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Revising the Repetitions: The Relative Textual
Stability of Repeated Patristic Citations as a
Window into the Transmission History of

Patristic Exegesis — Chrysostom’s Homilies on
Romans as an Initial Test Case

Peter MonTORO & Robert TURNBULL

(Bremerton USA — Melbourne AU)

Introduction!

When analyzing patristic citations derived from exegetical works, it is com-
mon practice to distinguish between the initial citation of a verse, often
referred to as the “lemma,” and its fragmented repetitions in the course of
subsequent exposition. On the one hand, it has frequently been claimed
that such fragments were less likely to be altered in the course of transmis-
sion and are therefore more likely to provide reliable access to the form
of the biblical text originally used by the exegete.” According to this view,
if the form of the text found in the lemma is consistent with the form of
the text repeated in the course of exegesis, it can reasonably be assumed
that this form of the text most likely goes back to the writer in question.?

! While the primary author of this paper is Montoro, it would not have been possi-
ble without Turnbull’s technical assistance, primarily through his D-Codex software suite,
portions of which were developed specifically for this paper. We also want to thank Hugh
Houghton, Jeremiah Coogan, Ian Mills, Daniel Stevens, Elijah Hixson, and David Turnbull
for their helpful input and suggestions on earlier drafts of this paper, which was originally
presented at the Twelfth Birmingham Colloquium on the Textual Criticism of the New Tes-
tament.

2 For a few examples of this claim see
tament: An Introduction to the Critical 4@
Textual Criticism, Second Edition, trans:\E.
E. T. Gignac, “The Text of Acts in Chryses
315, here p. 315.

* For a few examples of this specific claim see: C. D. Ossurn, “Methodology in Iden-
tifying Patristic Citations in NT Textual Criticism”, NovTest, 47.4 (2005), pp. 313-343,
here p. 322; D. C. Parker, An Introduction to the New Testament Manuscripts and Their

AL D, B. ALanp, The Text of the New Tes-
A d to the T/ﬂeory and Practice 0fModem
\E: ODES, Grand Rapids MI, 1995, p. 171;

psHomilies”, Traditio, 26 (1970), pp. 308-

=
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70 PETER MONTORO, ROBERT TURNBULL

On the other hand, as has recently been observed, in at least some tex-
tual traditions, both the initial citations and their fragmented repetitions
can experience updating or other alteration in the course of transmission.”
By comparing the relative textual stability’ of a number of initial citations
with their subsequent repetitions in the entire extant direct manuscript
tradition of Chrysostom’s Homilies on Romans, this article will test the
validity and the value of these observations in a more rigorous way than
has previously been attempted, opening a fresh window into the transmis-
sion history of patristic exegesis. Instead of attempting to arrive at defin-
itive conclusions on the basis of a limited set of test passages, our goal is
to explore and develop a new perspective on one of the ways the patristic
exegetical heritage was transformed in the course of transmission. While
we trust that this perspective will be of some interest to anyone who deals
with the transmission of these works, we are particularly focused on the
questions that need to be answered by those who would make use of them
in the textual criticism of the New Testament.

When fragments, extracts, derivative works, and manuscripts that date to
the sixteenth century or later are excluded, 38 manuscripts of the Homi-
lies on Romans remain. Produced between the ninth and the fifteenth cen-
turies, all of these manuscripts are written in minuscule script. The only
remaining majuscule witness, a substantial fragment dating from the ninth
century, has been included in the collations where it is extant, giving a
total of 39 manuscript witnesses used in this article.® While a full analysis

Texts, Cambridge, 2008, p. 111. While the standard introduction to patristic citations from
the Greek fathers provided in G. D. Feg, R. L. MuLLen, “The Use of the Greek Fathers for
New Testament Textual Criticism”, in The Text of the New Testament in Contemporary Re-
search: Essays on the Status Quaestionis, ed. by B. D. Enrman, M. W. HoLmes, Leiden, 2014,
pp- 351-373 is helpful in many respects, it only indirectly alludes to the question under dis-
cussion here.

* For a particularly clear example, see: H. A. G. Houcnron, “The Biblical Text of Jerome’s
Commentary on Galatians”, J7, 65.1 (2014), pp. 1-24, here p. 10. See also P. MonTORO,
“The Textual Stability of Patristic Citations: Romans 8:33-35 in John Chrysostom’s Homilies
on Romans”, in At One Remove: The Text afthe New Testament in Early Translations and
Quotations, ed. by H. A. G. HougHToN, P. MoNTORO, Piscataway NJ, 2020, pp. 239-262.

> By “textual stability,” we are referring to the consistency which a particular reading, es-
pecially a citation of the New Testament, is found in the manuscript tradition of the work in
question. The greater the textual variation, the lower the textual stability. For a more detailed
explanation of how we are using this term, sece MonTORO, “The Textual Stability of Patristic
Citations”, pp. 243-244.

¢ Details on this witness, portions of which are found as guards in three different manu-
scripts, are provided at the end of the manuscript checklist below.
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of these manuscripts must await a future publication, a brief checklist is
sufficient for our purposes in this paper.

In the list below, manuscripts are grouped and listed by their holding
library. The initial number in each line is the shelf number; parentheses,
if present, provide alternative shelf or catalogue numbers; square brack-
ets provide the Pinakes diktyon number; and curly brackets, if present,
provide the reference number for the appropriate volume of the Codices
Chrysostomici Graeci series.® These reference numbers are followed by the
approximate date of each manuscript (c. = century).” The bold face code at
the end of each line provides the sigla used in the collation tables provided
in the paper.

Alexandria, Patriarchal Library

001 [32888] 10 .’ AlexPL1
Athens, National Library of Greece

453 [2749] 11 c. NLG453
Mount Athos, Dionysiou Monastery

0113 (Lambros 3647) [20081] 13 c. Dion113
Mount Athos, Esphigmenou Monastery

007 (Lambros 2020) [21638] 10 c. Esphig7
Mount Athos, Vatopediou Monastery

0322 [18466] 14 c. Vatop322

0323 [18467] 11-12 . Vatop323

0324 [18468] 13 c. Vatop324

7 This checklist is based on the one provided in MonTORO, “The Textual Stability of Pa-
tristic Citations.” Some of the manuscript images used in this rescarch were obtained by the
CATENA Project, which has received funding from the European Research Council (ERC)
under the European Union Horizon 2020 research and innovation program (grant agree-
ment no. 770816). Montoro would like to thank Hugh Houghton for making this possible.

8 Codices C/ﬂrywstomici Graeci I-VIII, Paris, 1968-2018.

? Unless otherwise noted, these dates are taken from the Pinakes database, which in turn
are taken from a variety of manuscript catale

1% Pinakes does not supply a date for i&n A
preliminary paleographical analysis, was ki dIm
private communication (4 September 2019

I Pinakes dates this to the fourteenth cMewevcr, this appears to be a clerical error
since the only catalog cited (S. Eustrariapes, Arcapios, Catalogue of the Greck Manuscripts
in the Library of the Monastery of Vatopedi on Mt. Athos. Cambridge MA, 1924, p. 65) dates
it to the twelfth century. The date above is provided by Parpulov (see above).

ript. The tenth-century date, based on a
ded to Montoro by Georgi Parpulov in a
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72 PETER MONTORO, ROBERT TURNBULL

Mount Athos, Great Lavra Monastery

I" 128 (Eustratiades 0368) [27300] 14 c. Lavral'128
Jerusalem, Patriarchal Library

Hagiou Saba 20 [34277] 10 c.'> Saba20
Mainz, Stadtbibliothek

Cod. IT 114 [40419] {8.11,35a} 13-14 c. Mainzl114
Messina, Biblioteca Regionale Universitaria ‘Giacomo Longo’

S. Salv. 08 [40669] {5.43} 12 c. MessSS8

S. Salv. 34 [40695] {5.59} 12 c. MessSS34

S. Salv. 35 [40696] {5.60} 12 c. MessSS35
Milan, Biblioteca Ambrosiana

A 172 Sup (Martini-Bassi 065) [42258] {5.85} 12 c."> AmbA172s
Moscow, State Historical Museum

Sinod. gr. 096 (Vlad. 098) [43721] 10 c. Mosc96

Sinod. gr. 099 (Vlad. 099) [43724] 10 c. Mosc99
Munich, Bayerische Staatsbibliothek

Cod. graec. 457 [44905] {2.88} 9 c. BSB457
Napoli, Biblioteca Nazionale Vittorio Emanuele III

11 B 04 [46020] {5.193} 11 c. NapIIB4
Oxford, Bodleian Library

Cromwell 21 [47811] {1.235} 11-12 c. BodCrom21

Paris, Bibliothéque nationale de France
er. 0509 [50084] {7.40} 12 c.'* BNF509
gr. 0731 [50313] 11 c¢. BNF731
gr. 0732 [50314] 11 c. BNF732

12 While Pinakes dates this to the ninth century, Parpulov (see above) considers a tenth
century date more likely.

3 The portion of this manuscript that contains Chrysostom’s Commentary on Galatians
is listed as the New Testament manuscript GA 2574 (http://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de/liste?
docID = 32574).

4 The 12 c. date comes from Codices Chrysostomici Graeci. Pinakes offers 14 c.
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gr. 0733 [50315] 11 c. BNF733

or. 0734 [50316] 13 c. BNF734

gr. 0735 [50317] 12 c. BNF735

or. 1016A [50608] 14 c. BNF1016A
Patmos, Monastery of St. John the Theologian

0145 [54389] 12 c. Patmos145
Mount Sinai, St. Catherine’s Monastery

Gr. 0372 (Benesevic 381; Kamil 434) [58747] 11 c. Sinai372
Vatican City, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana

Ottob. gr. 420, [65663] 11 c. BAVOtt420

Reg. gr. 004 (GA 2006) [66174] 10 c. BAVReg4

Ross. 0169 [66419] 10 c. BAVRoss169

Vat. gr. 0550 [67181] {6.64} 11 c. BAVgr550

Vat. gr. 2065 (Basilianus 104) [68695] {6.298} 11 c. BAVgr2065

Venice, Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana
gr. Z. 098 (coll. 0466) [69569] 10 c. BNMz98
gr. Z. 103 (coll. 0571) [69574] 14 c. BNMz103
gr. Z. 564 (coll. 925) [70035] 12 c."> BNMz564
Vienna, Osterreichische Nationalbibliothek

theol. gr. 087 [71754] {4.35} 15 c.' ONBgr87
theol. gr. 170 [71837] {4.52} 12-13 c. ONBgr170

Fragments of the majuscule witness mentioned above have been found as
guards in three manuscripts:

8 folios in Munich, Bayerische Staatsbibliothek, Cod. graec. 20 [44463]
{2.41} 9 c. Fragment

4 folios in Paris, Bibliothéque gationale de France, gr. 0568 [50146]
{7.50} 9 c. Fragment

e

> An extensive number of replacement leaves date from the fifteenth century. One of the
citations in Table 3 is taken from these replacement leaves and is labeled SUPP in that table.
16 Pinakes lists this as 16 c.

© BREPOLS PUBLISHERS
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74 PETER MONTORO, ROBERT TURNBULL

2 folios (heavily damaged) in Istanbul, Patriarchal Library, Hagia Trias
136 [33634] 9 c. Fragment

In order to compare the relative textual stability of initial citations and
their subsequent repetitions, it seemed best to locate examples where the
initial citation contained a variation unit that was cited at least twice more
in the remainder of the Homilies on Romans.'” While some of these varia-
tions are minor, the patterns of manuscript evidence presented in the col-
lation tables clearly indicate that even minor variations like these were of
interest to the transmitters of Chrysostom’s exegetical legacy. Focusing on
these variation units makes it possible to test the relative textual stability of
initial citations and their subsequent repetitions.

The following details are provided for each of the nine variation units
considered in this paper:

1. The full verse context in which it is found in both the NA28 and
RP editions.” The variation unit under discussion in each example
is underlined.

2. The context of each citation in the Homilies on Romans, taken
from Fields edition.” Variations (apart from moveable nus and

7 These examples were located by comparing a list of highly cited verses within the Hom-
ilies on Romans with the NA28 apparatus, the RP apparatus, and variation information from
transcriptions of test passages done as part of Montoro’s larger project on the textual trans-
mission of the Homilies on Romans. Though the goal was to find a sufficient number of
examples, rather than to produce an absolutely comprehensive list, all the useable examples
that were located are included in the paper.

" NA28 = K. Arano et al., eds., Novum Testamentum Graece, 28th ed., Stuttgart, 2012.
As the critical edition most commonly in use, this edition is used as an approximation of
the “initial text” of the New Testament; RP = M. A. RosinsoN, W. G. PierronT, eds., The
New Testament in the Originﬂ/ Greek: Byzantine Textform, Southborough MA, 2005. In the
absence of a truly critical edition of the Byzantine form of the text, this is the most suitable
stand-in available. In both cases, we have retained the capitalization of the edition cited.

¥ F. Fiep, ed., In divi Pauli epistolam ad Romanos homiliae XXXIII, Oxford, 1849. While
we have followed the capitalization and punctuation decisions of Field, we have made our
own decisions regarding where citations start and stop, and have not made use of Field’s
English style quotation marks. Though Field’s edition is an improvement on Mignes, it is
still very far from adequate. For a helpful discussion on this point, sce B. GoopaLt, The
Homilies of St. John Chrysostom on the Letters of St. Paul to Titus and Philemon: Prolegomena
to an Edition, Berkeley CA, 1979, pp. 4-5. While Field provides very brief comments on the
ten manuscripts for which he had transcriptions available, he does not provide a manuscript
stemma. Though there is some helpful information in J. E. Lecek, “Saint Jean Chrysostome :
Dix homélies sur l’Epitrc aux Romains”, PhD diss., Université de Toulouse Le Mirail, 1986,
the partial and provisional stemma it includes does not offer an adequate basis for further
rescarch. Establishing a sufficiently evidenced stemma of the extant tradition of this work is
therefore urgently needed, and forms a central concern of Montoro’s larger research project.
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variations in capitalization) between Field’s edition and that printed
in Migne® are noted in the footnotes. The square brackets at the
beginning of each citation note the page number in Field and the
column number in Migne. The second number locates each citation
by homily, paragraph, and sentence.?’ Scriptural citations are placed
in bold and the variation units under question are underlined.

3. A table collating the full manuscript evidence for each variation
unit. All transcriptions are given without accents, breathings, or
iota subscripts. A dash indicates that a manuscript is not extant in
a given location. A forward slash separates the first hand from a
secondary correction. “None” indicates that while the manuscript
is extant for that location, the word in question has been omitted.
For ease of reference, gray highlighting has been used in these tables
to help to distinguish between the primary division of readings dis-
cussed in each variation unit.

1. Romans 2:14

drov yop E0vny too w) vopov Eyovta @bcel To TOD V6oL TOLDGLY, 6DTOL
vop.ov pi) &ovteg £autols eloy vopog (NA28)

“Otav yap E0vy o wi) vopov Epovra @icel ta ToL vopoy oLy, 00ToL,
véuov un &ovtes, fautols eloty vopog (RP)

[F.64; M.428] 5.5.16 | "Otav yap €0vn, ¢rol, Ta py vépov &éxovra,
pUcEL T TOLU VOpou ToLy), o0TOoL VOpov Wy €YOoVTEG, €0VTOLG €ioL
vop.og.

[F.65; M.429] 5.5.29 | 8tav yap €0vn ta wi vépov éxovta, pvceL Td
oV VORoV oLy}, TOUTMY TOAAG BEATLOUC ELGL TMY ATTO YOUOU OLdaG%o-
LEVOV.

[F.65; M.429] 5.5.32 | “Otav yap €0vn ta pn vépov éyovta, QUGEL TA
ToU VO[OV TToLY), 00TOL VOOV WY EYOVTES, EAUTOLG EiGL VOROG

[F.76; M.435] 6.2.54 | ®VoeL t& Tob vépov mory).>

Table 1. Romans 2:14

Until a stemma of the manuscript tradition is available, it is not possible to make judgments
about the value of particular manuscripts or_groups of manuscripts.

2 J, P. MiGNE, ed., S. P N. Joannis lk 4‘ Archiepiscopi Constaninopolitani Opera
Omnia Quae Exstant: Tomus Nonus, Par' Aéj‘ is is volume 60 in the Patrologz'a Graeca.

2! While the homily and paragraph re How Migne (the base text used for the
transcriptions), the sentence numbering folless_she)breakdown utilized in the transcriptions
themselves. At the conclusion of his largcrm the textual tradition of the Homilies on
Romans, Montoro intends to make these transcriptions available for consultation.

22 Over a series of a few sentences with various interjections, the verse is quoted in full, in
a form that matches the previous citations precisely.

Q
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Table 1—Romans 2.14

5.5.16 5.5.29 5.5.32 6.2.54
Field/Migne | mow o) oW oW
AlexPL1 o) o) o) o)
AmbAiy2s TOLEL oW oW TOOLEL
BAVOttq20 | mow o) o) o)
BAVReg4 TOLOVCLY TCOLEL TOLOVOWY TCOLEL
BAVRoss169 | mow) oW oW o
BAVgr2065 | mow TOOLEL mom* ToLEL/ oW
BAVgrss50 — — — oW
BNFi016A o) o) o) TOLEL
BNFs509 TOLEL oW oW TOLEL
BNF731 oW oW oW o
BNF732 oW oW oW o)
BNF733 — — — —
BNF734 o) oW mow) o)
BNF735 oW oW oW TOOLEL/TTOM)
BNMz103 oW oW oW o
BNMz564 TOLOVTY/TOLWTY | TTOLEL/TTOW] | TOLOVTIV/TTOLWALY | TTOLEL/TTou)
BNMz98 oW oW oW oW
BSB457 o) o) o) TOLEL
BodCromzr | motet TOLEL oW TOLEL
Dioniz mowm* oW oW o
Esphigy o) oW o) TOOLEL
Fragment — — — —
Lavral'128 — — — —
Mainzng TTOLOVTLY TOLEL TOLOVTLY TOOLELTE
MessSS34 o) o o) o)
MessSS35 Tow) o) o) o)
MessSS8 o) o) o) o
Moscg6 o) TOOLEL o) TOLEL
Moscgg o) mowm* o) o)
NaplIB4 TOLEL oW oW TOLEL
NLG453 Tow) o) o) o)
ONBgrizo TOLEL/TO) oW oW oW
ONBgr8; o) o) o) o)
Patmosiys | mowm o) o) o)
Sabazo TOLOVTLY TOLWTLY TOLWILY TOLEL
Sinaizz2 TTOLOVTLY TOLEL TTOLOVTLY TOOLEL
Vatop3z22 o) o) o) o)
Vatop323 o mow o) o)
Vatop324 o) oW o) TOOLEL

*While it was difficult to be
certain with the images availa-
ble for these manuscripts, it is
possible that these had a prior
reading of mote, which has been
corrected to mow).
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In this variation unit, the RP text has the present subjunctive third-per-
son singular oty and the NA28 text has the present subjunctive third-per-
son plural moi@owy. Among manuscripts of Romans, the readings motel
(third-person singular indicative) and wotoUouy (third-person plural indic-
ative) are also found.”® In the Homilies on Romans, Chrysostom cites the
portion of the verse containing this variant four times — three times in the
course of exegesis in Homily 5, and an additional quotation in Homily 6.
As one can see from the table, in the text of Field, all of these quotations
are identical and all of them match the wording of the Byzantine text.
Since the easily made change between subjunctive and indicative forms
likely took place multiple times, the significant variation, indicated by the
gray highlighting in Table 1, is between the third-person singular forms
(either indicative or subjunctive) and the third-person plural forms (once
again either indicative or subjunctive).

This example supports the principle that longer citations, especially those
found in the course of exegesis, are more likely to be altered than shorter
citations, particularly when these shorter citations are found in locations
substantially removed from the exegesis of a particular verse in its context.**
In the first location, where the verse has been cited in full, five manuscripts
offer a third-person plural reading. In the second location, which cites a
much briefer portion of the verse, only one manuscript offers a third-per-
son plural reading. In the third location, where the verse is cited in full
again, the same five manuscripts offer a third-person plural reading. Most
strikingly of all, while the secondary quotation in Homily 6 has a singu-
lar nonsense reading with a second-person plural, 70 manuscript offers a
third-person plural. This pattern of readings confirms that in the first and
third citations the change was most likely from singular to plural rather
than the reverse.

In this example, we notice two tendencies:

First, at least in some instances, longer citations were indeed more likely
to be changed than shorter citations.

» Despite occasional errors, the most oqﬁi / gnsive and convenient collation of textual
evidence for Romans remains, R. J. »&t‘a‘ ew Testament Greek Manuscripts: Vari-
ant Rmdings Armnged in Horizontal Lin odex Vaticanus: Romans, Sheffield, 2002.
Unless otherwise noted, statements about thewtcadihg of manuscripts of Romans depend on
a consultation of Swanson and the apparatm28.

* While this is the same general principle as that advanced by the authors cited in note 2
above regarding lemmata, in Chrysostom’s homilies, these “longer citations” are almost always
thoroughly integrated into the flow of the exposition.
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78 PETER MONTORO, ROBERT TURNBULL

Second, while it has often been taken almost as an axiom that the direc-
tion of textual updating is always from a non-Byzantine reading to
the Byzantine reading,” this case seems to provide an example of the
reverse. Given the pattern of variation found here, it is most likely
that the archetype® of the extant manuscripts of Chrysostom’s Homzi-
lies on Romans had consistent third-person singular forms and that the
third-person plural forms found in some manuscripts are a secondary
correction away from the textual form found in later Byzantine man-
uscripts.

2. Romans 2:26

3\ 3 e > / \ A ~ / / S e 3

€0V 0DV 1) GxpofueTio To SLxatdUAT TOU YOO QUAGGGT), 0VY 1) dxpou-
/ S ~ b \ 4

otio adTob elg wepLtouny AoyieBoetar; (NA28)

"Eay 0dv 1) dxpofusotio To Sueatdpate ToD VOOV QUALGET], 0DYL 1) dxpo-

Buctio adTob eig TepLtop)v AoyieBnoetar; (RP)

[E.77; M.436-437] 6.3.12 | “Otav odv 7 dxpofuctia Td Sixalwpata

TOU VOOV QUAATTY), 00l 1} dxpofBucTio AVTOL €ig TTEPLTOMNYV WLETO-

TpamyceTat;”’

[E.77; M.437] 6.3.19-20 | odyi ¥ dxpoPuotia adTod® eig mepiropny

petatpamvoetat; Kol odx eine, royielicetol, ahnd, Tpamhcetal, Gmep

ELOOUVTLIXWTEPOY 7YY

Table 2. Romans 2:26

» As one example among many, see: G. D. Fee, “Modern Textual Criticism and the Reviv-
al of the Textus Receptus”, JETS, 21.1 (1978), pp. 19-33, here pp. 26-27.

% We are using this term to refer to the “most recent common ancestor” of “all known,
extant witnesses of” the Homilies on Romans. This sense of the term is spelled out in P. Ro-
eLLs, “Definition of Stemma and Archetype”, in Handbook of Stemmatology: History, Method-
ology, Digital Approaches, ed. by P. RoeLit, Berlin, 2020, pp. 209-225, here p. 210.

77 Migne] meprrpanioeror for petatpamioeTor

* Migne] cov for adTod

? Though these consecutive sentences are grouped together, they contain two instances of
the variation unit in question here.
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Table 2—Romans 2.26

6.3.12 6.3.19 6.3.20
Field/Migne petarpamyoetal” METATPATYOETAL | TPATYTETAL
AlexPL1 METATPATYTETOL METATPATYTETOL | METUTPATYTETAL
AmbAizzs TEPLTPATYTETAL METOTPATYOETAL | TPATYTETAL
BAVOtt420 METATPATYTETOL METATPATYTETOL | KETATPATYTETAL
BAVReg4 AoytabnaeTat AoytabnaeTat AoytadnaeTat
BAVRoss169 Aoytadyoetat METATPOTYOETAL | TPOTYTETAL
BAVgrz2065 METATPATYTETOL METATPATYTETAL | TPATNTETAL/UETATPATTETAL
BAVgrss50 Aoytabyoetat METATPUTYOETAL | TPATYTETAL
BNF1016A METATPATYTETOL METATPATYTETOL | KETATPATYTETAL
BNFs509 METATPATYTETOL METATPATYTETAL | UETUTPATYTETAL
BNF731 AoylofnoeTan METOTPATYOETAL | TPATYOETAL
BNF732 METATPATYTETOL METATPATYTETOL | METUTPATYTETAL
BNF733 — — —
BNF734 METATPATYTETAL METATPATYOETAL | METATPATYTETAL
BNF735 METATPATYTETOL METATPATYTETOL | METUTPATYTETAL
BNMz103 TEPLTPUTYTETAL METOTPATYOETAL | TPATYTETAL
BNMz564 AoytafnaeTat AoytafnaoeTat AoytofnaeTat
BNMzg8 Aoytobyoetat METATPUTYOETOL | TPATYTETAL
BSB457 Aoytadyoetat METOTPATOETAL | TPOTNTETAL
BodCromz1 METOTPATITETAL METOTPATYOETAL | METATPATYTETAL
Dionniz AoylofnoeTan METOTPATYOETAL | TPATYTETAL
Esphigy TPOTIYTETAL METATPATYOETAL | TPATYTETAL
Fragment — — —
Lavral'128 — — —
Mainzng AoytafnaeTat AoytafnaeTat AoytadnaeTat
MessSS34 METOTPATYOETAL METOTPATYOETAL | METATPATYTETAL
MessSS35 AoytafnoeTat METATPATYTETOL | TPATHTETAL
MessSS8 Aoytabyoetat METATPOTYOETAL | TPATYTETAL
Moscg6 Aoytadyoetat TPOTIYTETAL TPOTNTETAL
Moscgg METOTPATYTETAL METOTPATYTETAL | METUTPATYTETAL
NaplIB4 METATPOTYTETAL METATPUTNOETAL | METATPATNOETAL
NLG453 METATPATYTETOL META METATPATYTETOL
ONBgri70 Aoytabyoetat MET T TPOTYTETAL
ONBgr8; AohgdyoeTout: METOTROMYTETO | TPATTETAL
Patmosiqs METOTPATYTETAL METOTPRTIOETOl | METATPATYTETAL
Sabazo Aoynobnoetan® Aoytadyoetat AoytofvoeTon
Sinaigz2 AoytafnaeTat AoytafnaeTat AoytafnaeTat
Vatop322 AoylafnoeTan METOTPATYOETAL | TPATYTETAL
Vatop32s METATPATYTETAL METATPATYTETAL | METATPATYTETAL
Vatop324 TPOTYTETAL METOTPATYTETAL | TPATYTETAL
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*Migne has
TEPLTPATNTETCLL,

F This is indeed
the reading,

but it is an
obvious error for
Aoytabyoetat.

° For simplicity’s
sake, the 1/
itacism found
here has been
ignored in the
discussion.
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In this variation unit, the NA28 and RP texts agree in reading
rovioOfoetar. However, since at least one New Testament manuscript,
GA 104, has petatpamhoetor in this location, the variation found here in
the Homilies on Romans is also found in continuous text manuscripts of
Romans.* In Field, the initial citation of this verse has replaced the word
royioOncetor, will be reckoned or counted, with pertartpamioerar, will be
changed or turned (Migne prints wepttpanyoeton here). In the second and
partial citation, Field has the form petatpamfoeror. In the third citation of
this variation unit, there is an explicit comment on the wording of this vari-
ation unit. In Field, this comment reads: xal odx gire, hoyicOnceTon, arnd,
TpamceTal, Hep EUpavTiemTepov 7y, which translates as, And he did not
say, it will be regarded, but it will be changed, which was more emphatic.

Leaving aside the differences between the prefixed prepositions, the core
variation here is the difference between royis07cetar and various forms of
Tpémw. As can be seen in the collation table (Table 2), thirty-six of the thir-
ty-nine manuscripts of the Homilies on Romans consulted provide evidence
for the three repetitions of this variation unit. In the initial citation, no
fewer than seventeen of these manuscripts, or almost exactly half, support
the reading royisOfoeton, as do nearly all manuscripts of Romans itself.

When we come to the second and third repetitions, found in the con-
text of an explicit comment on the wording of this variation unit, we
find that only five of these seventeen manuscripts have royisO7ceroL.
These five manuscripts have reversed the direction of Chrysostom’s com-
ment, in order to conform that comment to a different textual standard.
Rather than reading ol 0dx eine, hoyioOfoeton, dana, Tpamoetal, rep
ELpavTinTEPOY 7y, they instead read xoal odx elmev, petatpamhoeTol,
aMa, AoyleBfjoetat, dmep Enpavtindrtepoy Tv. It is very difficult to see
how 2oyisB7cerar could sensibly be said to be “more emphatic” than
vetatparhoetal. The simplest explanation is that this reflects a deliberate
attempt to update the text of Romans in the Homilies on Romans to con-
form to a particular standard, paying little attention to the form of the text
required by the exegesis itself.

If this were the only place where this interchange occurred, one might
have expected a simple transposition in the course of copying. This is ren-
dered much less likely by the fact that these same five manuscripts have
substituted royi607nceTon for the various forms of tpémm in both of the
two previous instances. It is therefore much more likely that the Homilies
on Romans initially contained a mix of various forms of tpémw and that

3 This reading confirmed by personal inspection of images of this manuscript (htep://
www.bl.uk/manuscripts/FullDisplay.aspx?ref = Harley_MS_5537). While it is possible, per-
haps even likely, that there are other minuscules that have this reading, an initial consulta-
tion of the NA28, Swanson, and the 97 transcriptions of Romans recently made available at
(htep://www.itsceweb.bham.ac.uk/epistulac/XML/igntp.xml), did not turn one up.
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the use of royioOfoeTon is the result of editorial work or scribal updates.
It is important to observe that the five manuscripts that consistently read
royioOfoeton are the same five manuscripts that had the non-Byzantine
third-person plural reading in our first example. This offers further sup-
port to our earlier tentative conclusion on the direction of textual change
in that variation unit.

Based on the pattern of variation found in this second example, we can
draw a few preliminary conclusions:

First, it once again appears that longer citations are more likely to be
changed than shorter repetitions in the course of exegesis.

Second, there is striking evidence of a clear intention, on the part of at
least some of those responsible for transmitting Chrysostom’s exeget-
ical legacy, to seck consistency in citation, even if that meant editing
the exegetical comments to say the opposite of what they originally
said. Given this tendency, without a thorough analysis of the man-
uscript tradition of a work, we will not be able to tell the difference
between an originally consistent citation and one that has been made
so by later updating. Without this careful analysis, the consistent
and repeated citation of a variation unit in a particular manuscript
or printed edition is not sufficient to prove that this was indeed the
reading of the patristic exegete in question.

3. Romans 4:2

el vap APpaop €& Epywv edurardbn, Eyer nadymua, ail’ od meog Bedv.
(NA28)

Eil yop APpaop g2 Epymv eduonmby, Eyer xodymnuo, grl’ o) 1mEog TOV
Bedv. (RP)

[F.108; M.453] 8.1.2 | Ei yop ARpady. €€ épywy édinaiwby, &yeL xad-
XNKa, AN’ 00 TEog Tov Bedv.

[F.109; M.455] 8.1.21 | Eitd gnowv- Ei yap ABpadp. €€ €pywv édixat-
WO, €xeL xadynuwa, dAN’ 0d tpog Tov Bedv.

[F.109; M.455] 8.1.27 | Ei yap ARpady. €€ épywv éduaidby, o7oly,
éx el xav npo, AN’ o0 pog Tov Bedv.

[F.109; M.455] 8.1.31 | Eirov toivuy, 671! €l €€ Epywv é8inardbn, éxel
xou')xnp.a, AN’ 00 ngbg Tov Beov, £detley, Gt xul oo TioTEWS ddvort
Qv EyeLy xadynuo, 1ol TOARG usLCov

[F.111; M. 456] 8.2.15 | Asniocg 9 N, SoncLocuvv}v BS)\TL(;) o) TG TOV

ARpoady. adThy elhneévar PLovoy, B WA. ATTO hOYLGUGY EYEL Yap ®od-
xXnwe, enol,*” meodg Tov Bedy. “

[F293; M.563] 16.10.29 | Ei yop-=ARedap €¢§ €pywv éduatdbn, Exel
®aOY Mo, GAA’ 00 Tpog TOV Bedv.

Table 3. Romans 4:2

3! Migne] omit 811
32 Migne] add 822" o after @noiy
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Table 3—Romans 4.2

812 8.1.21 8.1.27 8.1.31 8.2.15 16.10.29
Field/Migne TOV TOV TOV TOV TOV TOV
AlexPL1 TOV oV TOV oV oV oV
AmbAiz2s TOV TOV TOV TOV TOV TOV
BAVOtt420 TOV TOV TOV TOV TOV TOV
BAVReg4 TOV oV TOV oV oV None
BAVRoss169 TOV TOV TOV TOV TOV TOV
BAVgrz065 TOV oV TOV oV Tov Tov
BAVgrss50 TOV OV TOV oV oV oV
BNF1016A TOV OV TOV oV oV oV
BNF509 TOV OV TOV oV oV oV
BNF731 TOV TOV TOV TOV TOV TOV
BNF732 TOV TV TOV oV oV oV
BNF733 — — — — — oV
BNF734 TOV TOV TOV TOV TOV —
BNF735 TOV OV TOV oV oV oV
BNMgzi103 TOV TOV TOV TOV TOV TOV
BNMz564 | SUPP | tov oV TOV oV —| Tov Tov
BNMz98 TOV OV TOV oV oV oV
BSB457 TOV TOV TOV TOV TOV TOV
BodCromz1 TOV TOV TOV TOV oV oV
Dionng TOV TOV TOV TOV TOV TOV
Esphigy TOV oV TOV oV oV oV
Fragment — — — — — oV
Lavral'128 — — — — — oV
Mainzng TOV TOV TOV TOV TOV None
MessSS34 oV OV TOV oV oV —
MessSS35 TOV TV TOV oV oV oV
MessSS8 TOV OV TOV oV oV oV
Moscgb — — — — TOV TOV
Moscgg TOV oV TOV oV oV oV
NLG453 TOV TOV TOV TOV TOV TOV
NaplIB4 — — — — — oV
ONBgri70 TOV oV TOV oV oV oV
ONBgr8; TOV oV TOV oV Tov Tov
Patmosi4s TOV OV TOV oV oV oV
Sabazo None None None None None None
Sinaizz2 TOV TOV TOV TOV TOV TOV
Vatops22 TOV oV TOV oV oV oV
Vatop323 TOV oV TOV oV oV oV
Vatopz24 TOV oV TOV oV oV oV
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The NA28 and RP texts of this verse are identical except for a single
variant, the presence or absence of v in the last phrase. While this differ-
ence is very minor from an exegetical point of view, a full collation of the
evidence for this variation unit nevertheless provides important insight into
the dynamics of textual transmission that we are addressing in this article.
In the Homilies on Romans, this particular variation unit is cited no fewer
than six times — five times throughout Homily 8 and once in Homily 16.
In Field, we find the RP reading mtpog t0v Océv in each of these instances,
as we also do in the overwhelming majority of manuscripts of the Homilies
on Romans. Astonishingly there is a single manuscript, Saba20, which has
the NA28 reading, 7tpog Oedy, in all six instances. Two additional manu-
scripts have the NA28 reading only in the sixth and final instance found
in Homily 16.

While many features of this variation unit are puzzling, it is important
to note just how thorough the scribes or editors who updated the tex-
tual forms found in these homilies could, at least on occasion, be. While
many alterations could be the result of an accidental substitution of the
text being copied with the mental text of the scribe, it seems implausible
such accidental substitutions can adequately account for the consistency of
the pattern found in this manuscript. As a preliminary confirmation of this
conclusion, in the approximately 7,000 words of test passages transcribed
as part of a larger study of the textual tradition of Chrysostom’s Homilies
on Romans, there are 67 uses of tév in Migne’s text.”> Out of those 67 uses,
these six examples are the only places where Saba20 omits tév. It simply
will not do to dismiss these changes as part of a broader tendency to omit
the article in the textual tradition represented by this manuscript. This is
additional evidence that the pattern in Table 3 is the result of deliberate
textual correction away from the Byzantine text.**

3 As a digitized text of Field is not available, this search was conducted using Migne,
which was used as a base text for these fanscripbipns. As the transcriptions have not been
lemmatized, this search was restricted to l&- /A lar form in question. A subsequent pub-
lication will be able to address the tende dividual manuscripts of the Homilies on
Romans in more detail.

% For a discussion of the broader pattern of textual change in this manuscript, see P. Mon-
ToRO, “Invariablement byzantin?. Le texte de 'Epitre aux Romains dans le Sabaiticus 20 et
la transformation textuelle de Ihéritage exégétique de Jean Chrysostome”, in La source sans

in: la Bible chez Jean Chrysostome, ed. by G. Bapy, Turnhout, 2021, pp. 177-197.
2 y pp
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4. Romans 4:15

0 Yop VOROG GpYTV xatepyaleTol 00 8€ 0dx E6TLY Vopog 008 TapaPuste.
(NA28)

0 Yop VOLOG GpY Y natepYaleTol 00 Yo 6Ox% £6TLy vo.oc, 00dE Ttapdfaste.
(RP)

[F115-116; M.459] 8.4.10 | “OtL 6 vép.og bpyNv ratepydletat ob yap
oVx €6l VOpog, 008¢ Tapdfacte.

[F.116; M.459] 8.4.23 | OD ydp odx &ati, noi, vépog 008 mapdPastic.
[F184; M.499] 12.4.22 | xoal &7, O0 ydp odx &t vépog, 008
TapdBacig

Table 4. Romans 4:15
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Table 4—Romans 4.15

8.4.10 8.4.23 12.4.22
Field/Migne yap yop yop
AlexPL1 yap yap yap
AmbAiyz2s yop #I yop
BAVOttq20 Yop yop Yop
BAVReg4 3e yop yop
BAVRoss169 Yop yop Yop
BAVgrz2065 Yop Yop Yop
BAVgrs50 3e yop yap
BNFi016A Yop Yop Yop
BNFs509 Yop Yop Yop
BNFz31 yop yop Yop
BNF732 Yop Y Y
BNFy733 — — —
BNF734 Yop Yop Yop
BNF735 yep Yap Yop
BNMz103 Yop #I Yop
BNMz564 3¢ yop yap
BNMz98 Yop yop yop
BSB457 Y Yop Yop
BodCromai yop yap yop
Dionnig 3¢ yop yop
Esphigz Yop Yop Yop
Fragment Yop yop —
Lavral128 — — Yop
Mainzng 3e yop yop
MessSS34 Yop yop Yop
MessSS35 Yop Yop Yop
MessSS8 Yop yop Yop
Moscg6 #* yop yop
Moscgg Yop Yop Yop
NapllB4 — — —
NLG453 Yop Y Y*p
ONBgriz0 Yop yop Yop
ONBgr8; 3¢ yop yop \
Patmosigs yop yop yop —
Sabazo 3¢ yop yop
Sinaigz2 3e yop yop
Vatopz22 yop Yop yop
Vatopsz23 Yap Yop Yop #* Clause omitted
Vatop324 yop Yop Yop #F Sentence omitted

© BREPOLS PUBLISHERS
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The variation unit, the alternation of y&p and 3¢, is cited three times in the
Homilies on Romans — twice in Homily 8 and once in Homily 12, with the
second and third citations being briefer than the first. In Field, and in the
majority of manuscripts, all three citations consistently have the ydp that
is found in RP. In the first citation, however, eight manuscripts have the
3¢ that is found in the NA28. In the second and third citations, however,
all extant manuscripts, including these eight, have ydp. Given the consis-
tency of the second and third citation in reading ydp, it seems more likely
that the initial reading in the first location was vdp than that the second
and third citation have been changed from 8¢ to yép in the entirety of the
extant manuscript tradition.
This data suggests the following points:

First, the longer initial citation once again seems more likely to be altered
than subsequent fragmented repetitions.

Second, it once again appears that the text has been changed away from
a Byzantine reading foward the reading found in the NA28.

5. Romans 5:1

Awarmbévres 0dv éx mioteweg elpvy Exopev Tpog Ttov Ozov S Tob
nuptov Nuev Tnool Xerstoh (NA28)

Awarmbévreg odv éx wioTewe, elpnvny Eyxowmev Tpoc tov Ocov die Tob
nuplov Auev T1eob yeretol, (RP)

[F.130-131; M.467] 9.1.30-31 | AucatwBévreg 0Oy éx mtictews, eiprivny
Exwpev tpog Tov Bedv S1a Tod xupiov HudV Incod Xpietos. Ti Eotuy,
eiphvny Exwpev;®

[F.131; M.467] 9.1.36 | eipfvny éxwpev. toutéott, pnuétt duapTdvem-
ney, Urde Tpos Ta TphTEpa Emavepy mpelo

Table 5. Romans 5:1

% Two of the citations of this variation unit appear consecutively and are grouped together.
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Table 5—Romans 5.1

9.1.30 9.1.31 9.1.36
Field/Migne EXWHEV EXWHEY EXWHEV
AlexPL1 EXWMEV EXWHEY EXWHEY
AmbAiz2s EXOMEY EXOMEV EXOMEV
BAVOtt420 EXWMEY EXWUEV EXWUEV
BAVReg4 EXOMEY EXOMEV EXOMEV
BAVRoss169 EXWMEY EXWUEV EXWUEV
BAVgr2065 EXOMEY EXOMEV EXOMEV
BAVgrss50 EXWMEV EXWHEY EXWHEY
BNFi016A EXWMEV EXWHEY EXWHEY
BNFs509 EXWMEV EXWHEY EXWHEY
BNF731 EXWMEV EXWHEY EXWHEY
BNF732 EXWUEV EXWHEY EXWHEY
BNFy733 — — —
BNF734 EXWHEV EXWHEV EXWHEY
BNF735 EXWMEV EXWHEY EXWHEY
BNMz103 EXWNEY EXWUEV EXWUEV
BNMz564 EXWUEV/eXOpEV™ EXOMEV EXOMEV
BNMz98 EXOMEY EXWHEY EXWHEY
BSB457 EXWMEY EXWUEV EXWUEV
BodCromz1 EXWMEV EXWHEY EXWHEY
Dionnz EXOMEV EXWHEV EXWHEV
Esphig7 EXOMEY EXOMEV exwpevE
Fragment — — —
Lavral'128 — — —
Mainzng EXWUEV EXWHEY EXWHEY
MessSS34 EXWMEY EXWUEV EXWUEV
MessSS35 EXWUEV EXWHEY EXWHEY
MessSS8 EXWNEY EXWUEV EXWUEV
Moscgb EXWMEY EXWUEV EXWUEV
Moscgg EXWMEV EXWHEY EXWHEY
NaplIB4 — — —
NLG453 EXWUEV EXWHE £V
ONBgrizo EXWHEV® exw £V
ONBgr8; EXWMEY sxw}.(sv\‘ exwlev
Patmosiqs EXWMEV e(wpey [ EXWHEY
Sabazo EXWMEV EXWHEV EXWHEV
Sinaizz2 EXOMEV EYOMEV EYOMEV
Vatop3z22
Vatop323 EXWUEY EXWHEV EXWHEV
Vatop3z24 EXOMEV EXOMEV EXWHEY

© BREPOLS PUBLISHERS
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The variation here is the difference between Zywpev — in the subjunc-
tive mood — and Zyopev — in the indicative mood. While the main texts
of both RP and NA28 agree in reading the indicative, many manuscripts
of Romans, both Byzantine and non-Byzantine, read the subjunctive.’
Chrysostom’s exegesis makes it clear that he interprets elpfvny €ywuey as
an exhortation rather than a statement of fact, providing strong contex-
tual support for the subjunctive reading. This variation unit is cited three
times in the Homilies on Romans. While Field’s text has the subjunctive
reading in all three locations, there is variation in the manuscript tradition.
In the first citation, eight of the thirty-four manuscripts extant at this loca-
tion have the indicative reading and one additional manuscript has been
corrected to this reading for a total of nine. In the second, immediately
following citation, seven manuscripts have the indicative. In the third cita-
tion, found a few sentences later, five manuscripts have the indicative.

As the collation table reveals, there is no manuscript that has the indica-
tive reading in the subsequent repetitions that does not also have that read-
ing in the first citation.”” In other words, rather than a random collection
of scribal errors, there is a clear and intentional tendency to correct the
subjunctive to the indicative reading — even though the form of the text to
which it is being changed stands in tension with the exegesis that follows.
While the updaters apparently intended to make this change consistently,
the farther from the initial citation, the more likely it is for one of the
repetitions to have been missed. At the same time, there are five manu-
scripts that correct 4/l three instances of this variation unit. Since these
manuscripts do not otherwise seem to be closely related,®® this pattern of
corrections must have taken place at least twice in the textual tradition.

This example presents the same tension we observed above. While there
is a tendency for later fragments to be left unaltered, there is also a serious
attempt on the part of some editors or scribes to alter even the smallest
and most distant fragments to match the form of the text they consider
authoritative in their context.*” Until the tendencies of the entirety of the
manuscript tradition have been carefully examined, it is impossible to see
which of these two conflicting tendencies is at work in a given variation
unit.

3¢ L. H. Y. Man, “The Textual Significance of Corrected Reading in the Evaluation of the
External Evidence: Romans 5,1 as a Test Case”, ZNW, 107.1 (2016), pp. 70-93 includes a
helpful bibliographical guide to the many discussions of this contested variant.

7 Though one of these manuscripts, BNMz564, scems to have had eyopey in the first
hand in the first location, this has been corrected iz scribendo to eyop.ev.

% This judgment is based on a preliminary collation of test passages.

% In this context, an “authoritative” text is simply that standard edition toward which
other texts would be corrected in a given context.
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6. Romans 8:2

6 Yo vopoc Tol mveduatos The Lwtic év Xewotd Imeob frevbépncéy oe
&7t 7o vopoy The dpaptiog %ol tob Ouvdtou. (NA28)

‘O yap vopog To0 Tvebpatog thc Lwvic &v ypLatd Ineob Mhevbipmwady pe
amo Tob vopoy Tig apoptiog xal Tol Ouvdton. (RP)

[F.207; M.513] 13.4.23 | ‘O yap vépog tob mvedpatog thHg Lwihs™
HAevBépwoé we.

[F.207; M.513] 13.4.32 | "Otav vap 2éy7, "HAevbépwoé pe dmo tod
vépov thg apaptiog xai tod Bavdrtov, o0 TOv Mwicéme vopov Aéyel
evtobo

[F.208; M.513] 13.4.42 | ‘O ydap vépog Tob mvebpatog T1¢ {wijg év
Xpot® 'Incob AAevbépwaé pe, pnoly

Table 6. Romans 8:2

|

# Migne] add &v Xpto7d Tneob after Lwiic
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Table 6—Romans 8.2

13.4.23 13.4.32 13.4.42
Field/Migne e e e
AlexPL1 ot ot gt
AmbArz2s g€ ge of
BAVOtty20 oe/pe ue oe/pe
BAVReg4 fof fof None
BAVRoss169 g€ g€ o€
BAVgr2065 ot o oc/pe
BAVgrss50 ME ME ue
BNF1016A g€ g€ of
BNF509 o3 o3 o€
BNF731 g€ g€ ME
BNF732 Me ME ME
BNF733 — — —
BNF734 3 3 ME
BNF735 gE gE o€
BNMz103 pe® o[ ge
BNMz564 i3 ME ME
BNMz98 gt o/ o€
BSB457 None [of3 o€
BodCroma1 oe/pe oe/pe oe/pe
Dionmnz KE KE ME
Esphig7 e oet gt
Fragment — — —
Lavral'128 3 3 ME
Mainzng o3 o3 o€
MessSS34 g€ g€ o€
MessSS35 e o/ e
MessSS8 e g€ e
Mosc9b gE gE (o3
Moscgg e e e
NaplIB4 — — —
NLG453 o3 o3 fof3
ONBgri70 ME ME %3
ONBgr8; e e e
Patmosisgy pue/ae® o€ o€
Sabazo o o€ None
Sinaizz2 e [of3 None
Vatopz22 fof fof e
Vatopz23 gE gE (o3
Vatop324 e e oe/pe**

*This was possibly corrected from oe to pe.
} This reading is not certain.

© The e is not fully visible, but there has definitely
been a correction and the shape fits.

**This manuscript is a direct copy of Esphig;—so
it has definitely been corrected in the course of

copying.
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This variation unit — the swapping of pe and oc — occurs three times
in the Homilies on Romans. In Field, all three locations read pe, and
Chrysostom is even cited in support of this reading in the UBS5 appara-
tus*’. The first hand of only ten of the 36 witnesses extant in these loca-
tions has pe in all three locations. Before correction, 15 manuscripts con-
sistently have ce. Based on the number of corrections, it seems likely that
this change was made many times, with a clear tendency to correct o to
ue.” Since all three citations are similar in length, it is not surprising that
all three exhibit similar amounts of variation.

Once again, there is clear evidence for deliberate attempts to update cita-
tions across the board and equally clear evidence that this attempt was not
always completely successful. In this example, there is so much variation
that it will be difficult to determine the predominant tendency until a
stemma for the manuscript tradition as a whole is available.

7. Romans 11:3

#DPLE, TOLG TROYATUS GOV GTEXTELVAY, T BucLaeTAPLd 6oV natéonaday,
w8y drereloplny pbvoc xal {rrolowy hv Yuyhy pov. (NA28)

Kvipie, tobe mpoghtac cov amextelvay, xol T Buelasthpld 6o xote-
orayoyv- k3o vrerelplny uévog, xal Tnrobow iy Yuynyv pov. (RP)
[F.317; M.577] 18.4.11 | Kbpie, Todg mpopnitag cov dméxtelvay, Td
fucLacThpLd cov xatéoxaav- xdyw VTeAeiOny woévog, xai {nTovotL
™V Yuy v pov.

[F.318; M.577] 18.4.28 | KVpte, Todg mtpopritag cov dméxtewvay, xal
Td BuoLacTHpLd cov xatéoradav.

[F.318; M.578] 18.4.34 | Tt odv odtéc gnot; KdpLe, Tovg mpopritag cov
dméxtevay, Td Buclactypld® cov ratéoxaday, xai dreleipbny éyw
®wovog, xai {ntodot v YuyAv pov.

[F.319; M.578] 18.4.51 | "Omep obv xal évtaild omowy, 87t al ta Bucia-
oThHpLa xaTéoraay, xol ToLG TEOPYTUG AVELAOV.

Table 7. Romans 11:3

41 UBSS = B. Aranp et al., eds., The Greek New Testament, Sth ed., Stuttgart, 2014.

# Patmos14S in 13.4.23 is the only potential example of the reverse change (from pe to
ce).

# Migne] »al té Ousrastipto for o OustactipLa
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Table 7—Romans 11.3

18.4.11 18.4.28 18.4.34 18.4.51
Field/Migne None ol None* %ot
AlexPL1 None xot None xo
AmbAiy2s None xat xat xat
BAVOtt420 None ot None xol
BAVReg4 xo xo xalt xau
BAVRoss169 None o None None
BAVgrz2065 None xa None xalt
BAVgrss50 ot xat None xat
BNF1016A None xol xalt xo
BNF509 None xat None xat
BNFz31 None xo None xo
BNF732 None ol ot ot
BNF733 ot xat None xat
BNF734 None xat None xo
BNF735 None xat None xat
BNMz103 None ot xat xol
BNMz564 — — — —
BNMz98 None xat None xat
BSB457 None o o ol
BodCromai None xo None xat
Dionng ot ot None xat
Esphigy None xo xalt xalt
Fragment — — — —
Lavral'128 None xol None xalt
Mainzng o o ol ol
MessSS34 None ot None xat
MessSS35 ol ol ot ot
MessSS8 xo xo xat xat
Mosc9b ot ot None ot
Mosc99 None xat None xat
NaplIB4 None xo None xat
NLG453 None ol None ot
ONBgriz0 Tk xat xat xat
ONBgr87 xo xol None xolt
Patmosi4s None xat None xat
Sabazo xat xat xot xat
Sinaizz2 o o o o
Vatopz22 None xo None xat
Vatop323 None ot ot xol
Vatops24 None xo xat xat

* Migne has xot

F The ta is the result of dittography.
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This variation unit — the addition or omission of xaf — is cited four times
in the Homilies on Romans. The first cites the verse as a whole, word for
word in agreement with NA28. The second cites the first half of the verse,
this time with the extra xa( found in the RP text, but otherwise the word-
ing is exactly the same as the first. The third citation once again quotes the
verse as a whole in the NA28 form (Migne has the RP form here), with
the sole additional change being the substitution of xadi...&v for xaya.
This change is also found in manuscripts of Romans, but that is not our
focus here. The fourth citation, briefer and worded more loosely in other
respects, contains our variation unit in the form found in RP. In the col-
lation found in Table 7, we see that the longer citations found in the first
and third instances have a great deal of variation while the shorter citations
found in the second and fourth citations have little variation. While six
manuscripts have the RP reading in all four locations, no manuscripts have
the NA28 reading across the board.

While it is difficult to determine the direction of textual change here,
both principles are once again apparent. On the one hand, longer and
more precise citations tend to be subject to more variation while, on the
other hand, there are consistent attempts to make every citation match.
This underscores the need to consider the entirety of a manuscript tra-
dition before drawing conclusions about the evidence of any citation, no
matter how frequently repeated in the course of exegesis.

8. Romans 15:5

6 0¢ Oeoc Tiic bmopovic nal The ToEarANGE®S 8¢7 DULY TO aOTO PEOVELY
v danmrorg xato Xprotov Incoby, (NA28)

‘0 8z Oeoc g YTopoVTiG %ol TG TUPAXANGEMS S¢y7) VLY TO ADTO PEOVELY
&v dnhroLg xate yeLotov "Incobv. (RP)

[F.435; M.646] 27.2.56 | ‘O 8¢ Beog t¥g \ropovig nai THG ToUPAKAY)-
cewg HW1 VIV TO AdTO PPOVELY év dAAYAoLg, xata XpLetov "Incodv.
[F.435; M.646] 27.2.58 | 31 tolto &reyey, ‘O 8¢ Bedg THig Vmop.oviig ol
TG TAPAKAYGEWS S LRIV TO adTO PPOVELY év GAAYAoLg, xata Xot-
otov ‘Incoiv.

[F.435; M.647] 27.3.1 | Eira méiwy Sewevde, 671 ody dmide dydmny {nrel,
emhyoye, nota Xpwetov Incoby

Table 8. Romans 15:5
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Table 8—Romans 15.5

27.2.56 27.2.58 27.3.1
Field/Migne XV W XV W XV W
AlexPL1 Xvw XV w XV w
AmbAiyz2s XV W #* X W
BAVOttq420 XV W XV w XvWw
BAVReg4 s s —
BAVRoss169 XV W XV W Xv W
BAVgr2065 Xvw XV w Xvw
BAVgrss50 W xv WXV W xv
BNF1016A XV W W xv wxv
BNF509 XV w XV w XV w
BNF731 XV W XV W Xv W
BNF732 Xvw XV w XV W
BNFy733 XV w XV w xXvw
BNF734 XV W XV W XV W
BNF735 XV w XV W XV w
BNMz103 xXvw #* XvWw
BNMz564 — — —
BNMz98 Xvw XV W xXvw
BSB457 XV W XV W XvWw
BodCroma21 XV W XV W W xv
Dionng W XV W xv W xv
Esphigy Xvw XV W XV w
Fragment — — —
Lavral128 XV W XV W XvWw
Mainzn4 W xv W xv wxv
MessSS34 xXvw XV W W v
MessSS35 Xvw XV W XV W
MessSS8 Xvw XV W xXvw
Moscgb XV W XV w XV W
Moscgg XV W XV W Xvw
NaplIB4 XV W W XV W XV
NLG453 XV W XV W XV W
ONBgrizo Xvw XV W xXvw
ONBgr8; W v W v wxv
Patmosi4s XV W XV W Xvw
Sabazo WXV W YV W Xy
Sinaigz2 xXvw W xv XV w
Vatopz22 xXvw XV W xXvw
Vatop3z23 XV W XV W XV W
Vatop324 XV W XV W Xvw

* Sentence Missing
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Though both the NA28 and the RP texts agree in reading Xptstov
‘Ineoly at the conclusion of this verse, some manuscripts of Romans have
the reading 'I1600v Xpiotév. This variation unit is cited three times in the
Homilies in Romans. The first two citations cite the verse in full, while the
third cites only the last clause, the one under consideration here. While
the first example has '[1600v Xpiotéy in five witnesses, and the second has
it in eight, the last and shortest example, which only cites the final three
words, has this reading in nine. If the patterns we have observed in previ-
ous examples hold true, the simplest explanation is that this is the result
of a multi-stage process. Earlier in the tradition, the ancestors of some of
the manuscripts that now read Icobv Xptotéy only in the repetitions also
had them in the initial citations. These were then subject to an intentional
change that did not reach the secondary repetitions. If a stemma based
on clearer textual evidence shows that this is not likely, then this example
would show that the general principles that we have based on the clearer
examples have some exceptions, which would not be surprising.

9. Romans 16:2

tvoe adthy Tposdélnole dv wuple dilwg TGV aylwy kol TopasTTe adTY
&v © Qv UGV 7pNln TEAYLOTL %ol Yop 0)TT) TEOGTATLE TTOMGY Eyeviiy
xol énob adtob.(NA28)

tva ad Ty TpoadElnale v nuple diiwe Tav aylwy, xal TopasTiite AdTT
&v ¢ Qv UMY eNln TEAYLATL Kol Yo a)TY TEOGTATLS TTOAAGY EYevi i,
rol adTob éuob. (RP)

[F.465; M.663] 30.2.47 | Kai yap adty mpoctdtig TOAAGDY éyevyiO,
xoi adtob éuod.

[F465; M.664] 30.2.51-52 | 316 xal Gotepov adtod Téleive Aéywv, nal
adtob épob. Ti 8¢ 267, kal adtob éuot;*

[F466; M.664] 30.3.12 | Kol vap® mepl éxelvre éneyey, “Hrig mpoctdTig
TOAADV éyevéTo,*® xail adtob éuob.

[F479; M.672] 31.3.40 | Ei vap p1) 7obto 7y, odx &v cimev, "Hrig
TPOGTATLE TOAADV éyev¥iOy), xai adToL éRod.

Table 9. Romans 16:2

4 Two of the citations of this variation mar consecutively and are grouped togeth-
er.

# Migne] add xaf after ydp

% Migne] &yevily for éyevéro
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Table g—Romans 16.2

30.2.47 30.2.51 30.2.52 30.3.12 31.3.40
Field/Migne QUTOV EUOV QLUTOV EUOV QUTOV ELOV QUTOV EJLOV | UTOV EUOV
AlexPL1 OUTOU EMOV QUTOU EUOV QUTOV EMLOV QUTOU EMOV | UTOU EMOV
AmbAizz2s QUTOV EUOV QUTOU EUOV QUTOV EHLOV QUTOV EMOV | AUTOU EUOV
BAVOtt420 — — — — —
BAVReg4 — — — — —
BAVRoss169 QUTOV EMOV QUTOV EMOV QUTOV EJLOV QUTOV EMLOV | CUTOU EUOV
BAVgrz2065 OUTOU EMOV QUTOV EUOV QUTOV EMLOV QUTOU EMOV | UTOU EMOV
BAVgrs50 EMOU VTOV EMOV VTOV EMOV QVTOV EMOU QUTOV | AUTOU EUOV
BNF1016A OUTOV EMOV QUTOV EUOV OUTOV EQLOV OUTOU EMOV | UTOU EMOV
BNFs509 OUTOU EMOV QUTOV MOV OLUTOV EMLOV OUTOU EMLOV | LUTOU ELOV
BNF731 QUTOV EUOV QLUTOV EUOV QUTOV EHLOV QUTOV EJOV | EUOV QUTOV
BNF732 OUTOU EMOV QUTOV EUOV QUTOV EMLOV QUTOU EMLOV | UTOU EMOV
BNF733 QUTOV EUOV QLUTOV EUOV QUTOV ELOV QUTOV EMOV | AUTOU EUOV
BNF734 QUTOV EUOV QUTOV EMOV QUTOV EHOV QUTOV EJOV | AUTOU EUOV
BNF735 OUTOU EOV QUTOV MOV OUTOV EMLOV QUTOU EMLOV | LUTOU EOV
BNMz103 QUTOV EUOV QLUTOV EUOV avtov None QUTOV EMOV | CUTOU EUOV
BNMz564 — — — — —
BNMz98 QUTOV EMOV QUTOV EMOV QUTOV EJLOV QUTOV EMOV | CLUTOU EUOV
BSB457 QUTOV EUOV QUTOV EMOV QUTOV EJOV EMOU QUTOV | AUTOU X0 EUOV
BodCroma21 QUTOV EUOV QUTOV EMOV QUTOV EHLOV QUTOV EUOV | —
Dioniz EMOU OVTOV EMOV QVTOV None / £yov cuTov | EMOV AVTOV | AVTOU EMOV
Esphigy QUTOV EUOV QUTOV EMOV QUTOV EHLOV QUTOV EJOV | AUTOU EUOV
Fragment — — — — —
Lavral128 QUTOV EUOV QUTOV EMOV QUTOV EHOV QUTOV EJOV | AUTOU EUOV
Mainzi4 EMOU VTOV EMOV QVTOV QUTOV EHLOV EMOU QUTOV | AUTOU EUOV
MessSS34 QUTOV EUOV QLUTOV EUOV QUTOV ELOV QUTOV EJLOV | UTOV EUOV
MessSS35 QUTOV EUOV QUTOU EMOV QUTOV EHLOV QUTOV EJAOV | AUTOU EUOV
MessSS8 QUTOV EMOV QUTOV EMOV QUTOV EJLOV QUTOV EJOV | CLUTOU EMOV
Moscg6 EMOU UTOV QUTOV EMOV QUTOV EHOV QUTOV EJOV | AUTOU EUOV
Moscgg EMOU VTOV QUTOU EMOV QUTOV EHLOV QUTOV EJOV | AUTOU EUOV
NaplIB4 QUTOV EMOV QUTOV EMOV None QUTOV EMOV | CUTOU EUOV
NLG453 QUTOV EUOV QUTOU EMOV QUTOV EJLOV QUTOV EJOV | AUTOU EUOV
ONBgriz0 — — — — —
ONBgr8; EMOV OUTOV EUOV OLUTOV EMOV OUTOV EMOV OLUTOV | BLUTOU EMOV
Patmosiq4s — — — — —
Sabazo EMOV QVTOV MOV QVTOV QUTOV EHLOV EMOU OUTOV | LUTOU EUOV
Sinaizz2 EMOU XVTOV EMOV QVTOV QUTOV EHLOV EMOU QUTOV | AUTOU EUOV
Vatopz22 QUTOV EUOV QUTOV EUOV QUTOV ELOV QUTOV EMOV | EUOV AUTOV
Vatopz23 QUTOV EUOV QUTOV EMOV QUTOV EJOV QUTOV EUOV | —
Vatop324 QUTOV EUOV QUTOU EMOV QUTOV EHLOV QUTOV EJLOV | AUTOU EUOV
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This variation unit — a transposition of the words adtolb €uol — occurs
five times in the Homilies on Romans, four times in Homily 30 and once
in Homily 31. The initial citation contains the whole of the second half
of the verse, exactly as it is found in the RP text. The second and third
repetitions contain only the clause xol ad7ob uod. The fourth and fifth
repetitions are identical, containing most of the second half of the verse,
with the initial pronoun “flattened” to fit the context.”” In Field, all five of
these citations have the order adtod &uov.

Eighteen of the thirty-three manuscripts extant for these locations con-
sistently have the order adtoU éuob, as in Field. As we would expect based
on the pattern we have seen up to this point, we find the most amount of
variation in the first citation, with eight manuscripts reading ol adtol.
While no manuscript has ¢p.o0 adtob in all five locations, two have it in all
four locations in Homily 30 in the first hand and one more after correc-
tion. Significantly, only two manuscripts read £uob ad7tod in the secondary
quotation in Homily 31. As neither of these manuscripts has this reading
in any of the four citations in Homily 30 and as they are otherwise so
closely related that it is likely that one is a copy of the other, it seems plau-
sible to posit that this is an independent error rather than an attempt to
update the text. If this is the case, then it once again seems more probable
that ad70U €uod, the Byzantine reading, was the reading of the archetype
of the extant manuscript tradition of Chrysostom’s Homilies on Romans,
with the reading ép.oU adtob being an attempt at textual updating carried
out more or less consistently.

Conclusion

While there are exceptions, the evidence examined suggests that the gen-
eral tendency is indeed for longer initial citations to be more susceptible to
alteration than the shorter citation fragments that follow. This tendency is
more pronounced when the difference is between a re-citation in the course
of exegesis and a re-quotation in a subsequent homily. Working against
this general tendency is a clear intention on the part of some editors or
scribes® to achieve consistency on even the smallest of textual details in

¥ For the concept of “flattening,” see h.]d
Citations”, Studia Patristica, XLV (2010)
# For the purposes of this paper, we ake=intendionally leaving open the difficult martter

of labeling those responsible for the textual variations we have considered. In the context of
New Testament textual criticism, Ulrich Schmid has provided thoughtful criticisms of the
common tendency to describe all textual alterations as the work of “scribes.” See U. ScHmip,

“Scribes and Variants — Sociology and Typology”, in Textual Variation: Theological and So-

«c

oucHTON, “Flattening’ in Latin Biblical
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even the briefest of textual fragments. As can be seen in the third example,
in one instance this sort of revision went so far as to alter six widely sep-
arated instances of a single article that does not affect the sense. Without
a thorough examination of the textual tradition of a work as a whole, it is
impossible to determine which of these two competing tendencies is pre-
dominant in a particular variation unit. Apart from such an examination,
it is never safe to assume that even the most consistently repeated citations
necessarily provide us with the text of the patristic exegete in question.

On a more surprising note, in a number of passages the Byzantine read-
ing has been changed, whether consistently or inconsistently, to a reading
which agrees with NA28. This challenges the common tendency to assume
that, simply because a reading has been determined on other grounds to
be the “initial text”® of the New Testament that it must also be the ini-
tial text of patristic exegetical works on the New Testament. Deliberate
changes away from the Byzantine form of the text raise questions about
which forms of the New Testament text were considered by these editors
or scribes to be authoritative enough to revise the homilies of an exegete as
universally admired as Chrysostom.

In conclusion, the study of the relative textual stability of repeated cita-
tions can serve, not only to improve the accuracy of the patristic citations
used in the textual criticism of the New Testament, but also, and perhaps
even more importantly, to open a window® into the transmission dynam-
ics of patristic exegesis. As we look over the shoulders of editors or scribes,
we can see them attempting (not always successfully!) to conform even the
most minor of variants in even the smallest of repetitions to the form of

cial Tendencies?, ed. by H. A. G. HougHron, D. C. ParkEer, Piscataway NJ, 2008, pp. 1-24;
U. Scamip, “Conceptualizing ‘Scribal’ Performance: Reader’s Notes”, in The Textual History
0f the Greek New Testament: Clmnging Views in Contemporary Research, ed. by K. WACHTEL,
M. W. Howrmes, Leiden, 2012, pp. 49-64. Schmid is responding to, among others, B. D. Exrman,
The Orthodox Corruption of Scripture: The Effect of Early Christological Controversies on the
Text ofﬂ?e New Testament, New York, 1993; K. Hanes-ErrzeN, Guardians ofLetters: Liter-
acy, Power, and the Transmitters of Early Christian Literature, Oxford, 2000. While further
research is needed, the specific varicties of textual updating observed in this paper seem to be
rather different from the theological and literary alterations in the carliest New Testament
manuscripts on which these studies focus.

# We use this term in the sense proposed by G. Mink, “Problems of a Highly Contam-
inated Tradition, the New Testament: Stemmata of Variants as a Source of a Gcncalogy
for Witnesses”, in Studies in Stemmatology II, ed. by P. v. REENEN et al., Amsterdam, 2004,
pp- 13-85, here p. 25.

50 For the text as “window”, see B. Enrman, “The Text as Window: New Testament
Manuscripts and the Social History of Early Christianity”, in The Text of the New Testament
in Contemporary Research, ed. by B. D. Enrman, M. W. Hormes, Leiden, 2014, pp. 803-830.
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the text which they considered to be authoritative in the particular time
and place in which they did their work.

Summary

Since the beginning of the discipline, New Testament textual critics have
made use of the scriptural citations found in patristic homilies, commen-
taries, and other exegetical works. Those who use these sources common-
ly distinguish between the initial citation of a passage of Scripture and the
repetitions of this passage in the following exposition. These repetitions are
often considered less susceptible to alteration in the course of transmission
and therefore more likely to provide reliable access to the form of the bibli-
cal text used by the patristic exegete in question. At the same time, in some
textual traditions, both these initial citations and their repetitions show ev-
idence of deliberate alteration in the course of transmission. Based on a full
collation of the direct Greek manuscript tradition for selected test passages
of Chrysostom’s Homilies on Romans (CPG 4427) this paper considers the
relative textual stability of initial citations and their subsequent repetitions,
opening a new window into the transmission history of patristic exegesis.
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