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ABSTRACT

STUDIES IN THE SYRIAC VERSIONS OF ST. JOHN CHRYSOSTOM’S
HOMILIES ON THE NEW TESTAMENT WITH SPECIAL REFERENCE
TO HOMILIES 6, 20, 22, 23, 37, 62, 83, AND 84 ON JOHN

Thesis submitted in fulfilment of the requirements for the degree of
Doctor of Philosophy in the University of Oxford
by Jeffrey Wayne Childers,

Merton College, Hilary Term 1996

The thesis conducts systematic studies of the Syriac versions of St. John
Chrysostom’s Homilies on the New Testament—the Homilies on Matthew, the
Homilies on John, and the Homilies on the Epistles of St. Paul. The thesis focuses
mainly on sixth- and seventh-century British Library manuscripts, but is also
concerned with the spread of the material over the course of centuries into different
sorts of books. Pre-dating extant Greek witnesses by centuries, the main Syriac
manuscripts preserve translations made during the fifth and sixth centuries and
constitute unique textual evidence for students of the Greek. By analyzing the
methods of translation, it has been possible to place the versions within the
framework of the development of Syriac translation technique and to highlight
methodological issues for those attempting to relate Syriac versions to their Greek
source texts. The translation analysis includes Biblical citations. The analyses have
shown that the Homilies on the Epistles were translated last and are the most literal.
The Homilies on Matthew and on John were translated earlier, are relatively less
literal, and most likely to have Peshitta or even (occasionally) Old Syriac Bible texts

rather than direct translations from the Greek.

Several of the Homilies on John are edited and translated, allowing a critique
of M.-E. Boismard’s interpretation and use of the Syriac version, which is seen to be

unsatisfactory in several ways.
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Preface

These studies have been instructive to me in many ways—not least in that
they have continually reminded me that my own endeavours find but a modest place
within a long line which stretches back to those who have worked before me and
forward towards those who will pursue the inquiries further in the future. I find
myself dependent upon previous scholarship, including that of Syriac- and Greek-
speaking Christians over the centuries and indeed of Chrysostom himself, as well as
of modern scholars. The fruit of their labours has been a substantial portion of my

diet for some time, and sweet or sour I have found it nourishing.

In managing this repast, I am especially indebted to the work and enthusiastic
interest of Sebastian Brock. He has been my guide and model, though I a poor
imitator. His counsel and questions have always proved beneficial. His welcoming
manner and sincere interest in me and my work has been inspirational. I am fortunate

to have been one of the many touched by his learned wisdom and fine character.

I am grateful to the staff of the Bodleian Library and the Oriental Institute
Library, Oxford for their helpfulness, and especially to the British Library, London,
for the opportunity to consult their rich collection of Syriac manuscripts. I am also
thankful for the generosity of David and Allison Salvesen, the team who together

developed the beautiful Syriac script adorning these pages.

Several organizations and persons have funded my working sojourn in
Oxford: Merton College; the Christian Scholars Foundation in Atlanta, Georgia;
Professor Dr. Carroll Osburn; the Hall-Houghton fund for Biblical studies, Oxford;
Abilene Christian University in Abilene, Texas; the University of Oxford; and

generous benefactors in the hamlet of Breckenridge, Texas.

Emotional support over the last several years has been offered unreservedly
by many of my friends, and especially Kirsten Merritt and Nick Matthews, whose
companionship has often helped me to retain a sense of balance when my research

threatened to be all-consuming.



Even more important to my complete well-being has been my family. Their
place in my life brings great joy and in loving devotion they have shared with me the
burden of this work. In particular, my wife Linda has exhibited uncommon patience
and been immensely helpful to me in the final stages of the research. Her

encouragement and unflagging support have been indispensable.

Finally, thanks be to God, for whose honour the Syriac and Greek texts were

composed and transmitted and in whose name this research has proceeded.



GENERAL ABBREVIATIONS AND SYMBOLS

add. addit(unt) n. nn. note(s)
cf. confer om. omittit(unt)
col., cols. column, columns P-, PP page(s)
ed., eds. editor, editors pr. praemittit(unt)
eg. exempli gratia tr. translator
f., ff. following (with pages) viz. videlicet
folio(s) (with manuscripts) vol., vols. volume(s)
ibid. ibidem + add(s)
ie. id est * %! otc.  denotes variant(s)
BIBLIOGRAPHIC ABBREVIATIONS
AAWG.PH  Abhandlungen der Akademie der Wissenschaften in Gottingen.
Philologisch-historische Klasse. 3rd series (Gottingen)
ABAW.PPH Abhandlungen der Bayerischen Akademie der Wissenschaften.
Philosophisch-philologische und historische Klasse
(Miinchen)
Abr-N. Abr-Nahrain (Leiden)
AION Annali dell’Istituto Universitario Orientale di Napoli (Naples)
ANRW Aufstieg und Niedergang der romischen Welt (Berlin)
ANTF Arbeiten zur neutestamentliche Textforschung (Berlin)
Aphrahat, Dem Aphraatis demonstrationes XXIII. Ed. Jean Parisot.

Assemani, BO

Patrologia Syriaca 1.1-2. Paris: Firmin-Didot,
1894-1907.

Joseph S. Assemani. Bibliotheca orientalis Clementino-
Vaticanae. Volume 1, de scriptoribus syris orthodoxis.

Volume 3, de scriptoribus syris nestorianis. Rome:
1719, 1725.

Assemani, Catalogus Stephen E. and Joseph S. Assemani.

Aug.

Bibliothecae apostolicae vaticanae codicum
manuscriptorum catalogus. Volume 2, Codices
chaldaicos sive syriacos. Volume 3, Reliquos codices
chaldaicos sive syriacos. Rome:1758-9.

Augustinianum (Rome)

vil



BAH
BETL

Bib.
BPM
Byz.
BZAW

CarmNis

CBM
CCG

CDia

CDia*

CDia™

CG-E

CM-L

CNRS
CPG

CPJ

Bibliothéque archéologique et historique (Paris and Beirut)

Bibliotheca Ephemeridum Theologicarum Lovaniensium
(Louvain)

Biblica (Rome)
Biblia Polyglotta Matritensia (Madrid)
Byzantion (Brussels)

Beihefte zur Zeitschrift fiir die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft
(Berlin)

Ephrem. Des heiligen Ephraem des Syrers Hymnen de
Carmina Nisibena. Ed. Edmund Beck. CSCO 218, 240.
Louvain: Secrétariat du CSCO, 1961-3.

Chester Beatty Monographs (Dublin)

Michel Aubineau, Robert E. Carter, and Wolfgang Lackner,
eds. Codices Chrysostomici Graeci. Five volumes. Paris:

Editions du Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique,
1968-83.

Ephrem. Saint Ephrem: Commentaire de l’évangile
concordant. Texte syriaque. Ed. Louis Leloir. CBM 8.
Dublin: Hodges, Figgis & Co., 1963.

. Saint Ephrem. Commentaire de I'évangile
concordant. Version arménienne. Ed. Louis Leloir. CSCO
137. Louvain: L. Durbecq, 1953.

. Saint Ephrem: Commentaire de I’évangile
concordant. Texte syriaque, folios additionnels. Ed. Louis
Leloir. Louvain: Peeters, 1990.

. Sancti Ephraem Syri in Genesim et in Exodum
commentarii. Ed. R.-M. Tonneau. CSCO 152. Louvain: L.
Durbecq, 1955.

Philoxenus. Fragments of the Commentary on Matthew and
Luke. Ed. JW. Watt. CSCO 392-3. Louvain: Secrétariat du
CSCO, 1978. The “Matthew-Luke” Commentary. Ed.
Douglas J. Fox. SBL Dissertation Series 43. Atlanta: Scholars

Press, 1979.
Centre Nationale de la Recherche Scientifique

Maurice Geerard, ed. Clavis Patrum Graecorum. Volume 2,
Ab Athanasio ad Chrysostom.. Turnhout: Brepols, 1974.

Philoxenus. Philoxene de Mabbog. Commentaire du

prologue johannique. Ed. André de Halleux. CSCO 380.
Louvain: Secrétanat du CSCO, 1977.

Vil



CSCO

DOAW.PH

DSp

EO
EtB
EThL

Field, in Matt.

Corpus Scriptorum Christianorum Orientalium (Louvain,
Paris, and Rome)

Denkschriften. Osterreichische Akademie der Wissenschaften.
Philosophisch-historische Klasse (Vienna)

Marcel Viller et al, eds. Dictionnaire de spiritualité ascétique
et mystique, doctrine et histoire. Paris, 1937ff.

Ecclesia Orans (Rome)
Etudes bibliques. New Series (Paris)
Ephemerides Theologicae Lovaniensis (Louvain)
Sancti patris nostri Joannis Chrysostomi archiepiscopi

Constantinopolitani homiliae in Matthaeum. 3
volumes. Ed. Frederick Field. Cambridge: 1838-9.

Field, Interp.ep.Paul. Sancti patris nostri Joannis Chrysostomi

GOF.S
GRBS
HNat

HPar

HS
HThR
JBL
JOB
JSSt
JThS
LibGrad

LTP
LXX

archiepiscopi Constantinopolitani interpretatio

omnium epistolarum Paulinarum per homilias facta 1

volumes. Ed. Frederick Field. Oxford: 1845-62.
Gottinger Orientforschung. Reihe 1, Syriaca (Wiesbaden)
Greek, Roman and Byzantine Studies (Cambridge, Mass.)
Ephrem. Des heiligen Ephraem des Syrers Hymnen de
Nativitate. Ed. Edmund Beck. CSCO 186. Louvain:
Secrétariat du CSCO, 1959.

. Des heiligen Ephraem des Syrers Hymnen de
Paradiso und contra Julianum. Ed. Edmund Beck. CSCO
174. Louvain: Secrétariat du CSCO, 1957.

Horae Semiticae (Cambridge)

Harvard Theological Review (Cambridge, Mass.)
Journal of Biblical Literature (Philadelphia)
Jahrbuch der dsterreichischen Byzantinistik (Vienna)
Journal of Semitic Studies (Manchester)

Journal of Theological Studies (Oxford)

Liber Graduum. Ed. Michael Kmosko. Patrologia Syriaca
1.3. Paris: Firmin-Didot, 1926.

Laval théologique et philosophique (Quebec)
Septuaginta Vetus Testamentum Graecum . 16 volumes. Eds.

Alfred Rahlfs et al. Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
1931-93.



MAH

Mélanges d’archéologie et d’histoire (Paris)

Mingana, Catalogue  A.Mingana. Catalogue of the Mingana Collection of

Muséon

NA27

NAWG

NT
NTGF
NTS
OCA
OCP
OLA
OLoP
OrChr
OrSyr
ParOr
PIOS
PIRHT

PG

PO

ROC
RSLR
RSR
RThPh
SD

Manuscripts. Volume 1, Syriac and Garshuni
Manuscripts. Cambridge: W. Heffer & Sons, 1933,

Le Muséon (Louvain)

Novum Testamentum Graece. 27th ed. Eds. Barbara and Kurt
Aland. Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1993,

Nachrichten der Akademie der Wissenschaften in Gottingen
(Gottingen)

Novum Testamentum (Leiden)

The New Testament Text in the Greek Fathers (Atlanta)
New Testament Studies (Cambridge)
Orientalia Christiana Analecta (Rome)
Orientalia Christiana Periodica (Rome)
Orientalis Lovaniensia Analecta (Louvain)
Orientalia Lovaniensia Periodica (Louvain)
Oriens Christianus (Rome)

Orient Syrien (Paris)

Parole de I’Orient (Kaslik)

Pontificium Institutum Orientalium Studiorum

Publications de I'Institut de Recherche et d’Histoire des
Textes. Documents, études et repertoires (Paris)

b

Bibliothecum Patrum Graecum. Patrologiae cursus completus
Series Graeca. Ed. J.-P. Migne Paris, 1857ff.

Patrologia Orientalis (Paris and Turnhout)
Revue Biblique (Paris)

Revue d’histoire ecclésiastique (Louvain)

Revue de I’Orient Chrétien (Paris)

Rivista di storia e letteratura religiosa (Florence)
Recherches de science religieuse (Paris)

Revue de théologie et de philosophie (Lausanne)

Studies and Documents (Grand Rapids)



Savile

SBEc
SPLA

StPatr
StSin
StSC

StT

2UU O OV

Supplement

SVigChr
Ta$

Thesaurus Syriacus

Tr.
75
TU

UCP.CS

Vetus Testamentum syriace

Wright, Catalogue

ZNW

Sancti Johannis Chrysostomi Opera Omnia. 8 volumes. Ed.
Henry S. Savile. Eton: John Norton, 1612-3.

Studia Biblica et Ecclesiastica (Oxford)

S.P. Brock. Syriac Perspectives on Late Antiquity. London:
Variorum Reprints, 1984.

Studia Patristica. Ed. F.L. Cross et al.

Studia Siniatica (London)

S.P. Brock. Studies in Syriac Christianity. London: Variorum
Reprints, 1992.

Studi e Testi (Vatican City)

2uurrootor. Studies on St. John Chrysostom. Ed. Panagiotis
Nicolopoulos. ’AvaiékTa Biatadwy 18. Thessalonike:
Ilatpiapyikor 16ptua Iatepikwy MeiéTwy, 1973,

Jessie Payne Smith. Supplement to the Thesaurus Syriacus.
Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1927.

Supplements to Vigiliae Christianae (Leiden)
Texts and Studies (Cambridge)

Robert Payne Smith. Thesaurus Syriacus. Two
volumes. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1879, 1901.

Traditio (New York)
Theological Studies (New York)

Texte und Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der altchristlichen
Literatur (Berlin)

University of California Publications. Classical Studies
(Berkeley, Calif.)

Vetus Testamentum syriace iuxta simplicem
syrorum versionem. Peshitta Institute. Leiden:
Brill, 1977-91.

William Wright. Catalogue of Syriac Manuscripts in
the British Museum Acquired since the Year 1838. 3

volumes. London: Trustees of the British Museum,
1870-2.

Zeitschrift fiir die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft (Berlin)



Mn ydp pot Ty BdpBapov avtwy ¢wrny (67,
dAda Tnv ¢irocopovoar avtwy Siavolav.

St. John Chrysostom, on the
native Syriac-speaking Christians
around Antioch (De sanctis
martyribus sermo 1).

STUDIES IN THE SYRIAC VERSIONS OF ST. JOHN

CHRYSOSTOM’S HOMILIES ON THE NEW TESTAMENT

WITH SPECIAL REFERENCE TO
HOMILIES 6, 20, 22, 23, 37, 62, 83, AND 84 ON JOHN

I. INTRODUCTION

A perusal of the entries for St. John Chrysostom (d. 407) in Clavis Patrum
Graecorum reveals the vast corpus of material supposed to derive from the preaching
of this important church leader.' The sets of exegetical homilies, or commentaries,
are the most monumental, consisting of series of homilies treating various books of
the Bible systematically.” Blending exegesis and homiletics, they constitute the
largest surviving cycles of Patristic Biblical commentary.® This study is particularly
concerned with Chrysostom’s Homilies on the New Testament, which enjoyed
widespread popularity in the post-patristic Church, proving useful for a variety of

applications. This popularity is reflected in the versional tradition—CPG describes

'See CPG, 4305-4495.

’During and after Chrysostom’s lifetime, the homily cycles—many of which
must have been delivered orally—were subjected to programs of composition and
editorial refinement for publication. In some cases, further editorial work may have
resulted in the publication of successive recensions. For the most recent discussion,
see J.N.D. Kelly, Golden Mouth. The Story of John Chrysostom, Ascetic, Preacher,
Bishop (London: Duckworth, 1995) 924

The most obvious example is his Homilies on Acts. See E.R. Smothers, “The
Twofold Tradition of Saint John Chrysostom’s Homilies on Acts,” Ph.D. dissertation
(University of Michigan [Ann Arbor], 1936); ibid., “Le texte des homélies de Saint
Jean Chrysostome sur les Actes des Apotres,” RSR 27 (1937) 513-48: ibid., “Toward
a Critical Text of the Homilies on Acts of St. John Chrysostom,” in StParr 1.1, ed.
F.L. Cross (TU 63; Berlin: Akademie) 53-7; cf. F.T. Gignac, “The Text of Acts in
Chrysostom’s Homilies” Tr. 26 (1970) 308-15.

’Internal clues suggest that the majority are based on sermons delivered by
Chrysostom during his episcopacy at Antioch, between 386-97 C.E. Others are
based on series of sermons preached at Constantinople before his exile to Cucusus
and Pityus in 404 (see Kelly, Golden Mouth, 90-1, and the survey in Johannes
Quasten, Patrology, vol. 2, The Golden Age of Greek Patristic Literature from the
Council of Nicaea to the Council of Chalcedon [Utrecht: Spectrum, 1960] 433-50).
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texts in Latin, Syriac,* Coptic, Armenian, Georgian, Old Slavonic, and Arabic. The
first known translation of Chrysostom’s work was prepared by Annianus of Celeda,
who rendered Homilies 1-25 on Matthew into Latin in 419 or 420, not long after
Chrysostom’s death. A flood of translations and re-translations or revisions followed

over the centuries.’

Considering the Greek evidence for Chrysostom’s Homilies on the New
Testament, “c’est une vraie calamité ou une vraie bénédiction,” depending on one’s
point of view. The quantity of manuscripts is enormous, constituting the richest
tradition of all Chrysostom’s works,® but the sheer volume is a mixed blessing for
editors. Also, the value of the rich tradition is qualified by the lateness of the
evidence, since the tradition scarcely begins before the tenth century—Ilong after the
Golden Mouth had fallen silent. The Greek manuscripts for the homilies on John
well illustrates this problem. According to the volumes of Codices Chrysostomici
Graeci (CCG) published so far, at least 55 extant manuscripts contain all or part of
the Greek text of Chrysostom’s 88 Homilies on John.” Yet only six of these
manuscripts are dated as early as the tenth century; the rest are manuscripts from the

eleventh century or later.® Similar is the situation of the Homilies on Matthew.

‘R.E. Carter revealed before 1970 that “a catalogue of the Syriac manuscripts
is. . . envisaged” by those working on Chrysostomic texts, but no catalogue has yet
appeared (Carter, “The Future of Chrysostom Studies,” in StPatr 10.1, ed. F.L. Cross
[TU 107; Berlin: Akademie, 1970] 15).

*Jean-Paul Bouhot, “Les traductions latines de Jean Chrysostome du V¢ au
XVI¢ siecle,” in Traduction et traducteurs au moyen age. Actes du colloque
international du CNRS 1986, ed. Genevieve Contamine (PIRHT ; Paris: CNRS, 1989)
31-9.

°E. Amand de Mendieta, “Un probléme d’ecdotique. Comment manier la
tradition manuscrite surabondante d’un ouvrage patristique,” in Texte und Textkritik:
eine Aufsatzsammlung, ed. Jirgen Dummer (7U 133, Berlin: Akademie, 1987) 31.
See the volumes of CCG and Michel Aubineau, “Une enquéte dans les manuscrites
chrysostomiens: opportunité, difficultés, premier bilan,” RHE 63 (1968) 6-7. Many
important volumes of CCG are yet to appear (Marcel Richard, “La collection Codices
Chrysostomici Graeci,” in 2vumooior, 91-3).

"Evidence about the tradition from CCG is naturally incomplete (see n. 6),
but undeniably representative. P.W. Harkins claims to be aware of some 140 such
manuscripts, 87 of which he had personally investigated by 1966 (“The Text
Tradition of Chrysostom’s Commentary on John” in StPatr 8.1, ed. F.L. Cross [TU
92; Berlin: Akademie, 1966] 217-8).

*Only three of the manuscripts are confidently dated to the tenth century, viz.
Miinchen, Bayerische Staatsbibliothek, Cod. Graec. 4 and Cod. Graec. 386; and
Milan, Biblioteca Ambrosiana, G65 sup. (Gr.407) (see CCG 2.39, 83; 5.119). The
rest of the six are given less certain dates of the tenth or eleventh century.

M.-E. Boismard uses a Paris manuscript he dates to the ninth century (Paris,
Bib. Nat., Gr. 705), but the Paris manuscripts have not yet been surveyed in CCG (see
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Chrysostom’s 90 homilies represent the oldest complete Patristic commentary on this
most popular Gospel. They are based on sermons apparently given at Antioch,
probably about 390.” According to CCG, at least 120 Greek manuscripts contain all
or part of the text, yet all but ten of the manuscripts date from the eleventh century or
later. Nine date from the tenth century or thereabouts. This particular textual
tradition is remarkably—and uniquely-—endowed with the sixth-century Wolfenbiittel
manuscript, the oldest Greek witness of any of Chrysostom’s works, containing a
number of the Homilies on Matthew.'® This remarkable manuscript remains
unedited. When Frederick Field published in 1838 what is still the most critical
edition of the Homilies on Matthew (reprinted by Migne), he used only about a dozen

of the extant manuscripts, incorporating none earlier than the tenth century. "

Since the Greek witnesses are late and the printed editions are liable not to be
representative,'’ the manuscript traditions attract considerable interest, mainly as
preliminary diversions en route to the tasks of determining authenticity, tracing
source histories, and finally of studying Chrysostom’s thought."” Fresh editorial
work has begun on a few Chrysostomic texts,'* including the Homilies on the New

Testament.> Yet some debate exists as to whether fresh editorial work is

Boismard and A. Lamouille Un évangile pré-johannique [ EtB 17; Paris: Librairie
Lecoffre, 1993] 1.1.24).

*Kelly, Golden Mouth, 90; Quasten, Patrology, 437-8.

'Wolfenbiittel, Herzog August Bibliothek, Helmst. 75a. See Otto von
Heinemann, Die Handschriften der herzoglichen Bibliothek zu Wolfenbiittel , vol. 1,
Die Helmstedter Handschriften (Wolfenbiittel: Julius Zwissler, 1884) 1.95.

""Field, in Mart. See especially vol. 3, adnotationes et indices, xvii—xxiii.
For an account of the publication histories of certain of Chrysostom’s works, see
Harkins, “Text Tradition of Chrysostom’s Commentary on John,” (1966) 211—4; S.L.
Greenslade, “The Printer’s Copy for the Eton Chrysostom,” in StPatr 7.1, ed. F.L.
Cross (TU 92; Berlin: Akademie, 1966) 60—4; F.J. Leroy, “Les manuscrits de
Montfaucon et I’édition de S. Jean Chrysostome,” Tr. 20 (1964) 411-8.

The known Greek textual tradition of the Homilies on the Epistles begins in
the tenth century.

"’The state of existing printed editions of Patristic works and the complexities
of their Greek manuscript traditions necessitates a specialized textual criticism (see
the attempt of Miroslav Marcovich, Patristic Textual Criticism, part 1 (Illinois
Classical Studies Supplement 6; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1994).

PSee Carter, “Future of Chrysostom Studies” (1970) 14-21.

“See Anne-Marie Malingrey, “Vers une édition critique des oeuvres de saint
Jean Chrysostome,” in StPatr 3, ed. F.L. Cross (TU 78; Berlin: Akademie, 1961)
81-4; ibid., “L’édition critique de Jean Chrysostome. Actualité de son oeuvre.
Volumes parus. Projets,” in 2vumoociov, 88-9.

“Viz. the Homilies on John and the Homilies on Titus and on Philemon. See

Harkins’, Boismard, Un évangile pré-johannique, and Blake Goodall, The Homilies
of St. John Chrysostom on the Letters of St. Paul to Titus and Philemon:
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worthwhile, '® and what methods are to be used.'” Some maintain that the original
Greek texts of Patristic authors and the process of their transmission are basically
irrecoverable,'® partly because of the special forces to which the living tradition was
subjected, and mainly because of the great lapse of time between the era of
Chrysostom and the medieval manuscripts bearing witness to him. This lapse in the
Greek evidence necessarily arouses interest in the ancient versional
evidence—especially the Syriac. The Syriac versional tradition of the homilies, while
not voluminous and typically incomplete in coverage, includes manuscripts of great

antiquity and variety."

From the standpoint of editors and readers of Chrysostom’s Greek Homilies
on the New Testament, the Syriac witnesses are of interest mainly because of their
age—several manuscripts are of the sixth and seventh centuries, pre-dating the extant
Greek evidence by centuries.”® These witnesses will play an important role in any
careful reconstruction of the Patristic Greek texts, bearing unique potential for

helping textual critics to determine the character of the pre-medieval Greek.” Also,

Prolegomena to an Edition (UCP.CS 20; Berkeley: University of California Press,
1979).

'E.g. Carter believes new editions of edita to be unnecessary (“Future of
Chrysostom Studies” [1970] , 21), whereas Harkins (“Text Tradition of Chrysostom’s
Commentary on John” [1966]), and to some extent Boismard ( Evangile pré-
Johannique), believe that important features of a textual tradition may remain
obscured when inferior editions are not replaced by those which take more
comprehensive account of the evidence. Cf. Richard, “Transmission des textes des
Peres grecs,” in Opera Minora (Turnhout: Brepols, 1977) 51, 59-60.

"E.g. Harkins (and apparently Goodall) pursues a program of complete
collation, whereas others caution against unnecessarily squandering time on such a
program (e.g. H. Musurillo and S.J. Plattsburgh, “Some Textual Problems in the
Editing of the Greek Fathers,” in StPatr 3, ed. F.L. Cross [TU 78; Berlin: Akademie,
1961] 86-7; de Mendieta, “Un probleme d’ecdotique,” 35).

*Musurillo and Plattsburgh, “Some Textual Problems,” 86-8.

""See Anton Baumstark. Geschichte der syrischen Literatur (Bonn: A.
Marcus and E. Webers, 1922) 80-1. For a brief overview of studies of the Syriac
translation tradition of Chrysostom, see also Paul Kriiger, “Eine bisher unbekannte

Homilie des hl. Johannes Chrysostomus in syrischer Ubersetzung,” OrChr 51 (1967)
78-9. ‘

®Syriac versions, often tending towards literalism, can be very helpful in
studying the Greek homiletical texts (see Frangois Graffin and Anne-Marie
Malingrey, “La tradition syriaque des homélies de Jean Chrysostome sur
'incompréhensibilit€ de Dieu,” in Epektasis. Mélanges patristiques offerts au
Cardinal Jean Daniélou, eds. Jacques Fontaine and Charles Kannengiesser [Paris:
Beauchesne, 1972] 609; Joseph-Marie Sauget, “L’apport des traductions syriaques
pour la patristique grecque,” RThPh 110 [1978] 144-6).

*'In the face of our ignorance about the history of Patristic Greek texts before
the ninth century, Richard affirms the significance of the Oriental versions because of
their relative age (“Transmission des textes des Péres grecs,” 3.83.51-2, 56).
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the Syriac enables one to affirm the value of fresh textual work; whether or not it 1s
possible to recover the original form of a Patristic text, these studies in the Syriac
versions prove that it is possible at least to learn more about the earliest forms of the

text.

This thesis is largely concerned with the Syriac versions as translation texts
and therefore pays close attention to the relationship between the Syriac and the
Greek. Yet it would be unfair to assume that the Syriac versions are valuable only
because of their relevance to the Greek. Although it is true that these particular
versions are not so creative as to constitute original literature like some early
translations,?” nevertheless they have innate worth. The Syriacist is intrigued by the
manuscripts themselves,” which are ancient and command respectful analysis. The
texts also provide information about Syriac methods of translation and the early

importation into Syriac of Greek Patristic texts in the fifth and sixth centuries.

The foregoing are essentially textual matters and it is such matters with which
this thesis is primarily concerned. But also fascinating is the role which these
translations play in the development of Syriac exegetical, homiletical, and liturgical
traditions.”* Their translation represents the influx of a huge corpus of material into
the Syriac tradition which exerted great influence on Syriac literature. The wider

Syriac exegetical and homiletical traditions were impacted at several levels for

Ancient versional evidence is understandably viewed with some suspicion.
De Mendieta counsels editors to confine themselves to direct witnesses (viz. Greek or
Latin, for his purposes), except in unusual circumstances. He argues that the Greek
tradition is normally sufficient and that ancient versions, e.g. the Syriac, are so
paraphrastic and imprecise as to be unhelpful in the handling of a Greek tradition
(“Un probléme d’ecdotique,” 35-7).

The paraphrastic style of some Syriac translations certainly limits their
usefulness in this regard (see S.P. Brock, “Basil’s Homily on Deut. xv 9: Some
Remarks on the Syriac Manuscript Tradition,” in Text und Textkritik: eine
Aufsatzsammlung , ed. Jurgen Dummer [TU 133; Berlin: Akademie, 1987] 63).
However, the literal style of others makes them very helpful.

’E.g. the Syriac version of St. Basil’s De spiritu sancto (see David G K.
Taylor, “The Syriac Versions of Saint Basil of Caesarea’s De spiritu sancto.,” D.Phil.

thesis [University of Oxford, 1995] 1.38-9).

ZColophons and the unornamented, utilitarian style of extant early Syriac
manuscripts (such as those which make up the bulk of this tradition) indicate that
most early Syriac manuscripts were designed for ordinary use and are themselves
important sources for cultural study (see Marlia Mundell Mango, “Patrons and
Scribes Indicated in Syriac Manuscripts, 411 to 800 AD,” in XVI. Internationaler
Byzantinistenkongress Akten [JOB 32.4; Vienna: Osterreichischen Akademie der
Wissenschaften, 1982] 2.4.3).

“For some discussion of this, see Appendices 1 and 3.
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centuries by the Chrysostomic materials, a process traceable to the fountainhead
created by the translation of the homilies themselves. Hence, the Syriac homilies
warrant investigation both as early off-shoots of Greek Patristic texts and as a body of

Syriac literature.

The rich benefits of this corpus will begin to gain appreciation only after
preliminary textual studies. The present thesis begins such studies in the Syriac
Homilies on the New Testament by giving an overall view of the shape of the
tradition and exploring the groups of witnesses making up the tradition (Chapter II).
The homilies are treated in three groups, consisting respectively of the Homilies on
Matthew (HMt), the Homilies on John (HJn), and the Homilies on the Epistles of St.
Paul (HEpp).” The study proceeds to evaluate the Syriac texts themselves by
analyzing textual samples from each set of homilies in order to place their translation
styles within the framework of the development of Syriac translation technique
(Chapters II1, IV, VI). Attention is given to the possible role of the Syriac as textual
witness. A separate component of the translation analysis involves the translators’
methods of handling Biblical citations (Chapters V, VII). Throughout, the study
devotes special attention to Homilies 6, 20, 22, 23, 37, 62, 83, and 84 on John, giving
an English translation of these homilies (Chapters IX-X) and the Syriac text, edited
for the first time (Chapters XII-XIII). The Syriac Homilies on John are the only ones
to have received significant scholarly attention prior to the studies in this thesis,*® a

matter treated in Chapter VIIIL.

Finally, a few appendices deal with matters of related interest, most notably

the appearance and use of the homilies in Syriac exegetical tradition (Appendix 3).

®Only the Homilies on Acts appear not to have been translated into Syriac; in
any case, there is no trace of them in the Syriac tradition.

*It would be unfair to ignore Goodall’s study ( Homilies of St. John
Chrysostom on the Letters of St. Paul to Titus and Philemon), which incorporates
some of the Syriac versional evidence.



II. AN OVERVIEW OF THE SYRIAC EVIDENCE

A. Introduction

1. The Scope and Basic Qualities of the Tradition

Preaching to his congregation in Antioch, St. John Chrysostom says:

“I think today must be a great festival, on account of the presence of our
brothers, who have adorned our city today and embellished our church. In
language, they are to us a backwards people, but in faith we harmonize. They
lead quiet lives, having a temperate and reverend existence. For amongst
these people are no disorderly theatres, nor horse races, nor immoral women,
nor other urban chaos; instead, every indication of licentiousness is driven out
and great temperance blossoms everywhere.”"

Chrysostom did not have such kind words for everyone, as the Constantinopolitan
nobility would one day realize, but here he refers to the Syriac-speaking rural folk
living around Antioch. Occasionally he draws attention to them in his sermons,
praising their character and morality. Unsurprisingly, many of his works were
translated from Greek into Syriac at an early time—amongst them the exegetical

Homilies on the New Testament.

The extant commentary manuscripts are of West Syrian origin, although the
influence of the versions on the East Syrian tradition is apparent.” In his 13(14)th-

century catalogue, ‘Abdisho* has the following data on the Syriac versions:*

cmama),momay o
s wnrald m) dued

: AL aadh «nrala
vﬁ&m\l& edada nyala
ol cad «nrala

John Chrysostom:

He has a Commentary on Matthew

And another Commentary on John,

Each in two parts;

And furthermore a Commentary on the Apostle.

'De statuis ad populum Antiochenum, 19 (PG 49.188).
’See Baumstark, Geschichte, 80, and Appendix 3 below.

*The text is from his Scriptorum ecclesiasticorum catalogus (Assemani, BO,
3.24, 26).
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There is no indication in the Syriac tradition that the Homilies on Acts were ever

translated into Syriac.

Extant witnesses to this tradition fall into two basic groups: 1) commentary
manuscripts which present the continuous texts of particular sets of the exegetical
homilies, e.g. a volume of the Homilies on Matthew; and 2) collections, which have
limited extracts of the exegetical homilies according to the specific purposes of each

collection, e.g. anthologies, homiliaries, and catenae.

The textual core of this study consists of the material in extant commentary
manuscripts. Commentary manuscripts are known to exist for each set of homilies
‘Abdisho‘ mentions except: the Homilies on Galatians, 1 and 2 Timothy, and
Hebrews.® This thesis treats collections and the extracts in them only secondarily.
However, they do figure in this study since their excerpts usually have the same
translation as the corresponding commentary manuscripts. Also, the collections
illustrate the manifold uses which the homilies served in various branches of the
Syriac (and Greek) literary tradition.” Hence, this study does not exclude the
collections from consideration, although it carefully distinguishes between the two
types of witnesses—commentary manuscripts and collections.® Also, it should be
noticed that collections are not incorporated for their own sake and certain problems
are generally of no concern to this thesis—such as the fact that many consist of
originally independent conglomerations of extracts. As a rule, the only collections
excluded from the main studies are those categorized as catenae or florilegia, because
the special problems attaching to them seriously complicate their immediate

usefulness.’

‘However, it is likely that these once existed in commentary forms; for each
of them some extracts survive in collections (see Appendix 1).

’In Carter’s terminology, such enquiries are concerned with the Nachleben of
the Patristic author (*“The Future of Chrysostom Studies: Theology and Nachleben,”
in 2Zvumooiov, 129, 133-6). See Appendices 1 and 3 below.

°To ease recognition, the identifications of collection manuscripts are in
italics (e.g. B.L. Add. 17,147) and the identifications of commentary manuscripts in
plain text (e.g. B.L. Add. 12,142).

'A few are included for specified reasons, but there has been no attempt
comprehensively to list or examine all the pertinent Syriac catenae or florilegia. The
British Library has several early Syriac catenae manuscripts which frequently cite
from the homilies, affording opportunities for further investigation into this branch of
the tradition (see Appendices 1 and 3). For some comments about the significance of
the catenae to the textual criticism of Patristic texts, see Richard, “Transmission des
textes des Peres grecs,” 52-3, 55-6.
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It is impossible to know for certain precisely when translators rendered the
exegetical homilies into Syriac, but the presence of citations from the Homilies on
Matthew (HMt) in a florilegium prepared by Philoxenus of Mabbug shows that at
least those Homilies were translated by 484. The composite nature of florilegia,
among other things, typically makes them unreliable for dating, but this particular
florilegium, contained in two sixth-century manuscripts, has been shown to have been
prepared by Philoxenus himself, while a number of decisive internal features strongly
suggest a date of 482(—4) for the florilegium (and the memre which it
accompanies).® The florilegium does not cite from the Homilies on the Epistles
(HEpp),® but its citations from HMt have the same translation as the commentary

manuscripts. ' Hence, at least HMt had been translated by 484.

The florilegium also cites from the Homilies on John (HJn), but the citations
are few and brief."" Their similarities with the parallel texts in the Syriac HJn
commentary manuscripts indicate that the florilegium probably relies on the same
translation, in which case HJn too would have been translated by 484. However, the
citations are too brief to be conclusive; 484 is only a hypothetical terminus ante quem
and for more information 1t is necessary to rely on the ages of the manuscripts having

HJn and whatever clues arise from the translation style.'?

One of the manuscripts having the florilegium is dated 581 (Vat. Syr. 138).
Beyond that, the earliest dated Syriac manuscript of this tradition consists of volume
three (Homilies 34—44) of the Syriac version of the Homilies on 1 Corinthians and
was copied at the monastery of Gubba Barraya in 584."> Thus, the translation of this

set of homilies must have occurred by about the third quarter of the sixth century. By

®See André de Halleux, Philoxéne de Mabbog. Sa vie, ses écrits, sa
théologie (Louvain: Imprimarie Orientaliste, 1963) 2334, 238; F. Graffin, “Le
florilege patristique de Philoxéne de Mabboug,” in Symposium Syriacum 1972, ed. 1.
Ortiz de Urbina (Rome: PIOS, 1974) 268, Graffin, ed., Sancti Philoxeni Episcopi
Mabbugensis Dissertationes Decem de Uno e sancta trinitate incorporato et passo,
vol. 5, Appendices, PO 41.1 (1982).

®Their absence is not necessarily evidence that the HEpp were not translated
by then, but the translation style which they exhibit suggests a date considerably later
(see 138—40).

'*The citations in the florilegium have minor variants, normally to
accommodate the citations to their context; some are tendentious.

"For samples of the excerpts, see Appendix 2.
"?See Chapter VI, especially 254-5.

“Viz. B.L. Add. 12,160. The next oldest dated manuscript is B.L. Add.
17,152, of A.D. 594, which contains in Syriac translation the Homilies on 1 and 2
Thessalonians. For the date (pre-562) of B.L. Add. 12,156, see 59-60.
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comparison, most of the Syriac translations of the homilies also enjoy attestation as
early as the sixth century because of the ages of their manuscript sources.”* It would
be natural to presume that one of the great commentaries on the Gospels was the first
to be taken into Syriac. In fact, the earliest manuscript (on paleographical grounds) is
the Syriac translation of Homilies 1-32 on the Gospel of Matthew—the manuscript’s

hand is of the early sixth century."”

On purely external grounds then, it is probable that the Syriac translations of
at least some sets of the Homilies on the New Testament had begun by about the
middle of the fifth century and been completed by the middle of the sixth century.
This probability is strengthened by the observation that several sixth- and seventh-
century collections have extracts taken from commentary manuscripts, which must
themselves have been in existence long enough for such early collections to cite the
same texts. A comparative analysis of the translation styles affirms the priority of the
translation of HMt and generally provides data helpful to the dating of the translations

on internal grounds, which will be presented in Chapters II1, IV, and V1.'¢

Very little more can be known for certain about the provenance of the
translations. The helpful colophon of the afore-mentioned manuscript containing
Homilies 34—44 from the Homilies on 1 Corinthians states that the translation of the
book in question was made in Kallinikos. The colophon says nothing about the name
of the translator or the date of his work. This locale is not unlikely, since by the sixth
century Kallinikos was a centre for Syriac translation.'” It may be that others of the
New Testament homilies were translated at Kallinikos, but no other textual data exist
in these manuscripts to determine more precisely the circumstances of their

translation.

As previously intimated, the Syriac translations of Chrysostom’s
commentaries appear in a wide variety of manuscript witnesses, prepared by scribes

of the sixth up to the twentieth centuries. The number of extant witnesses from the

*Many of the manuscripts have no dates, in which cases dates are ascribed
according to the learned estimates of reliable paleographers (usually cataloguers).

Viz. B.L. Add. 12,142 (see 19).
'*See especially 93—4, 137-9, and 254-5.

""See Brock, “Towards a History of Syriac Translation Technique,” in IlI°
Symposium Syriacum 1980, ed. René Lavenant (OCA 221; Rome: Pontificium
Institutum Studiorum Orientalium, 1983) 2 (reprinted in StSC); Ernest Honigmann,
Evéques et évéchés monophysites d’Asie antérieure au Vie siécle (CSCO 127;
Louvain: Secrétariat du CSCO, 1951) 54.
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sixth or seventh century is proportionately large, but the material is perpetuated and
used well beyond that period. The forms and purposes of the witnesses are as varied
as their dates. Once Syriac translations of the commentaries appeared, ethika'® and
whole homilies were soon disseminated into a variety of collections, mainly
liturgical. Syriac manuscripts attest to the flexible use of the homilies in books on
canon law, homiliaries, polemical anthologies, commentaries on other Patristic
authors, topical arrangements on Christology or the resurrection or Antichrist—all
make use of the Syriac translations of Chrysostom’s commentaries, often presumably

according to Greek models.

Yet the tradition exhibits no evidence for a process of drastic revision or
re-translation of the fifth- and sixth-century translations.'” Down through the
centuries, the Syriac versional tradition of each set of homilies is essentially uniform.
The Syriac collections, although often ultimately based on independent Greek
collections, normally draw on the existing Syriac translations, perpetuating the

original tradition. Even minor revisions and textual adjustments are scarce.?

2. Terminology and Structure

Certain features of terminology and structure are noteworthy. Both the
commentary manuscripts themselves and extracts within the collections normally
refer to a given commentary—or set of homilies—as «nvaQ (pushaga’,
“commentary”).”’ Hence, this study often uses the term “commentary” to refer to a
set of the homilies (e.g. on Matthew, or on one of the Epistles, such as the Homilies
on 1 Thessalonians), or to a manuscript originally constituting a volume having the
continuous text of a given set of homilies (e.g. B.L. Add. 12,142). The manuscripts
nearly always refer to an individual homily as «C-=ae>a (memra’, “homily”).

Occasionally they are known as «€>a\3ad (“interpretations,” or “prose homilies™);

"*The exegeses were not so popular for extraction. For the terminology , see
12-3 below. For general remarks, see Chrysostomus Baur, John Chrysostom and His
Time, tr. M. Gonzaga (London: Sands, 1959) 1.373.

" A phenomenon common to the Syriac translation tradition (see Brock,
“Towards a History of Syriac Translation Technique,” 2-3, 12). Translation B in the
Homilies on Matthew is a special case (see 97-9).

0See 96-102, 139-43, and 257-60.

2'The term is also used sometimes of the exegetical portion of a homily, in
contrast to the ethikon (see 56-7).
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excerpts in the collections are sometimes described as «<namQ (“extract”).

A lemma normally precedes homily material, whether appearing in a
commentary or in some collection. In commentaries, lemmata tend to provide homily
numbers, Biblical citations, and summary/headings. The enumeration of the homilies
agrees with that of the bulk of the Greek tradition. In collections, details helpful for
identification can be scarce—hence ensuring that many excerpts go unidentified—but
the collections tend to have lemmata which give the commentary title and the

author’s name.?

Several features within the Syriac tradition highlight the structure of the
homilies, which typically fall into two parts: 1) an exegetical portion (occasionally
w<nvaQ, “commentary”) which treats a passage of scripture in verse-by-verse
fashion; and 2) the ethikon (“moral”) in the Greek tradition, or «€d a4
(martyanutha’) in the Syriac,” of a decidedly more homiletical nature. The latter
Syriac term literally means, “admonition,” but occurs here in a technical sense to
designate the portion of the homily given over to moral application. In a comment
similar to that of ‘Abdisho’, the Arabic Chronicle of Seert has the following on the

Homilies on the New Testament:

Il composa deux volumes de commentaires sur Matthieu et
deux autres sur Jean ainsi qu’une explication des Epitres
pauliniennes. Il composa ces commentaires d’une fagon
didactique. A la fin de tous ses traités, il donnait des
exhortations.**

As in the Greek tradition, the exhortations (homiletical sections, i.e. ethika), are

particularly popular amongst compilers of collections.?

This distinction also relates to apparatuses which occur sporadically in the
Syriac tradition, apparatuses which clearly derive from the Greek tradition, at least

functionally. These textual tools are clearly meant to facilitate the practical use of the

?In the Syriac manuscripts, the author St. John Chrysostom appears under an
immense quantity of slight name variations and titles, but is most often referred to as
“Mar” or “Holy John, Bishop of Constantinople.”

>A few other Syriac terms occasionally occur, but «Z&aL.dasa
(martyanutha) is customary.

*Chronicle of Seert 1.67 (Histoire Nestorienne (Chronique de Séert), ed.
Addai Scher, tr. Pierre Dib, PO 5.2 (1910) 319.

»See Carter, “Future of Chrysostom Studies: Theology and Nachleben,” 135.
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books, especially where edification and liturgy are of concern. In the Greek
manuscripts, brief summaries of the ethika sometimes appear mid-way through the
homilies, at the point where an ethikon begins. Similar—even occasionally
identical—summaries occur in the Syriac. The summaries appearing with HMt and
HJn tend to be brief, often formally resembling headings to the homily’s ethikon. For
example, the lemma to Homily 3 on Matthew has «<&hara~a Asva (“and on
humility”). A manuscript having the corresponding Greek text has a note in the
middle of the homily giving the same heading: rjftxov. mepi TameLvoppooivns .
However, many of the summaries are longer and provide summaries in a paraenetic
tone as in the lemma to Homily 7 on Matthew: «<&al,a8513 g @2 pamna
whafa M =m0 | «Lindl, «rdl\ > _dienn (“and that we should be imitators
of the diligence of those blessed Magi; and about sobriety”). The summaries attached
to HEpp, in both the Greek and the Syriac, tend to be much longer comprehensive
summaries of the contents of particular homilies,”” and are sometimes called
«<«<\aQn (kephalaia). For the purposes of this study, the shorter headings and the
longer (paraenetic) summaries are classed together because the manner of their
appearance and function in the homilies is basically identical. To distinguish them

from the homily headings proper, they are designated “summaries” or “paraenetic

summaries.”

The Syriac manuscripts often have such summaries in the lemmata to the
homilies, but sometimes they appear mid-way through the homily, and occasionally
in both places. The ethika are often marked marginally as such, although few Syriac
manuscripts follow consistent practice. For example, the lemma to Homily 3 on
Matthew in the Syriac manuscript B.L. Add. 14,558 has an initial Biblical citation
followed by the summary/heading noted above. The Greek manuscript has the
afore-mentioned note at the beginning of the homily’s ethikon; the parallel Syriac
manuscript also has the note «€&av.dv=a (“admonition,” i.e. ethikon) in the margin

at the same place in the homily, in a hand later than the original.

As in Greek manuscripts, the apparatuses of the Syriac manuscripts of HEpp
sometimes also include indices and «>a.ea (i.e. hypotheseis —summaries of the
contents of the Pauline Epistles themselves. Identical Syriac summaries often appear

for certain homilies (or for ethika) throughout commentary manuscripts and even in

%See Field, in Matt., 1.33.
“For an example, see p. 41, n. 180.
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various collections where the particular homily appears, but it is also not unusual for
the summaries attached to the same text in diverse witnesses to differ from witness to
witness.”® Moreover, although the Greek and Syriac apparatuses and notations are
parallel in some ways, it must be noticed that the phrasing of the Syriac summaries is
virtually never identical to that of the relatively late Greek manuscripts—the above
example of a very succint summary is an exception—although the content of the
summaries is usually similar, for obvious reasons. Hence, it is clear that multiple
traditions developed among and between Greek and Syriac witnesses for homily

titles, summaries, and apparatuses.”

In the Syriac lemmata, the initial Biblical citations and the paraenetic
summaries serve complementary functions. Initial citations pertain to the running
commentary of the exegetical portion of the homilies. The paraenetic summaries are
descriptive of the exhortatory material of the ethika, often functioning as homily titles

in the collections.?® Hence, each acts as a heading for one portion of the homily.

Biblical citations in the text of the homilies are often—but not always—
marked with standard signs in the margins: either ¢ and », or « and ». The
marking can be quite inconsistent. The signs sometimes mark citations in the
lemmata, but not often; the lemmata ordinarily appear in red ink or are set apart by
other strong forms of punctuation. Quotations of opponents’ arguments or “negative”

citations are sometimes marked by the marginal +.

B. The Syriac Evidence

The great commentaries themselves determine the structure of the following
presentation of the particulars regarding the Syriac manuscript tradition. Since the
entire Syriac tradition begins with translations of the commentaries, the following
presentation will do so as well. Commentary manuscripts are carefully distinguished

from collections, which in turn are normally sub-divided into two groups:

E.g. the lemma to Homily 1 on 2 Corinthians in the anthology B.L. Add.
14,612 has the brief summary: soncaia e e .ﬂvm (“about the person
whose children die,” folio 72%). The kephalaion to Homily 1 in the index to the
commentary manuscripts (B.L. Add. 14,564 and B.L. Add. 12,180) reads, ean &u<<
Ooin puva wra\a avm) snidn «eiana o (“and it also contains
consolation befitting those whose children happen to die™).

¥See the description in the treatment of B.L. Add. 14,559 (p. 20).

®For an illustration, see 45-6.



CHAPTER 11 The Syriac Tradition 15

miscellaneous collections and homiliaries; as a rule, catenae and florilegia are
disregarded for the purposes of this study.” Where a single collection cites from
different commentaries, it is listed and treated separately with each group. By noting
the appearance of extracts in various collections it is possible to trace in outline the

versions’ influence.

The data are drawn from manuscript catalogues, occasionally from secondary
studies or editions, and, mainly in the case of British Library manuscripts, by direct
examination. The manuscripts themselves are presently scattered throughout the
world. However, the British Library in London contains by far the most substantial
and important collection, especially of the commentary manuscripts themselves.
Only British Library manuscripts have been inspected first-hand. The presentation
and description of commentary manuscripts is meant to be comprehensive and
exhaustive.”” The enumeration of other witnesses (i.e. collections) is as exhaustive as
possible, but it may be taken as certain that unidentified extracts exist and it is not
unlikely that the search for witnesses has overlooked some extracts.” Cataloging
Chrysostom’s works in Syriac translation is not the task of this thesis.” However,
the explorations have involved the manuscript catalogues of all libraries known to

have major collections of Syriac manuscripts and such detailed works as Alain

UCf.p. 8, n. 7.

*Only the precise contents of manuscript Mard. orth. 99 are unknown (copied
in 1703). A vague notice lists it as, “Livre des Homélies de s. Jean Chrysostome,”
containing, “86 homélies sur les textes évangéliques” (Scher, “Notice sur les
manuscrits syriaques et arabes conservés dans la bibliothéque de 1’évéché chaldéen de
Mardin,” Revue des bibliothéques 18 [1908] 93). It may be a copy of HJn, although
the given number matches neither that of HJn (88) or HMt (90). Either way, its value
is considerable and one must wonder about the nature of its Vorlage.

»Not all catalogs are precise in their descriptions of collections. Also, even
where a cataloger mentions Chrysostom as a major contributor, the extracts are not
always listed and identified. For example, extracts from the New Testament homilies
are liable to be lurking in Vat. syr. 585 (17th-century collection), Vat. syr. 599 (East
Syrian, 19th century), Vat. syr. 623 (9th-century collection), and Camb. Add. 1998
(East Syrian, 16th century). The respective catalogs give only tantalizing clues about
the nature of the Chrysostomic extracts (on the Vatican manuscripts, see A. van
Lantschoot, Inventaire des manuscrits syriaques des fonds Vatican [490-631]
Barberini oriental et Neofiti [ StT 243; Rome: Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, 1965]
111-3, 151-3; on the Cambridge manuscript, Wright, A Catalogue of the Syriac
Manuscripts Preserved in the Library of the University of Cambridge [Cambridge:
University Press, 1901] 443).

Identification is especially difficult where extracts circulated as independent

homilies (see J.A. de Aldama, Repertorium Pseudochrysostomicum [Paris: Editions
du CNRS, 1965] 7, 98).

“See p. 2, n. 4.
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Desreumaux’s Répertoire.”® Therefore, the following tables represent the greatest

part of the whole extant tradition and it is hoped they will prove to be helpful as such.

Details regarding the witnesses to each commentary are given in tabular form.
Thereupon follows discussions of the more interesting and pertinent features of
particular manuscripts, with special attention given to matters of text, structure,
terminology, and usage. Although the discussions focus on the commentary
manuscripts, they also comment on the context and function of extracts residing in

collections.

Table 1: Sigla for Tabular Summaries of Manuscript Traditions

Ber. = Berlin

Birm. = Birmingham

BL = British Library

Camb. = Cambridge

Dam. = Damascus

Mard. = Mardin

Par. = Paris

Sin. = Sinai

Vat. = Vatican

) = indicates partial extract of a given homily occurs in the manuscript

[]

indicates that the portion of manuscript having homily or extract is
defective ™

1. Homilies on Matthew

The most popular Gospel in the early Church—that of Matthew—is the
subject of what is also the most popular of Chrysostom’s commentaries, in both the
Greek and versional traditions.”” Within the overall Syriac translation tradition of
Chrysostom’s exegetical homilies, only the sub-tradition of the Homilies on Matthew
(HMt) gives clear evidence of more than one Syriac translation of substantial portions
of the homily cycle. Translation A (HMt*), probably the older of the two, exists
beside the seemingly independent Translation B (HMt®), which occurs only in part of

one witness (B.L. Add. 12,142). HMt” must have been translated by 484.* No

% Alain Desreumaux, Répertoire des bibliothéques et des catalogues de
manuscrits syriaques (PIRHT ; Paris: Editions du CNRS, 1991).

*In most cases the original extract was only partial, but a lacuna has further
reduced the text.

YSee Carter, “Future of Chrysostom Studies: Theology and Nachleben,” 134.
*See 9.
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homilies of higher number than 32 are extant in commentary manuscripts. Although
it is not unlikely that the whole of HMt once existed in Syriac translation,” it is
impossible to determine whether surviving extracts of higher numbered homilies
derive from such a translation or were translated independently from Greek
collections. Hence, in this study sources having only homilies whose origin cannot

be confirmed are separated from the rest:

Table 2: Homilies on Matthew—Summary of the Tradition

Manuscript Date  Genre* Relevant Contents®
B.L. Add. 12,142 6 commentary [1-32]

B.L. Add. 14,560 6 commentary [1-20]

B.L. Add. 14,558 557  commentary [1-16]

B.L. Add. 14,559 6 commentary [17-32]

*The notice of ‘Abdisho* and that of the Chronicle of Seert imply a normal
division into two halves (see 7, 12), which is perfectly satisfied by the two volumes of
Homilies 1-32. It is possible that only these homilies were translated into Syriac;
certainly some of the excerpts from later homilies appear to be of independent
translation types (see 29-30, 69). However, by the eleventh century the most
common manner of division of the Greek HMt is into two volumes, although other
multi-volume divisions are also known. Fifth- and sixth-century patterns of division
may have been different from those of the Middle Ages, and ‘Abdisho‘ probably has
in mind two volumes covering Homilies 1-90. The shape of the overall tradition
confirms that surviving witnesses represent only a fraction of what must have existed
in Syriac, so lacunae are unsurprising.

“Dates are given according to century when precise dates are unknown (see
p- 10, n. 14). Assigned dates are often very imprecise and thus given according to an
estimated range of centuries. For example, “6-7" indicates that a manuscript is
believed to have been copied in either the sixth or seventh century, but no further
specification 1s possible.

*“Commentary” designates a manuscript devoted to a commentary text in
part or its entirety. “Anthology” refers to any of a number of different sorts of
collections which contain extracts from the commentary or one of its exegetical
homilies. “Homiliary” refers to a volume which has homiletical extracts arranged
according to the liturgical year, in the terminology of Albert Ehrhard, Uberlieferung
und Bestand der hagiographischen und homiletischen Literatur der griechischen
Kirche (TU 50-52; Leipzig: J.C. Hinrichs, 1937-52), especially 1.2.1-2, 242-89 (see
also Jean Gribomont, “Exploration dans les homéliaires de 1’orient,” RSLR 14 (1978)
232-3). “Canon law” designates a book devoted to the presentation and exposition of
ecclesiastical canons. Occasionally a “catena” or “florilegium” is listed.

“The numbers refer to the individual homilies of a commentary. Most
occurrences of homilies within collections are of excerpts from homilies rather than
whole homilies.
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Table 2: Homilies on Matthew—continued

Manuscript Date  Genre Relevant Contents
Vat. Syr. 138 581  florilegium (1,2,3,4,6,7,8,10, 13)
B.L. Add. 12,164 6 florilegium (1,2,3,4,6,7,8, 10, 13)
B.L. Add. 17,166 6 anthology (2,3,4,5,9,10,11, 14,7, 7)
B.L. Add. 14,567 6 anthology of John (5,9)
B.L. Add. 14,612 6-7 anthology (2,3,5,6,9, 12, 60, 66, 79, 82)
Sin. Syr. 16 7 anthology (7,28, 7, 60)
B.L. Add. 12,181 8 filler (1)
Sin. Syr. NF Sp. 27% 8-9  commentary? [2,4]
Sin. Syr. NF Sp. 42 8-9  anthology? [1]
B.L. Add. 14,623 823  anthology (1,4, 6)
B.L. Add. 17,193 874  anthology (7,23)
B.L. Add. 14,636 9-10 funeral anthology (31)
B.L.Add. 17,174 929  lives of desert fathers (8)
Birm. Mingana 1573 anthology (77
Syr. 331
Birm. Mingana 1902 Book of John of Dara @)
Syr. 56
Vat. Syr. 368 mid-8 homiliary (32)
B.L. Add. 14,516 9 homiliary (25), 68
Dam. Patr. 12/19 10-11 homiliary (3, 25, 32, 69)
Dam. Patr. 12/20 1000 homiliary (3, 25, 32, 69, 81, 83, 84, 86)
B.L. Add. 12,165 1015 homiliary (32)
Ber. Sachau 220 11 homiliary [9]
B.L. Add. 14,727 13 homiliary 6,9, (66, 70)
Vat. Syr. 107 pre-8* anthology (60)
Vat. Syr. 253 8 homiliary (66)
B.L. Add. 17,267*%* 13 commentary extracts (58, 61, 82, 85)
B.L Add. 17,267" 13 anthology (64, 66, 73)
Camb. Add. 2023 13 canon law (50, 79)

Except for two volumes consisting respectively of Homiles 1-16 and 17-32, the

commentary manuscripts exhibit different patterns of division.*

Y“NF” designates, “New Finds.” See Brock, Catalogue of Syriac Fragments
(New Finds) in the Library of the Monastery of Saint Catherine, Mount Sinai (Athens:
Mount Sinai Foundation, 1995). See also Philotea of Sinai, “Les nouveaux
manuscrits syriaques du Mont Sinai,” in III° Symposium Syriacum 1980, ed. René
Lavenant (Rome: Pontificium Institutum Studiorum Orientalium, 1983) 333-9.

“Estimates of dates assigned by the Assemanis on the basis of paleography
are not always reliable. However, Lucas van Rompay accepts their pre-eighth-
century dating of Vat. Syr. 107 (“John Chrysostom’s ‘Ad Theodorum Lapsum.’
Some Remarks on the Oriental Tradition,” OLoP 19 [1988] 94).

“Le. Wright’s DCII ( Catalogue). Several manuscripts are bound together in
B.L. Add. 17,267, all of the thirteenth century. The portion having extracts from
Homilies 64, 66, and 73 is Wright’s DCCCXLYV (viz. B.L. Add. 17,267%; a third

portion is noted on p. 37).

“The volume containing Homilies 1-32 (B.L. Add. 12,142) is obviously
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a. Commentary Manuscripts

B.L. Add. 12,142 is missing a number of folios.”” W. Wright places the
script at the beginning of the sixth century, so this 1s likely to be the earliest extant
manuscript of the Syriac version to any of the Homilies on the New Testament.* 1t
1s most unusual in that, of all the diverse witnesses to the Syriac translations of the
Homilies on the New Testament, it is the only one suggesting a complex translation
tradition: from the beginning of Homily 21 through the end of the volume, a
translation exists (HMt®) which is different from that present in the other Syriac
witnesses to Homilies 21-32. Compared to the type of translation which occurs
elsewhere throughout the Syriac tradition of HMt, HMt® is more precise and
refined—probably later. It appears not to be a revision of HMt*, but a fresh

translation from the Greek.*

The homilies in B.L. Add. 12,142 have lemmata which give homily numbers
and have initial Biblical citations. Paraenetic summaries often follow the citations
but appear irregularly. For instance, the lemma to Homily 9 has, xae€ «<\na
Ay g Ava somamaeds Acasdry (“and that a person should not boast in
his ancestors; and on the love of money,” f. 138"). The summaries typically exhibit

no direct relationship with similar ones in the Greek tradition.

B.L. Add. 14,560 is very defective due to lacunae, being complete only in
Homilies 7-12 and 20.”" Its lemmata begin with the term, «x.9 (“heading,”
“chapter,” equivalent to kephalaion). For example: e«€any.n el :Crn
(“Heading: Homily Seven,” f. 207), upon which the lemma data follow.* Otherwise,
the lemmata are like those in B.L. 12,142; where comparison is possible, they share
identical or nearly identical paraenetic summaries. Where comparison with B.L.
Add. 12,142 is impossible due to lacunae, B.L. 14,560 has the same paraenetic
summaries as B.L. Add. 14,558.

similar in its manner of division to the two which together constitute 1-32. The
medieval Greek manuscript evidence for HMt is enormous and exhibits considerable
variety in patterns of division (see CCG and p. 17, n. 39).

Tt is defective in Homilies 1, 2, 4, 5, 15, 16, 32, and is missing Homily 3.

“See Wright, Catalogue, 2.465-6.

*See Chapter 111 for a comparative analysis of the translations,

**But see p. 13.

*'See Wright, Catalogue, 2.467.

Here the Syriac term «Zxx (“heading”) is used; in the Syriac tradition of
HEpp, the transliteration _.ax€\Qn (kephalaion) is used in the same way.



CHAPTER 11 The Syriac Tradition 20

B.L. Add. 14,558 is fairly complete,* having only a few lacunae.* Its
lemmata are the same as those of B.L. Add. 12,142; the paraenetic summaries are
normally identical. However, the lemma to Homily 4 includes the following:

AW KK& o0 omxr Al prune aamen gLy Mol dhandeaa
<o (“and admonition (or ethikon ) for candidates for baptism, that they
should keep themselves from lusts; and on compassion,” f. 26"). The other three
Syriac commentary manuscripts are defective at this point, but in B.L.. Add. 14,558
the same paraenetic application occurs in the margin near the beginning of the ethikon
of Homily 4, which is annotated, <haudhn @\ (“full of admonition,” f. 357,

using the term martyanutha in a non-technical sense.”

B.L. Add. 14,559 is defective in just that portion which would be of greatest
interest for comparison to B.L. Add. 12,142: it lacks the end of Homily 24, the
beginning of Homily 32, and all of Homilies 25-31.°° Its lemmata are basically like
those of B.L. Add. 12,142, although discrepancies exist between most of the
paraenetic summaries. They are identical for Homilies 17 and 18 but B.L. Add.
12,142 has none for Homilies 19-20 and 23-32.%" In contrast, B.L. Add. 14,559 has
paraenetic summaries in Homilies 19-20 and 23-24 (elsewhere comparison is
impossible due to its lacunae). Its summaries in Homilies 21-22 differ considerably
from those of B.L. Add. 12,142, showing that multiple traditions of paraenetic

summaries for HMt existed.*®

>Wright, Catalogue, 2.466-7. A sample of the text from folio 89" of this
manuscript appears in W.H.P. Hatch, An Album of Dated Syriac Manuscripts
(Boston: American Academy of Arts and Sciences, 1946), Plate XXIV (facing p. 75).

> Aside from “des volatiles assez grossiers” with which the scribe
occasionally fills blank spaces (Jules Leroy, Les manuscrits syriaques a peintures
conservés dans les bibliotheques d’Europe et d’Orient [BAH 77, Paris: Paul
Geuthner, 1964] 108). The manuscript is unusual among early estrangelo
manuscripts because of the illustrations of birds which are on ff. 18" and 171",

*The other lemmata in this manuscript do not have the term «&aLdha=a

(martyanutha; i.e. ethikon); nor do paraenetic applications appear at the ethika in the
margins of its other homilies. However, the ethikon is nearly always marked and

keyed to the marginal notation, «C&avdvna (martyanutha i.e. ethikon). The hand
of the notations appear to be different from that of the original script, but cannot be
much later.

6See Wright, Catalogue, 2.468-9.

"It is also lacking paraenetic summaries for Homilies 2 and 10-12, but it
shares this feature with B.L.. Add. 14,558 and B.L. Add. 14,560, as far as it is possible
to compare them (all but with Homily 2, B.L. Add. 14,560).

*For Homily 21, B.L. Add. 12,142 has, “and on the renunciation of worldly
goods” (vC&hanacaa, f. 1987, whereas B.L. Add. 14,559 has, “and that we should
not be impudent; and on compassion” (f. 50%). For Homily 22, B.L. Add. 12,142 has,
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b. Miscellaneous Collections

Extracts from HMt appear in a wide variety of collections. Vat. Syr. 138 and
B.L. Add. 12,164 contain a Philoxenian Christological florilegium which has extracts
from early-numbered HMt, some quite brief. The translation is the same as that of
the commentary manuscripts.® The florilegium is noticed here because of its

importance for setting the terminus ante quem for the date of the translation—484.%

The anthology B.L. Add. 17,166, made up of miscellaneous extracts from
different authors, includes two sections of extracts from HMt.*' The first section has
longer extracts with lemmata that give the homily numbers and Biblical citations
which match those occurring in the commentary manuscripts (where comparison is
possible).*” The translation is the same as that occurring elsewhere. The second
section has much briefer extracts,® the lemmata of which do not identify the sources
of the extracts. However, the lemmata do include paraenetic applications, at least

some of which are like those of the commentary manuscripts.*

B.L. Add. 14,567 is entitled, canemcs «Cxonn «3unm@ (“Volume of the
Holy John™).® Tt consists of extracts from Chrysostom’s writings, including short
excerpts from HMt.*® One excerpt is from the ethikon of Homily 5; its lemma

referring to itself as, vCaaed= =n dhaudvion (“ethikon from the memra’,” f.

“and that we should not be anxious; and on continuous prayer” (f. 200"), whereas
B.L. Add. 14,559 has, “and on the repentance of prayer.” Not any of these Syriac
summaries is precisely like those published in the Greek editions.

*The text is characterized by regular brief abbreviations. On the witnesses to
the florilegium, see Graffin, “Le florileége patristique de Philoxéne de Mabboug,” 268;
Graffin, ed., Sancti Philoxeni Episcopi Mabbugensis Dissertationes Decem, PO
45.1.9.

®See p. 9 and Appendix 2.
*"Wright, Catalogue, 2.658-60.

®*The placement of the extracts is as follows: from Homily 2, ff. 58'-59"
from Homily 3, ff. 60-64; from Homily 4, ff. 65'~77; from Homily 10, ff. 78'-85;
from Homily 11, ff. 86™-95'.

®*Very brief extracts from Homilies 9, 5, 14, and three homilies yet to be
identified are on ff. 102-107.

“For example, the paraenetic summary in the lemma to Homily 9 reads, “on
the love of money,” as in B.L. Add. 12,142 (see 19).

*“*See Wright, Catalogue, 2.478-9. In a rare example of elaborated artwork in
early estrangelo manuscripts, the title of the work is set between two illustrated birds
(see Leroy, Les manuscrits syriaques a peintures, 108).

*The excerpt from Homily 9 is on ff. 182'-186; that from Homily 5 on ff.
198"-200".
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198"). The lemma includes a paraenetic summary which is somewhat shorter than,
but very similar to, those which occur in the commentaries. The other excerpt is from
the exegetikon of Homily 9. In keeping with the exegetical content of the excerpt, the
lemma contains the following summary-title: «@am A\ o7 A} Wdm A\ =
canaam (“about those infants Herod killed,” f. 182%). The explicit reads, «<namQ
< =aan (“excerpt from the memra’,” f. 186"). In both cases, the translation is

the same as that of the commentaries.

The miscellaneous anthology B.L. Add. 14,612 contains many extracts from
the Homilies on the New Testament, including eleven from HMt.®” Most of the
extracts are of ethika. The extracts are entitled, <o (martyanutha; i.e.
ethikon), or even, «€haLhnn «Cpam@ (“extract of the martyanutha™). The
lemmata do not normally contain paraenetic summaries, but where they do, and
comparison is possible, they are totally different from those occurring elsewhere in
the Syriac and Greek traditions.®® The texts of these extracts are of the same

translation as that of the commentary manuscripts.

The short extracts from Homilies 66, 79, and 82 are part of a sub-group
refuting the doctrine of the pre-existence of the soul. The three extracts share two
lemmata entitling the homilies, A:n&'m?n (“interpretations,” or ‘“prose homilies”).
The lemma to Homilies 79 and 82 summarize the exegetical portions of the homilies
as they relate to the topic of the section in the anthology. No parallel passages exist
in commentary manuscripts for comparison with these excerpts, but the translation
style appears more terse and precise than that of the commentary manuscripts and the
excerpts may have been translated independently as a unit directly from an ancestral
Greek collection. In contrast, the style of the separate excerpt from Homily 60 is

much like that of HMt* in the commentary manuscripts.

Sin. Syr. 16 is a collection of unknown date claiming to have four extracts

*Two extracts are taken from Homily 3. See Wright, Catalogue 2.696-701.
The placement of the extracts is as follows: from Homily 3, ff. 96'-97"; from Homily
12, ff. 97-98"; from Homily 5, ff. 151"-153"; from Homily 6, ff. 153'-157"; from
Homily 9, ff. 157-159% from Homuly 2, ff. 159*-161"; from Homily 3, ff. 161*-162;
from Homilies 66, 79, and 82, ff. 165 from Homily 60, ff. 227" -230".

*For example, the summary in the lemma to the extract from Homily 9 reads,
) h) €Ay Hnan K wal ] ) Adosn A
(“that [ ] does not profit a person if he does not have good conduct,” f. 1577). Cf.
the other summaries for Homily 9 in B.L. Add. 12,142 and B.L. Add. 17,166.
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from HMt, two of which remain unidentified.® The lemmata to the extracts all
identify the author and the commentary, referring to each extract as, ¢ ===
nvral (“memra’ from the commentary”). Only the extract from Homily 28 gives
the homily number, with no paraenetic summary. In place of homily numbers, the
other lemmata have paraenetic summaries which function as titles for the homilies.”
The extract from Homily 60 has the same paraenetic summary as the parallel extract
in B.L. Add. 14,612 identical incipits show that they also have the same translation.”
A comparison of the incipit of the excerpt from Homily 28 with the commentary
manuscripts indicate that they have the same text, sharing the same translation; these
correpondences increase the likelihood that the excerpts from Homily 60 here and in
B.L. Add. 14,612 derive from a single commentary translation and that the translation
is the same as that in the majority of Syriac witnesses to HMt (all but B.L. Add.
12,142, Homilies 21-32).

B.L. Add. 12,181 consists mainly of the Syriac translation of some of
Severus’s letters. However, the scribe chose an excerpt from Homily 1 on Matthew
to fill up space on one folio (102".7* Its translation is the same as that in the

commentary manuscript B.L. Add. 14,558.

Sin. Syr. NF Sp. 27 and 42 consist of small fragments of two manuscripts, not
very well preserved.” Sin. Syr. NF Sp. 27 may be the remnants of a commentary
manuscript, since its bifolium has an extract from Homily 2 on one side and an
extract from Homily 4 on the other. Sin. Syr. NF Sp. 42 was a collection of some
sort, since its extract from Homily 1 on Matthew is accompanied by a portion of

Basil’s In principium Proverbiorum. The lemma to the extract from Homily 1,

®See Agnes Smith Lewis, Catalogue of the Syriac MSS. in the Convent of S.
Catharine on Mount Sinai (StSin 1; London: C.J. Clay, 1894) 38. Data about the
lemmata and incipits of this excerpt come from unpublished collations made by
Brock. The placement of the extracts is as follows: an unidentified extract begins on
f. 184" an extract from Homily 28 begins on f. 186"; an unidentified extract begins on
f. 1917; and an extract from Homily 60 begins on f. 195",

"°The first extract has, “On the youth from whom Legion was cast out: and on
humility.” The third has, “On he who sins, that he should not despair of his soul
because it happens.”

"'The translation style is like that of HMt" (see 22-3).

2See Wright, Catalogue, 2.558—-64. Its paraenetic summary is, sma som s

WAy omndin) A\ Ladn ona 2By on (“On [how] that we should learn
from our soul and from Scripture to conduct ourselves well”). «xQu is a conjecture;
the manuscripts reads, 291, which makes no sense.

"*See Brock, Catalogue of Syriac Fragments, 22, 39-41 (includes a plate of
the fragments on pp. 204-05 and a text sample on p.100).
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though difficult to read, makes reference to the author, the commentary, and probably
the homily number. The text of both extracts is the same as that of the commentary

B.L. Add. 14,558.

The palimpsest B.L. Add. 14,623 is a miscellaneous anthology with sixth-
century underwriting, having three extracts from HMt.” Only the lemma to the
extract from Homily 6 has a paraenetic summary, which is distinct from that which
occurs in the commentary manuscripts’ lemmata.” When compared with the texts of
the commentary manuscripts and other collections, the text of the extracts in B.L.

Add. 14,623 exhibit a number of variants but is essentially identical.

Wright describes B.L. Add. 17,193 as a “volume of demonstrations,
collections, and letters” (f. 17).”® Amongst its many Patristic extracts, those from

Homily 7 and 23 are of the same translation of the commentary manuscripts (B.L.

Add. 12,142 and B.L. Add. 14,559, respectively), HMt*,

B.L. Add. 14,636 consists of funeral sermons and consolations from a variety
of sources.”” A comparison between the text of the extract from Homily 31 and that
of B.L.. Add. 12,142, the only other Syriac witness with a parallel text, reveals that
B.L. Add. 14,636 relies on a different translation from that of the former (HMt?) and
is more consistent with that of HMt?, which features elsewhere throughout the
tradition. The extract is from the ethikon of Homily 31, exhorting readers not to
mourn overmuch for departed loved ones but to take courage in the hope of

resurrection.

The manuscript B.L. Add. 17,174 is a collection of the lives of Egyptian
fathers belonging to the convoluted Historia Lausiaca tradition, having, « ocalap

w3 "L (“praise for the monks of Egypt,” f. 166").”® The encomium is

"*See Wright, Catalogue, 2.762—-6. A sample of the text from folio 46 of this
manuscript is in Plate XCVIII of Hatch, Album (facing p. 149).

"B.L. Add. 12,142, B.L. Add. 14,558, and even the homiliary B.L. Add.
14,727 have the paraenetic summary, “and that it is not right to jest.” The summary
of B.L. Add. 14,623 has, “on those who jest” (f. 20"). The anthology B.L. Add. 14,612

has a still different summary in its lemmata: “martyanutha (i.e. ethikon) against the
envious and the lazy” (f. 153").

"*See Wright, Catalogue, 2.989-1002. The extract from Homily 7 is on f. 96'
and that from Homily 23 on ff. 96'-98".

"'See Wright, Catalogue, 1.398. The relevant extract is on ff.50'-55.

"*Wright, Catalogue, 3.1074-6. See also Baumstark, Geschichte, 202, n. 6;
Assemani, BO, 3.1.146 states that ‘Ananisho‘ prepared such a text, taking “from the
Commentary on the Blessed Evangelist a discourse done by Mar John on the praises
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actually an extract from the exegetical portion of Homily 8, which treats the flight of
Mary and Joseph to Egypt.” The translation is the same as that in the commentary

manuscripts.

Birm. Mingana Syr. 331 is a late miscellaneous anthology containing three

unidentified extracts from HMt.%

In the “Book of John of Dara” (Birm. Mingana Syr. 56), a homily on the end
of the world cites from an unidentified one of the Homilies on Matthew.® The
colophon claims that the book was copied from a manuscript of about 700 years age

from Mosul (f. 140").

c. Homiliaries

Syriac homiliaries have proven to be an invaluable source for translations of
Patristic literature.® Chrysostom’s attention to Biblical text and practical moral
instruction made him a popular source author for regular inclusion in the

homiliaries.® Several homiliaries are known to employ extracts from HMt,

The homiliary Vat. Syr. 368 was copied by Sergios of Maiperqat.* It

(v<aalan) of the monks in Egypt.” Other redactions do not contain the excerpt (cf.

B.L. Add. 14,583, B.L. Add. 12,173, and B.L. Add. 14,730 [Wright, Catalogue,
3.865-6, 1070-72]).

"The extract occurs on ff. 166'-169. A sample of the text from f. 18" of this
manuscript appears in Plate CXV of Hatch, Album, facing p. 166.

**The colophon apparently provides no information about the copy’s source
manuscript (see Mingana, Catalogue, 613). The extracts are on ff. 115-116".

) *'Ff. 118"'-119. See Mingana, Catalogue, 155; Voobus, Handschriftliche
Uberlieferung der Memre-Dichtung des Ja‘qob von Serug (CSCO 421; Louvain:
Secrétariat du CSCO, 1980) 3.32.

“E.g. see Sauget, “Nouvelles homélies du Commentaire sur I’Evangile de S.
Luc de Cyrille d’ Alexandrie dans leur traduction syriaque,” in Symposium Syriacum
1972, ed. L. Ortiz de Urbina (Rome: PIOS, 1974) 439-56; Albert van Roey, “Les
discours de Saint Grégoire de Nazianze dans la littérature syriaque,” OLoP 4 (1973)
121-33; 5 (1974) 79-125.

Syriac homeliaries are also important for the writing of the history of the
development of Byzantine homeliaries (Réginald Grégoire, “Homéliaires Orientaux,”
in DSp, 7.1 [1969] 613-7). Cf. Gribomont, who says that Syriac homiliaries may not
be very helpful in resolving structural and calendrical problems associated with the
Greek tradition, even though the Syriac witnesses tend to be much older than the
Greek ones (“Exploration dans les homéliaires,” 235).

) **On the subject of Syriac hagiography and homiletical literature, Ehrhard,
Uberlieferung und Bestand der hagiographischen und homiletischen Literatur der
griechischen Kirche is deficient. In his review, P. Charles Martin attempts to fill in
some gaps and provide correction (“Aux sources de 1’hagiographie et de
’homilétique byzantines,” Byz. 12 [1937] 347-62).

**The analysis of Sauget, “Deux homéliaires syriaques de la Bibliotheque
Vaticane,” OCP 27 (1961) 393, replaces those of Assemani, BO, 3.2.D.ij-D.iv, and
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contains extracts from Homily 32 on Matthew.® The lemma (numbered 54) refers to
the title of the commentary and its author.®* A comparison has not been made

between its incipit and the text of the commentary manuscripts.

The «dur calan «anopn «dum@ (“volume of the cycle [ Hudra] for
the whole year”), or B.L. Add. 14,516, cites a brief final portion of the ethikon of
Homily 25 to be read during Lent, and the whole of Homily 68 for Passion Week. "'
The lemmata give the title of the commentary, its author, and homily numbers. No
parallel Syriac text exists with which to compare Homily 68. Its lemma has the
summary, “On the parable of the vineyard” (f. 192"%). The extract from Homily 25 is
paralleled by a passage in the commentary B.L. Add. 12,142, which exhibits a
decidedly different translation (HMt®); the translation style in B.L. Add. 14,516 is

more consistent with that of HMt*.

The two homiliaries Dam. Patr. 12/19 and 12/20 are very closely related in
structure and content.®® Only incomplete information is available about the precise
scope of the extracts and their lemmata,® but it seems clear that the two homiliaries
share four extracts from HMt. The extract from Homily 25, “On the Leper,” starts
with a Biblical citation (Matthew 8:1) near the beginning of the homily.90 The
homiliary gives the commentary name and author, but no homily number. The Incipit

of an extract, “On the Two Blind Men,” reads, ;a5 &) sax. aoned o 2ok

A. Mai, Scriptorum veterum nova collectio e Vaticanis codicibus edita (Rome: 1831)
5.2,42-4. Cf. Hieronymus Engberding, “Ist Vat. Syr. 368 monophysitischer
Herkunft?” OrChr 47 (1963) 111-7.

“Ff. 197-98".

**Sauget does not specify whether the liturgical order is given with this
particular excerpt, as sometimes occurs in this homiliary.

*’The volume actually consists of two parts. See Wright, Catalogue,
1.244-46; Voobus, Handschriftliche Uberlieferung der Memre-Dichtung des Ja'qob
von Serug, 3.75-76. The extract from Homily 25 is on f. 119; the extract of Homily
68 1s on ff. 192°-197". The manuscript has no index.

*See Sauget, “Le manuscrit Sachau 220. Son importance pour I’histoire des
homéliaires syro-occidentaux,” AION 45 (1985) 388-96; Brock, review of Ephrem
Malki’s, Die syrische Handschrift Berlin Sachau 220 (Heidelberger orientalische
Studien 6; Frankfurt am Main: Peter Lang, 1984), in JSS 30 (1985): 298-301;
Voobus, Discoveries of Great Import on the Commentary on Luke by Cyril of
Alexandria (Stockholm: Estonian Theological Society in Exile, 1973) 21-3.

®Information about the contents comes from unpublished indices and
collations of incipits done by Brock. Comparisons of incipits alone cannot yield
certain identifications, especially in homiliaries (see Sauget, “Le traitement subi par

I"homélie pseudo-chysostomienne Sur le fils prodigue dans la traduction syriaque,”
OCP 51 [1985] 329).

PFf. 152°-155"in Dam.. Patr. 12/19 (item 43); ff. 184'~188" in Dam.. Patr.
12/20 (item 45).
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(“and again Jesus said to his disciples™).”" It is probably from Homily 32, treating

the healing of two blind men (Matthew 9:27-30), since the incipit mirrors the citation
of Matthew 9:36 in that homily.”” The extract from Homily 3 is taken from the
ethikon of that homily.” The homiliary provides the author, the commentary title,
and the homily number. The incipit is the same as that in B.L. Add. 14,612 and
matches the text of the commentary manuscript B.L. Add. 14,558 as well as B.L. Add.
17,166. The extract from Homily 69 commences with the initial Biblical citation
(Matthew 22:1ff.) at the beginning of the homily.® The homiliary provides the title
of the commentary, the author, and the homily number. Without more textual
information, no judgements can be made about the translations exhibited in this

homiliary and the following:

Dam. Patr. 12/20 contains a unit consisting of four extracts from HMt which
the compiler of Dam. Patr. 12/19 did not include.” Each extract commences at the
beginning of the homily whence it is taken; together the extracts present exegetical

comment on events associated with the night of Jesus’ betrayal.

The homiliary B.L. Add. 12,165 is entitled, vﬁm&ic\&m <ada
L.t iS..."izn 1A \534 ..x{-.‘.&\rr_ wwaon calan @i s «ransana
(“book of prose homilies and festal hymns for the entire annual cycle [Hudra], of the
orthodox doctors” folio 354Y).° It cites from the ethikon of Homily 32 on Matthew
to be read during the nocturnal office of Wednesday of the Week of Miracles (fifth
week in Lent).”” The lemma entitles the extract, v« =ae=n &a oL

°'Ff. 189°-191"in Dam.. Patr. 12/19 (item 57); ff. 237'-239" in Dam. Patr.
12720 (item 59).

2Although the extract would actually derive from a passage which does not
treat the healing. The parallel pericope of the healing of two blind men at Jericho in
Matthew 20:29-30 is treated in Homily 66, which does not in the Greek cite a verse
beginning, “Jesus said to his disciples. .. .”

PFf. 198'-199" in Dam. Patr. 12/19 (item 62); ff. 253'-255" in Dam. Patr.
12720 (item 64).

*Ff. 208'=210" in Dam. Patr. 12/19 (item 67); ff. 266'=269" in Dam. Patr.
12720 (item 69).

*Their placement in Dam. Patr. 12/20 (items 96, 99, 100, 102) is as follows:
from Homily 81, ff. 381-383"; from Homily 83, ff. 387°-389"; from Homily 84, ff.
390°-393"; from Homily 86, ff. 395"-398".

*A sample of the text from f. 177 of this manuscript appears in Plate CXIX
of Hatch, Album, facing p. 170.

) 'Ff. 143-45". See Wright, Catalogue, 2.842-51; Voobus, Handschriftliche
Uberlieferung der Memre-Dichtung des Ja‘qob von Serug, (CSCO 344; 1973)
1.100~-1. Sauget points to B.L. Add. 12,165 as important evidence for the early
development of Syriac homiliaries on the basis of Greek structures (“Pour une
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(“martyanutha [i.e. ethikon] from the memra,” f. 143"). The lemma also provides,
“On those two blind men (whose eyes) Our Lord opened.” Except for a number of
careless haplographies, the text is the same as that in the commentary manuscript B.L.

Add. 14,559 (i.e. HMt?).

Ber. Sachau 220 is entitled, 538 «1A\50n >\ Jadn «<ad
whurn o calan «anax (“book of prose homilies of the orthodox doctors
for the entire annual cycle [Hudra]”). It once contained Homily 9 in its entirety.”

Its lemma includes a paraenetic summary identical to that which appears in the
commentary manuscripts, and an initial Biblical citation. The translation is the same

as that of the commentary manuscripts.”

B.L. Add. 14,727 incorporates two complete homilies from HMt.'® The
lemmata include paraenetical summaries identical to those which occur in the
commentary manuscripts. The translation is also the same, which is of particular
interest since overlapping texts allow the comparison of at least five different Syriac
witnesses to both Homilies 6 and 9.' The homiliary also excerpts portions of
Homilies 66 and 70, for which comparison with commentary manuscript texts is

102

impossible. ™~ The former has the same incipit as the extract in Vat. Syr. 253 its

interpretation de la structure de I’homéliaire syriaque ms. BL Add. 12165,” EO 3
[1986] 121-46; ibid., “L’homéliaire du vatican syriaque 253. Essai de
reconstitution,” Muséon 81 [1968] 347, ibid., “Le traitement subi par I’homélie

pseudo-chrysostomienne Sur le fils prodigue,” 310, 327-8). The manuscript has no
index.

*Ff. 20"-24", with a lacuna in the middle (Sauget, “Le manuscrit Sachau
220,” 380). For a study of Ber. Sachau 220, see Malki, Die syrische Handschrift
Berlin Sachau 220 (details about the extract are given in pp. 44-5). See also Brock’s
review of Malki, 298-301; Voodbus, Handschriftliche Uberlieferung der Memre-
Dichtung des Ja‘qob von Serug, 1.92-3. The manuscript boasts extensive decoration
(Leroy, Les manuscrits syriaques a peintures, 341-9; Baumstark,
“Spéatbyzantinisches und friihchristlich-syrisches Weihnachtsbild,” OrChr 3 [1913]
115-27).

»Sauget, “Le manuscrit Sachau 220,” 371, 380. Amongst extant homiliaries,
Ber. Sachau 220 may reflect a very early stage of development. It does not show the
same degree of influx of Jacob’s metrical homilies that other homiliaries do (e.g. B.L.
Add. 12,165). In this respect and in respect of the sequence of homilies, Ber. Sachau
220 is very like the two homiliaries, Dam. Pat. 12/19 and 12/20 (Sauget, “Le
manuscrit Sachau 220,” 396; see also Brock’s review of Malki, 299-301).

'“See Wright, Catalogue, 2.886-90. Homily 6 is on ff. 150"-163; Homily 9 is
on ff. 164'-174". Sauget refers to B.L. Add. 14,727 as, “un homéliaire non structuré”
(“Le manuscrit Sachau 220,” 380). It has no index.

"'viz. B.L. Add. 12,142; B.L. Add. 14,558; B.L. Add. 14,560; B.L. Add.
14,612; and B.L. Add. 14,727. Six comparison texts exist for Homily 9, including
that of Ber. Sachau 220.

'The extract from Homily 66 is on ff. 30"~35; that from Homily 70 on ff.



CHAPTER 11 The Syriac Tradition 29

lemma designates it as a homily of John for Palm Sunday. The extract from Homily

70 occurs amongst others pertaining to the resurrection of Christ.

d. Manuscripts Having Only Excerpts Not Allowing Comparison

Some manuscripts have only excerpts which are not paralleled in any
commentary manuscripts. These do not allow direct comparison between their texts
and those of commentary manuscripts, making it impossible to determine whether the
extracts derive from the Syriac commentaries or represent independent translations of

some Sort.

Vat. Syr. 107 is a miscellaneous anthology which has extracts from several of
Chrysostom’s commentaries, including one from HMt. % The lemma includes a title
consisting of a Biblical citation (Matthew 18:15) identical to that which precedes the
extracts from Homily 60 in B.L. Add. 14,612 and Sin. Syr. 16. The incipits of the
three are also identical, suggesting the translations are the same throughout. In at
least the British Library and Vatican manuscripts, the extracts appears to be

equivalent to the ethika of the homily.'*

The somewhat fragmentary Vat. Syr. 253 selects a portion of Homily 66 to be
read on Palm Sunday.'” The lemma gives only the homily number, although an
index to the homiliary also mentions the title of the commentary.'® The translation is
the same as that of the parallel extract in B.L. Add. 14,727 the incipits are also the
same.'” It is worth noting that Vat. Syr. 253 includes excerpts from HJn which have

126™-129.
'"See Assemani, Catalogus 3.50. The extract from Homily 60 is on ff. 28-32.

'®Sufficient information about the Sinai manuscript is unavailable. The
explicit of the extract in Vat. Syr. 107 has, «>a\ Q4 As. <n\x (“Ended on the text.
.., f. 32), followed by the title/citation of the lemma.

'®“The analysis of Joseph-Marie Sauget, “L’homéliaire du vatican syriaque
253,” 3224, replaces that of Assemani, Catalogus, 3.541-2. See also, Védbus,
Handschriftliche Uberlieferung der Memre-Dichtung des Ja‘qob von Serug, 1.88-9.

'®The extract begins on f. 37 (see Sauget, “L’homéliaire du vatican syriaque
253,” 331).

'"See Sauget, “L’homéliaire du vatican syriaque 253,” 348; ibid., “Le
traitement subi par ’homélie pseudo-chrysostomienne Sur le fils prodigue ,” 327-8;
cf. Gribomont, “Exploration dans les homéliaires de I’orient,” 236. Sauget maintains
that the homiliary Vat. Syr. 253, perhaps representative of early Syriac homiliaries, is
based on the infrastructure of some unknown Greek model—it consists mainly of
authors from the orthodox Greek tradition, drawing on Severus and Jacob of Serugh
and John of Antioch only at the close of liturgical sections, as if these writers have
been inserted into an existing structure.
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been confirmed to be of the same translation as that of the pertinent commentary

manuscripts. '®

One text bound in B.L. Add. 17,267 consists of extracts from HMt.'”? The
beginning of the manuscript is defective, but the lemmata to the extracts from
Homilies 82, 85, and 61 identify the author and give the title «C&avLdr=n
(martyanutha, i.e. ethikon). The lemmata include paraenetic summaries similar in

style and scope to those which are in the lemmata of the commentary manuscripts.

One of the small manuscripts bound in B.L. Add. 17,267° contains part of
Philoxenus’ Commentary on Luke,'"® one of Marutha’s homilies,'"! and extracts from
three of HMt."? The latter passages are paralleled nowehere else in known Syriac
sources. Due to a lacuna in the manuscript, the lemma to the extract from Homily 64
1s missing. However, the lemmata to the other two extracts give the author’s name
only, entitling the extract, «daw.dva (martyanutha, i.e. ethikon). These lemmata
include summaries several times longer and more comprehensive in scope than those
which occur in the commentaries—they are stylistically and functionally more like
the summaries found in the Greek editions and the kephalaia common amongst the

Greek and Syriac HEpp.'"

Camb. Add. 2023 is a synodicon containing ecclesiastical canons and
supportive Patristic citations, including extracts from Homilies 50 and 79 on

Matthew. '

'%See 34.

®See Wright, Catalogue, 2.481. The placement of the extracts is as follows:
from Homily 58, ff. 1-2"; from Homily 82, ff. 2°—4"; from Homily 85, ff. 4'-5; from
Homily 61, ff. 6™-8

110See the editions of Philoxenus, CM-L.

""Edited by Brock, “The Homily by Marutha of Tagrit on the Blessing of the
Waters at Epiphany,” OrChr 66 (1982) 51-74.

'2See Wright, Catalogue, 2.884-5. The placement of the extracts is as
follows: from Homily 64, f. 13; from Homily 66, f. 14'-15", from Homily 73, ff.
15"-17.

"WE.g. see 41-2.

'WF. 56". See Wright, Catalogue of the Syriac Manuscripts Preserved in
Cambridge , 606-9; also Walter Selb, Orientalisches Kirchenrecht, vol. 2, Die
Geschichte des Kirchenrechts der Westsyrer von den Anfingen bis zur Mongolenzezt
(DOAW.PH, Sitzungsberichte 388; Vienna: Osterreichischen Akademie der
Wissenschaft, 1989) 91, 100-1; Voobus, Handschriftliche Uberlieferung der Memre-
Dichtung des Ja'qob von Serug, 3.34.

The significance of West Syrian manuscripts pertaining to canon law,
including Camb. Add. 2023, is discussed in Voobus, Syrische Kanonessammlungen.
Ein Beitrag zur Quellenkunde. I. Westsyrische Originalkunden (CSCO 307, 317,
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2. Homilies on the Gospel of John

Of the 88 Homilies on the Gospel of John (HJn), known Syriac manuscripts
have texts of 72, mostly entire. HJn may have been translated by 484.""° Although
this study discovered no extracts from Homilies 44-59, it is difficult to imagine their
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not having been translated into Syriac.”” Where it is possible to compare different

witnesses, the texts are essentially identical and have the same translation.

A select number of the Syriac HIn (6, 20, 22, 23, 37, 62, 83, and 85) have
been edited based on available manuscripts and appear in Chapter XIII, with an

English translation in Chapter X.

The following table illustrates the shape of the manuscript tradition:

Table 3: Homilies on John—Summary of the Tradition

Manuscript Date Genre Relevant Contents
B.L. Add. 14,561 6-7 commentary [1-43]

B.L. Add. 12,161 6-7 commentary 60-88

B.L. Add. 14,562 7-8  commentary [60—88]

Sin. Syr. NF Sp. 28 8-9  commentary [20]

Sin. Syr. NFSp. 74 89  commentary [20]

B.L. Add. 14,612 6-7  anthology 22,23, (62, 85)
Vat. Syr. 109 692  anthology (62)

Sin. Syr. NF Sp. 47 c.7 ? [83]

Sin. Syr. NF Sp. 48 ¢.7 ? [77]

B.L. Add. 14,732 12 anthology (83)

Louvain: Secrétariat du CSCO, 1970); also, The Didascalia Apostolorum in Syriac. 1.
Chapters I-X, ed. Voobus (CSCO 401; Louvain: Secrétariat du CSCO, 1979).

"5See 9.

"1 Abdisho* and the Chronicle of Seert attest only to two volumes in Syriac
translation. It is possible that these consisted precisely of Homilies 1-43 and 60-88.
However, by the eleventh century two volumes covering Homilies 1-88 had become
normal for the Greek tradition, although some variety exists, so it is more likely that
the late Syriac catalogues had such a division in view (i.e. two volumes incorporating
all of Homilies 1-88) and do not point to a translation originally deficient for
Homilies 44-59 (see 7, 12, and p. 17, n. 39).
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Table 3: Homilies on John—continued

Manuscript Date Genre Relevant Contents
Vat. Syr. 253 8 homiliary (37, 85]

B.L. Add. 14,515 892-3 homiliary 37

B.L Add. 14,516 9 homiliary [37, 62, 63, 64]
Dam. Patr. 12/19 10-11 homiliary (37, 68, 76)

Dam. Patr. 12/20 1000 homiliary (37, 68, 76, 85)
B.L. Add. 14,727 13 homiliary 83, (85)

a. Commentary Manuscripts

B.L. Add. 14,561 originally included Homilies 1-43, but is now defective in
Homilies 1, 2, 29, and 35 due to missing folios; Homilies 30-34 are missing
entirely.'” B.L. Add. 12,161 and 14,562 cover Homilies 60-88.'"® The former
manuscript is complete, but the latter is defective in Homilies 60, 61, and 63; Homily
62 is missing.""” The three commentary manuscripts share similar features. Rubrics
giving the title and author appear occasionally in upper margins. The lemma to each
homily in the commentary manuscripts provides the number of the homily and

normally has an initial citation of scripture followed by a paraenetic summary.'?

Sin. Syr. NF Sp. 28 and 74 are palimpsest fragments, apparently from the
same manuscript.'?’ The former consists of four folios, the latter is a single tiny
fragment.* The underwriting comes from a sixth-century manuscript of Genesis. A

rubric on Sin. Syr. NF Sp. 28 identifies the text as that of Chrysostom’s Commentary,

""Homilies 6, 20, 22, 23, and 37 in this manuscript are edited in Chapter XIII
(English translation in Chapter X).

"8See Wright, Catalogue, 2.469-71.

"YHomilies 83 and 84 in both manuscripts and Homily 62 in B.L. Add. 12,161
are edited in Chapter XIII (English translation in Chapter X).

'For example, the lemma to Homily 66 contains a citation of John 12:8 and

the summary: Qi Y} ceamidim hada «dhonan A (“and on the
resurrection and against heretics and pagans”). B.L. Add. 12,161, f. 46; B.L. Add.
14,562, f. 25"

To illustrate the functions of the lemmatic scripture citations and paraenetic
summaries: the first two-thirds of Homily 66 (i.e. exegetikon) comments verse by
verse on John 12:8-24. The last part of the homily (ethikon) takes the topic of the
resurrection, mentioned briefly in the preceding exegesis, as its starting point. Yet its
thought moves in a different direction, utilizing no material from the Gospel of John,
but condemning those who reject the resurrection, particularly the heretics Marcion
and Valentinus.

121See Brock, Catalogue of Syriac Fragments, 22-3, 70-1 (plates of the
fragments are on pp. 205-6, 274).

122 The texts of these fragments are edited in Chapter X1III (English translation
in Chapter X).
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(cnc\::.\,ononc\-'o [oJamenn «Lnvad, f.2"). The texts of both agree with that of B.L.
Add. 14,561.

b. Miscellaneous Collections

B.L. Add. 14,612 contains miscellaneous extracts from different authors.'* In
a lengthy section of citations from Chrysostom’s works, it incorporates the entire text
of Homilies 22 and 23 on John (ff. 59'-68")."* Initial scripture citations and
paraenetic summaries agree with those in B.L. Add. 14,561. A brief extract from
Homily 62 appears elsewhere in the manuscript (f. 166) as one of a pair commenting
upon the subject of the state of the soul after death.'” The ethikon from Homily 85
(ff. 78'-80") exhorts the readers to observe proper Christian modesty at funerals. The

texts of the short extracts are essentially the same as that found in the commentaries.

The manuscript Vat. Syr. 109 is a collection of various authors which includes
an ethikon from Homily 62 on John (ff. 25-27)." Its lemma consists of a paraenetic
summary identical to that in the commentary manuscript B.L. Add. 12,161.'7 A
comparison of the incipit with the text of the commentary manuscript shows that they

share the same translation.

Sin. Syr. NF Sp. 47 consists of three fragments from a single folio having a
bit of the exegetical portion of Homily 83 on John.'”® Sin. Syr. NF Sp. 48 is two tiny
fragments with even less text, this time from the ethikon of Homily 77.'% It is
impossible to know whether the fragments are from commentary manuscripts or from

collections. The translation is the same as that of the commentary manuscripts.

B.L. Add. 14,732 consists of only nine folios.'™ It contains an excerpt from
the writings of Isaac of Nineveh and two items ascribed to Chrysostom: namely, a

'“See Wright, Catalogue, 2.696-701.

"“Homilies 22, 23, and 62 in this manuscript are edited in Chapter XIII
(English translation in Chapter X).

'See 38.

1%6See Assemani, Catalogus, 3.73.

PF. 20" Qaeddon Ldhpiarsn «\an e Ao (“and on these [women]
who mourn excessively”). B.L.Add. 14,562 and B.L. Add. 14,516 have no lemmata
for Homily 62, being defective at this point.

'*See Brock, Catalogue of Syriac Fragments, 47-8 (plates of some of the
fragments are on pp. 244-6). This fragment is edited in Chapter XIII (English
translation in Chapter X).

'®See Brock, Catalogue of Syriac Fragments, 48-9 (plates of some of the
fragments are on pp. 246—8 and a text sample from on p.121-2).

10G e Wright, Catalogue, 2.867.
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discourse on virginity and repentance, and a brief extract of Homily 83 on the Gospel
of John (f. 233", entitled «<&av.dv=a (martyanutha, i.e. ethikon)."”' The ethikon
challenges readers to imitate Jesus’ endurance of suffering. The translation is the

same as that which appears in the commentary manuscripts and other collections. '

c. Homiliaries

Homily 37 was especially popular reading for the Lent season because it deals
with the healing of the paralytic in John 5, a pericope which features amongst the
liturgical readings in Lent.'”” The oldest Syriac homiliary containing a portion of Hln
is Vat. Syr. 253, copied in the Nitrian desert.'** The homiliary consists of Syriac
translations of the works («€==aed>n, “memre’”) of Greek Fathers, of whom
Chrysostom 1s by far the most popular. The first few folios contain the remnants of
an index giving the number and author of each piece, often along with a summary
title or a reference to the feast for which the reading is intended.'” A small portion of
Homily 37 on John appears with readings for Palm Sunday (f. 36), the beginning and
end of which are defective; the mutilated index entitles the reading, “On the Healing

99136

of the Paralytic and on Envy,

137

the elements of which appear in the parallel
lemmata "’ belonging to other collections and to the commentary manuscript. Vat.
Syr. 253 also cites from Homily 85 amongst readings for Passion Week (ff. 93-96").
The incipit of this ethikon is the same as that which appears in the homiliary B.L.
Add. 14,727. The compiler of Vat. Syr. 253 or its uses the same translation as that
which appears elsewhere in the Syriac tradition, not making an independent

translation from a Greek homiliary source.'®

B.L. Add. 14,515 is entitled, calan «@an0pn <3 ‘4&\@’15
«<dux (“volume one of the cycle [Hudra] for the whole year”). The homiliary has,

'Only one lemma appears for the pair of Chrysostomic excerpts: s
<havdhna hav.dha «halada (“On Virginity and Repentance; and
martyanutha [i.e. ethikon]”).

The text of Homily 83 is edited in Chapter XIII (English translation in
Chapter X).

"“Normally on the third Sunday. See Jean Tomajean, “Les Dimanches du
Caréme dans le rite syro-antiochien,” OrSyr 7 (1962) 362-3.

“*The analysis of Sauget (“L’homéliaire du vatican syriaque 253,” 297-349)
replaces Assemani, Catalogus, 2.541-2. See pp., 29-30, nn. 105, 107.

¥5Sauget, “L’homeliaire du vatican syriaque 253, 311.

¥Tbid., 331.

"See the edition (Chapter XIII) and English tradition (Chapter X).

'®See Sauget, “L’homeliaire du vatican syriaque 253,” 331, 348.
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amidst an assortment of other homilies to be read during Lent, the text of Homily 37
on John in its entirety.”” The lemma mentions the author, but says nothing about the
commentary or homily number (f. 137"), having only the title, “Memra’ on the
Paralytic and on Envy,” (cf. the index to Vat. Syr. 253 and the lemma in the
commentary manuscript B.L. Add. 14,561). The translation of the homily 1s the same

as that in the commentary manuscript and the other collections.'®

The homiliary B.L. Add. 14,516 also includes an extract from Homily 37 on
John amongst its readings for Lent, originally complete but now somewhat
lacunose.' Like B.L. Add. 14,515, the lemma gives the author and a title, “Homily
on the Paralytic which Our Lord Healed, and on Envy.”'* The translation is the same
as that of the commentary manuscript (B.L. Add. 14,561) and the other homiliary
(B.L. Add. 14, 515)."” The readings for Lent in B.L. Add. 14,516 also include
abridgements of Homilies 62, 63, and 64 on John (ff. 127'-129")." The translation is
the same as that of the commentary manuscript (B.L. Add. 12,161)." It exhorts the
readers to avoid excesses in mourning, trusting instead in the hope of the

resurrection.'®

The two closely related homiliaries Dam. Patr. 12/19 and 12/20 share three
extracts from HIn.'" The extract from Homily 37 has the same incipit as in B.L. Add.
14,516."* The incipit of the extract from Homily 68 commences at the beginning of

the homily text.'” The same is true for the extract from Homily 76."® Dam. Patr.

¥See Wright, Catalogue, 1.240-3; V66bus, Handschriftliche Uberlieferung
der Memre-Dichtung des Ja‘qob von Serug, 3.74-5. A sample of the text from f. 117

of this manuscript appears in Plate CXII of Hatch, Album, facing p. 163.

““The text of Homily 37 is edited in Chapter XIII (English translation in
Chapter X). _

“ISee Wright, Catalogue, 1.244-6. See p. 26, n. 87.

““The texts of Homilies 37 and 62 is edited in Chapter XIII (English
translation in Chapter X).

'“*Comparison with Vat. Syr. 253 has not been possible.
““Wright recognized only Homily 62.

"“The commentary manuscript B.L. Add. 14,562 lacks Homily 62 due to
missing folios.

%See 22-3 above on the anthology B.L. Add. 14,612, which also has an
extract from Homily 62.

" Again, only brief, select portions of the texts are available for comparison
(see pp. 267, nn. 88-9).

'““For Dam. Patr. 12/19, ff. 180'-182" (item 52); for Dam. Patr. 12/20, ff.
225-228" (item 54).

"“For Dam. Patr. 12/19, ff. 261'-262' (item 85); for Dam. Patr. 12/20, ff.
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12/20 contains a further extract, this time from Homily 85, which the compiler of
Dam. Patr. 12/19 did not use.”™ The homiliary provides the homily number, the
author, and the commentary title. The incipit is the same as that which is in B.L. Add.
14,727 and Vat. Syr. 253.

The homiliary B.L. Add. 14,727 contains, in abridged form, Homily 83 on
John (ff. 40'—48")."* The lemma has no initial scripture citation or paraenetic
summary such as occurs in the commentary manuscripts. A marginal note on the first
page designates the passage for, «a\\n «dumann «dhesardy (“the first
nocturnal office”). An extract from Homily 85 immediately follows (ff. 48*-55"),
commenting on Christ’s burial and resurrection and delivering exhortations about the
proper Christian attitude towards death. Its marginal note designates it for:
hnmn harn @ \n udiddn desar dh (“the second nocturnal office of
Easter Eve”); the manuscript has no index. For both homilies, B.L. Add. 14,727 has

the same translation that occurs elsewhere.'

3. Homilies on the Epistles

The consistent popularity of the Gospels ensured that HMt and HIn would be
better preserved in a wider variety of sources than his Homilies on the Epistles of St.
Paul (HEpp)."”* The HEpp, to which the broader Syriac tradition makes collective
reference as «Zywlxrn «nrad (“The Commentary on the Apostle™), do not enjoy
such great popularity. Nevertheless, several of these cycles are represented by fine
and complete commentary manuscripts. Other cycles have left only stray echoes of
their former influence. In particular, no commentary manuscripts are known to exist
for the Homilies on Galatians, 1 and 2 Timothy, and Hebrews. A Syriac version of an
extract of the latter has been detected in one collection and is discussed here, but for

the Homilies on Galatians and 1 and 2 Timothy excerpts appear only in catenae

339°-342" (item 87).

For Dam. Patr. 12/19, ff. 263'-266" (item 86); for Dam. Patr. 12/20, ff.
342"-345" (item 88).

BIEf 424¥-427".
'2See Wright, Catalogue, 2.886-90. See also p. 28, n. 100.

'**The texts of Homilies 83 and 85 are edited in Chapter XIII (English
translation in Chapter X).

'*In particular, the homilies on the Gospels afford many more passages
suitable for liturgical use because they treat passages figuring in the major festivals.
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manuscripts and discussion of them is consigned to Appendix 1.

The distinct cycles can be treated corporately as a set, albeit with some
caution. Each of the extant sets of HEpp enjoys some sixth- or seventh-century
attestation. In most cases, the translation style is consistent throughout the sets of
HEpp. These facts suggest that HEpp were translated at about the same time (by the

156

middle of the sixth century)™ and perhaps in similar circumstances.

a. Homilies on St. Paul’s Epistle to the Romans
Despite the wide dissemination of the Syriac translation of the Homilies on

Romans, no substantial portion of the text is known to have survived.

Table 4: Homilies on Romans—Summary of the Tradition

Manuscript Date Genre Relevant Contents
B.L. Add. 17,164 67 commentary [1-327] (palimpsest)
B.L. Add. 14,612 6-7  anthology 4)
Vat. Syr. 107 pre-8 anthology (S)
B.L. Add. 17,193 874  anthology (7, 25)
B.L. Add. 17,191 9-10 anthology (19)
B.L Add. 17,267¢ 13 anthology (25)
Camb. Add. 2023 13 canon law (3)
Birm. Mingana 1895 anthology ?
Syr. 4
Dam. Patr. 12/19 10-11 homiliary (5,25,7)
Dam. Patr. 12/20 1000 homiliary (5,25,7)
B.L. Add. 12,165 1015 homiliary (5)

1) Commentary Manuscript

B.L. Add. 17,164 is a palimpsest whose upper writing is that of a ninth-

11t is likely that each of these once existed as whole, independent Syriac
translations, since extracts from them occur in catenae whose other extracts from the
New Testament homilies are seen to derive from the same translations as the
commentary manuscripts (see Appendix 1).

That the Syriac witness for some commentaries should be so scanty is not
strong evidence that the entire commentary did not exist in Syriac translation—with
all the homilies, the Syriac evidence is incomplete and sketchy, even though the
breadth of the evidence often testifies to the wide use and dissemination of the
translations.

1*See 137-9.
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century collection of Syriac authors."’

Underneath are parts of two different texts: a
sixth-century manuscript of Jeremiah, and a sixth- to seventh-century commentary
manuscript, containing on 82 folios some of the Homilies on Romans. Most of the
underwriting is illegible, but occasionally a clear passage emerges."™ This is the only
Syriac commentary manuscript of the Homilies on Romans known to exist. One
margin contains a kephalaion of several lines which provides a lengthy summary of
the contents of the adjacent homily.” Another margin has a note consisting of a few
illegible words followed by >\~ (either “of bread” [«<>ap\] or, “that is suitable
for. ..” [sas\]), possibly indicating a festival reading (f. 40")." The hand of the
marginal notes, though part of the underwriting, 1s probably later than that of the

original sixth-century hand.

2) Miscellaneous Collections
It is impossible to determine whether excerpts in the collections and
homiliaries derive from the original commentary translation or represent independent

translations. An analysis of these questions is in Appendix 1.

The anthology B.L. Add. 14,612 contains a small extract from Homily 4.
The extract is one amongst a group of quotes from different sources pertaining to the

subject of the consciousness of the soul after death.

Vat. Syr. 107 is a collection of extracts from various authors containing a
small excerpt from Homily 5. The lemma refers to the title of the commentary, its
author, and the homily number. A citation of Romans 2:10 serves as the
title/summary of the extract. It appears to come from a point earlier in the homily
than the extracts in B.L. Add. 12,165.

B.L. Add. 17,193 is a very miscellaneous collection having two extracts from

57See Wright, Catalogue, 2.680~1.
'*E.g. the beginning of Homily 32 on f. 45°

F. 28". The beginning of the kephalaion reads, «€amdn o >om s
(“On [how] that we should be. . .””). It is unclear whether the kephalaion is positioned
at the beginning of the homily or in the middle (i.e. where the ethikon commences).

'“The commentary manuscripts appear sometimes to have been taken over for
liturgical use (see 42-3).

'*'F. 165". See Wright, Catalogue, 2.696-701.
'’F. 135. See Assemani, Catalogus, 3.60~1 and p. 18, n. 44 above.
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the Homilies on Romans.'** Unfortunately, the one from Homily 25 does not overlap

with any of the other extracts from that homily that are available for comparison.

B.L. Add. 17,191 contains extracts from numerous Fathers, discussing

Scripture, doctrine, and practice. '*

B.L. Add. 17,267 presently consists of only 11 folios.'®® It contains a
discourse by John, Patriarch of Antioch on the consecration of the chrism,'® and an
extract from Homily 25 on Romans (folios 23"-27). The lemma includes a summary
title to the extract (folio 23%). Camb. Add. 2023 contains a brief excerpt from Homily
3.'" The manuscript is a synodicon consisting mainly of ecclesiastical canons,
accompanied by extracts from various authors relating to principles and issues of

ecclesiastical law.'®

An unidentified extract appearing in the late Birm. Mingana Syr. 4 treats the

subject of adultery.'® The manuscript consists of short extracts from various works.

3) Homiliaries

The closely related homiliaries Dam. Patr. 12/19 and 12/20 share the same
extracts from the Homilies on Romans.'” The extract from Homily 25 has the same
incipit as the extract in B.L. Add. 17,267.""" The extract from Homily 5 has the same
incipit as the extract in B.L. Add. 12,165.'™ In both cases, the homiliaries provide the

'See Wright, Catalogue, 2.989-1002. The extracts are on f. 90",

'*See Wright, Catalogue, 2.1008-15. The extract is on f.67". The manuscript
also has a block of tiny extracts from HEpp (ff.63'-64").

'®See Wright, Catalogue, 2.885. Several manuscripts are bound together in
B.L. Add. 17,267 (see p.18, n.45). This one is Wright’'s DCCCXLVL

'*Jouko Martikainen has prepared an edition and translation of this part of the
manuscript (Johannes I. Sedra. Einleitung, syrische Texte, Ubersetzung und
vollstindiges Worterzeichnis [ GOF.S 34; Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1991] 37,
171-2009).

'7F. 49", See Wright, A Catalogue of the Syriac Manuscripts Preserved in
Cambridge , 606.
'See p. 31, n. 114 for pertinent bibliography.

'“The colophon claims the manuscript was copied from a very old source
from Tur Abdin (f. 162%). See Mingana, Catalogue, 10; Voobus, Handschriftliche

Uberlieferung der Memre-Dichtung des Ja'qob von Serug, 3.31.
"For bibliography on these homiliaries, see pp. 26, nn. 88-9.

""For Dam. Patr. 12/19, ff. 173'-175" (item 49); for Dam. Patr. 12/20, ff.
212°-215" (item 51).

"For Dam. Patr. 12/19, ff. 176'-177" (item 50); for Dam. Patr. 12/20, ff.
215"-217" (item 52).
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title of the commentary, its author, and homily numbers. A third extract is from
Homily 27(8),'” since its incipit matches Romans 16:25, which in Chrysostom’s
Bible follows 14:23." The passage is the initial citation of the homily and is cited a
few lines into the homily and some lines after that,'” but nowhere else in the

Homilies on Romans.

The homiliary B.L. Add. 12,165 contains an ethikon from Homily 5 on
Romans, selected to be read «dimnndin «dharn «avn wadn @\ (“the
nocturnal office of Monday of the Week of Miracles,” i.e. the fifth week of Lent).'™
The lemma has the author, homily number, the title of the commentary, and a

paraenetic summary.

b. Homilies on St. Paul’s First Epistle to the Corinthians

Extant witnesses indicate that the Syriac translation of Chrysostom’s Homilies
on 1 Corinthians circulated in three volumes: volume one (no longer extant)
containing Homilies 1-19; volume two containing Homilies 20-33; and volume three
containing Homilies 34—44."” The Syriac translation of Homilies 1-20 does not

survive in any part.

Table 5: Homilies on 1 Corinthians—Summary of the Tradition

Manuscript Date Genre Relevant Contents
B.L. Add. 14,563 7-8  commentary [20-33]  (volume 2)
B.L. Add. 12,160 584  commentary 34-44 (volume 3)
B.L. Add. 14,612 6-7 anthology (39,41)

B.L. Add. 14,613 9-10 anthology (42)

1) Commentary Manuscripts

""For Dam. Patr. 12/19, ff. 338*=340" (item 112); for Dam. Patr. 12/20, ff.

481'—483" (item 125). It does not come from the end of the Commentary (Homily
32[33]).

A glance at NA” shows that the doxology of Romans 16:25-7 appears
variously in the versional and Patristic tradition in chapters 14, 15, and 16.

""Field, Interp.ep.Paul., 1.430-1 (PG 60.643—4). For comments on
Chrysostom’s placement of the doxology, see Field, idem., 1.547 [718B].

"°Ff. 138"-140" (the marginal note is at the bottom of f. 138"in a distinct
hand). See Wright, Catalogue, 2.842-51. For bibliography on this important

manuscript, see pp. 28, n. 97.

"""This particular manner of division is unknown amongst the Greek
manuscripts surveyed in CCG.
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The colophon of B.L. Add. 12,160 describes the manuscript as «<&uma
«<3\&n (“volume three”) of Chrysostom’s Homilies on 1 Corinthians.'” The
manuscript was copied at the monastery of Gubba Barraya (v€sa «Zaa )."”
Another note states: aaamana | «ionaed) Lacs ix) o1 o anr@h«
«duna (“and it was translated from the Greek tongue into the Syriac in the city
Kallinikos”). Each homily is preceded by a lemma which gives the title and volume
of the commentary, its author, and homily numbers. This data is followed by initial
scripture citations. No paraenetic summaries appear in the lemmata. However,
kephalaia regularly appear. These consist of summaries, mainly focusing on the
ethika of the homilies."™ They are similar in style and content to the summaries
which appear in the Greek editions, but not identical. For Homilies 34-36, the
kephalaia occur in red ink in the margins near the beginning of each homily. The
hand of these marginal notes appears to be the same as that of the original manuscript
text. Beginning with Homily 37, the kephalaia are actually incorporated into the
lemmata, between the numbered titles and the Biblical citations. In Homilies 4044
the kephalaia appear not at the beginning of the homilies, but in the middle,
interrupting the text where the ethika commence. These kephalaia are sometimes in

black ink, but usually in red.

Clearly, a scribe in the process of copying the volume changed his policy and
began to include the kephalaia. They may have been in the lemmata of his exemplar,

in which case he initially omitted the kephalaia which lay before him, but reversed

'®F. 106". See Wright, Catalogue, 2.472-3. A sample of the text from f. 74*
of this manuscript appears in Plate XXXIII of Hatch, Album, facing p. 84.

"M A few folios have been replaced by those of later years (viz. ff. 54, 55, 64,
65,91, and 98). On the question of the precise location of Gubba Barraya, see
Honigmann, Evéques et évéchés monophysites, 205.
"®For example, the kephalaion to Homily 35 reads as follows:
v{m LT Y. C\m..&\..‘{-\ ,Am-\-\ yon s
. 00M et arly A< -\.k‘{-\m ueduadu A i By
A wanax aNna
. ~073 Aaa mootls «Caund «@\a o
A adar smadue «ran «5aan0 wdm At pn Lo
S AR RETE A

N B W —

On [how] that in matters of common advantage

we should be especially careful, for the apostles also did this;
and that we should not do a thing for the sake of empty glory or
merely because it is not expedient.

After these things, he also demonstrates how evil are possessions for
those who possess them.

N bW —
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that initial policy early on. However, it is more likely that they appeared in a
different source, such as a separate table or index,"" and the scribe chose to
incorporate them into the lemmata. Layers of such apparatus material sometimes
accrued in these books: at the point in Homily 41 where the kephalaia is inserted into

the text, a similar but distinct kephalaion is written into the margin in a later hand (f.

82").'%

B.L. Add. 14,563 is a copy of volume two in the series, though it contains no
self-designation to that effect.'™ The first three homilies (20-22) are very defective
due to lacunae. Each homily has a lemma which gives the title of the commentary, its
author, and homily numbers. The usual scripture citation follows, with citation

marks. Kephalaia do not appear in this manuscript.

2) Miscellaneous Collections

Two excerpts from volume three appear in B.L. Add. 14,612, an anthology
containing miscellaneous extracts from different authors.'® Extracts from various
Chrysostomic compositions includes portions of Homily 39 (f. 80") and Homily 41 (f.
817) on 1 Corinthians, the latter amongst excerpts pertaining to the afterlife and the
efficacy of offerings for the dead.' These brief excerpts have lemmata which
identify the author, the commentary, and the homily numbers. They exhibit only a
few minor variations from the parallel commentary texts. A comparison of the
extract from Homily 39 with the corresponding text in the commentary manuscript
B.L. Add. 12,160 reveals an interesting marginal notation. At the point in the
commentary where the extract begins, a later hand has added the words, «asa [,]p
(“read from here”) to mark the beginning of a reading, possibly liturgical, but

perhaps because that particular passage was especially edifying. Hence, not only was

"®1Several of the Greek manuscripts surveyed in CCG have tables of ethika
with hypothesis(called argumentum) prefixed to the commentary texts. Some Syriac
manuscripts also have such apparatuses (see 44, 48).

"82Similar layering occurs in the commentary on 2 Corinthians (see 45).
'*'See Wright, Catalogue, 2.471.

1See Wright, Catalogue, 2.696-701.

'**Paul Bedjan published a portion of the extract from Homily 41 in .
Martyrii, qui et Sahdona, quae supersunt omnia (Paris: Harrassowitz, 1902) 870-1.
In his edition, the excerpt appears with three poems from the same manuscript
ascribed to Ephrem as part of a group of texts “sur le dogme du purgatoire” (xx). The
edition’s index summarizes the teaching of the excerpt: “that the deceased receive
benefit from offerings.”
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the passage extracted from the commentary for use in other sorts of volumes, but also
the users of the commentary manuscript itself chose to distinguish the passage in the

commentary for convenient reference and reading. The same notation appears

elsewhere throughout the manuscript.

B.L. Add. 14,613 contains mainly a condensation of the Liber Graduum,
along with excerpts from a number of authors.'® The extract from Homily 42 (ff.
180°-181") has a lemma which names the author, the commentary, and the homily

number. '’

With reference to the commentary text (B.L. Add. 12,160), the incipit of
the excerpt matches the text immediately following the placement of the kephalaion
mid-way through Homily 42. This is the only kephalaion in the commentary
manuscript that begins with the term, «<dhawudv=a (martyanutha; i.e. ethikon). The

translation is the same as that in the commentary.

¢. Homilies on Paul’s Second Epistle to the Corinthians
The series of 30 homilies on 2 Corinthians is remarkably well served by two

early and full volumes, along with a handful of extracts:

Table 6: Homilies on 2 Corinthians—Summary of the Tradition

Manuscript Date Genre Relevant Contents
B.L. Add. 14,564 67 commentary [1-30]
B.L. Add. 12,180 6-7  commentary 1-30
B.L. Add. 14,612 6-7 anthology (1,5)
Vat. Syr. 107 pre-8 anthology (11)
B.L. Add. 14,617 7-8  anthology (10
B.L. Add. 17,193 874  anthology (13)
B.L. Add. 17,191 9-10 anthology (11
Dam. Patr. 12/19 10-11 homiliary (10)
Dam. Patr. 12/20 1000 homiliary (10)
B.L. Add. 12,165 1015  homiliary (10)

1) Commentary Manuscripts

B.L. Add. 12,180 is complete, containing all 30 homilies. B.L. Add. 14,564

'*See Wright, Catalogue, 2.810-5.

*'Ff. 190*-195 of this manuscript have miscellaneous unidentified extracts
from HEpp («Lprlrn «Lnxad a, “from the Commentary of the Apostle™).
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originally contained the complete set, but now Homilies 8-10 and 23 are imperfect
due to missing folios."™ Otherwise, the commentary manuscripts share many
features. They both have the same translation. Their lemmata give the title of the
commentary, its author, and homily numbers. This material is followed by the usual
marked initial Biblical citations. The lemmata do not include kephalaia, but
numbered «<«\An (kephalaia) do occur in indices which occupy the first few
folios of both commentary manuscripts.'® These kephalaia consist of summaries of
the contents of each homily,'® in scope and style similar to the kephalaia which occur
in the margins and text of the Homilies on 1 Corinthians,"" but textually unrelated to
those found in the Greek editions of the Homilies on 2 Corinthians. The indices are
followed by a brief summary of the contents of the Epistle itself, «€&usx.dn
vﬁbﬁ\‘{ﬂ (“‘account of the epistle,” functionally a hypothesis ).'”* This in turn is
followed by a second index keyed to sections of the Epistle itself, having fifteen brief
summaries (also called «C«€\aQn, kephalaia). Whereas the first set of kephalaia in
the indices focuses on the ethika of the homilies, the latter set has fifteen concise
references to the contents of Biblical sections.'” It is likely that similar indices were
at some early time attached to the apparatus of the Homilies on 1 Corinthians (see
above), which would account for the appearance of kephalaia in B.L. Add. 12,160.

The apparatuses themselves probably derive from the Greek manuscript tradition. '

'8See Wright, Catalogue, 2.473-5.
'"®The heading to the index reads:
M\ «Com <3 Qn =L0n% <=<\an 1
,Q..zn"izn-:\ auaan ol «Hh N\ «@n < nraln 2
< ri ;maduee «ian anarc Ooman Ced )\ _amuduea 3
D v v

1 The kephalaia that are in this third volume

2 of the Commentary on the Second Epistle to the Corinthians:

3 there are thirty, in which is explained the point that each of the memre

had.

De Halleux notes the usage of the Syriac transliteration of kephalaion (or
the translation «<£x.%) for scholia translated from Greek which give brief literary
analyses (“Les commentaires syriaques des discours de Grégoire de Nazianze. Un
premier sondage,” Muséon 98 [1985] 112-6). The commentary on Matthew, B.L.
Add 14,560, uses «Zx.n.

PlViz. B.L. Add. 12,160 (see 41-2).
2E 5¥in B.L. Add. 14,564; f. 3"in B.L. Add. 12,180.

"*For example, the entry for section 10 reads as follows: _av<\An=
A =m0 | wLduEdann amdiadn amal ) n mdatandiesn da) = wwdHoas

e e (“In kephalaion 10: about the sending of Titus to the Corinthians,
and about these other [things]”).

'Some medieval Greek commentary and ethika manuscripts of the
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Unlike in the manuscript of the Homilies on 1 Corinthians, the kephalaia to
the Homilies on 2 Corinthians are not incorporated into the commentary text but
appear only in the initial indices. However, in the margins of B.L. Add. 12,180 the
term «<a>a (“from here”) occurs at the beginning of the ethika. B.L. Add. 14,564
has nearly 1dentically placed markings in a later hand, accompanied by marginal
kephalaia similar to the ones in the indices, yet distinct in content. These latter
marginal kephalaia ordinarily bear the title «<dfauap «Cass (“demonstration
from here”) or «haudmn «Casa (“martyanutha [i.e. ethikon] from here”)—tools
of structure and content to facilitate the use of the manuscripts. No kephalaia appear

in the margins of B.L. Add. 12,180, only the brief markings.

2) Miscellaneous Collections

The anthology B.L. Add. 14,612 collects extracts from miscellaneous
authors.' In a long section of quotes from Chrysostom’s works are two short
excerpts from Homilies 5 and 1 on 2 Corinthians (ff. 70"-73"). For both extracts, the

translation is the same as that of the commentaries.

The anthology Vat. Syr. 107 contains extracts from a variety of sources,
including one from Homily 11 on 2 Corinthians (f. 134).'® The lemma contains a
reference to the commentary title, the author, and homily number. No incipit or other

text is available for comparison to the text of the commentary manuscripts.

The anthology B.L. Add. 14,617 contains miscellaneous extracts from various
authors, including one from Homily 10 on 2 Corinthians.'”’ The lemma gives the
homily number from which the «nama@ (“excerpt”) is taken (f. 111Y). The

translation is the same as that of the commentaries.

The same homily extract appears in the homiliary B.L. Add. 12,165 ;' the

margin prescribes that it be read, «&macn «dhen «ara wpm «\\a (“on the
night of the sixth Sunday of the Fast,” f. 156"). The lemma gives the homily number

commentary on 2 Corinthians have tables or indices prefixed (see CCG 3.114; 4.50).

At least one is also prefaced by a hypothesis (also called argumentum in the literature,
see CCG, 1.52).

'%See Wright, Catalogue, 2.696-701.

'%See Assemani, Catalogus, 3.60. For bibliography on this manuscript, see p.
18, n. 44.

'IBf. 111'-114. See Wright, Catalogue, 2.740-2.

'Ff. 156'-158". See Wright, Catalogue, 2.842-51. For bibliography on this
important manuscript, see pp. 28, n. 97.
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from which the «dav.dvn (martyanutha, ie. ethikon) is taken. Thereupon follows

a brief summary and paraenetic summary.'”

In the commentary manuscript B.L. Add. 12,180, the same ethikon is marked
at its beginning and keyed to an obscured word in the margin, probably «<a>n
(“from here”). A similar mark occurs in the margin of commentary manuscript B.L.
Add. 14,564, near the same place in the homily. The notation there is keyed to a
marginal kephalaion written in a later hand. Entitled «<hauagun
(“demonstration’), the kephalaion is several times longer than the paraenetic
summary in the lemma of the homiliary B.L. Add. 12,165, but the contents are similar.
The commentary manuscript B.L. Add. 12,180 has no marginal kephalaion or
lemmatic summary, but like its sister B.L. Add. 14,564, it has a kephalaion for
Homily 10 in its index which is longer still, and more comprehensive. Again, the
nature of their content overlaps, but none of the kephalaia or summaries exhibits clear

signs of textual interrelationship.

It is clear that several summary-title traditions existed, probably in both Greek
and Syriac witnesses and dependent largely on the sort of book using the excerpt. Yet
each of these four witnesses—two commentaries, an anthology, and a
homiliary—attest to the popularity and use of the passage from Homily 10 liturgically
and as edifying reading. Readers excerpted the passage for incorporation into
liturgical manuscripts. Although possibly based structurally on Greek models, the
excerpts were taken from existing Syriac commentary texts, not translated from a
Greek homiliary or anthology.”® Yet the passages are singled out in commentary
manuscripts by means of the secondary notations of later hands—showing that the

liturgical tradition and usage in turn influenced the use the commentaries themselves.

The miscellaneous collection B.L. Add. 17,193 contains an extract from

Homily 13 which has not been matched textually with that of the commentary

Peldhazary «lpdrana . LAY N <\t LI Aia
e (“and on the fearful coming of Christ; and that passibility will be
removed at the same time”).

"See Sauget, “L’homéliaire du vatican syriaque 253,” 346-8; ibid., “Le
traitement subi par I’homélie pseudo-chrysostomienne Sur le fils prodigue ,” 327-8.
Gribomont correctly points out that a Syriac translator could have worked on the
basis of a Byzantine homiliary for structure and content but chosen to use existing

Syriac translations where available for a particular reading (“Exploration dans les
homéliaires,” 236).
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manuscripts. ”*'

Amongst the numerous Patristic extracts in B.L. Add. 17,191 is an excerpt
from Homily 11 which has the same translation as that of the commentary

manuscripts. %

3) Homiliaries
The closely related homiliaries Dam. Patr. 12/19 and 12/20 share the same

extract from Homily 10; the incipit is the same as that which appears in B.L. Add.
14,617 and B.L. Add. 12,165 .**

For B.L. Add. 12,165 see 2) Miscellaneous Collections (above).

d. Homilies on St. Paul’s Epistle to the Ephesians
The Syriac translation of Chrysostom’s Homilies on Ephesians is well

represented by two fine early commentary manuscripts.

Table 7: Homilies on Ephesians—Summary of the Tradition

Manuscript Date Genre Relevant Contents
B.L. Add. 14,565 6-7 commentary 1-24

Par. Bib. Nat. 69  614-15 commentary 1-24

B.L. Add. 14,612 6-7  anthology 24

B.L. Add. 12,181 8 filler added to Book (11)
of letters of Severus

of Antioch
B.L. Add. 17,147 8-9  florilegium (11)
Birm. Mingana 1770 florilegium 3)

Syr. 344

1) Commentary Manuscripts

The commentary manuscript Par. Bib. Nat. 69 has a lemma for each of the

P'See Wright, Catalogue, 2.988-1002. The extract is on f.72". It is
noteworthy that the translation of the extracts in this manuscript from HMt has been
matched with the representatives of HMt" (see 24).

*2See Wright, Catalogue, 2.1008-15. The extract is on ff.73*~74". The
manuscript also has a block of tiny extracts from HEpp (ff.63-64").

“For Dam. Patr. 12/19, ff. 232-233" (item 76); for Dam. Patr. 12/20, ff.
298"-300° (item 78). For bibliography on these homiliaries, see pp. 26-7, nn. 88-9.
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twenty-four homilies, giving the author and homily numbers.” A «>a.0n (i.c.
hypothesis) precedes the homilies, summarizing the contents of the Epistle. H.
Zotenberg’s catalogue does not indicate whether or not the manuscript includes an
index to the homilies. However, it notes that summaries of a “theological” nature
have been written into the margins of many homilies. These notes bear one of the
titles: «<&uagadh (“demonstration”), «Znxral (“commentary”), or e<dhaLda
(martyanutha, i.e. ethikon).”™ About the textual quality of this witness, Zotenberg
observes only that the Biblical citations are fresh translations and do not derive from a
Syriac Biblical version. However, the sample provided in Hatch’s Album allows a
comparison between this manuscript and B.L. Add. 14,565 which shows that the two

share the same translation.

B.L. Add. 14,565 also includes a «<&\ < «>uan (ie. hypothesis, f.4)
for the Epistle and an index of twenty-four <<\ Qxn (kephalaia, ff. 1-4").%% The
kephalaia are similar in nature to those which occur in the commentary manuscripts
on the Corinthian Epistles, and presumably derive from the Greek tradition, although
they are unrelated to the summaries which appear in the Greek editions.”” The
lemmata in B.L. Add. 14,565 include homily numbers and the author’s name,
followed by the usual initial citation of scripture. Kephalaia from the prefixed index
also appear in connection with each homily, sometimes at the beginning near the

lemma, sometimes in the middle.*® The marginal note, «<a>a (“from here”’), marks

®MSee H. Zotenberg, ed. Catalogues des manuscrits syriaque et sabéens
(mandaites) de la bibliothéque nationale (Paris: Imprimerie Nationale, 1874), 36-7.
A sample of the text from f. 137 of this manuscript appears in Plate XLI of Hatch,

Album, facing p. 92.

> Zotenberg provides an example of the summary written into the margin at a
point mid-way through Homily 10. The summary (kephalaion) is similar in style and
scope to those which occur in the indices and margins of the manuscripts of the
Homilies on the Epistles to the Corinthians.

*The heading to the index is in precisely the same form as that to the index of
the kephalaia to the Homilies on 2 Corinthians. The distinctive function of these

kephalaia is indicated by the explicit to the index: w3y, «e\A5 anl\x

e haln L\ o e «Lasia (“ended are the 24 kephalaia
which are in the Epistle to the Ephesians,” f. 47). The phrase refers to the 24
Homilies, not sections within the Epistle itself.

*Some of the parallel Greek commentary manuscripts surveyed in CCG
include hypotheseis (although CCG uses the term argumentum), and prefixed tables
or indices to the ethika.

*®The kephalaia are written in red ink in the same hand as that of the original
script, usually across the tops of folios. The two-column homily text is indented to
accommodate them. Some appear in margins instead.
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reference points in the homily text in connection with placement of kephalaia.*®

This commentary manuscript has some other rather interesting marginal
notes.”’® For example, the word, «Z>amQ (pesma), occurs and is marked twice in
Homily 1 (f. 7%). The attached marginal note—of the same hand as the original
script—reads: +e<hal\a\d Fulitom nrldon >amQ: (“pesma translates
into Syriac as ‘desire’”). Apparently the unusual use of the word meioua treating the
text of Ephesians 1:5 in a discussion about the “good pleasure” of God has
occasioned the note. The translator chose to transliterate the word, but at some point
an explanatory note was joined to the passage. Yet the original Syriac word was not
changed—only explicated. In the middle of Homily 14, a discussion about fitting
speech pertaining to Ephesians 4:29 and Canticles 1:3 employ the word, _asa>a
(muron, “perfume, sweet 01l”’). The word is keyed to a marginal note—in a hand

different from that of the original script—which writes, MYPON in Greek (f. 93").

Similar notes with different purposes occur later in the commentary. For
example, Homily 21 presents the superiority of a Christian approach to child-rearing.
Chrysostom contrasts the customs of pagan philosophers with the customs
appropriate to young Christians, whom he likens to the “true philosophers” of
scripture. One sect of Greeks he calls kUrves. A marginal notation in the same hand
as that of the original script reads: cal paon . «30mViln e mmam
«a\an (“there is a sect amongst the philosophers which they call ‘that of the
dogs,”” f. 141"). Similarly, a much longer note in the margin of Homily 20 explains
the background of mave< (“Irus,” f. 135"), who is invoked as an example of

poverty.”"" The explanatory notes may derive from the Greek tradition as aids to

*The note sometimes also has the number of the particular &{Xﬂn
(kephalaion), and thus of the homily, but the number matches the form which occurs
with the summaries (e.g. 2, “22”) rather than that of those which occur in the
homily headings (e.g. w3&a 30, “twenty-two”).

2°Graffin discusses similar marginal notes in “Jacques d’Edesse réviseur des
homélies de Sévere d’apres le ms. syriaque B.M. Add. 12.159,” in Symposium
Syriacum 1976, eds. Francois Graffin and Antoine Guillaumont (OCA 205; Rome:
PIOS, 1978) 243-55.

2"The note reads:
S i vCam somadued matLed
. BOMIE T NIV AT oS Jua «Cam agan
csued &) 1 am Aoyt maee As maa
.cadua 2 ) Lam Y0 . o Sap
-:-gn?n Aot semanagla amn

N oW

1 Irus was a poor man
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Christian readers unfamiliar with the pagan classical background of Chrysostom’s
thought, although the Greek editions include no data about such notes. In contrast,
notes about the Syriac language must have originated in Syriac-speaking circles.
They indicate some of the means by which Syriac readers of these manuscripts coped

with the background of Greek culture and language underlying their texts.

2) Miscellaneous Collections

A group of Chrysostomic citations dealing with the subject of the pre-
existence of the soul in the anthology B.L. Add. 14,612 includes an extract from
Homily 24 (f. 165%).?"* The passage comments on Ephesians 6:24, establishing the
uncorruptibility of the soul. Remarkably, the excerpt has a different translation of the
text than the commentary manuscript B.L. Add. 14,565, even though it appears
amidst numerous other excerpts which all have the same translations as the parallel
commentary manuscripts.’” The lemma refers to the author and his commentary but
does not give the homily number, whereas the other extracts are so identified. >
These facts indicate that a translator/editor working on the basis of a Greek model
may have had difficulty finding the passage in an existing copy of the Syriac
Homilies on Ephesians and resorted to translating the passage independently from his

Greek model, hence producing a unique translation.

The scribe of B.L. Add. 12,181, which contains Syriac translations of some
works of Severus of Antioch, chose to fill up the space of some remaining leaves with
an excerpt from Homily 11 (ff. 100°~101).*"> The lemma gives the title of the
commentary, its author, and the homily number, describing the extract as
< dhaudvi=a (martyanutha, i.e. ethikon). In fact, the commentary manuscript B.L.

Add. 14,565 marks the commencement of the same passage in Homily 11 with the

2 who used to beg amongst the tables of the suitors of Odyssesus’ wife.
3 When Odysseus came in to beg incognito,

4 Irus arose and drove him from her house,

5 so that he alone might beg there.

For a treatment of many similar explanations of classical literature in Syriac sources
see Brock, The Syriac Version of the Pseudo-Nonnos Mythological Scholia
(Cambridge, University Press, 1971).

*’See Wright, Catalogue, 2.696-701.

*PSee 22, 33, 42-3, 45.

2“With the exception of a few of the extracts from HMt (see 22).
25See Wright, Catalogue, 2.558—64.
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marginal note, «<€a>a (“from here”), which is accompanied at the top of the page by a
kephalaion from the index.”"® The translation of the obviously edifying extract is the

same as that in the commentary manuscript.

A tiny passage from early in Homily 11 appears in B.L. Add. 17,147 ({.
116"),>"” a copy of a commentary on Gregory Nazianzus translated by Paul of Edessa.
The extract appears in a section of the commentary entitled, v =aed=n «&iogd

9

(“testimonia of the memra™ )—florilegia of Biblical and Patristic or pagan citations
(i.e. martyria) pertaining to Gregory’s homilies.*'® In one set of testimonia,
Chrysostom’s adaptation of Ephesians 4:6, taken from Homily 11 and stressing the
omnipresence and omnipotence of God, accompanies a citation from Socrates. A
lemma identifies the author and designates the source as “Memra’ 11 of the
Commentary on the Apostle.” Though the passage is very brief, it is interesting to
note that it is virtually identical textually with its parallel in the Syriac commentary,

clearly deriving from the same translation.

A polemical collection opposing Roman Catholicism (Birm. Mingana Syr.
344) includes a treatise defending orthodox West Syrian Christology which

incorporates a short extract from Homily 3 on Ephesians (f. 113).?"

e. Homilies on St. Paul’s Epistles to the Philippians and to Philemon™
Of fifteen homilies on Philippians and three on Philemon, only a fragmentary

Syriac commentary manuscript remains:

?®No reflection of any kephalaion or summary appears with the extract in B.L.
Add. 12,181.

?"See Wright, Catalogue, 2.438-40.

28See de Halleux, “Les commentaires syriaques des discours de Grégoire,”

112-8, who discusses the form and structure of this manuscript and others related to
it.

**The manuscript apparently provides no information about the source from
which it was copied. See Mingana, Catalogue, 1.639.

These are treated in non-Biblical order because they are bound together into
a single volume.
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Table 8: Homilies on Philippians and Philemon—Summary of the Tradition

Manuscript Date Genre Relevant Contents
B.L. Add. 14,566 6 commentary [1-15 on Philippians]
[1-3 on Philemon]

B.L. Add. 14,566" consists of twenty-eight folios'—only a fraction of the original
manuscript, which originally contained the whole of both commentaries.”> However,
some lemmata do survive for both sets of homilies. They contain titles of the
commentaries, the author, homily numbers, and the usual initial Biblical citations.
Immediately preceding the citations, the lemmata have kephalaia similar in scope and
style to that found in other commentaries.”” The marginal note, «ZhauLdn

(martyanutha, 1.e. ethikon), sometimes appears mid-way through a homily in a hand

later than that of the original scribe.

The remnants of the Homilies on Philemon begin with what is left of a
«<Xuaxdh (“account,” functionally equivalent to hypothesis)** of the commentary
(ff. 23-24"). The lemmata have no kephalaia. Instead, a kephalaion appears mid-
way through the homilies in a later hand, accompanied by the designation,

<haLdhaa (martyanutha, i.e. ethikon).

f. Homilies on St. Paul’s Epistles to Colossians and to Titus™
The surviving texts witnessing to the tradition of the Syriac version of
Chrysostom’s Homilies on Colossians and Titus only barely enjoy proportionially

greater attestation than those of the Homilies on Philippians and Philemon:

?"Two manuscripts are bound together in B.L. Add. 14,566; this one is
Wright’s DXCIV.

2 None of the medieval Greek manuscripts surveyed in CCG have the
Homilies on Philippians and Philemon in one volume, but the medieval manuscripts
exhibit great variety in manners of combining or dividing the commentary texts.

® Again, the summaries for the Homilies on Philippians and on Philemon are
unrelated to the summaries which appear in the Greek editions.

2Some of the medieval Greek manuscripts surveyed in CCG include

hypotheseis to the Epistle (although CCG regularly uses the term argumentum ) in
addition to the three homilies.

These are treated in non-Biblical order because they are bound into a single
volume.
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Table 9: Homilies on Colossians and Titus—Summary of the Tradition

Manuscript Date Genre Relevant Contents
B.L. Add. 14,566® 6-7 commentary [1-12 on Colossians]
[1-6 on Titus]
Vat. Syr. 560A 8 canon law (8 on Colossians)
Mard. Orth. 310 8 canon law (8 on Colossians)
Dam. Patr. 8/2 19 canon law (8 on Colossians)
Vat. Syr. 560C 1936 canon law (8 on Colossians)
Birm. Mingana 1911 canon law (8 on Colossians)
Syr. 8

1) Commentary Manuscript
Bound together with the Homilies on Philippians and Philemon (in B.L. Add.
14,566), a separate manuscript constitutes the fragmentary remnants of a copy of the
Homilies on Colossians and to Titus.”® Once containing the twelve homilies on
Colossians and the six homilies on Titus, the manuscript now consists of 84 folios (ff.
29-112).%" The lemmata to the Homilies on Colossians (ff. 29-108") give the
commentary title, homily number, and the author’s name. This material is followed
by a kephalaion and the usual initial Biblical citations. The kephalaia are like those
encountered elsewhere,”” but incorporate the term, «€4amax  (“comment”), in a
fashion which illustrates the layering of distinct apparatuses sometimes occuring in
these manuscripts. For example, the lemma to Homily 2 is as follows:
. elaamaalapn hala ‘43'\-\\‘{-\ <wnraln .&.a"izn'n 1l aah
+oalmos A oaln i calla

 CLTmT wam v\ soem s -:-Q.'"izn'n Aoy Pa

.'93'\':\ ,Am e 1 w\na

.a9m o anlsn AL AaCdu

. TN < Aia e el

R < Il Wi, <\ &m Aapal

~NON DN R W -

Next, Memra’ Two of the Commentary on the Epistle to the Colossians
by the same Mar John.

(2) Comment Two: On how that we should not be careless people;
and that we should not, while loving the things that are here,

ORI -

26See Wright, Catalogue, 2.476-7. This manuscript is Wright’s DXCV.

?The eleventh-century Greek manuscript, Oxford, New College, cod. 78,

also combines the Homilies on Colossians and Titus into a single volume (see CCG,
1.114).

e stylistically similar to those found in some of the other sets of Syriac
HEpp, but not textually like the summaries which accompany the Greek editions.

*This number is written into the margin by the original hand for easy
reference.
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5 mourn because of our departure hence.
6 And he spoke also on the coming judgement,
T “against those who do not believe in the judgement.

The usual Biblical citation follows, after which comes the text of the homily. The
redundant enumeration and title, «€=max (“comment,” “commentary”)™, suggest
that the kephalaia within the lemmata ultimately derive from a separate source such
as the distinct indices to be found as part of the preliminary apparatus in the Homilies
on Ephesians and 2 Corinthians.” The marginal notation, «<&auda=a

(martyanutha, i.e. ethikon), is written in a later hand at points mid-way through the

homilies.

Lemmata to the Homilies on Titus (ff. 108'-112) give the title of the
commentary, its author, and homily numbers. Before the initial Biblical citations,
kephalaia are included in the lemmata. In scope and style, they are similar to those
found in the Homilies on Colossians. However, they begin not with «<ammay
(“comment”), but with phrases like the following: «€opmm «isop >
»on As. (“the first memra’; he shows about. . .,” f. 108") or, v
yon Av «Capma havdhasan (“Memra’ of admonition [or, ethikon]; and he
shows that. .. ,” f. 111"). The style is similar to that which occurs in the summaries
and descriptions in Greek manuscripts, but no textual relationship exists between

them. Again, their redundancies suggest that the kephalaia are drawn from a distinct

source.??

2) Collections

Several synodica make use of a passage from Homily 8 on Colossians in their
Patristic testimonia pertaining to ecclesiastical canons. Some of the witnesses are
very late, but the presence of older witnesses indicates the antiquity of this particular
usage. The content of the various synodica is not identical, but the usage in the

different witnesses of a combination of extracts from the Homilies on Colossians and

21t is unclear whether «€aman (“comment”) refers to the homily or to the
kephalaion.

B1Some of the medieval Greek manuscripts surveyed in CCG include such
indices. The summary shows no relationship to the ethikon summary for this homily
in the Greek editions.

Z2According to CCG, not many Greek manuscripts of the Homilies on Titus
survive. None appear to have indices or prefixed apparatus material.
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1 Thessalonians is clearly the result of an inter-related canonical testimonia
tradition.”™ Among the oldest is Vat. Syr. 560A.>* The extract from Homily 8 on
Colossians is in a section which contains other Chrysostomic extracts (ff. 80*—81%).*"
The early manuscript is defective, lacking the original conclusion. The replacement
of the missing folios is bound with it and designated Vat. Syr. 560C, a late manuscript
copied in 1936 from two other manuscripts of 1907 and 1911, respectively. >
Another manuscript of 1911 is Birm. Mingana Syr. 8, a synodicon containing what

appears to be the same excerpt from Homily 8 on Colossians (ff. 209*-212").%”

Mard. Orth. 310 also contains the extract, as does the much later Dam. Patr.
8/2. %8

The texts of the excerpts in these synodica have not been compared with that
of the commentary manuscript—if comparison would even be possible, in view of the
fragmentary nature of B.L. Add. 14,566°".

g. Homilies on Paul’s Epistles to the Thessalonians

Table 10: Homilies 1 and 2 Thessalonians—Summary of the Tradition

Manuscript Date Genre Relevant Contents
B.L. Add. 17,152 594  commentary 1-11 on 1 Thessalonians
1—4 on 2 Thessalonians

B.L. Add. 14,567 6 anthology of John 8 on 1 Thessalonians
B.L Add 12,161 8 fragment (3 on 2 Thessalonians)
Mard. Orth. 310 8 canon law (3 on 1 Thessalonians)
B.L. Add. 14,601 9 anthology 8 on 1 Thessalonians

23See Selb, Orientalisches Kirchenrecht, 2.98-101, 120-7. The significance
of West Syrian manuscripts such as these is discussed in Voobus, Syrische
Kanonessammlungen;, ibid. The Didascalia Apostolorum in Syriac; see also ibid.,

“Discovery of Important Syriac Manuscripts on the Canons of the Ecumenical
Councils,” Abr-N. 12 (1971-2) 95-7.

24See Selb, Orientalisches Kirchenrecht, 2.98-101, 107-9, 120-1.
25See van Lantschoot, Inventaire, 78—84.
P*The relevant portion is on f. 112.

®Since Birm. Mingana Syr. 8 was in Britain well before 1936, it could not
plausibly have been a Vorlage of Vat. Syr. 560C.

According to the colophon, Birm. Mingana Syr. 8 was copied from a book
over 1000 years old from a monastery near Mardin (f. 247"). See Mingana,

Catalogue, 1.36; Selb, Orientalisches Kirchenrecht, 2.98-101, 107-9, 120-1.
2See ibid.
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Table 10: Homilies 1 and 2 Thessalonians—continued

Manuscript Date Genre Relevant Contents

Dam. Patr. 8/2 19 canon law (3 on 1 Thessalonians)

Vat. Syr. 560C 1936 canon law (3 on 1 Thessalonians)

Birm. Mingana 1911 canon law (3 on 1 Thessalonians)
Syr. 8

(B.L. Add. 12,156  pre-562 florilegium [7 on 1 Thessalonians])

Vat. Syr. 368 mid-8  homiliary (8, 9 on 1 Thessalonians)

1) Commentary Manuscript

B.L. Add. 17,152 contains the Homilies on 1 and 2 Thessalonians.?® No
apparatus is prefixed to the Homilies on 1 Thessalonians. The commentary begins
with a general title and lemmata to the homilies include homily numbers and the
usual initial Biblical citations. Kephalaia like those commonly occurring elsewhere
appear mid-way through a homily in many instances.”® The kephalaion is part of the
original text (though in red ink). Some lemmata have kephalaia just prior to the

Biblical citations.

The kephalaia provide information about the way in which early users of the
commentaries viewed the material. The kephalaion to Homily 8 reads: «<- >
Q..Zn‘i&\-n mauhed A ."<2mu..2n-'wa s, “wnrad ma el «Lamdn
@‘{a oo, ete. (“Memra’ Eight, in which is the commentary along with the
martyanutha [i.e. ethikon]; on the second coming of our Lord and God. .. ,” f. 53").
The kephalaion continues in its summation of the homily, to be followed by the initial
Biblical citation. In this example, «<nxaQ (“commentary”) is distinguished from
< haLdhvna (martyanutha, i.e. ethikon), though both co-exist in the same
el (memra’, “homily”). The distinction is doubtless one of function—that

of exhortation in contrast to exegesis—but also one of form and structure.’ Notes of

2See Wright, Catalogue, 2.477-8. A sample of the text from f. 30" of this
manuscript appears in Plate XXXV of Hatch, Album, facing p. 86.

24OAgain, although the Greek editions have similar summaries, they are not
textually related to those under consideration here.

! This is illustrated by a marginal note in the middle of Homily 5. At this
point, Chrysostom finishes his verse-by-verse treatment of 1 Thessalonians 4:1-8
(exegetical) and takes up a lengthy exhortation on the related subject of chastity
(ethikon). A hand later than that of the original script has written into the margin,
wnrad -a\v a4 (“here ends the commentary,” f. 37"). The same thing
occurs at a parallel position in Homily 6, where Chrysostom turns from his exegetical
treatment of 1 Thessalonians 4:9-13, about the resurrection, to discuss the matter of
mourning women. The marginal note explicitly signals the end of “commentary” on
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this type feature in a number of these homilies, sometimes indicating the end of the

exegesis, sometimes the beginning of the ethikon.

The commentary manuscript B.L. Add. 17,152 also contains a translation of
Chrysostom’s four Homilies on 2 Thessalonians (ff. 85'~1197).** An apparatus
containing a «<>a.aa (i.€. hypothesis) and index of ««\ Qg (kephalaia) is prefixed
to the body of homilies (ff. 85'-86"). Lemmata give the commentary title, its author,
homily numbers, and Biblical citations. Kephalaia are inserted into the text of the
homilies. In three of the four homilies they are followed by marginal remarks which
note the end of «nx.aQ (“commentary”) and beginning of «<daLd=n
(martyanutha, i.e. ethikon).”” A marginal kephalaion different from that which
occurs in the middle of the text distinguishes the beginning of Homily 3 (f. 104"). Its
hand is identical to that of the original script of the book and reads, .ﬂvza a0
) wlmn Wdm acmdu wlna | el e\ Ao (“Next, about the
Antichrist and which are them who follow him”). The kephalaion inserted into the
homily text reads, «<&h\ < &7 masnm},ma 1y qnas «xsann < 3L agdn
seaa) o) e Ao «anuaady dala (“Testimony of the Holy John

Chrysostom from the Epistle to the Thessalonians about the Antichrist”).

2) Miscellaneous Collections

A few manuscripts contain extracts from the homilies on 1 Thessalonians.
B.L. Add. 14,567 is, cannos «LxLapn «dum8 (“Volume of the Holy John”),
containing various Chrysostomic homilies and extracts.** It includes Homily 8 on 1
Thessalonians (ff. 187-198"), whose ethikon expounds at length on the matter of final
judgment. The popular homily found appropriate regular use in feasts for the
departed.**® The lemma gives the commentary title, the author, homily number, and
the usual Biblical citation. No kephalaion of this homily appears in the manuscript.
Homily 8 also occurs in B.L. Add. 14,601, in a section of miscellaneous

Chrysostomic works amongst extracts from assorted authors (ff. 92'-95").%* Its

the apostolic texts and the beginning of the martyanutha (i.e. ethikon; f. 43").

*According to the survey of Greek manuscripts in CCG, in the Greek
tradition both commentaries were usually bound together in one volume (often with
other sets of HEpp).

*The hand of these notations is the same as that of the similar ones in the
section of the manuscript containing the Homilies on 1 Thessalonians.

*See Wright, Catalogue, 2.478-9.
*See Carter, “Future of Chrysostom Studies: Theology and Nachleben,” 134.
*See Wright, 2.789-93.
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lemma makes reference to the author and the commentary but provides no homily
number. A kephalaion distinguishing between «<nxaQ (“commentary”) and

< haLdaa (martyanutha, i.e. ethikon) appears in the lemma before the scripture
citation. The translation in both B.L. Add. 14,567 and B.L. Add. 14,601 is the same as

that of the commentary manuscript.

The kephalaion to Homily 3 on 2 Thessalonians in the commentary
manuscript 1s the same as that which occurs in the lemma to an extract from Homily 3
in the fragment of B.L. Add 12,161. Two fragments are bound as the first two leaves
of B.L. Add. 12,161, which consists mainly of Homilies 60-88 on the Gospel of
John.?” The first fragments contains the seventh-century text of a prayer and an
excerpt from Doctrina Addai; the second has the extract from Homily 3 on 2
Thessalonians. The original context of this excerpt is unknown. It is easy to
understand the interest this exegetical treatment of 2 Thessalonians chapter two
commanded, in view of ongoing fascination with the subject of Antichrist. The
interest led to an extraction of the passage for use in other books, as «<&uagadh
(“testimony”); the scribe has mark out the passage in the commentary manuscript as

well. The translation is the same as that of the commentary manuscript.

As 1n the case of Homily 8 on Colossians, a portion of Homily 3 on 1
Thessalonians became standard among testimonia accompanying Syriac synodica.
The relevant portion of Vat. Syr. 560C** appears to have the same extract as Birm.

Mingana Syr. 8 **

Mard. Orth. 310 contains the extract, as does the much later Dam. Patr.
8/2.%°

The texts of the excerpts in these synodica have not been compared with that

of the commentary manuscript.

B.L. Add. 12,156 was copied by the Edessene scribe «&\\ (7ly’).”" This,

*'See ibid., 2.469-70.

*®The extract of Homily. 3 on 1 Thessalonians appears on ff. 112"-113". See
van Lantschoot, Inventaire, 78-84.

*F. 212" (see Mingana, Catalogue, 1.36). See Selb, Orientalisches
Kirchenrecht, 2. 98-101, 107-9, 120-1. For bibliography pertaining to the
significance of these manuscripts for understanding the development of West Syrian
canon law, see p. 55, n. 233.

0See Selb, Orientalisches Kirchenrecht, 2. 98-101, 107-9, 120-1.
®'See Wright, Catalogue, 2.639—-48. For the appellation, “Edessene scribe,”
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the earliest dated manuscript discussed in this study, is the book of “Bishop Timothy,
against those saying, ‘two natures.’”** The book is an important source for the
teachings of Timothy Aelurus.? Its florilegium also cites from numerous other
fathers.”™ An extract from Homily 7 on 1 Thessalonians (ff. 38'-39") has a lemma
naming the author, but makes only a vague reference to the commentary and gives no
homily number.®* In fact, the text of the excerpt is not of the same translation as that
of B.L. Add. 17,152 and is actually based on a significantly different Greek text. It
appears to have been translated independently, probably from an existing Greek
collection, and possibly before the Homilies on 1 and 2 Thessalonians had been
translated into Syriac.”® It is noticed here in order to clarify its relationship to the
Syriac tradition, on account of its early date and the great attention it has received as

part of an important source text.

3) Homiliary Manuscript
After homilies on the martyrs, the homiliary Vat. Syr. 368 cites from

Homilies 8 and 9 on 1 Thessalonians as part of a group pertaining to the subject of

see Mango, “Patrons and Scribes Indicated in Syriac Manuscripts,” 2.4.5.
»’F. 26",

®See Joseph Lebon, Le monophysisme Sévérien (Louvain: J. van Linthout,
1909) 93-111, appendix 4-9; Textes Monophysites, ed. F. Nau, PO 13 (1919)
202-47; Eduard Schwartz, Codex Vaticanus gr. 1431: eine antichalkidonische
Sammlung aus der Zeit Kaiser Zenos (ABAW.PPH 32.6; Miinchen: Bayerische
Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1927) 117-26; Rudolf Abramowski, “Untersuchungen
zu Diodor von Tarsus,” ZNW 30 (1931): 250-2; ibid., “Der theologische Nachlaf} des
Diodor von Tarsus,” ZNW 42 (1949): 22-49; Frances Young, “Syriac-a Tool for the
Student of Early Christian Doctrine,” in Horizons in Semitic Studies: Articles for the
Student, ed. J.H. Eaton (Birmingham: University Press, 1980) 42-3. See also Axel
Moberg, On Some Fragments of the Book of Timotheos Ailuros against the Synod of
Chalcedon (LLund: Hakan Ohlsson, 1928); cf. J. Lebon, Review of Moberg, RHE 26
(1930) 831; Maurice Briere, “Quelques fragments syriaques de Diodore, évéque de
Tarse (378-3947),” ROC 30 (1946) 231-83.

2*On the basis of an analysis of the context of this excerpt from Homily 7,
Luise Abramowski concludes that the Christological controversy with the Eutychians
must have involved the matter of bodily death and the resurrection body (“Ein Text
des Johannes Chrysostomus tiber die Auferstehung in den Belegsammlungen des
Timotheus Alurus,” in After Chalcedon: Studies in Theology and Church History
Offered to Professor Albert van Roey for His Seventieth Birthday, eds. C. Laga, J.A.
Munitiz, and L. van Rompay [ OLA 18; Louvain: Departement Oriéntalistiek, 1985]
9-10). See ibid., “Die Anakephalaion zum Panarion des Epiphanius in der
Handschrift Brit. Mus. Add. 12156,” Muséon 96 (1983) 217-30.

®It reads simply, oy @) Asadh w0 qncs «ina)n
o s AL «Aunim@n (“of the Blessed John, from what is said by
him in the Apostle briefly about the resurrection of the dead”). The kephalaion

accompanying Homily 7 in the commentary manuscript B.L. Add. 17,152 mentions
the resurrection, but is not otherwise parallel to this independent title.

ZSee 142-3.
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death.” The extract from Homily 8 begins with the same Biblical citation found in
the lemma to the homily elsewhere.”™® The incipits of the extracts have not been

compared with the text of the commentary manuscript.

h. Homilies on the Epistle to the Hebrews

Only one small extract is known to exist in Syriac. Despite the absence of
any known commentary manuscript, notice of the extract is included here because
another extract in the collection, from the Homilies on 2 Corinthians, is of the same
translation as its commentary manuscripts. Still, this is no guarantee that the extract

of the Homilies on Hebrews derives from a translation of the whole commentary.

Table 11: Homilies on Hebrews—Summary of the Tradition

Manuscript Date Genre Relevant Contents
B.L. Add. 14,617 7-8  anthology (27)

The lemma to the extract («<pamQ, “extract”) in B.L. Add. 14,617 designates the
author, refers to the “Commentary on the Epistle to the Hebrews,” and provides the
homily number.”” It is impossible to know whether a Syriac translation of the
Homilies on Hebrews was ever made, but it is not unlikely. Several catenae
witnesses have excerpts from the Homilies on Hebrews, amidst extracts from other
HEpp, as well as from HMt and HIn—some of which have been identified as

deriving from the same translations as in the commentary manuscripts. **

4. An Overview of the Tradition from the Standpoint of the Witnesses

The previous discussions explore the tradition from the standpoint of the great
commentary sets themselves, a perspective which has led to the repetitive treatment
of collections and the general obscurement of certain aspects of the tradition. The
following table lists the collections in chronological order, noting (with x) whether a
manuscript attests to a particular homily set, thereby enabling one to appreciate better
the witnesses themselves and the depth of use which each homily set has enjoyed in

the tradition. Only those known to be commentary manuscripts are excluded:

P7Ff. 140'-146". For bibliography on this homiliary, see p. 26 n. 84.
P8See Sauget, “Deux homéliaires syriaques de la Bibliotheque Vaticane,” 410.
®See Wright, Catalogue, 2.740-2.

*®See Appendix 1.



CHAPTER 11 The Syriac Tradition 61

Table 12: Overview of the Collections Surveyed in this Study

Manuscript Date Mt Jn Ro 1C 2C Ep Php Phm Col Ti 1Th 2Th Hb
(B.L.Add.12,156 pre-562) — - - - - - - X - -
Vat. Syr. 138 581 X - - - -
B.L.Add 12,164 6
B.L. Add.17,166 6
B.L. Add. 14,567 6
B.L. Add. 14,612 6-7
Vat. Syr. 109 692
Sin. Syr. 16 7
Sin.Syr.NFSp.47 c.7
Sin.Syr.NFSp.48 c.7
B.L. Add. 14,617 7-8
Vat. Syr. 107 pre-8
B.L Add. 12,181 8
B.L. Add 12,161
Vat. Syr. 253
Vat. Syr. 560A
Mard. Orth. 310
Vat. Syr. 368 mid-8
B.L. Add. 17,147 8-9
Sin.Syr.NFSp.27 8-9
Sin.Syr.NFSp.42 8-9
B.L. Add. 14,623 823
B.L Add. 17,193 874
B.L. Add.14,515 892-3
B.L. Add. 14,516 9
B.L. Add. 14,601 9
B.L. Add. 14,613 9-10
B.L. Add.14,636 9-10
B.L. Add. 17,191 9-10
B.L. Add.17,174 929
Dam.Patr.12/19 10-11
Dam.Parr.12/20 1000
B.L. Add. 12,165 1015
Ber. Sachau 220 11
B.L. Add. 14,732 12
B.L. Add 14,727 13
B.L.Add.17,267* 13
B.L Add.17,267° 13
B.L Add.17,267° 13
Camb. Add.2023 13
Birm. Mingana 1573
Syr. 331
Birm. Mingana 1770 — - - = - X - - - - = - -
Syr. 344
Birm. Mingana 1895 - - X - - - - - - - = - —
Syr. 4
Dam. Patr. 82 19 - - - - - - - - X - X - -
Birm. Mingana 1902 X - - - - = = - - - = - -
Syr. 56
Birm. Mingana 1911 - - - - - - - - X - X - -
Syr. 8
Vat. Syr. 560C 1936 - - - - -~ - - - X - X - -
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Kai ocot tnv 2Zvpwy (caot yAoTTay,
{caot TO A€yduevov.
St. John Chrysostom (Homily 7 on Matthew)

III. TRANSLATION ANALYSIS:
HOMILIES ON MATTHEW

A. The Analyses—Introduction

Any attempt to comprehend the nature of the relationship between a Greek
source and its Syriac translation is fraught with difficulties. The Syriac language is
able to represent Greek only imperfectly—especially in translations made prior to the
technical developments of the seventh century.! Also, judging the literalness of the
Syriac Homilies on the New Testament is complicated by the state of the Greek
tradition: numerous Greek manuscripts exist, but they are much later than the Syriac
manuscripts. At some points of divergence, the Syriac texts actually preserve
primitive readings which no longer appear in the Greek tradition but were originally
present in it. Furthermore, complete evidence pertaining to the Greek tradition 1s not
easy to acquire, since existing editions represent the extant Greek evidence very

incompletely.’

Fortunately, circumstances mitigate these limitations. First, the following
analyses show that the Syriac translations have texts very like those of the Greek
editions or at least like one or more textual groups. Therefore, as far as the available
Greek evidence will allow a conclusion, the Syriac translations confirm that at least
some of the branches of the medieval Greek text go back to the sixth century; so the
texts of the printed editions are not unhelpful. The limitations are further controlled
by the fact that these analyses are concerned not so much with specific readings as
with broadly perceived patterns and general principles of technique.” The studies
attempt to put the translation techniques into the framework of the development of
Syriac method, which in turn helps date the translations and clarify the role of the

Syriac as a witness to the Greek.*

'See Brock, “Limitations of Syriac in Representing Greek,” in Bruce M.
Metzger, The Early Versions of the New Testament, Their Origin, Transmission, and
Limitations (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1977) 83-98.

See 2-3.

*Moreover, the analysis of the translation of HMt in particular enjoys a
measure of control by comparing the Greek with two Syriac translations—each of
which represents essentially the same source text, but in two distinct ways.

“On this topic, see Brock, “Aspects of Translation Technique in Antiquity,”



CHAPTER 111 Translation Analysis of HMt 63

In the following analyses, each set of Homilies is treated in separate chapters.
The various sets of HEpp are treated corporately in one chapter due to the impressive
stylistic similiarities which they share. For HMt and HEpp, detailed analyses are
based mainly on multiple samples of paragraph length. Yet although conclusions are
based on extrapolations from limited evidence, the homogeneity of the witnesses’
indicates that such samples may be accepted as representative. The analyses of HIn

naturally draw on a much larger sampling of text.

The presentation of Syriac samples is based on the texts of all available

parallel manuscripts and it notes substantial (i.e. non-orthographical) variants.

The parallel Greek texts appear with the samples in order to facilitate
comparison, drawn from Field’s edition for HMt; Field’s and Migne’s editions for
HEpp; and from Boismard’s, Savile’s, and Migne’s editions for HIn.® Textual

variants are noted mainly according to the sigla of the editions.

English translations accompany the Syriac texts. The translation is very
literal, pushing the parameters of readable English style and word order to the limit
without violating the basic rules of English grammar. Even so, the translation is often

unable to reflect all the details significant for a thorough analysis.

The samples are followed by classified lists of examples illustrating the
translation styles, based on systematic analyses of the Syriac and Greek texts. All the
Syriac translations strive for semantic equivalence in their renderings. Furthermore,
except in the case of HMt which is unique as a set and defies this generalization, the
Syriac translations are seen to be fairly or quite literal in their representation of the
Greek texts. Consequently, and in keeping with the rule that one can measure only
degrees of literalness,’ attention in the analyses is focused on techniques of
literalism, or on instances in which a given translation abandons formal equivalence

for the sake of a more dynamic rendering, and on the presence or absence of certain

GRBS 20 (1979) 80-3 (reprinted in SPLA, III); and 1bid., “Greek into Syriac and
Syriac into Greek,” Journal of the Syriac Academy 3 (1977) 3-5 (reprinted in SPLA,
).

*The part of the translation of HMt for which HMt® exists is an exception.

°In the absence of comprehensive critical editions, it is important to draw on
a wide range of sources in order to maximize the chances of uncovering Greek
readings explaining the Syriac text.

’See James Barr, “The Typology of Literalism in Ancient Biblical
Translations,” NAWG, Philologisch historische Klasse 11 (1979) 279-84.
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literalizing techniques.

The analyses include a few comments about the possible presence of revisions
and about which Greek variants the Syriac versions support. The brevity of the
sample texts ordinarily does not allow authoritative conclusions about various
patterns of textual affiliations of the Syriac translations; the notes are meant to be
merely indicative. Also, the Syriac often gives no clear indication as to which Greek
variant underlies its own reading. This is true for two reasons: 1) the limitations of
Syriac in representing Greek; and 2) ambiguity due to stylistic preferences on the part
of the translators. However, in many cases, the notes demonstrate well the potential

of the Syriac versions for understanding the history of the Greek tradition.

Scriptural citations in the translations are treated as a separate category in

subsequent Chapters V and VII.

B. Homilies on the Gospel of Matthew
1. Samples of Text

Unlike the Syriac translations of the other Homily sets, the tradition for the
HMt has two Syriac translations. HMt® appears only in B.L. Add. 12,142, where it
occurs together with HMt”. Where possible, the texts of excerpts in collections have
been compared with parallel texts in the other commentary manuscripts, revealing
that HMt* appears throughout the extant manuscripts containing HMt—except for
part of B.L. Add. 12,142. The volume in question originally had all of Homilies 1-32
but is now missing many leaves.® HMt® commences at the beginning of Homily 21
in the manuscript and continues through what remains of Homily 32. Homilies 1-20
in the same manuscript have HMt*, which is identical to that of the rest of the
tradition, where comparison is possible. The manuscript B.L. Add. 12,142 gives no
indications as to the origin or cause of this combination. Elsewhere in the tradition
(again, where comparison is possible), Homilies 21-32 are HMt*. HMt® has left no
other impression on the overall tradition, despite the early date of its appearance.
Perhaps a scholar who undertook to copy this volume of HMt did not have the Syriac
translation of Homilies 21-32 available to him and found it necessary to provide his
own translation. It is possible to do no more than speculate about the reason for the

limited existence of HMt®.

HMt® actually provides most of the extant evidence for a Syriac translation of

8See 19.



CHAPTER II1 Translation Analysis of HMt 65

Homilies 21-32; HMt"* exists for these homilies only in fragmentary form. The
commentary manuscript B.L.. Add. 14,559 is defective in Homilies 25-32 and only a
few other manuscripts make extracts from these homilies for their collections.
However, the tradition is sufficiently full to allow a comparison of the translations

and to detect that HMt® is almost certainly the younger of the two.’

HMt? is typically about 20% shorter than HMt*, using fewer words and less
elements than HMt” to represent the Greek text, yet in semantically similar ways.
Although the two translations are based on different Greek texts,'' the differences are
slight and the source texts are essentially identical. The following parallel extracts

from Homily 23 illustrate:"

Ev o yap kpiuati kplvete, ¢noi, kpiOriceobe.

Ov yap €kelvor katabikdlels, ¢nolv, alka cavtov,
kal ¢oPepoy ool moLels TO SlkaoTrpLov,

kal akplPeis Tas evbvvas.

‘Qomep ovv év Th Twv auapTnudTwy deécel map’ nudv al dpyai,
oUTw Kkal €v TavTy TIj Kploel

map’ Nuay Ta UETpa Tis katadlkns TiOeTal.
Ovde yap oveldiletr Se€i, ovbé emeuPaivety,

aida vovbeteiv:

ov kaknyopeiv¥' dAda cuuPovAeverr

oUSEX? peta dmovoias émTiBeoba,

dAda ueta ¢trootopyias Stopboiv.

O 00~ O\ WL B Wi~
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HMt
*200 F

*‘Karréyopei v B D F (xaknyopeiv = Syriac HMt*; katnyopeiv = Syriac
)

HMt* (B.L. Add. 14,559; and B.L. Add. 17,193)"
&&u‘{ Q.L.'nzné'\m o &&u‘{ L] :le "“k"ﬁb“
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’See 78-9, 93—4, 96-8.

"Equivalent to Homilies 21-32 in B.L. Add. 12,142.

"See 69-70.

"’The Greek sample is from Field, in Matt. 1.327 ( PG 57-8. 309).

YThe Syriac text is from B.L. Add. 14,559, folio 73"; and B.L. Add. 17,193,
folio 96"
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“For by the judgement,” he says,*' “that you judge, by it you will be judged.”
“For not,” he says,*l “that one do you condemn, but yourself,*2

and you make (it) so that that court of judgement is fearful** upon you,

and that the reckoning will take place severely with you.”

Therefore,** just as with forgiveness of sins the beginning is with us,

thus*® also with punishment and with judgement

the measure and quantity is from us.

Therefore, it is not proper for you to scorn your brother who has erred, nor to
attack him;

but it is right for you that you admonish him.

It*S is not proper that you revile him or speak of him evilly but that*’ you
counsel him.

You ought not with arrogance to stand against him
but with pity to correct him.

*lom. <\ B.L. Add. 17,193 (om. “he says”)

**noun) B.L. Add. 17,193 (provision of direct object marker)

* N\pamn due B.L Add. 17,193 (add emphatic second-person pronoun)
*U N B.L Add. 17,193 (“for”) *>N\saem B.L. Add. 17,193 (“therefore”)
*0 4 WA B.L Add. 17,193 (“for it”)

*’om. — B.L. Add. 17,193 (om. “that”)

HMt® (B.L. Add. 12,142)"
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“For by the judgement,” he says, “that you judge, you shall be judged.”
“For not,” he says, “that one do you condemn, but yourself,

and you yourself make fearful for you the court of judgement,

and strict the examination.”

Therefore, just as with the forgiveness of sins from us is the beginning,
thus also with this judgement,

by us is laid down the measure of our judgement.

For it is not right that we scorn and deride,

"*The Syriac sample is from folio 205".
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9
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but that we correct;

not that we accuse but that we counsel;
not with pride that we scorn

but with mercy that we correct.

And from Homily 21:"

00~ B W —
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Opds mws kata Uikpov Twy OvTwy dgioTnot,

kai SLa TAELOVwY TOV TeEPL THS AKTNUOOUVNS €L0dYEL ADyov,
kai Tﬁz/ TS ¢Mapyup[a§ kaTafdAet*' Tupavviba;

Ovbe yap 77,0/(60’977 TOlS €U 7T,000'(9€I/

kaiTol 770/\/\015‘ kal peydlols ovoily:

dAda kai €Tepa mpooTiOnot mAeiova kal PoPepwTepa.

Ti yap Twy viv elpnueévwy ¢oPepwTepov,

ei'ye UéAdotuer Ths ToU XptoTov SovAeias ExmimTely Sia Ta
xpnpara;

T( ¢ ﬁo@eworepou elve*? yEMOt,ua/ aUuTwY UTT€,O[5OI/T€5‘
akplPyi TNr mpos avTov €vvorav ExELy kal TNy aydmny;
“Omep yap ael Aéyw, TOUTO Kkal viv €po,

OTL 8L’ €xaTepwy wlel TOV dkpoaTny

€[S TNy vmakouny TV A€YOUEVwY,

kai dta TV weeriuwy, kai dta Twv PraPepuv:

kabdmep (aTpos dploTOS,

kal Tny €k Ths ampooefias vooov,

kal Tny amo ThS UTakofs vyelay €VSELKVUUEVOS.

*exBdllel A; kataoTéler D, Savile (kaTaBdArer = Syriac)
*2¢/ AB®

67

HMt* (B.L. Add. 14,559)'¢
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“The Greek sample is from Field, in Matt. 1.303—4 ( PG 57-8. 293-5).
'*The Syriac sample is from folio 50"-51".
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You see how, little by little, from these transient things he has drawn the mind
of the hearers

and, by many things, a word about voluntary poverty he introduces,
and the tyranny of the love of money he throws down.

For neither enough for him were these former things

although they were very many and great,

but also others he adds that are more excellent and more fearful than these.
For what is there that is more fearful than this:

that because of money, from the service of Christ we fall?

Or what is there that is more dear than this: that when we scorn it,
love and harmony precisely with him we shall have.

For that which always I say, this same also I now repeat,

that through both he draws the hearer

to the obedience of those things that are said,

through useful things and through injurious

—1n the manner of a wise physician,

who the illness that occurred from imprudence

and the health that is from obedience he shows the ill.

HMt® (B.L. Add. 12,142)"
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You see how, little by little, he introduces you from these things that are
visible

and through many things illuminates voluntary poverty

and despises the tyranny of the love of money.

For neither enough for him are these things that he said above,

although they were very many and great;

but again others he adds to them, that are greater and more fearful:

if we, because of money, are going to be rejected from the servitude of Christ,

""The Syriac sample is from folio 198".
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9 what 1s there that is more desirable than this: that we scorn money,
10 and have toward God love and exact harmony?
11 For that which always I say, also now I repeat:

12 that through both he exhorts the hearer
13 to do these things that are said by him,
14 both through these things that are profitable and through these things that are

harmful—
15 like a skillful physician
16 who shows the illness of disobedience
17 and makes known the health of obedience.

For Homily 23, witnesses to HMt"* are nearly identical, although the commentary
manuscript B.L. Add. 14,559 is more faithful to the Greek in the few variants which
exist between it and the collection B.L. Add. 17,193."

In addition to the samples cited above, comparable samples have been taken
from every Syriac British Library manuscript known to have some portion of HMt. "
Where it is possible to compare excerpts in collections with parallel texts in the
commentary manuscripts all the manuscripts use the same translation of the Homilies
(except for the occurrence of HMt?), although some minor variation exists.*> Where
comparison is not possible because of gaps in the extant commentary witnesses, it 1S
also basically impossible to determine the nature of the origin of the excerpts
concerned. Some have styles which seem more literal than those of HMt* and HMt®,
although not drastically so, suggesting that they are not excerpted from the Syriac
commentary translations but may instead represent independent translations of the

collections in which they occur.”

2. The Principal Differences between HMt* and HM¢t®

a. Similar but Distinct Source Texts
In both samples presented and in others studied, HMt® of B.L. Add. 12,142 is

obviously more concise than HMt", yet it represents the elements of the Greek and

8See 101.
9See the table on 17-8.
20See 96—-102.

21Cf. 22,29-31. It is unnecessary to suppose that they represent one or more
distinct translations or revisions of the homilies themselves. No evidence exists to
support such a theory, whereas the independent translation of whole collections of
selected homilies, made without reference to existing translations of the works from
which they cite, must have been not uncommon.
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renders the sense accurately. The Greek text underlying HMt® is essentially the same
as that underlying HMt*, although the two translations persistently use different
vocabulary. However, it must be noted that some slight differences occasionally
distinguish the Greek source texts of the two translations. One instance is in line 7 of
the sample from Homily 21, where the Greek text underlying HMt® has suffered the
haplography of the clause enclosed by ¢ofepwTepa and mobetvdTepor, which the
Syriac translator naturally passed on. The mistake must have occurred within the
Greek tradition, * affecting a different branch (or even a single witness) of the Greek

tradition other than that underlying HMt*,

Another example involves an instance of textual variation within the Greek
and Syriac traditions. The Greek editions do not signal much variation between
manuscripts. However, many Greek manuscripts remain unedited, and it may be that
more variation exists than the editions show. However, in the selected passages, the

Syriac provides conclusive evidence only in connection with two Greek variations:

Hom. Line Field Text Field Apparatus
23 10 kaxnyvopelv (HMt?) katnyopeiv (HMt?)
21 3 kataBdirer (HMtH)? ExBdANeL or kaTaoTEAEL

The second example does not allow a suitable comparison between the renderings of
HMt* and HMtB, but the first is an example of the small differences between Greek
source texts: HMt® uses the Syriac word derived from xa77jywp, thereby denoting the
reading kaTnyopelv, whereas HMt* has “speak evilly,” obviously based on

KaKT)yOpeLY .

b. Differences in Style

A systematic analysis of specific features of translation style shows thét the
translations are similar in many respects.”* However, some major differences
between the two translations are immediately recognizable and help clarify the nature

of the relationship between the two.

21t is barely possible that the Syriac translator of HMt® made the error in his
handling of the Greek text, but it is much more likely the result of a scribal error and
hence an inner Greek corruption due to homoioteleuton.

BHMt®s reading (“‘he despises”) does not precisely match any of the Greek
variants.

%See 934,
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1) Translation Unit and Word Order

HMt* typically takes a Greek clause or sentence as its unit of translation,
whereas HMt®’s focus is normally smaller, taking the clause or phrase. Smaller
translation units suggest a developmentally later translation technique.” The regular
expansions in HMt” are a striking result of the larger translation units. Fourth- and
fifth-century Syriac translations are typically paraphrastic, expansive, and generally
appear more comfortable using native Syriac idiom to express the sense of the source
text. These traits progressively diminish in favour of more literal styles, until they
effectively vanish in the so-called “mirror-translations” of the seventh century, which
focus strictly on individual words or even smaller units.”® Very early Patristic
translations are no exception to this pattern of development, bearing the marks of
primitive techniques.”” Both HMt* and HMt® regularly add some elements, such as
possessive or objective suffixes, anticipatory objective pronouns, and the relative
pronoun, —=.* However, HMt* is much more likely than HMt® to add substantial
portions of expansive material. In contrast, HMt® regularly follows Greek word order
carefully, even when restructuring would bring the text into conformity with normal
Syriac idiom—the latter policy usually being followed by HMt*. Hence, an
examination of the phrases of the translations allows one quickly to detect that HMt?
is more dynamic in its renderings at that level whereas HMt® is significantly more
formal. A discussion of notable dynamic renderings will illustrate this distinction

between the two.

2) Dynamic Renderings
A) Making Explicit what 1s Implicit

HMt* typically adds material which makes explicit that which is implicit in

®Brock, “Towards a History of Syriac Translation Technique,” 10-3; see
ibid., “To Revise or not to Revise: Attitudes to Jewish Biblical Translations,” in LXX:
Scrolls and Cognate Writings, eds. George J. Brooke and Barnabas Lindars (Atlanta:
Scholars Press, 1992) 312-3; ibid., “Greek into Syriac and Syriac into Greek,” 3-5.

*Ibid., “Towards a History of Syriac Translation Technique,” 10-3.
ZSee ibid., “Basil’s Homily on Deut. xv 9,” 62-3.

2The addition of elements such as these is normal for Syriac translations and
as a feature persists even when the refinement of literal techniques approaches its
zenith (see Sauget, ed., “Une homélie de Proclus de Constantinople sur I’ascension de
Notre-Seigneur en version syriaque,” Muséon 82 [1969] 13); cf. C.J.A. Lash,
“Techniques of a Translator: Work-Notes on the Methods of Jacob of Edessa in
Translating the Homilies of Severus of Antioch,” in Uberlieferungsgeschichtliche
Untersuchungen, ed. Franz Paschke (TU 125; Berlin: Akademie, 1981) 383.
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the source text.” A good example occurs in Homily 23, best illustrated by the

following re-presentation of the texts:

Homily 23 1 Ovde yap oveldiletv Sei, ovSeé eémeupPaivery,

2 dAa vovbeteiv:

3 ov kaknyopeiv*’

4 dAra ouuPovieverr ovde** ueta dmovolas €mTiBeobau,
5 dAda peta ¢irooTopyvias Siopboiw.

*'watnyopeiv BDF *200 F

. oan U\:mml ) ._.l’scn‘{':\ U\C\pd anoap U\l ARV A\
sonaRneC i U\l o v\

ALl r.a sonoLTaeeh A ,mw\\_&m *eZNa )

.o \aan) 7:04:2:\ < Aiaran M A @) 2 maanlissdhn K\
.,mm\ti&&\ Cimagan «<\

72

HMt*:

B W N -

1 Therefore, it is not proper for you to scorn your brother who has erred, nor to

attack him,
but it is right for you to admonish him ;
it*' is not proper that you revile him or speak of him evilly,

S o

against him.,
but that with pity you correct him.

(W]

#4 A\ _B.L. Add. 17,193 (+"for")
*2om. —= B.L. Add. 17,193 (om. “that”)

L JLSALA BT ACapnn -\.kcd

AN -
. mcspun wamnara al .U\C\.b:.\':\ <\
.\&_ﬁ&u:‘\ oann «\e?

For it is not right that we scorn and deride,

but that we correct;

not that we accuse

but that we counsel; not with pride that we scomn
but with mercy that we correct.

(W IOV I N

but that** you counsel him. Do not condemn so that with arrogance you stand

HM¢®:

DN B W -

Although here HMt" is more literal in one sense because it uses Syriac infinitives, ™ it

is also quite expansive. HMt® represents the Greek text with greater precision, even

*In the following examples of dynamic renderings, the translations of
additions are italicized and the translations of free renderings are in bold type.

*See 85-6.
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preserving word order in phrases like, &= ncapun ol (“not to-scorn is-it-right”) in

line 1, where natural Syriac idiom would have the transposition of the last two words.

Further examples from Homily 23:

HMt?

HMtB

Homily 21
HMtA

HMt®

HMt?

HM®

Homily 25
HMtA

HMt®?

kai akplPels Tas evbuvvas
winran v wao AL AL puna
and that the reckoning will take place severely with you.

< \eCarla

and strict the examination

TWY OVTWY dqﬁ[amaz kai dta TAELOVwY Tov TeEPL TRHS
akTnuoourns €lodayer Adyov
wraarn v oml A% «L3uaanas ,Acm o0

Ai>n hapren a3 (el \na
From these transient things he draws the mind of the hearers and
by many things a word about voluntary poverty he introduces.

) jumn hedld @ waa fpdon Wdm oo v ATCH!
<hapacan)

He introduces you from these visible things, and through many things
illuminates voluntary poverty.

kal Tny amo Ths Umakons vyelay €VvSeLKVUUEVOS
<o ) o L dm Lhausndhiesn oon isalana

and the health that is from obedience he shows the ill

whaummhroa «aalan anasna

and he makes known the health of obedience

kai O pév ynv kai omodov, 0 5 okwAnka €auTov €xdAel.
<1 yaea .vﬁ:ulv.no w1\ mx A «Cam < Qe A
< \adh cmxr Ay vﬁam oa~axy-na

And one of them was calling himself, “dust and ashes,” and the other
was naming himself, “worm.”

mr A «am W 2 \adh dama .v_(.z\lvna <A\ ama
And the one, “dust and ashes,” and the other was calling himself,

(13 b4

WOTTI.

In the latter example, neither translation reproduces the important governing particles

of the Greek phrase; yet HMt® retains the terse style of the original, whereas HMt*

fills out the ellipsis.



CHAPTER I1I Translation Analysis of HMt

Homily 31"
HMt?

HMt®

HMt?

UTTEP OALYOU XPOVOU WULKPOWUXELS;

<x A fhavavy s «am RV LTL waoa iy .leza

A dued apn
About a little time that is before you, do you show us so much
distress”?

N v s o vy .XSV:::

About a little time are you distressed?

amébwkas Ty mapakaTabnkny
Wl adha) «Cam Fudn x(ﬂ.x_c&’
the deposit that was with you you have returned

w2 \s o\ L&ad (“you have returned the deposit™)

B) Making the Style Smoother

74

Sometimes the dynamic readings of HMt* do not fill out ellipses but make the

style less difficult, give explanations, or provide a reading presumably easier for the

reader to understand:

Homily 25

HMt*

HMtB

Homily 31

HMtA

“Qomep yap 6 €avtov €ibus, amavrta €loeTal: oUTwWS O TOUTO
un e€ldbws, ovde Ta diia €loeTal.
A <iam LA, 7)'.17.133 oy Q1 AL Aomn -'-L.&x{.\\:u{

R LA ACTI <. TN IC RN <\ mxQin am
For just as that one who knows himself knows everything, thus also

that one who does not know himself strays from the knowledge of
all.

dm hasm . A 7::-.-\7.13:_\ AL caxrQi\a doon LW i

For just as that one who himself knows, knows everything, thus that
one who does not know this, neither the other things does he know.

MnkéTt ¢povTife Aoimov, €v dovAe® TO kThHua dmobeuévn
Onoavp.

aJ ‘ fel 32

aAnotevTw some editions

g:uk?n:a 0 W da muap «Cmn lass ,..S\&_‘{& <\
. ,A'\Ja[m M]&‘J&.m

No longer be anxious, for behold you have put your property

in a place whose desposits are not stolen.

*'This example represents well the mixed quality of HMt*. Its expansion
helps the reader to perceive the sense of the original more easily, but produces a much
less literal rendering than is in HMt®. Yet the former’s translation of uikpouyeis by
the etymologically parallel «€x Q1 &asas (literally, “smallness of soul”) is
remarkably literal (see 82-3).

32See Field, In Matt. 3.73—4 (364A).
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HMt®? A_Xp&\m AT P L) A PR (RO A ,..3\&_‘42:\ ldass &\
No longer be anxious, for you have removed your property to a place
that is not pillaged.

"Akovoov kal Ilavdov Tavtny paxapilovtos Tnv xnpelav

HMtA wim e 3 nae ‘{:cdv A v ool asax
hear Paul, calling blessed widows such as this one
HMt®? <\ @ ‘(:\cdv a0 1 amalal) ;cmaaax

hear Paul, calling blessed this widow

C) Amplifying the Greek

Similarly, HMt* has expansions which intensify the meaning of the Greek, as
in the following usage of the emphatic infinitive: "
Homily 25

ayvoel €avtov

HMt* mx Qs 1Y, s\ >a (“he truly forgets himself”)

HMt® At «<) (“he does not know himself”)

D) Double Translations

Occasionally HMt* provides double translations. Jacob of Edessa did so in
the seventh century in order to represent fully the meanings of Greek words which
have no single precise Syriac equivalent, but here they are not linked with difficult or
subtle Greek words, but seem merely to be another expression of the pleonastic

expansiveness of HMt*. For example:

Homily 23 1 “Qomep olv év 17 Twv auapTnudtwy dpécer map’ nudv al
dpxal,
2 oUTw kal €v Tauty T kploeL Tap’ Nuov
3 1a pétpa Tis katadikns TlOeTat.

HMt*

:am o) oo «aar ol in «ipnaran Fllam i 1
LA Ly ~n0a~as A *liam 2

Lam el o wlaa «hpnr> 3

Therefore*' just as with forgiveness of sins the beginning is with us,
thus*? also with punishment and with judgement
the measure and quantity is from us.

W =

*'UA\B.L. Add. 17,193 (“for”) *2Niaem B.L. Add. 17,193 (“therefore”)

*The Syriac HIn characteristically use the emphatic infinitive as an
intensifier; it is unknown whether this is also characteristic of HMt",
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HMt?

e €L0L QM W vﬁmlv,u-\ ipaoran Lam vl ]
i «imn A «iaem 2

Lo Loy on.aediden g 3

1 Therefore, just as with the forgiveness of sins, from us is the beginning,
2 thus also with this judgement
3 by us is laid down the measure of our judgement.

Homily 25  mepi Twv Omepngdvwr
HMt? < Ldpa «idmar A (“about the proud and arrogant”)
HMt" *«Lidmay Ay (“about the proud™)

*sg. B.L. Add. 12,142, error (pointing variant)

3) Consistency in Word Class

Both translations tend to translate the words and phrases of their source texts
using Syriac words of the same classes, 1.e. Greek nouns by Syriac nouns, etc. Some
regular exceptions occur, usually inevitably (e.g. certain Greek finite verbs by Syriac
participles, proper Greek adjectives by adjectival participles, etc.). However, HMt” is

more likely strictly to observe Greek word class in its renderings. For example:

Homily HMt? HM¢®
23 akplPeis LA, (adverb) < &Ly (adjective)

The freedom of HMt" in this category is most clearly visible in its expansive or
interpretative renderings and in its double translations, because in them the translator

often uses words not of the same classes as that of their Greek source words.

4) HMt® as Occasionally Less Literal

When analyzed on the phrase level and according to word order, HMt” has the
features of a relatively primitive translation technique: expansions, double
translations, less concern for precise representation of word order, and the
substitution of Greek idiom for Syriac idiom. In contrast, the succint HMt® is often
remarkably faithful to the word order of the source text and avoids expansions.
Although about 20% shorter than HMt", it carefully represents the meaning of the
Greek in most cases. However, it would be incorrect to define HMt® as one which is
always more faithful to the source text, as the systematic micro-analysis conducted

below demonstrates.> Yet even this macro-analysis reveals a few instances in which

*See 79, 97-8.
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HMt® allows elements of the Greek to go unrepresented while HMt” reflects them.”

Some examples:

Homily 21
HMt?
HMt®
HMt?

HMtE

HMtA

HMt®

Homily 25
HMt4

HMt®?

HMt*
HM®

TOV TEPL THS AKTNUOOUYNS ACyov
<hapaomm Aia «d\sa (“a word about voluntary poverty”)
< hanaa>a) (“voluntary poverty”)

TOUTO Kal ViV €pd
e i rm A «am >
the same also I (will) now repeat

i i «Lrom A (“also now I [will] repeat”)

Y QLAocTopylay TNy TaATEPLKTV
the mercy/love of sons which is set within fathers

the mercy of fathers

O undév elvar éavrov vouilwy

~0m=a ymaduedn cmr Al Ay ten @\ Ll
who does not think about himself that he is something
yonadu L el ala s am

that one who thinks that he is nothing

kata TN kolvny ownbeiar €6os nuiv
wtasn wan «uan (“by common custom we are accustomed”)

O e s (“we have a custom”)

Both examples from Homily 25 illustrate how that HMt® is often a peculiar mixture

of more and less literal elements. In the first example, HMt® has the more literal

rendering except for omitting the reflexive pronoun. In the second example, HMt®

reproduces the Greek possessive idiom but omits the prepositional phrase. HMt” is

not strictly formal, representing the Greek idiomatically, but it does represent all the

semantic elements of the source text.

These examples (and the following micro-analysis) show that HMt® is of a

mixed quality, sometimes having less literal renderings. This extends even to the

matter of word order, though much more rarely. For example:™

*Other fairly literal Syriac translations are characterized by the inexplicable
omission of clauses which are obviously original (see Malingrey, “La tradition
syriaque du dialogue sur la sacerdoce de Jean Chrysostome,” ParOr 6-7 [1975-6]

94).

Another interesting example of discrepant word order occurs in Homily 25:

HMt?

kai 0 Aavis kal o0 'APpadu
nmae A« uan Q< (“both David and Abraham™)
Lan A “nmaed A (“both Abraham and David™)
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Homily 25
Tpos TNV dkpav avéBnoav Ths dpeTHs
HMtA aam «<havdruonn allLdhe? casnas hal
literally, “to the height, they were lifted, of excellence”
HMtB oot s L\ ) anle

they ascended to the utmost height of excellence

The word order of HMt* here perfectly reflects the Greek word order; it is remarkable
because the interposition of a verb between two words linked in a genitival
relationship is unusual to Syriac idiom. In this instance HMt® is more literal in its
choice of terms but less so in word order. However, excepting rare occurrences such

as this one, HMt® normally reflects Greek word order more precisely than HMt*,

Very rarely, HMt® appears to be expansive where HMt* is not:

Homily 21
Tov lakdfB
HMt? aana (“Jacob”)
HMt? aanss el (“the blessed Jacob™)

c. The Priority of HMt"

The preceding macro-analysis shows that HMt® is the product of a basically
more refined translation technique than that employed for HMt*. Both translations
have dynamic traits, and the systematic micro-analysis conducted below affirms that
the style of neither translation allows simple generalizations, but HMt*’s expansions
and HMt®’s attention to word order mark the latter as developmentally posterior to
the former. The translator of HMt" is comfortable deliberately changing the semantic
content of the source text, mainly by augmentation, to produce a similar sense in the
receptor language. This technical feature presupposes formal changes. HMt® is also
dynamic, but it prefers to alter the form without necessarily accommodating details of
content to the natural idiom of the receptor language. It is much more reluctant to
add material which is not present in the Greek. In these ways, HMt* is more reader-

oriented, HMt® more text-oriented.*

The reading of HMt" is closer to the Greek, but it is entirely possible that variation
existed in the Greek tradition and that each Syriac translation reflects a different
branch of the Greek tradition. The order of the names appearing in the Greek and in
HMt? is unchronological and does not match the order of the accompanying citations.
Hence, that order is likely to be orlgmal and a scribe in the Syriac tradition, or in the
Greek tradition underlying HMt®, transposed the names.

It could be posited that the two Translations are based on substantially
different source texts, that HMt” is actually a close representation of a relatively
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It is very likely that HMt® is chronologically later than HMt*, because of the
stylistic differences at the macro-level. However, both translations must have been
produced within a fairly narrow span of time, from after the beginning of the fifth
century to about the beginning of the sixth century, since they appear together in B.L.
Add. 12,142.%® This necessary chronological proximity explains the stylistic

similarities at the micro-level, explored in the following section.

3. Systematic Analysis

The following classified list of examples focuses on stylistic features
perceptible mainly at the micro-level of word and phrase. In most categories, the
styles of the two translations are indistinguishable. However, in some categories

HMt® actually demonstrates an enigmatically less literal style of translation than
HMt",

Again, the analysis focuses on those homilies for which HMt* and HMtBoverla P
The following data and examples are drawn from the samples given above and from

other homilies.

a. Treatment of Particles and Conjunctions

Both HMt* and HMt® tend toward consistency in their treatment of Greek
particles and conjunctions.” However, they do not consistently provide formal
equivalents, especially for &€, ydp, and otr.*® Nor is there any concern to represent
the particle pev consistently. The following occurrences drawn from the samples

illustrate:

pleonastic recension of the Greek. However, in the absence of such a Greek text, that
theory is unnecessarily complicated—especially since expansionistic styles like that
of HMt* are a standard feature of early Syriac translations.

*Furthermore, HMt” must have been done prior to 484 (see 9).

*For some discussion of the treatment of Greek particles on the part of Syriac
translations, see Brock, “Some Aspects of Greek Words in Syriac,” inSynkretismus im
syrisch-persischen Kulturgebiet., ed. A. Dietrich (AAWG.PH 96; Gottingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1975) 89 (reprinted in SPLA., IV). By the seventh
century, Syriac translations give special attention to the consistent and formal
representation of Greek particles (Brock, “Towards a History of Syriac Translation
Technique,” 13; ibid, “Aspects of Translation Technique in Antiquity,” 82).

“Such consistency is not a regular feature until the late sixth century. See
Brock, “Towards a History of Syriac Translation Technique,” 8-9; ibid., “The
Treatment of Greek Particles in the Old Syriac Gospels, with Special Reference to
Luke,” in Studies in New Testament Language and Text. Essays in Honour of George
D. Kilpatrick on the Occasion of his sixty-fifth Birthday, ed. J.K. Elliott (Leiden:
Brill, 1976) 8§1-4.
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HMt? HMt®
vdp Aison (“therefore”) AL\ (= ydp)
&€ %) o (= 6€)
UEY. . . &€ —...— —a...—
(= kai. . . kal =~ kal. . . kal)
kal. . . O€ aad .. .—q S
(= kai. . . mdAv = kal. . . 6€)

HMt® appears somewhat more consistent in its handling of Greek particles
and conjunctions, but the difference is negligible and neither translation is genuinely
consistent. 'When the Syriac differs from the Greek in occurrence of particles and
conjunctions, it is usually by the addition of a word where none exists in the terse and
elliptical Greek. Typical additions include: wa (= 66), —a (= kai), Wq (= ydp), and
Moo (“therefore™); less often by the use of a term not formally parallel to the
corresponding Greek word. Omissions also occur. Hence, as with many early
translations, the Syriac evidence for these homilies is not very useful for evaluating
variations amongst Greek particles and conjunctions (especially ydp = < and 6¢ =
o )'41
b. Comparative Forms

Both translations normally represent comparatives by use of (Fued )Ly

Homily 31 Kal yap evdokiuwtepa n toravutn ¢aveitat, mAelova
EMOELKVUUEYT) TNV UTOUOVTIV.

HMt? o« v(ul‘r:n L m.&\..‘{ <rmn liam ol

Therefore she who is thus is of better report, if she will show
endurance more greatly.

HMt® NI «oapin ALeCULAL L wChe W‘{T\ -'-L.&‘{m‘{
For she who is such shows more her excellence by her endurance.
The Syriac sometimes adds an explicit object of comparison with ¢, thereby

building a common Syriac idiom:

Homily HMt” HMt®
21  T{ mobetvoTepor; maanm dued «in Al e i
What 1s there that is more What is there that is
beloved than this? dearer than this?

“See ibid., 80-3; James T. Clemons, “Some Questions on the Syriac Support
for Variant Greek Readings,” NT 10 (1968) 29.
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25 pdhiota mavtwr  x\a on ud 28 on L
more than every person more than every person

The word a\, may occur in HMt" instead of (due)udu:

Homily 21

mAelova Kkal ¢poPepitepa  Napn ala udu wdm oo
greater and more fearful than these (HMt")

Svma duss
great(er) and (more) fearful (HMt®)

From these examples it appears that both translations are equally consistent and literal

in their translation of Greek comparative forms.*

c. Adjectival Forms

The Greek language is endowed with an enormous quantity of derivative
adjectival forms. Throughout the sixth century, Syriac translators tended more and
more to construct Syriac adjectives with «,— to represent Greek adjectival forms.*
Such forms may occur in the translations, but the many samples taken of these
homilies have not revealed any. Hence, such adjectival constructions may be
uncommon in these translations. In any case, it is presently impossible to determine
whether one translation builds such constructions more than the other, although the

two regularly differ in the specific choice of vocabulary.

d. Adverbial Forms

The Syriac translation normally uses adverbial forms or parallel Syriac
adverbs to render Greek adverbs.* However, the translations sometimes use
prepositional phrases or other types of phrases to render Greek adverbs, in ways that
are more or less normal for Syriac idiom. The two translations often render the

adverbs in different ways, although no clear patterns emerge. For example:

“2An unusual rendering occurs in Homily 31:

Ta TOAMG PATIV  ara wdm oa Adusn aln wl
those things that are more excellent than these and more
glorious (HMt*)
UL 2 K@mﬂ ,Am
these things that for the most part are glorious
(HMt?)
“Brock, “Towards a History of Syriac Translation Technique,” 11-2; cf.
Brock, “Diachronic Aspects of Syriac Word Formation: an Aid for Dating

Anonymous Texts,” In V Symposium Syriacum 1988, ed. René Lavenant (OCA 236;
Rome: PIOS, 1990) 325.

“For kupiws and Geompeémws, see 90-1.
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Homily HMt? HM:®
25  ouoilws TOUTOLS wmn hasona <
in the image of these things thus
21 kaBamep < hana 0\,‘{
in the image as

e. Greek Compound Words

Unlike typical seventh-century translations,® neither HMt" nor HMt® is
concerned with the consistent formal representation of the coherent elements of
Greek compound words. Occasionally HMt* exhibits a greater concern for formal
representation. Two examples, one verbal and one participial:
Homily HMt? HMt"®

31  pukpopuyels o «wrQ hadany  sdued o hidhen
S due (“Do you show us  Are you distressed?

smallness of soul?”)
31 1oV curolkoDvTa Aamas. = Al

a fellow of your home your husband
HM:t* actually exhibits a greater concern for formal representation than HMt®* This

is also seen in the treatment of words related to ¢idocopia, as the following examples

illustrate:

Homily HMt* HM®
21 ¢rrooopia  &haQea\id (pilasaputha’) «<Aaan (“conduct”)
21  ¢iAdoogos  «LAaa\iQ (pilasupha’) oA (“wise one”)

Both translations treat a-privative compounds literally:

Homily HMtA HMt?
21 dmpoocefias < hauom <\ wChansmdhrs «\
non-prudence non-obedience

Of further interest is the translations’ treatment of ¢tAavfpwmia, according to

the following examples:

Homily HMt* HMt®
21 ¢lavBpwria <Lsap (“mercy”) om.

“See Brock, “Towards a History of Syriac Translation Technique,” 12-3.

*“The renderings of HMt® here are more dynamic. However, as in the case of
the first example from Homlly 31¢( pLkpopuxels), sometimes one type of literalness is
traded for another. HMt” uses a term which is formally parallel to the Greek term,
but since the Greek term is a verb and the Syriac term a noun, the translation is
obliged to supply an additional verb and even an indirect object which are not in the
source text. HMt® uses a term which is not formally parallel in itself, but retains the
simple present tense verb form of the Greek. In this case, each translation is both
literal and dynamic, but in different ways.
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22 ¢ravBpwrmia «L=apA (“mercy”) < haiauan (“‘compassion”)
23 didavfpwria «Lxie dan Sans < hai>a

love of men compassion
23 ddavbowmia «<zan (“mercy”’) <> (“mercy”’)

f. Prepositional Phrases

The translations normally represent Greek prepositions with formally parallel
Syriac prepositions in predictable patterns of correspondence.” However, strict
formal equivalence is not approached in either translation. The translations typically
use native Syriac idioms to represent Greek prepositional phrases and idioms. In
many cases, HMt® uses prepositions that do not formally correspond, sometimes

electing an entirely different means of representing the meaning:

Homily HMt? HMt®

21  €ls Thv Umakoriy eLdmauasadirsa Sal Ao oan
to obedience that we do

21  kara ¢vow el aLan
naturally in his nature

21 amo Ths vmakoiis < dMauamaden o0 Chasmadhran
from obedience of obedience

25  mpos dhalovelav < hana hal <ham1n Apdhes>s

alpouevos <\ x>

to the height exalted taken up into the height

Hence, HMt® is not more literal in this category, possibly less so.*

It is noteworthy that both translations use «ien A\ =2 (“because of this
[masculine]”) to represent éta ToUTO, rather than the more literal «<=en .leza
(“because of this [feminine]”) which begins to be used more commonly in the sixth

century.*

\ b4 v
“For kata dvbpwrog, see 91.

*In this case the reading of HMt® has dynamically removed the need for a
preposition by having “to do” instead of “to obedience” (see line 13 of the sample
cited above, p. 67).

“The Syriac translations supply prepositions which naturally complement
certain Syriac verbs, regardless of whether corresponding prepositions exist in the
source text. HMt* is more likely to supply such elements when not absolutely
necessary. For example:

Homily HMt? HM¢?
25 0 undév elvar s At () ) Ll ~0a Al Aaean dem
EquTor vouilwy ~0ma ymAdLYCn car Ay sonadueC
the one who does not think about he who thinks that he is
himself that he is something nothing

**The phrase appears in HIn (see 231).



CHAPTER II1 Translation Analysis of HMt 84

g. Methods of Translating Greek Verbs

The tenses of the Syriac verb do not precisely overlap in form or function with
the wide range of Greek tenses. Although seventh-century translations developed
means by which to distinguish carefully Greek verbal tenses,” the translations of
HMt make only broad distinctions. Both translations regularly render Greek verbs in
predictable ways. The Greek present tense indicative is normally translated by
means of the Syriac present tense (i.e. a participial phrase), although the translations
often differ in their choice of vocabulary and participial form. The translations use a
participle followed with the auxiliary verb «€aen (“to be”) to translate the Greek
imperfect tense; the Syriac perfect tense translates the Greek aorist tense.

Both translations normally translate the Greek future tense by means of a
participial phrase like that which translates the present tense. However, HMt*

occasionally uses the Syriac imperfect tense,” as in this example from Homily 31:

Hmt? HMt®
davelTal LX) .0
she will show she shows

Each translation treats two occurrences of the optative mood (Homily 21) in

different ways:

HMt* HM¢"
pédotper éxmimrery day B RO
«<\hou
we may fall we are going to be rejected
UENoLEY ExeLy S «Camn «<im
we may have WE may possess

HMt* ignores the optative sense, choosing to represent only the Greek infinitives with
the Syriac imperfect tense. HMt® does the same in the second instance. However, in

the first instance HMt® renders the combination more literally.

Two common Greek verbs warrant special attention. In the case of e/ut, the
Syriac translations either use a form of << (“there is”) or «Camm (“to be”), or

employ a Syriac idiom that depends on enclitic pronouns and implied verbal

relationships:
Homily HMT*
21  odow sam (“to be”)

*'See Brock, “Aspects of Translation Technique in Antiquity,” 83.

It is not surprising that the translations use the imperfect tense when
rendering prohibitions.
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(X3}

25 éorv (twice) am (“is”)”
25  elvat scnadue (“there is”)

In the case of éyw, the Syriac normally uses a form of the idiom, — ) &u«< (“there is

to...”). In one case, HMt® has a different rendering:

Homily HMt* HMt®?
21 éxew D «amd «<im
we may have we may possess’)

In their handling of both these special verbs, neither translation consistently employs

the formal representations which eventually became standard in Syriac translations.™

Overall, no clear distinction of styles is evident from a comparison of the

translations’ patterns of rendering Greek finite verbs.

h. Infinitival Phrases

In rendering infinitival phrases, the translations are not highly concerned with
formal equivalence or consistency. Sometimes the translations use Syriac infinitival
forms, at other times they use the imperfect in a restructured phrase. The two
translations often diverge. In phrases where the infinitive serves as a complement,
HMt* prefers to use Syriac infinitives, whereas HMt® is content to employ the Syriac

imperfect tense with the relative pronoun —= prefixed. For example:

Homily
21  €lye ucrdowpev tiis TOU XptoToU SovAelas €kmimTELY Sdla Ta xpnuara
Ay <y onn <LHhanas IC IR S L\ .lezm
that because of money, from the service of Christ we fall (HMt*)
wirson maasar o8 widon «3ams Ason qp pudinn am K
if we, because of money, are going to be rejected from the servitude of Christ
(HMtP)

23 oUbe yap ovelbilety Sel, ovde e€meuPaively
waoe) «a L . LTSN ARVARALTRACE Rl
therefore it is not proper for you to scorn. . . nor to attack (HMt?)
mona o el al
for it is not right that we scorn and deride (HMt®)

25  kata Tnv kowwny ownferay €6os nuly A€yely mepl TV UmEpnddvwy
by cognmon custom, we are accustomed to say about the proud and haughty
(HMt?)

*Neither translation has the verb, choosing instead to carry the predicate
relationship by means of normal Syriac idiom using the enclitic pronoun.

*See Brock’s discussion in “Aspects of Translation Technique in Antiquity,”
83.
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*«rdmar AL aonedin A e L

we have a custom, that we say about the proud® (HMt®)

*sg. B.L. Add. 12,142, error (pointing variant)

In the following example, both translations provide a literal equivalent for the
Greek preposition, yet both also exhibit formal dynamism in their renderings. HMt*
employs a verbal phrase and HMt®, in a more restrained fashion, simply provides a

noun in place of the infinitive:

Homily
31  un Tolvvr Qoriver Umép ol oTegpavoloal
samallun Al gne ~0m=a A\ .?A:‘{A-\En LT3 “pn <\
*Aadhn

mourn not at all then, because of that for which it is right that you be crowned
(HMt?)
*dadd B.L. Add. 14,559 (error)

Aalds Al et lam )

therefore, do not be troubled about your crown (HMt")

The style of HMt” appears to be more literal than HMt® in its representation of Greek
infinitives, mainly because the latter prefers to use the Syriac imperfect tense instead

of Syriac infinitive forms. However, HMt® is consistent in its usage of its chosen

style.

i. Greek Participles

Greek adverbial and adjectival participles are typically translated by Syriac
participles, with a few exceptions on the part of each translation. The Syriac does not
distinguish consistently between tenses, but not infrequently it uses a past tense verb
or augment for Aorist participles. Adverbial participles are either accompanied by
-1, translated by Syriac finite verbs, or treated like present tense verbs. The sentence
may be restructured with the relative — or be rendered by participles linked with a
subject noun when a third person subject is implied, or with personal pronouns when

first or second person. For example:

Homily HMt? HMt®
21 umepibdvTes K TCT LY ACaan
we despising that we despise
31 pakapilovtos waal, s v waal, am
calling blessed calling blessed
31 Aéyovros e ¥l

saying saying



CHAPTER III Translation Analysis of HMt 87

¥ v B.L. Add. 12,142 (error)

Sometimes one or both translation will translate a participle as if it were a finite verb,

without restructuring the sentence to accommodate the participial phrase. For

example: >
Homily
21 evbetkvuuevos < am=n «Zaan
shows who shows
31  émbetkvuuévn < andn <0910
she will show she shows

HMt* in the first example and HMt® in the second treat the Greek participle as if it
were a finite verb; HMt" in the second example uses the imperfect tense to translate

the Greek participle.

In translations of adjectival participles with definite articles or pronouns, the
Syriac participles are usually accompanied by pronouns, except when nouns actually
occur. The addition of the relative pronoun — relates the participle to the other

elements of the sentence. For example:

Homily HMt* HMt®
21 1w Aeyouévwy l:a‘{&\zm e l:avﬁ&\::m o
what things that are said these things that are said
25 0 vouilwy A vl “an>an am
he who supposes that one who supposes
25 0 alpduevos <\ e Lol Apdrsan am
who is exalted that one who is taken up

No clear distinction in style emerges from a comparison of each translation’s

rendering of Greek participles.

J. Demonstrative and Relative Pronouns (including Toto070s)
Syriac idiom necessitates that the translations regularly add the relative —= in
order to clarify the relationships between words and clauses, or perhaps to

compensate for syntactic adjustments.

When rendering demonstrative pronouns such as exeiros and oUTos, both
translations often use precisely parallel pronouns like aea (“that”) and «sen (“this”).
However, it is just as common for one or both translations to be less precise (e.g. aen

[“that”] for olTos) or to omit a pronoun altogether. In some instances a pronoun is

*That both examples involve a form of Se/kruuat is purely coincidental.
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provided in the Syriac where none exists in the Greek, usually making explicit an

otherwise implicit element. No discernable pattern distinguishes the two translations

in this area.

Where TotoiTos appears, HMt® exhibits the more literal technique for

representing it:

Homily HMt* HM¢®
21 n TotauTn Ll wlamn L »R venm "’\“4“ < LS
paveiTal she who is thus she who is like this

1.e. “she who is such”

k. Reflexive Pronouns

According to native Syriac idiom, the Syriac translations use «<x A (literally,
“soul”) with a possessive pronominal suffix to represent Greek reflexive pronouns.

An exception appears in one sample from HMt*:

Homily HMt* HMt"®
23 cavrov wnan())
literally, “your person” literally, “your soul”

The use of «€x Ay (“soul”) or «>acum (“person”) to represent Greek reflexive
pronouns is an accommodation to native Syriac idiom which seventh-century

translators replace with etymological equivalents.”

l. Lexical Items

The development of the Syriac translations of certain Greek words have been
the subject of prior study.®” The highly literal translations of the seventh century are
separated from the much less literal fifth-century translations by a sixth-century

period of transition.

Methods of translating ¢tAarfpowmia and words related to ¢tAdocodia have
already been noted.® Where certain key words occur, they provide valuable
information about the styles of HMt* andHMt" and the place of the translations in the
history of Syriac translation technique. The extant Syriac texts have been surveyed

for translations of some key words, many of which do not appear otherwise in

**Brock, “Aspects of Translation Technique in Antiquity,” 87.

’See ibid., “The Syriac Background to Hunayn’s Translation Techniques,”
Aram 3 (1991) 148-50;” ibid., “Some Aspects of Greek Words in Syriac,” 8§7-108.

#See 82-3.
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passages paralleled by surviving Syriac translation, or appear only rarely.

1) olkouuévn

By the seventh century, Syriac translators had begun to translate olkovuéevn
with the literal «€&uwas dwen (literally, “what is inhabitable”), which replaced the
more primitive Maad (“the whole world”). HMt” predictably uses Aaadv, but HMt®
more unusually prefers «&s a«< (“earth”). For example:

Homily HMt? HMt®
23 ThS OLKOUUEVDS Ldad calaa AR )
of all the whole world of the earth
This olKOUUEYNS AVE?. I AT < ¥ cals
amaons all the whole world all the creation
25 Ta mépara TiS (not extant) e o 8am”’
OLKOUULEVNS the edges of the earth

Neither translation employs the literal rendering typical of the seventh century.

2) evoeBela

Evoepeia has a similar pattern of Syriac translation development. By early
translators rendered with «Coale &\ pun (“fear of God”), it came to be rendered
consistently with «&\pan hauQy (“goodliness of fear”) by the seventh century.

Examples of usage in these translations:

Homily HMt? HMt®
10  plav evoeBeias i Chasalr (not applicable)
ovupwviay one sound agreement

21 7rv Ths €voefelas womded Mlpnn «Cavax)  (absent)®

aocgdietay the soundness of the fear of God
25 0 Adyos Ths (not extant) o\l i \n®
evoeBeias the word of God

*The passage possibly alludes to Psalm 19:5, for which the Peshitta has,
0> Liadn cal@dana . amdvine dndy s aed calas (“into all the
earth their tidings have gone out, and their words into the ends of the whole world”™).
The Syriac homily translation does not rely on the Peshitta, which predictably has

Aad caQaes (“the ends of the whole world™).

®For v This ¢Lhocodias kThAoW, Kkai. . . THY TAs €voePelas
dogdrerav, HMt® has «€u 8y «inan g win wieCna (“and how that we
possess good conduct”), which clearly represents the first clause of the Greek (for
which HMt” has «<&uanad «halm\i8n «uan), “the acquisition of spiritual
philosophy”). Unfortunately, HMt® inexplicably lacks the clause with evoefeia.

*'The passage possibly alludes to Psalm 19:5 (see n. 59) However, the
element evoeBeia, in 0 Adyos Tiis e€voeBelas, does not derive from the Psalm.
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The lack of suitable instances for comparison make it impossible to judge between
HMt”* and HMt® in their respective treatments of this term. However, it is clear that
neither uses the literal terminology typical of the seventh century. More significantly,
neither consistently applies particular methods in representing the term. Both
translations appear capable of coining creative translations, although HMt* also uses

the traditional and primitive «e\e &\ gan (“fear of God”).

3) owtnpia

HMt* sometimes uses the primitive «Zas (“life,” “salvation™) to represent
owtnpia, whereas HMt® has «Zin4aQ (“salvation”), which came to be standard well
before the seventh century. However, an instance in Homily 22 shows that even
HMt* also uses «€rpaaQ (“salvation™) at times:

HMt? HMt®
Ty ony owTnplar  wyesal (“your salvation”) apsaQ (“our salvation”)

HMt* is inconsistent in its method.

4) kuplws, Geompenas, and kata dvBpwmor

Translations of several adverbs also provide clues about the dates of
translations. For example, one occurrence of xkupiws in Homily 4 (for which HM¢® is
not relevant) is predictably translated by dueZduda (“exactly”), common until the
seventh-century adoption of the more literal &« >a (“authoritatively, accurately”).
Similarly, the adverb Geompe s is typically represented by «CeQn wue
oM\ (“according to what is becoming to God”) in early texts, replaced with
ool S (“becoming-of-divinely”) by the seventh century. An

occurrence in Homily 8 produces the following:

€l mavTa Geompends kal karta Tny autol Suvauly €mpatTe
miac o L) Cam < ln Yo ‘42:\0.:14_ Q..ml: A

«<am
if he was doing all things according to what was becoming to his power and
to his divinity
Aside from being dynamic in other ways, the Syriac translation (HMt*) renders

beompemas in the manner one would expect from pre-seventh-century translations.

Syriac translators employed different techniques to render the adverbial

phrase kata dvfpwmov. Translations of christological contexts have the most
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striking technical developments, due to the pressure exerted by the felt need for
terminological precision. For example, the adverb du«Lxie (“humanly”) is more
literal than the dynamic e (“in the flesh”), but neither is as literal as wype
«<x1n (“according to man”’), which occurs in the seventh-century Harklean version
of the New Testament. The phrase does not appear in homilies for which HMt* and
HMt® overlap, but two occurrences of the phrase within the same context in Homily 7
reveal that at least HMt* has its own technique of translating the adverbial phrase:

oUSeé vap kata dvipwmov wrirm Man e A\ AL

for neither as concerning-man

ueifova B kata dvBpwiov < ZCCRATE QR Rt C
greater than concerning-man

The stylized composite «xiaa s, (“concerning-man”) is not as literal as O¥
v<xiaa (“‘according to man”), but more literal than the other two renderings noted

above.

5) Conclusions about Lexical Items

This category of analysis is not very helpful for distinguishing stylistically
between the two translations, both because of the low frequency of occurrences of the
key words, and the lack of parallel passages allowing comparison of the two. Where
comparison is possible, HMt® does not emerge as the more literal of the two but is
actually less consistent than HMt*. Taken together, the translations exhibit styles far
less literal than that typical of the seventh century, being creative and inconsistent in
their renderings of the key words. With the exception of HMt*’s very notable
rendering of kata dvfpwmov, this means that neither translation gives indications of
the transitional styles of the sixth-century, but both fit the pattern of mid- to late-fifth-
century translations. Since the external evidence demands that the translations were

made by about the beginning of the sixth century, this is not surprising.®

m. The Holy Spirit and Gender
An interesting feature of early Syriac Christianity is its treatment of the Holy

Spirit as grammaticaly feminine under the influence of Standard Aramaic.** From

%2See 9, 934,

See Brock, “The Holy Spirit as Feminine in Early Syriac Literature,” in
After Eve: Women, Theology, and Christian Tradition, ed. J.M. Soskice (London:
Collins, 1990) 73-88; ibid., “Aspects of Translation Technique,” 87.
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the early fifth century, the Holy Spirit is sporadically treated as grammatically
masculine and by the sixth century the masculine is the norm, the feminine appearing

only occasionally, mainly in poetic or liturgical texts.

HMt* treats the Spirit as grammatically feminine, as shown by the following

examples from Homily 4:

TWS TO TMYEDUA €lpydoaTo ToUTO;
wWm M «Caan L
How did the Spirit do this?

mws TOU TYEUUATOS BavuaTtoupyoivTos Suvnooueba TavTa €lTelV;
aA\\san) v ‘4\;7: a9 adnAmand AL L

How would a person be able to speak about the wonders of the Spirit. . . ?

€mAacer. . . TO TVEDUA TOV vaov €Kelvov

<\ m am) «rnapn «aas
the Holy Spirit fashioned that temple

This feature is a very primitive one and on its own suggests a translation well prior to
the sixth-century. Unfortunately, it is impossible to compare the style of HMt® in this
regard. Some references to the Holy Spirit occur in HMt®, but no case allows the

determination of grammatical gender.*

n. Consistency in Rendering
Neither translation is characterized by stereotyping. Indeed, inconsistency in
choice of vocabulary occurs occasionally when similar words or phrases appear in the

same context but are rendered differently within the same translation:

Homily HMt? HMt?
23 map’ nudv(twice) ol on Q> (twice)
literally, “from to us” from us
. P"‘“{: =R

literally, “from at us”

25 o ayvoav(twice) i wied, At @) A &) 0
does not know forgets
he who forgets does not know

A similar inconsistency, from the reverse perspective, occurs when distinct but

basically synonymous Greek words are translated by the same Syriac terms within a

*This is partly because HMt® often translates mveiua with «€dama=s
wuadn (“the gift of the Spirit”), particularly in contexts concerned with the giving
or receiving of the Spirit.

“Both translations alternate their usage of «&x, (“is ignorant”) and «&\
A, (“does not know™) but in opposite places.
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single context. This occurs because of the discordance between the plethora of Greek
words and native Syriac vocabulary,* a discordance which is somewhat overcome by

HMt® in these cases:

Homily HMt? HMt"®
25 avéBnoav oy e an\
they were exalted they ascended
alpouevos <\ Apde>n
is exalted is taken up
25  kopvpny <A AL
the height the utmost height
dralovelav < haa <o
the height the height

Whereas both translations exhibit regular inconsistencies, HMt® is more consistent in

vocabulary choice.

4. Conclusions from Both Analyses, Especially for Dating

Both translations show concern for remaining faithful to the text, basically
communicating what is present in the Greek. Yet from the evidence emerges the fact
that both translations defy simple characterizations. Where translation theory is
concerned with general style, a translation can be more literal than another in certain
respects while being equally or less literal in others. James Barr has pointed out the
need to gauge translation style in each of several modes instead of generalizing in
broad terms about the style of translation;*” S.P. Brock develops the emphasis. ®®
Within the context of the development of Syriac translation technique, even relatively
late translations can be both “fidele et libre.”® In this particular study, the
preceeding multi-modal analysis has revealed that the complexion of HMt® is
sophisticated and multi-faceted. On the level of word and phrase, it is distinct from
the parallel HMt" but similar in degree of literalness, except for a few categories in
which one translation 1s significantly more literal than the other. Yet the preceding
macro-analysis shows that on the clause-level and in word order the translator of

HM:® is following a stylistically different program than HMt*—one which is

*See Sauget, “Une homélie de Proclus,” 10.
*’Barr, “Typology of Literalism,” 292-324.
%Brock, “To Revise or Not to Revise,” 310-3.

“Sauget, “Le traitement subi par I’homélie pseudo chrysostomienne Sur le
fils prodigue,” 312—Sauget notes the uneven quality of one particular translation
which he figures may have been done in the eighth century.
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basically more literal.

It has previously been observed that some of the special features of HMt®,
particularly in the areas of word order and non-expansion, are characteristic of a
relatively later and more refined system. Hence, it is very likely on internal grounds
that HMt® is chronologically later than HMt*. Yet the appearance of the two
translations side by side in an early manuscript, the similar styles perceived in the
micro-analysis, and the regularly greater literalness of HMt* in a few categories,
requires the conclusion that the two translations were done within broadly the same
period. The analyses affirm on the basis of style the parameters of the period, which
are already obvious from external evidence: the earliest translation must have been
done after the beginning of the fifth century, because of Chrysostom’s dates, and no
later than 484, because of the citations in Philoxenus’ florilegium.”™ The florilegium
agrees with HMt*, although the identification may not be appropriate since the
florilegium cites only from homilies outside the known scope of HMt?, i.e. outside of
Homilies 21-32. The later translation (or revision’')—almost certainly HMt®—must
have been done by about the beginning of the sixth century, because of the age of
B.L. Add. 12,142 in which both translations appear. Viewed broadly, the
characteristics of both HMt* and HMt® fit very comfortably within the context of
fifth-century translation techniques, as defined by present knowledge of the technical

developments in Syriac translation of Greek literature.”

C. The Question of Revised Translations of the Homilies on Matthew

1. Revisions in the Syriac Translation Tradition
Syriac translations of Patristic works made from Greek originals during the
fifth and sixth centuries were typically revised or replaced by the zealous translators
and editors of later years who operated according to much more literal methods

developed since the earlier phases.” However, the original Syriac translations of the

°See 9.
'On the question of revision, see 96-8 below.

2Vs6bus conclusion that the “great series of exegetical homilies and
commentaries [on the Gospels] were translated into Syriac in the second part of the
fifth century” is based mainly a priori on Chrysostom’s dates and popularity, but
partially on the age of the manuscripts (Studies in the History of the Gospel Text in
Syriac, I [CSCO 128; Louvain: L. Durbecq, 1951] 77-8).

See Brock, “Towards a History of Syriac Translation Technique,” 11-2;
ibid., “Basil’s Homily on Deut. xv 9,” 62-5. Sometimes a continual process of slight
revision was at work (e.g. see de Halleux, “L’homélie baptismale de Grégoire de
Nazianze,” Muséon 95 [1982] 5-6).
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Homilies on the New Testament appear to have made a lasting impression not to be
erased or greatly refined. Throughout the centuries, the various extant Syriac
collections and homiliaries tend not to rely on their Greek models for the texts but
normally draw on basically the same original Syriac translations, with some
exceptions. Extant evidence shows that the Syriac translations have not been
subjected to systematic re-translation or drastic and thorough revision. The only
possible exception is HMt® of part of HMt, but the following analysis will show that
HMt® is probably not a revision and that the new translation may well have been

occasioned by something other than developments in translation technique.

No evidence for drastic revision exists, nor is there much evidence for
sporadic and slight revision according to the Greek texts. Such revision can only be
confidently detected where there is variation between parallel Syriac witnesses.
Many of the Syriac variants do not correspond to any of the Greek texts of the printed
editions—such variants may sometimes derive from an unpublished Greek source, in
revision or originally. However, sound method requires that, for the purposes of this
analysis, the possibility of revision be discussed only in cases where variation exists
between Syriac witnesses and at least one of the variants is clearly closer to some
known Greek text. Even these circumstances only suggest the possibility of the
presence of a conscious revision with reference to a Greek text, they do not confirm
it, since a wide range of factors may account for variation in the Syriac text. In some
cases, major variations point clearly to a Greek source, although the 1dentification of
the relationship between a variant and the Greek text does not always resolve the
questions surrounding the relationships between Syriac variants. However, where
only slight and occasional variations exist, as is generally the case in the tradition
under scrutiny here, it is not enough to show that a particular variant appears closer to
the Greek text. A policy of revision is normally only detectable when a pattern of
variation appears suggesting conscious revision, and not on the basis of one variant

alone.

Each of the three chapters devoted to translation analyses will present
evidence from the samples used for the translation analyses and from other samples
drawn from the homilies. Because of their early date and the homogeneous character
of parallel witnesses, the commentary manuscripts generally serve to provide
hypothetical original texts against which variation will be measured as “deviation,”

but always with a view to the possibility that a commentary manuscript may have a
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secondary reading while a later text preserves the original.

Revisions in Biblical citations are treated in Chapter V.

2. The Relationship Between HMt* and HM¢®: Revision or Fresh Translation?

If HMt® is a later production, does it represent a fresh translation, or is it
merely a revision of HMt*? If HMt® is a revision of HMt*, then the revision is very
extensive, since persistent differences exist between the two. Even where the styles
of the two are similar on certain levels, word choice is usually distinct and scarcely a

phrase is exactly parallel. Only a policy of extensive revision could account for

it—or a fresh translation.”

The peculiar manner of the appearance of HMt” in B.L. Add. 12,142 provides
a clue. While it is easy to conceive of HMt® as an independent and abstract
entity—indeed it may once have existed independently and encompassed the whole
of HMt—it actually survives only in Homilies 21-32 of one manuscript which
originally contained Homilies 1-32. The most likely explanation for this
phenomenon is elusive: if HMt® once existed independently and was intended to
replace HMt*, why has it left an impression on only one very early witness for a
select and coherent group of homilies and not elsewhere in the midst of the very rich
tradition of the Syriac HMt? Moreover, if a scribe had before him a revision or
re-translation of the entire HMt (i.e. HMt®), why did he use it only for Homilies
21-32 of his manuscript? The manner of the translation’s appearance in B.L. Add.
12,142 suggests that some copyist or translator had little or no evidence for HMt” in
Homilies 21+, perhaps because a volume was missing from his collection. He

supplied the text of Homilies 21-32 in B.L. Add. 12,142 (HMt®) in order to fill the
gap.

If the text of HMt® is put into B.L. Add. 12,142 to overcome a deficiency, the
question remains: did it derive from an existing translation or revision or does it
constitute a fresh translation on the part of the editor in question of the Greek of

certain homilies, those to which the editor had no access in Syriac? The only way to

"*Voobus’ vague remarks, ostensibly applying to both the Syriac HMt and
HIn, that “a comparative study of these manuscripts indicates that behind the
manuscrlpts of the sixth century there is an interesting history of the transmlssmn of
the text is presumably an acknowledgement of the distinct characters of HMt* and
HMt® (Studies in the History of the Gospel Text in Syriac, I,78).
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determine whether HMt® is a revision of HMt?, rather than a new translation from the
Greek, is to discover connections between the two that cannot be accounted for on the
bases of a common Greek substratum, technical conventions, or some other common

source of interference (e.g. Biblical versions). A few possible connections attract

attention:
Homily 21  épd HMt™: il & (“T [will] repeat”)
Homily 31 Ta TOAAWY BEATw
HMt? Lo ?.lm C ) Q&\m .:lv'n ?A..‘{

those things which are greater than these and more glorious
HMt®? iy vﬁ@&m vAm

these things that are more glorious

Both translations render SeAT{w by “more glorious.” Similarly, both use the term

“place” in the same context to translate 6noavpw:

€v Onoavpw
HMtA «<ahe<Zs (“in a place”)
HMt® <L) (“to a place”)

Again in the same context, both translations transform an e/-clause to produce a

similar sense—HMt" by omitting the particle, HMt® by providing the copulative

conjunction:
arédSwkas TNy TapakaTalbnkny, € OmEp EVETIOTEVONS
TapeoTnoas

HMt? 9.3 TC WP, o ~0m=a Sl adha) «Cam i x(ﬂ.x_c&’

sdoalre
The deposit that was with you you have returned; that with which
you were entrusted you have surrendered.

HMt® UL el ~07>3 am shaoua . @;m\,m

You have returned the deposit and you have given that thing with
which you were entrusted.

Each of these cases is explicable on the grounds that HMt® is a revision of
HMt* which nevertheless very occasionally retains some peculiar features of its
Vorlage. On the other hand, the occurrences may be coincidental; otherwise, they
call into question the very understanding of revision: one wonders why such easily
remedied discrepancies would be allowed to remain, if the aim of the revision was to
correct such things with reference to some Greek text. Admittedly, there could have

been oversights, since even strict revisors are not absolutely consistent, and in view of
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the above analyses it must be confessed that the person who produced the text of
HMt® does not follow a strict method. Yet especially important here are the points at
which HMt® is less literal than HMt* (discussed above). If a revisor had before him
HMt* and a program of “improvement” in mind, why would he sometimes introduce
changes which actually moved the text further from the Greek? Even allowing that
the Greek comparison text taken for this study is not exactly the source text of HMt®,
and some discrepancies can be disregarded on the grounds that they could possibly be
the result of a different Greek Vorlage, most of the discrepancies will not allow this
disavowal. For example, why replace «Zx.Q1 dhasas (“smallness of soul” =
ptkpouxels) with ;dued vrmas dden (“are you distressed?”)? With
evéelkvuuevos in the source text, why change «€aga>a (“show”) to aunasa (“make
known’)? Many other examples may be adduced, several of which occur in the
above lists. The discrepancies between HMt® and the Greek are too numerous and
early to allow that they are the result of variation within a (virtually lost) Syriac
tradition alone. Also, no evidence exists to suggest the complicated theory that they
dertve from a (presumably lost) Greek text unique in all the right places, different
from that underlying HMt* and the Greek editions. If HMt® represents a revision of
HMt?, then it is a very odd revision indeed.

Therefore the best theory may require unusual circumstances but is the
simplest accounting of both internal and external evidence: HMt® is not a revision but
a new translation made from the Greek, possibly made to fill the gap in some
scholar’s copy of the existing Syriac version of HMt. It originally consisted of at
least Homilies 21-32, but may also have included homilies of higher numbers. The
method of translation is essentially more developed than that of HMt” but, having
been carried out in isolation from the latter for the homilies concerned, it is not more

literal at every point.

3. Revisions in HMt
A comparative study of samples from every passage at which British Library
manuscripts overlap in their presentation of part of HMt reveals no clear signs of

revision.”” Some variations between manuscripts exist which result in a text closer to

"*Voiobus agrees (idem.).

The study involves 22 sets of samples, each of about paragraph length and
representing places in the tradition open to comparison because of the occurrence of
overlapping witnesses. The samples are taken from the following homilies: two from
1; two from 2; two from 3; one each from 4 and 5; two from 6; one each from 7 and
8; two from 9; and one each from 10, 11, 12, 21, 23, 25, 31, and 32.
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the published Greek text. However, these variants are typically not of a sort that
compels one to consider conscious revision as the cause of variation. Moreover,
revisions should occur in some pattern within certain witnesses, but these do not. To
illustrate the bases of these conclusions, there follows a survey of representative

instances in which one of the variations is clearly closer to the Greek:
Homily
4 TS E€TEPOU YVWUNS

<1 (e€ ) «<uaa (“the thinking of another;” B.L. Add. 14,558;
B.L. Add. 14,623; B.L. Add. 17,166)"°

i s s (“the thinking of others;” B.L. Add. 12,142; B.L.
Add, 14,560)

In this case, the singular is almost certainly original to the Syriac translation. The
plural of two commentary manuscripts is an inner Syriac corruption accommodating

the form to the natural sense of the phrase.

23 oauTov
waaus (“yourself;” B.L. Add. 14,559)

woun) (“yourself;” B.L. Add. 17,193 includes direct object
marker)”’

The latter reading more literally represents the Greek, but appears to be an

unconscious adjustment made out of respect for the grammatical context of the

Syriac. In the following example, the singular reading 1s-ebvieushy pgv\m\:\y e resulT

or an Qe .,
6 Tivos yap €vekev €elmé ot
A o LA in A\ = (“for because of what, tell me;” B.L.

Add. 14,558; B.L. Add. 14,560; B.L.
Add. 14,623)

A maed WA« (“for not, tell me;” B.L. Add. 12,142)

With some instances of variation, it is impossible to determine which reading is
original to the translation, even though one is technically a more precise
representation of the Greek. The following illustrates this, since translation style or

unconscious scribal activity could account for the addition or omission of —a = kat:

"In a variation between singular and plural as distinguished solely by
pointing (seyame), one of the readings will naturally be closer to that of the Greek
(unless the Syriac contains words not formally paralleled by the Greek). But
variations in pointing are relatively insubstantial in comparison to other formal
variations and can not normally constitute strong evidence for revision.

Such variations are frequent. The case given as an example stands out
because of the clustering of older and younger witnesses.

""Several other variations which appear in the late B.L. Add. 17,193 move the
text away from the Greek comparison text, not closer to it (see the sample on 65-6).
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32 oUSE yadp
LA\ (“for not;” B.L. Add. 14,559)
WA a (“for neither;” B.L. Add. 12,165)

Nevertheless, no reason exists to understand the reading of B.L. Add. 12,165 as a

revision with reference of the Greek.

4. Other Types of Alterations in HM¢
Leaving aside the special case of HMt®, the various Syriac witnesses to HMt
bear numerous occasional differences which are clearly not signs of revision with
referenceto the Greek but are interesting nevertheless. Some variations are the result
of accommodation to the phrasing of biblical passages, as in the following example,
where the scribe producing the reading of B.L. Add. 14,612 must have had Matthew
8:10 in mind:

Homily
3 mavtas lovbaiovs
<, naom &ml; (“all the Jews;” B.L. Add. 14,558;B.L. Add. 17,166)
A s (“all Israel;” B.L. Add. 14,612)

In the next example, it would appear that the translator supplied da=ana (“in
the likeness of”), which was corrupted to daa=aa (“in the place of”’) at an early point:

Homily
6 70 Ilvebua bia TovTo €v mupl ¢aiveTal

e @l hason «im .Slvm raopn v aas
the Holy Spirit because of this in the likeness of fire appeared
B.L. Add. 12,142; B.L. Add. 14,558; B.L. Add. 14,727

e «@Hal Maa oo .leza <y nann vuan
the Holy Spirit because of this in the place of fire appeared
B.L. Add. 14,560; B.L. Add. 14,612

In a few cases, the cause of variation is hard to see, as in the following:

12 dovlov TO ywplov €oT(

vl am o (B.L. Add. 12,142; B.L. Add. 14,560; B.L. Add.
14,612)

the fortification is strong

wYs am wioan (B.L. Add. 14,588)
the fortification is powerful

Some relatively late manuscripts have a number of minor variants that are

probably the result of loose scribal policies regarding particles and conjunctions. An
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example from HMt*:

Homily B.L. Add. 14,559 B.L Add. 17,193
23 $noi (V) (twice) zi %]
oV ™ WAL
oUTW < lam
ov <\a &\ WAL <

In each case, the anthology B.L. Add. 17,193 has a reading less like the Greek than
the reading which HMt” has in B.L. Add. 14,559. The age of the anthology suggests

strongly that its readings are secondary.

In some cases, alterations occur in order to accommodate an excerpt to the
context in which it appears or to the purpose and use of a collection. For example,
the anthology B.L. Add. 14,623 adds yae< (“my brothers”) to the opening of an

excerpt from Homily 1, tailoring the severed unit to fit as a public reading.

Manuscripts occasionally show divergent preferences regarding Greek
infinitives, one reading having the Syriac infinitive and the other having the imperfect
tense. Both types of forms occur often in the style of HMt”*. The weight of the
witnesses indicates in the first example that the Syriac imperfect 1s the original

translation, whereas in the second the Syriac infinitive is the original translation:

Homily
1 AKOUELV
azavia (B.L. Add. 14,558; B.L. Add. 12,142)
that he hear
a~ax>a) (B.L. Add. 14,623)
to hear
10 €6os ael Tj [pagpy ToUTw Kkexpricbar TG TPOTW

<Cm ) «ada) m) dued s (B.L. Add. 12,142;
B.L. Add. 14,558; B.L. Add. 14,560)
the Scripture has a custom to speak thus

wCiam it o) m\ dued «us (B.L Add. 17,166)

the Scripture has a custom that 1t will speak thus

The witnesses are more evenly distributed in the final example:

5 efeAéoBal
Q,JA:;A (B.L. Add. 12,142; B.L. Add. 14,612)
to set free
‘4‘&.&-.1 (B.L. Add. 14,560; B.L. Add. 14,567; B.L. Add. 14,558)
that he set free

Instances of variation between infinitive and imperfect forms are almost certainly due
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to unconscious scribal corruption within the Syriac tradition.

5. Conclusions about the Presence of Revisions

If these preliminary analyses had given substantial indications of the presence
of revisions in the Syriac tradition, it would be profitable to analyze individual
witnesses more carefully in order to discern and describe patterns of revision within
them. However, since the variants afford no such clues, a closer analysis is
unnecessary. Most of the variants are obviously features of the Syriac tradition only,
occurring because of scribal forces within the tradition, not because of attention to a
presumed Greek Vorlage. In most cases, readings closest to the Greek are original
features of the translation, and those which diverge from the Greek are inner Syriac
corruptions. The few possible exceptions are so slight and solitary in their occurrence
as to suggest that their comparatively greater resemblance to the Greek is
coincidental, perhaps being accommodations to a context which naturally fostered
adjustments toward the text of the Greek, but without conscious reference to the

Greek.

A careful study of HMt* and HMt® leads to the conclusion that the latter is a

fresh translation, not a revision of the former.

D. The Significance of the Syriac Translations to Editors of the Greek Text

1. Using the Syriac as a Witness to the Greek Text

HMt* nor HMt® are both very ancient and together confirm that their pre-
medieval source texts looked much the same as the extant medieval Greek
manuscripts. However, before editors can use their evidence in connection with
particular Greek readings, they must appreciate the nature of the translations and their
limitations as witnesses to the Greek. First to be acknowledged are the basic
limitations of Syriac in representing Greek, which have been noted previously and
will not be repeated here.” It will suffice merely to draw attention to the special

limitations of the Syriac HMt as demonstrated in the above analysis.

Where Greek variants involve major transpositions, omissions, or additions,
the Syriac HMt can be a helpful witness. However, neither HMt* nor HMt® are
useful where small variations in word order occur (e.g. within clauses), although
HMt® may occasionally prove useful when read with care. Neither is a reliable

witness where variations involve conjunctions or particles, although their evidence

8See Brock, “Limitations of Syriac,” 83-98.
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should be cited, with qualification, to be used with extreme care. Where variations
involve verb tense, HMt® is more helpful than HMt*, though not where the distinction
is merely one of pointing; again, their evidence should be cited with qualification.
Due to the profusion of personal elements, the Syriac texts are not good witnesses to
the occurrence of pronouns, though where there are Greek variations the Syriac
should be cited with qualification. Unique readings in HMt*—particularly of an
expansive sort—should not be taken as evidence for an unknown Greek reading,
although such readings in HMt® must be considered carefully. As a rule, however,
Greek texts should not by hypothesized on the basis of the Syriac texts; instead, the

occurrence of variations in the Greek tradition should determine the points at which

the Syriac may be useful.

This 1s a summary; in particular cases, reference should be made to the

relevant sections of this analysis.

2. Some Instances of Variation in Homilies 21 and 22
A reading of Homilies 21 and 22 show that the Greek editions of HMt usually
signal only occasional and slight variation. Much of it involves subtle and slight
features which the translations cannot accurately reflect. Yet a comparison between

the Greek and Syriac is not completely fruitless, as the following examples illustrate:

Homily Field Text Variant Syriac Versions
21 aila Ti; air’ ot (Editions) Editions
21 OUK om. (A) Field Text
22 elmev +amAds (A) Field Text
22 ueya Twv Stdouev. UETA TV SLOOUEV. Field Text
(i.e. E) (A,B,C,D,F)
22 ¢noiv: ovk €keA. om. ovk (E) E
22 XotoTou Ocov (D F) DF
22 Exouey +mavTayov (E) E

Where longer variants occur, the Syriac evidence is quite clear. For example, in
Homily 22 Greek manuscripts A and F have kai 7a (om. 7a A) pvpia 6t avrov
xapiouata €dwpnoaTo, which the other Greek witnesses (B, C, D, E, and the
editions) do not have; it is also absent from both Syriac texts. In the same homily,
manuscript C has the unique reading, (2 uakapia yAdooa, méoovs dvakTdrar TO

€v oov prijua ToUTO, also absent from the Syriac texts.

The two Syriac translations sometimes go different ways, as in the following

examples:
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Homily Field Text Variant HMt? HMt®
21 ol TevT. kal ol Tpiox. kai  AF Field Text
ol TpLoy. ol mevt. (AF)
21 TOlS Ao PUoEws 7. Onplots a. ¢uvo. Editions Field Text

(Editions)

Determining the textual affiliation of the Syriac text is not easy, especially
without examining many more homilies. The task might be simplified, were future
editors of the Greek texts to present a much greater range and depth of variation in the
Greek tradition than Field’s edition.” Generally, the Syriac versions appear to share
many of the readings of the fluid group essentially formed by Greek manuscripts B,
C, D, and E, against A and F—perhaps with a special affinity for the text represented
by E. However, a number of exceptions to this pattern exist, and it 1s impossible at

this stage even to guess at the contrasting textual qualities of HMt* and HMt®,

Still, the age of the translations and the examples given in this section provide
hope that a more complete analysis would be worthwhile. For the present, the main
contribution of the Syriac translations in this regard is to confirm that the text of the
late Greek manuscripts is essentally the same as the pre-medieval Greek text—to the

extent that Field’s edition represents the latter.

This potential is illustrated in those cases where HMt® lacks a clause extant
in the Greek editions when the absence appears to derive from an unknown Greek
source text—yet HMt* has the clause (see 70). Also, for the reference in Homily 22

to the woman designated v Poivikiooav(Poiviooar B E), HMt” has «naad
(“Pheonician”), but HMt® has «&ua>ax. (“Samaritan™), a discrepancy which
probably originates in the Greek tradition.



IV. TRANSLATION ANALYSIS:
HOMILIES ON THE EPISTLES

A. Introduction’
The Syriac translations of HEpp are stylistically similar to one another, having
many features in common. It is impossible to know the circumstances under which
the various sets were translated into Syriac,” but their stylistic homogeneity suggests

they were translated at about the same time.

The following analysis proceeds in the same manner as in the preceding
chapter. Again, Field’s editions provide the most excellent Greek comparison texts

available.’

For the Syriac Homilies on Romans and the Homilies on Hebrews, no legible
commentary manuscripts exist to form a reliable basis for analysis; only extracts
survive, which may not accurately reflect texts of the original translations.* Hence,
samples of their texts are not directly incorporated into this analysis, but are studied

separately in Appendix I.

B. Samples of Text and Macro-Analysis

1. General Observations Arising from the Macro-Analysis

On the macro-level, the different Syriac versions of HEpp share essentially a
single style. They tend to take the Greek phrase as the unit of translation and usually
maintain the order and function of the Greek clauses. Normally, the translations do
not provide elements absent from some form of the Greek. The translations exhibit
many instances of remarkable faithfulness to Greek word order. They are also fairly
careful to maintain correspondence in word class, i.e. rendering Greek nouns with
Syriac nouns, etc. Exceptions are frequently inevitable and follow regular patterns,

e.g. rendering adjectives with adjectival participles.

In these areas, the translations are more literal and more consistent than the

'For a general introduction to the translation analyses, see 62—4.

’Except that the Homilies on 1 Corinthians were translated in Kallinikos,
according to the colophon of B.L. Add. 12,160 (see 41).

*The presentations of Greek texts employ the sigla of the editions.
“See 37-8, 60.
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translations of HMt or Hln, although they do not strive for the degree of consistency

evident in many seventh-century translations.

2. Homilies on Paul’s First Epistle to the Corinthians

A sample from Homily 39 on 1 Corinthians:’

Emel otv év*' 1 Tedevtala riuépa ol éxBOpol katapyoivTar ToU Beov
peTa ToU BavdTov kal ToU StaPorov kal Twy Saipovwy,

1N aoxdAAwuey €mi Tols €vnuepotioly €xfpols ToU Beol.

Ol yap €xOpol ToU Kupiov

dua T SofacOivar avtovs kal Upwlnivar €xAel(movTes,

WOElL Kamvos EEEALTTOV.

‘Orav** i8ps Tiva Tav éxbpav*® Tol Beol mAovToivTa,
Sopudopovieroy, koAakas €xovTa MOAAOUS,

un karaméons, dAda oTévalov, Sdkpvoov, mapakdiecov Tov Beov,
10 WOTE auTor €(s Tous ¢ilovs kaTtaTtdéat-

11 kal Sow dv €U mpdTTn €XOpos W,

12 TOOOUTwW auTov dAdov mevBnoov.

13 Tovs yap apaptwlovs dei péev Gonreiv Oei,

14 udhiota 8¢ otav kal mAoUTov kal TOAARS dmoAavwoly e€unueplas.

O oo~ W WHo —

*lom. A *2+ouv F (= Syriac)
* riva éxOpov Veronensis Migne (Tiva 1wy éxfpav = Syriac)

B.L. Add. 12,160; and B.L. Add. 14,612°
:?Alvzén:n o\ somanai\va e oot Liam
e ra KJ"U: A Ca «han s
W. LY L\ a1 \inn pocddn
«Z,1>an '\.k,mcu:-\lm
L\ e wonmadiena weadiesan «pen
.ol *leZudn U\»‘{C\
L ol samans\aa o1 X< <t Lam hon?
o) el & <idzasdo o i) smamnn Wlia
< @) A 2o | sudhidied <\ LNk &\
. >oROLTLOA >OAOTANN et
. anman smadued 1 poman «oaaa
Ssomaly. Ao * v udt o\s oo
JACE 2. ITCI-L IR LCR N AAV.}.\' AT
whaumana . _acmdued «adhasan ,&:?{ on Suedudn

) @m&m vﬁ&wﬁ.&n

P
OO0~ N W —

ot ek s ok
NS B 2O I

Therefore since in the latter day the enemies of God will be brought to nothing,
(along) with death and the devil and the demons,

let us not be distressed at the enemies of God who are rich.

For the enemies of the Lord,

WD -

“The Greek sample is from Field, Interp.ep.Paul., 2.500 ( PG 61.342-3).

i °The Syriac text is from B.L. Add. 12,160, folio 63"; and B.L. Add. 14,612,
olio 80", .
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5 at the moment they are glorified and exalted, are destroyed,

6 and like smoke*' they have burnt up.

7 Therefore when you see one of the enemies of God who is wealthy,

8 and spearmen go before him, and he has many flatterers,

9 do not fall, but groan, weep, urge God

10 so that he might put him with his friends.

11 And inasmuch as he is wealthy, bein§ an enemy,

12 mourn over him so much the more.*

13 For although it is always right that we mourn for sinners,

14 yet it 1s especially (right to do so) when they are in wealth and enjoy great
riches.

*lom. «€ud B.L. Add. 14,612 (om. “smoke;” a later corrector introduces it
into the margin)

*20m. dueCudu B.L. Add. 14,612 (om. “the more”)

The Syriac text of both manuscripts is identical, except for two omissions on

the part of B.L. Add. 14,612. Both texts derive from the same Syriac translation.

The sample well illustrates the type of literalism which characterizes the
Syriac translation(s) of HEpp. The translator tends to represent only elements which
occur in the Greek, adding a very few minor elements. Also, only a few small,
mainly inevitable, adjustments mar his otherwise faithful pursuit of the Greek word
order. Furthermore, the translation renders the Greek by carefully having Syriac
words of the same classes, except in line 8, where the Syriac uses an interpretive

phrase to represent the single Greek participle, dopvgopovuevor.

3. Homilies on Paul’s Second Epistle to the Corinthians

A sample from Homily 10 on 2 Corinthians:’

‘Axovowper Tolvuv*' This Ilavlov ¢wriis Aeyovons,

81t Sel nuds mapacTabivar** Tw Priuatt 10U XpLoTov-

Kal vToypdpwiey €kelvo To SLkaoTrpLov,

kal voulowuev avrto mapelvar viv, kal Tas evduvas amaitelobal.
Eyw ydp avtd mAaTiTepor €pw.*’

Iatdos yap, émedn mepl OApews** 6 Adyos nv*® avra,

kal ovk €BovAeTo mdAy BAipar avTovs, ovk EVSLETPLYE TW Adyw,
aAl’ €v Bpaxel To oTidov €lmwy,

‘Exactos kouiceTar*® mpos d émpafe, Tayxéws mapéSpaje.
Nouiowpev o avto mapetvar viw,

kai €kaoTos TO €auTol ouveLdos avaloyl{€éobuw,

kal 1i6n Aoyiléobw*’ mapeivar TOV SlkaoTiy,

kal mavta dvakalvrTeclai kal €ls pécov dyeobal.

Ov yap mapactivar nuds amlas S€l, arla kai ¢avepwlivar.

O 00 ~1JON W bW —

btk ok ok ek
S —= O

"The Greek sample is from Field, Interp.ep.Paul., 3.122 ( PG 61.470).

*On the relationship of this passage with Hom. de perfecta caritate 6.292A,
see Field, Interp.ep.Paul., 3.344 [S10B].
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15 "Apa ovk ripvBpidoaTe*® dpa ovk éféoTnTe;

*loow AF *2rapactivar A C *4piv CD (om. viw = Syriac)
**dvaordoews Veronensis Savile mg. (AAifews = Syriac)

**Sic AB CF; fv 6 Adyos Migne *ouionTar AF

*TévvoelTw C D (Aoyil€obw = Syriac)

*eppifate C D (rpvbpidoaTe = Syriac)

B.L. Add. 14,564; B.L. Add. 12,180; B.L. Add. 14,617 and B.L. Add. 12,165’
r el mada@n mlp Hhn diaem *lasan 1

. LAY A% a3 S0TE Spasna *2eym 2

. x<un dua den) snax-ua 3

A pandhiden Lhadna el wromn Aaomia 4

L) i e e LdL Al il 5

> ) Cam dud Do A son A Lo adad 6
i \san 9d &) &‘{Jcﬂx{.\-\ aad \{:J <\a 7
:‘{9;-'1(7:-.1 m el Fleddnanin 1 <\ 8

B CTUD R W T . \can ,Am Hadl son xied Man 9

erm muapn Lam adea 10
LAY mdheaediha i \aa 11

CFauAen aaxyn ana ona 12

5
cded e oala A\ 3o o Aaa 13
A\ duna LA L Ko iy oot w\ o 14
._&&u‘{ s @\ Ka o ppnaden & KA 15

Let*' us hear therefore the voice of Paul, who says,

“It is right** that we stand before the judgement seat of Christ;”

and let us depict that court of judgement,

and let us suppose that it is now present, and the debts required of us.

For I myself say it at greater length.

But Paul, because about tribulation he had a discourse,

and he did not want to distress them further, did not persist in the discourse,
but when in brief*’ he had spoken that astringent,

so that everyone might receive it in proportion to the things that he has done,
quickly he passed on.**

Therefore, let us understand that it is now near,

and let everyone take account in his conscience,

and let him/us reckon that it is already near,*’

and everything is revealed and has come into the midst.

For it is not right*® merely that we stand, but that we be revealed.

Are you not in awe? Are you not quivering?

Nele b Ne WU, BRSNS I (O )

bk e bk bk
NP W=—O

*! soavn | musgs B.L Add. 12,165 (“my beloved, let us™)

*amudan B.L. Add. 12,165 (“Who says, ‘that we are about t0’”)

*'edAasn B.L. Add. 14,617 (plural; add seyame)

*om. A duedl\n . . . dus dm) smaxwa B.L Add. 12,165 (om.
“and let us depict that court. . ., quickly he passed on”)

*Saem a.pn B.L. Add. 12,165 (“that he is now near”)

*Sawmudw B.L. Add. 12,165 (“for we are not merely going to stand”)

’The Syriac text is from B.L. Add. 14,564, folio 82; B.L. Add. 12,180, folio
69; B.L. Add. 14,617, folio 111"; and B.L. Add. 12,165, folio 156"
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Three Syriac witnesses to this passage have essentially identical texts, "
deriving from the same translation. The eleventh-century homiliary B.L. Add. 12,165
omits a large portion of this popular passage, presumably due to intentional

abbreviation. '

Line 14 provides a good example of remarkably close adherence to the Greek
word order—even the positioning of &= (“it is right”) is precisely parallel, at the end
of its clause, when Syriac idiom would strongly prefer it nearer the beginning. Still,
the translator only irregularly goes to such trouble to follow the word order of his

source text.

4. Homilies on Paul’s Epistle to the Ephesians

A sample from Homily 11:"

1 El Tolvvv PovAdueba ToU mvevuatos amolaveLy TOU ATO
TS KePans,

2 dAMAwy Exdpeba. *!

3 Avo yap elot Staipéoels*? amo ToU ouwpaTos TOU EKKANOLATTIKOD
4 ula pév, otav Yvlwuev v aydmny,

5 Sevtépa 8¢, oTar dvdlia ToU TeAEIV €(s €KEIVO TO OWUA TOAUTIOWUED
6 ExdTepws™ vap** ywpilouev €avrovs TOU TANPWUaATOS.

7 Ei 8¢ kai dMovs els TouTo olkoSoueiv* Tetdyueba,

8 ol *¢ mpdTepor*’ oxilovTes, T ovk dv mdBoiev;

9 Ovbev oUTws éxkAnoiar dwioeTat Sialpelv, ws ¢tiapxia:

10 OUSEV oUTw Trapolvvel Tov Bedv, ws TO €xkkAnoiayv Staipebnvai.

11 Kdv puvpla duev épyacduevor kald,

12 TWY TO Twpa auToU SLaTeEUOVTwY ovk €XaTTova Swoouey Siknvy,
13 ol TO TATIpWHUA KATATEUVOVTES TO EKKANOLATTLKOV.

14 Exeivo pév yap €ml KEPSeL TS OLKOUUEVNS EYEVETO,

15 el kai un amo Stavolas ToLavTns:

Although B.L. Add. 14,617 uses «<&u3asa to represent Bpayet.

"It also has some orthographical variations, and a few variants more
substantial, but shows itself to have the same translation as the three manuscripts:

The occurrence of \ag (“my beloved”) at the beginning is a standard
address for the liturgical reading in the homiliary.

The addition of aea (“he”), which actually takes the place of dikaoTnv, a term
that has no representative in the three other manuscripts, provides a subject where one
is wanting. The variation is an addition calculated to improve the stylistically
awkward sentence resulting from the absence of SukaoTny (or its Syriac
representative).

The substitution in two places of the more literal ;= (= Set) with umudn.
(“‘we are about t0”) is an accommodation to the Peshitta of 2 Corinthians 5:10 (see
212). |

"The Greek sample is from Field, Interp.ep.Paul., 4.222 (PG 62.85).



CHAPTER 1V Translation Analysis of HEpp 110

16 TOUTO 8¢ 0USEV ovdauot*® 1O xpriowuor éxet,
17 aila molAn n BAapn.
18 Tavra pot ovxi*’ mpos Tovs dpxovras elpnTat udvov,
19 alla kal mPOS TOUS dAPXOUEVOUS.
*léyouela A *elow al SiaipéoetsE - *éxkatépwber A B F

**om. C D E (inclusion of ydp = Syriac)

*sic E Veronensis; €/s 70 olkodoueiv A B F Savile and subsequent
editions; olkoboueiv els Tovto CD

*4+un olkodouoivtes, dAra kai A B F Savile and subsequent editions
(om. = Syriac)

*;ﬁpo’rgpm B E (mpdTepor = Syriac) *ovdaucber A B F

*ovE

B.L. Add. 14,565 and B.L. Add. 12,181"

* oo a1 sm weaa Snendun gaacn lam acaed 1
-\c\uvﬁ-\ <) 2

e chk?m . Nc& -\.kknén 3

«a0g wn Lo Sa 4

) ‘4'\\3 amn *_asmain g eOx pat ?Am-\ o v-.én-\ 5
oz a1 g wxAd Ul acasn s daas 6
@.7:1..052:‘\2:'\‘4 <1 *%&;w‘{_}-\ s\ '\.k\ 7

acm_\ 222 &) i | o dudenen aim 8

e haryLa s _.vf Wi panen pars wam e ‘{3 9
ot ‘43'\'1.;.-\ »on U\n{ Lo ) *4\.\-\7: <\ ok <\ 10
e can &\..V{ vﬁ?n:lv ct-_n *5@‘4 11
&Lﬂ@q@:ﬂ'\\ﬁmﬂ-\@m@m\‘;d 12

a8 «Ladins ‘{Ac\m.l-\ Qm 13

211-\.\_2110::‘4 # Y adha «radal . IC 14

. vCnm ‘4-1 ‘-ﬁan..;_-.én é‘{ 15

o) i Loy s -cvak} *'nea “0mn ‘<Ac.\ o vnon 16
e\ 18\ ar <\ 17
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YL dupuda Ratt-c haola <\« 19

Therefore, if we want to be refreshed with that spirit from the brain,*'
let us hold to each other.

For there are two divisions from the ecclesiastical body:

one, on the one hand, when we cool love,

and the second, on the other hand: that we dare to do*? unworthy things to
that body.

For by either one of them we sever ourselves from the fullness.

For if to build others*’ we have been appointed,

those who divide first of all, what will not happen to them?

Nothing is so able to tear the church asunder like love of primacy;

10 nothing so angers God** as the church being torn asunder.

11 Even if** we be those who have done ten thousands of good things,

12 not less than these who have cut his body we will give judgement,

13 we who divide the ecclesiastical fullness.

(U, R SNR UL S

Nole b Neo)l

“The Syriac text is from B.L. Add. 14,565, folio 76"; and B.L. Add. 12,181,
folio 100",
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14 For that, on the one hand, was done for the benefit of the whole world, *®

15 although not from such an intention;

16 this, on the other hand, nothing at all by any means*’ profitable does it have,
17 but great harm.

18 These things not to Jeaders only are said by me,

19 but also to those who are under a leader.

*lom. vpama an som B.L. Add. 12,181 (homoioteleuton)
*?om. -~ = B.L. Add. 14,565 (insignificant omission of relative pronoun)
*3om. — X B.L. Add. 12,181 (omission of accusative marker)
**+ em\ B.L. Add. 12,181 (+objective pronoun)
*>&a B.L. Add. 12,18] (as if the Greek were Kdv pévin line 11)
** Xiadvn (“whole world”) B.L. Add. 14,565 original hand?;
< duioas denan (“what is inhabited™), correction in same hand
*’om. wya B.L. Add. 12,181 (om. “by any means”)

Although a number of variations'* exist between the two witnesses to this

passage, the two manuscripts have the same transiation.

While sometimes restructuring the order of elements within clauses for the
sake of the preferences of Syriac idiom, overall the translator follows the Greek word
order quite literally, exemplified in lines 7-8. The translator is also very careful to
maintain parallel word classes in his translation where possible, an exception being in
line 18 where he uses the prepositional phrase «x.4 &updn _cum (“those under a
leader”) to render the participle Tovs dpyxouerovs. The rendering is semantically
accurate, but not so formally literal as the others in the sample. However, it achieves
another sort of literalism, by maintaining Syriac parallelism where Greek parallelism

exists (Tovs dpxovTas—ToUs ApYOUEVOUS).

5. Homilies on Paul’s Epistle to the Philippians
The fragmentary extant Syriac Homilies on Philippians yield brief samples

"In regard to the non-orthographical variants: B.L. Add. 12,181 provides an
anticipatory suffix which is a normal feature of Syriac idiom but is an additional
element unparalleled in the Greek. It also smoothes out the style by adding the
relative —a, missing from B.L. Add. 14,565.

Of much greater interest is the addition of ¢ on the part of B.L. Add. 12,181.
Ostensibly intended to represent uev, the particle does not appear in the edited Greek.
However, since corresponding e (= 8¢) does not follow, as would normally be
expected, it may be that an editor of the Syriac knew a Greek text having a solitary
pev. The omission of wea (“by any means”) on the part of B.L. Add. 12,181 may be
due to the editor’s interpretation of the term as redundant.

For the variation between «&uias & (“what is inhabited”) and Maad
(“whole world”), see 139.
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illustrating the translation style. The first is from Homily 4:"

O Rk Wk -

~N NN B W

Ovsev Tiis TTavdov Yuxhs pakxapiitepoy,*!

EmeLdn undé yevvaioTepov,**

Sta TouTo. Tldvres meppikaper Tov Odvatov, Aéyw.*’
Ol pev bita 70 Tdv apapTnudTwy TAROS,

wr Kkai avtos els elut

ol 6¢ bta Tnv ¢tAofuxiav kali Talatmwpiav,

v pnmoTe yevoiuny €yw:

*l+véyover F (om. = Syriac)

*+dA\da viv 1O évavtiov elkaipov €lTelv TEpl TAVTwWY' OUSEV TV
acbeveoTepor, ovde TalatmwpoTepor C G Savile and subsequent editions
(om. = Syriac)'®

*3Sic E F; om. Migne et al. (inclusion of Aéyw = Syriac)

B.L. Add. 14,566%"

.eeadaln max Qoo i\:c\.lv Ldun o &

@\u Liua ) A<a

dham =0 wn el ot L i e im A
ey Getlgen Jal o o ot

Sdue e i Adn i >

. Chouana «rl Moaga .Slvm o ?.lm

. Came adn o A wdem oo

1 ON B W —

Nothing is more blessed than the soul of Paul,

and also not stronger.

Because of this I say that all of us are afraid of death;

those, on the one hand, because of the multitude of sins—

of those I also am one;

these, on the other hand, because of the love of life and (because of) misery—
(one) of these may I never be.

A sample from Homily 2:"°

~N NN R W -

Ovy s amoTovuevos udptupa karel Tov Oedy,

dAA’ €k TOAATis Stabécews TOUTO TOLEL,

kal Tw opodpa memeioBat kali Bappely.

EmelSn yap*' elmev, 611 €kowwdonoav auvtd,

(va un vouilowowy, 6Tt dta ToUTO AUTOUS TOUEL,

kal oUy dmAds*’ éxeivwr €vekev, Sia ToUTO EMiyayev,
OTL €v omAdyyvols XpLoTol.

*'om. E Veronensis catenae (inclusion of ydp = Syriac)
*om. kai ovk amAds E F Veronensis catenae (om. = Syriac)

'“The Greek sample is from Field, Interp.ep.Paul., 5.39 ( PG 62.205).
'See Field, Interp.ep.Paul., 5.506 [219B]).

""The Syriac sample is from folio 14

"*The Greek sample is from Field, Interp.ep.Paul., 5.17 (PG 62.189).
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B.L. Add. 14,566*"

Ll Lo\ e . Lmn <\ am o o)
s wam el whaan o el

Aada ;8= A\ @ s na

.o\ aldhadirdn s -\.kllvm

&cra.l A3 o .lezm Rl pay

Ao «\nm .Slvm
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Not as he who does not believe does he call God witness,

but he does this from great love;

and from (being) greatly persuaded and confident.

For because he said that they shared with him—

so that they would not suppose that he loves them because of this,
because of this he added,

“with the mercies of Christ.”

Nk W —

The close following of the u€r. . . &€ clause in lines 4-6 of the sample from
Homily 4 shows that the translator is interested in the word order of his source text

and is able to represent it with precision.

The placement of «ie€ “=ne (= A€yw) in line 3 of the same sample differs
from the Greek placement, each revealing a distinct understanding of the relationships
between the relevant clauses. However, as A€yw is absent from many Greek
witnesses, the significance of the Syriac word order is unclear. The Syriac of the
sample from Homily 2 has nothing corresponding to kai ovy amlds €kelvwy
€vexer (line 6). The absence of kai ovy amAds from several Greek witnesses

suggests that the Syriac reading is based on a Greek variation.”

6. Homilies on Paul’s Epistle to Philemon *'

A sample from Homily 1:%

Ymep olkéTov mpos SeomoTNY €0TL TAvTa.

Evbéws*' dmd Toi mpootuiov TO ¢povnua avtol kaTéomacev,
oUk d¢fikey ématoyuvbnval, Tov Guuov €ofece,

S€outor éaurtor kaldv kaTEVUEE Kal CUVEOTELAEY,

oUSér Ta mapdvTa €molnoe Sokelv €lvar mpdyuara.

(O T SN US I N

“The Syriac sample is from folio 6.
“See 147.

?'Data on this set of homilies are presented here, out of Biblical order,
because the Syriac text is preserved with that of the Homilies on Philippians in the
same manuscript.

2The Greek sample is from Field, Interp.ep.Paul., 6.328-9 (PG 62.703).
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El yap Seouos ovk aioxvvn dta Tov XpioTov,

aAla kai** kavynua,

TOAAG pudAdov SovAela ovk €movelSioTov.

Kai Tavta*® Aéyet ovk émaipwv €avrov:

ouupePOrTWS Yap molel** TO dlidmoTor® Seikvis,

oUx €auTol €vekev, dAX’ Umép TOU Tnv xdplv ETOLUOTEPOV AaPeiv:
ws av €l €xeye, 8L vuds Tov Seouov ToUTOV TEPIKELUAL

*!+o0r catenae (om. = Syriac) *2om. C E (inclusion of kai = Syriac)

*)+avrd 1 (= Syriac)

*eaqurov: dAda ocuvupepdrtws TovTo mowwy, kai 10 C G K Savile and
subsequent editions

*+erTetfer G K Savile and subsequent versions (om. = Syriac)

B.L. Add. 14,566"%

.pom&u‘{ w1 hal «Ca Al QAGJ

.'m&u.x.ﬁzn »On vLMAY.n o) -\.k‘{wm

cln oo A L doratn par «Aa
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*ona (“from”) B.L. Add. 14,566" — error?

These things are on behalf of the servant to the master.

For immediately from the beginning he concealed his mind

and did not allow him to be ashamed, but extinguishes anger.

For in that he called himself a prisoner he caused alarm and cut him short,
to make him think that the existing deeds are nothing.

For if chains are no shame because of Christ—

but even boasting—

how much more is slavery not a matter for reproach.

And these very things he says, not exalting himself,

but acting beneficially, showing that it is worthy to be believed,

not because of himself, but for the sake of receiving grace more readily,
as if he were saying, “Because of you are these chains that are set upon me.”

The sample exhibits a few non-literal renderings. However, the word order of

the Syriac shows a preference for following that of the Greek quite closely. For

example, the Syriac translation of the conditional sentence in lines 6-8 positions its

parallel elements in precisely the same order as the Greek.

®The Syriac sample is from folio 25".
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7. Homilies on Paul’s Epistle to the Colossians

Sample of Homily 11:%

1 Et yap latpos*' ovy ouolws mdol ypriceTar Tols ouwuaot,
2 moAA@ pdAdov Stbédokalos.
3 Kaltot udlov dv ta** oduata drkatdMnla ¢dpuaka Evéykol,
4 n ¢UXI7 Aoyou
5 Olov, 7T,000’€LO'[I/ ‘EAAny, kal yiveTal oot ¢ilos;
6 undev avty mepi ToUTOU SlarexOis,
7 Ews dv yévntat mdvv ¢iros* kal Otav yévntat, ripéua.
8 ‘Opa** kai ¢ IMatdos rivika e€is Tas ’Abrvas mapeyévero,
9 mis avTols 5[6/\6)/67'0
10 Ovk elmer, & piapol kai 7TCZ/J/Jla,OOL aika Ti;
11 "Avbpes 'Abnraiol, kata mavrta ws 561015at/101/6076’p00§ vuds OGewpd.
12 Ildhiv O6Te UBploar éxpriv, ov mapnTrioato:
13 dAda perta moAAns Tis opodpoTnTos €Aeye T EAvua-
14 (2 mAripns mavTos S6dov kal mdons padiovpyias, viE Stafoov,
15 €xOo¢ mdons Sikaioourns.
*'{nTpds DE *2om.B CE
*om. undeév avre. . . mdrv ¢idos C (inclusion = Syr.)

**+vdp B C H Savile and subsequent editions (= Syriac)

B.L. Add. 14,566
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v{s'u: M@ mm i Cdra Maa Ay Ao ‘d:a-\ Qe 14
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For if a physician does not treat all bodies in the same way,
how much more the teacher.

Yet bodies are more able to receive herbs that are inappropriate
than the soul a word.

For example: a pagan gets close and becomes a friend to you.

N W~

*The Greek sample is from Field, Interp.ep.Paul., 5291 (PG 62.377).
®The Syriac sample is from folio 94"-95".
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6 You would not tell him something about this

7 until he becomes a sure friend, and after he becomes (one), quietly.

8 For see also Paul when he came to Athens,

9 how he was speaking with them.

10 He did not say, “O impure and polluted ones,” but what?

11 “Athenian men, I see you, who in everything are greatly in the fear of
demons.”

12 And again, when it is right to be abusive he did not abstain,

13 but with great force he was saying to Elymas,

14 “O (one) full of all deceit and all evil, son of the devil

15 and enemy of all righteousness.”

Aside from an oddity in line 4, the Syriac clauses in the sample from
Homily 11 are parallel in function to those of the Greek. A sample from Homily 4
exhibits similar characteristics. The Syriac translation sometimes alters the order of

its elements, but typically has an order which matches that of the Greek exactly.

8. Homilies on Paul’s Epistle to Titus”

A sample from Homily 1:%

Twv IMavdw owdvtwy Sokipos olTos ny-*!

oUk** dv otv*’ auTd Ty viioov OAdkAnpov EméTpefer,
ovk av Ta €E€NeLPOEvTa avaminpdoar TpocéTalev.
“Iva ydp, ¢noi, Ta Aeimovra** émbiopbuion

kal*> ToooUTWY EMOoKOTWY Kploww ETETpeder,

el un opodpa €bdppet TArSpl.**

baoi 56 avTov kal véovelval,

Sta TO* Tekvd auTw ypdpeiy*®

TANY dAX’ ovmw TOUTO SijAov dmO ToUTov.

Oluar 8¢ avtob kal €v tais Tlpdéeoi”® elvar pveiav.
Tdxa kai Kopivbios nv.

—_—— 000 ~JO N &K W —

—_— O

* +opoSpa K L M (om. = Syriac)

*2el un yap nv Sdkiuos ovk K L M Savile and subsequent editions
(om. = Syriac)

*om. Migne (= Syriac) *emelmorTa D catenae

*>ouk dv K L M Savile and subsequent editions (kai = Syriac)

*The Syriac text has the conjunction “w\_(= ydp) in line 4 with the phrase
which renders 17 ¢uxyn Adyov. In the Greek, the elliptical phrase is parallel to the
phrase preceding it. The Syriac, which retains a<< (= 7)), effectively makes the
clause the initial part of another statement. It is difficult to see what the translator had
in mind; the inclusion of the conjunction < _ (= ydp) may be an error, as the text
and translation above assume.

“Data on this set of homilies are presented here, out of Biblical order,
because the Syriac text is preserved with that of the Homilies on Colossians in the
same manuscript.

®The Greek sample is from Field, Interp.ep.Paul., 6.264 (PG 62.663).

®For notes on this peculiar reference to Acts, see Field, Interp.ep.Paul., 6.392
[729B].
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* 70 dvdpl CD *1 70070 C (76 = Syriac)
* réxvov avtor Aéyerw K L M Savile and subsequent editions (Tekvy avTw
ypdoety = Syriac)

B.L. Add. 14,5665%
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This one was approved amongst these who were with Paul.”

And he would not have permitted him the authority of the whole island
and he would not have been ordered to fulfill these things that were
wanting:

“And that,” he says, “you might set straight these things that are lacking.”
For neither would he have permitted him (the authority) of all these bishops
if he had not been very confident in the man.

For they say about him also that he was a youth,

because of the (fact) that he had written to him as to a son.

But nevertheless this is not yet known from this.

And I think that there is also in Acts a mention of him;

and perhaps he was also a Corinthian.

LN —
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The functions of several clauses have been adjusted or clarified by the
addition or change of conjunctions. This is noteworthy because the level of
adjustment appears to be higher than in the other translations of HEpp, although the
“adjustments” are not drastic enough to set the translation wholly apart from the
others.” The first &¢ is represented by \uX_ (= ydp). In one place, W\ (= ydp)

occurs where no Greek conjunction exists, to bring out the function of a clause, and in

*The Syriac sample is from folio 108".
310r, “more approved was this one, than these who were with Paul.”

P Relying on the expertise of Michael Guinan for his understanding of the
Syriac, Goodall claims that the the Syriac translation is so literal as to be virtually
incomprehensible without the Greek (see Homilies of St. Chrysostom on the Letters of
St. Paul to Titus and Philemon, 36). This is an exagerration. Goodall appears to be
aware of the limitations of Syriac in representing Greek, but is perhaps not cautious
enough in his confident use of the Syriac as a witness for certain Greek variants (see
pp. 125-6 below). The style of the translations of the Homilies on Titus and on
Philemon does not allow unqualified acceptance of the Syriac evidence.
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two places, an additional = (= &€) is provided. The copulative —a (= «a() joins two

clauses, again where no Greek conjunction appears.

The translator is willing to rearrange the elements within a clause or even an
entire sentence. For example, the Syriac translation uses several more elements to
convey the sense of the Greek line 1, rearranging their order drastically. However,
such radical alterations in word order may not be typical of this translation, since the

elements of other Syriac clauses have precisely the same order as the Greek.

It must also be noted that the micro-analysis conducted below shows that at
the phrase and word levels this translation’s style is not dissimilar to the style

basically common to the others.

9. Homilies on Paul’s First Epistle to the Thessalonians

A sample from the popular Homily 8, containing a number of brief scriptural

citations:

Ol mpogriiTat uev to déiomoTor Tav Aeyouévwy Seifat PovAduevor,
PO TAY dAAwY amdvTwy TOUTO A€youvoty:

“Opactv, 1w elberv Hoalas-

kai mdAty, Prua kvplov, 6 €yevnfn mpos lepeuiav:

kai mdlv, Tdbe Aéyel kiplos, kat doa ToravTa.*'

IloAhoi S¢ kai avtov kabruevov opwot Tov Beov,

ws avTols (Seiv SvvaTov.

‘O 6¢ Tavros ov kabruevov (dwvy,

dAA’ éxwr €v €autw Aatotvta Tov XploTov,

10 avti ToU, Tdbe A€yel kvUpLos,

11 Eleyev, €l** Soxiuny (nTeiTe*’ ToU év nuiv** Aaloivtos XpioTol;
12 kal mdAty, Tlavdos amooTodos ‘Inoovs XptoTod,

13 Selkvis OTL oUSEV auToU EOTLV:

14 6 yap dméoTolos*’ Ta Tov amooTeidavTos GOyyeTar. *®

O 0 IO\ bW —

*!' rooaira 1(?) Morell Benedictine (= Syriac)

*2¢/ B C K L (= Syriac); 7j editions *roeiTe K

*4¢u0f C K (Syriac) *dreoTaluévos]

* XpioTo0* 0 yap dmoéoTolos (dmeoTaruévosl) Ta ToU dmooTelAavTos
Aéyel (pOéyyeTatr Veronensis) Setkvvs 0Tt ovbév avtoi €otivy CIL
Veronensis (Field’s text = Syriac)

B.L. Add. 17,152; B.L. Add. 14,567; and B.L. Add. 14,601
*2..@‘45\73'.1 wm Chanm) paxa acpun wae v oo Hlim 1

¥The Greek sample is from Field, Interp.ep.Paul., 5.393-4 (PG 62.439).

*The Syriac text is from B.L. Add. 14,567, . 187; B.L. Add. 14,601, f. 92",
and B.L. Add. 17,152, f. 53.
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e ArE .x.,ml:\ 2 Ry ,Am Rt
Lzl it dm o

‘{m‘“{ ol hama ym a3t w3\ nadha
,Am ml:m o waee vAm aada
::&\.n <ol m\ A 9-\ ‘4&.&&:

C\ml < iudun ‘43.::-\ * el ‘4

. T adun o) o onC\AC\S

A\snvnn nn n) am v <oy somn K\
o e vAcn-\ aedin s Al

3 Asoonn Lhrsnn aduel pan wapaan am . Lam oa
-1:.1‘4 oy aav.s ‘-{\..:_A:_ a8 aada
smadued mlin o1 Semn adn Lo

. adhoan ez aomn ,Am '\.kx{p..lz.

1 The prophets,*' on the one hand, wanting to show that the things
that are said** are worthy of belief,

2 before all these other things, say this,

3 “That vision that Isaiah saw,”

4 and again, “The word of the Lord which came to Jeremiah;”
5 and again, “These things the Lord said;” and all such things.
6 And many also see God sitting,*’

7 inasmuch** as it is possible for him to be seen by them.

8 But Paul, on the other hand, did not see (him) sitting,

9 but in that he had Christ in him who speaks,

10 instead of saying, “These things the Lord said,”

11 he was saying, “If you seek proof that it is Christ who speaks in me;”
12 and again, “Paul an Apostle of Jesus Christ,” he says,

13 showing that nothing is from himself.

14 For an apostle proclaims the things of him who sent him.

om «<n B.L. Add. 14,567 (om. “the prophets™)
’ Aoadan B.L. Add. 14,601 (error)

$om. a¥un B.L Add. 14,567 (om. “sitting”)

**om. «&>a B.L. Add. 14,601 (does not affect sense)

The three Syriac witnesses have nearly identical texts, sharing the same

translation.

119

00 JON W B W N

\O

11
12
13
14

The Syrniac translation in line 1 has an order which does not follow that of the

Greek literally, but the remainder of the sentence in lines 2-3 is remarkably literal in

word order. The general style of the Syriac is fairly literal.

10. Homilies on Paul’s Second Epistle to the Thessalonians

Sample from Homily 3:%

*The Greek sample is from Field, Interp.ep.Paul., 5.472-3 (PG 62.486).
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¢not: Movov o0 kaTéxwy dpTi €ws €k pécov yévnTar

TouTéoTiy, 1 dpxn n Pwuaikn

oTav dplyj €x peoov, TOTE €kelvos néet.

Kai €ikoTws.

‘Cws yapdv 6 Tavtns 1§ Ths dpxnhs ¢opos,

oUSels Taxéws UmepapbriceTar.*’

oTar 8¢ autn kataAvlp, €mbrceTar TR dvapxl(q,

kal TNy TV avpudmwy kal Tnv TOU OeoU ETLYELpTioEL apTdoat dpxTiv.

“Qomep yap al mpo TouTOV KaTeAUOnoav Paoctielal,

10 olov n Mndwy 0mo** BaPuwviwv, 11 BaBvlwviwv vmo Iepodv,

11 n Hepowy vmo Makebovwy, n Makebovwy vmo Pupaiwy:

12 oUTw kal avTn Umo ToU avTixpioToy,

13 kakelvos vmo Tob XptoTol, kal ovkéTt kabefel.

14 Kai Taira peta moddis Tis cagnrelas o Aavind nuiv
mapakaTaTiGeTal.

15 Kai ToTté, ¢nolv, amokalvgbriceTar o0 dvouos.

16 Kai i pera tavra; Eyyvs 11 mapauvbia*’

17 ‘Ov 0 kvptos ‘Incods, ¢noiv, dvaidoer T TVEUUATL TOU OTOUATOS
avTou,

18 kal karapynoet Tfj €mipavelq TS mapovoias avTol

Yoo~ Wnbks Wk —

*!sic C I catenae; UmoTayrjoeTat editions (= Syriac)
*2sic C L catenae; +7av editions
¥ +érdyet yap B K Savile and subsequent editions (om. = Syriac)

B.L. Add. 17,152; and B.L. Add. 12,161

Cr.om Lt am Andhr ‘4&\;&:: IC R <= T 713 At A
. CaTROMAN ALY, ._dm&\..‘{-n »on

' hL dm L, .x{&m“:a ICHl 7u..-'12n2n-n > Taeen

. duedpma

Chair.d «@nmn <y Mol *]ﬁk‘{m

whair,s «\ Ao 71‘40:: eTLm . xCm <Nz o Nl
. .QC\.SV&.\?\ N7 i aH00 vl v Chary,aln
Q..'i&u'.‘{ wrom “unpn < haalsan WA e

émﬂ = @:.L':"\ ,ba \'(A.:: = fﬁ."\m'\ ‘(:: u\_.‘ﬂﬁ
 TEATDAMA (B wLalTRTAT MO AR OB s eida ,ma
oncﬂvmru.AVl‘{ o3 wwama «em

e L Ao a1 doma

‘A e Ldan  havo calan WAena

0O~ ONUN BN —

kb sk ek b pod
nNnh W — OO

cedoan | @it «Lisaa

" mamaaldn o smallon aar, * i, aman -p_\ am

* mdudid>n «huan A aua

—
o~ N

[ Y

“Only,” he says, “until that one who now holds be taken from the midst.”
That is, the rule of the Romans,
when it shall be taken up from the midst, then that one will come,

W N

*The Syriac text is from B.L. Add. 17,152, folio 104; and B.L. Add. 12,161,
folio 2.
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and duly.

For*' as long as there is fear of this rule,

no one easily will be subjugated.

But when this shall be dissolved, then he will set up non-rule,

(for) the rule of God and of men he will dare to seize.

For just as the kingdoms that were dissolved before now,
0 like the Medeans by the Babylonians, that of the Babylonians by the Persians,
1

and that of the Persians by the Macedonians, and that of the Macedonians by
the Romans,

— s \D 00~ O\ B

12 thus also this one by the Antichrist—

13 and that one by Christ, and no longer will he hold (it).

14 And these things in all clearness Daniel sets out for us.

15

16 And what afterwards? Comfort.

17 “That one,” he says, “whom*’ the Lord Jesus will destroy by the breath of his
mouth

18 and will bring to nothing by the brightness of** his coming.”

om WA\ B.L Add. 12,161 (om. “for”)
*20m. — = B.L. Add. 12,161 (om. “whom”)

*30Om. —= B.L. Add. 12,161 (om. “of,” to produce, “will bring his coming to
nothing by the brightness,” probably an error)

The two Syriac witnesses to this passage about the Antichrist are nearly

identical, witnessing to the same Syriac translation.

The translation follows the Greek order of clauses and is normally careful to
represent Greek word order as accurately as Syriac grammar will allow. A
transposition occurs in line 8, with 7wy avfpwnwy kai ToU Geoi—the Syriac has,
wried wana el (“of God and of men™). The Syriac possibly follows the
order of its Greek source text, but the editions signal no record of this order in the

Greek tradition.

An interesting feature of the Syriac (line 16) is the terse response to the
rhetorical question; where the Greek reads, €yyvs n mapauvéia, the Syriac has

simply, ««<.an (“consolation”) instead. In this case, the elliptical Syriac rendering

gives a perfectly adequate sense.”’

C. Stylistic Features of the Translations of HEpp

The macro-analysis has shown the basic homogeneity shared by the various

" An apparent omission deserves notice. In line 15, the translation omits the
first part of the citation from 2 Thessalonians 2:8 (kai ToT€, ¢noiv,
amokatvgOriceTar o d’z/oyos‘). The cause for this discrepancy may be the
homoiarchon with «al. . . kai at the beginnings of lines 15 and 16—a rare sort of

cause for haplography, but just possible. It is more likely that the portion missing
from the Syriac is a secondary addition to the Greek text.
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Syriac translations of HEpp at the clause level and in word order.” A micro-analysis
of the preceding and other samples completes the picture, indicating further that the

translators applied what may broadly be considered the same style or method of

translation.

Classified examples from all the translations of HEpp illustrate the technique
employed. The lists of examples are representative, not comprehensive. Grouping
together examples from different sets of homilies assumes their basic homogeneity,

but the assumption is legitimated by the similar styles of the translations.

Examples are cited according to the format, “10, 1 Cor,” which designates

Homily 10 on 1 Corinthians.

1. Dynamic Renderings

The translators were normally careful to represent only the elements which
appeared in their Greek source texts, as economically as their methods allowed.
Additional elements are usually of a grammatical, rather than a semantic nature.”
For example, where the Greek has simply «vptos, the Syriac has the precisely parallel
= (“Lord”), not _Aa (“our Lord”), which commonly appears in less literal
translations (e.g. HMt and HJn), but is typically reserved for «vptos nuv in HEpp.

Dynamic transposition pervades the Syriac HEpp, in which the Syriac
regularly adjusts aspects of form but achieves a high degree of semantic literalness.
Occasionally, however, examples of dynamic modulation occur, in which the
translators also transform the semantic material, accommodating their renderings to
Syriac idiom or producing a rendering which is more clear or smoother in style. It is
possible that some of the more dramatic readings treated here as “dynamic” may
derive originally from a Greek text not yet known. However, the following sémples
show that the majority of readings treated here conform to certain patterns and are

more easily understood as expressions of style, not of a lost Greek text.*

*With the possible exception of the sample from the Homilies on Titus (see
136-7).

¥E.g. the profusion of the Syriac relative pronoun - = or the use of
anticipatory objective suffixes.

“As with examples cited from HM, in the following examples of dynamic

renderings, the English translations of additions are italicized and the translations of
free renderings are in bold type.
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a. Adding Personal Elements

Sometimes, the translations have semantically significant elements not
actually occurring in the Greek, but clearly growing from the Greek and functioning
to amplify or explain the source text.*’ Particularly common is the addition of
personal elements. An abundance of personal elements is normal for Syriac idiom,
but not usually necessary for the translation. For examples:
Homily

1, Philemon «aTévvée cmmQn (“he shortened ir”)
8,1 Thess uera To0 matpos &mm‘{ 71.\.(“with their Father”)

b. Amplifying through Minor Additions

The translators occasionally amplify the text by adding elements, usually to
make the meaning more accessible:
Homily

5,2 Cor €v (dAn kal kAvSwyt

L hdhoan vﬁ...:r.mk:r_}a <\aryusla
both to the tempest and to the tumult that is stirred

10,2 Cor 6 kai év Th mpoTépa éAeyver®
wam el «duoanp smn ‘43’\‘1\‘{: At ,m

which he was also saying in that first letter

1, Titus OUK AV auTw TNY VHoov OACkAnpov EmETpedevr
(&ﬁ\.\d&hn vﬁﬂvlcxx. ) «Cam mQ> o0 <\

and he would not have permitted him the authority of the whole island

c. Other Alterations
Occasionally the translators transform phrases even more drastically, to

produce a reading which makes clear for the Syriac reader the meaning of the Greek

text, perhaps smoothing the style:

Homily
11, Ep 1i ovk dv mdbBotev o) 2o\ &\ i
What will not happen to them?
39,1 Cor  Sopugopovuerov waly ail), smasne Wi

and many spearmen go before him

“'The addition of conjunctions and particles is discussed below (124-5).

“Variations abound for this phrase, presumably because of its terseness,
though no edited Greek witness has an expansion paralle] to that of the Syriac:

€V T mpo TauTns Veronensis

ev T mpo Tavtns mpos Kopwwbiovs Savile Benedictine

€v 1 mpos Kopiwbiovs A B €v Tols mpos Koptvbiovs D
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4, Col avatiovs dvtas kataldayns katriAdale
harad) cnadird voxr «\n &n.,&\..‘{ 1

being unworthy, they were considered worthy of reconciliation

d. The Restrained Dynamism of the Translations

The examples listed above are among the most striking examples of dynamic
renderings which the samples offer. The paucity of such instances—or indeed of
more dramatic ones such as HMt" offers—shows the translators following the Greek
text quite closely, as a rule, without often adding elements or even transforming
existing elements substantially. Occasionally, they add minor elements or even
modify the text before them, but normally in small ways. The translations of HEpp
are not so literal as seventh-century translations, but in this category follow a more
precise method than that used to produce either HMt or HIn. The restrained
dynamism increases any appreciation of their role in understanding the Greek
tradition; when a Syriac reading differs greatly from the edited Greek texts, but does
not conform to one of the dynamic patterns described here, it i1s not unlikely that it

preserves a lost Greek reading.

2. Treatment of Particles and Conjunctions
The Syriac translations of HEpp do not normally attempt to represent subtle
modal or intensive particles like weak dr and ye. However, in their treatment of
certain particles and conjunctions, the translations are quite consistent and predictable
correspondencies occur. In particular, they are careful to represent per where it

appears, with few exceptions.

Nevertheless, the Syriac is not absolutely consistent in its renderings.
Occasionally, a particle or conjunction is simply omitted. More often, one is added.
The most common additions are of —a (= kai), &2 (= 6¢), -'L.\(z vdp), and «\e< (=
alAa). Some occurrences may be the result of underlying Greek readings which
differed from the medieval text current in the modern editions. Most are probably the
product of the translation style—in place of a weaker (or nonexistent) Greek word,

the added or stronger particles and conjunctions often clarify or emphasize the

functions of their clauses.

The following illustrates this feature by giving some of the non-literal

correspondencies which occur:

&€ —a (= kal), WA (= ydp) emel <\ (= atda)
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Kal o (= 8€) el 8¢ WA £ (=€l ydp)
emeLdn A«a (“and also”)

Occasional non-literal renderings like these are not unusual even with more literal

Syriac translation styles.* Yet HEpp are more consistent in their representation of

particles and conjunctions than the Homilies on the Gospels.*

3. Comparative Forms
The translations treat Greek comparatives predictably, using a Syriac adverb
in combination with “L&w (“more”), or some form of the same, such as due-Ldu

2% 4

(“especially,” “more”) with an adjective. When the object of comparison is specified,

the normal Syriac comparative construction occurs, using ¢a (“than”). For example:

Homily
10, 2 Cor TAaTUTE POV Fuedad8 Ldu (“more fully”)
11, Ep TOV. . EAdTTOrG  Wm oa L (“less than these”)

4. Adjectival Forms
The significance of this category has already been noted.” Throughout the
sixth century, Syriac translators tended more and more to construct Syriac adjectives
with «&,— to represent Greek adjectival forms. This type of formation occurs in the

translations of HEpp:

Homily
11, Ep EKKANOLATTLKOU «ada. (“ecclesiastical”)

This particular form strongly suggests a translation date subsequent to the turn of the
sixth century, since in West Syrian sources its earliest datable occurrences yet known
are in late writings of Philoxenus.* This is the only example of such an adjectival
form occurring in the texts surveyed, and its evidence, strictly speaking, is relevant
only to the Syriac Homilies on Ephesians. Yet the numerous other stylistic
similarities between the latter and the other Syriac HEpp indicates that the Homilies
on Ephesians should not be disassociated from the rest on the basis of this occurrence,

but instead that the occurrence should hypothetically be considered as a feature of the

“See Sauget, “Une homélie de Proclus,” 13; cf. Brock, “Towards a History of
Syriac Translation Technique,” 7-8.

*Cf. Goodall, Homilies of St. Chrysostom on the Letters of St. Paul to Titus
and Philemon, who is not cautious enough in his confident use of the Syriac as a
witness for Greek variants involving conjunctions and particles.

“See 81.
“Brock, “Diachronic Aspects of Syriac Word Formation,” 328.
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corpus. In this case, the paucity of such forms may point to a translation date earlier

in the sixth century rather than later.

5. Adverbial Forms
The Syriac translations normally use parallel Syriac adverbs to render Greek
adverbs, often with du«~. Sometimes the translations use prepositional phrases to

render Greek adverbs less literally, in ways that are normal for Syriac idiom. For

example:
Homily
11,Ep *€kaTépws  _acmma aga daan (“in each one of them”)
*ékaTepwber A B F
2(3), 1 Thess Uopviicews wdannoaa s (“upon rehearsal”)

The translators use such common idiomatic adverbial phrases when they exist.

6. Greek Compound Words
The translators are often not very concerned with the formally literal
representation of Greek compounds. But in some cases, and especially where ¢iA- is
involved, the translators use a composite of elements parallel to those in the Greek
compound, according to techniques becoming standard in the sixth century. In
comparison with the Syriac translations of the Homilies on the Gospels, which only
rarely give formal representations of Greek compounds,*’ HEpp are relatively closer

to the formality of seventh-century Syriac translations.* For example:

Homily
11, Ep ptAapxia whair,d doapa (“love of primacy”)
4,Philip  ¢tAoduxiav «<x A1 doags (“love of soul”)
8,1 Thess ¢ilooTdpyou o S (“love of affection”)
8, 1 Thess aéiomoTov <hara.om) wax (“worthy of belief”)
The translators are careful to represent a-privatives with formal literalism:
Homily
2(3), 2 Thess dvapxia harr,d «\ (“non-primacy”’)

The technique can also appear in the rendering of participles:

Homily
1, Titus TV TUVOVTWY s am e A,

these who were with

“See 82-3, 229-30.

“On the topic, see Brock, “Towards a History of Syriac Translation
Technique,” 12-3.
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The homilies are peculiarly inconsistent in their methods of translating
dtAavbpowrmia. The translators sometimes use the primitive «<>ag= (“mercy”), in
common with HIn. Elsewhere, they use the related e€hauzaga (“mercifulness”).
However, they also use, «dhaxied s (“love of humanity”), which was
becoming standard amongst translators by the end of the sixth century.* The Syriac
Homilies on Colossians illustrate the inconsistency by having all three forms.
Similarly, Homily 39 on 1 Corinthians has «Z&hai>aga (“mercifulness”) twice,
followed by «haxied dhapma (“love of humanity”) in the doxology. It is possible

that the homilies are in a transitional stage of translation technique with regard to this

term.

7. Prepositional Phrases
The translations normally represent Greek prepositions with formally parallel
Syriac prepositions. The concern for consistency is exemplified in a passage of
Homily 1 on Philemon, where &\ represents vmép with the genitive case but A\ >a
represents €reker, in contrasting clauses of the same sentence. Yet this general

consistency allows for some departures from the program; for example, éta with the
Accusative is rendered by either A\ > or M.

8. Methods of Translating Greek Verbs
In keeping with their literal tendencies, the translations of HEpp exhibit a

relatively high degree of consistency rendering Greek tenses.”

a. The General Program of Translating Greek Verbs

The style employs quite regular techniques to translate Greek verbs, although
it is not absolutely consistent. The Syriac participle translates the Greek present and
future tenses indicative, although the Syriac future may be used for either on rare

occasions. Some discrepancies are due merely to pointing and are insubstantial.”’

The Greek imperfect tense is normally translated by a participle followed by

“The translator of Homily 39 on 1 Corinthians uses, e€xie< a3 Snys)
<o\ (“God who loves men”) for 7¢ PtAarfpumw Beqd.
Seventh-century translators developed means by which to distinguish

precisely between the Greek tenses (see Brock, “Aspects of Translation Technique in
Antiquity,” 83).

'See 236, 325.
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the auxiliary verb «aam, although a rendering without «€aca sometimes appears.

The Greek aorist tense is nearly always rendered by the Syriac perfect tense.
The Greek perfect tense is translated either by the Syriac perfect tense or by a

participle, according to sense:

Homily
11, Ep TeTdyueba wL.cadde (“we have been
appointed”)
4, Philip Teppikaey an el (“we are afraid”)
11, Ep eipnTat Suoaed (Yare said”)

The distinct functions of different moods are reflected by functionally parallel
renderings in the Syriac. The Syriac imperfect tense in clauses having — = renders
Greek verbs of the subjunctive mood, regardless of tense.

The translators render verbs of the optative mood in the same way, by the
Syriac imperfect tense. In one instance, a translator brings brings out the nuance of
the optative by means of adding guax=a (“able”):

Homily
11, Col EVEYKOL alapm wpuaxa (“are able to take”)

——

b. Translations According to Sense Rather than Form

The translators occasionally show deference to context and sense rather than

the Greek form. Some Greek aorists provide examples:

Homily
1, Titus ETETPEYEV w<am aal>a (“he was permitting”)
mpooeTatey wam -unQ (“he was being commanded”)
10,2 Cor  rjpvbpidoate odued wpden (“Are you ashamed?”)

c. Techniques of Translating €yw and €t
Two common Greek verbs warrant special consideration. Their consistent
treatment in the translations of HEpp sets these translations apart as more literal than

the translations of the Homilies on the Gospels.*

In the many instances of €yw, the Syriac uses the idiom with — \ &u«. The
translations do not employ the formal representation which eventually became

standard in Syriac translations,> but they are consistent in the application of the

2See 84-5, 234; cf. the discussion in Brock, “Aspects of Translation
Technique in Antiquity,” 83.

>Ibid.
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Syriac idiom.

In the case of e/ut, the Syriac translations are careful to render the verb (or
participle) with &u«< (literally, “there is”) and a pronominal suffix or personal

pronoun, plus an auxilliary verb to convey the tense, if necessary. For example:**

Homily i
11, Ep elot el 4, Col elvat oL il
4,Philip  avtds el Fued e 1, Titus " i
4, Col noav &T.:..&\..‘{ 10, 2 Cor v <am dud
1, Titus " waom smadued
Exceptions to the pattern are rare:
Homily _
1, Titus elvai Cam smadueC (“he was”)™
Participles follow the same pattern:
Homily
39,1 Cor v samdued na (“being”)
1, Titus TWY OUVOVTWY s wam Fuedn wlm (“these that were
with”)

d. Conclusions about the Methods of Translating Greek Verbs

In their methods of translating Greek verbs, the translations of HEpp are
relatively more literal and consistent than the translations of the Homilies on the
Gospels. However, none of the translations of HEpp exhibits the same degree of
literalness or consistency as seventh-century translations. Hence, HEpp may be used
as witnesses to the Greek text only with caution where the variations involve
differences in tense, and especially when the distinction in Syriac is merely one of

pointing.

9. Infinitival Phrases
When the Greek infinitive stands on its own or with a verb normally taking an
infinitive complement (e.g. el or fovAouat), the Syriac translations render it by a
phrase having —= and a finite verb in the imperfect tense. This pattern is quite
regular, being violated only when the Syriac translator is unable to represent the

meaning adequately by this means.

*Unfortunately, the samples yield no instances of the future tense of eiu, for
which there are various methods of Syriac translation.

*The adjustment in tense probably occurs because the passage is reporting
comments made in the past (i.e. “for they say about him also, ‘he was a youth”).
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Phrases with articular infinitives are translated by means of — = ,en and either
a participle or finite verb in the imperfect tense. The Syriac reflects Greek
prepositions. This rendering is a formal equivalent which becomes standard in Syriac

translations.”® Some examples:

Homily
39, 1 Cor TO damobaveiy
dusan semn (“by dying”)
1, Philemon UTep TOU Tnv xdpty Aafelv
S0 vﬁ?ncu..lv-n »om A\ (“for the sake of receiving grace”)
4, Col TW yap €lmely
e W\ sean (“for in that he said”)
2, Philip Tw o@pobpa memelobal kali Bappeiv

Adiadha el A\ o
by being greatly persuaded and confident

Again, the degrees of literalness and consistency are greater than those of the

translations of the Homilies on the Gospels.

10. Greek Participles
Greek adverbial and adjectival participles are typically translated by Syriac
participles. The Syriac does not necessarily distinguish between tenses. Adverbial
participles appear with «u only infrequently. Where it does not occur, the participles

are related to their clauses by means of —=. For example:

Homily
10, 2 Cor akovower ThRs Tavlov ¢wins Aeyovons
el amaladn calp Ha) ssar

let us hear the voice of Paul, who says.

The translator may prefix -a to the participle:

Homily
1, Philemon KaQAGY Tedan . . .- soma (“in that he calls”)

When translating adjectival participles, the Syriac participles are usually
accompanied by pronouns when definite articles are attached in the Greek.

Occasionally, a non-participial phrase is used:

*Brock, “Aspects of Translation Technique in Antiquity,” 82-3.
*'A scribe has actually pointed it as a finite verb: «<€=un (“he called”).
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Homily
11, Ep TOUS dpXOUEVOUS — <xsd dumdn _auen (“those under a leader”)

Infrequently the translations render Greek participles according to sense rather
than follow a strict pattern of formal equivalence. For example, aorist participles are

sometimes rendered by means of the Syriac perfect tense:

Homily
10,2 Cor elmwy “=ae< (“he spoke”)
11, Ep TWV SlaTeUoVTwy anmin ,Acra (“‘these who mutilated”)
1, Titus  7a életpberTa it W

these that were lacking

HEpp’s techniques of rendering Greek participles are less flexible than those
used in the Syriac Homilies on the Gospels, but also less literal than the methods

typical of seventh-century translations.

11. Demonstrative and Relative Pronouns Toooirros, 600s, ToLoUTOS, 0l0S
The translations are consistent in their handling of these pronouns. Olos and
ToLouTos are rendered by combinations using v (“like”) and a form of «ie
(“this”), e.g. «€nm v (“like this”). When the the adverbial ofov introduces an
example, the translators use «a.e< (“like, as”).

‘Ooos is rendered by «<>as (“as much as”).

ToooiTos is rendered by a combination of «€iem (“this”) and — \a (“all”), e.g.
oa\s 1o (“all this”).

In this category, HEpp are reliable witnesses to their underlying Greek texts.

12. Reflexive and Intensifying Pronouns
The translations do not exhibit the etymologizing renderings which become
standard in the seventh century;® the reflexive «xQu (literally, “soul”) renders the
Greek reflexive pronoun €avtds. However, this correspondence is not entirely
consistent—sometimes the Syriac uses simple objective or possessive pronominal

suffixes. For example:

Homily
8, 1 Thess éauvtd o (“in him”)

**See Brock, “Aspects of Translation Technique in Antiquity,” 87.
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10,2 Cor 70 €avtoi ocuvveldos mdafe< J&a (“in his conscience”)

The translations treat the intensive pronoun avros by using a corresponding

Syriac pronoun (or pronominal suffix):”

Homily
8, 1 Thess avTor Bedv <o\ m\ (“God himself)
4, Philip  autos elut el e (“I myself am™)

However, the Syriac emphatic pronoun sometimes appears where no intensifying

pronoun exists in any of the edited Greek texts.

13. Lexical Items
The homilies’ irregular way of rendering ¢idarfowmria has already been

noted.*
a. Quoovoios

Six occurrences of the term opoovotos in HEpp (at points where Syriac
manuscripts preserve a translation) constitute an interesting feature of the translation
technique: in each of the six occurrences, the same phrase appears. Three times in
Homily 26 on 1 Corinthians (two different contexts), twice in Homily 3 on
Colossians, and once in Homily 6 on Colossians, «€ua = (literally, “son of the
nature,” i.e. “of the same nature”) renders ouoovotos. This translation is an archaic
one which began to be transformed into more literal renderings from about A.D. 500,
especially in the West.®' Its consistent appearance in HEpp suggests either that the
translations were made no later than the last years of the fifth century, or—much
more likely, that a later translator was comfortable with the old terminology in spite
of the refinements taking place elsewhere from the turn of the century. East Syrian

authors typically preserve this usage well after the fifth century.®

A similar technique is used elsewhere in the homilies, as in Homily 10 on 2

*For the Greek idiom 70 avTd, the Syriac idiom ;en = ,on (“the same™)
appears, as in Homily 4 on Colossians.

0See 126-7.

“'De Halleux, “La philoxénienne du symbole,” in Symposium Syriacum 1976,
eds. Graffin and Guillaumont (OCA 205; PISO, 1978) 301-2.

“Brock, “The Christology of the Church of the East in the Synods of the Fifth
to Early Seventh Centuries: Preliminary Considerations and Materials,” in Aksum
Thyateira. A Festschrift for Archbishop Methodios of Thyateira and Great Britain,
ed. George Dragas (London: Thyateira House, 1985) 131 (reprinted in StSC); see J.F.
Bethune-Baker, Nestorius and His Teaching: A Fresh Examination of the Evidence
(Cambridge: University Press, 1908) 217.
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Corinthians, where ouoTiuol = e da (literally, “sons of the honour,” i.e.
“those sharing the same honour”). However, the translator of the Homilies on
Ephesians employs a more advanced method in a similar case in Homily 11, where

(ooTiplay = wans.ee dhosax (“sameness of honour”).

b. Words Related to oapoxwberra

Words related to oapkwOévTa appear in a few places preserved in Syriac
translation:
Homily

34,1 Cor O Yios ToU @eoi capkwbels Aamaden 1 ol n o
the Son of God, being enfleshed

39,1 Cor o0USEV mepl THS CapkWoews AEYeEL. . . oU yap To oapkwiiral
sorn -L.kcﬂ .o CAharatanden .3.3773 ~0ma «<\a
e

and nothing about the enfleshment does he speak. . . for it is not that he
was enfleshed

39,1 Cor émetdn b €betlev avTor oot capkwlérTa
A Lo o0
but because he has shown him that he was enfleshed

1,Ep 1600, Oeos ToU capkwbevTos. El ¢ un Povdet, arra Tov
Gcov Adyov [Tlartrjp
..&uvﬁ ‘QJ <\ e i{ . e Amn vfcm_\‘{ <m
Behold, the God of him who has been enfleshed. And if you do not
wish, rather of the Word God the Father.

The diacritical marks with «@enle€ <& \>a (“the Word God”) in the last example
are not seyame indicating plurality but some other sort of editorial designation. A
later hand corrects the word «Ceonde (“God”) to read, «aed o ledn & \n
(“the Word of God the Father”). Whether the correction reflects the original Syriac
translation is uncertain. The corrective activity and special pointing comes as no
surprise in a context of such christological interest—the summary for Homily 1 on
Ephesians closes with the words, «staed deuar lra . owdm Ada wn «Logen
«<1na Ll (“and he demonstrates after these things also concerning the
sameness-of-ousia of the Father and of the Son”).* In the margin near the first
occurrence in Homily 39 on 1 Corinthians is the note, «€ad Qe «idan dapald

(“against Julian the Phantastiast”), which occurs in several other places in the

“The use of the phrase wsmar< houax. (“sameness-of-ousia™) shows that
these particular summaries were probably translated according to different methods
than the homilies themselves, probably later.
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manuscript.* These features highlight the christological significance of such
passages in the homilies, a significance seen in the development of the refinements
within Syriac translation technique after A.D. 500 which led to the consistent use of
qaandhe (“he was enfleshed”) to translate words related to capkw@erTa.®® This

consistency 1s reflected in the translation of the four (five) occurrences in HEpp.

c. The adverbs xupiws, Geompermdas, and kard avlowmor’

The adverb kypiws appears a few times and receives inconsistent treatment:

Homily
41,1 Cor Fueddudg (“exactly”)
24, Ep uli (“authoritatively, accurately”)
4,2 Thess kal kuplws Tautny ael Aéyer mapddootv

<han\rn e < m) i e CT daan

and always truly he spoke this tradition

The last example has the most dynamic rendering. The first, with duedudna
(“‘exactly”), uses the term common prior to the sixth century, when the more formally
literal duern (“authoritatively, exactly”) began to take its place. The latter term
was used consistently from the seventh century, but appears in these translations only
in Homily 24 on Ephesians. Taken individually, these translations might point to

distinct styles. Taken collectively, they point to an uneven style, perhaps in a period

of transition.

The adverb feompe mws occurs only within a single context of Homily 39 on 1
Corinthians. In the two instances, the translator renders it with M.l o
(literally, “befitting-of-divinely,” i.e. befitting divinity), the literal form which by the
seventh century replaced more dynamic earlier translations. This is quite an early
occurrence of this form and on its own strongly suggests the translation was made no

earlier than the sixth century.

Laying aside some Biblical citations,® a number of occurrences show that

“In the same homily, the translator employs the primitive «\& 2=\ (“he
put on flesh”) for odpka €élaPe (aveAape F).

See de Halleux, “La philoxénienne du symbole,” 302-4.

%0On the significance of these terms in translation analysis, see 90-1.

%’In a citation of 1 Corinthians 15:32 in Homily 40 on 1 Corinthians, xatd
avBpwov is rendered by «Lxied A \J\v‘{ (“according to man;” the Peshitta has
wrula duaa v, “according to the family of men™); in a citation of 1
Corinthians 3:3 in Homily 9 on Ephesians, it is translated duelried (“humanly;” the
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HEpp prefer to translate kata dvfpwmor with «&xied n »oe< (“according to
man”), «xied da v (“according to men”), or even wxie€ da duon v
(“according to the family of men”).*® Similar to the method employed by HMt*,”
this 1s even more literal, being the same method as employed consistently by seventh-
century translators. Homily 3 on 1 Thessalonians has a more dynamic translation:

kata avBowmov n diAia

o cndued il uan (“the love is of man”)

Of comparative interest is this rendering in Homily 8 on 1 Thessalonians: kata

odpka = ve=canan (“in the flesh™).

d. evoefeid®
The Syriac translations of HEpp translate evoefeia by the early &g
<ol (“fear of God™); the seventh-century «&\pn haulr (“goodliness of

fear”) does not appear.”

e. olkoyuery'
HEpp quite consistently use Maadv (“the whole world™) to translate
olkouu€vn, although one correction in the original hand uses the more literal

i mas e (literally, “what is inhabitable™), a term which becomes standard by

the seventh century.”

14. The Holy Spirit and Gender
The inspection of several occurrences of the term “(Holy) Spirit” in a few of

the homilies shows that the translators treat the term as grammatically masculine.”

15. Consistency in Rendering
In the macro-analysis it has already been observed that the Syriac translations

of HEpp are careful to maintain consistency in choice of word class. The translations

Peshitta has acana, “in the flesh”).
%8The last occurs in Homily 2 on Colossians.
®See 91.
°0On the significance of this term in translation analysis, see 89.

"'Representative occurrences are in Homily 28 on 1 Corinthians, Homily 6 on
2 Corinthians, and Homily 19 on Ephesians.

"2On the significance of this term in translation analysis, see 89.
On this occurrence, see 139.
"“For the significance of this feature, see 92.
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also exhibit consistency in word choice. When a word or structure appears more than
once in the same context, the translations show a tendency to render it the same way

each time. However, consistency is not rigorously maintained, as the following

examples illustrate:

Homily
10,2 Cor  mapeivai A ~oe<s
1s near (twice)  exists

11, Col pLapol kal mauuiapot i Cedial,
unclean and polluted ones

At times, the Syriac translator appears to be at a loss to provide words in sufficient
variety to match the variety of expression which the Greek employs due to its
enormous wealth of vocabulary.” This results in a distinct type of inconsistency, a

sort of stylistic flattening out on the part of the Syriac:

Homily
2, Philip™ Stabeoews waam (“love”)
" moBel A (“[he] loves™)

Highly formal word formation and stereotyping is not the norm in these

translations.

Since abolutely consistent regular correspondencies do not normally occur,
one must be careful when evaluating Greek variants not to presume that the source
text of the Syriac in one place will be the same in another simply because the Syriac

uses identical terms in the two contexts.

D. Conclusions

1. General Concluding Observations on Style
While there are some obvious problems in considering the various sets of the
Syriac HEpp as constituting a translational unity, their respective styles are so similar
as to constitute an essentially unanimous style. In the macro-analysis, only the
Homilies on Titus deviates from the patterns set by the others sufficiently to consider
setting it apart as possibly an example of a different translation style. Yet the micro-

analysis has not shown it not to be especially distinctive, so that considering it in

"See Sauget, “Une homélie de Proclus,” 10.

"$If one includes the citation of Philippians 1:8-11 immediately preceding,
the “flatness” is even more striking. The Syriac again uses =aga>a (“loves™) and

2o (“love”) in the citation to represent €m mofw and dydmn.
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isolation from the other sets i1s only a precaution and possibly not necessary. Its style

is essentially the same as those of the other homily translations.

In the basic features of style surveyed in the micro-analyses, the translations
of HEpp are not entirely unlike the translations of the Homilies on the Gospels.
Many techniques of representation are identical and none of the Syriac translations
bear certain literal features characteristic of seventh-century translations. However,
HEpp show a much greater reluctance to add material pleonastically or in an
expansive or paraphrastic way. Their translators are more text-oriented. In handling
the verbs e/ut and éyw, participles, infinitival phrases, and demonstrative pronouns,
the translators are more consistent in the application of their techniques. The initial
macro-analysis reveals that the translations exhibit a high level of concern for Greek
word order. Gauged according to the framework of the development of Syriac
translation technique, the Syriac HEpp generally have a more refined technique than
any of the translations of the Homilies on the Gospels, and were therefore probably
translated at a later date. However, it is noteworthy that the translations of HEpp
tolerate more inconsistency than typical seventh-century translations, which are

relatively even more technically advanced.

2. Dating the Translations
For the terminus ante quem of the translations, the earliest dated manuscripts
containing portions of HEpp are of 584 and 594.” Many more have been assigned
dates of the sixth or seventh centuries on paleographical bases, and a number of
collections show that the translations had been in existence long enough to have
permeated such literature before or during the seventh century. Hence several, and
probably most or all, of the translations of the homily sets must have been in

existence prior to the seventh century.

Translation style confirms a date prior to the seventh century, but also helps
set a hypothetical terminus post quem. The macro- and micro-analyses have
illustrated the fact that most of the stylistic features of the translations of the various
HEpp together constitute a single, basically homogeneous style. It has also been

observed that the translation style is relatively later than those of the Homilies on the

"Viz. B.L. Add. 12,160 (1 Cor) and B.L. Add. 17,152 (1 Thess), respectively.
B.L. Add. 12,156 contains an extract from the Homilies on 1 Thessalonians and was
copied before 563, but its translation of the homily is not the same as the one in the
commentary manuscript (see 58-9, 141-3).



CHAPTER 1V Translation Analysis of HEpp 138

Gospels, but it is possible to be even more precise by taking the methods of
representing certain words and relating them to the abstract framework of the
development of Syriac translation technique.” On the one hand, the consistent use of
<L 3 (“‘son of the nature”) for opoovoios is reminiscent of pre-500 usage, and
the methods of translating evoeBela and oixouuévn are relatively primitive. On the
other hand, the consistent use of words related to vcaadve< (“he was enfleshed”) for
oapkwlerTa suggests a post-500 date. The style of representing kata dvbpwmov
anticipates seventh-century precision, while the use of L« ol
(“befitting divinity”) for feompemws is a technical advancement belonging to the sixth
century and a regular feature of the seventh. The occurrence of the adjectival form
«adns. (“ecclesiastical”) also strongly suggests a date from the sixth century.
Inconsistencies in rendering certain lexical items with varied degrees of literalness,
e.g. various means of representing ¢tAarfpwmia—even within a single set of

homilies, point to a transitional character and may indicate a period earlier in the sixth

century rather than later.

Since in many instances, such varied indicators occur within the same
commentaries, it must be acknowledged that at least some of the various means of
rendering are part of the same translation style exercised at roughly the same time.
The similarities shared by the translations in the other categories of comparison
support the hypothesis. On the basis of all the evidence, that time would appear to be
the sixth century. The translations certainly do not exhibit the overall consistency of
most seventh-century translations. The somewhat “mixed” character of the
translation technique, seen particularly in lexical items, is probably due to their
having been translated during the sixth-century period of technical transition. Certain

advancements appear, but certain other primitive features remain.

The translations of the christological terms are illustrative. The occurrence of
words related to acande< (“he was enfleshed”) indicates strongly that the translation
was made sometime after 500, but the translators continued to use «<€ua 3 (“son of
the nature”) for ouoovotos perhaps because it was traditional and somehow they felt
no need to be more precise in rendering this particular term. Certainly, one would not
expect that translations of the mainly non-christological moralizing homilies of a
theologically non-controversial Father would necessarily keep strictly in step with

terminological developments defined primarily by translations of creeds and

"See 132-5.
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christological polemics and the revision of key Biblical passages.

In any case, taken together, the external and internal data suggest that the

translations of all of HEpp were made between 500 and 600, most of them perhaps by
the middle of the sixth century.

E. Revisions in the Homilies on the Epistles

1. Apparent Revisions
There is no substantial evidence that editors subjected the Syriac translations
of HEpp to programs of revision.” A survey of the samples shows that variant
readings occasionally present themselves within the traditions, but they may not

confidently be interpreted as revisions, least of all revisions with reference to the
Greek ¥

The most remarkable example of a definite revision occurring in the texts

surveyed is not part of a programmatic editing process, but witnesses to the moment

of a single revision:

Homily
11, Ep TS OlKOUUEVNS
Mdada (“of the whole world;” B.L. Add. 12,181; original of B.L.
Add. 14,5657)
< humasdhean (literally, “of what is inhabitable;” correction in
B.L. Add. 14,565)

The correction in the commentary manuscript B.L. Add. 14,565 is written over an
erasure. The correction is in the original hand, but exceeds the allotted space, causing
the next word to overflow into the margin. The underwriting is illegible, but occupies
a space about half the size of the correction—it was probably Aiadwva (“of the whole
world”).®" The revision, consisting of the highly literal «<&ui>as dvan (“of what

is inhabitable”), is an etymological calque of olkouuérn which appears in the sixth

century and becomes common in the seventh.® Its appearance as a correction

For an introduction to the topic of revisions, see 94-6.

®The study involves 11 sets of samples, each of about paragraph length and
representing places in the tradition which are open to comparison due to the
occurrence of overlapping witnesses. The samples are taken from the following
homilies: 39, 41,42 on 1 Cor; 1,5, 10 on 2 Cor; 11, 22 on Ep; 7, 8 on 1 Thess; 2(3)
on 2 Thess.

81See 135.

*’See Brock, “Aspects of Translation Technique in Antiquity,” 85; ibid.,
“Diachronic Aspects of Syriac Word Formation,” 329.
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suggests that the original translation was made prior to the time of the popular
acceptance of the calque, perhaps the first half of the sixth century. The revision
occurred at the time of copying, in either the sixth or seventh century. Itis
conceivable that the scribe did not refer to a Greek text but simply applied what had
become for him a conventional term to represent what he knew must have been the

Greek word underlying the original Syriac before him.

2. Other Types of Alterations
Scribes or editors sometimes adapt passages for use in a collection.
Especially common in liturgical collections is the addition or transformation of
elements at the beginning of a passage adapting it for public reading, e.g. the addition

of \aag, “my beloved.” Similar adjustments occur in the following example:

Homily i
41,1 Cor  «al Ponbeiv, ws dv olov Te 7, ov Sakpvely, dAl’ evxais
&&\'c'\lf A . a5o1a o) | parsan «on ""\"< Jdhna

and that you may help as (far as) possible, not with tears, but with prayers
(B.L. Add. 12,160)

LA . @amma ) L uva dm\ el vl \{:\&. WA X
< hal

for if you want to help him who has departed, not with tears, but with
prayers
(B.L. Add. 14,612)

An editor has altered the text functioning as an incipit in the anthology B.L. Add.

14,612 in order to fashion a personal greeting at the introduction of the reading.

Some of the collections pursue a policy of deliberate abbreviation. A
comparison between samples of Homily 10 on 2 Corinthians from the homiliary B.L.
Add. 12,165 and other sources® brings to light an example of this editing style.
Citing a passage from the homily, about the “fearful coming of Christ,” the homiliary
omits about half the passage. There is no obvious indication of a simple error and the

adjusted text makes perfect sense.

Some Syriac witnesses differ in the provision or exclusion of explicit objects

and subjects. For example:

®Viz. B.L. Add. 12,180; B.L. Add. 14,564, and B.L. Add. 14,617 (see 108-9).
% Another substantial differences exist between the text of B.L. Add. 12,165
and the others. The use of gu=udw (“we are going to, we will”) in place of s (“it is

right””) matches the citation of 2 Cor 5:10 and is an accommodation to the Peshitta
text of that passage (see 108-9, 212).



CHAPTER 1V Translation Analysis of HEpp 141

Homily
10,2 Cor  Aoyife€obw mapeivar Tov AikaoTrv
SLApn aaryn
let us reckon that (he/it is) near (B.L. Add. 12,180;B.L. Add. 14,617)
aMm SLApn Aoy
let us reckon that he is near (B.L. Add. 12,165)

11, Ep mapoluvel Tov Oedv
worde) 1\ (“will anger God;” B.L. Add. 14,565)
wode&) o) W\ >n (literally, “will anger him-God;” B.L. Add. 12,181)

Variations like these are probably inner Syriac corruptions.

3. B.L. Add. 12,156

It has been noticed that the excerpt from Homily 7 on 1 Thessalonians which
appears in the very early B.L. Add. 12,156 (pre-562) is of a different translation than
that of the commentary manuscript B.L. Add. 17,152 (594).% In view of the
homogeneity of the material surveyed so far, it is a priori unlikely that the excerpt in
B.L. Add. 12,156 1s evidence for revisional work. However, the question invites
exploration for two reasons: first, because of the scholarly attention which B.L. Add.
12,156 and the excerpt attract; second, because both Syriac texts witness to a well-

defined branch of the Greek manuscript tradition.

A comparison of samples of about paragraph length shows that the Syriac
texts are occasionally identical or quite similar. However, such passages of close
similarity occur only sporadically and are sustained only for the length of individual
clauses. The similarities are not remarkable, probably being coincidences resulting
largely from the limitations of a common source text and the narrow range of options
lying before any Syriac translator. Each translation presupposes essentially the same
Greek source text, but exhibits an individual preference in word choice. For example,
B.L. Add. 17,152 prefers .oucm and ,Am (“those” and “these”), whereas B.L. Add.
12,156 prefers o \oe (“those which”). Many examples of divergent vocabulary

choices exist. For example:

B.L. Add. 12,156 B.L. Add. 17,152
dmnpTiouévovs  «€\sax=a (“whole”) e\ (“complete™)

The two texts are not simply distinct, however. In many instances, B.L. Add. 17,152
1s more literal than B.L. Add. 12,156 in representing the common Greek source text.

For example:

“See 59, especially the literature cited in nn. 2534,
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B.L. Add. 12,156 B.L. Add. 17,152
epywdiav <hapaoas (“difficulty”)  «\sas. (“labour”)
uvpia €tn <y &@\m iy ann

(“a multitude of years”) (“myriads of years”)
WoTEP W (“as”) < (“Just as”)
o Selva xie< (“a person”) 4 (“such and such a one”)
vavdyiov vméoTn «Lam v<\aaua ACTSR AN

“([he] was in a shipwreck”) (“[he] suffered a shipwreck™)

xwpiots «<&usan (“places”) <o (“regions”)

The relative literalness of B.L. 17,152 suggests a more developed translation
technique than that of the older B.L. 12,156. The latter certainly does not have a
revision of the text of the former. If an inter-relationship between the two is
proposed, the only plausible theory is that the text of B.L. Add. 17,152 represents a
revision of an earlier translation of the homilies employed by the editor/translator
producing B.L. Add. 12,156, or perhaps a new translation. In this case, a very early
Syriac version of at least the Homilies on 1 and 2 Thessalonians would have
disappeared and been replaced by the revision or fresh translation represented by B.L.
17,152. However, it is much more likely that the extract in B.L. Add. 12,156 was
simply translated or compiled independently from an existing Greek source
collection, without reference to an existing Syriac translation of the Homilies on 1
and 2 Thessalonians—perhaps even before a translation existed.* Although many of
the differences between the two Syriac texts make B.L. 17,152 closer to the common
Greek source text, many are totally arbitrary in character, and inconsistent with a

conscious program of revision.

The textual character of the Syriac Homilies on 1 Thessalonians is discussed
below.’” When compared to the Greek of Field’s edition,® both Syriac texts under
consideration here are seen essentially to witness to the same Greek textual group,
although certain minor discrepancies between the Syriac texts sound a caution against

over-generalizing prematurely about their character. This Greek text is basically that

**Where comparison is possible, it would be interesting to know how many
others of the texts in B.L. Add. 12,156 can be shown not to derive from existing
independent Syriac translations of the relevant patristic works.

See 148-9.
®Field, Interp. ep. Paul., 5.388-9.
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which Field has chosen as his main text. In effect, these two early Syriac translations

confirm the widespread sixth-century existence of the main text in Field’s edition.

4. Conclusions about the Presence of Revisions
No evidence exists to suggest that editors systematically or sporadically
revised any of the Syriac HEpp with reference to a Greek text, or that any of them
were ever systematically re-translated. Inner Syriac variations exist, some of which
are more like the Greek comparison text, but the scarcity of such variation

underscores the pervasive homogeneity of the Syriac witnesses to HEpp.

F. The History of the Greek Tradition and the Syriac Text
The importance of the Syriac evidence for understanding the history of the
Greek text fact suggests itself on the a priori basis of the antiquity of the Syriac

witness, and is fortified by the evidence brought forward in the previous section.

I. Some Suggestions about the Use of the Syriac Versions
in Textual Study of the Greek HEpp

The inevitable limitations of the Syriac in representing Greek must be
observed here as with HMt.* The translation style of the Syriac HEpp makes them
good witnesses to the Greek text. Where Greek variants involve transpositions,
substantial omissions, and additions, the evidence of HEpp is helpful. HEpp may
even be helpful where variations in word order occur within clauses, though their
evidence must be used cautiously. Where variants involve conjunctions and most
particles, HEpp may be relied on, albeit with qualification, and a unique occurrence
of such in HEpp should not be taken as evidence for a corresponding but unknown
Greek text. HEpp are also helpful where variations involve pronouns and verbal
tenses, although with the latter, when the distinction is one of pointing, the evidence
should be applied cautiously as always. As a rule, the occurrence of variation in the
Greek should control one’s consultation of the Syriac; however, where the Syriac has
a substantial individual reading that cannot otherwise be explained (e.g. by scribal
error or through HEpp’s restrained dynamism™), one may use it as an independent

witness to a hypothetical lost Greek.

®See p. 62, n. 1 and p. 102-3.
YSee 123-4.
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When evaluating individual cases, this summary should be complemented by
reference to relevant sections of the translation analysis, and each case must be

evaluated on 1ts own with attention to context and the translations’ stylistic features.

2. Summaries of the Analyses of Each Set of Homilies

Texts from every extant Syriac set of HEpp have been systematically
compared with the Greek texts and apparatuses of Field’s editions, which themselves
present the evidence of manuscripts and previous editions. Wherever possible, an
entire homily has been studied to determine whether and which text the Syriac
supports at points of variation. The analyses are restricted by focusing only on
instances of variation in the Greek tradition. This does not allow a thorough
appreciation of the character of the Syriac texts as independent witnesses, but it gives
important information about their reliability as witnesses. The evidence of the
analyses 1s not presented in detail here, but only interpretations of the evidence and
examples illustrating the conclusions. The conclusions are merely preliminary and
not meant to be directly useful to the evaluation of individual readings. However,
despite these limitations, the analyses clearly demonstrate the worth of the Syriac
evidence, often giving strong indications as to which Greek textual witnesseses or

groups are most like those underlying the sixth-century Syriac translations.

a. Homilies on 1 Corinthians

Edited witnesses to the Greek Homilies on 1 Corinthians do not exhibit much
variation, nor do clear and consistent textual groups emerge.”’ A reading of Homily
39 shows that certain manuscripts are most likely to have unique readings, viz. F, C,
and E, but rarely does one agree with another or with the other two. The Syriac tends
not to agree with these individual readings, agreeing instead with the common text
shared by the Greek manuscripts A, B, D, and the printed editions prior to Field.
However, the Syriac occasionally agrees with otherwise unique readings, appearing in

the Greek F. For example:

Reading Agreeing with Syriac Variant
el uev yap (F) el yap (Field text)
Ths pakaplotnTos mdons €xkeivns (F) om. maons (Field text)

”'The relatively low frequency of variation in the Greek tradition leads some
to suggest that the Homilies on 1 Corinthians are among the very few sets that do not
exist in two strikingly different recensions (see Goodall, Homilies of St. Chrysostom
on the Letters of St. Paul to Titus and Philemon, 2). Cf. n. 32 above.
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The Syriac does not agree with most of F’s unique readings, particularly more
elaborate additions. It appears that some mixture has occurred and that the Syriac is

based on a Greek text not quite like any having come to light so far.

b. Homilies on 2 Corinthians

The edited Greek tradition for Homily 10 does not signal as much variation
proportionally as exists within most of the homily sets.”” Greek manuscript D most
frequently departs from the majority, then manuscript B and, finally, A. The three
form no group together, but manuscripts C and D occasionally agree against the rest
(which include E, F, a Moscow manuscript, and the printed editions). Foregoing an
analysis of the largely unanimous Greek witnesses, it may be observed that the four
Syriac witnesses to Homily 10 have nearly identical texts, and none of the witnesses
individually shows itself to have a distinctive relationship to any part of the Greek
tradition. They share a text very like the edited Greek text.”> Although in a few
instances they agree together with the unique readings of Greek manuscript D, more
often they do not, usually agreeing against any unique readings with the majority of

Greek witnesses, the core of which appears to consist of E, F, and the Moscow

manuscript.

c. Homilies on Ephesians

The study of Greek Homily 11°* reveals clearly that a textual group is formed
by manuscripts A, B, and F, often joined by the printed editions since Savile. The
two Syriac witnesses are essentially identical. They virtually always disagree with
the former group, in agreement with the remaining witnesses (mainly C, D, E, and a
Moscow manuscript). However, the Syriac often agrees with those variants shared by
the group ABEF, attesting to mixture within the tradition for which Greek manuscript

E acts as a control. The Syriac does not agree with the idiosyncrasies of C.

Of interest are unique Syriac readings which have some claim to
primitiveness. The following examples involve rhetorical words and phrases which
may be secondary additions in the Greek, especially in view of the comparative

terseness of the Syriac:

*Field, Interp. ep. Paul., 3.116-25.
**See the sample on 108.
*Field, Interp. ep. Paul.,4.214-26.
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Field Text Variants and witnesses Syriac variants
TOUTEOTLY TOLOUTO TU AEywV om.
(A B F Sav. cet.)
elTa elta émdywy om.
(A B F Sav. cet.)
T{ éomi, kata TO Ti{ éort TOUTO:; Ll i
UETPOV, (E) What is it?

d. Homilies on Philippians
About half of Homily 2(3) on Philippians has survived in Syriac. A reading

of the homily in Greek™ shows that considerable variation exists between Field’s
witnesses, out of which at least one group clearly emerges, consisting of C, G, and the
printed editions beginning with Savile. Field’s text normally gives priority to
manuscripts F and E, particularly the former. Compared with the latter manuscripts,
the afore-mentioned group has a number of additions and transpositions, as well as

some omissions. In these cases, the Syriac text is never in agreement with that group
against F (and E).”

Hence, it is apparent that the sixth-century Greek text underlying the Syriac
translation has closer affinities with F and E (and the text of the Veronensis edition,
where it agrees with one or both of these manuscripts) than with any of the other
edited witnesses.”” This also applies to some readings which Field chose to relegate

to his apparatus as secondary:

Readings Agreeing with Syriac Supporting Witnesses
om. kal ovk AmAdS F E Veronensis Catenae
om. dmaye F Veronensis

om. €M o0 TAVTAS F Veronensis

e. Homilies on Philemon
Nearly the whole of Homily 1 on Philemon has survived in Syriac, making it

an excellent text to compare with the Greek, for which Field shows considerable

*Field, Interp. ep. Paul., 5.17-29.

**In two possibly exceptional cases, the Syriac text is ambiguous. A third
involves the addition of the Syriac equivalent to ¢not, a term which the translator
frequently supplies where no such parallel exists in any known Greek text, and hence
not very useful for the evaluation of variants.

“'This may also be observed amongst the variants given in the above samples
of Homilies 2 (line 3) and 4 (lines 2 and 3), pp. 112-3 above.

*The Syriac also lacks anything corresponding to the subsequent €xe(vwy
€veker, a phrase included in all the published Greek texts. The Syriac may be the

product of an unknown Greek text similar to that of F E Veronensis Catenae (see
112).
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variation.” In this homily, Field’s text normally follows the text of manuscripts I
and E, giving priority to I. An opposing group consists of C, G, K, and the printed
editions, although the Veronensis edition sometimes departs from the group to agree
with I or E, or both together. The Syriac follows Field’s text, in cases of variation
virtually always in clear agreement with I and whatever other witnesses corroborate

I’s readings (usually E). Where I has unique readings the Syriac usually supports

them.'® For example:

Reading Agreeing with Syriac Variant

Tavta avta (I) ravTa (E C G K Editions)

ov mAovtov ypnudtwy (1 E Veronensis)  ov mAouTov, ov xpnudtwy
(C G K other Editions)

Hence, the Greek text underlying the sixth-century Syriac translation must
have been basically equivalent to that of I. These conclusions are in agreement with
those of Goodall, whose analysis of the relationships between manuscripts is more
thorough than reliance upon Field’s edition will allow.' Goodall points out that
some of the unique readings of the Syriac probably go back to original Greek

readings which have fallen out of the Greek tradition. '*®

f. Homilies on Colossians

A reading of Homily 4'” reveals that numerous small variations are shared by
the group consisting of B and H, which is typically joined by the witness of the
printed editions since Savile, and often by manuscript C as well. The Syriac nearly
always opposes these readings, agreeing instead with the remaining witnesses,
especially the group consisting of A, D, and E. In a few instances, involving particles
or conjunctions, the Syriac contradicts this pattern, but it is only in one instance

where the catenae join the BCH group that the Syriac clearly supports the group in a

*Field, Interp. ep. Paul., 6.328-35.

1The only remarkable exception in Homily 1 occurs where the Syriac
appears to support evkaTdrraxtos of C, G, K, and most of the editions, against
evueTdAarxTos of I, E, and the Veronensis edition.

"'However, since Goodall has produced no edition, the present study must
rely on Field for textual comparisons between the Greek and Syriac.

Goodall divides his twelve Greek witnesses evenly into two recensions
designated a and B, alleging that the Syriac nearly always agrees with 3, and with a
only coincidentally. His judgement is that the principal variations separating the two
groups are deliberate alterations, not the result of errors (Homilies of St. Chrysostom
on the Letters of St. Paul to Titus and Philemon, 46-8). Cf. n. 32 above.

'%See ibid., 36-7, 48.
'%Field, Interp.ep.Paul., 5.211-21.
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major variant." It should be noticed that the Syriac does not uniformly agree with

the ADE group, and particularly that typically it does not support the unique readings

of any particular witness.

g. Homilies on Titus

Some very profitable comparisons can be made between the Syriac text and
patterns of variation amongst the Greek witnesses, as Goodall has indicated.'® An
analysis of three fragments, from Homilies 1, 2, and 5, respectively,'® indicates that
the Syriac version regularly agrees with one textual grouping against another. The
group consisting of manuscripts C and D, along with the witness of the Veronensis
edition (and manuscript E where present), present a text most like that of the Syriac
version. In clear opposition is the group consisting of K, L., M, and the other printed
editions since Savile’s. However, when witnesses from the former group go their
own way, whether C, D, or E, the Syriac strongly tends to agree with the majority,
sometimes having its own reading. Commenting further on the mixture which

Goodall perceives would require a broader reading of the Greek than has been

possible in this study.

The following examples from the sample given above illustrate the quality of

the Syriac witness:

Line Reading Agreeing with Syriac Variant

1 om. o¢podpa (Field text) include o¢ddpa (K L M)

2 om. el un yap ny Sdkiuos (Field text)  include same (K L M Sav.cet.)
7 70 (Field text) TouTO (C)

7 Tekvw avty ypdgety (Field text) Tékvor avtovAeyery (KL M

Sav.cet.)

h. Homilies on 1 Thessalonians
A reading of the Greek text of Homily 8 on 1 Thessalonians'” shows that
considerable variation exists amongst the Greek witnesses, but that long additions and

substantial omissions or transpositions are not very common. Indeed, the Greek

'%Viz. the omission of ovéé mpabeis.

'%Goodall finds three textual groups to which his ten Greek witnesses testify,
designated a, B, and y. He postulates that the three distinct text types were in
existence by the ninth century and that the Syriac witnesses to an earlier, mixed text
basically consisting of the agreements of By against a(Homilies of St. Chrysostom on
the Letters of St. Paul to Titus and Philemon, 36). Cf. n. 32 above.

'®Field, Interp.ep.Paul., 6.264-5, 277-8, 312-3.

""Field, Interp. ep. Paul., 5.393-405.
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witnesses appear to have mixed texts, so that simple and consistent patterns of
agreement are not immediately obvious. This state of affairs complicates an
evaluation of the Syriac text, which for this homily enjoys three complete
witnesses.'® Their texts are basically identical, with no significant variations
suggesting affiliation with a distinct strand of the Greek tradition.'® A careful
reading of the Syriac, with close attention to the Greek variants signalled in Field’s
edition, indicates that the Syriac most often disagrees with a particular fluid group,
the core of which consists of Greek manuscripts B and K. In this regard, the group is
most often joined by C and L, but sometimes also by I and some of the editions. The
manuscript with which the Syriac disagrees least often is I; however, the Syriac tends

not to agree with any manuscript’s unique readings, ' including those of 1.

The complexities of the Greek tradition require that greater attention be
devoted to it before it will be possible to ascertain even preliminary indications of the
significance of the Syriac. However, the following examples from Homily 8

demonstrate that the sixth-century Syriac witness will indeed be essential to such an

endeavour:'"

Reading Agreeing with Syriac Variant

kupiov (C 1L Sav.cet.) Geov (B K)

Ta ‘Apuevias Aeyw (1L Sav.cet.) om. (B CK)

6 yap dméoToros*' Ta TOU amooTellavTos  SelkvUs OTL OUSEV avTOD
AEyer*? Seikvvs OTL OUSEV auTOU €0TLY EOTIV O ydp AmOOTOAOS Tad
(C IL Veronensis) TOU AmooTelAavTos Oy yeTal

(B K Sav.cet.)
* dreoraluévos *2 p0eyyeTar Veronensis

i. Homilies on 2 Thessalonians
Although the manuscript evidence for Field’s edition of the Homilies on 2

Thessalonians is essentially the same as for the Homilies on 1 Thessalonians, a study

1%yiz. B.L. Add. 17,152; B.L. Add. 14,567; B.L. Add. 14,601 .

'®The possible exceptions involve readings of B.L. Add. 14,567 not shared by
the other two Syriac manuscripts: first, in one place it omits the word corresponding
to u€v in agreement with Greek manuscript L; second, in another instance it omits «ai
in agreement with Greek B, C, and L; finally, in a third place it has the plural (i.e.
seyome), against Greek I and L, and the other Syriac witnesses. Only the first
example is possibly significant, but the word may have fallen out because it would
have appeared as the first word in the column of a new page of B.L. Add. 14,567.

"°Sporadic exceptions normally involve minor variations, such as the addition
or omission of conjunctions and particles.

"Eor some notice of the Syriac’s relationship to Greek variations in a sample
from Homily 7, see 141-2.
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of the Greek text of Homily 2(3) on 2 Thessalonians'" reveals some fairly clear
textual groupings. One group consists of the witnesses B and K, often joined by I and
a series of printed editions beginning with Savile. The Syriac nearly always
witnesses against the minor adjustments and additions of this group,'” typically
agreeing with the group consisting of C, L (sometimes joined by I), which may be in
agreement with the catenae and the Veronensis edition. Where either C or L has a

distinctive reading (perhaps in agreement with the catenae or the Veronensis edition),

the Syriac may agree with it, but typically does not.

The most dramatic illustration of the basic shape of the Syriac witness
involves a lengthy paragraph of commentary (17 lines in Field’s edition) which
appears in B, K, and the editions beginning with Savile.'"* The paragraph is absent
from the witnesses C, I, L, the catenae, and the Veronensis edition. The Syriac also
lacks the paragraph, although at precisely the same point a short summary of the
remaining homily material appears in red ink in the midst of the text, as often occurs
in these homilies.'” The Syriac summary or sub-title is much shorter than the omitted
paragraph and not parallel in content, but it draws further attention to this place in

Homily 2(3) as a division point and a site for editorial activity.

The Syriac does not always agree with the CL group. Indeed, its testimony

suggests strongly that these (and other) witnesses have mixed texts.

3. The Significance of the Syriac Translations for Understanding
the Greek Manuscript Evidence

The study will not allow a thorough description of the textual affinities of the
Syriac texts with reference to the Greek. However, it proves that the Syriac can
responsibly be associated with particular Greek variants and even Greek textual

groupings.''® An application of the Syriac evidence generally confirms Field’s

"2Field, Interp. ep. Paul., 5.461-71.

"*Most of the exceptions involve the addition or omission of conjunctions on
the part of B and K.

"“See Field, Interp. ep. Paul., 5.465, note h.

' Another short summary appears in the Syriac manuscript at the point where
the Veronensis edition marks the ethikon, textually unrelated to the earlier Syriac
summary or to the Greek one, and this time in the margin of the manuscript. It is not

unusual for two distinct summaries to appear in the context of a single Syriac homily
(see 42, 54).

"*Goodall is quite confident in his conclusions about the textual affinity of the
Syriac (noted in nn. 101, 105 above), reached on the basis of full comparisons
between the Syriac and published Greek texts (see his Homilies of St. Chrysostom on
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judgements about which textual groups must be secondary, and which deserve to be
put forward as the main texts of the editions; i.e. the Syriac typically agrees with
Field’s main text—but not always. Even the witnesses to these main texts exhibit
bewildering patterns of mixture, and the Syriac, by virtue of its age and literalness,

shows great promise as a tool helping editors to sort through the mixture in the extant
Greek tradition.

By comparing the ancient Syriac evidence to the Greek homilies, editors will

often be able to determine with certainty the shape of certain pre-medieval Greek
texts.

the Letters of St. Paul to Titus and Philemon, 12, 367, 46-8). Cf. n. 32 above.



V. BIBLICAL CITATIONS IN THE HOMILIES ON MATTHEW
AND IN THE HOMILIES ON THE EPISTLES

A. Introduction

1. General Considerations

The principal aim of this Chapter and Chapter VII is to gain some
appreciation for the ways in which the translators handle Biblical citations. That is,
the citations are here seen as aspects of translation technique, but considered
separately because of the special forces playing upon them and because of their
potentially far-reaching implications. These analyses are concerned only secondarily
with the place of the citations as possible witnesses to the Syriac Biblical tradition, or
with their role in restoring corrupt Greek Chrysostomic citations. Pursuing the
primary goal will require that attention be given to these secondary goals, and will
even provide direction for doing so, but this study will pursue them only in a
preliminary way. Indeed, without a thorough appreciation of the citations as features
of a coherent translation, it is impossible responsibly to relate them to their
hypothetical Greek Vorlagen or any Biblical tradition. Lack of respect for this tenet
has resulted in serious error amongst those who mine Patristic sources for the treasure

of Biblical citations.

This is not to lay aside questions pertinent to the textual criticism of the Bible,
especially the New Testament. The Fathers themselves dabbled in textual criticism

when it suited them,' and the significance of their Biblical citations has long been

'Chrysostom occasionally undertook discussions about textual variants in his
homilies (F.H. Chase, Chrysostom, A Study in the History of Biblical Interpretation.
[Cambridge: Deighton, Bell, and Co., 1887] 84-5), although he was not the textual
critic Origen and Jerome were; see Metzger, “Explicit References in the Works of
Origen to Variant Readings in New Testament Manuscripts,” in Biblical and Patristic
Studies in Memory of Robert Pierce Casey, eds. J. Neville Birdsall and Robert W.
Thomson (Freiburg: Herder, 1963) 78-95; ibid., “The Practice of Textual Criticism
among the Church Fathers,” in StPatr XIII, ed. E.A. Livingstone (TU 115; Berlin:
Akademie, 1975) 340—49; Metzger, “St. Jerome’s Explicit References to Variant
Readings in Manuscripts of the New Testament,” in Text and Interpretation: Studies
in the New Testament Presented to Matthew Black, eds. Ernest Best and R. McL.
Wilson (Cambridge: University Press, 1979) 179-90 (the latter two articles are
reprinted in Metzger, New Testament Studies, Philological, Versional, and Patristic
(Leiden: Brill, 1980) 189-98 and 199-210, respectively).
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recognized.? More recent applications of their evidence, e.g. to the social history of
Christianity,” have not distracted attention from their traditional role as evidence
capable of dating and localizing readings and text types, which the oldest Biblical

manuscripts and Biblical versions normally cannot do.*

There has been a trend in recent decades to elevate the status of Patristic
Biblical citations, a trend championed perhaps by M.-E. Boismard, who treats them as
primary—even superior—witnesses, and whose work on HJn will be the subject of
Chapter VIII.> Recent moderate views are more cautious,’ but demand that textual
critics take Patristic evidence more seriously than traditional methods have allowed,’

as a means of getting beyond the fourth-century barrier in a way which appreciates

See B.F. Westcott and F.J.A. Hort, The New Testament in the Original
Greek, Introduction and Appendix (Cambridge: Macmillan, 1881) 87-8; J.M. Bebb,
“The Evidence of the Early Versions and Patristic Quotations on the Text of the
Books of the New Testament,” SBEc 2 (1890) 2334

*See Bart D. Ehrman, “The Text as Window. New Testament Manuscripts
and the Social History of Early Christianity,” in The Text of the New Testament in
Contemporary Research. Essays on the Status Quaestionis, eds. Ehrman and Michael
W. Holmes (SD 46; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1995) 361-79; and ibid., “The Use and
Significance of Patristic Evidence for New Testament Textual Criticism,” in New
Testament Textual Criticism, Exegesis and Church History. A Discussion of
Methods, eds. B. Aland and J. Delobel ( Contributions to Biblical Exegesis and
Theology T; Kampen: Pharos, 1994) 129-34.

*For such an estimate of their value, see Robert P. Casey, “The Patristic
Evidence for the Text of the New Testament,” in New Testament Manuscript Studies,
eds. Merrill M. Parvis and Allen P. Wikgren (Chicago: University Press, 1950)
69-80; Jack Suggs, “The Use of Patristic Evidence in the Search for a Primitive New
Testament Text,” NTS 4 (1957-8) 139; Metzger, “Patristic Evidence and the Textual
Criticism of the New Testament,” NTS 18 (1971-2) 385-6, 400; and ibid., The Text of
the New Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption, and Restoration, 3rd ed. (Oxford:
University Press, 1992) 86.

The significance of a Patristic witnesses is sometimes held to extend to that of
a primary witness when a Father preserves a reading only slimly attested elsewhere
(Westcott and Hort, The New Testament in the Original Greek, 87-8; Casey,
“Patristic Evidence for the Text of the New Testament,” 72; cf. Bebb, “The Evidence
of the Early Versions and Patristic Quotations,” 237-8).

*Early examples include his, “Critique textuelle et citations patristique,” RB
57 (1950) 388—408; “Lectior brevior, potior,” RB 58 (1951) 161-8; and “Problemes
de critique textuelle concernant le quatriéme €vangile,” RB 60 (1953) 347-71.

’See Jean Duplacy and Jack Suggs, “Les citations grecques et la critique du
texte du Nouveau Testament: Le passé, le présent, et I’avenir,” in La Bible et les
peéres, eds. André Benoit and Pierre Prigent (Paris: Presses Universitaires, 1971)
187-213; Pierre Prigent, “Les citations des Peres grecs et la critique textuelle du
Nouveau Testament,” in Die Alten Ubersetzungen des Neuen Testaments, die
Kirchenviiterzitate und Lektionare, ed. K. Aland (ANTF ; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1972)
436-40; and Metzger, “Patristic Evidence and Textual Criticism,” 3804, 400.

"William L. Petersen, “What Text can New Testament Textual Criticism
Ultimately Reach?” in New Testament Textual Criticism, Exegesis and Church
History, 136-51; and Ehrman, “Use and Significance of Patristic Evidence,”120-7.
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the apparently fluid character of the early New Testament text and overcomes the
geographic limitations of papyri evidence.® Cautious researchers have signalled
numerous cautions about the use of Patristic citations,’ and the field has seen
considerable methodological advances in the collection, evaluation, and presentation
of Patristic evidence'® as well as the publication of valuable tools produced according

to the refined methods. "

Most recent activity has focused on second- and third-century Patristic works,
but many of the potentialities and all the methods are relevant to later works as well.
Commenting on possible directions for future research, Bart Ehrman indicates that “a
full analysis of John Chrysostom” may be the most pressing desideratum."” Citing
copiously from Scripture at a key period for the development of the New Testament

text, Chrysostom’s exegetical homilies represent a veritable trove of textual data.

Although in this regard New Testament textual critics are concerned primarily
with the Greek Patristic texts, Syriac translations are not irrelevant to their task, even
when Greek texts survive. In Chrysostom’s case, if it can be shown that the Syriac
translators were careful to translate Biblical citations literally as they found them in

Greek exemplars, then textual critics are supplied with Patristic witnesses far more

®See Eldon Jay Epp, “The Significance of the Papyri for Determining the
Nature of the New Testament Text in the Second Century: A Dynamic View of
Textual Transmission,” in Gospel Traditions in the Second Century, ed. Petersen
(Notre Dame: University Press, 1989) 71-103.

9Against Boismard, see Metzger, “Patristic Evidence and Textual Criticism,”
387-95; Fee, “The Text of John in Origen and Cyril of Alexandria: A Contribution to
Methodology in the Recovery and Analysis of Patristic Citations,” Bib. 52 (1971)
357-62; ibid., “The Text of John in The Jerusalem Bible: A Critique of the Use of
Patristic Cltatlons in New Testament Textual Criticism,” JBL 90 (1971) 170-3; F.
Neirynck, “L’Evangile de Jean. Examen critique du commentaire de M.-E. Boismard
et A. Lamouille,” EThL 53 (1977) 383-99; and Michel Roberge, “Jean VI, 22-4. Un
probléme de critique textuelle?” LTP 34 (1978) 275-89.

B. Aland appears to have more moderate scholarship in mind in, “Die
Rezeption des neutestamentlichen Textes in den ersten Jahrhunderten,” in The New
Testament in Early Christianity, ed. Jean-Marie Sevrin (BETL 86; Louvain:
University Press, 1989) 1-38.

'"Exemplified by Fee’s work; see his recent discussions, “The Use of Greek
Patristic Citations in New Testament Textual Criticism: the State of the Question,” in
Studies in the Theory and Method of New Testament Textual Criticism, eds. E.J. Epp
and G. Fee (SD 45; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1993) 344-59; and “The Use of the
Greek Fathers for New Testament Textual Criticism,” in Text of the New Testament in
Contemporary Research, 191-207.

""E.g. Ehrman, Didymus the Blind and the Text of the Gospels (NTGF 1;
Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1986); and James A. Brooks, The New Testament Text of
Gregory of Nyssa (NTGF 2; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1991).

"Ehrman, “Use and Significance of Patristic Evidence,” 124.
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ancient than extant Greek witnesses—notorious for having corrupt citations.” The
translations need not be “letter-perfect” representations in order to yield valuable
evidence.'* Given the vast corpus of Greek Chrysostomic manuscripts and the
appalling lack of adequate critical editions, such assistance is welcome; the Syriac
translation could serve as a control for deciding between Greek variants or
determining the antiquity of specific textual groups in the Greek tradition. Indeed,
the following study shows that the Syriac even preserves forms of citations apparently
lost to the Greek tradition, where the Greek citations have been expanded or

accommodated to a more familiar standard form.

Alternatively, translators might cite from existing Syriac Biblical versions
instead of translating Chrysostom directly.” In this case, the citations would supply
evidence pertinent to the Syriac Biblical tradition, '® consisting mainly of several

versions of the New Testament and different strands of the Peshitta Old Testament. '’

“Medieval scribes often accommodated Biblical citations in Patristic works
to the Biblical text with which they were familiar, hence nullifying the primitive
value of the Patristic witness. See Bebb, “Evidence of the Early Versions and
Patristic Quotations,” 237; Suggs, “The Use of Patristic Evidence,” 140; Fee, “Use of
Greek Patristic Citations,” 344—6; Metzger, “Patristic Evidence and Textual
Criticism,” 397-8.

'“Against Robert M. Grant, who maintains that only Greek versions need to
be cited in support of Greek New Testament readings, except where translations are
highly literal (“The Citation of Patristic Evidence in an Apparatus Criticus,” in New
Testament Manuscript Studies, eds. Merrill M. Parvis and Allen P. Wikgren
[Chicago: University Press, 1950] 123).

) PSee Baumstark, “Das Problem der Bibelzitate in der syrischen
Ubersetzungsliteratur,” OrChr 8 (1933) 208-25; Curt Peters, “Die Zitate aus dem
Matthius-Evangelium in der syrischen Ubersetzung der Theophanie des Eusebius,”
OrChr 11 (1936) 1-25 (cf. the opinions of M.-J. Lagrange, “L’ancienne version
syriaque des évangiles,” RB 29 [1920] 321-52; 30 [1921] 11-44).

The practice seems to have been common in early Syriac translations of

Patristic works (Brock, “Towards a History of Syriac Translation Technique,” 10-2).

'The early Syriac translation of Basil’s De spiritu sancto is a splendid
example recently brought to light (see Taylor, “Syriac Versions of Basil of Caesarea’s
De spiritu sancto,” especially 1.138).

"7 Although more homogeneous textually than the various witnesses to the
Peshitta New Testament, witnesses to the Peshitta Old Testament still show
considerable variety. Recognized and discussed early (see the debate between W.
Emery Barnes, “A New Edition of the Pentateuch in Syriac,” JThS 15 [1913] 414,
and John Pinkerton, “The Origin and the Early History of the Syriac Pentateuch,”
JThS 15 [1913] 14-41), their qualities have been fully appreciated only since the
more recent appearance of critical editions (see the discussions in Marinus Dirk
Koster, The Peshitta of Exodus: The Development of its Text in the Course of Fifteen
Centuries, tr. C.A. Franken-Battershill [Amsterdam: van Gorcum, 1977]; ibid.,
“Which Came First: the Chicken or the Egg? The Development of the Text of the
Peshitta of Genesis and Exodus in the Light of Recent Studies,” in The Peshitta: Its
Early Text and History, eds. Peter B. Dirksen and M.J. Mulder [Leiden: Brill, 1988}
125-6; Peter B. Dirksen, “The Old Testament Peshitta,” in Mikra. Text, Translation,
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This rich Syriac Biblical tradition is worthy of its own study, but in its turn it also has

a bearing on the Biblical tradition in general, especially the Greek New Testament.

Either way, Chrysostom’s citations in Syriac translation deserve scrutiny.
Chrysostom has commonly been considered the first major representative of an early
stage of the Byzantine text type of the New Testament.'® However, the study of his
citations in the Greek texts of his Homilies on the New Testament is beset with
difficulties. First, no totally satisfactory critical Greek editions exist,”” and the lack
of critical editions makes it impossible to resolve certain problems. Little or no
means exist by which to understand the relationships of different texts, although

understanding is prerequisite to the task of recovering Biblical citations.

A second difficulty is that Chrysostom often appears to quote inexactly,
perhaps memoriter, offering two or three forms of a “citation” even within the same
context.”’ Third, although it is true that longer citations are generally more reliable

than short ones,”' the often lengthy initial citations which appear as part of the

Reading and Interpretation of the Hebrew Bible in Ancient Judaism and Early
Christianity, ed. Martin Jan Mulder [Amsterdam: van Gorcum, 1988], 255-97).

'8See Westcott and Hort, The New Testament in the Original Greek, 91-2;
Hermann Freiher von Soden, Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments, 1. Teil,
Untersuchungen, 2. Abteilung, Die Textformen (Berlin: Arthur Glaue, 1907) 1461;
Claude Darwin Dicks, “The Matthean Text of Chrysostom in His Homilies on
Matthew,” JBL 67 (1948) 365, 376; Fee, “The Text of John and Mark in the Writings
of Chrysostom,” NTS 26 (1979-80) 525-6, 529, 537-8; cf. Jacob Geerlings and Silva
New, “Chrysostom’s Text of the Gospel of Mark,” HThR 24 (1931) 138; Boismard,
Evangile pré-johannique, 1.1.9.

Grant maintains that “Migne should never be used” (“Citation of Patristic
Evidence,” 120). For a brief study of the life and work of Migne and a commentary

on the past and present significance of PG, see J. Irmscher, “Jacques-Paul Migne
heute,” Aug. 20 (1980) 221-32.

®Examples in Field, in Mart. 3.19-20 (117B), 54 (275C), 62 (315C), 71-2
(357C).

See Chase, Chrysostom, A Study in the History of Biblical Interpretation,
86-7; Geerlings and New, “Chrysostom’s Text of the Gospel of Mark,” 136-7; J.
Dumortier, “‘Les citations bibliques des Lettres de S. Jean Chrysostome & Théodore
(PG 47, 277-316),” in StPatr 4, ed. F.L. Cross (TU 79; Berlin: Akademie, 1961)
79-81; Fee, “The Text of John and Mark in the Writings of Chrysostom,” 527 (n.15),
532. Fee gives some helpful criteria for using such readings (“Use of Greek Patristic
Citations,” 354); M.-L. Guillamin, “Problémes posés aux éditeurs de Jean
Chrysostome par la richesse de son inspiration biblique,” in 2uumogior, 59-76.

One searches for other witnesses to substantiate a unique text form (Petersen,
“What Text can Textual Criticism Ultimately Reach?” 141-7; Dumortier, “Les
citations bibliques,” 81; Boismard, Evangile pré-johannique, 1.1.12), but extreme
caution is required with Chrysostom, who has an abundance of such texts (Fee, “Use
of Greek Patristic Citations,” 355

2'Bebb, “Evidence of the Early Versions and Patristic Quotations,” 216;
Suggs, “Use of Patristic Evidence,” 142; Metzger, Text of the New Testament, 87.
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lemmata cannot be considered Chrysostomic in the same sense as internal citations.
The citations of the lemmata were subject to different forces and are notoriously
unreliable as witnesses to a Father’s text.”> The distinctive quality of the initial
citations in the Syriac versions highlights the problem.? This leaves textual critics
with a mass of brief internal quotations which are often difficult to classify—mere

adaptations and allusions abound.?

Answers to many of the questions which these difficulties present might be
beyond resolution without more direct evidence of the early state of the texts. The
Syriac translations provide such evidence. However, the Syriac translations
represent independent textual traditions within the larger Syriac tradition, and as such
are themselves subject to some of the same factors which complicate the study of
Greek Biblical citations. Also, the Syriac citations must first be seen as aspects of the
translators’ techniques. As the literary context may influence the form which a
citation takes in the language of the original composition, so the technical context of
translation style will influence citations more or less. One must respect this aspect of

context in order to use the citations responsibly.

2. Specific Observations Relating to the Syriac Translations of
the Homilies on the New Testament: Aims and Methods

No one has yet generally studied the Biblical citations in the Syriac versions
of Chrysostom’s Homilies on the New Testament.” Hence, this study aims to gain
as broad an appreciation as possible by investigating Biblical references of all kinds,
without initially being too particular about which to exclude. The foregoing
discussion is intended not only as an apologetic for this analysis, but also to display a
recognition of the principles of sound method in recovering Biblical citations from
Patristic sources. The analysis respects these principles, but it should be pointed out

that its primary aim is not the recovery and application of evidence to the Syriac

2Fee, “Use of Greek Patristic Citations,” 352, 355; ibid., “Text of John and
Mark in the Writings of Chrysostom,” 527 (n.15); Geerlings and New,
“Chrysostom’s Text of the Gospel of Mark,” 137.

PSee 187-8, 289-90.

*Metzger, “Patristic Evidence and Textual Criticism,” 379. For helpful
terminological distinctions between citation, adaptation, and allusion, see Fee, “Text
of John in The Jerusalem Bible,” 169-70; ibid., “Text of John in Origen and Cyril of
Alexandria,” 362.

“Boismard has given attention to citations in some of the homilies of the
Syriac HIn (Evangile pré-johannique).
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Biblical tradition or the task of recovering Chrysostom’s Bible, but to gain an
understanding of the translators’ methods and only preliminary indications about the
significance, broadly conceived, of the Syriac evidence for textual criticism.
Preliminary soundings are necessary—not least because of the factors complicating

Chrysostom’s text—but they neither require nor allow the rigour of method

indispensable to later stages of analysis.

Therefore, in pursuit of the stated aim, the method of the analyses is to
compare citations in the Greek homily text and those in the Syriac homily text and to
explain their relationship in terms of translation technique. As a control, the analyses
incorporate comparison texts from a variety of (mainly) Greek and Syriac Biblical

witnesses, in an effort to expand the possible explanations for particular forms of text.

Properly, the term “citation” should refer to passages within the homilies in
which Chrysostom appears to be consciously citing Scripture, either directly or
memoriter. Identifying citations can be difficult, since the presence or absence of
¢noli or -;nl (“hel/it says,” rarely, «=ae< [“he says”]) is not a reliable indicator that the
original composer of the Greek homilies or the Syriac translator did or did not
recognize a quotation;*® more reliable is the explicit identification of a Biblical writer
or context. -;nl does not always appear where ¢noi is present, and sometimes -;nl
occurs where no published Greek witness has ¢noi; moreover, considerable variation
exists internally within Greek and Syriac traditions. None of the Syriac translations
exhibits an easily perceptible pattern for using -;nl although HEpp follow their
source texts most closely. In citing examples, this study retains 70.\ (“he says”) to

1llustrate its use.

These factors make it difficult to identify proper citations or, more pertinently,
to isolate passages identified as such by the Syriac translators. The problem is
especially acute for Chrysostom, since amidst straightforward citations he has

numerous “loose citations,” as well as many allusions and adaptations.” Because of

%6Scribes also indicate citations by means of marginal notations in both
commentary and collection manuscripts, but only inconsistently. Inconsistencies
occur within given witnesses and between witnesses. For example, of twenty-four
internal citations in Homily 21 on Matthew, B.L. Add. 12,142 and B.L. Add. 14,559
signify eleven of them together; B.L. Add. 12,142 signifies three others
independently (fourteen total); and B.L. Add. 14,559 signifies four others
independently (fifteen total). Six citations are not signified in either manuscript.
Some commentary and collection witnesses also signify initial citations in Jemmata
similarly.

“Fee distinguishes between “loose” and “genuine” citations, both of which
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this, although this study is especially concerned with proper citations, it also includes
relevant “adaptations,” which are adjusted in order to fit the grammatical or semantic
context, and even close “allusions,” i.e. allusions with obvious and strong verbal
correspondence with a Biblical text. Translators often mark with 2\ passages which
modern scholars would designate “adaptations” or “allusions.” Ultimately, more
rigorous identifying criteria will be required in order to understand the nature of the

citations accurately, but the initial explorations must be broader and more flexible if

one is first to appreciate the translators’ methods.

Hence, this study uses the term “citation” to designate these significant
Biblical references, which in modern parlance actually fall into the three categories
mentioned (citation, adaptation, allusion). Attempting greater terminological
accuracy would be premature without the orientation which the broad study initiates.
As expected, the broad approach has revealed essential information. Adaptations and
close allusions have proven to be very helpful for determining whether the translators
tend to translate directly from the Greek homily text or to import citations from a
Syriac Biblical version. Excluding from consideration passages which deviate
significantly from an assumed Greek standard, on the assumption that they may be
adaptations or allusions, would strongly prejudice the results of the study by pre-
determining the shape of Chrysostom’s Biblical text;* even classifying them more

precisely at the outset would be to prejudge.

The citations naturally fall into two categories: those which occur in the body
of a homily (internal citations), and those which occur at the beginning of a homily as
part of the lemma (initial citations). They are treated separately. Internal citations
are more valuable for understanding the history of the Greek homily tradition, though
they often consist of less than a full verse, rarely more than two. Initial citations
normally consist of one to three verses, but may include as many as ten or more. The
scope of the Syriac initial citation is normally the same as the Greek, but sometimes

shorter or longer, especially in lemmata belonging to collections.” The initial

are properly citations and quite different from adaptations and allusions (“The Text of
John in Origen and Cyril of Alexandria,” 362).

®Such complications vindicate the suggestion of Fee and others that attempts
be made to reconstruct a Father’s Biblical text in a format with multi-level apparatus
that include adaptations and all variants, as well as the insistence that textual critics
examine the contexts of citations before finally interpreting the evidence.

PWithin collections, the incipit is often a passage of scripture, but the text
following is not necessarily that which follows upon the passage in the original
homily text, whether the citation is originally initial or internal, i.e. citations are
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citation does not always agree textually with the internal citation of the same
passage—this is expecially true in HMt and HJn. Initial citations (and the rest of each

lemma) typically appear in red and are set off from the text of the homily by

ornamental punctuation.

The following study will compare citations in the Syriac with published Greek
texts of the homilies and the Syriac Biblical textual tradition. Again, the Greek
homily comparison texts are: Field for the Homilies on Matthew; Field and Migne for
the Homilies on the Epistles; and Boismard, Savile, and Migne for the Homilies on
John.*® The Greek Biblical texts are LXX, NA?, and Tischendorf’s edition.”’ The
most important Syriac comparison texts are: for Old Testament citations, the
Peshitta;** for Gospel citations, the Old Syriac, Peshitta,” and distinctive citations in
the commentaries of Ephrem and Philoxenus (as points of access to the Diatessaron,
pre-Peshitta recensions, and the so-called “Philoxenian” version), as well as some
allusions in Ephrem’s hymns; for non-Gospel New Testament citations, the Peshitta
and distinctive citations of the previously named commentators.* The collections in
Ignatius Ortiz de Urbina’s presentation of Diatessaric material ™ and in Das Neue
Testament in syrischer Uberlieferung also supply citations for comparison, as do the
early Syriac texts of Liber Graduum and Aphrahat. The Harklean version post-dates

the translations and even most of the important manuscripts, and is incorporated only

typically disassociated from their contexts and used as headings to an extract.

“Inevitably, the Greek comparison text is treated as the source text for the
Syriac translations only by hypothesis. Variations between the Syriac text and the
published Greek homily texts may have originated from early Greek texts which no
longer survive or have not yet been published. Hence, the category “variation from
the Greek” is necessarily tentative.

NLXX = Septuaginta Vetus Testamentum Graecum , 16 vols., eds. Alfred
Rahlfs et al. (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1931-93); Constantine von
Tischendorf, ed., Novum Testamentum Graece. Editio octava critica maior, 2
volumes. (Leipzig: Giesecke & Devrient, 1869-72).

YL.e. Vetus Testamentum syriace.

PFor Old Syriac, The Old Syriac Gospels, ed. Agnes Smith Lewis (London:
Williams and Norgate, 1910). For Peshitta, Tetraeuangelium sanctum juxta

simplicem syrorum versionem, eds. Philip Edward Pusey and George Henry Gwilliam
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1901).

%For Romans—Ephesians, Das Neue Testament in syrischer Uberlieferung.
II. Die paulinischen Briefe, eds. Barbara Aland and Andreas Juckel (ANTF 14, 23;
Berlin: de Gruyter, 1991-5). For the other non-Gospel texts, The Syriac New
Testament (London: British and Foreign Bible Society, 1920).

*Ignatius Ortiz de Urbina, Vetus evangelium syrorum et exinda excerptum
Diatessaron Tatiani (BPM 6; Madrid: Consejo superior de investigaciones cientificas,
1967). For a recent incisive critique of Ortiz de Urbina’s methods and conclusions,
see Petersen, Tatian's Diatessaron. Its Creation, Dissemination, Significance, and
History in Scholarship (SVigChr 25; Leiden: Brill, 1994) 338.
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for 1llustrative comparison.36 In all cases, examples from editions are given

according to the texts, apparatuses, and sigla of the editions.

This study cites Greek homily comparison texts and variants in their entirety,
except for orthographical variants.”” When presenting examples of the Syriac homily
text, this study gives the texts and all variants except orthographical ones. But as for
Syriac comparison texts (e.g. the Peshitta), in the interests of economy the study cites

only those variants which are pertinent for comparison.

Mentioning comparison texts raises a serious question about method, one
which is not always fully appreciated by those using Biblical and Patristic versions
for the textual criticism of the Bible: How does one determine confidently what
influences have played upon a citation to produce its form? In a few instances, it
appears certain that a Syriac homily version preserves a very primitive form of
citation lost to the edited Greek, so it is possible that some citations which are unlike
the edited Greek homily text but resemble the Peshitta have not in fact been
influenced by the Peshitta but go back to an earlier, lost form of the Greek text,
particularly if such a form of the Greek Biblical text is known to exist. Furthermore,
it is not impossible that the translators may occasionally create unique forms of text,
without external influence, although this is not the habit of the translators of the
Homilies on the New Testament. Absolute confidence is often impossible. When
suggesting the most likely source of influence on a given citation, the method of this
study is controlled by two factors: 1) where it can be shown without doubt that the
Syriac homily text is prone to the influence of another text (e.g. the Peshitta), the
latter influential text is considered a likely candidate in less certain cases, where it
will fit; and, 2) it is usually better to put forward an actual, known text as the most
likely candidate where it fits than to posit a hypothetical form of influential text.
Only by taking such care will this attempt to trace generally the translators’ methods
be helpful for evaluating particular readings. Examining a reasonably broad range of
comparison texts (e.g. Ephrem, Philoxenus, Aphrahat, Liber Graduum, critical

editions of the Greek Old and New Testaments) brings a measure of control to the

*Except for Romans—Ephesians (see n. 34), this study uses Sacrorum
evangeliorum versio Syriaca Philoxeniana, ed. Joseph White, 2 vols. (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1778); and Actuum Apostolorum et Epistolarum tam Catholicarum
quam Paulinarum versio Syriaca Philoxeniana, ed. White, 2 vols. (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1799, 1803).

Notices of Greek variants also include notes in brackets about which of
them agree with the Syriac.
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conclusions about relationships and dependence.

The passages used for comparison consist of samples drawn from a wide
selection of homilies and witnesses, at the core of which is the systematic analysis of
select whole homilies. For HJn, the edited homilies provide the citations; the larger
data base allows a more precise analysis and more conclusive results. Since the

collections are strictly secondary, the study focuses on citations in passages having

commentary manuscript support.

For obvious reasons, the homilies have many more New Testament than Old
Testament citations; the two are considered separately. Also, special attention is
given to citations of the texts with which particular homilies are concerned, as distinct
from citations of supporting texts. The last distinction has proven not to be very
significant for HEpp, but more significant for HMt and HJn, especially the last, since
the translator uses different methods. A further distinction in the analysis has been
made between citations in the ethikon portions of homilies and those in the exegetical
portions, in response to the idea that the homilies are composite entities, for which the
Syriac may attest to different components or layers.* This methodological
distinction has not indicated any substantial differences between forms of citations in
the various parts of homilies, so the presentation of examples is not classified
according to ethikon and exegetikon. Patterns of citing may also vary from one

portion of a commentary to the next (especially HJn).

Attention is also given to the matter of detecting revisions of Syriac citations.

B. Biblical Citations in the Homilies on Matthew

Upon reading a few pages of B.L. Add. 12,142, V66bus remarked that “the
textual material found in Chrysostom’s translations surpasses all our expectations,”
meaning that he found the Syriac HMt to be a treasure trove of Old Syriac readings.”

Indeed, on the basis of his preliminary investigation, he concluded that the

%See especially Boismard’s suggestions and the discussion in Chapter VIII
below. Boismard believes that the exegetical portions are themselves composite, yet
his exclusion of the ethika from his edition dramatic<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>