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1. PRainer 7 (= Pack 214) 
This papyrus (s. Iv-v A.D.) was first edited by C. Wessely in 

Studien zur Palaeographie und Papyruskunde 4 (1905) 111-13. Its 
text, written on both sides of the papyrus fragment, consists of a 
few glosses to Demosthenes' In Midiam arranged alphabetically. 

The recto is occupied by an extensive quotation taken from 
Aristotle's 'AO?vaioc v 7ro0AtLEt 53.1-6, cited obviously to ex- 

plain the entry tatolrTr1s-. Wessely indicated that the missing 
part of line 20 (a lacuna of ca. 28 letters)1 contained something 
that is not found in our text of the AP, where immediately after 
the words KevovaTLV oL vOdlot (i.e. the last words of line 19 in 
our papyrus) the words E'Eots Ce 8e cr-t KaC -rovrotL follow without 

any interval. Since this could have a bearing on the text of the 
Aristotelian treatise, I think it deserves some consideration. 

The text of lines 15-20 in the papyrus (which were apparently 
the concluding lines of the quotation and the entry) is quite 
disturbed, if we compare it with the corresponding passage of our 
text of the AP, and is, indeed, misleading in places. For the 
convenience of the reader, I give here a transcription of the text 
of these lines as read and restored by Wessely and the correspond- 
ing lines from Aristotle: 

A. THE TEXT OF PRainer 

. yap vo3,os' Eav TtS .ll 

15 yEV7T7clt TSrjS -AKIaWS CVT9) Ka)KOVcr7S 2 Ot7aT7TS S ClvTC 

| K(6it]KOuar' odrflyov elVaC. Ke?]X?V?L 7rA7 edv cav (r]VX dp))v LKATLILKO;'CrS a7L.oV EVaL KE]AEV'EL rTA-q)v E'dXYV TN V ;?qX; f 

(XapXWV TlVC Ev EKEWLVW TO) EViCaVr( 0ac7ro8Oq7([WV OVK CTEAElS 

i-ritlv (SE Kcl ElacEyye'AELv Els r 'TOVS tcLaT777rS Cv TLtS at- 

L[Kj70 K CV KaC'TV3x7lV crCT[tLovS elVcCL KEAEVOVcTLV Ot votOL 

20 [ca. 22 letters] E'ELScr Se 3 Eart Kat TOVTotS. 

1 Not ca. 22 letters as Wessely estimated. The smaller figure would make the line 
shorter by six letters as compared with the average line. 

2 The dots above the letters apparently indicate that the word Kar0)KOvarn7 was 
deleted by the scribe or some corrector of the papyrus. 

3 Wessely read ec and marked the correct form 8e as a correction. However, the 
delta is easily visible in the photograph of the papyrus, which I obtained from the 
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B. THE TEXT OF THE Ath. Pol.4 

. . o yPp vodlos, a(v TS rIj 

yEVr7aCL aLaT-7T77'S TS5 7-qAtKILtS CCV7T( Kac7JKOrKovc7S) 

aXTL/oV elvaL KEAeveL, ITA77V E.av 7TVX) O(PX7)V 
v r -0( apxgv 
dOpXCV TLV]d( E(V EKElV() TO) EVLCCVT7O) 7r CcT;O1r(jVv OV'TOL 

' 
dTEAElS 

elatl d LvoL. 

E(JTLV o KaCl Etl'c0yyEXAEtV Els TOVs OLatT77TaS, E'V T7S sL- 

K77On V7TrO TOY SaLtrT7rTOV KW(V TLVOS KOCTcaYV(dOrV aTttLOVcO0a KE- 

AEVovaLv Ol VOdLOL. 

'EcLS 8' E ,Tr K(a TOVTOLS . . . 

As is clear, the text of the PRainer has undergone several changes 
due either to omissions, which sometimes change the meaning 
of a whole sentence, or to transposition of words or, finally, to the 
substitution of one word for another. These differences are, 
to be sure, in conformity with the typical errors of the scribes; 
their frequency, however, may also suggest that the quotation 
did not originate from an authoritative MS. of the AP, but was 
either copied from the compiler's notebook or even cited from 
memory-a possibility which should not always be dismissed 
in reference to dictionaries. 

In view of the above irregularities of the papyrus text, one would 
be inclined to think that the text of the last two lines has a some- 
what different arrangement from the text of the AP and that the 
missing part of line 20 was originally occupied by some of the 
words of the known text. Indeed, some part of this text (the 
phrase vrro Tov 8ti ar7ro and the word TLvos) was left out by 
C. Wessely, because it would have created an unusually long 
line, if it had been restored in its proper place. With the addition 
of the missing words, a rearrangement of the text, and other 
minor changes, we can obtain a text close, although not identical, 
to that of the AP, which would eliminate the strange lacuna: 

[E'atL 8E KaC ElrayyEAAEW] els roVS taLrT[r7]]as, av TLS d8t- 

[KrjOj VTO rov 8CwTr7roTO KCal aTL]Covs El vCa K?AEVOVOLV Ol VoCloI 
20 [Lv TLVWv a8LKLcV KaTaYyv)WrLv] EEuLS cE' e (Trt [K]at [To0]VTOLS 

Oesterreichische Nationalbibliothek through the Library of the University of Illinois. 
In the restored text (see below), I have indicated the letters no longer visible on the 
papyrus. 

4 The text is taken from H. Oppermann's newest edition (Stuttgart [Teubner] 1961). 
I have arranged the text in lines in such a way that the comparison with PRainer 
would be convenient. 
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The editor, though he pointed out the most outstanding parallels 
to the glosses of the verso, attempted no real restoration of the 
missing text. Indeed, to judge from his note on lines 9-10, he 
seems uncertain about the actual length of the lines. The close 
resemblance, however, of some of the glosses with the correspond- 
ing entries in Harpocration's Lexicon makes the restoration of 
some of the lines at least probable. A good example of such a 
restoration is offered by the text of lines 13-15, which Wessely 
read as follows: 

... 7E. . fy v u(v[ltopLta 

Iv EXo)v 7rptovaiav ME[t]&a -rovr[ 
15 ]pLEvos. 

The name of Midias, however, in what appears to be a definition 
or explanation of the term 7'y/eu(v rvytLtoplas is completely out 
of place. Indeed, a close examination of the photograph of the 

papyrus reveals that the actual reading is Ka[t] sta instead of 

ME[L]&a. With the new reading, the remnants of the above lines 

correspond so perfectly to the words used by Harpocration in his 
'definition: ... 7rYEAoUV EKCaAEL-ro avJtjoptas o 7TpoEXuv T rrTAOVT) Kal 
St& 'roVTo rctv dXAAcv -7^yeLovevetv CTrethrAlAidevos (page 145, 13-14 

Dindorf), that no one would hesitate to supplement the missing 
part of lines 14-15 with Harpocration's words: Ka[l] ta& -roV-ro 

riv X'Acov 7jyeLoveVetV 7retAEIrl]Levos. This would give the 
line from the beginning of the preserved text5 of line 14 to that 
of line 15 (i.e. one filll line) a total of 51 letters, which is com- 

parable to the average 50-letter line of the recto. This also 
establishes that the papyrus is a fragment of a leaf of a papyrus 
codex, a view also held by the first editor. Since the outside 

margin is still visible on the recto, the beginnings of the lines of 
the verso in the original papyrus should not have been much 
further to the left than the left side of the verso, and I am inclined 
to think that line 15 began with the word -e?tA-q]Ltevo-. 

Having obtained the approximate length of the lines, we can 

proceed with the restoration of more lines with some confidence. 
Thus, we can restore the first part of the same gloss (i.e. lines 

13-14) as follows: 

7]yefL V (Jv[tliUOPIlSc EKCKa/El-O O 6LEieWo 7r-V 

hAcow]v 'Xcwv 7repfovalav 

5 For neither the beginnings nor the ends of the lines are preserved on the verso. 
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This is only a trifle different from Harpocration's text. 
In the same way we can fill out line 15 again with Harpo- 

cration's text as follows: 

0e[Lo]EVOS - r oXrA[a] aV7-r [7TO 7?EpLOp'Evo6 O7 rXLcrdJEvoS 

The same text also helps to restore lines 10-11: 

,rA-qpworas AEyo[v ro7S aXro&OVSdra TO7 s 7j- 
roL E]TLAaXOVSowL7 ') EwvfEVoetvos rv [pavov . . . 

The close resemblance between the three glosses of the papyrus 
(especially as they stand together one after the other) and Harpo- 
cration indicates that most probably they originate from a source 
common also to Harpocration. 

As for the quotation cited in the place of the lemma in lines 
9-10 (from Demosthenes 21.184), it would require a line almost 
twice as long as the given one to be fully accommodated. Since 
this would be against all probability in our papyrus, it is necessary 
to suppose that either a part of it was left out by a careless scribe 
(through haplography, for example) or that it was abbreviated 
on purpose from the beginning by the compiler of the dictionary 
(or its source) on account of its length. The latter I consider as 
more probable and suggest the following supplement for the above 
lines: 

yco vofrLtoW T7cvras avOp[7TOVS pVO Jnrov C (Vvs OVXL IJOV 'LV 
7rA\rp]c-Tat ylyvovraI. 

Such abbreviation would preserve the essence of the whole 
sentence and could have easily replaced it for the sake of brevity. 

2. PBodl. (MS. Gr. Class. e 44) = Pack 953 
This papyrus (s. I-II A.D.) was first published by E. W. B. 

Nicholson, CR 11 (1897) 390-93.8 It contains a fragment of the 
Homeric Lexicon of Apollonius the Sophist in a version considerably 
fuller than that of the unique MS. of the Lexicon. Unfortunately, 

6 I omit Kat which precedes o7rAtaX/ezvos in Harpocration to avoid a long line, 
although in the recto there are lines with as many as 60 letters. 

7 Wessely read ir]oL AaxoVona as in Harpocration. In the photograph, however, 
the first letter resembles a pi rather than an omicron. Therefore, I substituted eraXaXovao 
for AaXouca. 

8 Though not completely unknown, it seems that it has escaped the notice of some 
scholars who have dealt directly or indirectly with Apollonius; so, e.g., H. Gattiker, 
who in his dissertation (Das Verhaltnis des Homerlexikons des Apollonios Sothistes zu den 
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the portion of the text preserved in the papyrus is too small and 
fragmentary to allow a complete restoration. Its importance, 
however, lies in that it confirms the theory (expressed already 
before its publication)9 that the text of Apollonius, as we have it, 
has been somewhat epitomized. It also allows a glimpse into 
some of the principles of its original composition, for it shows that 
the lexicographer most probably provided all his entries with at 
least one quotation each. This can be inferred from the fact 
that all the entries which are surely recognizable in our fragment 
have at least one quotation to illustrate their meaning, while in 
the MS. a large number of entries (among others, two with 
parallels in our papyrus) lack any quotation or reference at all. 

This seems to have escaped the observation of the editor when 
he attempted to restore lines 5 and 6 (in his enumeration. They 
are respectively lines 3 and 4 in the fragment). As a result, he 
suggested the following supplements: 

[CrbE7TOVrE]S E7T[EPXO?L] 

p 
[EVOL E(]OOaaO[7rS EV07CuaS] 

It is true that Nicholson did not suggest his supplements at 
random. The blank space between s and eTr in line 5 could be 
considered as a pause separating the lemma from the explanation; 
and of all the glosses of the MS. version, E' Erro v r e , E7repXO1LLevoL 
would fit here best. Besides, the correction in line 6 seemed to 
him to betray a confusion by the copyist of the words EbpcaOrqs- 
and E'bOcacr7s.s10 The supplements, however, besides ignoring 
the apparent rule of at least one quotation an entry, violate 
another principle to which our papyrus seems to adhere. Accor- 
ding to this principle, which is also observed by almost all the 

alphabetical dictionaries found in papyri,1l each new entry 

Homerscholien [Zurich 1945]) 7, states that "Das Lexikon selbst wird zwar durch die 
Funde nicht direct betroffen"; cf. also F. Martinazzoli, Hapax legomenon, parte prima 
(ii) II Lexicon Homericum di Apollonio Sofista (Bari 1957) 21-22. 

9 See A. Brosow, Quomodo sit Apollonius Sophista ex Etym. Magno explendus atque 
emendandus (Diss. Konigsberg 1884) and L. Cohn in Pauly-Wissowa, RE 2 (1895) 
135-36. 

10 The photograph of the papyrus, however, which I obtained from the Bodleian 
through the Library of the University of Illinois, shows that the alleged theta is nothing 
but a crossed-out omicron. A similar method was used in another correction in line 15. 

11 There is only one exception: the PRainer 7, which has the arrangement of the 
lexica but resembles the scholia in almost all respects except the arrangement. 
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begins with a new line. It also violates the rules of syllabification. 
Such supplements could also be considered responsible for the 
view held by some scholars12 that our papyrus does not contain 
the original text of the dictionary but a version already epitomized. 
For all the above reasons, these supplements should be discarded 
and replaced by others in which the above principles are observed. 
Since it is hardly possible to accommodate lemma, explanation, 
and quotation in a line averaging 20 or 21 letters, it is safe to 
assume that only one entry occupied both lines. Therefore, I 
suggest the following restoration: 

[CpEac07r]s ErT[EyvWs evo'aas] 

[cxAA' 7TreT EL)pd(6ar7[s 

(Od. 19.485, 23.260) 

In lines 7-9 of the same papyrus, the first editor suggested the 
following supplement: 

[E)vpovs] 7rw [if[v ap EK OpTt] 

[Kr)S Ebvpov]s o KOtL[oAoyoS] 
[rO7LrT77S] ca TO v7r[Evav-Lov . . . 

(II. 13.301) 

The expression o CKobohAoyos y roLryI'js has not even a remote 

parallel in Apollonius, as far as I know, and seems too lofty for 
his simple and straightforward expression. Instead, I suggest 
that the above lines contained a reference to the grammarian 
Comanus,13 who is referred to five times in the preserved version 
of the Lexicon. That the comment (extending to line 16) dealt 
with Thrace is obvious from the fact that Ares' name appears in 
line 10, as well as from the quotation of lines 11-16 (Od. 8.360-62). 
This is also supported by the scholia on both passages quoted in 
the above lines (7-16). But the exact point made in these lines 
escapes my comprehension. It is possible (from line 11, oMAA 
Kal EV 'QL[(vaS'a])14 that a question of the authenticity of the 
Homeric passage (I1. 13.301 if.) had arisen and Apollonius 

12 Cf..J. Tolkiehn, RE 12 (1925) 2445, s.v. "Lexikographie." He does not give, 
however, any reasons for his view. 

13 The spelling fluctuates between Ko1tavos and KwClavos. But only the former 
(which is also the spelling of the MS. of Apollonius) has been considered as correct; cf. 
W. Pape-G. E. Benseler, Wirterbuch der griechischen Eigennamen3 (Braunschweig 1863) 
1.690b. On Comanus, see Gudeman's article "Komanos" in RE 11 (1922) 1128-29. 

14 The first editor read [cal] ocr& aAAa Kail v 'O[8vaacca] and translated it "both 
elsewhere and especially." 
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thought proper to defend the passage from which his entry had 

originated15 before he proceeded with the explanation proper. 
In lines 16-19 the editor suggested the following supplements: 

... o0 SE EbvpoL [(PAE] 
[yvcat E /3pJapcflav eOq7 oW[V] 

Fo 7roT7v-S] 7rptLV [E]bvpov[s] 
[pEV Tro]vs vvv A[Kapvava]s . . . 

This is inconsistent with the text of the MS. of Apollonius, 
where we read: "E`vpot Se, PAEyat, Aya dpfapa 'EOv. o 8 s 
'E'vpovs Etvat -rovs vvv 'AKfapvavas- etc. (page 316 Toll). 
Moreover, the blank space after the word O0vrq in the papyrus 
(line 17) seems to indicate a stronger pause than a mere comma. 
Since it is, as a rule, used instead of a period or a colon, it should 
be considered as introducing a new sentence and, indeed, another 
view of the meaning of the word in question. That the two 
views, "Eqbvpoc = fapcdpcpwv 'Ovry and "Eqvpot = 'AKapv&ves, 
were not equivalent could not be mistaken by any ancient lexico- 

grapher. It is clear, therefore, that the lacuna between lines 
17-18 contained the name of a grammarian who sponsored the 
second view, which name the epitomator also suppressed into the 

generic ol 3'. From all the grammarians cited by name elsewhere 
in the dictionary, only the name of Crates,16 I think, would 
fit the space provided. I suggest, therefore, as a probable 
supplement of the lines the following: co[s 3e Kpdrr]?S qov 
'EbV pov[S KaXeZL ro]jS vvv 'A[cKapvavas] etc. 

Lines 29-35 of the papyrus are devoted to the discussion of the 

meaning of the word EXE7TEVKE'. The first part of the explana- 
tion is easily restored with the help of the known text of Apollo- 
nius. The last three lines are more fragmentary and have no 

equivalent in our MS. The editor suggested the following 
restoration: 

[EXEMLKPov] 8r7rTO Kara CVVCtFLV 

[7rKpaV 'T7]v E7t XP[Ot 7i]Wv 

35 [Ev /EA]]EcL O(Xa[pIFaKwV] 

He admitted, however, that he was not satisfied with his restora- 
tion and, indeed, nobody would be. First, after errtXp (in line 34) 

15 The word "E(5vpot, as a national name, occurs only once in the Homeric poems; 
also in Strabo (8.3.6), Pausanias (9.36.3), the lexicographers, and the scholiasts. 

16 Crates' name occurs twice in Apollonius, s.v. d!i!Lopov (page 113 Toll) and 
TrAwOT (page 555). The final sigma is partly visible in the papyrus. 
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there are clear traces of a letter which, I think, was clearly an 
iota and not an omega.l7 Secondly, the lacuna E7TLXPL[ ]WV 
is clearly larger than Nicholson indicated and could accommodate 
at least four letters. Finally, the expression Er XP) Tr wv Ev j3eXAEc 

xapaLcoKwV is not good Greek (to say the least) and hardly suitable 
to indicate the smearing over of the bows with poison. The 
scholia on Od. 1.262 describe the same thing as follows: o'rav 
oSv & f eA77 ev 7rj IALdS,L KOLVOTEpWS ' TKpA KC. 7TEVKSEaVCa A E7Y Kal 

EXETrrEVK7r 7rdvrTW Sl TOO 0bapfJtdKoV KEXplcrOCL aKOvrTEOV (page 48, 27 

Dindorf); and Eustathius, in a passage where, I think, he echoes 

Apollonius, writes: EXET-EVKES j-TroL EXETLKPOV Kcat roVs Traatovos 

EXplETO yap, rf-t, Tr fe XrrE TTEVK7 . .. (page 1006, 68). It becomes, 
therefore, clear that the proper reading for these lines should 
be: 

E[X&rTKpov] 8' 7/TO KCTAO 8VVC LV 

[7TCKpa V r7Tv 7TLXpL[oJEV]W0V 

[To0ZS 3E'A]EtL qa[p/LuaKWV 

3. PGraecVindob. 31956 
This papyrus (s. Ix A.D.) was published as a posthumous work 

of Peter Sanz in the Jahrbuch der oesterreichischen byzantinischen 
Gesellschaft 4 (1955) 1-11 (with a table without pagination) under 
the title, "Ein Fragment eines neuen Kanon des Andreas von 
Kreta." The editor considered the text of the papyrus as new 
and argued that it was the work of St. Andrew of Crete. His 
arguments were twofold: first, the external evidence; and secondly, 
certain stylistic features. In the first instance, he noticed that 
one of the troparia (stanzas) of the poem had already been used 
as an heirmos18 in a triodion19 by the said poet. Since Andrew has 
commonly been considered as the originator of the poetic genre 
known as "canon,"20 naturally the heirmos used by him could 

17 If this is what Nicholson meant when he wrote that "part of the second w is 
visible" (392). The second omega is entirely visible beyond any doubt. 

18 The term heirmos has been variously explained from Byzantine times onwards. 
In an article 'Ylsvoypc&LKa KEILEV(a els TOV)S TTrartvpovs (to be published in the next 
volume of the 'ErreTrlpIs 'ErTxpdaas BvcavTrvwIv 27rovUuv 63[1963]), I have argued that 
its original meaning was link between the biblical odes and the troparia of the canon. 
Whatever the original meaning of the word, it is commonly used to indicate the 
rhythmical and musical model of the troparia. 

19 Triodion is a composition similar to the "canon" but consisting of only three 
"odes" versus nine of the latter. 

20 I have criticized this view in the article mentioned above (note 18), where I 
have argued that the "canon" was known before Andrew. 
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not have been written by anybody else but him. In the 
second instance, Sanz pointed out in detail similarities in the 

expression between the text of the papyrus and various poems 
by Andrew. 

Unfortunately, the text from which our fragment originated is 
not new. With the help of Miss Follieri's Initia hymnorum,21 
I was able to identify it with the "canon" composed in honor 
of the 'AactoLarot (celebrated on November 8) by John the 
Monk. 22 

However, not all the stanzas found on the papyrus fragment are 
the work of John or an integral part of the same poem. According 
to the Menaion, the heirmoi of the "odes" have been borrowed 
from other "canons." Indeed, the heirmos of the eighth "ode" 
(incipit Tov ev opEt oayi bo facrOevTa) is attributed by the 
heirmologia23 to St. Germanus, patriarch of Constantinople and 

contemporary of both Andrew and John. As for the heirmos of 
the ninth "ode," it is also attributed to our John the Monk, but 
it belongs to another of his compositions.23' 

The custom of borrowing the heirmoi from previous compositions 
was quite common in Byzantine poetry. Indeed, of all the 
"canons" composed during the Byzantine period only a small 

percentage had their own original meter and music. The general 
practice, however, was merely to indicate the heirmos which had 
served as a model by citing the beginning words only. That this 

practice was quite old is proved by PRylands 466 (s. vII-vIII A.D.).24 

21 Henrica Follieri, Initia hymnorum ecclesiae Graecae (Vatican City 1960-62) 1-3 
(Studi e Testi 211-13). The fourth volume is expected to appear soon. The 
immense usefulness of this laborious work is somewhat diminished by the fact that no 
reference is made to the already considerable number of papyri with hymnographical 
contents (such as the one under discussion). 

22 This "canon" is the first of the two composed by the same John the Monk 
for the same feast and included in the Menaion (cf. M'Yvcaa c roV o;ov i'Ov avroi 

2 [Rome 1892] 81 ff.). Their author is probably the renowned theologian of the 
Eastern Church, John of Damascus, who is often referred to simply as John the Monk; 
cf. S. Eustratiades (below, note 23), passim. 

23 Cf. S. Eustratiades, EptpoAdoyLov (Chennevieres-sur-Marne 1932) ('AytopetrtK'r 
BLfLOAtoO'Kr 9) 225-26; add also Hirmologium Athoum: Codex monasterii Hiberorum 
phototypice depictus, curavit C. H6eg (Copenhagen 1938) (Monumenta musicae 
Byzantinae 2) fol. 135r. 

23a Op. cit. (above, note 23) 220-21. 
24 See C. H. Roberts, Catalogue of the Greek and Latin Papyri in the John Rylands 

Library, AManchester, 3 (Manchester 1938) 28-35. I have discussed this papyrus in 
connection with the problem of the origin of the canon in my article already mentioned 

(above, note 18). 
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Sometimes the text of the borrowed heirmos may be given in full 
at the beginning of each "ode"; but in this case, it would be 
marked with quotation marks. More often we find the full 
text of the heirmos at the end of each "ode" marked as Kcarafacaa25 
Even in the latter case, quotation marks were commonly used. 
The scribe of the papyrus, however, has incorporated the borrowed 
stanzas into the actual text of the "canon," apparently for the 
facility of the reader or singer.26 This may also indicate a 

practice of a special area or period. The deviation from the usual, 
at any rate, explains why Sanz, who was himself quite familiar 
with the problems of Byzantine sacred literature, was misled and 
considered the heirmoi as part of the "canon." 

As for the authorship of John the Monk, neither the stylistic 
reasons suggested by the first editor nor the external evidence 
as evaluated by him can be of a decisive character against the 
testimony of the Menaia. Similarities in expression between the 
most different Byzantine hymnographers are quite common27 
and were due either to direct imitation or to repetition of certain 
formulas, some of which indeed go back (directly or indirectly) 
to the Biblical texts (canonical or apocryphal). Finally, the well- 
attested custom of borrowing the heirmoi from previous or con- 
temporary hymnographers, together with the express testimony 
of the heirmologia that the stanza Tov ev o"peCL oyt'W oeaaOevrTa 
was composed by Germanus, more than counterbalance Sanz, 
arguments in favor of Andrew's authorship. Indeed, it is hardly 
probable that the famous Cretan archbishop had any connection 
at all with any part of the text preserved in our papyrus.28 

In spite of the above identification, PVindobonensis is not without 
some value: for two of the troparia preserved in it have no parallel 
in our liturgical books, as far as I know, and can be considered 
as new. This is the case of the troparion contained in lines 1-4 

25 For the term Karalfaala see C. du Fresne du Cange, Glossarium ad scriptores 
mediae et infimae Graecitatis 1 (Lyon 1688) 606; E. A. Sophocles, Greek Lexicon of the 
Roman and Byzantine Periods (Boston 1870) 426; and A. A. Papadopoulos, "AELTovpyLKco 

opot," 'AO7va 40 (1928) 79. 
26 In later times all the heirmoi were collected in special books (with musical 

notation) called heirmologia. 
27 For a good example, cf. K. Krumbacher, Gesch. d. byz. Litt.2 (Miinchen 1897) 

667. 
28 That Andrew could have borrowed an heirmos from John of Damascus in the 

triodion referred to by Sanz (whether it is an authentic poem or not) is not strange; 
cf. S. Eustratiades, op. cit. (above, note 23) i. 
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of the papyrus (incipit 'Ayvwcv E'c a'drwv), which is clearly a theoto- 
kion.29 Since the theotokia were integral parts of the "odes" of 
the Byzantine "canons," and the seventh "ode " of the "canon" 
under discussion lacks a theotokion in our Menaion, there should not 
be any doubt that the above stanza was part of the original 
composition. Fortunately, it has been preserved in a fairly good 
condition and should be restored in its place by the future 
editors of the Menaia. 

The other new troparion, which is also a theotokion, is contained 
in lines 25-29 (incipit Tr7v rrap0evov KaM aXpawVov L-TE'pa). Its 

genuineness, however, is not as evident as that of the former, 
because the eighth "ode" (to which it belongs) has another 
theotokion in both the Menaion and the papyrus (incipit ?Q ev rro'A 

7rapELcrTrKEL?av rpOc)--indeed, a very unusual case. The fact 
that the latter has been preserved in both the Mgnaion and the 

papyrus seems to favor its genuineness against the former. On 
the other hand, it lacks the usual ephymnion (refrain), which is one 
of the links connecting the stanzas in such compositions.30 
Whatever the case is, both the stanzas under discussion appear to 
be nothing but a duplication, where the same idea (that the 

Virgin Mary gave birth to Him, Whom the angels cannot behold) 
is expressed from two slightly different points of view. To show 

this, I give here in transcription the two troparia side by side: 

A B 

T7jv 7rapOevov !Q ev 7roAwo 
Kat Xpavrov tvrTEpa 7TrXptLcT7KjcraY TpOL' 

T17V TEKOVUpaV rVptaoES 7'rv r'etKo0av twvpmdSe 
TOV KOarJcOV TOrv aroTrjpa XayyEAwv &apxayyA0ov 
OV K7tlOV epov EPOVw acrLCaroL, roirov ayKcaAatS' SEPELV KaT77'ICa.CrL 

Kvptov, TrraVTEs vvELTe TovTro, @EOTO'KE, 

Kat Vr7TpVlUOVT7E rrpEar3EvE awOCTvat 

ELS rravTSra rovS aCwXvaS. Tovg S a os OOO4r oyoTrag. 

The apparent similarity between the two may indicate that they 
were two different drafts of the same stanza by the same author, 

29 A theotokion is a hymn in honor of the Theotokos (Virgin Mary). As a rule, 
the last troparion of each "ode" of a "canon" is a theotokion. 

30 The refrain was common especially in the first, seventh and eighth "odes" 
of the canon and was a remnant of the old hypopsalmata of the Biblical odes or canticles; 
cf. my article (above, note 18). 
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or that the one was an imitation of the other, which was already 
in the ninth century attached to its model. The final solution 

probably lies in the MSS. I am inclined to think that since 

troparion B (above) follows A in the papyrus, and since it is also 
an imitation of the first stanza of the seventh "ode," 31 it is not 
the "genuine" one. 

The identification of the papyrus text with that of the "canon" 
of John the Monk makes the restoration of the lacunae a routine 
task. There are, however, a few differences between the two 
texts which are not without some interest from the point of view 
of textual criticism. Thus, in line 7 our papyrus has rrvpo 
against Trvpl of the liturgical books.32 Either reading could be 
correct. In the same line the papyrus has preserved the metri- 
cally (and aesthetically) correct form rcap0evov versus dceEtrapOevov 
of most of the tradition. In line 12 the reading dAXo could have 
stood not for aAvAc5 (as Sanz transcribed it) but for the i0AcW)s of the 
Menaion, which seems closer to the spirit of the hymnography of 
the period. In line 14 ovpacviovs seems a mistake (on a false 

analogy of the preceding XopEtac) and so is o rov versus ot rov 
in the same line. In line 30 the papyrus agrees with the Menaion 
by preserving the correct form rdo'A (sky, heaven) versus Sanz' 
correction ircoAo (foal). In line 32 the reading of the papyrus 
rov[rov] ayKaAcas (Sanz suggested rov [raZsl] ayKcAccas) is con- 
trasted with ev -rcrs aCyKaAcatL of the Menaion. In lines 36-37 
we read r7s KTr7EWS, which is far better than KaM Kvptov of the 

heirmologion,33 both because it rhymes with qvacrcos of the preceding 
line and explains the point made there in a more vivid way: 
"Opovgs rTxaplA0ES rrjs VcrEwo* rov 8ltLtovpyOv crvUXaflovcra Trls 

Krtcros; it should, therefore, be readily adopted as the correct 
reading. In line 40, the papyrus presents what seems to be a 

31 TQ TTrapeiarr KEL?rav 7TraVcraTco* erovpyovaat Uvptdaes TrWV aCyyewYcv* TOV 7rpoC7Trov 
opav* I,or) Epovcat rlrv OEav,* EvAoyr-Tos et, KvpLe,* o Oeos, acvalocrtv (page 86). 

32 The stanza Tov ev ipea aylw o6aat6evra occurs on several occasions in the 
Menaia (above, note 22) 1.34 (on Sept. 2), 63 (on Sept. 5), 459 (on Oct. 18); vol. 2.269 
(on Nov. 24); 4.94 (on March 15); also in the Triodion (Tpt8iSov Ka-raVvKrtKOVv 

[Athens, Apostolike Diakonia, 1960]) 23, 62, and 158; also in Migne, PG 140.777, and in 
S. Eustratiades, op. cit. (above, note 23) 226. The text is not identical in all cases. 
The reading rrvpi is common to all except the Menaion 2.269 and Migne, PG, where 
the reading dTOKO has replaced the common reading. In the next instance (Vrapev0ov 
versus &aErapOEvov), the Menaia in 1.459 and 4.94, as well as the heirmologia, agree with 
our papyrus against the rest. 

33 This troparion, although it has been used in several instances as an heirmos, is 
never given in full in the other liturgical books. 
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correction or alternative reading: KEV'xTavra versus evcoaavra of 
the Menaion. But even if we accept the editor's correction 
Katvoaxavra, the traditional reading is much more consistent with 
the meaning of the whole stanza and should be retained. Finally, 
in line 41, the papyrus omits the word Xptrre', which in the 
Menaion appears between E'rovpCavlot and cErrtytca, and which is 

necessary both for metrical reasons and to explain the acr at the 

beginning of the stanza. 
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