev
apvocovg,

51 nod Eevinov Evrabbo haov
dpayyxov. 52 tnel d¢ 1O péAlov tupuyely
oy fiv duvatov, 53 tiv mpobupiay adtob
Exdhooe, 54 xol TOV "AVOQOVIXOV VIXNTIV
rédeLEe nat” avrol.

55 f1u 08 Tob
TAvVOpOVIROY Blg TO avTimepay eDRLORO-
pévov, mERPag Ta xdrepya OO0 PETA TOD
HEYdAOU dOUROG mPoohAbov avTE 56 nai
elodBog £viog wai obg elyev €LAEXRTOVC
OTRATLUTAG QIO TV Ywoebdv, 57 modrpnov
£yelpel xoTd TOV &V T TOAEL EVOMOVVTOY
Ddpayywv. 58 Bappfioavieg 68 xal ol Oxhot
g mOhews, OPUNOAY Rol GUTOL XATH THV
Gpdyywv. 59 nal yivetar & mohepog
Bardrriog Opol ol Ertivetog.

43 1ov ante "Avdbpdvizov add. S St iviabte 5
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