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In 1966, after a long examination o f  the Greek textual tradition, J. 
Dumortier produced a critical edition o f  John Chrysostom 's Letter to 
Theodore and o f  its old Latin translation.1 The rich and detailed 
philological studies o f  Dumortier about the text o f  the Letter2 seem 
however to ignore the existence o f  an old Armenian translation which, 
because o f  its antiquity, can be considered a very interesting source for the 
history o f  the Greek text. The Armenian text o f  the Letter w as published in 
1861 in Venice by the printing press o f  S . Lazzaro. The edition does not 
contain the name o f  the editor.'

The Armenian translation is preserved in six  manuscripts: 
Matenadaran (M at.) 989  (1198 A.D .), the Library o f  the Armenian 
Patriarchate o f  St. Jam es, in Jerusalem  (Jeru s.) 972 (1714 A .D .), Mat. 
9787 (1735 A .D .), Jerus. 62 (1849 A.D .), the Mekhitarist M onastic Library 
o f  Venice-San Lazzaro (S . Lazzaro) 71 (1846 A .D .) and the Mekhitarist 
M onastic Library o f  Vienna 232 (1851 A.D .). On the base o f  personal 
investigations, I can assert that the manuscript Mat. 989  is the archetypus 
o f  all other known manuscripts, which have been copied directly or 
indirectly from it.4

In the following pages I will present som e philological evidence o f  a 
com parative analysis o f  the Armenian text with the Greek manuscript 
tradition in order to show the philological position o f  the Armenian 
translation as regards the Greek manuscripts.
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1. THE G R E E K  MANUSCRIPTS AND TH EIR FAM ILIES
As it is well known, John Chrysostom (ca  345-407) w as bishop o f  

Constantinople (397-403) and a writer o f  exquisite eloquence. He ended 
his days in exile at the feet o f  the Caucasus. His works (especially the 
exegetical writings, the treaties on the ascetic life and the hom ilies) were 
well known during the whole o f  the Greek Middle Age, and many o f  them 
were translated into other languages (Syriac, Armenian, Latin, Arabic, 
Georgian) not long after his death. A lso his Letter seem s to have been 
highly regarded during the Greek Middle A ge. Dumorticr has been able to 
find the following 28 codices prior to the X V  century :

A Parisinus graecus 814 ( XI saec.)
В  Basileensis В II 15 gr. 39 (IX  saec.)
С Paris inus graecus 801 (XI saec.)
D  Laurentianus IX 35 (X I saec.)
E Sta\՝ronikita 25 (X I saec.)
F Bero/inensis gr. 35 Phil/. 1439 (XI-XII saec.)
G Bero/inensis gr. 94 Phil/. 1442 ( XII-X111 saec.)
H Taurinensis Bibi nat. 89 (X -X I saec.)
I Marcianus 565 (X I saec.)
К Marcianus App. gr. II 27 (XI saec.)
L Laurentianus /X  22 (X  saec.)
M Vaticanus graecus 565 (XI saec.)
N  Vaticanus graecus 566 (XI saec.)
О  Vaticanus graecus 568 (XI saec.)
P Paris inus graecus Cois/in 245 (X I saec.)
R Panteleimon 768 (XIII saec.)
S  Vaticanus graecus 1628 (XI saec.)
T  Vaticanus graecus 1629 ( XI saec.)
V Vaticanus graecus 1639 (XI saec.)
W Moscoviensis Bib/, synoi/. / / / ( X  saec.)
d Vatopedinus (M ons Athos) 336 (XII-XIII saec.)
h Marcianus 108 (X IV  saec.)
m Vaticanus graecus 567 (X IV  saec.)
о Vuticanus graecus 5 71 ( XIV  saec.)
p Pa/at in us (vat. gr.) 228 (XIII-X1V saec.)
r Parisinus graecus 816 (X IV  saec.)
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v Vaticanus graecus 1645 ( XI saec.) 
w Vat ope din us 116 ( XIV  saec.)

The m eticulous studies o f  Dumortier have permitted him to individuate 
three fam ilies o f  manuscripts, whose definitions are based on common 
errors and common lacunas. Here are the three fam ilies individuated by 
Dumortier:''

fam. x codd. В  I N  S  V m p v
fam. у  codd. A C D E F G K L M P R W d o w
fam . z  codd. H O T h r

2. TH E PH ILO LO G IC A L POSITION O F TH E ARMENIAN  
TRA N SLATIO N

The system atic comparative examination o f  the Armenian translation 
with the Greek text permits us, through a  work o f  interlinguistic
herm eneutics.7 to define in a sufficiently clear w ay the position o f  the 
translation a s  regards the Greek manuscript tradition.

In a  high number o f  conflict ca se s am ong the Greek manuscripts, it is 
possib le to establish with precision which reading is postulated by the 
Armenian translation. In a sm all number o f  other cases, it is not possib le to 
determine it with a high degree o f  certitude.

The computation o f  the concordances between the Armenian 
translation and each Greek codex has been made in two w ays: I) a 
computation with inclusion o f  the common om issions, whose 
independence is alw ays possible, but not very likely; 2 ) a computation 
with exclusion  o f  the common om issions. T hese two computations do not 
give very different results.

In a  not negligible number o f  cases, the Armenian translation 
presupposes a  text which does not find correspondences in any known 
Greek m anuscript and can not be explained by m isreading o r special 
choices o f  the translator.

Here are the detailed results o f  the system atic comparison between the 
Armenian translation and Greek m anuscripts:4 
The Armenian translation agrees:
with В  195 ca se s with A 169 ca se s with H 156 cases
with I 174 ca se s with С  145 cases w ith О  156 cases
with N  172 ca se s with D  170 ca se s with T  169 cases
with S  184 ca se s 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 К 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 
with о 173 cases 
with w 173 cases 
fam. v average 
171,30 cases4 
60.31 %

with г 157 cases

fam. z average 
159 cases 
55.95 %

with exclusion o f  the 
with В 143 cases 
with I 120 cases 
with N 133 cases 
with S  130 cases 
with V 133 cases 
with m 130 cases 
with p 1 2 8  cases 
with v 123 cases

common omissions: 
with A 120 cases 
with С  104 cases 
with D 121 cases 
with E  125 cases 
with F  130 cases 
with G  123 cases 
with К 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 о  124 cases 
with w 124 cases

with H 120 cases 
with 0  121 cases 
with T  124 cases 
with h 125 cases 
with r 122 cases

fam. x  average 
130 cases 
62.80 %

fam. у  average 
123.61 c a se s ’' 

59.71 %

10
fam. z average 
122,4 cases 
5 9 .1 3 %

According to this evidence, the Armenian translation seem s to have a 
moderate preference for the readings o f  fam. x  and, am ong the codices o f
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that fam ily, especially for B, with which the highest number o f  cases agree 
(195 cases, 68.66%  with inclusion o f  the common om issions, 143 cases 
69.08%  with exclusion o f  the common omissions).

Obviously it is not correct to state tout court that the Armenian 
translation has sprung from an unknown codex o f  fam. x , because it is 
possible to document some cases in which the translation agrees 
exclusively with fam. z  or with only one codex o f  that family: cfr. arm. 
ւփւր պսւսփւԱ (20,8) =  гf]v ofxeTav a ^ ia v  (3 ,13) ‘his own honor’ : h only 
conserves this variant. The textual sequence q\\ իտսփսւնչխր ոք աոնու 
մարմնով ցգործեցեսւլսն bp t բարի hi եթէ յա ր (19,3-4) supposes 
* v a  е к а о т о ^  коц и п ртш  т а  5 ia  xov осорато^ ярое; a  ?n pa4e  eixe A 
y a 0 ^ v , Й те kcxkov ‘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 o f  the translation for В is based on 13 cases o f  
exclusive concordance with this manuscript, but it is possible to find 14 

cases in which the Armenian translation agrees with all manuscripts, 
except B: tS v  xoncov (2 ,4 8 )  ‘ . . .o f  the efforts, o f  the works* is present in all 
manuscripts except B, which has x S v  xcttffiv ‘ . . .o f  the ev ils '. The 
translation with ա;խատութեանց (1 9 ,2 4 ) o f  the works' rejects the 
variant o f  B.

The philological evidence seem s to show the eclecticism o f  the 
Armenian translation, which does not reflect the im age o f  any known 
Greek manuscript and seems to be based on a codex not very far from В 
and from fam. .r, but which had 91 cases unknown to В  and 10 unknown to 
fam. x.

The tradition on which the Armenian translation is based looks more 
ancient than the formation o f  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 saying, could 
be the following: in the first chapter o f  the Letter (1 ,29) we find that the 
Greek m anuscripts are divided between the two variants E^ePnqand 

£ 4п>-0е(;, two verbal forms having the sam e meaning, ‘you (2nd sing.) went 
out’ . The Armenian translation with lupmuipuG մերժեցսւր (17,31) “you 
(2"d sing.) were thrown out”  does not agree with any o f  the two Greek 
variants and supposes the reading е^ ер Х т^ с ; “ you were thrown out” . In
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fact, the Greek form postulated by the Armenian translation could be 
considered a s  an archetypical form o f  the two variants ՏՀտքՅդՀ 
and e^tiA.0£<;. It is possib le to consider Б4 еРт1<; and t^x\kQzՀ corruptions o f  
an older reading ճՀտթձզՕդՀ, but it is not plausible to think the contrary . 
Indeed, the reading Е^ер^пОтц; is lectio difficilior than е£еРт|£ and 
h$\k(teq. Here the Armenian translation conserves a  phase o f  the Greek 
tradition which is not attested in the surviving G reek m anuscripts, but 
which is credible a s  the source o f  the two variants which are testified by 
the Greek codices.

The independence from the different fam ilies o f  the Greek m anuscript 
tradition is incontestable in those cases in which the Armenian translation 
conserves som e textual reductions unknown to all G reek  m anuscripts. Here 
are two exam ples: Arm. զէտկրորդ նաւսւրկութքոնն ստսւնայ (17,17-18) 
he obtains the second navigation ' supposes 

xov  SevTEpov a v a K i a x a i  ոճo v v ; the G reek m anuscripts, with very sm all 
variants, have x o v  n p o ie p o v  a v a K i a i a i  t iX o v io v  (1 .15-16 ) ‘ he obtains 
the form er w ealth '. O nly В  know s the nearer variant 
to v  7 ip o isp o v  a v a K i a x a i  ոճ o v v  ‘ he obtains the form er navigation '; 
Arm. ի վերսւյ իրերսւց (24 ,27) ‘one on another’ postules 
instead o f  the not very clear vqxxtoц  (5 ,3 1 ), in the textual sequence 
xovq бе С ф аЯ оц  r c p o a a p a o a o v ia q  (5 ,31 ).

3. T H E  P H IL O LO G IC A L V A LU E O F TH E ARM ENIAN  
TRA N SLA TIO N

The philological an alysis o f  the Armenian translation o f  John 
C hrysostom ’s  Letter to Theodore a llow s us to find concrete elements to 
substantiate the antiquity o f  the translation. Those elem ents can be useful 
in d iscussing  and confuting the information o f  two identical colophons 
(M at. 9787, XV III century and Jeru s. 9 7 2 , XV III century ," but the 
probably com m on antigraphus w as much more ancient), which attribute 
the translation o f  the Letter to N erses Lam bronac4i (X II century). N erses 
w as probably ju s t  the buyer o f  the ms. Mat. 989 , the archetypus o f  all 
known Arm enian m anuscripts containing the Letter.

Since the 1960s, the importance and the philological value o f  the old 
Arm enian translations for the investigations regarding the history o f  the 
Greek texts has been dem onstrated. In this case , too, the Armenian 
translation o f  John C h rysostom 's Letter to Theodore, because o f  its

14



antiquity and especially  because o f  its independence from the different 
fam ilies o f  conserved Greek manuscripts, can m ake a noteworthy 
contribution to the study o f  the Greek text and o f  its history. Am ong the 
many interesting exam ples o f  philological evidence which the Armenian 
translation contains, o f  special value are som e readings conserved by the 
Arm enian text but lost in the whole known Greek manuscript tradition.
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• There are 284 useful cases (207 with exclusion o flh c common omissions).
9 Mss. Cd have been nol included in ihc compulation, because they arc fragmentary,
10 Mss. Cd have been not included in the computation, because they arc fragmentary.

թ ա յր  Ժ ո ւ յա ք  Հ ձ ո ա գ ր ա չ , ( /ր ր ո շ  Հորձա նք, Հա տ որ Գ , Ե ր ո ւս ա դ է մ , I 96K. pp. 548-

Բ Ա Ն Ա Մ ԻՐ Ա Կ Ա Ն  Ն Կ Ա ՏԱ Ռ Ո Ւ Մ Ն Ե Ր ' 8 Ո Վ Հ Ա Ն Ն Է Մ  Ո Ս Կ Ե Բ Ե ՐԱ Ն Ի  
М /7Л  2 M  Ա /1  Հ Ա Ց Ե Ր  ԷՆ Թ Ա Ր Գ Մ Ա Ն Ո Ւ Թ Ե Ա Ն

(Ա մ փ ո փ ո ւմ )

Ա Ն Տ Ր Է Ա  Ս ՔԱ ԼԱ

Ա յս  յօ դ ո ւ ա ձ ի ն  մ է ք  Ա նտ ր էա  Ա քալա ի  յա յտ  կր  ր ե ր է  բա ն ա ս իր ա կա ն  կ ա ր դ  մ ր  տ ո լ-  
եա լներ  Հա ստ ա տ ելու Հա մա ր Հ ա յե ր է ն  թ ա ր դ մ ա ն ո լթ ե ա ն ց  տ եդ ր  յո ւ ն ա կ ա ն  ր ն օ ր ի ն ա կ -  
ն ե ր ո ւն  դ ի մ ա ց ։

Ա յս  ծիրիՆ մ է ք , Ա քա ,ա  կ ր  Հա ւա ստ Հ թ է  ս յա Հպ ա նո, ա ծ ե ն  Ց ո ^ Հ ա ն ն է ս  Ո սկեբեր ա նի  

Я "  < ա յեր էՆ  վ եց  ձ ե ո ա դ ի ր  թ ա ր դ մ ա ն ո ւ թ ի ւ ն ն ե ր , ո ր ո ն ց  Հ ն ա դ ո յն ր
Մ ա տ ենա դա րա նի  119% թ ո ւա կ ա ն ի  ձ ե ո ա դ ի ր ն  է ,

Հե դ ի ն ա կ ր  ա յս  պ ա ր ա դ ա յին  ե ւս  բ ն ա դ ր ա յի ն  բ ա դ դ ա տ ո ւթ ե ա ն  դ ն ե ,ո վ  Ո սկերերա -նի  

ԱՈ + ք * գ " Ր " " / Հ  Հ ա յե ր է ն  թ ա ր դ մ ա ն ո ւթ ի ւն ն ե ր ր  յո ւ ն ա ր է ն  բն օ ր ի ն ա կ ն ե ր ո լ  
Հետ , կ  ա սլա ցո> ցկ Որ  Հ ա յե ր է ն  թ ա ր դ  մ ա ն ո ւթ ի ւն ր  կ ր ն ա յ յա ւ ե լե ա , նպ ա ստ  մ ր  բ ե ր ե լ  
յո ւն ա կ ա ն  բ ն ա դ ր ի  ո ւս ո ւմ ն ա ս ի ր ո ւթ ե ա ն  ե լ  ա նո ր  պ ա տ մ ո ւթ ե ա ն ւ
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