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Expl. esse uitandos et cauendos omnibus modis.
(Comm.) Jne. *Paulus apostolus Christi’. Praeponit et nominis . . .
Expl. *Gratia tecum. amen’. permaneat in aeternum.
il Tim. Arg. /nc, Timotheo scribit iterum de exhortatione . . .
Expl. quam dei praedicant ueritatem.
(Comm.) /ne. ¢Paulus apostolus ... per uoluntatem dei’. Con-
sueta ueritate et humilitate . . .
Expl. qui carne mortuus est spiritaliter uiuens. Scriptae
ab urbe.
Tit. Arg. /nc, Titum commonefacit et instruit . . .
Expl. qui in scripturis Iudaicis credunt.
(Comm.) Jne, ‘Paulus seruus dei’. Seruus erat dei, non pececati . . .
Expl. Vere, siue fideliter. Scripta de Nicopoli,
Philem, Arg. /n¢. Philemoni familiares litteras . . .
Expl. a Roma de carcere.
(Comm.) Znc. ‘Paulus uinctus Iesu Christi . . . Appiae sorori karis-
simae’. In euangelio erat adiutor . ..
Expl. ‘cum spiritu uestro, amen’. Scripta ab urbe Roma’.

A, SOUTER.

ON THE TEXT OF THE DE SACERDOTIO OF
ST CHRYSOSTOM.

I. THE MSS oF THE de Sacerdotio.

THE treatise on the Priesthood, perhaps the most famous of all
Chrysostom’s works, is contained in a large number of MSS in the
various hbraries of Europe. In view of my forthcoming edition of
this treatise (in the series of Cambridge Patristic Texts under the
editorship of Dr Mason), I felt it to be desirable to examine the
numerous MSS contained in the Bibliotheque Nationale at Paris:
by the kindness of the managers of the Hort Fund, who made a grant
for this purpose, my project was facilitated, and was carried into effect
in December 1904 and January 1g903.

The MSS to which reference is made in this article are all in the
Bibliothtque Nationale, with the exception of those designated by
the letters a, 4, x, y, 2. A brief description of each is necessary.

a = Codex Augustanus: once at Augsburg (Augusta Vindelicorum),

now in the Hof-und-Staats Bibliothek at Munich, where it is Cod.
Graec. Monac. No. 384, Saec. xi, parch. Contains the de sac. in

' I omit all reference to the Epistle to the Hebrews, because Pelagius did not
write a commentary on that epistle.
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foll. 140~-207. See Ign. Hardt Catalogus Codd. MSS Graecorum
Bibliothecae Regiae Bavaricae vol. iv pp. 22-27. Used by Hoeschel
for his edition of 1599.

b = Cod. Palatinus. Present whereabouts unknown. Used by Hoeschel
for his edition of 1599, and our knowledge of its readings is derived
entirely from him. In 1599 it was at Heidelberg.

¢ = Cod. Reg. 492. Bibliothtque Nationale, Paris!. Saec. x (‘copié en
gr0’), parch. 316 foll. The de sac. is contained in foll. 240-316.
Also designated as Fontebl. Reg. 2290. A full collation of its
readings is given at the end of vol. i of the reprint of Montfaucon’s
edition (Paris, 1839).

d = Cod. Reg. 581. Bibl. Nat. Saec. xi, parch. 256 foll. Contains
only a fragment (part of the fifth and the whole of the sixth book)
of the de sar. Also designated as Colbert 418.

e = Cod. Reg. 765 A. Bibl. Nat. Saec. xii, parch. This MS appears
twice in Omont’s Index ; once, correctly, as 765 a, the other time
incorrectly as 565 A, a number to which there is no corresponding
entry in the text of Omont’s work. Contains the e sac. in foll. 1-735.

/=Cod. Reg. 799. Bibl. Nat. Saec. xii, parch. peint. 395 foll.
Contains the de sac. in foll. 1-87 r. A full collation is given at
the end of vol. i of the reprint of Montfaucon.

g=~Cod. Reg. 8oo. Bibl.Nat. Saec. xi, parch. 310 foll. The
de sac. occupies foll. 1-64. It is complete: in Omont ‘hbri iv’
should be ‘libri vi’.

/= Cod. Reg. 8o1. Bibl. Nat. Saec. xi, parch. 427 foll. Contains
de sac. in foll. 3-73. Also designated Colbert 974. It was used
by Montfaucon.

¢ = Cod. Reg. 802. Bibl. Nat. Saec. xi, parch. 309 foll. Contains
the de sac. in foll. 2-68r. Also designated Colbert 247. Used by
Montfaucon.

%k = Cod. Reg. 803. Bibl. Nat. Saec. xi, parch. 298 foll. Contains
the de sac. in foll, 2~72. Also styled Colbert 248. Used by Mont-
faucon.

/= Cod. Reg. 804. Bibl. Nat. Saec. xi, parch. 698 foll. Contains
books ili-vi of the de sac. in foll 1-104. Brought from Constan-
tinople.

m = Cod. Reg. 8c5. Bibl. Nat. Saec. xi (written in 1064), parch.
236 foll. Also styled Reg. 2351. The de sac. occupies foll. 1-
66 r. Brought from Chios.

n = Cod. Reg. 806. Bibl. Nat. Saec. xii, parch. 321 foll. peint.
Also styled Hurault. Reg. 1819. The de sac. occupies foll. 1-48.
Used by Montfaucon.

? On this and the other MSS in the Bibl. Nat., see H. Omont Inventaire som-
wmaire des manuscrits grees de la Bibl, Nationale (Paris, 18g8).
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0=Cod. Reg. 80o7. Bibl. Nat. Saec. xi, parch. 279 foll. Also
styled Fontebl. Reg. 2354. It contains a fragment from the end
of bk. vi of the de sac. (in foll. 1-51).

2 =Cod. Reg. 812. Bibl. Nat. Saec. xi, parch. 249 foll. Also
styled Colbert 3055. The de sac. occupies foll. 196 v-249. Used
by Montfaucon.

g = Cod. Reg. 813. Bibl. Nat. Saec. xi, parch. 244 foll. Also
styled Mazarin Reg. 1973. It contains in foll. 223-244 the first
three books of the de sac. The end of book ii and the beginning
of book iii are mutilated. Of book vi only a fragment remains.
Used by Montfaucon.

r = Cod. Reg. 1024. Bibl. Nat. Saec. xii, parch. 304 foll. Also
styled Colbert 3061. It contains the de¢ sac. in foll. 2-108 r.
Used by Montfaucon.

s=Cod. Reg. 1181. Bibl. Nat. Saec. xii-xiii, parch. 228 foll.
Also styled Trichet-Dufresne-Reg. 2350. Contains the de sac. in
foll. so-160.

¢ =Cod. Coislinianus 61. Bibl. Nat. Saec. xi, parch. 319 foll.
Contains the de sac. in foll. 1-131 1.

# = Cod. Coislinianus 245. Bibl. Nat. Saec. xi, parch. 218 foll.
Contains in foll. 1-56 the de sac., with the beginning of each book
mutilated.

w = Cod. Coislinianus 246. Bibl. Nat. Saec. x, parch. 275 foll.
Contains the 4e sac. in foll. 1-79.

x = Cod. Passioneus. The MS breaks off at Montf. 379 & 11 (ii 7):
a full collation of the part that is preserved may be found at the
end of vol. i of the reprint of Montfaucon.

¥ = Cod. Collegii Corporis Christi Oxon.: in C.C. C., Oxford. Saec.
xiii, parch. 140 foll. See Coxe Catalogus codd. MSS in Collegiis
Aulisque Oxon. pars 2, p. 5, n. 21. This MS was used by Savile.
I owe my collation of it to my friend Mr Vincent Benson, Scholar
of New College, Oxford.

2= Cod. Collegii Novi, Oxon.: in New College, Oxford. Saec. xii,
parch. 360 foll. Coxe, ubi supra, pars i, p. 23, no. 79. Used by
Savile. Collated in full for me by Mr Benson.

Berl. = Cod. Berolinensis : in the Konigliche Bibliothek, Berlin, where
it is Cod. 354 Ham. See p. 232, no. 403, of the Catalogus-
Verseichniss (Berlin, 1897). Saec. x1i, parch. 274 foll. A quaternion
is missing after fol. 8. The de sac. occupies foll. 1r-118 v.

Franc. = Codex Franciscanus, so called from Francis I, king of France,
to whom it once belonged. Used by Fronto Ducaeus for his
edition of Chrysostom, and styled by him Fr. Present whereabouts
unknown.

Henr. = Codex Henricianus. It belonged to Henry I, king of France:
and was used by Fronto, who styles it H. Present whereabouts
unknown.

VOL. VIL. Pp
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Marg. = Codex Margunii. This belonged to Maximus Margunius,
bishop of Cythera, who corresponded with Savile. One or two
of its readings are known to us from the early editions.

Oliv. = Codex Olivarii. Used by Fronto, who styles it O, and refers
to it as ‘ membranae nobilissimi viri Fr. Olivarii’.

Sin. = Codex Sinaiticus : in the library of the monastery on Mt. Sinai.
See Gardthausen Catalogus codd. graecorum Sinasticorum (Oxford,
1886), where it is no. 375. Saec. ix (it is dated 893), parch.
1 owe my knowledge of its readings to the kindness of Archbishop
Porphynos.

These MSS fall into four groups, viz.

Group 1, containing a, £, 2.

” 2) k3] b’ d) e’ ﬁ! k’ l) 0’ y’ S, t’ z’ henr'
» 3) » g’ l) r) w’ y'
NE'R s ¢, m, n, u, x, berl., franc,, marg., oliv., sin.

2 contains elements common to 1 and 2z; 4 elements common to
2 and 4 ; and ¢ x, berl,, sin., elements common to 3 and 4.

I now propose to shew :—
(o) that the combination of groups 1, 2, 3 is better than group 4.

(ﬁ) 124 »” » » 1 I’ 2’ 4 b3 " 1 ” 3'
(‘7) " ” " i3} »” I’ 3’ 4 ” ” 12} ” 2.

1
(8) » Iy b3 »n ” 2! 3 » ” " 7" I’ 4 .

From these results, if proved, we infer that 1 is the best group; and
that 2, 3 is the best combination of two groups. Also, as a larger
number of examples can be cited in support of (a) than of (8), and
a larger number in support of (B) than of (y), we infer that 2 is better
than 3, and 3 than 4: so that the order of the groups as given above
corresponds to their relative excellence,

(a) 1, 2, 3, are better than 4.

(a) i 1 (Montf. 362 B 6) xai Irepa 8 wpds Todrois Huiv épurdrrero
dppayy (r€) xai BéBaa. With the exception of %, which contains
elements common to 4, all MSS of groups 1, 2, 3 have practically this
reading (the only vv. /L are épuldrropev or -rev for épvAdrrero). Group 4,
however, has T dudvowav ravryy épvlarrev instead of épuhdrrero. The
sense of the reading of 1, 2, 3, viz. “other things besides this (i.e. asso-
ciation 1 study) we preserved unbroken and steadfast’, is somewhat
difficult to catch: by érepa is meant ‘social relations’, as the context
shews (see my note). But v Sudvowav Tavryy épvlarrer is clearly an

attempt to explain the more difficult reading, and is therefore to be
rejected.

! (3) seems to me somewhat less certain than (a) (8) or {y) as the number of
instances on which it is based is relatively small,
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(3) i 2 (Montf. 364 B 8) xai pijy odd¢ ikevd ¥’ &v &xors aindoacbar o
xtA. 1, 2, 3. In 4 the words eiwetv xal are added between &ois and
airdoacfa. These additional words are not supported by later citations
of this passage, in Anonymus Scriptor Vit. S. Chrysostomi and in Symeon
Metapkrastes. They are most probably a gloss inserted to make the
construction of éxeivo easier : éxeivo elmelv giving a common, éxetvo airid-
cacfu a less common, use of the accusative.

(¢) 1 4 (Montf. 366 A 11) érav yap Bwot Pavévra mov Tijs Huépas pépos
(9. L péper) Tijs modews 1, 2, 3. For this, 4 reads drav yip Bwor pavévra
mov Tijs méhews. The explanation of the peculiar reading of 1, 2, 3 is
uncertain. In my note I have suggested that fHuépas should be written
‘Hpépas, meaning some quarter of Antioch which may have been so
named : ‘for when they see that we appear somewhere in Hemera.’
In that case pépos tijs wdhews would be a marginal gloss on “Huépas and
pépee s méhews an attempt to give a construction to that gloss after
it bad found its way into the text. In any case the reading of 1, 2, 3
bears on it obvious marks of genuineness, That of 4, as obviously,
is due to an attempt at simplification.

(@) i 4 (Montf. 366 E 1) 7ols vépovs . . . xafl obs Sel Tavryy airovs
Svérew mp dpxy 1, 2, 3.

For dwémrewv 4 reads 8iowkeiv, manifestly a gloss.

(¢) i 5 (Montf. 368 c 9) dA\& Ppotda (2. Z Ppoddyy) & alrod Oépevov
ér oV Hperépov dpovrifeay 1, 2, 3.

For ¢poida (ppovdyv) group 4 has map’ od8éy, which gives a much
commoner phrase. Once more the difficilior lectio is potior. The
form ¢povdyv is remarkable, and possibly correct: cp. ovdyv, Pvpdyy,
dpdny.

(/) ii 4 (Montf. 374 D 5) éw—py 835 Babeiav T Topyv 76 TolavTYS
xpelav &ovre 1, 2, 3.

For romjv group 4 has wAyppjv, a much less suitable word in the
context, which deals with the swrgica/ effect of words of admonition
(see i1 3 ad fin.).

(g) iii 3 (Montf. 382 A 9) 4\ xdvradfa Huiv els Tolvavriov & Adyos
wepirérpanrtar I, 2, 3.

For 6 Aoyos 4 has 70 wpaypa, again substituting a more obvious
expression.

(%) vi 12 (Montf. 433 E 10) xaraleyéro—xal Ppaxiova xal Tpoxdv
1, 2, 3.

For 7poxdv 4 has rpdynhov- This gives a fallacious coherence with
Bpaxiova. A reference to the passage will shew that the point lies in
the promiscuous chaos of a battlefield after the conflict (cp. ¢vpdyy just
before the words in question): a man’s arm (Bpaxiova) lies next to the
wheel (rpoxdév) of a chariot.

Pp2
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These instances could easily be multiplied. They shew that the

combination 1, 2, 3 is decidedly better than group 4.
(B) 1, 2, 4 are better, in combination, than 3.

(8) i 5 (Montf. 370 ¢ 7) lomace Tob 8obévros (v.l. 16 Sobev) per
moAAijs Tijs wpobupias 1, 2, 4.

Here 3 has owovddoar Toi S00évros perd woddijs 1. mpol. AaBeiv. The
infinitive omovddoac is difficult. The original form of the reading of
3 seems to be that found in ¢ (which contains elements common to 3
and 4), viz. éowovdace . . . Aafeiv. The corruption seems to be due to
the somewhat uncommon use of owav = ‘to drink’, with partitive genitive.

(%) iii 9 (Montf. 386 c 6) & Tis xevodoflas oxémelos, xalerdrepos b
ofrep (v. L. &) ol pvbomwowt (2. L. pifor) reparedovrar 1, 2, 4.

For ofmep 3 has &s, which leaves the thought incomplete, with the
result that the gloss r&v Semjvov is introduced in 3 after reparedorrar to
fill up the deficiency: ‘more grievous . .. than (the rock of) the Sirens.’
Thus one corruption leads to another.

(¢) iv 2 (Montf. 407 D 8) xai wagav Yuxis (v. /. wdoy Yuxg) Tpoadopov
émordpevor Oepamelav 1, 2, 4.

The reading of 3 is xal wdoav Yvxis Béay mpdodopov émorduevor Bepa-
wedew, where the very harsh use of mpdodopor as an adverb, ¢ suitably’, is
a signal that all is not well. The cause of the interpolation of i8éav and
the alteration of feparelav to feparedew is, no doubt, the difficulty (only,
however, apparent) of waoav yxijs: Yvxfs goes with Bepamelav, ¢ every
suitable method of healing the soul’.

(@) v 3 (Montf. 416 ¢ 11) xp3} xaldmwep Hvioxov . . ., els dxpiBear
TovTwY . . . éAnlaxévar 1, 2, 4.

For é\nhaxéva, which is clearly the more appropriate word (cp. svio-
xov), 3 has Jxew (v. L. elxew).

(¢) vi 8 (Montf. 428 B 8) moA\a ydp éovw & 7§ péow T Svvdpeva . . .
1ov érr’ ebbfelas Siaxdyar Spdpov 1, 2, 4.

For the last five words (‘to check the onward course’) 3 has rov
émbupias Suaxdpar Spdpov. It cannot be doubted that this is a corruption:
with ér’ edfelas cp. & ebbelas i 5.

(f) vi 10 (Montf. 429 D 4) viv 8, dnow, ob 8 gor movwy, olde
ppovrBas Iyes 1, 2, 4.

For ot 8¢t oou mévev 3 has obd¢ o mévov, a manifestly inferior reading,
due to the retrogressive action of &yeis upon wévev which it converts into
an accusative, and the ever facile corruption of ool to ov.

Thus the combination 1, 2, 4 has been shewn to be superior to
group 3.

(y) 1, 3, 4 are, in combination, better than group 2.

(a) i 4 (Montf. 382 D 11) mowiot 3¢ Totro wdvres dia Tdv SPpbadpiv

TéTe 1, 3, 4.
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For rére 2 substitutes the words rfjs wiorews. But Chrysostom (as
Harnack has shewn) agrees with Gregory of Nyssa in the assumption
of an essentially corporeal effect of participation in the sacred elements.
Hence the introduction of the words ‘of faith’ is inappropriate, especially
as the actual hands of the communicant are referred to just before
(6 perd Tod marps dvw kabijuevos . .. Tais dmdvrwv xaréxerar xepoi: see
context). Moreover, the vetus inlerpretatio, which is based on a MS of
good authority, has simply ‘ fitque hoc totum sub oculis humanis’.

(8) iv 2 (Montf. 405 C 3) rives yuds maparjoovras Tére; 1, 3, 4.

2 has rives fpuiv mapaoricorrar rére; clearly a corruption of the other
reading. A MS of group 4 shews us the gradual course of the corruption
by preserving #uds, but changing maparmjoovrar to rapaoricorvrar

(¢) v 4 (Montf. 417 B 9) 7ov xalpovra . .. & Tais Tobrwy (Tév éraivwy)
droruyias dvidobas xai dAbew (0. L. dryelv) dvdyxy.

After dmorvxilars 2 has the following: AvweicOar xail éxxhivew xai
ividofar kai dAvew dvdyxy. In this accumulation of verbs it is very
probable that Avreiofac is a gloss on dwdofar and ékxAivew on dAvew.
Editors recognize this, and take the shorter reading with two infinitives.

() vi 12 (Montf. 432 D 10) ov 8¢ é Tis eixdvos Ty dbupiav ovAeye
povyy (0.4 pévov) 1, 3, 4.

Instead of this 2 has ool 8¢ & THjs elxdvos &veore Ty dBuplay avAAéyerr
povyr.  The explanation of the variants here is probably that suggested
by Bengel. The original reading is ov 8¢ . . . cuAéyew (infinitive for
imperative). This appears in 1, 3, 4 slightly corrupted by the change
of the infinitive to the imperative. In 2, on the other hand, the passage
is more violently handled, and &eor: is interpolated to explain ovAAéyew,
of course mistakenly.

Thus 1, 3, 4 in combination are better than 2.

(8) The combination 2, 3 is better than 1, 4.

The best instance where these two combinations of groups are in
opposition is vi 12 (Montf. 434 B 5), dpa oler wpos Ty dwiknow éxelmy
dpréoew TOV pepaxioxov ékeivov, GAN otk dmd mwpuTys dews ebféws ddrjoet
T Xy ;

Ipos v Swiknow éxedmy 2, 3 ; wpos Ty Sufymow povy 1, 4.

The situation is briefly this: Chrysostom imagines the effect upon
the mind of a young shepherd who is suddenly called away from feeding
his flocks and shewn all the horrors of war by land and sea. After
viewing two armies in battle array he is then told of all the dreadful
concomitants of war (such as slavery): and is commanded to take
the post of general of one of the armies. Then follows dpa oler kA
as above.

With the reading of 2, 3 we translate ‘do you think that he will be
equal to that office (of general)?’ With that of 1, 4 we must translate
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‘do you think that he will bear up against the mere description ?’! (‘ze/
solam horum narrationem ferre posse, Montf.). But (1) we should have
expected, in this sense, the Greek to run xai mpos mp dupymow, and (2)
Sufynow may easily be due to the fact that the summing up of the
description in question immediately precedes this passage® On these
grounds the reading of 2, 3 is preferable to that 1, 4.

In group 1, a seems be better than f or . Thus at i 4 (Montf. 366
a 11) while @ has pépos mijs médews, £ and p have péper Tijs worews. We
have seen that uépe. is probably an attempt to improve upon a pre-
existent puépos. Again at iv 2 (Montf. 407 D 8) while a has waoav Yuxs
wpdadopov krA, f and p have wdoy Yvxy, which is due to the apparent
harshness of racav Yuxijs (see above (B) c).

In group 2, 4 and henr often agree in their readings (as Bengel saw).
Another smaller group within this group is formed by 4, 4 z: for
instance, these give at ii 2 (Montf. 373 B 5) the peculiar gloss (after
ppovriler) dANG wds Tovs moTedorras Swodoy dmd TV del épedpevérTwy
Sawudvwy ; then proceeding &7 8¢ mpds Tovrous kal perd Tovrov % pdym,
dxove KTA.

In group 3 the MSS are more homogeneous than those in the other
groups, and no distinction in respect of value can be made between
them.

In group 4, # contains some excellent readings : for instance at iii 10
{Montf. 387 D 5) it has 5 yap xepakil, v loxvpordryy elvar éxpiv . .
Srav kal xef aimyy dobers oboa Tixy, . . . TO Aotrdv wpooaméAvat cdpa,
where the first four words are variously corrupted in most other MSS :
e.g. into el ydp xepaky v, with éxpsv for main verb, and a consequent
change of drav kal to drav 8¢ Still more noteworthy is the fact that «
alone of all the MSS I have seen has the true reading at iii 15 (Montf.
392 C 4) € p&v yip 6 Oeds tovro dvethev, émidafov Tov xpnopov. The
variants are remarkable: dv eldev ¢ franc, &fmeicaro a f, dvijyyederv all
the rest®, The word dvether, which I found in # after having conjec-
turally restored it, is clearly correct : as xpnoudv shews the reference is
to scripture as the oracular utterance of God (cp. the use of Adywa: and
for the verb dveihev 4 Ivfia).

U xkal wdoas depBis 8iddfas Tas Tob woképov Tpayedias, mpooTbétem xal TA Tis
aiyparwoias Savd ktA. It may be noted that there seems to be some confusion in
Chrysostom’s mind 1n regard to the order of events here. He first tells us that
the youth listens to a long disquisition on war, and then asks whether he would
not most probably faint (or expire) at the first glimpse of the armies (dxd wpdrrys
Gpeas), i. e. before any verbal description has been given him.

? On the influence of a neighbouring word or passage as a cause of corruption in
the de Sac. see Bengel’s note on iv 2 (p. 137 of Bengel-Leo).

* For other cases where the true reading is preserved in only one or two MSS
see (e. g.) critical notes 1n my edition on éxovovueda and Ty {pavrov (i 1).
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I1. CITATIONS FROM THE de Sacerdotso.
The following writers quote passages from the de Sac.
(2) Biographers.
Anon. = Anonymus Scriptor vitae S Chrysostomi (later than 950).

See Savile’s Edition viii p. 299. The passage quoted 1s from
Anthusa’s appeal to her son.
ends at ebdoxyurjoews € loms époi.
Georg. = Georgius Alexandrinus (seventh century): Savile viii p. 167.
The passage quoted begins xaficaca wAnoiov (i 2) as above, and
ends at ofros 6 deopds katexérw oe mpos Huds (so, for mwap’ Huiv).
This citation is of little value for critical purposes, being more of
the nature of a paraphrase.
Sym. = Symeon Metaphrastes (tenth century) : Savile viii p. 376. The
passage quoted begins éret yap yjofero (of Anthusa)i 2, and ends

3 4 s ¥ 2 Id
ebdoxyuioews é§ loms éuol.

valuable of the three: see below.

() Suidas (s. v. "Tedwrs, 'Avrioxeds).

It begins xabicaca wAnoiov (1 2), and

This citation seems to be the most

This lexicographer quotes from the de Sac. two passages which he
unites to form one long quotation: viz. (1) iii 16 éwoijoor oy &moidy
Twa ktA., and (2) vi 4 moudAov adrov elvar St kT,
(2) It may be of interest to give in parallel columns the text of part of

Anthusa’s appeal as printed in my edition, and as exhibited in the
three biographers.

Present edition.

"Evd, ¢nos, wadiov,
77 aperis Tob warpds
ToU ool obx depeifny
dmohatoar ml woAY,
1@ e TovTO SoKOUV
Tds ydp adivas Tds &nd
ool Siadefapevos § fdva-
Tos xelvou, gol ptv dp-
paviav, éuol 8¢ xnpeiay
inéornoey dwpov kal
7d s Xnpeias Sewd, &
pbvat ol maboboar 5v-
vauwt' &v elbéva: kards,
Adyos ydp obdels &
épixotTo Tob X€1pdvOs
éxelvov Kal Tob wAU-
Swvos Sv  iploraTar
xépn, Gpre pdv  Tis
raTpyas
oixtas wpoeAdoioa, xai
wpaypdrav dxepos ol-
ga, ifaipys B¢

wévbe 1€ doyéry Bal-
Aopévn, xal dvayxao-
pévn ppovridaw xal Tijs
Hhuxias xal Tijs ploens
dvexeoafar perlbvar,

A}

Anon.
Verbally identical

down to eldévac xarivs,
for which Savile
reads eldévar cgapas
(with v. L xaAds).
Anon. then proceeds:

Abyos ydp oblels v
ipikotTo TOU X€pavos
éxelvov kal Tot KAV-
Savos, 8 Ugiorara:
xbpn Barauevouévy Te
xal wpaypdraov dreipos,
dprs pdv Tiis olxias Tijs
warpgias  wpoerfovoa,
alpwidiy 3¢ dwpy
Xnpeig  wepimeoovoa,
ey pdtv  doxéry
wéver TV Yuxny Bak-
Aopérn, éxeBey  Bé
poVTioL  auvexopévy
peifoaw § xard fHuniay
xal yvvakeiay vow.

Georg.

Tob got pév marpds
ris dperiys otk dny-
Aavoa ¢¥i ®mOAY, TOU
Beov ofrer keAeboavTos,
ool pév dppaviav, Epol
3¢ xnpeiav wpofevn-
gavros TOU Qavdrov

adTov.
Several sentences
are then omitted,

mcluding the re-
mainder of the part
selected for com-
parison. Georg. pro-
ceeds: Suws oddev Tav
cupBavTay pot Kkaxdv
émacé pe Sevrépois
wpogouAijoar  yduois
KTA.

Sym.

The only variant
1s—Efai¢yns re mévle:
doxéry Bardopévy for
Haipyns B2 mwévber Te
doyére Baa. . .,
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(%) Suidas cites, as already stated, two passages which run on consecu-

tively, although taken from different parts of the treatise.

It will

be convenient, for purposes of comparison, to place side by side
his citation with the text of my edition.

My edition.
(1) vig

Iowidov atrov elvas dei,
mowidov 8¢ Aéyw, oly Umoviov
ob8t Kkéhaxa kai Vmoxpiriy, dAA&
moMA7js pév éevfeplas xal wappnoias
dvdpearov, €idéra 8¢ xai ovyxariévar

14 -~
XProipws, Srav 1§ Thv mpaypdrwv
tmwéleos Tovro dwaury, kal xpnordv
ob yap
ot évi Tpd 7o s dp-
&l Tpomy xpnobar Tois dp
rd ~

Xopévois draocw, éraldy pnde larpov
mawoly évl vpw Tols xdpvovar wiou
wpoodépeafar kaXdv, undé xvfepriry

7 LS \Y N7 - A \ ’
plav 606 eibévar Tijs wpos T4 wYeEd-

’

para pdxms.

(2) iii 16

» e ~ A ) ’
€lvat opov Kai aveTnpov.

’E ’ > et -~ > \
vvonaov ol Gmotdy Twva evar Xp)
A \ ~
7oV wpos TooovTov uélovra dvhéfew
\ -~
Xeipbva, kat TooatTa kolipare TGOV
-~ I
xow]) ovupepdvrov Subjoar xalis.
\ \ \ \ . » \
xal yap xal cepvov xal drvdov, xai
\ \ ~
oBepdv Kkal mpooyil, Kkal dpxkdv
Ay
Kal xowwwikdy, kai a&déxacrov xal
Oepamevricdv, kel Tamevdv kal dSoi-
\ \ \
Awrov, kai adodpdv xal pepov elvar
8 - o \ - -~ F] Ié
€t, va wpos dmavra Tavra €ixdAws
’ 4
pdyxeofac Svvyras, kol Tov érerideov
. an & ’ Fy
peta wodAis Tis éfovaias, iy dravres
F ] ,
avrurinToot, mwapdyew, xai TOV ob
~ . -
TOWUTOVY peri Tis alrs fovaias, kv
.
aravres quumvéwot, py mpoolealar,

Yol b,

Suidas (Gaisford’s text) vol. i
p. 1787.

(1) vi 4 &s xai adrods Aéye (abrds
ovros, 6 Xpvodaropos A. Cedrenus).

Awr Tovro mowidov elvar 8¢l Tov
wowpéva kal Siddokalov. moikidov
8¢ Aéyw oy Tmovdov, obd¢ xéhaxa
kel DBpuwrriy, A& modfls éAevfe-
plas xai wappyoias dvipeorov, eidéra
kai ovykaTiévar xpnoipws, dray draity)
Totto % TGV Tpayudrev imébeats, xal
Xpmorov elvar dpod kal atornpdv. ob
vap évi Tpdme xpriobas Tots dpxopévors
dmac 8éov: éwei pndeé larpov waoiv
évi péve pappdxe mace rots kdpuvovot
mpoapépecfar xaldv, pnde xvBepviry
plav 68ov eldévar’ Tijs mwpos To mvel-
para pexms.

(2) iii 16 (in Suidas joined on to
the preceding without a break).

"Evvdénaor odv émoidv Twva. elvar Xpi)
Tov pé\ovra mpos xeypbva dvBéfew
TogobTov, Kkai Towalvryy {d\nv, Kai
Tooadra xvparae, wpos 16 yevéolar
rois waoL wdvta, iva wdvras kepdijoy.
xal yap cepvov elvar 8l Tov TowolTOV
xai drupov, xai PpofBepdv kai mpooyvij,
Kai &pxovTIKoV Kai Kowvwyikdy, kal d8é-
xaoTov kai feparevricdy, kai Tamewov
xai ddovAwrov, kai padpdv xai Fpepov,
va Tavra etkéAws Stvyrar pdyeodar.
ovkotv 3¢t Tov dvapyéoratov® xai éxé-
ppova Pevyew T4 KoAakevew Kai koAa-
xeveabar, pijre dhadovinov® elvar pijre
x6Aaka, AN’ dudorépwy TOV Kaxdv

2 . 1. évdperov,

* Verba pfire dra{ordy . . . rarawinrovra ‘constituunt Ep. 379 1. 3 Isidori ad

Theodorum Scholasticum’. Reines,
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aAXN’ els & pdvov bpav, Tijs éxxhnoias
\ y ’ \ \ by E ] ’
v olkoSoury, kai pndev mpos dmé-

2/ ’ \ > s \
Tovrev xoAdlew Ty dperplav kal
éAedfepov elvar, pire eis atfddeav

Oetav %) ydpty Toueiy. dmroxAlvovra, uire els Sovlompémreav
XBewav 1 xdp pir pé

xara-irfrrowa..

The passage continues to deal
with the subject of the different
temperaments which have to be
studied by the priest. The re-
mainder of the citation, though it
is apparently from the same source
as the foregoing, bears no resem-
blance to any passage of the de
Sacerdotio.

This quotation presents several points of difficulty. Does it, for
example, point to the existence of another edition of the de Sacerdotio
besides that which we possess: or can the nature and extent of the
differences between Suidas and our text be otherwise explained ?

The passage in which the quotation is embedded seems to be taken
by Suidas from Cedrenus, who has written an account of Chrysostom
under the thirteenth year of Arcadius. Now Cedrenus, though he
expressly attributes to Chrysostom a part of the second extract (iii 16,
as far as 8dvyrar pdyeofac) which differs only slightly from our text,
quotes the following words, obxotv dei . xeramwimrrovra as either
from Chrysostom or from Isidore of Pelusium. It has been pointed
out (see footnote 3 to the second extract) that the concluding words, at
all events, of that extract occur in one of Isidore’s Epistles. I have
not been able to trace them in any other passage of Chrysostom’s
works : and Isidore—if this proves anything—uses the words in question
as if they were his own.

Furthermore, in the part of the second extract which I have omitted
there is introduced a quotation from Eccles. iii 1 LXX (xatpos ¢ mavri
wpdypatt, ¢noi Sodoudv). This quotation is not in Montfaucon’s Index
to Chrysostom’s Scriptural references: so it may be assumed that it is
not from any other of his works, but must either be from a second
edition of the de Sac. or not his at all. The latter conclusion seems to
be pointed to by the words with which Cedrenus (unlike Suidas) intro-
duces the quotation: they are (see Gaisford) omep olv xai 6 péyas
Baoi)ewos SpAdv épn 76 Tob godurdrov Solopbvros, Kapds ¢ mavri
mpdypary, eibévar xpi) T kal ramewdryros . . . (then follows the end of
the second extract). This part then of the extract seems to be from a
commentary by Basil the Great on Ecclesiastes, or from a sermon,
perhaps, on the text Eccl. iii 1. I have not succeeded in tracing it.
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Thus in view of the possibility, not to say probability, that the quotation
in Suidas, although headed by a reference to Chrysostom (és xai atrds
Aéyer), is really a cento from various writers, including, besides Chrysos-
tom, Isidore of Pelusium and Basil of Caesarea, it cannot be held that
that citation demonstrates the existence of another edition of the e Sac.
in ancient times. And the second extract bears signs that it did not
originally follow immediately after the first, but has been dislodged
from its own proper context : for if we examine the end of iii 15 we
find a metaphorical description at some length of the storms and
tempests to which the peace of the Church is exposed: domwep yip
dyplwy dvéuwy é¢ dvavrias mpoameoovTwy 76 Téws fovxalov wélayoes palverar
éfaiprys xal kopudoiras, xal Tovs éumléovras dméAvow obTw Kai 1 TS
éxxAzoias yaljvy, Sefapévry plopéas dvBpirmovs, LdAns kol vavayiwy wAz-
potraw moAGv. Now the second extract, which begins with references to
“s0 great a storm’ (rocobtov xeypdva), follows much more naturally after
an elaborate description such as that just given than after a mere
incidental allusion to the dangers of the sea such as that at the end of
the first extract (wire xvBepmjry [kadov] plav 68dv eldévar Tis mpos T&
mvedpara pdyns). If then the second extract did not originally follow
after the first, but came from another context, this proves a dislocation
due not to Chrysostom, but to a later writer making selections from his
writings : and the inference is natural that such an anthologist would
add passages from other authors also, so that gradually a cento would
be formed. Cedrenus perceived that part of the second extract {not
quoted) was from Basil. But Suidas apparently assumed that the whole
was by Chrysostom.

Some investigation of this question seemed desirable in view of the
fact that neither Gaisford nor Bernhardy, two of the most recent editors
of Suidas, seems to be aware that the two extracts given above are from
the de Sac., or to doubt that the whole citation is by one author, viz.
Chrysostom.

III. ANCIENT TRANSLATIONS OF THE de Sac. INTO OTHER
LANGUAGES.

(@) Syriac.

The following Syriac MSS in the British Museum contain versions of
portions of the de Sac. 1 have quoted the references according to the
numeration of Montfaucon.

1. Add. 14,612 = Catal. 753.1.e. Saec. vi or vii. Contains the first
boc)>k, which begins on fol. 53 v. of the MS (Montf. 362 a1 to 371
B 2).

2. Adﬁ. 14,612 = Catal. 753.1.k. Saec. vi or vii. Contains discon-
tinuous extracts from book iii, beginning on fol. 73 v. (Montf. 382
CI3t0 394 E1).
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3. Add. 17,173 = Catal. 762.18. Saec. vii (‘ut videtur’). Contains
an extract from book iii, beginning on fol. 145 v. (Montf. 390 A 2
to 390 c1).

4. Add. 17,191 = Catal. 864.30.b. Saec. ix-x. A palimpsest : con-
tains on fol. 43 v. sqq. an extract from book iv (Montf. 403 D 5 to
404 A1)

5. Add. 17,193 = Catal. 861.13,14. Saec. ix (it is dated 874). Con-
tains on fol. 5 v. sqq. an extract from book vi (Montf. 430 B 8 to
430 C 4).

6. Add. 18,187 = Catal. 8o1.3.b. Saec. ix. Contains on fol. 71 r.
sqq. an extract from book vi (Montf. 434 c 11 to 434 D 4).

7. Add. 14,611 = Catal. 813.16(2). Saec. x. Contains on fol. 1 r,
sqq. an extract from book vi (Montf. 428 B 7 sqq.).

8. Add. 12,164. Saec. vi. On fol. 131 1. there is a quotation from
the de sac. in a treatise by Philoxenos of Hierapolis (Montf.
394 B4 sqq.). Also, on fol. 139 v. (fom the same treatise) we have
Montf. 376 4 9 sqq.

9. Add. 14,612 = One of the citations under 8 (Montf. 394 B 4), with
one verbal difference.

I derive all my knowledge of these Syriac MSS from information
kindly placed at my disposal by Mr E. W. Brooks. I learn from him
that the Syriac version is a very loose translation, so that to make a
complete collation would have amounted to writing out the whole.
The variants which his translation suggests are in no case important.
Occasionally words are omitted in the Syriac version which are sup-
ported by all other MS evidence .

(%) Latin.

The only version in Latin which is of importance to the textual critic
of the de Sac. is the wvetus interpretatio. This ancient version, which
seems to be derived from a Greek MS of fairly good quality? was
known to Bengel in an edition published soon after the discovery of
printing ; neither the date nor the place of printing was mentioned on
the title-page. In 1504 another edition of this version was published
at Basle, but with various alterations : and a third in 1524 at Pans apud
Petrum Gromorsum.

The translator (vefus interpres) has not been identified with certainty.
Some hold that he was Anianus the Deacon, of Celeda, who defended
Pelagianism. See Jerome Zpp. cxliii 2.

! I have said nothing of Arabic, Armen:an, Coptic, Ethiopic, or Slavonic versions.
The Arabic versions would probably come—I am informed—from the Syriac or the
Coptic, and thus be comparatively late. Ethiopic versions also (if any exist) would
almost certainly be as late as the fifteenth or sixteenth century. For versions in
the other languages see Bardenhewer Patrologie * pp. 328-g.

? Probably akin to the MSS of group 3.
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In conclusion, it seems advisable to mention that, of the many
editions! which have been published of the de Sacerdotio alone, those of
Hoeschel (1599), Hughes (1710: 2nd edition by Thirlby, 1712), Bengel
(1725 : new edition by Leo, 1834), and Dubner (1861) are of impor-
tance on the critical side. The best critical edition of the whole of
Chrysostom is still Savile’s: and although that great scholar did not
add as much to our knowledge of the text of the Ze Sac. as he did in
the case of other treatises, nevertheless his knowledge of patristic Greek
and his sound judgement give his text a value which is beyond that to
be attached to any other edition of the complete works of Chrysostom.
Montfaucon’s edition, aithough in many respects useful and convenient,
is deficient from the point of view of textual criticism. This fact is
widely recognized in regard to the other works of Chrysostom, especially
the Homilies on St Matthew and on the Pauline Epistles, since the
labours of Dr Field? whose text, based on a thorough examination of the
MS evidence, has supplanted that of Montfaucon in the Chrysostom of
Migne’s Patrologie grecque. So far as concerns the de Sacerdotio Mont-
faucon’s critical notes are obviously open to the same charges of vague-
ness and lack of scientific method which Field brought against his
critical notes on the Homilies just mentioned : the MSS referred to are
not specified by name or designation, but are simply quoted as ‘two’,
‘three’, ‘others’, ‘many’, so that they are simply counted and not
weighed : and while relatively insignificant readings are mentioned (e. g.
on points of spelling), those of real importance are often omitted. To
these allegations must, I fear, be added that of inaccuracy. Of the ten
MSS which Montfaucon mentions as consulted by him for his text of
the de Sac. 1 have consulted seven on all the passages of importance to
the textual critic, with the result that I found even the vague ‘two’,
‘three’, ‘many’ cannot be trusted as representing the facts.

The following examples (out of a much larger number) will sub-
stantiate what has been said. 1 give first Montfaucon’s critical notes
(all bearing on the de Sac.), and then append my own remarks.

Montf. 363 A 13 (i 1) ‘mporeivas abest a tribus MSS’. Seven of his
ten MSS omit the word.

Montf. 365 A 3 (i 3 #%it) ‘maxima pars MSS 75 rijs émwromris, qua-
tuor MSS 75 7ijs iepwadvys’. Seven of his ten MSS read ro ms
iepwoUiys, not to mention a large number of other MSS in the

¥ For a list of these see my forthcoming edition (Introduction § 6) : or Lomler
loh. Chrysostoms opera praestantissima (Rudolstadt, 1837), Introduction.

? See Field’s edition of the Homm. in Matt, (Cambridge, 1839), Praefatio pp.
xill 8qq. : ¢ codices non modo non contulit bonus monachus, sed interdum, . . . ne
snspexst quidem . . . ne unum quidem (codicem) nominatim appellat, sed “ unum?’,
“duo™, “alos”, hoc vel sllud legere monens umbris ac ssmulacris lectorem ludit’, &c,
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Bibl. Nationale. I have not found 75 mijs émaxomis in any
single MS.

Montf. 365 B 6 (i 3) ‘non pauci MSS e véov ovrws dyabov . . .
émrjdewov, quae lectio corrupta est’. All MSS consulted by me,
including seven of Montfaucon’s, read e véov xtA. (as above).

Montf. 366 c 8 (i 4) ‘quatuor MSS 7év 8¢ Xowwdw, quae lectio non
spernenda’. I find no trace of another reading in any MS.

Montf. 369 A 11 (i 5) ‘%rrov deest in tribus MSS’. ‘The fact is that
irrov has no authority at all except as a marginal reading in one
MS of the worst class.

Montf. 370 ¢ 7 (i 5) ‘quatuor MSS omace 10b Sobévros’. Seven of
Montfaucon’s ten MSS have this reading. Nothing is said of the
remarkable variant orovddear rov Sofévros . . . AaBeww, although
that is in at least two MSS of his list.

Montf. 386 D 2 (iii 9) ‘alii érBoval, elxal xard’. Every MS con-
sulted by me gives this reading. For Montfaucon’s reading, which
was épyal or ebxai, I can find no MS authority.

Montf. 392 c 4 (iii 14) ‘aliqui € . . . Beds Todr0 difyyeke’. A very
large number of MSS (fifteen out of twenty) gives this reading. I

can find no authority for Montfaucon’s éyvdpioe, which he prints in
the text.

His omissions are also noteworthy: e.g. 363 A6 (i 1) where he says
nothing of Yvxijv, 364 B 8 (i 2) where he is silent with regard to elretv
xa{ omitted by nearly all MSS. Matters of personal judgement I have
reserved to the end: but it is not unreasonable to say that in his treat-
ment both of the passages already given, where he prefers an inferior
reading, and also of others, for instance Montf. 378 A4 (ii 5) where he
fails to see that mjs Ajfys is imperatively required by the context, and that
s dAnbelas (his reading) is due to the preceding 16 dAnfés—in all these
instances he shews himself deficient in critical mnstinct and insight.

The reprint of Montfaucon's edition (Paris, Gaume Freres, 1839)
gives a somewhat better text, due to the editor Theobald Fix, who, as
he has told us in a noteworthy passage, saw with increasing clearness,
as the reprint proceeded, the value of Savile’s edition, and used it
more and more freely to correct the text of Montfaucon'. Thus so far

1 See vol. xiii of the reprint, Epilogus Novae Editionis p. iii ‘1s (usus ediionss
Sawilu ) per urversa volununa duodecin Mon!faucomano operi incredibiliter profust.
Sed ¢ s ab ipso statim initio et ubique penitus omnia ex Savihana transu-
merentur quibus dari potust, obststit primo disertum test sum Benedictinorum
de melionbus et coprosioribus subsidi's ex quibus se . . . orationem Chrysostomicam
constitussse profitentur . . . Maiorem e (s.e. Sawle) procedente opere auctontatem,
evidentibus documentis tandem cedentes, debebamus tribueve. The de sac., which has
gained less than other parts of Chrysostom from this revision, is in vol, i, and thus
was reprinted before the superiority of Savile had been recogn'zed by the editor.
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as the text of Chrysostom is concerned we have the authority of one
of Montfaucon’s own countrymen, himself a scholar of no mean repute,
for regarding the best complete edition to be that of an Englishman,

Sir Henry Savile.
J. ARBUTHNOT NAIRN.

ADVERSARIA PATRISTICA.

I. ‘WHo 1S MY NEIGHBOUR ?’

IN all three Synoptic Gospels (Matt. xix 19, xxii 39: Marc. xii 31:
Luc. x 27) and in St Paul’s Epistle to the Romans (xiii 9) the precept
‘Thou shalt love thy neighbour as thyself’ is repeated from the Old
Testament (Lev. xix 18). In St Paul and in the first passage in St
Matthew’s Gospel, it is only introduced as a summary of those com-
mandments of the Decalogue which deal with different aspects of man’s
duty to his neighbour. In the other three gospel passages it is the
antithesis and the complement of the commandment ¢ Thou shalt love
the Lord thy God’.

‘And who is my neighbour ?’ was the further question put by the lawyer
in the story as recorded by St Luke: and our Lord’s answer to this
further question was given in the form of the parable of the Good
Samaritan. It did not need to be wedded to any theory of allegorical
exegesis, to see in Christ Himself the Good Samaritan who healed the
wounds of bruised and battered humanity: no Christian expositor
could fail to find on these lines the primary application of the parable.
But if so, it followed, when the language of the gospel was pressed, that
Christ, 6 woujoas 76 &\eos, was the ‘neighbour’ to him that fell among
the thieves, and therefore ‘ neighbour’ also to all who, with the lawyer,
ask the question what they must do to inherit eternal life and hear the
answer that eternal life follows on the love of God and one’s “neighbour’,
—that is, on this interpretation, of God and Christ; as it is said else-
where, ‘ This is eternal life, that they may know Thee the only God and
Jesus Christ whom Thou hast sent’,

Such we may suppose to have been the genesis of the curious and at
first sight purely trivial exegesis of 6 wAjowoy which the examples that I
proceed to cite will shew to have been normal among Latin writers
down to the end of the fourth century.

1. Cyprian Ad Fortunatum §2 ‘Quod Deus solus colendus sit’
(Hartel i 322, 323). Under this head St Cyprian quotes Matt. iv 10
(= Luc. iv 8), Exod. xx 3, Deut. xxxii 39, Apoc. xiv 6, 7, and then
continues ‘sic et Dominus in euangelio commemorationem facit primi
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