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In 1966, after a long examination of the Greek textual tradition, J.
Dumortier produced a critical edition of John Chrysostom's Letter to
Theodore and of its old Latin translation.' The rich and detailed
philological studies of Dumortier about the text of the Lerter’ seem
however to ignore the existence of an old Armenian translation which,
because of its antiquity, can be considered a very interesting source for the
history of the Greek text. The Armenian text of the Letter was published in
1861 in Venice by the printinF press of S. Lazzaro. The edition does not
contain the name of the editor.

The Armenian translation is preserved in six manuscripts:
Matenadaran (Mat.) 989 (1198 A.D.), the Library of the Armenian
Patriarchate of St. James, in Jerusalem (Jerus.) 972 (1714 A.D.), Mat.
9787 (1735 A.D.), Jerus. 62 (1849 A.D.), the Mekhitarist Monastic Library
of Venice-San Lazzaro (S. Lazzaro) 71 (1846 A.D.) and the Mekhitarist
Monastic Library of Vienna 232 (1851 A.D.). On the base of personal
investigations, | can assert that the manuscript Mat. 989 is the archefypus
of all other known manuscripts, which have been copied directly or
indirectly from it.*

In the following pages I will present some philological evidence of a
comparative analysis of the Armenian text with the Greek manuscript
tradition in order to show the philological position of the Armenian
translation as regards the Greek manuscripts.



1. THE GREEK MANUSCRIPTS AND THEIR FAMILIES

As it is well known, John Chrysostom (ca 345-407) was bishop of
Constantinople (397-403) and a writer of exquisite eloquence. He ended
his days in exile at the feet of the Caucasus. His works (especially the
exegetical writings, the treaties on the ascetic life and the homilies) were
well known during the whole of the Greek Middle Age, and many of them
were translated into other languages (Syriac, Armenian, Latin, Arabic,
Georgian) not long after his death. Also his Lerter seems to have been
highly regarded during the Greek Middle Age. Dumortier has been able to
find the following 28 codices prior to the XV century’:

Parisinus graecus 814 (X1 saec.)

Basileensis B 11 15 gr. 39 (IX saec.)
Parisinus graecus 801 (X1 saec.)
Lawrentianus 1X 35 (X1 saec.)

Stavronikita 25 (X1 saec.)

Berolinensis gr. 35 Phill. 1439 (XI1-X1I saec.)
Berolinensis gr. 94 Phill. 1442 (X11-X111 saec,)
Taurinensis Bibl. nat. 89 (X-XI saec.)
Marcianus 565 (XI saec.)

Marcianus App. gr. 11 27 (X1 saec.)
Lawrentianus IX 22 (X saec.)

Vaticanus graecus 565 (X1 saec.)

Vaticanus graecus 566 (X1 saec.)

Vaticanus graecus 568 (X1 saec.)

Parisinus graecus Coislin 245 (X1 saec.)
Panteleimon 768 (X111 saec.)

Vaticanus graecus 1628 (X1 saec.)

Vaticanus graecus 1629 (XI saec.)

Faticanus graecus 1639 (XI saec.)
Moscoviensis Bibl. synod. Il (X saec.)
Vatopedinus (Mons Athos) 336 (X11-XI11I saec.)
Marcianus 108 (XIV saec.)

Vaticanus graecus 567 (X1V saec.)
Vaticanus graecus 571 (XIV saec.)
Palatinus (vat. gr.) 228 (X1-X1V saec.)
Parisinus graecus 816 (XIV saec.)
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v Varicanus graecus 1645 (X1 saec.)
w  Vatopedinus 116 (XIV saec.)

The meticulous studies of Dumortier have permitted him to individuate
three families of manuscripts, whose definitions are based on common
errors and common lacunas. Here are the three families individuated by
Dumortier:”

fam. x codd BINSVmpyv
fam. y codd ACDEFGKLMPRWdow
fam. =z codd HOThr

2. THE PHILOLOGICAL POSITION OF THE ARMENIAN
TRANSLATION

The systematic comparative examination of the Armenian translation
with the Grm:k text penmls us, through a work of interlinguistic
hermeneutics,” to define in a sufficiently clear way the position of the
translation as regards the Greek manuscript tradition.

In a high number of conflict cases among the Greek manuscripts, it is
possible to establish with precision which reading is postulated by the
Armenian translation. In a small number of other cases, it is not possible to
determine it with a high degree of certitude.

The computation of the concordances between the Armenian
translation and each Greek codex has been made in two ways: 1) a
computation with inclusion of the common omissions, whose
independence is always possible, but not very likely; 2) a computation
with exclusion of the common omissions. These two computations do not
give very different results.

In a not negligible number of cases, the Armenian translation
presupposes a text which does not find correspondences in any known
Cireek manuscript and can not be explained by misreading or special
choices of the translator.

Here are the detailed results of the systematic comparison between the
Armenian translation and Greek manuscripts:”

The Armenian translation agrees:

with B 195 cases with A 169 cases with H 156 cases
with | 174 cases with C 145 cases with O 156 cases
with N 172 cases with D 170 cases with T 169 cases

with S 184 cases with E 173 cases with h 157 cases



with V 172 cases
with m 174 cases
with p 172 cases
with v 177 cases

fam. x average
177.5 cases
62.50 %

with F 180 cases
with G 172 cases
with K 171 cases
with L. 171 cases
with M 163 cases
with P 165 cases
with R 173 cases
with W 174 cases
with d 115 cases
witho 173 cases
with w 173 cases
fam. y average
171,30 cases’
60.31 %

with exclusion of the common omissions:

with B 143 cases
with | 120 cases

with N 133 cases
with S 130 cases
with V 133 cases
with m 130 cases
with p 128 cases
with v 123 cases

fam.x average
130 cases

62.80 %

with A 120 cases
with C 104 cases
with D 121 cases
with E 125 cases
with F 130 cases
with G 123 cases
with K 130 cases
with L 122 cases

with M 114 cases

with P 118 cases
with R 132 cases
with W 124 cases
with d 82 cases

with o 124 cases
with w 124 cases

fam. y average
123,61 cases'”
59.71 %

with r 157 cases

fam. z average
159 cases
55.95 %

with H 120 cases
with O 12] cases
with T 124 cases
with h 125 cases
with r 122 cases

fam. z average
122,4 cases
59.13 %

According to this evidence, the Armenian translation seems to have a
moderate preference for the readings of fam. x and, among the codices of
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that family, especially for B, with which the highest number of cases agree
(195 cases, 68.66% with inclusion of the common omissions, 143 cases
69.08% with exclusion of the common omissions).

Obviously it is not correct to state fowr cowrt that the Armenian
translation has sprung from an unknown codex of fam. x, because it is
possible to document some cases in which the translation agrees
exclusively with fam. z or with only one codex of that family: cfr. arm.
qhip wunnpeG (20,8) = ™y olkelay aélav (3,13) ‘his own honor’: h only
conserves this variant. The textual sequence qh fupwpwlship np wnlin
ﬁmpﬁﬁmi qqnpﬁhghmluﬁ tipk pmph th bLpk pup (19,3-4) supposes
va ¥kaotog H.‘Optﬂ"l]tclt & 81 1% copatog mpoc & Enpate e &
yabdy, e xaxov ‘in order that everyone obtains the actions made with
the body, both good actions and bad actions’ which is present only in
HOhr.

The preference of the translation for B is based on 13 cases of
exclusive concordance with this manuscript, but it is possible to find 14
cases in which the Armenian translation agrees with all manuscripts,
except B: v kbnov (2,48) *...of the efforts, of the works® is present in all
manuscripts except B, which has t@v xax@v ‘...of the evils’. The
translation with wluwnmpbwig (19,24) *... of the works’ rejects the
variant of B.

The philological evidence seems to show the eclecticism of the
Armenian translation, which does not reflect the image of any known
Greek manuscript and seems to be based on a codex not very far from B
and from fam. x, but which had 91 cases unknown to B and 10 unknown to
fam. x.

The tradition on which the Armenian translation is based looks more
ancient than the formation of the three families identified by Dumortier.
Therefore, the Armenian translation conserves a textual phase not attested
in the Greek manuscripts.

An interesting example, in order to illustrate what we are saving, could
be the following: in the first chapter of the Lerrer (1,29) we find that the
Greek manuscripts are divided between the two variants £5¢Bnc and
gﬁwe;, two verbal forms having the same meaning, ‘you (2™ sing.) went

. The Armenian translation with wpmwupul dbpdbgup (17.31) “you
{2"" sing.) were thrown out” does not agree with any of the two Greek
variants and supposes the reading Eﬁsﬂlnﬁng “you were thrown out”. In
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fact, the Greek form postulated by the Armenian translation could be
considered as an archetypical form of the two variants BEE€Bnc
and Eﬁﬂl&ag. It is possible to consider Eﬁéﬁqg and Egﬁlﬁag corruptions of
an older reading £EeBAfONg ., but it is not plausible to think the contrary.
Indeed, the reading EEePANONe is fectio difficilior than #&¢Bnc and
éﬁﬁll}sg Here the Armenian translation conserves a phase of the Greek
tradition which is not attested in the surviving Greek manuscripts. but
which is credible as the source of the two variants which are testified by
the Greek codices.

The independence from the different families of the Greek manuscript
tradition is incontestable in those cases in which the Armenian translation
conserves some textual reductions unknown to all Greek manuscripts. Here
are two examples: Arm. gbipypnpn GuwpymphG6 vinwlwg (17,17-18)
‘he obtains the second navigation’ supposes
tov devtepov Gvaxtara nhovv; the Greek manuscripts, with very small
variants, have tov npémpov dvaxt@rar thoSrov (1,15-16) *he obtains
the former wealth. Only B knows the nearer variant
oV npé'rspov i:'wmct"&tm niovv ‘he obtains the former navigation’;
Arm. h Jbpw) hptipwg (24,27) ‘one on another” postules &¥&AMAotc
instead of the not very clear fxp-ilou; (5,31), in the textual sequence

Tovg 8 VpAAOLS Tposapaacovag (5,31).

3. THE PHILOLOGICAL VALUE OF THE ARMENIAN
TRANSLATION

The philological analysis of the Armenian translation of John
Chrysostom’s Letter to Theodore allows us to find concrete elements to
substantiate the antiquity of the translation. Those elements can be useful
in discussing and confuting the information of two identical colophons
(Mat. 9787, XVIHI century and Jerus. 972, XVIII century,’’ but the
probably common antigraphus was much more ancient), which attribute
the translation of the Letter to Nersés Lambronac'i (X11 century). Nersés
was probably just the buyer of the ms. Mat. 989, the archetvpus of all
known Armenian manuscripts containing the Letter.

Since the 1960s, the importance and the philological value of the old
Armenian translations for the investigations regarding the history of the
Greek texts has been demonstrated. In this case, too, the Armenian
translation of John Chrysostom’s Letter to Theodore, because of its
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antiquity and especially because of its independence from the different
families of conserved Greek manuscripts, can make a noteworthy
contribution to the study of the Greek text and of its history. Among the
many interesting examples of philological evidence which the Armenian
translation contains, of special value are some readings conserved by the
Armenian text but lost in the whole known Greek manuscript tradition.
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" Yiagpr Origuy Bbmmgping Yppoy Gugopbuby, Cwnap %, bpnivantd, 1968, pp. S48-
556,
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