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386 THE JOURNAL OF THEOLOGICAL STUDIES

THE TEXT OF THE NEWLY DISCOVERED SCHOLIA
OF ORIGEN ON THE APOCALYPSE.!

I. ScuoLia i-xxvil.

ill. 7-10 & yoiv 7als émorolais als ypdpovow, ds dAAot Ta Gvyrdy dud-
pata, wpotdrrovat TovTo atrd. xal yoov 6 ldxwfBos xal Ilaflos kal of
© Aowrol cupddves mpdrrover T adrd. ‘
Perhaps mp{or)drrovoe should be read a second time instead of
wpdTTOVT L.
ili 1L 4, 5 76 yap cvverds dvoywdokew xal ui) mpoxelpws drovew dANG mioThs
paxapilerac.
paxapileras is Harnack’s emendation for the MS reading paxapiov-
ot (?). Wohlenberg proposes doubtfully paxapuwsivy : I should prefer

paxaplovs (ro)el.

iv1L 1, 4 Tods Tpels xpdvovs wepelAndev 6 Adyos . . . TowavTa wepl T00 Adyou
voijaas.
This would be more intelligible to the reader if it were printed
6 Adyos . . . Tob Adyov.

vil 1-3 ob yivera: drexvids &v s &v odde¢ wohda bs uépn & vids, dAN ds wdyTa
e 3 N\

A ~ ~
& &bev kai dAws wdvra &+ «ikhos yap 6 adrds maclv Tév Suvdpewy

s A
€S €& ...,

1 [T owe to Dr Armitage Robinson’s paper in the January number of the
JOURNAL my first acquaintance at close quarters with the new fragments of Origen
and the editio princeps of Harnack and Diobouniotis. I owe also to his private
kindness the opportunity of seeing two contributions to the criticism of the frag-
ments which appeared almost simultaneously with his own—one by Dr G. Wohlen-
berg in the Theologisches Literaturblalt for January 19 and February 2, the other
by Dr Otto Stihlin, the eminent editor of Clemens Alexandrinus, in the Berliner
Philologische Wochenschrift for February 3—and of printing (within square
brackets) some fresh suggestions of his. A complete edition of the fragments,
on the model of the editions of the Greek Origen on Ephesians, 1 Corinthians, and
Romans, may some day, I hope, appear in the JourNaL. Meanwhile the object
of the following notes is both to put together for English readers the net result
of the labours of Robinson, Wohlenberg, and Stihlin, and to add some further
suggestions of my own for the consideration of any scholars who may later on
occupy themselves with the text. I should wish to add that, though it is inevitable
to differ somewhat frequently from Harnack’s readings or punctuation or exegesis
of the fragments, the theological world does lie under a very deep debt of gratitude
to him not only for his identification of the author of the Scholia, but also for his
prompt publication of them. Scholars into whose hands an anecdofon falls are too
often tempted to consult rather their own reputation than the public benefit, and to
keep back their work indefinitely in the hope of continually improving it.—C.H.T.]
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Harnack gives up the attempt to emend; ‘locus corruptus est.’
Wohlenberg rightly sees that dA\Aws wdvra & suggests dittography of
the preceding AN’ &s mdvra &, but his further suggestions are un-
convmcmg ‘&Bev : Hbeov, oder besser ds wivra & &by kal ad ds
mévra &v &hev’'—which hardly sounds like Greek. Stihlin points out
that the whole Scholion (whether incorporated by Origen in a work
of his own or no) comes really from Clement S¢rom. iv 156, and that
the reading there is 4AN" ds wdvra &. &fev kal wdvra.

v 4, 5 ob pdvov 76 Téhos dpxi yiverar xal Tedevrq widw, &ri Ty dvwley
apxmv oddapod Sidoracw Aafdv.

The punctuation seems perverse : omit the comma or transpose it
after &py»v, and translate ‘ends again at the original beginning’.

V19 6 8w 8 xal 70 €ls adTov xkai 8L adTo? moTedoar povadikdy EoTe
'yevc'oea,l. d1rep¢mra’.cn'ms évovpdvov & adrd, 76 8¢ dmomijoar Sordoar
éoriv kal SwaoTijvar xal p.epw-e'qvm

The meaning, I think, is that just as the Word is Himself a circle in
which end and beginning are one, so our faith in Christ is 2 union
which goes from Him to us (8. adrod) and from us to Him (els abrdv)
without any break in the continuous process. The reference is rather
to Col. i 16 than (with Harnack) to Rom. xi 36.

vill. 3, 4 €l ydp éorw Smha dikalwy kai Bély éxhexta kal pdyaipa émawery.

Wohlenberg satisfactorily explains the middle term of the three by
reference to Is. xlix 2 &0yxé pe &s Bélos éxhextdv. Perhaps the émAa
dwaiwy are an echo of 2 Cor. vi 7 8 7av dmhwv Tis Suwatooivys or
more probably of Ps. v 13 drt o edhoyrjoers Slkawv, xipie, bs dmho
ebdokias «xtA. To what passage exactly the ‘sword that is praise-
worthy’ points I cannot say, unless it is Eph. vi 17. [udxatpa
érawery is sufficiently accounted for by the passage from Isaiah,
xlix 2, since it includes the phrase xai é0yprev 76 orépa pov ds pdyatpay
6éélav. And is not Rom. vi 13 in mind in the passage generally?
Compare émha ddikias 1) dpaprip and dmha Sikatoocdvys 7¢ Geé with
1. 5, 6, orparevopévwr ... 76 B¢ . . . kal T dpapric. The plural
Bérn éxhexrd is in harmony with Orig. 7z Ps. cxx (cxix) 4 odk &v 8¢
dapérpa v 79 Beg 8 & Péhos, 7.\ : see the context for the Béros
aydmys and rerpouéry, ll. 16, 17.—J. A. R.]

vill. 3-7 el vdp éorw . . . 008¢ dudtBdAhew mwepi ThV dvraibfa elpnuévov.

As the el ydp clause is the protasis, the od8¢ ducptBdAlew clause
must be the apodosis and must contain the main verb of the sentence.
Read therefore ob 8¢(t) duptBdrhew.

vill 11, 12 of uiv ofv padlor pederdoarvres Smip 76V Yevddv Soyudrav Tov
voiv ixavids frdvnoay &s pdyatpav dfetay émi kaxd Tdv drovérTwy.

Ps. Ixiv (Ixiii) 3 §xévyoar ds foucpaiov 7os yAdooas atrdv. In the
first part of the clause rov voiv is Harnack’s addition (assimilating

cc2
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line 12 to line 13); but if ixavis 1s correct, pelerfoavres ikavids must,
I suppose, be taken together, fmc! TV vof.zv is out of place between
them. [For ikavis compare Orig. /7 Ps. Ixiv (Ixili) 3 of ikavol dmep ToV
Yewdoy Soypdruv ket A—]. A R.]

1L 15, 16 of piv yap padror TiTpdokovot paxaipa, Tyhdooas 8¢ codlay
idvrast kel Tirpdrovow dydmy: T dydmy odv érpocer fuds 6 wipuos.

No wonder that Harnack noted ‘locus corruptus est’. But he was
wrong in supposing further that something had fallen out; Wohlen-
berg completely restores text and sense by pointing to the two biblical
passages which Origen has in mind, Prov. xii 18 eioiy ot Aéyovres
Tirpdoxovor payaipa yAbooar 8¢ copdv ldvrar, and Cant. ii 5 (= v 8)
TeTpwpérn dydmys éyd.

vii Il 15 & Tavdras, bs éel, Oelas Dewpias dvewypévas vorjoas Tov Gedv Adyov

vt 76 dhda, dpxiv kel alriay TOV drdvrev, TPGTOV Te ob Xpdve GANL

T —odTg yop mpoodéperar Sl xol Ty . . . Ot éml cvvrehely TOV
aldvov bs 76 Téhos erdywy Tols Tap’ adrod ywouévois 16 w elvar dpyTar.
kai mpdros Kal €oxatos wdAw ol katd xpdvov, AN’ &s dpxTv Kai TéAos
érdywy.

Clearly if the text is right as printed, Harnack is right that ‘aliquid
deest’. Wohlenberg makes an approach to giving the sentence
a construction by supplying vejoe after voroas. Stidhlin suggests
oidev for elvar. Even these alterations leave a great deal that is to me
unintelligible. To Harnack are due (1) correction of dvepypévos for
MS édvorypévuws, (2) the marks of a Jacuna after 7y, (3) the insertion
of 76 before rélos, (4) the insertion of 76 before w. It may be
remarked in passing that it is extraordinarily misleading to have
words printed in the text which are not in the MS and are not in
any way distinguished typographically from the rest; no edition
which claims to be called critical has the right to do this, least of all
an editio princeps. Of the four changes introduced the last seems
certainly right, but none of the rest are certain and perhaps none are
probable ; the third is obviously unnecessary, since the phrase rélos
érdywv occurs again without the article two lines lower down. With
dvorypévus of the MS compare xxv 7 Jvotxfar MS jregyfac Harnack :
late Greek departed so commonly from the Attic forms of dvolyrum
that I should rather scruple to alter the MS readings. In the words
alrg wpoodéperar 86fa xai Ty allusion is I think meant to be made
to Apoc. v 12, 13.

vii 1l 13-16 § Tatra palbov T8 ypdppara, T a Pnpi kel 70 W, ob Ta alobyrd
GAXN drep ypdde 76 mvedpa 1O dywov, oldev OV adTov dpxay TOV SAwv Kal
Télos Tdv dmdvrov ket GITOV TOV Georéyov Twdvymy elmévra kT
) The MS gives § adrds dpxrf for ov adrov dpxijv, and with an
improved punctuation there is no reason at all why the MS reading
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should not be retained : 6 ratra pafow r& ypdpupate, 76 o dyul xai o
w, ob 78 alobyra AN drep ypdder 70 wvedpa T6 dytov oldev. 6 avros
dpxm T@v GAwv kai télos 7oV dmdvrov x7A. ‘ He who has learnt all
this knows that the letters, a and o, are not the material letters of the
alphabet, but those which the Holy Spirit writes.” So far the clause
is closely connected with the preceding sentences; a new paragraph
might begin with the next words. .

ix Il 25 émel odv Hhiwos fpépav xal ob vikTa dpurile, tois &v vuxrl Sidyovor
xXpela Avyvias ob pwrds. Tobro 8¢ éotwv 7O xkard Ty Oeloav maldevow
dorifov Tols drovovras. «xal éwel py dAhayov adrd 8l ) & Tals dxxdy-
alats, Avxvias Tas ékkAyoias dvépaaey.

I do not understand how, on this reading, it is proposed to construe
the sentence 7obro ... ¢urilov, seeing that ¢ds is the only neuter
noun, and that it has just been said ‘there is no need of light’.
Read, for. xpela Avxvias ob ¢puwrds, xpela Avywial{)ov durds: ‘those who
cannot get daylight must .needs have candlelight’ Again, érel u3
d@M\axot adro 8¢t cannot be right : Wohlenberg sees this, but his sug-
gestion adro Adume is unnecessarily violent, and we want nothing more
drastic than adro(?) 8et. ¢ Because it is just in the churches that the
candle-light is wanted, he called the churches candlesticks.’

ix 1L 6, 7 78 { dpibud, pvoTikg dvre, 816 dyios kal edbhoynuévos éoriv.

Compare Scholion xxviii 1. 7 €i odv . . . éxer Aourdv érrd képara, dylav
Baoelav xal ebhoynuévyy ée. Seven in both cases is ‘holy and
blessed’, because God ‘blessed the seventh day and hallowed it’,
edAéynoev & feos Ty fuépav Ty EBSSumy xkai ylecer admiv, Gen.
ii 3=Exod. xx 11. So also Schol. xxvii L. 7 fag dpfpg
appayidwy.

ix1 9 O odv dpehjoy Tovs Suvapévous 6 Tov Aixvov dias.

The biblical reference is rather to Luke, who alone uses the phrase
Mixvov das (viii 16, xi 33), than with Harnack to Matt. Harnack,
perhaps rightly, doubts rods Suvauévous, and tentatively suggests the
very remote substitute Tods dvfpdious: possibly Tods Seopévous, cf. det
inl 5.

[ix L 10 émxi 7§ mpopopikg Adyw ds émi Avywin ériflero airdv.

The MS has éri 10D mpoopixod Aéyov ds émi Auxvig: and the
genitive of the MS should stand in the first clause, and émi Avxvias
(with Luke viil 16) should be read in the second, s and « being often
confused in the MS.—J. A. R.]

ix 1. I4—16 AN €l xai Aelmovrar TovTou 0f VUKTEPWIV KaTAOTAGW EXOPTES,
4\’ odv pwrifovrar vmo )\vxvov éxelbev dplévros.

The MS has dxx’ ov, for which Diobouniotis conjectures and
Harnack accepts ¢AX ofv. I believe they are quite right, though
Wohlenberg wants to return to dAAov.
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x 1L 1, 2 T4 Ipya kal Tdv KémO¥ xal Ty dmopority, & ov dyday karopfovrar.

dydm is perhaps a reference to Rom. v 3-s.

[x L 4 & kabdmal &vexaleiro arofadelv Ty aydmyy.
Better perhaps el xafdmaf évexdAel 16 dmoflaelv Ty a.—J. A. R.]
xill. 5, 6 &s piy dSunbijvor v adTob dvri Tod uy BAaBivac.

Typography should come to the assistance of the reader here: é&s
ph d8ucnivar im adrod, vl Tod ¢ ) BAafijvar’.

xi ll. 8, g icoduvapel d¢ tovro TG Pleipeabor Vo ToD feod TOV VAoV
adrov.

MS robro 76: I should prefer icoSuvauet 8¢ TovTy T Ppeipeafar xTA.

xi ll. g—12 odx dokeitar 8¢ 0Dd¢ éx TovTov TOU devTépov favdrov. oidpevds Tis
4divara elvar wepl dyyélov éxdafelv dmrodvdijoerar Tob mepiomacpod yrovs
ds maca Aoy Piois Sextiky) éoTi TGV drodofévTwv onpawopévev TepL
708 Gavdrov. iows 8¢ & TaparTduevos Tov kowov Odvatov év vg Aafidv
mémovlev Tapaxiv.

Harnack, who notes ‘usus insuetus’ of the word wepwrmaopot,
supplies three parallels from Origen (p. 50); I can add two more,
from Orig. iz Eph. iv 15 (J. 7. 8.ii 415 1l. g1, 92) and (still closer)
in Rom. vi 12 dmoddwv Yuds wepiomaopos. I find more difficulty in
seeing meaning or connexion in the text as it stands; and I suggest
odk &diketTar 6 olde éx TolTov. TO(Y) Sedrepo(v> Odva1'0<v) oldpevés Tis
6d0vara elvar wepi dyyéhov éxhafev kTA.  ‘And he is not injured even
by this.” If any one thinks that it is impossible to interpret of an
angel [sc. the angel of the church of Smyrna] the “second death”,
his doubts will be solved when he recognizes’ &c. There should be
a full stop after éx Todrov, and only a colon after wepl T0d Gavdrov:
Dr Armitage Robinson has rightly divined that the final clause in the
passage merely means ¢ he who doubts on this point perhaps in reality
only doubts because he has been thinking of natural death’ (/. 7. S.
Jan. 1g12 p. 295). Harnack has rightly accepted iows for the MS
{oos : Wohlenberg thinks of "Inoois.

xiil 1. 3 odx dmeyvworéov kai wepl dodpxwv TwdV Yevdopdvrewy Tadra
eipicar 8 drokaliyews yip édelxfy v¢ dmooTdhe.

Presumably the words should be oix dm{o)yvworéov, and the
meaning ‘we must not reject the idea that ...’ The doapxot Yevdo-
pdvres are surely not human, though both Harnack and Stihlin
interpret them as heretical teachers; the point of the last clause is
exactly that the reference to immaterial spirits is natural enough in
a ‘revelation’ of things hidden.

xiv 1L 45 TOVTd doTt TO pdvva TO Kexpuppévov xal émi Ty Yiidov dvopa
Kawoy.

Full stop after xexpuppuévoy, and here the first part of the comment
ends. The succeeding words are simply the /emma from Apoc. ii 17,
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which the rest of this scholion expounds: see Dr Armitage Robinson
P- 295.

xiv Il 5, 6 éredsy 8¢ mepl mvevparikdv & Adyos dvwrépw, XwpioTéov wavros
aioOnrod dnlovpévov mepi Tijs Yijdou.

‘Corrupta videntur’ Harnack. Wohlenberg restores text and
sense by placing the comma after Adyos, and from the MS reading
xwpetrarov deducing xwpyréov instead of xwporéov. ‘< We must rise
above all material ideas.’

xiv Il g~15 émwel yap kard wdoav wpokomiy oikelav T ék THs wpokomhs
woLéTnTe Exet TS wpoayoplav, del TAV SvopdTwy TOV wpoTépwy Tapepxopévwy,
0 8¢ éml miow ypadpbpevov Svopa Tod Tedaiwbévros, ok Exov Erepov perd
ToUTO, del kawdv éoTi kard THv ddiddoxov Kawyy Awbixy kal ére tod
kpvrrov 17s kapdias avlpdmov TapacTaTikdy. TOVTO 0bdels adrdv oldev
€l p3 6 AapfBdvev pévos.

Harnack’s text is here quite unintelligible ; but we owe to him one ex-
cellent emendation, rod kpumrrod s xapdias dvfpdmov for Toi kpovaTou(?)
of the MS. In restoring a consecutive meaning to the passage, we
will begin by dividing it in the middle, at the point where the break
comes between the comment on xawdy and the comment on & oddeis
oldev : place a full stop therefore after Kawnyy Awbijxny. What follows
ought to be easy enough : & is in the MS éx{, and adrév is adre:
read therefore xai én{e)l 700 xpvw70d THs Kapdias dvfpomov mapa-
aTaTidv Tovro, ovdels adr(d) oldev €l pi & AapBdvewv. ‘And since this
new name is indicative of the “secret man of the heart”, no one
knows it save he who receives it.’

The first sentence is not quite so simple : but there are no differences
of reading to record, save that &ov of the text is &wv in the MS.
It is fairly clear that we have to do with two premisses and a conclu-
sion. The first premiss, émei yap . . . mapepxopévuy, presents no diffi-
culty ; the crux lies in the second, and in the point where it passes
over to the conclusion. Possibly the comma at relewwfévros should
g0, and éwv should be emended not into &yov but into et (e for v
is very easy). Read in that case v 8¢ émi maow ypadbpevor dvopa Tod
Tedelwbérros odx Ex{er) érepov perd tovro, del kawdy éore: and translate
‘for since in every advance a man has a title corresponding to the
quality of the advance, the former names on each occasion passing
away [Apoc. xxi 4], and since the final “name which is written”
on him who is perfected admits no other after it, it is always “new”
just as the New Testament has no successor and is always new’.

xv I 8-12 dAAL kal oi wédes airod, xkal obs émuropelerar 7§ Tavri Sia-
dorioas, & 10D yahroABdvov mapaBdddovrar—aia 10 feixov Aifavos,
xaAxds 86 10 Tols Krigpact cvyxaTaBalvew: elyov Toiely émmopevdpevov

-~ [
Sieyepricoy TEV Koypwpévav.
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Harnack’s text differs from the MS mainly by the correction of
émuropevbpevos O émimopevijevov : but hc_z has rightly queried. the word
elxov, for which Wohlenberg and Stihlin both make the simple but
brilliant emendation #xov. Some smaller supplementary changes are
however necessary to complete the restoration. The whole clause
from xah«ds onwards must be taken together: the feet are not
compared to brass because He condescends to creation, but because
as He moves about the clang of His footsteps is meant to rouse the
sleepers. Retain therefore the MS reading émropevdpevos, and write
x0Akds Bud 7O Tols Krigpact ovykarafai{w)y fixov wowely émropevduevos
Steyepricdv Tév xoypopévwv. The first part of the sentence might stand
as it is, if rapafdAlovrar can mean ‘set before us’, ¢ presented to us’;
but if, as I rather think, it can only mean ‘ compared’, I suppose we
must alter text and punctuation as follows—ot wd8es aidrod, kaf obs
eruropeberar 7¢ wavri Sagorrijoas 8 a{i)rod, xaAkoh:SBd{w) mapa-
Bédrovrar. This also has the advantage of echoing rather more
closely the wording of the biblical text like to fine brass’.

xvi |, 1 érlompoov pi épapudly.

Here, and in xix 2, 3 émlomoov u3 . . . dow, Harnack emends the
indicatives of the MS, épapudle and eloiv, into subjunctives. I think
he is wrong, and that Origen uses ériorygoov ux with the indicative.

xvi ll. 2—4 8w 70 7o €pya Tijs Ywduns éxelvys mpoopbar ) TeldBeX eis
wopvelay kaTagTagdon kal xpnow eidolobiTwy Tepwuévy.

xpiow cannot be accusative after wepwpéry. If the editors had
understood that the definition at the end of the clause is attached to
Tis yvdpuns éxefns and not to 7y ‘TeldBe, they would not have need-
lessly altered the readings of the MS xaraowéy and mepopévis.
Render ‘because the practices of that theology are attached to the
name of Jezebel, since it attempts to drag men into fornication and
the use of idolothyla’. [So too Stihlin.]

xvili 1. 3 wpd dvatolijs Tov Tis Sikatoaivys HAiov.

Mal. iv 2 dvarekel uiv . . . 1Aos Sikatoavvys.

xix 1. 4 dowrpdyacrov.

Not in L.S., who recognize only dovvrpoxos: but see ocvwrpoxdiw.
Harnack notes that Origen uses dovwvrpdyaarov in the de oratione.

xx L. 1 dyeos, dAnbivos &6 py perovoie dAN odoly bv TowoTros, adrds éoTwv
6 Beds Adyos.

The first two words should be separately printed, as a Jemma from
Apoc. iii 7: the comment begins with & p.

xx ll. 8-10 8:5 oddels dvolfer T& kard 7o ypdupa 70D Vépov, obrért Epetis
& Aowrd dudaxbijvar xdpav Exovra. dvolyer pdv 74 Sward dvfpdmors
voijoas, khelew 8¢ Sga p3) Svarar & T Tapoboy yrivar.

MS ovkert v vpeders Ta Aovra Aaxfyvar, and Dr Armitage Robinson
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pointed out( /. 7. .S. Jan. p. 295) that the words ¢éfeis T& Aowrd have
nothing to do with the text, which reads straightforwardly if they are
omitted, ‘the literal meaning of the Law has no longer any place for
observance’. t¢éfas Ta Aourd is perhaps a direction to the copyist,
jotted down in the margin of the MS, and unintelligently incorporated
as a gloss. Certainly the last line does not seem to be Origen’s : the
interpretation of ‘opening’ and ‘shutting’ is inconsistent with what
precedes, and is rather suggestive of a more literal school of interpreta-
tion. 4 mapofira reminds us of the Antiochene writers, and their
favourite contrast between 4% wapotoa xardoracis and ¥ péMovoa
xardoracis. But they did not accept the Apocalypse.

xxi Il 5-7 kai émiperewpilovrar olror edoefelas xal dperds
TTepols. Aéyetar mept adTGV KTA.

Wohlenberg has done excellent service here, having seen that this
is no biblical citation but an introduction by Origen to the citation
from Job which follows: xai ém{e)l perewpilovrar olror eboeBelas xai
Gpetijs TTepols, Aéyera Tepl avTdv KTA.

xxi Il r1-12 épxdpevos yap 8 évepyedv dpers mpds TOv cutipa odk
ékBdMerar .

Jo. vi 37 v épxbpevov mpés pe od pi) éxBdrw .

xxi L. 15 xarafBaca wapd feod éx Tod odpavod.

Not from Apoc. xxi 2 (as Harnack) but simply from the verse on
which the Scholiast is commenting, iii 12.

xxii Il 1-4 & mords kal GAqOwds & cumjp Tmapxer od b TO wioTews Kai
dAnlelas peréyewv, dAAa Sia 10 BéBatov kar ovoioy elvar dAynfwds yap
6 adros &’ adrod B 76 AAjfeav xal dAnOwov elvau.

From BéBawov onwards in this sentence exactly half the words are
given by the editors in a form different from the MS, which reads dwa
70 Befaios kar ovoia ewar aknfwos yap Tov avrov ew’ avrov To aAnfea
kat adnbwos ewar. Both Stihlin and Wohlenberg make their pro-
posals for improvement: the former writes 8w 70 B8éBotov xai odoiav
evar: dAnf(w)ds yap 6 adrov ér adrod 10 dAfewar kai dAnfwov elvay,
the latter 813 70 BéBaios xal ololy elvar dAnbwos yip 16 adrd ér’ adrod
7§ dMjfea kai dAnfwis evar. I am sure that Wohlenberg is right .
against Harnack and Stihlin in retaining the nominatives of the MS
with 75 . . . elvar. I think too that ofeia of the MS is right, comparing
XX I 6 py perovoin dAN odola v Towdros. And lastly Wohlenberg’s
dAnfwos yap 76 adrd ér' adrov 1§ dMjfewa . . . elvar, ‘for “True” is the
same thing in his case with being *“the Truth”’, seems to.give just the
sense we want with the minimum of change in the wording of the MS.
But I should propose to transfer the second dAynfwdés into the first
part of the sentence, so that the whole would read 8ux 75 8éBatos xai
obole evar dAnbwds (GAndvds) yop 76 adrd ér adred (@) dljbea elvar.
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xxii 1. 14-18 75 adrd & éomiv Aéyew péAdo oe épéoar, kal 76 Eyeyi)-
Oy7é poe eis wAnapoviy, olovel yap éml wOAN E&ere [P] &v épol Grav
yap Ty wepl Twos prijpny drokadel dp éavrol 6 kipios, TOV ToloDToy
Hpeoey, yevdpevov adrg els TAnopoviy kai Sud Ty dwdrys kol kaxlus
WaX’j""T"“' Y xwpoi}v‘ra & éavrd.

.For éxi m6AX ere—truly a counsel of despair—the MS gives et
roMeferar, and the true reading suggested itself independently to
Stihlin, Wohlenberg, and myself, éruroldlere ‘ you remain undigested ',
literally ‘you keep on the surface of the stomach’. dmwoka)ei: the
word means ‘to stigmatize’ (as in the next scholion, 1. 6 & &) «xai
xvfBiav dmexdreoev 6 dwdorolos) and is out of place here, as Stihlin
too has seen. His suggestion is dmolet, comparing Sap. iv 19 % wrijuy
adrév dmoletrar: what had occurred to me is rather dwo(B)akel or
dmo{BYA(y). For 8w Ty dmwdrys kal xaxlas waxbmyra the MS has 8w
™y dmdrys xakias mwaxvmre, from which Wohlenberg has rightly
restored 8ua mp 4m(d) s kaxias waxiryra.

xxiii ll. 4, 5 ™y 3¢ pesdrra Ty dwpaxtov Ixovros kal 70 xAwpdy, Smwep
SnAoi Ty wpos wdvra pedlay perdcAnow.

An admirably simple and satisfactory emendation, perdihiow,
comes from Wohlenberg.

xxiv b. At the foot of the page Harnack prints the following, which in
the MS follows Schol. xxiv, and which he regards as an impassioned
address to Origen by an admiring reader : *Q ocov wdvrus édkodew éoriv
émomypovikd, Méyovros [cod Aéywv] ds [cod 7] pdvov Tob kard My émi-
orjpgy fvbopévov [cod Hnopévov] odre cov wdvrws éoriv drodew Tob
mvedparos bs [cod 7] pévov Tob mvevparikov [cod mvevpoarikod] Exovros
[cod éxwrros] driov mpooTebecpévor aird [?] Oebbev xara 7o AexGév-
wpoaéfnké poi driov Tob droderv [Is. 1 5] 76 vip s aioOjorens
s dxovoTwkijs dpyavor kai Ta dloya Exovoi, pévev [cod pévov] Tdv
KaTd TO mvedpa ooPdv Exbrtov TO Tis owécews driov, wepi oY &
cumip TAnburTikds elrer & éxwv dra dkovely dkovére [Matt.
xi 135].

Robinson, Wohlenberg, and Stihlin have each seen that we have
here simply another scholion of Origen. On iii 22, § &wv olis
dxovodtw T{ 70 mrelpa Néyer Tals éxkhnoiais, he writes according to
their restored text ds ob wavrds deoveww éoTiv émoTnuovikdy Adyov
[émeoryuovicd Aéyovros Stahlin] 4 uévov 708 Kxard Ty émoriuny €lbio-
pévov obrws of TavTds éoTwv drovew TOD mveluaros 7 pdvov Tod mwvevpa-
Tikov kTA.  For érwrppovika Aéyov of the MS I venture to suggest
émormpovicd Aey(vrov.

XXV 1L 6-11 8i6 §rav Aéyn Gdpav vedxbar & 1 olpavd, Ty kard cadi-
vewav duipeowy Ty vorrav ekhapBdveper, kai pdhiora Sray dvaBalvov Tis
ket 1OV dylov Myp Tds moTdoes, mordoeas 8¢ ék Tob pi yeypdpar.
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@s érepov Twa ava)\alBe tov Twdvvyy Gamep Tov "HAav: adros yap rpoo-c-
Tdym éxovaiw op,u:q dvaBijvac.

The MS has inl. 8 ava,Ba.wcLV for évaBaivor: inl. g Aéye for )w‘y‘q,
and moréoe 8¢ for mordoeas 8¢; in 1. 10 Erepds T dvélafBe for Erepov
Tiwe dvddafe.  Stihlin and Wohlenberg have of course seen that the
full stop at yeypddpba: must disappear and évéhafBe of the MS return
into the text: ‘Scripture does not say that John was taken up, like
Elijah, by some force or being (&repés ris Stihlin, érepov 7w Wohlen-
berg) external to himself ; he was bidden to go up of his own motion’
—from which it follows (as Stihlin points out) that the ‘ heaven’
must be understood allegorically. But the difficulties of the passage
do not end there. I do not feel that Aéyy tis mordoes moTdoes 8¢
can be right, though Harnack has found a parallel to the very rare
word wiorwows in Orig. de exhortatione martyrii 26 ai 8 GJpxov
moroces, and the verb mworotrar occurs in Schol. xxix 16, Whether
the editorial note mordoe 8¢ is meant to imply that the MS gives
mwordoe instead of the double merdoas or only of the second
mwotoceas of the text, I cannot say. But in any case for drav dva-
Babvov Tis &€l Tdv dylov Aéyy tds (MS dvaBaivew and Aéye) T am
much tempted to read drav dvaBalvew Tis éxel TAY dylwv Aéyprac:
‘“heaven” in Scripture commonly means “the nature of things
immaterial ”, so when it says ‘“‘a door was opened in heaven” we
take it to mean *the clear insight into supramundane things ", more
especially if any of the Saints is said actually to “ascend thither?”.
For confusion between ¢ and s compare above vi 16, ix 3, and
Dr Robinson’s note on ix 1o. The phrase takes up of course the
Aéywv "AvdBa $8¢ of Apoc. iv 1. For merdoers or mordoe the sense
might be best satisfied by morwférres, referring back to éxhapBdvaper
(échapBdvopev): but I do not propose so violent a change, and
though the transition to the second person singular is a little
awkward, I think the MS reading mwrdoe, as second person singular
of the future middle, may really quite well stand.

xxv Il 13-15 onpaive 8¢ 76 o¥rw Aexfv Ty Ths érvorjoens peyodopuviav
per capnyeias yevouévns wpds adTov.

This makes good enough sense no doubt; but it departs a little
widely from the MS tradition ro ovrw AexBev ™ evvonow peyao-
¢wvav. And as the run of the sentence seems perhaps to suggest
that the seer is still the subject, perhaps we should do better to read
oqpaive 68 76 ovrw AexOévr(t) fjv &ewénalel peyaroduviav.

xxvil. 1 od Tobro 76 dv rkrilerar GAAG TO kTLlpeviv éoTi.

I do not know how the editors would translate this sentence, and
it does not seem worth while to depart from the MS except to make
a translateable text. The MS gives not rotro 76 dv but ro%ro v ; and
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if, by a very small change, we read ?1'5 mov 10 Ov krileTar xi)u\«tx, TO
xrifdpevov iar, we at least get something we can construe. ergen
is commenting on the phrase fioav xal éxriobnoar, and begins by
pointing out the difficulty of the order of the two verbs. ‘We should
not I suppose naturally say that that which is is created, but con
versely that that which is created is.’

xxvi ll. 2-4 abrds yop eimer ¢yoiv kal éyevvifnoav, adros éverei-
Aato xai éxriclngav.

Wohlenberg points out that this should be printed adros yip
elrev, dyoly, xai éyevvijlnoar krA. ‘ He spake, says Scripture, and
they were made.’

xxvi . 4—5 kTi{leTar ydp s éwi épyois dyalols, wpo Tovrov v Heod
Toinpa.

The whole point of the reference to Eph. ii 10 is that both words
modw and x7ifw occur there in conjunction; adrod ydp éoper moinpa
krwrbévres krA. Consequently roiqua at least ought also to be spaced.

xxvi ll. 5, 6 xai odk adros odros & waryp éxricard oe kal érolnoév oe Kkai
érhacédy ge.

Reference to L. S. shewed that érioaro could not have anything to
do with «rl{w, so it was clear that we must read éxrjoaro. Robinson
saw that the sentence must be interrogative, thus cutting the ground
from under Harnack’s deduction that ‘God. is not Himself the
Creator and Former’. But we owe to Wohlenberg the clearing up-of
the whole difficulty by identifying the sentence as a quotation from
Deut. xxxii 6 : as however the word kr{ewv is wanted somewhere—
otherwise the citation would not bear on the Foav xai éxriobnoav—
and as Origen does actually cite the verse in his de oratione in the
form éxkmjoard ce kai émolnaé ae xal Tioé oe, he suggests, with great
probability, that we ought to read the verse here with &riae instead
of &rhage. &xhacer in fact is not read by any of the main authorities
of the LXX text ad Joc.: AF give &xrwev, B omits the third verb
altogether.

xxvii 1. 1~3 Aéfec Tis wept 70D BuBAiov TovTov, s ey 6 wis Adyos Tijs
mpovolas, kal v 4 kplows feod émdyerar rois dvlpdwors, H8éa Te kai andi.

The MS omits 4, and for the editors’ $8éa Te kal 4587 has ndeare-
kamdy. I do not know how it is proposed to construe the printed
text. I keep close to the MS and read xaf’ bv kplows Geod émdyerar
Tois dvfpdmwors 8¢ dre kol 78y, ‘according to which judgement
from God upon men is being brought of this sort (i.e. of the sort
described in the fifth chapter) because it is being brought now’;
because the processes of Divine judgement are at work already,
they are at work in this present world, in war, famine, and pestilence.

xxvii l, 7 ovodiyyerar 6 BiBAlov.
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A beautiful emendation of Harnack’s for olv o¢iyyerac of the MS;
but he could have kept closer to the tradition by writing swodlyyerar.

xxvii L. 12 oddels yemmros . . . déos ebpyra.

MS yeryrds, and it is a rash procedure to change the word. If we
are to establish on a secure basis an induction as to the earliest use
of yevyrds yenyrds dyévros dyérvmros, we must not begin by deserting
MS authority.

xxvil L. 13 Tov rijs mpovoias Adyov Sakpioews kai Soujoews Pavepdioa.

Wohlenberg much improves the sentence by writing 8 xploews as
two words.

xxvii 1. 16—19 obros 6 éx Tijs PvAss Tovda Aéwr, 7 pila Aarid, 16 dpviov T0
éodaypévov Tvyxdver mepl Tovrov 100 BifAiov. xal Muiads Eypaer xai
év "Hoalg yéypamrrar k7.

All the critics, Robinson, Stihlin, Wohlenberg, have seen that the
new sentence must begin not at xai Mwia7s, but four words earlier at
mepl TovTov Tov ByBAlov. The reference to Isaiah is I suppose to
Is. xxix 1T kal &orac dpiv 70 pjpara Tdvra Tabra. s oi Adyor T0d ByBAiov
10V éodpayiruévov Tovtov «TA. I do not know whether the Mosaic
reference is to Deut. xxxii (a chapter which we have twice found
cited in these scholia) 34 od« idov Tabra cwwijkrar wap’ éuol, ai éoppd-
yiorar év Tois Oyaavpots pov;

xxvil 1. 19 érel mpdrys émdnpias xrA.

The editors have rightly corrected éx{ of the MS to é&rel; they
should have gone on, as Wohlenberg has noted, to correct mpdrys
nto mpo Tis.

C. H. TUrNER.



