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chapter 1

Syriac Florilegia and Patristic Christianity beyond

East andWest

Emiliano Fiori

Scholarship has recently come to see Late Antiquity as a Eurasian “Denkraum”,1

an epistemic space stretching over Syria, Mesopotamia, Iran, and the Cauca-

sus as well as Palestine and the Arabian Peninsula; recent hypotheses expand

it chronologically until 1000ce.2 This periodization, together with this broad

Eurasian scope, suitably account for a range of religious, cultural, and intel-

lectual phenomena that cross-fertilized the area.3 Within this broader space,

people, ideas, and religious identities were entangled in intellectual continu-

ums and religious divides. Patristic Christianity was one of the major endur-

ing cultural patterns of this long Late Antiquity;4 the canonization of textual

authorities is one of the common cultural forms shared by the Abrahamic reli-

gion in the area, and “Patristic Christianity”, a process of “canonization of the

Church Fathers”,5 is one of its manifestations.

1 Nora K. Schmid, Nora Schmidt, and Angelika Neuwirth, “Spätantike. Von einer Epoche zu

einem Denkraum,” in Denkraum Spätantike. Reflexionen von Antiken im Umfeld des Koran

(ed. N. Schmidt, N.K. Schmid, and A. Neuwirth; Episteme in Bewegung 5;Wiesbaden: Harras-

sowitz, 2016), 1–35.

2 Garth Fowden, Before and after Muḥammad. The First Millennium Refocused (Princeton-

Oxford: Princeton University Press, 2014).

3 See Garth Fowden et al., “The First Millennium Refocused: Eine Debatte,” Millennium 13

(2016), 3–64.

4 As persuasively suggested by Fowden, Before and after Muḥammad, 181–188.

5 This phenomenon has been the focus of increasing scholarly attention in the last decades.

See Patrick Gray, “ ‘The Select Fathers’: Canonizing the Patristic Past,” sp 23 (1989): 21–36;

Thomas Graumann, Die Kirche der Väter. Vätertheologie und Väterbeweis in den Kirchen des

Ostens bis zum Konzil von Ephesus (431) (Beiträge zur historischen Theologie 118; Tübingen:

Mohr Siebeck, 2002); YonatanMoss, “ ‘Packed with Patristic Testimonies’: Severus of Antioch

and the Reinvention of the Church Fathers,” in Between Personal and Institutional Religion:

Self, Doctrine, and Practice in Late Antique Eastern Christianity (ed. B. Bitton-Ashkelony and

L. Perrone; Cultural Encounters in Late Antiquity and theMiddle Ages 15; Turnhout: Brepols,

2013), 227–250; Yonatan Moss, “The Rise and Function of the Holy Text in Late Antiquity:

Severus of Antioch, the Babylonian Talmud, and Beyond,” in Patristic Studies in the Twenty-

First Century: Proceedings of an International Conference to Mark the 50th Anniversary of the
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2 fiori

Patristic Christianity, when seen in this broader perspective, was the object

of intensive transfer and renegotiation processes between different Christian

cultures within the epistemic space of Late Antiquity. The passage of patristic

knowledge from Greek to Syriac and Arabic was the most relevant episode of

patristic transfer in the LateAntiqueworld, albeit not the only one. Indeed, two

crucial knowledge transfer pathways in the area were the interaction between

Greek and Syriac Christian cultures (fourth–seventh century), and the later

contacts between Syriac Christianity and Islam (seventh–tenth century). The

latter phase saw the formation of an Arabic-speaking Syriac Christian culture

as part of the multicultural environment known as “the Islamicate world”.6

Indeed, around the end of the first millennium, both East Syrian andWest Syr-

ian intellectuals were integratedmembers of early Abbasid society, sometimes

belonging to its highest elite, and their intellectual confrontation with Muslim

scholars and rulers was intense.

The approach of the present volume to Syriac patristic Christianity does pre-

suppose a first-millennium focus, 1) because the Syriac evolution and transfor-

mation of theGreek “fathers” as a corpus of authoritative thinkers is comprised

fairly preciselywithin that timeperiod; 2) although other EasternChristian cul-

tures (Coptic, Armenian, Georgian, Slavonic, Ethiopic, Arabic Melkite) experi-

enced analogous developments of patristic canonization, the Syro-Arabic line

is particularly relevant, for it builds themost exemplary bridge between the two

poles of a first-millennium perspective on Late Antiquity, that is, from Greek

patristic literature up until the year 600 to the Syro-Arabic writers of the ripe

Abbasid era (ninth–tenth century), while hinging substantially on the central

role of the Syriac rearrangement of Greek patristic literature.

1 The ‘Allelopoietic’ Approach to Patristic Christianity in Syriac

The idea of this volume originates from the perception of two complementary

lacunae in contemporary approaches to the study of Eastern patristic Chris-

tianity. On the one hand, the attitude of Syriac and Arabic Christian cultures

towards Greek Christian thought has been too often treated with a “Greco-

centric” approach, as if they had been only ormostlymere “recipients” of Greek

patristic literature; the specific creative contribution of the Eastern cultures

International Association of Patristic Studies (ed. C. Harrison, B. Bitton-Ashkelony, and T. de

Bruyn. Turnhout: Brepols, 2015), 521–546.

6 For a definition, see Camilla Adang, Meira Polliack, and Sabine Schmidtke, “Introduction,”

Intellectual History of the Islamicate World 1 (2013): 1–5.
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syriac florilegia and patristic christianity beyond east and west 3

in this field has been mostly overlooked (with the exception, e.g., of Sebastian

Brock,7 although in a recent work he focuses again on the “Hellenization” of

these cultures).8 On the other hand, scholarship has tended to disregard a per-

vasive literary form of Syriac literature, the patristic florilegia andmiscellanies.

Although artifacts of this kind represent, e.g., 40% of the Syriac manuscripts

of the British Library,9 they have been almost completely overlooked in the last

150 years, apart from an important recent study10 and a few older works.11

As far as the first lacuna is concerned, it is well known that integral trans-

lations of Greek patristic writings were particularly lively between the fourth

and seventh century, with a blooming in the sixth and seventh century. How-

ever, this phenomenonwas relatively short-lived, as also attested by the relative

paucity of extantmanuscripts containing integral patristic translations, and by

the early date of many among them.12 This translation literature is far from

understudied,13 as the penetration of Late Antique Greek Christian thought

into Syriac culture enjoyed scholarly interest throughout the twentieth cen-

tury. Scholars mainly and comprehensibly focused their attention on capital

7 Sebastian P. Brock, “From Antagonism to Assimilation: Syriac Attitudes to Greek Learn-

ing,” in East of Byzantium: Syria and Armenia in the Formative Period. Dumbarton Oaks

Symposium, 1980 (ed. N. Garsoïan, T.F. Mathews, and R.W. Thomson; Washington, DC:

Dumbarton Oaks, 1982), 17–34.

8 Sebastian P. Brock, “Charting the Hellenization of a Literary Culture: The Case of Syriac,”

Intellectual History of the Islamicate World 3 (2015): 98–124.

9 David Michelson, “Mixed Up by Time and Chance? Using Digital Media to ‘Re-Orient’ the

SyriacReligious Literature of LateAntiquity,” Journal of Religion,Media andDigital Culture

5 (2016): 136–182, here 154–155.

10 Grigory Kessel, “Syriac Monastic Miscellanies,” in Comparative Oriental Manuscript Stud-

ies. An Introduction (ed. A. Bausi et al. Hamburg: COMSt, 2015), 411–414.

11 E.g. Herman G.B. Teule, “Les compilations monastiques syriaques,” in Symposium Syri-

acum vii: Uppsala University, Department of Asian and African Languages, 11–14 August

1996 (ed. R. Lavenant; oca 256; Roma: Pontificio Istituto Orientale, 1998), 249–264, and

numerous articles by Albert Van Roey (see bibliography).

12 Sebastian P. Brock, “L’apport des Pères grecs à la littérature syriaque,” in Les Pères grecs

dans la tradition syriaque (ed. A. Schmidt and D. Gonnet; es 4; Paris: Geuthner, 2007), 9–

26.

13 From Sebastian P. Brock, “Aspects of Translation Technique in Antiquity,” Greek, Roman,

and Byzantine Studies 20 (1979): 69–87, and Sebastian P. Brock, “Towards a History of

Syriac Translation Technique,” in iii Symposium Syriacum, 1980: Les contacts du monde

syriaque avec les autres cultures (Goslar 7–11 Septembre 1980) (ed. R. Lavenant; oca 221;

Roma: Pontificio Istituto Orientale, 1983), 1–14 to Adam C. McCollum, “Greek Literature

in the Christian East: Translations into Syriac, Georgian, and Armenian,” Intellectual His-

tory of the IslamicateWorld 3 (2015): 15–65. See also Daniel King, The Syriac Versions of the

Writings of Cyril of Alexandria: A Study in Translation Technique (csco 626, Subsidia 123;

Leuven: Peeters, 2008).
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4 fiori

texts whoseGreek original is lost, e.g., theChapters on Knowledge of Evagrius of

Pontus.14 Other Syriac translations of Greek works were studied, among other

reasons, because of their value for the establishment of the Greek critical text,

sincemanuscripts that transmit the Syriac versions are oftenmore ancient than

thewholeGreekmanuscript tradition.This is the case for thewritings of Diony-

sius the Areopagite (sixth century): the first witness of these writings is not in

Greek, but in Syriac.15 Nevertheless, the study of these patristic versions has

been completely unilateral so far, for it has exclusively hinged on what the

Syriac translations tell us about the ancient form of the Greek texts, as Joseph-

Marie Sauget did in 1978.16There has beennodramatic change in this one-sided

approach for the last forty years. As a result, the specificity of the Syriac “patris-

tic attitude”, which is a seminal feature of all Late Antique Christian cultures

on a first-millenniumscale, has only rarely been given any attention.Hints have

recently emerged, however, at the perceived necessity of a broader approach to

the study of Patristic Christianity “beyond East and West”,17 and thus from an

entangled intercultural perspective within a first millennium periodization.

Syriac Christianity was transformed by its assimilation of Greek patristic lit-

erature, but the latter became something else in its Syriac form. What took

place was not only a “Hellenization” of Syriac and Arabic Christian cultures,

but also a “Syriacization” and “Arabization” of Greek patristic culture. Recent

studies on knowledge transfer between different cultures term this kind of

exchange allelopoiesis, i.e., a reciprocal creative transformation between cul-

tures.18 The allelopoietic approach is particularly suited to the intercultural

study of patristics, since it aims at understanding how and why an original

contribution is concretely manifested. In our case, we look at how Syriac and

Arabic Christianity contributed to the recreation of Greek patristic literature.

Based on such an approach, we ask the following questions: how did Syriac

14 A survey inMuriel Debié andDominiqueGonnet, “Les Pères disparus en grec,” in Les Pères

grecs dans la tradition syriaque (ed. A. Schmidt andD.Gonnet; es 4; Paris: Geuthner, 2007),

127–148.

15 See Emiliano Fiori, ed., Dionigi Areopagita. Nomi divini, teologia mistica, epistole. La ver-

sione siriacadi Sergio di Rēšʿaynā (vi secolo) (2 vols.; csco656–657, Scriptores Syri 252–253;

Louvain: Peeters, 2014).

16 Joseph-Marie Sauget, “L’apport des traductions syriaques pour la patristique grecque,”

Revue de théologie et de philosophie 110 (1978): 139–148.

17 Columba Stewart, “Patristics beyond East andWest,” in Patristic Studies in the Twenty-First

Century (ed. C. Harrison, B. Bitton-Ashkelony, and T. de Bruyn; Turnhout: Brepols, 2015),

317–341.

18 The term allelopoiesis was proposed by Lutz Bergemann, Hartmut Böhme,MartinDönike

et al., eds., Transformation. Ein Konzept zur Erforschung kulturellen Wandels (München:

Wilhelm Fink, 2011).
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syriac florilegia and patristic christianity beyond east and west 5

Christians give shape to the patristic patrimony they received? Why and in

what forms did they, and later the Christian Arabic writers, select, transform,

and make the Greek “fathers” their own fathers? What are the themes and the

patterns around which they organized their reading of the fathers? How did

their reorganization contribute to the production of new knowledge?

2 Syriac Patristic Florilegia as Creative Laboratories of Knowledge

Since not much attention has been paid to the originality of the Syriac read-

ing of the “fathers”, patristic florilegia—one of the places where this originality

most eminentlymanifests—have also been understudied. This brings us to the

second lacuna mentioned above. From the sixth century onwards, florilegia

progressively became a prominent (though certainly not the exclusive)19 and,

in some cases, the predominant formused by Syriac andChristian Arabic intel-

lectuals to reshape Greek Christian thought, and thus produce new knowledge

by selecting and rearranging patristic literature in new collections. Although

they did not stop reading integral patristic texts, they largely privileged the flo-

rilegium and other types of collections.

Important progress has been made in recent years in the study of manu-

scripts containing a plurality of texts, and a broad phenomenology has recently

been proposed of “reading in excerpts” as a knowledge-organizing practice,

which extends across many cultures and covers fields ranging from Egyp-

tology to Late Western Medieval philosophy.20 Greek Byzantine,21 Coptic,22

19 Integral translations of major works, like Gregory of Nazianzus’ Homilies or Dionysius the

Areopagite’s Corpus, continued to be read as a whole. As far as collections are concerned,

also homiliaries had great importance (see the reference work by Albert Ehrhard, Über-

lieferung und Bestand der hagiographischen und homiletischen Literatur der griechischen

Kirche [3 vols., Leipzig:Hinrichs, 1937–1952]).OnSyriachomiliaries see especially the stud-

ies collected in Joseph-Marie Sauget, Littératures et manuscrits des chrétientés syriaques et

arabes (Studi e Testi 389; Città del Vaticano: Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, 1998): homil-

iaries, however, did not collect excerpts as florilegia did, but rather integral homiletic texts.

20 Sébastien Morlet, ed., Lire en extraits. Lecture et production des textes de l’Antiquité à la

fin du Moyen Âge (Cultures et civilisations médiévales 63; Paris: pups, 2015); Jacqueline

Hamesse, “ ‘Florilège’ et ‘autorité’: deux concepts en évolution depuis l’Antiquité jusqu’à la

Renaissance,” inOnGoodAuthority.Tradition, Compilation, and theConstruction of Author-

ity in Literature from Antiquity to the Renaissance (ed. R. Ceulemans and P. De Leemans;

Lectio 3; Turnhout: Brepols, 2015, 199–225; the whole volume edited by Ceulemans andDe

Leemans is interesting and relevant in this regard).

21 E.g. Alexandros Alexakis, Codex Parisinus Graecus 1115 and its Archetype (DumbartonOaks

Studies 34; Washington, DC: Dumbarton Oaks Research Library and Collection, 1996).

22 Paola Buzi, “Miscellanee e florilegi. Osservazioni preliminari per uno studio dei codici
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6 fiori

Ethiopic,23 and Slavic24 studies have especially enjoyed this scholarly rush. Ter-

minological definitions and cataloguingmethods have been established, while

codicological issues have been investigated.25Manuscripts containing a plural-

ity of texts havebeendefined as “multiple-textmanuscripts”, the study of which

is a field in rapid and constant expansion.26 Alessandro Bausi27 introduced the

concept of “corpus”, i.e. the totality of the texts and excerpts of texts available

to a written culture that are rearranged and crystallized in ever-new multiple-

text combinations. Every time discrete excerpts or source blocks are extracted

from the textual corpus of a culture, they undergo ever different assemblages

copti pluritestuali: il caso delle raccolte di excerpta,” in Christianity in Egypt: Literary Pro-

duction and Intellectual Trends. Studies in Honor of Tito Orlandi (ed. P. Buzi and A. Cam-

plani; Studia Ephemeridis Augustinianum 125; Roma: Institutum Patristicum Augustini-

anum, 2011), 177–203; Paola Buzi, “From Single Text to Multiple Text Manuscripts: Trans-

mission Changes in Coptic Literary Tradition. Some Case-Studies from the White Mon-

astery Library,” in One-Volume Libraries—Composite and Multiple-Text Manuscripts (ed.

M. Friedrich and C. Schwarke; Studies inManuscript Cultures 9; Berlin: De Gruyter, 2016),

93–109.

23 Alessandro Bausi, “A Case for Multiple Text Manuscripts Being Corpus Organizers,”Man-

uscript Cultures Newsletter 3 (2010): 34–36; Alessandro Bausi, “Composite and Multiple-

Text Manuscripts: The Ethiopian Evidence,” in One-Volume Libraries—Composite and

Multiple-Text Manuscripts (ed. M. Friedrich and C. Schwarke; Studies in Manuscript Cul-

tures 9; Berlin: De Gruyter, 2016), 111–153.

24 David J. Birnbaum, “Computer-Assisted Analysis and Study of the Structure of Mixed-

Content Miscellanies,” Scripta & e-Scripta 1 (2003): 15–54; Anisava Miltenova, “Intertex-

tuality in the Orthodox Slavic Tradition. The Case of Mixed-Content Miscellanies,” in

Between Text and Text: International Symposium on Intertextuality in Ancient Near East-

ern, Ancient Mediterranean, and Early Medieval Literatures (ed. M. Bauks, W. Horowitz,

and A. Lange; Journal of Ancient Judaism. Supplements 6; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck und

Ruprecht, 2013), 314–327.

25 See e.g. Marilena Maniaci, “Il codice greco ‘non unitario’. Tipologie e terminologia,” in

Il codice miscellaneo, tipologia e funzioni. Atti del convegno internazionale (Cassino, 14–17

maggio 2003) (ed. E. Crisci andO. Pecere; Segno e testo 2; Turnhout: Brepols, 2004), 75–107;

Patrick Andrist, “La descrizione scientifica dei manoscritti complessi: fra teoria e pratica,”

Segno e testo 4 (2006): 299–356.

26 As attested by, among others, Michael Friedrich and Cosima Schwarke, eds., One-Volume

Libraries—Composite and Multiple-Text Manuscripts (Studies in Manuscript Cultures 9;

Berlin: De Gruyter, 2016). See also Stephan Dusil, Gerald Schwedler, and Raphael Schwit-

ter, eds., Exzerpieren—Kompilieren—Tradieren: Transformationen des Wissens zwischen

Spätantike und Frühmittelalter (Millennium-Studien 64; Berlin: De Gruyter, 2017); Marri-

etta Horster and Christiane Reitz, eds., Condensing Texts—Condensed Texts (Palingenesia

98; Stuttgart: Franz Steiner, 2010). Multiple-text manuscripts can be either composite, i.e.

consisting of codicological units of different provenance, or unitary, i.e. consisting of a

single codicological unit.

27 Bausi, “A Case.”
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within each new collection. From the point of view of its contents, a multiple-

text manuscript contains diverse writings that are not by the same author and

do not belong to the same work. This textual plurality can take up the form of

a florilegium, which can be defined as a collection of excerpts from writings

by different authors. These excerpts are often mistakenly called “fragments”,

but such a denomination tends to obliterate the creative act of selection (the

excerption) that lies at the ground of these anthologies.

Although they are among the most ancient extant Christian florilegia, and

abundant in number, Syriac patristic florilegia have remained largely untapped

and untouched by this methodological renewal. A serious philological and

hermeneutical approach to these texts has so far remained a desideratum in

the field of Syriac studies. Such an approach is all the more desirable since,

as Marilena Maniaci has rightly pointed out, in florilegia the “juxtapositions

of textual units” are “bound together by a more or less tenuous line”.28 Even if

this line is admittedly difficult to find in some of the extant Syriac florilegia,

many of them do bear witness to a high degree of organization of the sources.

The excerpts in the latter type of florilegia are not merely juxtaposed but orga-

nized around specific topics in “patchwork-treatises” with clear overall aims; as

such, they vividly reflect a coherent editorial project on the part of the com-

piler. Thus, it is particularly regrettable that so far Syriac florilegia have mostly

been treated as mere juxtapositions of texts by scholars of the nineteenth and

twentieth centuries, who pillaged them by picking and publishing some inter-

esting passages of works whose Greek original is lost.29

Therefore, the main objective of the present volume is to outline a phe-

nomenology of Syriac patristic florilegia andmap their diffusion and relevance

in time and space, from the sixth to the eleventh century and from the Roman

Empire to China. In order to do this, it has been indispensable to study them

in their own right, i.e., as specific cultural products with their own textual-

28 Maniaci, “Il codice greco,” 84.

29 A representative, though certainly not exhaustive list can include the following: Ernest

W. Brooks, ed., A Collection of Letters of Severus of Antioch from Numerous Syriac Man-

uscripts (po 12.2, 14.1; Paris: Firmin-Didot, 1915, 1920); Paul A. De Lagarde, ed., Analecta

syriaca (Leipzig: B.G. Teubner, 1858); Friedrich Loofs, Nestoriana: Die Fragmente des Nesto-

rius gesammelt, untersucht und herausgegeben (Halle an der Saale: Max Niemeyer, 1905);

Jean-Pierre P. Martin, Analecta sacra Patrum Antenicænorum ex codicibus orientalibus.

Analecta sacra spicilegio Solesmensi parata. Tomus 4: Patres Antenicæni. (Paris: Ex publi-

coGalliarum typographeo, 1883); Eduard Sachau, ed.,TheodoriMopsuesteni fragmenta syr-

iaca e codicibus Musei Britannici Nitriacis (Leipzig: W. Engelmann, 1869); Eduard

Sachau, ed., Inedita Syriaca: Eine Sammlung syrischer Übersetzungen von Schriften grie-

chischer Profanliteratur, mit einem Anhang, aus den Handschriften des Brittischen Muse-

ums herausgegeben (Wien: K.K. Hof- und Staatsdruckerei, 1870).
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ity. This approach has enabled us to appreciate what florilegia were for Syriac

culture: laboratories of knowledge, where the selection, rearrangement, codi-

fication and transformation of old patristic sources—and in some cases their

canonization—were prompted by new religious and intellectual needs, most

often within the entangled cultural world of the Islamic Middle East.

3 Typological and Phenomenological Outlines

Froma diachronic point of view, Syriac patristic florilegiamostly stem from the

two pivotal periods of Syriac Christianity. One is the Byzantine phase (sixth–

seventh centuries), in which florilegia were produced by Syriac Christians in a

context of Greco-Syriac bilingualismwithin the borders of the Roman Empire,

and the other is the Abbasid phase (eighth–tenth centuries), in which the

Islamic environment and the confrontation between different Syriac Churches

were among the main factors determining the production of florilegia.

From a typological standpoint, patristic florilegia (not only Syriac but Chris-

tian florilegia at large) can be divided into three major categories:

– the exegetical florilegium, a rather rare type of patristic anthology in Syriac,

an example of which is illustrated by Marion Pragt in the present volume;30

– the ascetical florilegium,31 certainly the most frequent type, which mostly

contains works on ascetic topics and is investigated here by Grigory Kessel

andVittorio Berti, who both further expand their research beyond the genre

of the florilegium;

– the speculative florilegium (defined as “dogmatic florilegium” by Marcel

Richard),32 usually aimed at the refutation of heresies, and sometimes ac-

companied by excerpts from translated Greek philosophical works, which

is the focus of the chapters written by Flavia Ruani, Emiliano Fiori, Bishara

Ebeid, and Herman G.B. Teule.

We should also mention the collections of biblical testimonia explored in

SergeyMinov’s chapter. This literary genre can be regarded as a precursor of flo-

rilegia and, arguably, an immediatemodel for them. Testimonia were collected

30 See Bas ter Haar Romeny, “The Identity Formation of Syrian Orthodox Christians as

Reflected in Two Exegetical Collections: First Soundings,” PdO 29 (2004): 103–121; Bas ter

Haar Romeny, “Les florilèges exégétiques syriaques,” in Les Pères grecs dans la tradition

syriaque (ed. A. Schmidt and D. Gonnet; es 4; Paris: Geuthner, 2007), 63–76.

31 Teule, “Les compilations;” Kessel, “Syriac Monastic Miscellanies.”

32 Marcel Richard, “Notes sur les florilèges dogmatiques du ve et du vie siècle,” in Actes du

vie Congrès international d’Études byzantines (Paris, 27 juillet–2 aout 1948), i (Paris: École

des Hautes Études, 1950), 307–318. Repr. as n. 2 in id., Opera minora i (Turnhout: Brepols,

1976).
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scriptural quotationswhichChristians gathered andorganized thematically for

apologetic and polemic purposes against Jews and (to a lesser extent) pagans.

They emerged as early as the second century and enjoyed considerable popu-

larity during LateAntiquity. However, despite the existence of these exclusively

biblical collections, the Bible and the Fathers do not seem to be theoretically

distinguished within florilegia, where it often happens that the biblical text is

quoted alongwith a streamof patristic citations; indeed, the same terminology

is used for both, “testimonia” or “demonstrations” ( ܐܬܘܕ煿̈ܣ or ܐ狏ܝ熏ܚ̈ܬ ).

The underlying idea is that a transhistorical truth cannot but remain stable

from the Bible to whatever age in the history of theology.

Syriac florilegia raise a number of questions that are only partially specific to

them.33 In somecases, such as themonasticmiscellanies, a florilegiumoverlaps

with a single manuscript (Kessel’s chapter in this volume illustrates this point

well).34 Contrariwise, we can observe that many florilegia—especially dog-

matic and, more rarely, exegetical ones (the Collection of Simeon, marginally

touched upon in Pragt’s chapter)—have their own manuscript tradition pre-

served in more than one multiple-text manuscript. At any rate, florilegia are

rather unstable artifacts, subject to both expansion, by the addition of texts,

and/or contraction, by means of abridgment. What, then, is the degree of tex-

tuality of florilegia?Howstrong is it?Can they alwaysbedefinedas texts in their

own right? How should they be approached in terms of a critical edition? This

most general question can only be answered by tackling other broad questions,

shown below.

a. What appears to be most difficult is determining how the sources from

the original works made their way to the florilegia. Some chapters in

this volume (especially Fiori’s and Ruani’s) show that we might get a

clue from blocks of excerpts that travel from one text to another rather

than from single excerpts; however, single excerpts may be useful when

33 The following part of the paragraph repeats, develops, and rearranges remarks that had

already appeared in Emiliano Fiori, “Conference report: Florilegia Syriaca. Mapping a

Knowledge-Organizing Practice in the SyriacWorld, Ca’ Foscari University of Venice, 30 Jan-

uary–1 February 2020,” COMSt Bulletin 6:1 (2020): 93–110.

34 Indeed, in the definition quoted above (see note 28), Maniaci maintains that florilegia are

“bound together by a more or less tenuous line that is not sufficient to cause a new stable

tradition to take place” (Maniaci, “Il codice greco,” 84). She assumes that even if the same

texts or blocks of texts do recur, their arrangement in each collection is a unicum trans-

mitted by a single manuscript, which never reappears in an identical way. Thus, florilegia

would seem to defy traditional philology, since they cannot always be investigated with

the traditional stemmatic method that locates every manuscript along well-defined lines

of derivation. They have no identical models, nor are they the origin of faithful copies.

This uniqueness of florilegia, however, is not an absolute rule, as we will immediately see.
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they feature typical but decisive characteristics such as interruptionswith

ܒܘܬܘ (“and again”), 爏ܝܠܩܪ狏ܒ (“after a while”), and others. In one case,

as pointed out by Moss in his chapter, we are so fortunate as to observe

the process of excerpt selection in themaking; marginal signs and glosses

to a continuous, integral text sometimes clearly indicate the intention of

the Syriac reader to isolate some passages which indeed are later found

as excerpts in florilegia. Since glosses are often present in many Syriac

manuscripts, and they are rather uncharted territory as well, we should

consider mapping them more carefully when studying florilegia. How-

ever, we can also observe some florilegia that have other florilegia as their

source, not the original texts from which excerpts are drawn. Such flori-

legia thus appear to be of a second (or even third) degree. In fact, glosses

also appear in florilegia manuscripts themselves, which thus also bear

witness to an ongoing activity of reading and elaboration even once the

florilegia had reached a relatively stable form.

b. In order to assess the internal coherence and agenda of a florilegium,

it is also crucial to determine its historical context, wherever possible,

especially through the reading of all possible sources touching upon the

themes of the florilegium at hand and belonging to its presumable age.

Therefore, determining compilation practices requires working on the

fine details (see next point) as well as the big picture.

c. Manymanuscripts containing florilegia includemore than one, and some

contain florilegia exclusively. One can even think of the term “metaflo-

rilegium” to define such manuscripts, but this prospective category will

require further elaboration. If we apply it to any manuscript containing

a plurality of florilegia, it risks being an empty category; it may rather be

useful to apply it tomanuscripts inwhich the florilegia arebound together

by a recognizable agenda or thematic thread.

These general remarks highlight how Syriac florilegia pose problems common

to all other compilation traditions in the Late Antique and Medieval Mediter-

ranean and beyond. That being the case, one cannot pursue the study of Syriac

florilegia without considering the developments of more advanced fields, such

as the most recent scholarship on Greek Byzantine and Latin Medieval studies

on multiple-text manuscripts.

Let us now turn to an overview of the individual contributions of this vol-

ume.35

35 This paragraph is an abridged and reworked version of the comst Bulletin report (see

note 33), and partially relies on the abstracts of the papers given at the first flos work-

shop (see below).
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4 The Present Volume: An Overview

Sergey Minov’s paper deals with a collection of biblical testimonia, and there-

fore opens the volume with good reason. Minov discusses how this genre was

still operative during the early Islamic period among Syriac-speaking Chris-

tians. The primary focus of his investigation is an unpublished Syriac work,

entitled Collection of Demonstrations from the Old Testament against the Jews

and Other Unbelievers, which is attested in a single West Syriac manuscript

(London, British LibraryAdd. 12154) dated to sometimebetween the eighth and

ninth century. He addresses the question of whether this composition stands

in a direct genetic relation with the early specimen of the Greek testimonia lit-

erature, or whether it should be regarded as an original compilation, produced

in a Syriac-speaking milieu. The chapter also discusses the question of a possi-

ble social and religious function of this text during the early Abbasid period, as

well as its relation to the rich tradition of Syriac florilegia of this period.

In his chapter, Yonatan Moss tackles some core methodological questions

of the volume. Why did the florilegium become a predominant mode of orga-

nizing, transmitting, and creating knowledge in the Syriac world? How did

the process of selection from larger texts, and compilation in florilegia, work

in practice? Moss’ proposal to explore these overarching questions is highly

concrete. He asks whether there are any material traces of the selection and

extraction processes of individual passages from the continuous texts and their

incorporation into the florilegia.Moss precisely finds such traces in at least one

continuous sixth-century manuscript—London, British Library Add. 14567—

which contains “minor”works by JohnChrysostom, in conjunctionwith several

of the later theological florilegia. bl Add. 14567 comes with dozens of scribal

notes appearing in the margins and serving a variety of functions. Structurally,

the link between the marginal notations and the main body of the text in this

manuscript has the same function as that betweenheadings to excerpts and the

excerpts themselves in the florilegia. But there is more. Moss tracks down sev-

eral cases of word-for-word identity between notations found in bl Add. 14567

and headings found in subsequent florilegia, both referring to the same texts.

This would seem to open awindowunto one of the concrete processes through

which the late ancient and early medieval Syriac florilegia were formed.

Marion Pragt’s chapter explores the organization of exegetical knowledge in

twoWest Syriac collections.These are the so-calledLondonCollection (seventh

century, extant in one single manuscript of the eighth–ninth century, London,

British Library Add. 12168), and the Collection of Simeon (Città del Vaticano,

Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana Syr. 103 and London, British Library Add. 12144).

Her focus is on the reception of Gregory of Nyssa’s Homilies on the Song of
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Songs in both collections. Gregory’s Homilies circulated in Syriac in both full

and abbreviated versions, which have not yet been edited or fully studied, and

became one of the main sources for Syriac interpretations of the Song. In the

London Collection and the Collection of Simeon, the compilers operated in

twoways; they abridged texts from individual authors (Gregory of Nyssa’sHom-

ilies on the Song of Songs) while they also added extracts selected from various

works. Pragt examines how the Homilies were abbreviated and organized, in

what different ways Gregory and other authors were used and what this may

reveal about the compilers’ aims and interests.

In her chapter, Flavia Ruani studies the content and form of florilegia as

part of the Syriac heresiological tradition. These often bear the title of Demon-

strations from the Fathers against Heresies, and their main goal is to refute the

opinions of a variety of adversaries (Julianists, Nestorians, etc.). Furthermore,

they both adopt and adapt a structural way of refutation going back to classical

heresiology (starting in the second century inGreek),which consists of quoting

excerpts either from the adversaries themselves, for the sake of refutation, or

fromprevious Church authorities, in support of specific arguments. As oneway

to understand the polemical nature of the florilegia as constructed texts with

their own editorial intention, Ruani suggests that we study the use they make

of previous heresiological works. Firstly, the chapter offers an overview of the

heresiological sources quoted in the florilegia, which come from the Syriac and

Greek traditions. Such a survey allows us to understandwhich texts were in cir-

culation and available to the authors of the florilegia in UpperMesopotamia in

the seventh–tenth century, and which were deemed relevant. Themain part of

the chapter focuses on two of them. These are the Panarion by Epiphanius of

Salamis, and Ephrem of Nisibis’ heresiological works, namely, the Prose Refu-

tations against Mani, Marcion and Bardaisan and the Hymns against Heresies.

After offering a survey of the quotations from these sources, she concentrates

on a close reading of the selection, organization, and content of these excerpts,

including the textualmodifications theymay have undergone and the contexts

in which they were received. Finally, the chapter broadens its scope to previ-

ous, contemporary, and later authors and texts that quote the same sources.

Comparisons are drawn, for example, with Philoxenus of Mabbug, Severus of

Antioch, and Moses bar Kepha.

EmilianoFiori’s chapter presents a largeChristological florilegiumpreserved

in different manuscripts of the British Library and theMingana collection. The

florilegium, which expounds a Miaphysite Christology in 110 chapters and is

mainly made up of quotations from Cyril of Alexandria and Severus of Anti-

och, discusses highly technical topics. An initial exploration of the patristic

materials of this florilegium and of their itineraries through the centuries leads
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Fiori to some provisional results concerning the context in which they were

originally collected and the circumstances that may have prompted the pro-

duction of the florilegium as we have it now. Much of what is discussed in the

Christological florilegium in its current form was already present in some late

sixth-century controversies between Miaphysites and Chalcedonians. These

very topics emerged again in an age of renewed polemics that opposed Mia-

physites to Chalcedonians, between the end of the Umayyad caliphate and the

first decades of the ʿAbbasid rule. By investigating the reiterated emergence of

these topics in Syriac Miaphysitism between the sixth and ninth century, Fiori

illustrates the nature of the florilegium as an ‘emergency kit’ for Miaphysite

apology against Chalcedonian adversaries, who were in the heyday of their

power and influence, with the support of both the Roman Empire and the first

Caliphs.

Bishara Ebeid concentrates on the apologetic writings on the Trinity and

Christology of Abū Rāʾiṭah al-Takrītī, a Miaphysite theologian of the eighth–

ninth centuries, who used Greek patristic authorities to answer the accusa-

tions of non-Miaphysite Christians as well asMuslims (with the latter group, of

course, the references made to the Fathers are indirect). In the Christological

controversies of the fifth and sixth centuries, Miaphysite authors like Severus

of Antioch and Peter of Callinicum relied on the patristic heritage to prove

that their doctrine was orthodox and in agreement with the Church Fathers.

Two centuries later, the patristic quotations used by Severus, Peter, and other

authorswere further selected and reorganized in Christological andTrinitarian

patristic florilegia. In his paper, Ebeid analyzes the use of the patristic tradition

in some of Abū Rāʾiṭah’s writings (The first letter on the Holy Trinity, The let-

ter against Melkites, and The apology on the Trisagion) and demonstrates that

the latter’s knowledge of the Fathers’ doctrine and the quotations and refer-

ences he makes from their works, both directly and indirectly, are based on

these Syriac dogmatic florilegia. Ebeid points to the highly relevant fact that

Syriac florilegia had amultilingual life, whose impact extended beyond the Syr-

iac language, as his chapter clearly shows, and influenced the arguments and

thought of a seminal Christian Arabic author like Abū Rāʾiṭah.

Herman Teule’s chapter takes us as far as the second half of the second

millennium and allows us to explore the persistence of ancient compilation

practices in a little explored age of Syro-Arabic literature.While he was still the

Metropolitan of Amid, the later Chaldean Patriarch Joseph ii (1667–1713) pub-

lished in Syriac a selection of conciliar decrees. The oldest extant manuscript

is probably an autograph by Joseph himself. As stated by Joseph in one of

the introductions to this work (there are at least three), his Syriac text goes

back to an Arabic original, authored by a Carmelite. Teule discusses the Sitz im
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Leben of the Arabic original, focusing on the rationale behind the selection of

these conciliar documents.

Grigory Kessel’s paper moves from the assumption that, just as in other

Christian traditions, readingplayedan important role in SyriacChristianity, but

that the development of reading practices within the Syriac Christian tradition

has not yet received the attention it deserves. Scholars of Syriac Christianity are

in a very fortunate position, as we have in our possession the actual products

that reflect the changes and developments that took place within the Syriac

monastic tradition from the sixth century onwards, namely, the miscellanies

(not only florilegia). Miscellanies were the main vehicle for the transmission

of monastic literature and were deemed essential for a monk’s spiritual for-

mation. In the earliest extant examples (dating to the sixth century) we can

already detect a feature that remains constant through time: each miscellany

has a unique combination of texts. Such collections of texts thus offer us a

unique glimpse into the Syriac monastic milieu of their day. They show us,

for example, which texts were given preference in copying and which texts fell

out of use after a period of circulation. Thanks to miscellanies, we can observe

clearly how Syriacmonasticismwas shifting from its admiration for the Byzan-

tine monastic tradition to the establishment of its own extensive corpus; most

of Syriacmonastic literature, including translations of Greek patristic writings,

is preserved solely in monastic miscellanies. Kessel considers Syriac miscella-

nies containing ascetic texts as a source for the study of intellectual activity in

Syriac monasteries. He demonstrates some aspects of the significance of the

miscellanies for the study of Syriac literature by presenting as a case study the

works of Ephrem of Nisibis that can be found in themiscellanies. Traditionally,

Ephrem was known in both Byzantine and Syriac milieus not as the historical

Ephrem, the fourth-century author of cycles ofmadrashe, but as a solitary who

left the world and concentrated on permanent contrition for his sins. Indeed, a

close look at monastic miscellanies produced in different periods reveals that

the works transmitted by such miscellanies as Ephremian are in fact not by

Ephremhimself; they are rather pseudo-Ephremian. Ephrem’s authenticworks

probably did not exercise any attraction for an audience that was entirely con-

centrated on ascetical questions.

Vittorio Berti’s paper vastly broadens the geographic scope of our investi-

gation and shows how far in space the Syriac practices of collection and com-

pilation reached. The Sogdian Christian manuscript E28 is a set of scattered

sheets and fragments discovered in Turfan which were reordered by scholars

through codicological and philological analysis. It can be defined as an East

Syriac monastic miscellany, although not a florilegium in the proper sense;

it collects entire works, which include lives of ancient solitaries, counsels for
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novices, and ascetical homilies. A Syriac manuscript containing precisely the

same texts is not extant; it is most likely that the Sogdian miscellany is an

original product of the Turfan Christianmonastic community. The latter possi-

bility suggests that we pursue a comparative work on themost pertinent Syriac

manuscript tradition for each text collected in the Sogdian miscellany in order

to sketch the hypothetical Syriac library as it may have been known by these

Sogdianmonks, the imagined audience, and the plausible context of use of the

book.

The present volumewas inspired by and represents a development of an inter-

national workshop that was held in Venice between 30 January and 1 February

2020 and was organized by the erc-funded Starting Grant project “flos. Flo-

rilegia Syriaca: The Intercultural Dissemination of Greek Christian Thought in

Syriac andArabic in the FirstMillenniumce”. Itwas the first such event entirely

devoted to practices of compilation of religious texts in the field of Syriac and

Christian Arabic studies. Both the workshop and this book are the first major

landmarks of the project towards the definition of a new phenomenology and

methodology of patristics in a broader Eurasian perspective, which was out-

lined earlier in this chapter using the fresh look offered by florilegia. Indeed,

we hope that the studies collected here will usher in a new season of research

on patristic anthologies and collections as intellectual artifacts and, thereby,

as creative laboratories of new religious knowledge, which transformed the

heritage of Greek patristic thought and brought it well beyond the spatial and

chronological limits of its original context.
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chapter 2

An Unpublished Syriac Collection of the Old

Testament Testimonia against the Jews from the

Early Islamic Period

Sergey Minov

Introduction

Resorting to theOldTestament for apologetic and/or polemic engagementwith

Jews and Judaism constituted an integral and, arguably, one of themost impor-

tant elements in the Christian repertoire of identity maintenance from the

very beginnings of the new religion. Among the earliest literary forms to be

deployed for such purposes were collections of scriptural testimonia, that is,

loosely organised and often thematically arranged lists of biblical quotations

that were meant to demonstrate the truth of Christianity vis-à-vis Judaism.1

Although the earliest specimens of this genre did not survive, there are still sev-

eral Greek collections of anti-Jewish testimonies, preserved from Late Antiq-

uity and the Middle Ages.2

While the roots of this literary form lay in Greek-speakingmilieux, the genre

of testimonia collections gained popularity among other Christian cultures as

well. When it comes to Syriac-speaking Christians, some scholars argued that

such collectionswere in use among themas early as the fourth or fifth century.3

1 Oneof the earliest systematic treatments of this genrewas carriedout by JamesRendelHarris,

in his seminalmonographTestimonies (2 vols.; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1916–

1920). For a more recent and balanced discussion, see Martin C. Albl, “And Scripture Cannot

Be Broken”: The Form and Function of the Early Christian Testimonia Collections (Supplements

to Novum Testamentum 96; Leiden: Brill, 1999).

2 See texts published in: Robert V. Hotchkiss, A Pseudo-Epiphanius Testimony Book (sbl Texts

andTranslations, Early Christian Literature Series 1; Missoula,Montana: Scholars Press, 1974);

Martin C. Albl, Pseudo-Gregory of Nyssa. Testimonies against the Jews (sblWritings from the

Greco-RomanWorld 8; Atlanta, Georgia: Society of Biblical Literature, 2004);Marc deGroote,

“Anonyma Testimonia Adversus Iudaeos: Critical Edition of an Antijudaic Treatise,” VChr 59

(2005): 315–336.

3 Cf. the suggestion regarding the author of the Teaching of Addai in Harris, Testimonies, 1:59;

and amore nuanced discussion of Aphrahat’s possible indebtedness to “a wider nt and early

Christian testimonia tradition” in Albl, And Scripture, 146–148. Cf. also hypothesis of Allison
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Even though such a possibility does not seem unlikely, no conclusive evidence

in that regard has been provided so far.

In this article, I am going to present and discuss a hitherto unpublished

and unstudied specimen of the testimonia literature in Syriac, which consti-

tutes the earliest preserved representative of the genre in this language. Enti-

tled Collection of demonstrations from the holy scriptures of the Old (Testament)

against the Jews and the rest of unbelievers, this work is attested in a single tex-

tual witness, manuscript London, British Library Add. 12154.4 Dated byWilliam

Wright approximately to the late eighth or early ninth century on the basis of

its handwriting, this manuscript was produced within a West Syrian milieu.

It contains an extended anthology of various texts, which include theological

works in defence of Miaphysite Christology and many extracts from works of

patristic authors, in Syriac or translated from Greek. The Collection appears on

fols. 201v–222r, preceded by an excerpt from the Ecclesiastical History by John

of Ephesus and followed by a collection of the letters of George, Bishop of the

Arabs.

Below, I shall provide a summary of the Collection, followed by discussions

on its biblical profile and thework’s context andmessage, as well as its possible

relationship to the Disputation of Sergius the Stylite, an important anti-Jewish

composition from approximately the same period.5 The complete Syriac text

of the Collection is presented in Appendix 1, followed by an index of scriptural

passages in Appendix 2.

1 Summary of the Collection

In this section, I shall offer a detailed summary of the Collection, based on the

complete Syriac text of the work. I present the composition’s general layout,

with all structurally relevant para- and intra-textual material translated into

English (in italics), and all quoted (or mentioned) scriptural passages, listed in

accordance with their sequence.

Peter Hayman regarding sources of the Disputation of Sergius the Stylite, mentioned below,

pp. 41–42.

4 For a detailed description, seeWilliamWright, Catalogue of Syriac Manuscripts in the British

Museum, Acquired since the Year 1838 (3 vols.; London: Trustees of the British Museum, 1870–

1872), 2:976–989.

5 Published by Allison P. Hayman, The Disputation of Sergius the Stylite against a Jew (2 vols.;

csco 338–339, Scriptores Syri 152–153; Louvain: Secrétariat du CorpusSCO, 1973).
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Title: Collection of demonstrations from the holy scriptures of the Old (Testa-

ment) against the Jews and the rest of unbelievers.

1.1The first chapter: About (the fact) that theGod of everything and Lord is indeed

declared and announced in the holy prophets in the Trinity of persons, that is, the

Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit, as also we, Christians, believe and praise.

1.2 First, about the three holy persons together:

Gen 1:26, 3:22, 11:7, 18:1–23, 18:26, 18:32–19:3,6 19:12–13, 19:19–25; Exod 3:1–7,7

3:11–15, 31:1–3,8 33:18–23,9 34:5–6, 34:8–9; Num 6:22–27;10 Deut 6:4; Ps 33:6,

67:7–8; Wis 8:3; Ezek 37:1; Isa 6:1–3.

1.24 In all these (testimonies), the three persons of the Holy Trinity are declared.

1.25 Again, about two persons:

Gen 1:27, 5:1, 6:3,11 19:24, 22:10–12,12 22:15–18, 31:11–13; 1Sam 12:3–5;13 Ps 56:11,

119:89, 130:5, 51:12–14,14 143:10; Prov 30:4,15 8:11–31;16 Joel 3:1;17 Mic 3:8; Isa

61:1, 63:14.

1.45 And it is on account of the Holy Trinity, indeed, that we have brought forward

these (testimonies) now; we may still find many like them, also among those that

are arranged below.

2.1 Chapter two: Allusive, i.e., more concealed prophecy about the coming of our

great Saviour, the one who is announced in the holy prophets.

6 A gloss by the same hand on the left margin: About two persons.

7 A gloss by the same hand on the left margin: About the person of the Son, who is called God

and angel.

8 A gloss by the same hand on the left margin: About the Holy Spirit.

9 A gloss by the same hand on the left margin: About the Father and the Son.

10 A gloss by the same hand on the left margin: About three persons.

11 A gloss by the same hand on the left margin: About two (persons).

12 A gloss by the same hand on the left margin: About the Son, who is called God and angel.

13 A gloss by the same hand on the left margin: About the Son.

14 A gloss by the same hand on the left margin: About the Spirit.

15 A gloss by the same hand on the left margin: About Son.

16 A gloss by the samehandon the rightmargin:One that, inmy thought, (is) about his exalted

incarnation.

17 A gloss by the same hand on the right margin: About the Spirit.
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Gen 49:8–12; Exod 4:13; Deut 18:15; Ps 8:5–7; Mic 5:1; Zech 6:12–13, 9:9–11;

Jer 23:5–6, 30:8–9, 33:20–21; Ezek 34:25, 37:23–24, 37:25, 21:32; Dan 2:34–35;

Isa 10:33–11:10, 28:16–17, 55:3–5, 61:1–3; Num 24:17.

2.22 Completed are also the (testimonies) of this chapter. However, these below

are the same and have the same meaning, and all of them together are, indeed,

bound and fastened one with another in the likeness of cords.

3.1 Chapter three: That that king and saviour, whose kingdom and salvation the

prophets have been announcing, is not only for the Jews but, indeed, generally and

equally for all people who accept him.

Gen 18:17–18, 22:18; Ps 2:8,18 72:6–19; Isa 42:6–9, 45:22–25, 49:5–6, 49:8–9,

55:4–5, 62:10–12; Zech 9:10.

3.13 Completed is also this chapter.

4.1Chapter four: That the one, whom the prophets announced that hewould come

for salvation, is God, as also we, Christians, indeed, announce and believe.

Job 19:25; Ps 12:6, 80:2–4, 84:8, 94:1, 144:5, 118:25–27; 2Chr 6:17–18; 1Kgs 8:27;

Hos 10:12; Mic 1:2–3; Zeph 3:14–18; Bar 3:36–38; Ezek 44:1–3; Isa 7:10–14,

35:2–10, 40:3–5, 40:9–11, 46:12–13, 63:9.

4.22 Completed.

5.1 Chapter five: That this God the Saviour, who was prophesised by the prophets,

is the Son andWord of the Father, as also, indeed, say and confess we, Christians.

Ps 2:6–8, 43:3, 45:7–8, 57:4, 72:1, 110:1–4; Zech 2:14–17; Isa 9:5–6, 48:12–16;

Sir 24:1–12, 24:19–29.

5.13 Completed.

6.1 Chapter six: That the one who was born from the Virgin Mary in Bethlehem

of Judaea, according to the prophecy of Jeremiah and Isaiah, that is to say, dur-

ing the time of the kingship of Augustus, Caesar of the Romans, is the Lord and

Saviour mentioned above, as also we, Christians, confess and hold.

18 A gloss by the same hand on the left margin: About the calling of the nations.
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Dan 9:24–26; Gen 49:10;19 Ps 89:4–5, 89:21, 89:29–38; Jer 33:17.

6.8 Completed are also the (testimonies) of this chapter, likewise in brief.

7.1 Chapter seven: Prophecy (that) concerns distinctly, that is. specifically, the

(actions) of the salvific dispensation of Christ, Our Saviour.

7.2 About his flight, that is to say, entrance to Egypt:

Isa 19:1;

7.4 About his gentleness, and humility, and good deeds:

Isa 42:1–4, 52:13–53:7;

7.7. About that glorious entrance of his:20

Gen 49:10–11; Zech 9:9; Ps 8:3;

7.11 About his handing over, that is arrest:

Ps 2:1–3; Wis 2:12–22; Isa 3:9–10; Ps 41:10, 109:1–9, 27:12; Zech 11:12–13, 13:7;

7.20 About what happened in the law court:

Mic 4:14; Isa 50:5–8; Jeremiah agraphon; Isa 53:7–12;

7.25 About his crucifixion:

Ezra agraphon; Ps 22:17–19, 69:22, 22:8–9; Amos 8:9–10; Zech 14:6–7, 12:9–

10, 11:7–9;

7.34 About his burial:

Lam 4:20; Ps 41:8–9, 88:6; Gen 49:8–9;

19 The biblical verse is accompanied by the following explanation: As he, indeed, calls king-

ship sceptre, while prophecy—lawgiver. And the Jews do not have these from the very time of

the coming of the eternal righteousness, Our Saviour Christ. The one, whose manifestation

both seals, that is cancels, the appearance of prophecy, and removed their governorship, as,

indeed, Angel Gabriel and the righteous Jacob said before.

20 A gloss by a different hand on the left margin: to Jerusalem.
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7.39 About his rising from the grave:

Ps 16:8–10, 68:2–4, 78:65–66, 118:21–24; Zech 9:11; Isa 25:8–9, 26:1–4, 49:9,

42:7; Hos 6:1–2; Ps 12:6;

7.51 About his ascension to heaven:

Ps 24:7–10, 68:19, 47:6–10; Zech 13:6; Isa 63:1–6.

8.1 Chapter eight: About the rejection and repudiation of the nation that did not

accept Christ, and the election and calling of the nations that accepted him and

believed in him.

Ps 69:22–23;

8.3 Again, then, this is also demonstrated in that Psalm “O God of my praise, do

not be silent” (Ps 109:1), from its beginning until its end.

Hos 7:13–16, 9:7–17; Amos 5:21–27, 6:8, 9:1–5; Jer 14:11–12, 15:1–4, 18:11–13; Isa

1:10–16, 30:8–14, 65:2–7; Ezek 7:1–9, 15:1–16:3, 16:44–52, 22:17–18;

8.19 One can bring forward from the prophets all these and many other (testi-

monies), and they demonstrate the rejection of the nation byGod. Again, the great

prophet Moses also writes (things) that are similar to these in “Give ear, O heav-

ens, and Iwill speak” (Deut 32:1), the second ode of his.21These demonstrate, then,

the election and calling of the nations:

Gen 17:5–7, 12:3, 26:4, 49:10; Ps 2:7–8, 72:8–11, 72:17, 22:31–32, 117:1–2, 98:2;

Zech 9:9–10; Isa 43:6–9, 8:16–18, 25:6, 26:1–4, 54:1, 11:9–10, 42:1–4, 40:3–5,

45:21–24, 49:8–9, 51:4–5, 52:10, 55:4–5, 65:1, 65:8–16, 65:22–24; Joel 3:1–5.

21 The reference is to Deut 32:1–43, which circulated as a separate unit included into the so-

called “Book of Odes”, often appended to the liturgical Psalters in Syriac (and some other)

traditions. For the text and discussion, see Heinrich Schneider, Willem Baars and Jürgen

Ch.H. Lebram, The Old Testament in Syriac according to the Peshiṭta Version. Part iv, fasc.

6: Canticles or Odes; Prayer of Manasseh; Apocryphal Psalms; Psalms of Solomon; Tobit; 1

(3) Esdras. General Preface (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1972).
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Conclusion: These demonstrations have been gathered and laid out here from

the books of the holy prophets for the admonition of Jews and pagans. Although

there were many others that are suitable to be brought forward against them, yet

these that have been laid out will suffice. Completed are the testimonies.

2 Structure of the Collection

Before proceeding further, a caveat is in order regarding the use of the term

“author” and comparable terms in connection with our work. Establishing the

authorshipof theCollection ismadedifficult, if nearly impossible, by the anony-

mous and atomistic, and thus easily changeable nature of the work itself. The

situation is made even more complicated by the fact that we do not know

whether its text in blAdd. 12154 is an autograph, so that themanuscript’s scribe

could be considered as the work’s author, or it was copied from an earlier tex-

tual witness. If the latter scenario is the case, we have no means to assess the

extent of the scribe’s agency in shaping both the form and the content of the

Collection as it appears in this manuscript. In light of all these considerations,

I employ the terms “author” and “compiler” in relation to our work only condi-

tionally, using them interchangeably in order to refer to the person responsible

for the form in which it appears in bl Add. 12154.

The text of the Collection encompasses 200 units with scriptural passages.

The compiler used a wide range of para- and intra-textual means to organise

this diverse material and thus make it accessible to readers.

First of all, he divided the whole work into eight thematic chapters dealing

with different major areas of anti-Jewish apologetics and polemics, which are

numbered (both in the text and on the margins) and introduced by rubricated

titles. In addition to that, in some chapters, such as 1 and 7, the compiler adds

short subtitles (someof themrubricated) to help the reader navigate them. Fur-

thermore, in some cases, he uses marginal notes to indicate the relevance of a

given passagewith greater precision. Suchnotes abound especially in chapter 1,

where different biblical passages aremarked as referring to different persons of

the Trinity.

In rare instances, a biblical passage is accompanied by an elaborate explana-

tion of its relevance. For example, in the case of Gen 49:10 (6.3), the compiler

supplies this versewith an extended explication of its supersessionistmeaning.

Most of the scriptural passages quoted in the Collection are introduced by

the name of the supposed author of the biblical book from which they come

or, if they follow a passage from the samebook, by such phrases as again (1.20 et

passim), after a while (1.4 et passim), after many things (1.13, 1.30) and after some
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things (1.27–1.29).22 Sometimes, a passage is introduced only by the name of

the book, as in Gen 17:5–7 (8.20): From the Creation. Most of these introductory

names and phrases are rubricated.

On some occasions, when a given biblical author was thought to produce

several compositions, the introductory phrase mentions his name together

with that of the specific book:

Gen 49:8 (2.2) Moses in the first book; from the blessing of Jacob the elder;

the two following passages, i.e., Exod 4:13 (2.3) and Deut

18:15 (2.4), are introduced as In book two and In book five,

respectively;

Num 6:22–27 (1.17) Moses in book four; the following passage, i.e., Deut 6:4

(1.18), is introduced as Again, in the Deuteronomy;

2Chr 6:17 (4.9) Solomon in the Book of Kings;

Prov 30:4 (1.39) Solomon in the Book of Proverbs;

Wis 2:12–22 (7.13) Solomon in the Great Wisdom;

Wis 8:3 (1.21) Solomon in the Proverbs;

Bar 3:36–38 (4.14) Jeremiah in the Epistle of Baruch.

On some occasions, the compiler introduces biblical passages using somewhat

more elaborate descriptions, as in the following cases:

Ps 89:4–5 (6.4) Again, then, David sings thus;

Jer 33:17 (6.7) Jeremiah, then, says.

Sometimes, the introductory phrase ascribes a given passage not to the author

of the biblical book, but to the biblical protagonist who pronounced it:

Gen 49:8–7 (7.38) Jacob the patriarch;

Gen 49:10 (6.3) And these, again, the righteous Jacob confirms when he

was blessing Judah;

Gen 49:10–11 (7.8) The righteous Jacob;

Num 24:17 (2.21) Balaam the soothsayer in book four of the Torah;

Dan 9:24–26 (6.2) Angel Gabriel thus said to Daniel the prophet.

22 In most cases, attributions of the quoted passages to respective biblical books are cor-

rect. The only exception is the case of Wis 8:3 (1.21), wrongly introduced as Solomon in the

Proverbs.
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Most of the biblical passages quoted in the Collection are given in full. There

are, however, several instanceswhen only the beginning of a relevant passage is

quoted, with a concluding comment added, as in the following cases: Gen 49:10

(8.23): and the rest; Ps 72:1 (5.6): the whole Psalm; Ezek 15:1–16:3 (8.16): and the

rest of thewhole story that follows. The relevanceof thewhole Ps 109 is explained

in a separate sentence in 8.3, where only its first line is quoted.

On rare occasions, as in the case of Dan 9:24–26 (6.2), the scribe of the

manuscriptmarks a scriptural passagewith thehelpof quotationmarks, placed

in the right margin.

3 Scriptural Profile of the Collection

As mentioned above, the text of the Collection comprises 200 units with scrip-

tural passages.23 Some of these proof-texts, however, occur more than once:

Gen 49:10 (6.3, 8.23); Ps 12:6 (4.3, 7.50); Isa 26:1–4 (7.46, 8.34), 40:3–5 (4.18, 8.38),

42:1–4 (7.5, 8.37), 49:8–9 (3.9, 8.40), 55:4–5 (3.10, 8.43). Accordingly, the number

of uniquepassages canbe reduced to 193. It should bepointedout that there are

quite a few units whose biblical passages overlap to a greater or lesser degree,24

but for the sake of convenience, I count such cases as separate.

Theprimarybiblical text that underlies theCollection as awhole is that of the

Peshitta version.25 As one reads through the work, however, one comes across

numerous departures from the Peshitta text. After discarding cases of obvious

scribalmistakes,26 one candistinguish fourmain typesof non-Peshittamaterial

in the Collection: (a) independent reworkings of the Peshitta text (3.1), (b) revi-

sions based on the Syro-Hexapla (3.2), (c) influence of other textual traditions

(3.3), and (d) extracanonical material (3.4). Here below, I provide examples

from all these groups. Except for the last one, they are by no means exhaustive

but serve to illustrate a broad range of textual choices made by the compiler of

the Collection.

23 For a complete list, see Index in Appendix 2.

24 Cf. cases like Gen 49:8–9 (7.38) andGen 49:8–12 (2.2), Ps 69:22 (7.28) and Ps 69:22–23 (8.2),

Isa 45:21–24 (8.39) and Isa 45:22–25 (3.7), etc.

25 For the text of the Peshitta, I rely upon the Leiden edition: The Old Testament in Syriac

according to the Peshiṭta Version (18 vols.; Leiden: Brill, 1966–2019).

26 Cf. Isa 62:10 (3.11): 焏ܡܠܥܠ for 焏ܡܥܠ .
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3.1 Peshitta Reworked

Some of the digressions from the Peshitta version in the Collection could be

best understood to be an outcome of independent reworking of the Peshitta

text, carried out withoutmaking use of any alternative textual traditions. As an

example, the following cases can be singled out, in which the compiler (or his

source) rearranges original wording (3.1.1), adds explanatory material (3.1.2), or

abbreviates long original passages (3.1.3 and 3.1.4):27

3.1.1 Gen 12:3

Coll. 8.21 煯ܒ狏ܢܘ
̈

.焏ܥܪܐܕܐ狏ܒܪܫ爯ܝ煿ܠܟ燿ܥܪ熟ܒ爯ܟ
Pesh. 煯ܒ狏ܢܘ

̈
.燿ܥܪ熟ܒܘ焏ܥܪܐܕܐ狏ܒܪܫ爯ܝ煿ܠܟ燿ܒ爯ܟ

3.1.2 Exod 33:18

Coll. 1.14 .燿ܚܒ熏ܫ營ܢ熏ܚ.ܐ煿ܠ焏ܠ焏ܫ熏ܡ犯ܡܐܘ
Pesh. .燿ܚܒ熏ܫ營ܢ熏ܚ犯ܡܐܘ

3.1.3 Dan 2:34–35

Coll. 2.16 ܗ狏ܚܡܘ.焏ܝ煟ܝ焏̈ܒ焏ܠܕܐܪ熏ܛ爯ܡܬܪ熟ܓܬܐܕ焏ܦ焏ܟܠ狏ܝ熟ܚ
焏ܡܠ犏ܠܗ狏ܚܡܕ焏ܦ焏ܟܘ.ܐܪ熏ܥ燿ܝܐܗ狏ܩܩܕܘ焏ܒܪ焏ܡܠ犏ܠ
.焏ܥܪܐ煿̇ܠܟ煿̇ܢܡ狏ܠܡܘ.焏ܒܪܐܪ熏ܛܠܬܘܗ

Pesh. 爏ܥ焏ܡܠ犏ܠܗ狏ܚܡܘ爯ܝ煟ܝ焏̈ܒ焏ܠܕ焏ܦ焏ܟܬܪ熟ܓܬܐܕ狏ܝ熟ܚܘ
ܐ煟ܚܟܐ熏ܩܩܕܬܐܘ.焯ܛ爯ܝܢܐ狏ܩܩܕܘ焏ܦ犏ܚܕܘ焏ܠܙ犯ܦܕܝܗ熏ܠܓܪ
ܐܪ熏ܥ燿ܝܐܘܘܗܘ焏ܒܗܕܘ焏ܡ焏ܣܘ焏ܦ犏ܚܘ焏ܫܚܢܘ焏ܠܙ犯ܦ
焏ܠܪܬܐܘܐ狏ܦܝܩܬ焏ܚܘܪܢ熏ܢܐ狏ܒܣܢܘ焏ܛܝܩܕܐܪܕܐ爯ܡܕ
焏ܒܪܐܪ熏ܛܠܬܘܗ焏ܡܠ犏ܠܗ狏ܚܡܕ焏ܦ焏ܟܘܢܘ煿ܠ熯ܟ狏ܫܐ
.焏ܥܪܐ煿̇ܠܟ煿̇ܢܡ狏ܠܡܘ

3.1.4 1Sam 12:3–5

Coll. 1.33 ܢ熏ܟܒܕ煿ܣܡ.ܐ煟ܚ熏ܫ狏ܠܩܫ爯ܡ̇ܕܐ煟ܝܐ爯ܡܘܐ܆狏ܡܠܛ爯ܡ̇ܠ
.煿ܚܝܫܡܢ熏ܟܒܕ煿ܣܡܘ焏ܝ犯ܡ

Pesh. .煿ܚܝܫܡܡ煟ܩܘ焏ܝ犯ܡܡ煟ܩ營ܒܘܕ煿ܣ.ܢ熏ܟܝܡ煟ܩ焏ܢܐܡ焏ܩܐܗ
爯ܡ̇ܠܘܐ.狏ܡܠܛ爯ܡ̇ܠܘܐ.ܬ犯ܒܕ爯ܡ̇ܕܐ犯ܡܚܘ.ܬ犯ܒܕ爯ܡ̇ܕܐܪܘܬ
.煿ܒ營ܢܝܥܬܕܨܐܘܐ煟ܚ熏ܫ狏ܒܣܢ爯ܡ̇ܕܐ煟ܝܐ爯ܡܘܐ.ܬ犏ܠܐ
焏ܠܘܢ狏ܡܠܛ焏ܠ.煿ܠ爯ܝ犯ܡܐ.ܢ熏ܟܥܘ犯ܦܐ焏ܢܐܘ營ܠܘ犯ܡܐ
ܢ熏ܟܒܕ煿ܣ̇.ܢܘ煿ܠ犯ܡܐ.ܡ煟ܡ爯ܢܡ犿ܢܐ爯ܡ狏ܒܣܢ焏ܠܘ.ܢܬ犏ܠܐ
ܝ煟ܝ焏̈ܒܢܘ狏ܚܟܫܐ焏ܠܕ.焏ܢܡ熏ܝ煿ܚܝܫܡܢ熏ܟܒܕ煿ܣ̇ܘܐ煿ܠܐ
.ܕ煿ܣ爯̇ܝ犯ܡܐܘ.ܡ煟ܡ

27 The non-Peshitta readings are highlighted in blue.
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3.2 Syro-Hexaplaric Revisions

The most prominent layer of non-Peshitta variants in the Collection is com-

prised by Syro-Hexaplaric material, derived from the Syriac translation of the

Greek text of the Septuagint carried out by the West Syrian scholar Paul of

Tella in the years 613–617.28 The extent of the use of Syro-Hexaplaric material

in the Collection varies considerably throughout different biblical passages. In

what follows, I provide only a sample of various uses of the Syro-Hexapla in the

Collection and not a complete list. These cases could be divided into three sub-

groups, in accordancewith the extent towhich the compiler reworked the orig-

inal Peshitta text based on the Syro-Hexapla. Thus, the first subgroup (3.2.1–8)

includes cases of amodest reworking, when Syro-Hexaplaric variants supplant

only a few forms in the Peshitta text. The second subgroup (3.2.9–13) encom-

passes cases of a more thorough reworking. Finally, the third subgroup (3.2.14

and 3.2.15) presents instanceswhere the compiler gives whole passages accord-

ing to the Syro-Hexaplaric version, with or without significant changes.29

3.2.1 Ps 12:6

Coll. 4.3 ܟܣܡܕܐܬ熏ܝܘܕ爏ܛܡ
̈
…焏ܫܝܒ̈ܕܐ狏ܩܢܐܘ焏ܢ

Pesh. ܟܣܡܕܐܬ熟ܒ爏ܛܡ
̈
…焏ܫܝܒ̈ܕܐ狏ܩܢܐܘ焏ܢ

Syro-Hex. ܟܣܡܕܐ狏ܚܢܐܬܘ焏ܫܝܒ̈ܕܐܬ熏ܝܘܕ爏ܛܡ
̈
…焏ܢ

3.2.2 Ps 43:3

Coll. 5.3 ܟܪ犯ܫܘܟܪܗ熏ܢܪ煟ܫ
Pesh. ܟܬ熏ܢܡܝܗܘܟܪܗ熏ܢܪ煟ܫ
Syro-Hex. 燿ܠܝܕܐܪ犯ܫܘܟܪܗ熏ܢܪ煟ܫ

3.2.3 Ps 45:7

Coll. 5.4 焏ܛܒܫܐܬܘ犏ܝܪܬܕ焏ܛܒܫ.爯ܝܡܠܥ爟ܠܥܠܐ煿ܠܐ燿ܠܝܕ焏ܝܣܪ熏ܟ
.燿ܠܝܕܐܬ熏ܟܠܡܕ

Pesh. 焏ܛܒܫ焏ܛܝܫܦ焏ܛܒܫ܆爯ܝܡܠܥ爟ܠܥܠܐ煿ܠܐܕ煿ܝܣܪ熏ܟ
.ܟܬ熏ܟܠܡܕ

Syro-Hex. 焏ܛܒܫܐܬܘ犏ܝܪܬܕ焏ܛܒܫ.焏ܡܠܥܕ焏ܡܠܥܠܐ煿ܠܐ燿ܝܣܪ熏ܟ
.ܟܬ熏ܟܠܡܕ

28 For the text of the Syro-Hexapla, I use the following editions: Antonio Maria Ceriani,

Codex syro-hexaplaris Ambrosianus photolithographice editus (Monumenta sacra et pro-

fana ex codicibus praesertim Bibliothecae Ambrosianae 7; Mediolani: Impensis Biblio-

thecae Ambrosianae, 1874); Willem Baars, New Syro-Hexaplaric Texts: Edited, Commented

upon and Compared with the Septuagint (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1968).

29 Readings that reflect Syro-Hexaplaric variants are highlighted in blue.
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3.2.4 Ps 69:22

Coll. 8.2 煯ܡ營ܠܝܕ焏ܝܩܫܒ熏ܒ煿ܝ
̈
…ܐܪ

Pesh. 煯ܡܝ狏ܠ熏ܟ焏ܡܒ熏ܒ煿ܝ
̈
…ܐܪ

Syro-Hex. …ܐܬܪ犯ܡ營ܠܝܕ焏ܝܩܫܒ熏ܒ煿ܝ

3.2.5 Isa 65:8

Coll. 8.45 …焏ܠ熏ܓܣܒܐ狏ܠ熏ܥܒ焏ܚܟ狏ܫܡܕ燿ܝܐ.焏ܝ犯ܡ犯ܡܐ焏̇ܢܟܗ

Pesh. …焏ܠ熏ܓܣܒܐ狏ܝܛ熏ܛ焏ܚܟ狏ܫܡܕ燿ܝܐ焏ܝ犯ܡ犯ܡܐ焏̇ܢܟܗ

Syro-Hex. …焏ܠ熏ܓܣܒܐ狏ܠ熏ܥܒ熯ܟ狏ܫܬܕ焏ܢܙܘ煿̇ܒ܆焏ܝ犯ܡ犯ܡܐ焏̇ܢܟܗ

3.2.6 Isa 65:22

Coll. 8.46 熏ܝܕ爏ܛܡ
̈

熏ܝ燿ܝܐ營ܡܥܕܗ狏ܡ
̈

.焏ܝܚ̈ܕ焏ܢܠܝܐܕܢ熏ܢܐܐ狏ܡ
Pesh. 熏ܝܕ爏ܛܡ

̈
熏ܝ燿ܝܐ營ܡܥܕܗ狏ܡ

̈
.焏ܢܠܝ̈ܐܕܢ熏ܢܐܐ狏ܡ

Syro-Hex. 熏ܝ犯ܝܓ燿ܝܐ
̈

熏ܝ焏ܝܚ̈ܕ焏30ܣܝܩܕܐ狏ܡ
̈

.營ܠܝܕ焏ܡܥܐ狏ܡ

3.2.7 Ps 69:22

Coll. 7.28 煯ܡ營ܠܝܕ焏ܝܩܫܒ熏ܒ煿ܝ
̈
.焏ܠܚ營ܢ熏ܝܩܫܐ營ܝܗ犏ܒܘ܆ܐܪ

Pesh. 煯ܡܝ狏ܠ熏ܟ焏ܡܒ熏ܒ煿ܝ
̈
.營ܢ熏ܝܩܫܐ焏ܠܚ營ܝܗ犏ܠܘ܆ܐܪ

Syro-Hex. .焏ܠܚ營ܢ熏ܝܩܫܐ營ܠܝܕ焏ܝܗ犏ܒܘ܆ܐܬܪ犯ܡ營ܠܝܕ焏ܝܩܫܒ熏ܒ煿ܝܘ

3.2.8 Ezek 34:25a

Coll. 2.12 爯ܡܐ狏ܫܝܒܐܬ熏ܝܚ煟ܒܘܐܘ܆焏ܡܠܫܕ焏ܩܝ狏ܝܕ煟ܝܘ煟ܠ爟ܝܩܐ
.焏ܥܪܐ

Pesh. 爯ܡܐ狏ܫܝܒܐܬ熏ܝܚ爏ܛܒܐܘ焏ܡܠܫܕ焏ܡܝܩܢܘ煿ܠ爟ܝܩܐܘ
.焏ܥܪܐ

Syro-Hex. 熏ܝܚ煟ܒܘܐܘ܆焏ܡܠܫܕ焏ܩ狏ܝܕ煟ܝܘ煟ܠ爟ܝܩܐ
̈

爯ܡܐ狏ܫܝܒ焏̈ܢܫܬ
.焏ܥܪܐ

3.2.9 Jer 23:5–6

Coll. 2.9 熏ܝܐܗ
̈

ܐ狏ܝܥ熏ܡ煟ܝܘ煟ܠ爟ܝܩܐܘ܆焏ܝ犯ܡ犯ܡ̇ܐ爯ܝܬܐܐ狏ܡ
爏ܥܐܬ熏ܩܝܕܙܘ焏ܢܝܕ煟ܒܥܢܘ܆爏ܟ狏ܣܢܘ焏ܟܠܡ燿ܠܡܢܘ.ܐ狏ܩܝܕܙ
熏ܝܒ.焏ܥܪܐ

̈
.爏ܝܟܬ煟ܟܐ犯ܫܢ爏ܝܐ犯ܣܝܐܘ܆ܐܕܘ煿ܝܩ犯ܦ狏ܢܗ狏ܡ

.爯ܠܝܕܐܬ熏ܩܝܕܙ܆焏ܝ犯ܡܝܗ熏ܝ犯ܩܢܕܘܗ焏̇ܡܫ熏ܢܗܘ
Pesh. 熏ܝܐܗ

̈
焏ܚܡܨ煟ܝܘ煟ܠ爟ܝܩܐܘ܆焏ܝ犯ܡ犯ܡܐ爯ܝܬܐܐ狏ܡ

ܐܬ熏ܩܝܕܙܘ焏ܢܝܕ煟ܒܥܢܘ爏ܟ狏ܣܢܘܐܬ熏ܟܠܡܒ燿ܠܡܢܘܐܬ熏ܩܝܕܙܕ
熏ܢܗܘ焏ܝܠܫܒܐ犯ܫܢ爏ܝ犯ܣܝܐܘܐܕܘ煿ܝܩ犯ܦ狏ܢܝܗ熏ܡ熏ܝ̈ܒ.焏ܥܪ焏ܒ
爯ܩܕܙ焏ܝ犯ܡ煿ܢܘ犯ܩܢܕ煿ܡܫ

30 In the scribal apparatus on the margins of Codex Ambrosianus, an explanatory gloss is

added: 焏ܢܠܝܐ爯ܝܕ熏ܢܗ܆焏ܣܝܩ .
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Syro-Hex. 熏ܝܐܗ
̈

ܐ狏ܝܥ熏ܡ煟ܝܘ煟ܠ爟ܝܩܐܘ.焏ܝ犯ܡ犯ܡ̇ܐ爯ܝܬܐܐ狏ܡ
爏ܥܐܬ熏ܩܝܕܙܘ焏ܢܝܕ煟ܒܥܢܘ܆爏ܟ狏ܣܢܘ焏ܟܠܡ燿ܠܡܢܘܐ狏ܩܝܕܙ
熏ܝܒ.焏ܥܪܐ

̈
煟ܟܐ犯ܫܢ爏ܝܐ犯ܣܝܐܘ܇ܐܕܘ煿ܝܒܙܘ狏ܫܢ煿ܠܝܕܐ狏ܡ

ܢܒܩܕܙ熏ܝ܆焏ܝ犯ܡܝܗ熏ܝ犯ܩܢܕܘܗ煿̇ܠܝܕ焏ܡܫ焏ܢܗܘ.爏ܝܟܬ
̈

焏.31ܝܒ

3.2.10 Jer 33:20–21

Coll. 2.11 營ܠܝܕ焏ܩܝܬ焏ܝܕ熏ܠܛܒܡܠܢܘ狏ܢܐ爯ܝܚܟܫܡܢܐ.焏ܝ犯ܡ犯ܡ̇ܐ爯ܝܠܗ
焏ܠܕ܆焏ܝܠܠܠ狏ܡܣܕ營ܠܝܕ焏ܩܝܬ焏ܝܕܘ܆焏ܡܡܝ焏ܠ狏ܡܝܩܐܕܝܗ̇
ܝܗ營̇ܠܝܕ焏ܩܝܬ焏ܝܕܦܐ܆ܢܘ煿ܢܒ熟ܒ焏ܝܠܠܘ焏ܡܡܝܐܢܘܘ煿ܢ
燿ܠܡܡܕܐ犯ܒ煿ܠܐܘ煿ܢ焏ܠܕ܇爏ܛܒܬܬܝ煟ܒܥ煟ܝܘ煟ܠ狏ܡܝܩܐܕ
.煿ܝܣܪ熏ܟ爏ܥ

Pesh. ܝܪܒܘܕ熏ܠܛܒܡܠܢܘ狏ܢܐ爯ܝܚܟܫܡܢܐ焏ܝ犯ܡ犯ܡܐ焏ܢܟܗ
.ܢܘ煿ܢܒ熟ܒ焏ܝܠܠܘ焏ܡܡܝܐܐܘ煿ܢ焏ܠܕ焏ܝܠܠܕܝܪܒܘܕܘ焏ܡܡܝܐܕ
ܐ犯ܒ煿ܠܐܘ煿ܢ焏ܠܕ爏ܛܒ狏ܢܝ煟ܒܥ煟ܝܘ煟ܠ狏ܟܠܡܕ營ܡܝܩܦܐ
.煿ܝܣܪ熏ܟ爏ܥ燿ܠܡܢܕ

Syro-Hex. 焏ܡܡܝ焏ܠ營ܠܝܕ焏ܩ狏ܝܕܢܘ狏ܢܐ爯ܝܠܛܒܡܢܐ.焏ܝ犯ܡ犯ܡ̇ܐ爯ܝܠܗ
܆ܢܘ煿ܠܝܕ焏ܢܒ熟ܒ焏ܝܠܠܘ焏ܡܡܝܐܐܘ煿ܢ焏ܠܕ.焏ܝܠܠܠ營ܠܝܕ焏ܩ狏ܝܕܘ
ܐܘ煿ܢ焏ܠܕ܇營ܠܝܕܐ煟ܒܥ煟ܝܘܕ爟ܥ܇爏ܛܒܬܬ營ܠܝܕ焏ܩ狏ܝܕ狏ܝܟܦܐ
.煿ܠܝܕܤ熏ܢܘܪܬ爏ܥ燿ܠܡܡܕܐ犯ܒ煿ܠ

3.2.11 Isa 3:9–10

Coll. 7.14 .ܢܘ煿ܝܠܥܢ熏ܢܗ焏ܫܝܒ焏ܟܠܡ熏ܟܠܡܬܐܕ爏ܛܡ.ܢܘ煿ܫܦܢܠܝܘ
熏ܚܢܘ煿ܫܦܢܠ熏ܝܡܪܐܘ

̈
焏ܩܝܕ熟ܠܝܗ熏ܝ犯ܣ焏ܢܘ犯ܡܐ煟ܟ.焏ܫܝܒ焏̈ܠܒ

ܖ焏ܦܐܕܗ爏ܛܡ.爯ܠܝܗܘ狏ܝܐ焏ܚܫܚ焏ܠܕ爏ܛܡ
̈
ܢܘ煿ܝ煟ܒ̈ܥܝ

.ܢ熏ܠܟ焏ܢ
Pesh. 熏ܚܢܘ煿ܠ熏ܝܡܪܐܕܢܘ煿ܫܦܢܠܝܘ

̈
焯ܛ焏ܩܝܕ熟ܠܘ犯ܡܐ.焏ܫܝܒ焏̈ܠܒ

.ܢ熏ܠܟ焏ܢܢܘ煿ܝ煟ܒ̈ܥܝܪ焏ܦ焏ܢܗ爏ܛܡ
Syro-Hex. 煟ܟ.ܢܘ煿ܝܠܥܢ熏ܢܗ焏̣ܫܝܒ焏ܟܠܡ熏ܟܠܡܬܐܕ爏ܛܡܢܘ煿ܫܦܢܠܝܘ

.ܝܗܘ狏ܝܐ爯ܠ焏ܡܝܣܒ焏ܠܕ爏ܛܡ焏ܩܝܕ熟ܠܝܗ熏ܝ犯ܣ焏ܢ܆ܘ犯ܡܐ
ܖ焏ܦܠ狏ܡ焏ܟ

̈
.ܢ熏ܠܟ焏ܢܢܘ煿ܠܝܕܐ煟ܒ̈ܥܕܐ

3.2.12 Ps 8:5–7

Coll. 2.5 .煿ܠ狏ܢܐ犯ܥܣ̇ܕ焏ܫܢ犯ܒܘܐ܇煿ܠ狏ܢܐ犯ܟܕ狏ܡܕܐ犯ܒܓ熏ܢܡ
.ܝ煿ܝ狏ܠܠܟܐ犯ܩܝ焏ܒܘ焏ܚܒ熏ܫܒ焏ܟ焏̈ܠܡ爯ܡܡ煟ܡ爏ܝܠܩܝ煿ܝܬܪ犏ܒ
ܬ煟ܒܥܫ爏ܟ.燿ܠܝܕ焏ܝ煟ܝܐ̈ܕܐ煟ܒ̈ܥܢܘ煿ܠܟ爏ܥܝ煿ܝ狏ܡܝܩܐܘ
ܖ狏ܝܚܬ

̈
.ܝܗ熏ܠܓ

31 The alternative reading 爯ܠܝܕܐܬ熏ܩܝܕܙ for the two last words is given in the scribal appa-

ratus on the margins of Codex Ambrosianus.
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Pesh. 爏ܝܠܩܝ煿ܝܬܪ犏ܒ.ܝ煿ܝܬ煟ܩܦܕ焏ܫܢ犯ܒܘܝ煿ܝܬ犯ܟܕܬܐܕܐ犯ܒܓ熏ܢܡ
ܝ煿ܝ狏ܛܠܫܐܘ.ܝ煿ܝ狏ܦܛܥܐ焏ܚܒ熏ܫܒܘܐ犯ܩܝ焏ܒ焏ܟ焏̈ܠܡ爯ܡ
.ܝܗ熏ܠܓܪ狏ܝܚܬ狏ܡܣ爏ܟ燿ܝ煟ܝܐ̈ܕܐ煟ܒܥܒ

Syro-Hex. 焏ܫܢܐܕܗ犯ܒܘܐ܇煿ܠ狏ܢܐ犯ܟܕ狏ܡܕ焏ܫܢܐ犯ܒܝܗܘ狏ܝܐ焏ܢܡ
焏ܚܒ熏ܫܒ.焏ܟ焏̈ܠܡ爯ܡܡ煟ܡ爏ܝܠܩܝ煿ܝܬܪ犏ܒ.煿ܠ狏ܢܐ犯ܥܣ̇ܕ
焏ܝ煟ܝܐ̈ܕܐ煟ܒ̈ܥܢܘ煿ܠܟ爏ܥܝ煿ܝ狏ܡܝܩܐܘ܆ܝ煿ܝ狏ܠܠܟܐ犯ܩܝܐܘ
ܖ狏ܝܚܬܬ煟ܒܥܫܡ煟ܡܠܟ.燿ܠܝܕ

̈
.煿ܠܝܕ焏ܠܓ

3.2.13 Ps 110:1–4

Coll. 5.7 爟ܝܣܐܕ焏ܡ煟ܥ.營ܢܝܡܝ爯ܡ燿ܠܒܬ營ܢ犯ܡܠ焏ܝ犯ܡ犯ܡܐ
ܖܕ焏ܫܒ熏ܟ燿ܝܒܒ煟̈ܠܥܒ

̈
焏ܝ犯ܡܟܪ煟ܫܢ焏ܢܫ熏ܥܕܐ犯ܛ熏ܚ.燿ܝܠܓ

ܝܗ燿ܡܥ.燿ܠܝܕ焏ܒܒ煟̈ܠܥܒ狏ܥ犏ܡܒ熿ܠ狏ܫܬܘ܆ܢ熏ܝܗܨ爯ܡ
熏ܚܝ犏ܢܒ.燿ܠܝܕܐܬ熏ܢ狏ܠܝܚܕ焏ܡ熏ܝܒܐܬ熏ܢܫܝܪ

̈
爯ܡ܆焏ܫܝ煟ܩ̈ܕܐܬ

.ܒ煟ܟܢ焏ܠܘ焏ܝ犯ܡ焏ܡܝܐ.ܟܬ煟ܠܝܐ煿ܓ熏ܢ焯ܟ熏ܟܡ煟ܩ焏ܣ犯ܟ
.ܩܕ熟ܝܟܠܡܕ煿ܣܟܛ燿ܝܐ爟ܠܥܠܐ犯ܡ熏ܟܘܗ狏ܢܐܕ

Pesh. 爟ܝܣܐܕ焏ܡ煟ܥ營ܢܝܡܝ爯ܡ燿ܠܒܬܕܝ犯ܡܠ焏ܝ犯ܡ犯ܡܐ
煯ܠ焏ܫܒ熏ܟ燿ܝܒܒ煟̈ܠܥܒ

̈
爯ܡ焏ܝ犯ܡܪ煟ܫܢ焏ܢܫ熏ܥܕܐ犯ܛ熏ܚ.燿ܝܠܓ

焏ܡ熏ܝܒ焏ܚܒܫܡ燿ܡܥ.燿ܝܒܒ煟̈ܠܥܒ爏ܥ熿ܠ狏ܫܢܘܢ熏ܝܗܨ
ܖܕ煿ܒ焏ܠܝܚܕ

̈
.ܟܬ煟ܠܝܐ焏ܝܠܛ燿ܠ爟ܝ煟ܩ爯ܡ焏ܥܒ犯ܡ爯ܡ焏ܫܕ熏ܩܝ

ܗܬ熏ܡ煟ܒ爟ܠܥܠܐ犯ܡ熏ܟܘܗ狏ܢܐܕܒ煟ܟܢ焏ܠܘ焏ܝ犯ܡ焏ܡܝ
.ܩܕ熟ܝܟܠܡܕ

Syro-Hex. 爟ܝܣܐܕ焏ܡ煟ܥ܇營ܢܝܡܝ爯ܡܒܬ營ܠܝܕ焏ܝ犯ܡܠ焏ܝ犯ܡ犯ܡܐ
ܖܕ焏ܫܒ熏ܟ燿ܝܒܒ煟̈ܠܥܒ

̈
焏ܝ犯ܡܟܪ煟ܫܢ燿ܠ焏ܠܝܚܕ焏ܛܒܫ.燿ܝܠܓ

ܐܬ熏ܢܫܪ燿ܡܥ.燿ܝܒܒ煟̈ܠܥܒ狏ܥ犏ܡܒ熿ܠ狏ܫܐܘ.ܢ熏ܝܗܨ爯ܡ
熏ܚܝ犏ܢܒ.燿ܠܝܚܕ焏ܡ熏ܝܒ

̈
焯ܟ熏ܟܡ煟ܩ焏ܣ犯ܟ爯ܡ.焏ܫܝ煟ܩ̈ܕܐܬ

焏ܢ煿̈ܟ犿ܝܪܘܗ狏ܢܐܕ܆ܐܘܬ狏ܢ焏ܠܘ焏ܝ犯ܡ焏ܡܝ.ܟܬ煟ܠܝܐ煿ܓ熏ܢ
.ܩܕ熟ܝܟܠܡܕ煿ܣܟܛ燿ܝܐ爟ܠܥܠ

3.2.14 Ps 27:12

Coll. 7.17 熏ܥܐܕ煿̈ܣ營ܠܥ熏ܡܩܕ爏ܛܡ
̈
.煿̇ܠܝܗ̣ܐܬ熏ܠ熏ܥ狏ܠܓܕܘ܆焏ܠ

Pesh. .焏ܠ熏ܥ熏ܠܠܡܘܐ犯ܩ熏ܫܕܐܕ煿̈ܣ營ܠܥ熏ܡܩܕ爏ܛܡ
Syro-Hex. 熏ܥܐܕ煿̈ܣ營ܠܥ熏ܡܩܕ爏ܛܡ

̈
.煿̇ܠܝܗ̣ܐܬ熏ܠܘܐ狏ܠܓܕܘ܆焏ܠ

3.2.15 Isa 63:932

Coll. 4.21 .ܢ熏ܢܐܩ犯ܦ焏ܝ犯ܡܘܗ焏̣ܠܐ.焏ܟ焏ܠܡ焏ܠܘܐ煟ܓ熟ܝܐ焏ܠ
Syro-Hex. .ܢ熏ܢܐܒܙ熏ܫ焏ܝ犯ܡܘܗ焏̣ܠܐ.焏ܟ焏ܠܡ焏ܠܘܐ煟ܓ熟ܝܐ焏ܠ

32 This verse is absent from the Masoretic version of Isaiah and, thus, from the Peshitta.
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As to what concerns the appearance of Syro-Hexaplaric material in the Col-

lection, it is not clear whether it was introduced by its compiler or by the

source(s), from which he might have used to excerpt biblical passages. If the

compiler of the work was identical with the scribe of the manuscript bl Add.

12154, then the former scenario could find a confirmation in the fact that on one

occasionwe comeacross a casewhen a glosswith Syro-Hexaplaricmaterialwas

added on themargin by the same hand as themain text: in Isa 65:2–7 (8.14) the

Syro-Hexaplaric variant ܥܘ犯ܦܐ glosses the Peshitta reading ܚ熏ܫܡܐ .

Furthermore, inmost instances of the revision based on the Syro-Hexaplaric

version, the reason for the compiler’s preference for these readings is not imme-

diately apparent. Only in rare cases does one seem to be able to grasp the rea-

soning behind these textual changes. Thus, in the case of Ps 69:22 (8.2), quoted

above in example 7, the change of the Peshitta reading ܝ狏ܠ熏ܟ焏ܡ , “my food”

to the Syro-Hexaplaric 營ܠܝܕ焏ܝܩܫ , “my drink” was made, most likely, in order

to bring the biblical prophecy into a closer agreement with the NewTestament

narrative, where Jesus is said to be offered “to drink wine vinegar mixed with

gall” before his crucifixion.33

3.3 Other Textual Traditions

Furthermore, there are several instances of the non-Peshitta readings in the

Collection that do not fall into the twoprevious categories.Whereas sometimes,

as in cases 3.3.1–3, their origin can be reconstructed, even if tentatively, in sev-

eral other instances (3.3.4–6), it is more difficult to establish it with certainty.

3.3.1 Gen 49:10

Coll. 8.23 ܖ狏ܝܒ爯ܡ焏ܢܩ煟ܒܡܘܐܕܘ煿ܝ爯ܡ焏ܫܝܪ煟ܢܥܢ焏ܠ
̈

焏ܡ煟ܥ܇ܝܗ熏ܠܓ
.焏ܟ犯ܫܕܘ.焏ܡܡ̈ܥܢ熏ܟܣܢ煿ܠܘ.ܐܬ熏ܟܠܡܝܗ煿ܠܝܕܕ爯ܡ̇ܐܬ焏ܢܕ

Pesh. ܖ狏ܝܒ爯ܡ焏ܢܩ煟ܒܡܘ.ܐܕܘ煿ܝ爯ܡ焏ܛܒܫ煟ܢܥܢ焏ܠ
̈

.ܝܗ熏ܠܓ
.焏ܡܡ̈ܥܢ熏ܟܣܢ煿ܠܘ.ܝܗ煿̣ܠܝܕܕ爯ܡ̇ܐܬ焏ܢܕ焏ܡ煟ܥ

Syro-Hex. .煿̇ܠܝܕܐ狏ܡ̈ܛܥ爯ܡ焏ܢ犯ܒ煟ܡ焏ܠܘ܆ܐܕܘ煿ܝ爯ܡ焏ܢܫܪ焏ܦ熏ܢ焏ܠ
.焏ܡܡ̈ܥܕ焏ܝܟ熏ܣܘܗ̣ܘ.煿̇ܠ爯ܡ̈ܝܣܕ爯ܝܠܗ爯ܝܬ焏̈ܢܕ焏ܡ煟ܥ

While the reading 焏ܫܝܪ is not attested among the textual variants of the

Peshitta or Syro-Hexapla, it may be a result of the corruption of the read-

ing 焏ܢܫܝܪ , found in some textual witnesses of the Syro-Hexapla version of

33 I.e. Matt 27:34. The Peshitta version: ܐܬܪ犯ܡܒ熿ܝܠܚܕ焏ܠܚܐ狏ܫܢܕ煿ܠ熏ܒ煿ܝܘ ; ed.

George A. Kiraz, Comparative Edition of the Syriac Gospels: Aligning the Sinaiticus, Cure-

tonianus, Peshîṭtâ and Ḥarklean Versions (4 vols.; New Testament Tools and Studies 21.1–4;

Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1996), 1:436.
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Genesis.34 It should be added that this reading and the addition of the noun

ܐܬ熏ܟܠܡ after the phrase ܝܗ煿ܠܝܕܕ set this quotation of Gen 49:10 apart from

units 6.3 and 7.8, where it appears in its standard Peshitta form.

3.3.2 Ps 69:27

Coll. 8.2 煯ܒܚܕ焏ܒ焏ܟ爏ܥ熏ܦܣܘܐܘ
̈

35ܝܬ
Pesh. 焏ܠܝܛܩܕ煿ܒ焏ܟ爏ܥ熏ܦܣܘܐܘ
Syro-Hex. ܘܨܕ焏ܒ焏ܟ爏ܥܘ

̈
熏ܦܣܘܐ營ܠܝܕܐ狏ܦܠ

The readings 煯ܒܚ
̈

ܝܬ , “my bruises/wounds” and 熏ܫ
̈

ܝ狏ܡ , “my sores” of the Col-

lection reflect ultimately the Greek variant τραυμάτων μου, which appears in

place of τραυματιῶν σου in some textual witnesses of the Septuagint version

of Psalms.36 Moreover, this biblical verse is quoted in this form in works of

some Greek exegetes from Late Antiquity, as, for example, in the correspond-

ing section of the Commentary on Psalms byTheodore of Mopsuestia: καὶ ἐπὶ τὸ

ἄλγος τῶν τραυμάτων μου προσέθηκαν.37 What is noteworthy about the appear-

ance of these readings in the Collection is the fact that its compiler for some

reason decided not to use the semantically close rendering ܘܨ
̈
營ܠܝܕܐ狏ܦܠ , “my

wounds” of the Syro-Hexapla, but chose instead to integrate the Septuagint

material by resorting to some other source. At this point, it is difficult to say

whether he did that by relying directly on someGreekwork, such asTheodore’s

Commentary, or based on some Syriac intermediary.38

3.3.3 Isa 42:4

Coll. 8.37 .ܢܘ犯ܒܣܢ焏ܡܡ̈ܥ煿ܡܫܠܘ܇焏ܥܪ焏ܒ焏ܢܝܕ爟ܝܣܢܕ焏ܡ煟ܥ
Pesh. ܖ熟ܓ煿ܣ熏ܡܢܠܘ焏ܥܪ焏ܒ焏ܢܝܕ爟ܝܣܢܕ焏ܡ煟ܥ

̈
爯ܝܟܣ̈ܢܐܬ

Syro-Hex. 焏ܡܡ̈ܥ煿ܠܝܕ焏ܡܫ爏ܥܘ܇焏ܢܝܕ焏ܥܪܐ爏ܥ爟ܝܣܢܕ焏ܡ煟ܥ
.ܢܘ犯ܒܣܢ

34 See Baars, New Syro-Hexaplaric Texts, 67.

35 The form is glossed on the margin with: 熏ܫܕ
̈

ܝ狏ܡ .

36 SeeAlfredRahlfs, Septuaginta Societatis ScientiarumGottingensis, x: Psalmi cumOdis (Göt-

tingen: Vandenhoeck&Ruprecht, 1931), 194. DavidTaylor has suggested, in a private corre-

spondence, that the gloss 熏ܫܕ
̈

ܝ狏ܡ was added in order to warn the reader not to confuse

the form 煯ܒܚ
̈

ܝܬ with its homograph meaning “my (female) companions”.

37 Ed. Robert Devreesse, Le commentaire de Théodore de Mopsueste sur les Psaumes. i–lxxx

(Studi e Testi 93; Città del Vaticano: Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, 1939), 457. Cf. also

Athanasius of Alexandria, Expos. in Ps. (pg 27, col. 312), and Theodoret of Cyrus, Comm. in

Ps. (pg 80, col. 1409).

38 Unfortunately, the relevant section of the Syriac version of Theodore’s Commentary has

not survived.
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Matt 12:20–21 Cur.39 焏ܡܡ̈ܥ煿ܡܫܠܘ܇ܐܬ熏ܟ熟ܠ焏ܢܝܕ犟ܦܢܕ焏ܡ煟ܥ
ܢܘ犯ܒܣܢ

In this case, the second part of the biblical verse, which diverges significantly

from the Peshitta version, can be understood as a result of the reworking of its

Syro-Hexaplaric counterpart. On the other hand, however, this reading coin-

cides entirely with the quotation of Isaiah 42:4 found in the Old Syriac (Cure-

tonian) version of Matt 12:20–21.

3.3.4 Joel 3:5

Coll. 8.47 .焏ܚ焏ܢ焏ܝ犯ܡܕ煿ܡܫܐ犯ܩܢܕ爏ܟܘ
Pesh. .ܐ犏ܦ狏ܢ焏ܝ犯ܡܕ煿ܡܫܐ犯ܩܢܕ爏ܟܘ
Syro-Hex. .ܒܙܘ狏ܫܢ焏ܝ犯ܡܕ煿ܡܫܐ犯ܩܢܕ爏ܟܕܐܘ煿ܢܘ

3.3.5 Job 19:25

Coll. 4.2 .ܐ熟ܚ狏ܡ焏ܥܪܐ爏ܥܐܬ犯ܚܒܘ.ܘܗ營ܚ營ܩܘ犯ܦܕ焏ܢܐܥ煟ܝ焏ܢܐ
Pesh. .焏ܠܓ狏ܢ焏ܥܪܐ爏ܥ焏ܦ熏ܣܒܘܘܗ營ܚ營ܩܘ犯ܦܕ焏ܢܐܥ煟ܝ焏ܢܐܘ
Syro-Hex. 爏ܥ營ܢܝ犯ܫܢܕ煟ܝ狏ܥܕܘܗ̇ܝܗܘ狏ܝܐ焏ܦ熏ܣ焏ܠܕܕ犯ܝܓ焏ܢܐܥ煟ܝ

.焏ܥܪܐ

3.3.6 Bar 3:36–38

Coll. 4.14 焏ܚܪܘܐ煿̇ܠܟ熯ܟܫܐܕ.煿ܡܥ焏ܢ犯ܚܐ焯ܫܚ狏ܢ焏ܠܘܢ煿ܠܐ熏ܢܗ
爯ܟܪ狏ܒܘ.煿ܫܝ煟ܩ爏ܝܐ犯ܣܝ焏ܠܘ.ܗ煟ܒܥܒ熏ܩܥܝܠ煿̇ܒ煿ܝܘ܆焏ܡܠܫܕ
ܢܒ爟ܥܘ܆ܝ熟ܚܬܐ焏ܥܪܐ爏ܥ

̈
.燿ܦܗܬܐ焏ܫܢܝ

Pesh. 煿ܢܡ犯ܒܠ焯ܫܚ狏ܢ焏ܠܘ.煿ܢܡ犯ܒܠ爯ܝ犯ܚܐ狏ܝܠܘܐ煿ܠܐ熏ܢܗ
ܒ熏ܩܥܝܠ煿̇ܒ煿ܝܘ.ܐ狏ܡܟܚܕ焏ܚܪܘܐ煿ܠܟ熯ܟܫܐܕ熏ܢܗ.爯ܝ犯ܚܐ
營ܠܓܬܐ焏ܥܪܐ爏ܥ.爯ܝܠܗܪ狏ܒ爯ܡܘ.煿ܒܝܒܚ爏ܝ犯ܣ焏ܠܘ.ܗ煟ܒܥ
ܢܒ狏ܝܒܘ.ܝ熟ܚܬܐܘ

̈
營ܫܢܐ焏ܦܗܬܐ燿.

Syro-Hex. 煿̇ܠܟ熯ܟܫܐ.ܗܬ熏ܠ焏ܢ犯ܚܐ焯ܫܚ狏ܢ焏ܠ.爯ܠܝܕܐ煿ܠܐܘܗ焏ܢܗ
ܘܗ爏̇ܝ犯ܣܝ焏ܠܘ煿ܠܝܕܐ煟ܒܥܒ熏ܩܥܝܠ煿̇ܒ煿ܝܘܐ狏ܥ煟ܝܕ焏ܚܪܘܐ
ܢܒܒܘ.ܝ熟ܚܬܐ焏ܥܪܐ爏ܥܐܕܗܪ狏ܒ.煿ܢܡ焯ܚܡܕ

̈
ܐ煟ܚܟܐ焏ܫܢܝ

.燿ܦܗܬܐ

While the version of the Collection is best understood as a result of the revi-

sion of the Syro-Hexaplaric text, it features several readings that cannot be

explained either on the basis of the Syro-Hexapla or that of the Peshitta. In

that regard, a particular problem is posed by the rendering of ὁδὸν ἐπιστήμης as

焏ܡܠܫܕ焏ܚܪܘܐ , and Ισραηλ τῷ ἠγαπημένῳ ὑπ’ αὐτοῦ as 煿ܫܝ煟ܩ爏ܝܐ犯ܣܝܐ .

39 Ed. Kiraz, Comparative Edition, 1:161.
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3.3.7 2Chr 6:17–18

Coll. 4.9 狏ܝܐ犯ܝ犯ܫ܇焏ܟܠܡ營ܒܐܟ煟ܒܥܠ狏ܠܠܡܕܝܗ̇ܐ狏ܠܡܐ煿ܠܐ犯ܫܐ
ܢܒ爟ܥ焏ܥܪ焏ܒܐ煿ܠܐ犯ܡܥܢܕ

̈
.焏ܫܢܝ

Pesh. 燿ܝܡ̈ܓ狏ܦ爏ܝܟܡܢ熏ܢܡܝܗ狏ܢ爏ܝ犯ܣܝܐܕܐ煿ܠܐ焏ܝ犯ܡ爏ܝܟܡܘ
焏ܝ犯ܡܝ犯ܫܐܐܬ熏ܢܡܝ煿ܒܕ爏ܛܡ.ܟ煟ܒܥ營ܒܐ煟ܝܘ煟ܠ狏ܠܠܡܕ
.焏ܥܪܐ爏ܥ爏ܝ犯ܣܝܐ煿ܡܥ爟ܥܗ狏ܢܝܟܫ

lxx καὶ νῦν, κύριε ὁ θεὸς Ισραηλ, πιστωθήτω δὴ τὸ ῥῆμά σου, ὃ ἐλάλησας τῷ

παιδί σου τῷ Δαυιδ. ὅτι εἰ ἀληθῶς κατοικήσει θεὸς μετὰ ἀνθρώπων ἐπὶ

τῆς γῆς;

Unfortunately, the complete text of the Syro-Hexaplaric version of 2Chronicles

has not survived,40 which makes it difficult to assess a possible dependence of

the compiler of the Collection on it in this case. Comparison with the Peshitta

version andwith that of the Septuagint shows that the version of the Collection

stands closer to the latter. However, several peculiarities, such as the addition of

the noun 焏ܟܠܡ after 營ܒܐ , and the absence of the names “Israel” and “David”

in the first verse, raise the question towhat extent and onwhich basis the com-

piler reworked the Syro-Hexaplaric text of this passage, if that was, indeed, his

primary source.

At the conclusion of this section, a word should be said about one possi-

ble source of non-Peshitta and non-Hexaplaric material that might have been

available to the compiler of the Collection, namely the corpus of biblical trans-

lations produced by theWest Syrian scholar Jacob of Edessa at the beginning of

the eighth century.41 Unfortunately,most of his surviving translations, i.e. those

of the Pentateuch, Ezekiel, Isaiah, and Daniel, are still unpublished, which

makes it challenging to assess the likelihood of their influence on our work.

At this point, I will limit myself to merely observing that in the two cases when

biblical passages from the Collection find their counterpart in the published

corpus of Jacob’s translations, they do not exhibit any recognisable traces of

influence from it. These are the very abbreviated version of 1Sam 12:3–5 (1.33),42

40 For surviving passages thad do not include our verses, see Baars, New Syro-Hexaplaric

Texts, 115–128.

41 See Alison Salvesen, “La version de Jacques d’Édesse,” in L’Ancien Testament en syriaque

(ed. F. Briquel-Chatonnet and P. Le Moigne; es 5; Paris: Geuthner, 2008), 121–140; Alison

Salvesen, “Jacob of Edessa’s Version of Scripture in Relation to His Exegetical Interests,” in

Le sacre scritture e le loro interpretazioni; l’enciclopedia dei fratelli della purità (ed. C. Baf-

fioni et al.; Orientalia Ambrosiana 4; Milano: Biblioteca Ambrosiana / Roma: Bulzoni,

2015), 239–254.

42 For the corresponding section in the Syriac text of Jacob’s version, see Alison Salvesen,
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and the extended quote from theWisdom of Solomon, i.e., 2:12–22 (7.13).43 The

latter passage seems to be better understood as a result of the reworking of the

Peshitta text based on the Syro-Hexaplaric version.

3.4 Extracanonical Material

Finally, I should mention two cases of scriptural proof-texts in the Collection,

which fall outside the canon of the Old Testament in Syriac tradition, even

understood broadly in its most extended version, as in some manuscripts of

the Peshitta,44 namely the agrapha transmitted under the names of Jeremiah

(7.23) and Ezra (7.26). Besides theCollection, both these passages appear in sev-

eral other Syriac works: the Syriac version of the Acts of Sylvester, dated to the

sixth century,45 the already mentioned Disputation of Sergius the Stylite, and

the anti-Jewish treatise by theWest Syrian polemicist Dionysius bar Ṣalībī (12th

c.).46 In order to make easier a comparison between them, I provide below the

Syriac text and the translation of three out of four versions for each of the

agrapha in a synoptic form and discuss their origin and mutual relationship

briefly.47

The Books of Samuel in the Syriac Version of Jacob of Edessa (Monographs of the Peshiṭta

Institute Leiden 10; Leiden: Brill, 1999), 34.

43 A Syriac fragment containing Jacob’s version of Wis 2:12–24 was published by Willem

Baars, “Ein neugefundenes Bruchstück aus der syrischen Bibelrevision des Jakob von

Edessa,” Vetus Testamentum 18:4 (1968): 548–554.

44 On theOldTestament canon in the Syriac tradition, see Jean-ClaudeHaelewyck, “Le canon

de l’Ancien Testament dans la tradition syriaque (manuscrits bibliques, listes canoniques,

auteurs),” in L’Ancien Testament en syriaque (ed. F. Briquel-Chatonnet and P. Le Moigne;

es 5; Paris: Geuthner, 2008), 141–172; Edmon L. Gallagher and John D. Meade, The Biblical

Canon Lists from Early Christianity: Texts and Analysis (Oxford: Oxford University Press,

2017).

45 Translated into Syriac from Greek, it is preserved embedded in Pseudo-Zachariah’s Eccle-

siastical History, composed after 569 ce. On the Syriac version of the Acts, see Victor Rys-

sel, “Syrische Quellen abendländischer Erzählungsstoffe: iv. Die Silvesterlegende,”Archiv

für das Studium der neueren Sprachen und Literaturen 95 (1895): 1–54; Annunziata Di

Rienzo, “Gli Actus Silvestri nella tradizione in lingua siriaca: il testimone contenuto nel

manoscritto bl Add 12 174,”Adamantius 22 (2016): 328–348; Annunziata Di Rienzo, “Pope

Sylvester: How to Create a Saint. The Syriac Contribution to the Sylvestrian Hagiography,”

in Syriac Hagiography: Texts and Beyond (ed. S. Minov and F. Ruani; Texts and Studies in

Eastern Christianity 20; Leiden: Brill, 2021), 113–134.

46 See paragraph 6.2; ed. Rifaat Y. Ebied, Malki Malki and Lionel R. Wickham, Dionysius Bar

Ṣalībī’s Treatise Against the Jews: Edited and Translated with Notes and Commentary (Texts

and Studies in Eastern Christianity 15; Leiden: Brill, 2020), 94–97.

47 I do not include the version of Dionysius bar Ṣalībī because it comes considerably later

than the Collection and, thus, has less relevance for the current discussion. It should be

pointed out, however, that these two passages in Dionysius’ treatise exhibit much greater
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3.4.1 Jeremiah Agraphon

Coll. 7.23 熏ܟ焏ܢܗ焏ܡܥ.焏ܝܡܪܐ
̈

焏ܚ熟ܒܘ.營ܢܟ犯ܟܐܝܗܘ煿̈ܛܚܕ焏ܒ
.焏ܢܗ焏ܡܥܠ狏ܝܘܗ

Acts of Sylv.48 熏ܟ爏ܝܠܟܕܘ
̈

焏ܢܗ焏ܡܥܕ.焏ܝܡܪܐ犯ܡܐ̇.煿ܠ爟ܝܣܬܬܐ焏ܒ
熏ܟ營ܠܥ熏ܡܣ

̈
犯ܡܐ煿̇ܒܘܘܗ爯ܝܩܝܡܡܕܘ⟩…⟨.ܢܘ煿ܝܛ̈ܚܕ焏ܒ

.焏ܚ熟ܒܠܘ焏ܢܗ焏ܡܥܠ焏ܩܝ熏ܡܠ狏ܝܘܗ.焏ܝܡܪܐ
Disp. i.16, 1849 熏ܟܒ爏ܠܟ狏ܡܕܘ

̈
熏ܟ.犯ܡ̣ܐ焏ܝܡܪܐ܆焏ܒ

̈
熏ܠܟܣܕ焏ܒ

̈
܆ܗܬ

狏ܝܘܗ犯ܡ̣ܐ焏ܝܡܪܐܚ熟ܒ狏ܡܕܘ⟩…⟨.營ܢܟ犯ܟܐ焏ܢܗ焏ܡܥ
.焏ܢܗ焏ܡܥܠ焏ܟܚ熏ܓ

Coll. 7.23 “Jeremiah: This people surroundedme (with) the thorns of their

sins, and I have become a laughing-stock to this people.”

Acts of Sylv. “And (prophesying) that the crown of thorns would be put on

him, Jeremiah says: This people put upon me the thorns of their

sins. ⟨…⟩ And that they mocked him, Jeremiah says: I have

become a derision and laughing-stock to this people.”

Disp. i.16, 18:50 “And (prophesying) that he would be crowned with thorns,

Jeremiah said: (With) the thorns of its transgressions this peo-

ple surrounded me. ⟨…⟩ And (prophesying) that he would be

mocked, Jeremiah said: I have become a laughing-stock to this

people.”

3.4.2 Ezra Agraphon51

Coll. 7.26 爯ܡܢ熏ܟܩܦܐܕܘ煿̇ܠ܇焏ܒ焏ܠܕ燿ܝܐ熏ܠ營ܢܢܘܬ犯ܣܐ.ܐܪ熟ܥ
焏ܝܠ狏ܒ.營ܢ狏ܟܟܡ焏ܢܝܕܕ爟ܝܒܡ煟ܩܕܐ狏ܥܩܒ.爯ܝܪ犏ܡܕ焏ܥܪܐ
.營ܢ狏ܡܠܫܐ焏ܣܝܩ爏ܥܕ

Acts of Sylv.52 ܘ煿ܝ爯ܡ焏ܣܝܩ爏ܥ焯ܠܛ犏ܡܘ
̈
營ܢܢܘܬ犯ܣܐܕ.ܐܪ熟ܥ犯ܡܐ焏̇ܝܕ

ܢܘ狏ܢܐ爯ܝܥܩ煟ܟ܇ܢ熏ܟܩ犯ܦ爯ܝܪ犏ܡ爯ܡܕܢ熏ܟ熏ܒܐ燿ܝܐ熏ܠ
爏ܥ狏ܝܠܬܬܐܕ.營ܢ狏ܢܟܣܡܘ營ܢ狏ܡܠܫܐ.焏ܢܝܕܕ爟ܝܒܡ煟ܩ
.焏ܣܝܩ

textual affinity with those of the Collection than with their counterparts in the Acts of

Sylvester and Sergius’Disputation, whichmakes one consider seriously the possibility that

Dionysius made use of the Collectionwhile compiling his anti-Jewish work.

48 Ed. ErnestW. Brooks,Historia ecclesiastica Zachariae Rhetori vulgo adscripta (4 vols.; csco

Syr. iii.5–6; Louvain: Typographeo Reipublicae, 1919–1924), 1:75.

49 Ed. Hayman, Disputation of Sergius, 1:3–4.

50 Trans. Hayman, Disputation of Sergius, 2:4–5.

51 I highlighted in blue readings that distinguish the version of the Collection from both the

Acts and the Disputation.

52 Ed. Brooks, Historia ecclesiastica, 1:75.
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Disp. i.1753 煯ܟܦܐܪ熟ܥ犯ܡ̣ܐ焯ܠܛ犏ܡܕܘ
̈

ܢ熏ܟ狏ܩ犯ܦܕ焏ܒܐ燿ܝܐ熏ܠ營ܢܢܘܬ
܆營ܢ狏ܢܟܣܡ焏ܢܝܕܕ爟ܝܒܡ煟ܩ爯ܝܥܩ煟ܟ.爯ܝܪ犏ܡܕ焏ܥܪܐ爯ܡ
.營ܢ狏ܡܠܫܐ焏ܣܝܩ爏ܥ焏ܠܬܬܐܕ

Coll. 7.26 “Ezra: You (pl.) have bound me not as the father, the one who

brought you out from the land of Egypt. By crying before the seat

of the judge, you (sg.) humiliated me; you (sg.) delivered me to be

hung upon the tree.”

Acts of Sylv. “And (that) hewould be crucified upon the tree by the Jews, Ezra

says:You (pl.)have boundmenot as your father, whodelivered you

from the land of Egypt.When you (pl.) were crying before the seat

of the judge, you (sg.) handedme over and humiliatedme, so that

I had been hung upon the tree.”

Disp. i.1754 “And (prophesying) that he would be crucified, Ezra said: You

bound me not as the Father, who delivered you from the land of

Egypt. When (you) were crying before the seat of the judge, you

humiliated me; you delivered me up to be hung upon the tree.”

The Jeremiah agraphon, which originated, possibly, as an expansion of Jer

4:3,55 has a complicated textual history. Among its earliest attestations are

the Latin and, derived from it, Greek versions of the Acts of Sylvester, where

it appears among other scriptural proof-texts in the part describing a debate

between Pope Sylvester and the Jews of Rome.56 Later on, one finds it in works

by some Latin and Greek writers.57 Similarly to the Jeremiah agraphon, the

Ezra agraphon is found embedded in the Latin and Greek versions of the Acts

of Sylvester.58 It also appears in some anti-Jewish works from Late Antiquity,

53 Ed. Hayman, Disputation of Sergius, 1:4.

54 Trans. Hayman, Disputation of Sergius, 2:4–5.

55 For a discussion, see Hayman, Disputation of Sergius, 2:10*–11*.

56 For theLatin text, seeTessaCanella,Gli Actus Silvestri: genesi di una leggenda suCostantino

imperatore (Uomini e mondi medievali 7; Spoleto: Fondazione Centro italiano di studi

sull’altoMedioevo, 2006), 286; for the Greek text, see François Combefis, Illustrium Christi

martyrum lecti triumphi, vetustis Græcorum monumentis consignati (Paris: A. Bertier,

1660), 300.

57 For the former, see Isidore of Seville, De fide catholica i.31.2 (pl 83, col. 482); for the lat-

ter, see the History by George Cedrenos (11th c.), who quotes the Acts of Sylvester (pg 121,

col. 525).

58 For the Latin text, see Canella, Gli Actus Silvestri, 286; for the Greek text, see Combefis,

Illustrium Christi martyrum, 301. See also discussion by Hayman, Disputation of Sergius,

2:11*–13*.

Emiliano Fiori and Bishara Ebeid - 978-90-04-52755-3
Downloaded from Brill.com02/26/2023 10:52:37AM

via Aletheia University



an unpublished syriac collection 41

namely the Dialogue of Timothy and Aquila (10.24, 27),59 and in some apoc-

ryphal compositions, such as some versions of 5 Ezra (1:32a–c).60

The textual differences between the three versions of both agrapha are sig-

nificant enough to make it difficult to claim a direct dependence of the Collec-

tionupon the twootherworks. This is especiallymanifest in the case of the Ezra

agraphon, the text of which features several readings that set it apart from its

counterpart in the Acts as well as in the Disputation. One can think of several

explanations for this discrepancy. One solution would be to pose a hypotheti-

cal intermediary source, uponwhich the compiler of the Collection and Sergius

depended. For example, in his analysis of the relationship between the Dispu-

tation of Sergius and the Acts of Sylvester, Allison Peter Hayman comes to the

conclusion that the former did not depend directly upon the Syriac version of

the Acts, but used the Syriac translation of a collection of scriptural testimonia

instead, upon whose Greek version the compiler of the Acts depended in his

turn.61 Another way to account for the particular form of the two agrapha in

the Collection, which does not necessarily exclude Hayman’s approach, would

be to put greater emphasis on the editorial agency of its compiler, which we

have already seen at work in the free-handmanner of his handling the Peshitta

and Syro-Hexaplaric material.

4 The Collection and the Disputation of Sergius the Stylite

One more issue to be discussed in connection with the selection of scrip-

tural proof-texts found in the Collection is that of its possible relationship

to the Disputation against a Jew ascribed to Sergius the Stylite, which repre-

sents, arguably, the most important Syriac anti-Jewish composition from the

early Islamic period. Composed approximately during the same period as our

work,62 this extended anti-Jewish treatise likewise encompasses a considerable

amount of scriptural material.63 As mentioned above, in his analysis of bibli-

59 Ed.WilliamVarner, Ancient Jewish-Christian Dialogues: Athanasius and Zacchaeus, Simon

and Theophilus, Timothy and Aquila (Studies in the Bible and Early Christianity 58; Lewis-

ton: Edwin Mellen, 2004), 162–163.

60 For a discussion, see Theodore A. Bergren, Fifth Ezra: The Text, Origin and Early History

(sbl Septuagint and Cognate Studies 25; Atlanta, Georgia: Scholars Press, 1990), 62–64,

131–133.

61 For a discussion, see Hayman, Disputation of Sergius, 2:21*–22*.

62 According to its editor, the work was composed during the eighth century; see Hayman,

Disputation of Sergius, 1:3*.

63 About 300 passages according to Hayman, Disputation of Sergius, 1:6*. For a discussion of

Emiliano Fiori and Bishara Ebeid - 978-90-04-52755-3
Downloaded from Brill.com02/26/2023 10:52:37AM

via Aletheia University



42 minov

cal and extracanonical passages in the Disputation, Allison Hayman concludes

that, besides the Bible, its author relied upon a supposedly existing Syriac ver-

sion of a collection of biblical anti-Jewish testimonia that was originally com-

posed in Greek.64

Given the large amount of scriptural material used by the authors of both

the Collection and the Disputation, onemight expect a certain overlap between

the two sets of biblical proof-texts. However, a closer analysis of this material

reveals significant discrepancies between the two compositions.

To begin with, there is a considerable difference in the range of biblical pas-

sages quoted by the two authors. Thus, out of 193 scriptural proof-texts incorpo-

rated in theCollection, only 16 appear in theDisputation,65 51 appear in a partial

form,66 and 126 are completely absent.67

When it comes to the range of biblical sources used in the two works, the

Collection includes passages from the following books that are not represented

in the Disputation: Proverbs, Joel, Micah and Zephaniah. On the opposite side,

the Disputation quotes from or alludes to the following books, not found in the

Collection: Leviticus, Joshua, Judges, 2Samuel, 1Kings, 1Chronicles, Nehemiah,

Ecclesiastes, Habbakuk, Haggai, 4Ezra, 2 and 4Maccabees.

biblical material in the Disputation, see also Allison P. Hayman, “The Biblical Text in the

Disputation of Sergius the Stylite against a Jew,” in The Peshitta: Its Use in Literature and

Liturgy. Papers Read at the Third Peshitta Symposium (ed. R.B. ter Haar Romeny; Mono-

graphs of the Peshiṭta Institute Leiden 15; Leiden: Brill, 2006), 77–86.

64 Hayman, Disputation of Sergius, 1:21*–22*. On p. 25,* she suggests that this collection

existed in Syria as early as the fifth century. Cf. also the discussion on pp. 30*–32*.

65 Gen 1:26, 6:3, 19:24, 22:18; Deut 6:4; Job 19:25; Ps 33:6, 72:17, 88:6, 119:89; Isa 19:1, 62:10–12,

65:2–7; Zech 9:9; Jer agraph.; Ezra agraph.

66 Gen 18:1–23, 18:26, 18:32–19:3, 19:19–25, 22:10–12, 22:15–18, 49:8–9, 49:8–12, 49:10–11; Exod

3:1–7, 3:11–15, 34:5–6, 34:8–9; Ps 2:1–3, 2:6–8, 2:7–8, 16:8–10, 22:17–19, 24:7–10, 41:8–9, 47:6–

10, 72:6–19, 72:8–11, 78:65–66, 109:1–9, 110:1–4, 118:25–27; Isa 1:10–16, 7:10–14, 8:16–18, 10:33–

11:10, 11:9–10, 28:16–17, 35:2–10, 40:3–5, 48:12–16, 49:5–6, 52:13–53:7, 53:7–12, 55:3–5, 61:1,

61:1–3, 65:8–16; Ezek 15:1–16:3; Dan 2:34–35, 9:24–26; Amos 8:9–10, Zech 9:9–10, 9:9–11, 12:9–

10; Bar 3:36–38.

67 Gen 1:27, 3:22, 5:1, 11:7, 12:3, 17:5–7, 18:17–18, 19:12–13, 26:4, 31:11–13, 49:10; Exod 4:13, 31:1–3,

33:18–23; Num 6:22–27, 24:17; Deut 18:15; 1Sam 12:3–5; 1Kgs 8:27; 2Chr 6:17; Ps 2:8, 8:3, 8:5–

7, 12:6, 22:8–9, 22:31–32, 27:12, 41:10, 43:3, 45:7–8, 51:12–14, 56:11, 57:4, 67:7–8, 68:2–4, 68:19,

69:22, 72:1, 80:2–4, 84:8, 89:4–5, 89:21, 89:29–38, 94:1, 98:2, 117:1–2, 118:21–24, 130:5, 143:10,

144:5; Prov 8:11–31, 30:4; Isa 3:9–10, 6:1–3, 9:5–6, 25:6, 25:8–9, 26:1–4, 30:8–14, 40:9–11, 42:1–

4, 42:6–9, 42:7, 43:6–9, 45:21–24, 45:22–25, 46:12–13, 49:8–9, 49:9, 50:5–8, 51:4–5, 52:10, 54:1,

55:4–5, 63:1–6, 63:9, 63:14, 65:1, 65:22–24, 69:22–23; Jer 14:11–12, 15:1–4, 18:11–13, 23:5–6, 30:8–

9, 33:17, 33:20–21; Lam 4:20; Ezek 7:1–9, 16:44–52, 21:32, 22:17–18, 34:25, 37:1, 37:23–24, 37:25,

44:1–3; Hos 6:1–2, 7:13–16, 9:7–17, 10:12; Joel 3:1, 3:1–5; Amos 5:21–27, 6:8, 9:1–5; Mic 1:2–3,

3:8, 4:14, 5:1; Zeph 3:14–18; Zech 2:14–17, 6:12–13, 9:10, 9:11, 11:7–9, 11:12–13, 13:6, 13:7, 14:6–7;

Sir 24:1–12, 24:19–29; Wis 2:12–22, 8:3.
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Furthermore, even in cases of several biblical passages that are shared by

both works, one can observe a certain degree of textual dissimilarity. In most

of such cases the version of the Disputation stays closer to the Peshitta text,

whereas the Collection diverges from it to a greater degree:

4.1 Deut 6:4

Coll. 1.18 ܘܗ煟ܚ焏ܝ犯ܡܟ煿ܠܐ焏ܝ犯ܡ.爏ܝܐ犯ܣܝܐ牟ܡܫ
Disp. i.2 ܘܗ煟ܚ焏ܝ犯ܡܐ煿ܠܐ焏ܝ犯ܡ.爏ܝܐ犯ܣܝܐ牟ܡܫ

4.2 Job 19:25

Coll. 4.2 ܐ熟ܚ狏ܡ焏ܥܪܐ爏ܥܐܬ犯ܚܒܘ.ܘܗ營ܚ營ܩܘ犯ܦܕ焏ܢܐܥ煟ܝ焏ܢܐ
Disp. i.4 焏ܠܓ狏ܡ焏ܥܪܐ爏ܥ焏ܦ熏ܣܒܘܘܗ營ܚ營ܩܘ犯ܦܕ焏ܢܐܥ煟ܝ焏ܢܐ

4.3 Ps 33:6

Coll. 1.19 ܢܘ煿ܠܟ煿ܡ熏ܦܕ焏ܚܘ犯ܒܘ.焏ܝܡܫܘ煟ܒܥܬܐ焏ܝ犯ܡܕܗ狏ܠܡܒ
熏ܠܝܚ

̈
ܢܘܗܬ

Disp. ii.5 ܢܘ煿ܠܟ煿ܡ熏ܦܕ焏ܚܘ犯ܒܘ.焏ܝܡܫܘ煟ܒܥܬܐ焏ܝ犯ܡܕܗ狏ܠܡܒ
熏ܠܝܚ

̈
ܗܬ

4.4 Isa 19:1

Coll. 7.3 …爯ܝܪ犏ܡܠܠ焏ܥܘܐ狏ܠܝܠܩ焏ܢܢܥ爏ܥ焯ܝܟܪ焏ܝ犯ܡܐܗ

Disp. i.7 ܢܥ爏ܥ焯ܝܟܪ焏ܝ犯ܡܐܗ
̈
…爯ܝܪ犏ܡܠܠ焏ܥܘܐ狏ܠܝܠܩ焏̈ܢ

4.5 Isa 65:5

Coll. 8.14 …ܝ狏ܝܐ焏ܝܟܕܕ爏ܛܡ營ܠܒ犯ܩܬܬ焏ܠ.ܠ煿ܠܩܘ犯ܦ爯ܝ犯ܡܐܘ

Disp. xx.5 …焏ܢܐܫ煟ܩܡܕ爏ܛܡ營ܠܒ犯ܩܬܬ焏ܠ.ܠ煿ܠܩܘ犯ܦ爯ܝ犯ܡܐܘ

In addition to these examples, it should be recalled that the two extracanonical

passages, i.e., the agrapha of Jeremiah (7.23) and Ezra (7.26) discussed above,

likewise appear in somewhat different textual forms in the Collection and the

Disputation.

All these dissimilarities between the scriptural material incorporated into

the two compositions lead us to the conclusion that their authors worked inde-

pendently of each other. Their use of such relatively rare extracanonical mate-

rial as the agrapha of Jeremiah and Ezra still leaves a possibility that they had

recourse to a common source, as suggested by Hayman. However, establishing

the exact nature of such a source is difficult at the moment.
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5 Context and Message of the Collection

Regardless of whether its compiler may have relied on an earlier collection

of biblical anti-Jewish testimonia, which cannot be securely confirmed or dis-

proved at this point, there can be little doubt that in its present form the Collec-

tion stems from the early Islamic period.The terminus post quem of the first half

of the seventh century for the composition is provided by the use by its author

of Syro-Hexaplaric material, derived from the Syriac translation of the Greek

text of the Septuagint made by theWest Syrian scholar Paul of Tella during the

years 614–616. Its terminus ante quem ismore approximate, as it depends on the

dating of the scribal hand of the manuscript, in which the Collection appears,

to the eighth or ninth century.

In the title, the author of our work presents it as a kunnāšā, “collection”. In

the Syriac literary tradition, this general description could refer to different,

both in size and content, collections and compendia based on earlier sources,

such as ascetical,68 polemical,69 canonical,70medical,71 and other works. As for

the exact nature of what is being “collected” in the Collection, the author indi-

cates it by using two terms. One of them is taḥwyātā, “demonstrations,” used

in the title and conclusion. Derived from the verb ḥawī, “to show, to demon-

strate,” this label could be applied to works of different genres in the Syriac

literary tradition. For example, we find it used by Aphrahat (fourth c.) in his

famous Demonstrations, exhortatory and apologetic treatises packed with bib-

lical proof-texts, as well as in the titles of some of the collections of prophecies

about Christ by pagan philosophers,72 and some of the patristic florilegia.73 In

addition to that, in the concluding paragraph, the author uses another term to

68 Cf.ms. Saint Catherine, Sinai Syr. 14; Agnes S. Lewis,Catalogue of the SyriacMss. in the Con-

vent of S. Catharine on Mount Sinai (Studia Sinaitica 1; London: C.J. Clay and Sons, 1894),

17.

69 Cf. ms. London, British Library Add. 14533, fol. 167r; Wright, Catalogue of Syriac Manu-

scripts, 2:973.

70 Cf.ms. Paris, BibliothèqueNationale de France Syr. 323; JeanBaptisteChabot, “Notice sur les

manuscrits syriaques de la Bibliothèque Nationale acquis depuis 1874,” Journal asiatique

ix, 8 (1896): 234–290 (270).

71 Cf. Grigory Kessel, “A Syriac Medical Kunnāšā of Īšōʿ bar ʿAlī (9th c.): First Soundings,”

Intellectual History of the Islamicate World 5:3 (2017): 228–251.

72 See Yury N. Arzhanov, Syriac Sayings of Greek Philosophers: A Study in Syriac Gnomologia

with Edition and Translation (csco 669, Subsidia 138; Leuven: Peeters, 2019), 50.

73 Cf. the earliest preserved Syriac florilegium, composed in Edessa during the sixth cen-

tury: see Ignaz Rucker, Florilegium Edessenum anonymum (syriace ante 562) (Sitzungsbe-

richte der Bayerischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, Philosophisch-Historische Abtei-

lung 1933, 5; München: C.H. Beck, 1933), 1.
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refer to the content of his work, and that is sāhedwātā, “testimonies,” derived

from the verb shed, “to witness, to testify”. As in the case of taḥwyātā, one finds

this label applied to different kinds of collections of excerpts.74

The primary purpose of our work is indicated in the title, which relates that

this collection of scriptural testimonies is aimed “against the Jews and the rest

of unbelievers”. The compiler implements this polemical program by dividing

his material into eight chapters that deal with the following topics: demonstra-

tion of the persons of the Trinity (1), the coming of Christ (2), the universal

scope of Christ’smission (3), the divine nature of Christ (4), Christ as God’s Son

andWord (5), Jesus born fromMary in Bethlehem is Christ (6), events of Jesus’

life being foretold by the prophets (7), rejection of the Jews and the election of

the nations by God (8).

The anti-Jewish message conveyed in the Collection is rather typical for the

Christian tradition of adversus Judaeos literature, as it is based on three main

polemical strategies: (a) demonstration that the Christian understanding of

God, i.e., the notions of Trinity and divine nature of the Messiah, is firmly

rooted in the Old Testament, (b) identification of Jesus of the New Testament

with the Messiah promised by God to the Jewish people in the Bible, and (c)

supersessionist theology. The latter is made explicit in the title of chapter 8, in

which a cluster of scriptural passages about the rejection of the Jewish peo-

ple is followed by proof-texts about the election of the nations, and in the long

explication of Gen 49:10 (6.3).75

At this point, it should be noted that although all anti-Jewish arguments

brought forward by the compiler of the Collection can be found in earlier anti-

Jewish works written in Greek, there is no recognisable evidence that he relied

consistently on any among these compositions, either on the formal level of

dividing scriptural material into distinctive groups or in the selection of partic-

ular biblical proof-texts and their allocation to specific arguments.76 Our work,

thus, is better to be considered as an original Syriac composition.

74 Cf. the title of the collection of patristic testimonies in ms. bl Add. 12164, fol. 130r;Wright,

Catalogue of SyriacManuscripts, 2:528; or the title of JohnRufus’Plerophoriae, ed. François

Nau, Jean Rufus, évêque de Maïouma. Plérophories, c’est-à-dire: témoignages et révélations

contre le concile de Chalcédoine (po 8.1 [36]; Paris: Firmin-Didot, 1911), 11.

75 For a discussion of supersessionism in Syriac anti-Jewish works from Late Antiquity, see

Sergey Minov, Memory and Identity in the Syriac Cave of Treasures: Rewriting the Bible in

Sasanian Iran (Jerusalem Studies in Religion and Culture 26; Leiden: Brill, 2021), 87–130.

76 This does not mean that individual scriptural passages from the Collection cannot be

found in connection with the same anti-Jewish argument in earlier Greek (and Syriac)

compositions, but that the clusters of biblical proof-texts and their sequence are unique

to our work.
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As with many other works of adversus Judaeos tradition, a question could

be raised regarding who were the primary intended audience of the Collection,

Jews or Christians. Given the use by the work’s compiler of deuterocanonical

(Wisdom of Solomon and Sirach) and extracanonical material (the agrapha of

Jeremiah and Ezra), whichwould be hardly authoritative in the eyes of his pos-

sible Jewish opponents, it seemsmore probable that our workwas intended for

exclusive use by Christians. Our work, then, should be best regarded as one of

the instruments in the repertoire of internal discursive tools that were meant

to serve the needs of identitymaintenance for the compiler’sWest Syrian com-

munity.

While the primary target of the Collection is Jews, it should be taken into

account that they are mentioned as representatives of a bigger unspecified

group, called “unbelievers” (lā mhaymnē) in the title, and paired with “pagans”

(ḥanpē) in the concluding paragraph. Themention of the latter groupmakes us

consider seriously a possibility that the Collection was intended to be used for

purposes of anti-Muslim apologetics and/or polemics as well. In favour of that

speaks the fact that it is not rare to find Muslims referred to as “pagans” across

Syriac sources. Thus, Michael the Syrian (12th c.) describes Theodore Abū Qur-

rah as “a sophist experienced in debates against the pagans (ḥanpē) and knowl-

edgeable in the Saracen language”, clearly pointing to his anti-Muslim polemi-

cal efforts.77 Muslims are paired with Jews under the name “pagans” (ḥanpē) in

the apologetical anti-Muslim treatise by Dionysius bar Ṣalībī (12th c.): “We also

venerate the cross because it is our qiblah by which we are distinguished from

Jews and pagans who do not venerate it.”78

Moreover, scholars have already pointed out the important role played by

the genre of scriptural testimonia in the early stages of the development of

polemic against Islam among Syriac and Arab Christians.79 It is not surpris-

ing, then, that even a perfunctory examination reveals some of the scriptural

passages included into the Collection to be used by later Syriac polemicists

77 Hist. 12.8; ed. JeanBaptisteChabot,Chronique deMichel le Syrien, patriarche jacobite d’Anti-

oche (1166–1199) (4 vols; Paris: Ernest Leroux, 1899–1910), 4:495–496; trans. apudAlexander

Treiger, “New Works by Theodore Abū Qurra Preserved under the Name of Thaddeus of

Edessa,” JEastCS 68:1–2 (2016): 1–51 (17).

78 Ed. Joseph Phillip Amar, Dionysius bar Ṣalībī. A Response to the Arabs (2 vols.; csco 614–

615, Scriptores Syri 238–239; Louvain: Peeters, 2005), 1:93 [Syr.], 2:86 [trans.].

79 SeeDavid Bertaina, “TheDevelopment of Testimony Collections in Early Christian Apolo-

getics with Islam,” in The Bible in Arab Christianity (ed. D.R. Thomas; hcmr 6; Leiden:

Brill, 2007), 151–173; Mark N. Swanson, “Beyond Prooftexting (2): The Use of the Bible in

Some Early Arabic Christian Apologies,” inThe Bible in Arab Christianity (ed. D.R. Thomas;

hcmr 6; Leiden: Brill, 2007), 91–112 (98–105).
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against Islam. For example, the above-mentioned Dionysius bar Ṣalībī quotes

a number of biblical proof-texts found in our work in his anti-Muslim compo-

sition.80

Conclusion

The new specimen of Syriac literature published and discussed here, the Col-

lection, enriches our understanding of the development of anti-Jewish polemic

amongSyriac-speakingChristians.On theonehand, it bearswitness to the con-

tinuity of the genreof biblical testimonies that flourishedduringLateAntiquity

but retained its relevance during the later period aswell. On the other hand, the

Collection reveals the flexible nature of this literature, which could be adapted

to the new conditions, being repurposed for a polemic against Muslims as our

case suggests.

The Collection provides us with an additional glimpse into the multifarious

process of instrumentalisation of the Old Testament for the needs of polemic

and apologetics that took place amongWest Syrian Christians during the early

Islamic period. It has been demonstrated that the person responsible for pro-

ducing this work was deeply embedded in the scholastic culture of the West

Syrian tradition. This is witnessed by his independent and selective stand vis-

à-vis the inherited biblical material, which finds expression in his freedom in

handling the canonical Peshitta text, adjusted and reworked in accordance

with his agenda, as well as his heavy reliance on the Syro-Hexaplaric version of

the Old Testament, and the use of other biblical traditions as well as of extra-

canonical material.

It may be added in conclusion that the genre of biblical testimonia collec-

tions in Syriac is not confined to anti-Jewish compositions and that there are

other representatives of this literature, dealing with different subjects. Some of

them are comprised only of scriptural material, such as the collection On the

Great Dispensation of Our Lord, preserved in ms. bl Or. 2313, fols. 3r–24v.81 Oth-

ers combine scriptural proof-texts with parabiblical and apocryphal material,

as in the case of an important East Syrian collection entitled Revelations and

80 Cf., for example, Gen 49:19, Num24:17, and Ps 2:7–8 in ch. 18; ed. Amar,Dionysius bar Ṣalībī,

1:75.

81 SeeGeorgeMargoliouth,Descriptive List of Syriac andKarshuniMss. in the BritishMuseum

Acquired since 1873 (London: BritishMuseum, 1899), 8. Its concluding sentence (fols. 24r–v)

states: ܐܬ熏ܝܒܢܒ狏ܟܡܠܗܬ熏ܒܝܛ爯ܡܕ焏ܥܝ熏ܣܒܘܢ犯ܡܕ煿ܢܪܕ熏ܥ爏ܝܚܒ爟ܠܫ
ܢ犯ܡܕܐܬ熏ܝܓܣܐܬ熏ܢ犯ܒ煟ܡ爏ܥ焏ܝܒ̈ܢܕܢܘ煿ܠܝܕܐܬܘܕ煿ܣܘ
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Testimonies about Our Lord’s Dispensation.82 It is a task for future research to

delineate various trajectories of this genre in Syriac Christianmilieux, to estab-

lish the role played in its development by anti-Jewish and anti-Muslim polem-

ical concerns,83 and to determine its impact on the related genre of patristic

florilegia.
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Appendix 1: Syriac Text of the Collection84

熏ܚܬܕ焏ܫܢ熏ܟ
̈
ܘ煿ܝ爏ܒܩ熏ܠ.ܐ狏ܩܝ狏ܥܕ焏ܫܝ煟ܩ焏̈ܒ狏̈ܟ爯ܡܐ狏ܝ

̈
焏ܠܕ焏ܟ犯ܫܘ焏ܝܕ

.焏ܢܡܝ煿̈ܡ

ܢܩܬ熏ܝ狏ܝܠ狏ܒܐ犯ܡܘ爏ܟܕܐ煿ܠܐܕܝܗ爏̇ܥ焏ܝܡ煟ܩܢܘ焏ܠܦܩ
̈
熏ܡ焏ܢܗ熏ܝܕ爯ܒܐ焏

|fol. 202r|ܒܘ犯ܚܘܪܘܐ焏ܩ煟ܫܝ焏ܡ狏ܝ煟ܝܟܥ狏ܡܘ狏ܝܒ̈ܢܒܐܕܘܬ焏̈ܩ煟ܫܝ焏.ܢܟܝܐ焏
煯ܟ爯ܢܚܦܐ爯ܢܝܚܒܫܡܘ爯ܢܝܢܡܝ煿ܡܕ

̈
.焏ܢܝܛܣܝ

1.1

ܢܩܢܘ煿̈ܝ狏ܠܬ爏ܥ狏ܝܡ煟ܩ
̈
熏ܡ焏̈ܩ煟ܫܝ焏ܚܟܐ煟ܐ. 1.2

Gen 1:26 燿ܝܐ爯ܡܠ犏ܒ焏ܫܢܐ煟ܒܥܢ.ܐ煿ܠܐ犯ܡܐܘ.ܐ狏ܝܪܘܐܕ焏ܝܡ煟ܩܐ犯ܦܣܒ焏ܫ熏ܡ
.ܢܬ熏ܡܕ

1.3

82 A critical edition of this work is being currently prepared byMuriel Debié. Formore infor-

mation on it, seeMuriel Debié, “Muslim-ChristianControversy in anUnedited SyriacText:

Revelations and Testimonies about Our Lord’s Dispensation,” in The Encounter of Eastern

Christianitywith Early Islam (ed. E.Grypeou,M. Swanson, andD.Thomas; hcmr5; Leiden:

Brill, 2006), 225–235; Muriel Debié, “Testimonies of the Prophets about the Dispensation

of Christ,” inChristian-MuslimRelations: A Bibliographical History. Volume 1 (600–900) (ed.

D.R. Thomas and B.H. Roggema; hcmr 11; Leiden: Brill, 2009), 242–244. For preliminary

observations on biblical material in this work, see Alain Desreumaux, “The Propheti-

cal Testimonies about Christ: An Unedited Typological Exegesis in Syriac,” The Harp 8–9

(1995–1996): 133–138 (135–136).

83 For a discussion of these two types of polemic during the early Islamic period, see Sidney

H. Griffith, “Jews and Muslims in Christian Syriac and Arabic Texts of the Ninth Century,”

Jewish History 3:1 (1988): 65–94 Simone Rosenkranz, Die jüdisch-christliche Auseinander-

setzung unter islamischer Herrschaft: 7.–10. Jahrhundert (Judaica et Christiana 21; Bern:

Peter Lang, 2004); David M. Freidenreich, “ “You Still Believe Like a Jew!”: Polemical Com-

parisons and Other Eastern Christian Rhetoric Associating Muslims with Jews from the

Seventh to Ninth Centuries,”Entangled Religions 12:3 (2021): 1–47.

84 Fromms. London, British Library Add. 12154, fols. 201v–222r.
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Gen 3:22 ܐ狏ܒܛܥ煟ܡܠ.爯ܢܡ煟ܚ燿ܝܐܐܘܗܡܕܐܐܗ.ܐ煿ܠܐ焏ܝ犯ܡ犯ܡܐܘ.爏ܝܠܩܪ狏ܒܘ
.ܐ狏ܫܝܒܘ

1.4

Gen 11:7 ܓܣܪ狏ܒܘ
̈

.焏ܢܫ̈ܠ爯ܡܬ焿ܠܦܢܘܬ熏ܚܢܘܬ.ܐܬ焏ܝ 1.5

Gen 18:1–23 煯ܚܐܪ狏ܒܘ
̈
熏ܢܩܓ爏ܛܡܐ狏ܝܢ

̈
焏ܛ熏ܠܒ狏ܝܒܡܗ犯ܒܐ爏ܥ焏ܝ犯ܡ營ܠܓܬܐܘ.焏ܡ

ܢܝܥ爟ܝܪܐܘ.焏ܡ熏ܝ爟ܚ煟ܟ焏ܢܟܫܡܕ焏ܥܪ狏ܒܒ狏ܝܘܗ̣ܘ.ܐ犯ܡܡܕ
̈
熏ܚܘܝܗ熟ܐ

煯ܒܓܐ狏ܠܬܐܗܘ
̈
爯ܡܢܘ煿ܥܪܘ焏ܠܛܗܪܘܢ熏ܢܐܐ熟ܚܘ.煿ܢܡ爏ܥܠ爯ܝܡܝܩ爯ܝ

ܖ狏ܚܟܫܐܢܐ焏ܝ犯ܡ犯ܡܐܘ焏ܥܪܐ爏ܥ煟ܓܣܘ.焏ܢܟܫܡܕ焏ܥܪܬ
̈
ܢܝܥܒ焏ܡܚ

̈
燿ܝ

ܖ焿ܝܫܐܘ焏ܝܡ爏̈ܝܠܩ焯ܣܐ.ܟ煟ܒܥ爯ܡ犯ܒܥܬ焏ܠ
̈

熏ܟܡ狏ܣܐܘ.ܢ熏ܟܝܠܓ
.ܢܘ犯ܒܥܬ爯ܟܪ狏ܒܘ.ܢ熏ܟܒܠ熏ܟ熏ܡܣܘ焏ܡܚܠܕܐܬ狏ܦ熏ܒܣܘ焏ܢܠܝܐ狏ܝܚܬ
.ܬ犯ܡܐܕ燿ܝܐ煟ܒܥܬ焏ܢܟܗ.ܘ犯ܡܐܘ.ܢ熏ܟ煟ܒܥ爏ܥܢܘܬ犯ܒܥ焏ܢܟܗܕ爏ܛܡ
爯ܝ焏̈ܣ狏ܠܬ爏ܓܥܒ.犯ܡܐܘܐ犯ܣܬ熏ܠ焏ܢܟܫܡܠܛܗܪܘ.ܡܗ犯ܒܐܒܗܪ狏ܣܐܘ
煟ܚ焏ܠܓܥ焯ܣܢܘ.ܡܗ犯ܒܐܛܗܪܐ犯ܩܒܠܘ.焏ܦܥܪ煟ܒܥܘܫ熏ܠ.焏ܦܝܫܢ焏ܚܡܩ
.焏ܒܠܚܘܐܬܘ焏ܚ焯ܣܢܘ.ܝܗ熏ܝ煟ܒܥܢܕܒܗ犯ܣܘ焏ܝܠܛܠ煿ܒ煿ܝܘ.焯ܛܘ爯ܝܡܫܕ
熏ܠܟܐܘ.焏ܢܠܝܐ狏ܝܚܬܢܘ煿ܢܡ爏ܥܠܡ焏ܩܘܗ̣ܘ.ܢܘ煿ܝܡ煟ܩ爟ܣܘ煟ܒܥܕ焏ܠܓܥܘ
.fol|ܝܗ焏ܟܝܐ.煿ܠܘ犯ܡܐܘ 202v|ܣ犯ܢܐܐ狏ܡܐܘ.ܟܬ犯ܢܟܫܡܒܐܗ焏.ܡܐܘ犯
ܐܘ煿ܢܘ.焏ܝܚܝܗ煟̣ܟܐܬ犯ܚܐܐ狏ܢܫܠ焏ܢܗ焏ܢܒ熟ܠܟܬ熏ܠܟ熏ܦܗܐ燿ܦ煿ܡ.煿ܠ
ܡܗ犯ܒܐܘ.ܗ̇ܪ狏ܣܒܘܗ̣ܘ.焏ܢܟܫܡܕ焏ܥܪ狏ܒ狏ܥܡܫܐ犯ܣܘ.ܟܬ狏ܢܐܐ犯ܣܠܐ犯ܒ
ܢܫܒ熏ܠܥܘ熏ܒ焏ܣܐ犯ܣܘ

̈
ܢܕ焏ܚܪܘܐܐ犯ܣܠܐܘ煿ܡܠܕ爯ܡ犯ܒܥ.焏ܝ

̈
狏ܟܚܓܘ.焏ܫ

犯ܡܐܘ.ܒ焏ܣܝ犯ܡܘܐܬ熏ܡܝܠܥ營ܠ焏ܝܘܗ狏ܝܠܒܕܪ狏ܒ.ܬ犯ܡܐܘ煿̇ܒܠܒܐ犯ܣ
.狏ܒ焏ܣܕ焏ܢܐ煟ܠܝܐ狏ܝܐ犯ܝ犯ܫ.ܬ犯ܡܐܘܐ犯ܣ狏ܟܚܓ焏ܢܡܠ.ܡܗ犯ܒ焏ܠ焏ܝ犯ܡ
ܐܘ煿ܢܘ܆焏ܝܚܝܗ煟̣ܟܟܬ熏ܠܟ熏ܦܗܐ焏ܢܗ焏ܢܒ熟ܠܕ܆焏ܝ犯ܡ爯ܡܐܬ熏ܒܨܝܗ焏ܒܪ
犯ܡܐܘ.狏ܠܚܕܕ爏ܛܡ.狏ܟܚܓ焏ܠܬ犯ܡܐܘܐ犯ܣܬ犯ܦܟܘ܆ܟܬ狏ܢܐܐ犯ܣܠܐ犯ܒ
煯ܒܓ爯ܡܬ爯ܡ熏ܡܩܘ.ܝ狏ܟܚܓܡ犯ܒ焏ܠ

̈
ܠܙܐܡܗ犯ܒܐܘ.ܡܘ煟ܣ營ܦ焏̈ܠܘ犯ܚܘܐ

ܡ煟ܡܡܗ犯ܒܐܝ煟ܒܥ爯ܡ焏ܢܐ焏ܣܟܡ犯ܡܐ焏ܝ犯ܡܘ.ܢ熏ܢܐܐ熏ܠܢܕܢܘ煿ܡܥ
ܥܕ
̇

ܢ熏ܟ犯ܒ狏ܢܘ.ܐ焏ܝܓܣܘ焏ܒܪ焏ܡܥܠܐܘ煿ܢܐܘ煿ܡܡܗ犯ܒܐܘ.焏ܢܐ煟ܒ
ܥܢܘ煿ܠܟ煿ܒ

̈
ܢܒܠ煟ܩܦܡܕ܆煿ܠ焏ܢܐܥ煟ܝܕ爏ܛܡ.焏ܥܪܐܕ焏ܡܡ

̈
熏ܢܒܠܘܝܗ

̈
營

ܖܘܐܢܘ犯ܛܢܕ܇ܗܪ狏ܒ爯ܡܗ狏ܝܒ
̈
爏ܛܡ.焏ܢܝܕܘܐܬ熏ܩܝܕܙ煟ܒܥܡܠ܇焏ܝ犯ܡܕܗ狏ܚ

ܡܘ煟ܣܕܐ狏ܥܓ.焏ܝ犯ܡ犯ܡܐܘ.ܝܗ熏ܠܥ犯ܡܐܕܡ煟ܡܡܗ犯ܒܐ爏ܥ焏ܝ犯ܡܐ狏ܝܢܕ
ܐ狏ܥܓ燿ܝܐܢܐܐ熟ܚܐܬ熏ܚܐ.熏ܢܫܥ焯ܛܢܘ煿ܝ煿̈ܛܚܘ.營ܡ煟ܩ狏ܠܥܐܪ熏ܡܥܕܘ
煯ܒܓ爯ܡܬ爯ܡ熏ܝܢܦܬܐܘ.ܥܕܐ焏ܠܐܘ.熏ܝܠܡܫܘܘ煟ܒܥܝܬ熏ܠ狏ܠܥܕ

̈
熏ܠܙܐܘܐ

煟ܚܒ犯ܡܐܘܡܗ犯ܒܐܒ犯ܩܘ.焏ܝ犯ܡܡ煟ܩܐܘܗܡ焏ܩ爏ܝܟ煟ܥܡܗ犯ܒܐܘ.ܡܘ煟ܣܠ
܆焏ܝܛ̈ܚ爟ܥ焏ܩ̈ܝܕܙ狏ܢܐ煟ܒ熏ܡܐ熟ܓܘܪ

1.6

Gen 18:26 ܆ܐ狏ܝ犯ܩ熏ܓܒ爯ܝܩ̈ܝܕܙ爯ܝܫܡܚܡܘ煟ܣܒ熯ܟܫܐܢܐ.焏ܝ犯ܡ犯ܡܐܘ.爏ܝܠܩܪ狏ܒ
.fol|ܩ熏ܒܫܐ 203r|ܠܟܠ煿ܠܛܡܐܪܬܐ狏ܢܘܗ.

1.7

Gen 18:32–

19:3

爯ܝܚܟ狏ܫܡܢܐܘ.ܐܕܗܐ狏ܢܒܙܕ熏ܚܠܒ.爏ܠܡܐܘ焏ܝ犯ܡܠܫ焏ܒ狏ܢ焏ܠ爏.85ܝܠܩܪ狏ܒ
熏ܠܠܡܡܠ爟ܠܫ煟ܟ焏ܝ犯ܡܠܙܐܘ87.ܐ犯ܣܥ爏ܛܡ爏ܒܚܐ焏ܠ犯ܡܐܘ86.ܐ犯ܣܥ爯ܡܬ
܆焏ܫܡ犯ܒܡܘ煟ܣܠ爯ܝܟ焏̈ܠܡ爯ܝܪܬܘܬܐܘ.ܗܪܬ焏ܠ燿ܦܗܡܗ犯ܒܐܘ.ܡܗ犯ܒܐ爟ܥ
爏ܥ煟ܓܣܘ.ܢܘ煿ܥܪܘ焏ܠ爟ܩܘܛ熏ܠܢ熏ܢܐܐ熟ܚܘ.ܡܘ煟ܣܕ焏ܥܪ狏ܒܒ狏ܝ̇ܛ熏ܠܘ
ܦܐ
̈

熏ܥܝܗ爏ܥܪܐ焏ܡܐܘ犯.̇ܥܒ焏ܢܐ焏ܟܢܡ熏ܡܢ煯
̈
.ܢ熏ܟ煟ܒܥ狏ܝܒܠ熏ܛܣ.ܝ

ܖ熏ܓܝܫܐܘ.ܘܬ熏ܒܘ
̈

.ܬ熏ܒܢ焏ܩ熏ܫܒ焏ܠܘ犯ܡܐܘ.ܢ熏ܟܚܪܘ焏ܠ熏ܠܙ熏ܡ煟ܩܘ.ܢ熏ܟܝܠܓ
.ܗ狏ܝܒܠ熏ܠܥܘܗܬ熏ܠ熏ܛܣܘ.焯ܛܛ熏ܠܢ熏ܢܐ犏ܠܐܘ

1.8

Gen 19:12–13 煯ܒܓܘ犯ܡܐܘ.爏ܝܠܩܪ狏ܒ
̈

ܥ焏ܢܡ.ܛ熏ܠܠܐ
̇

ܢ狏ܚ.焏ܟܪܗ狏ܢܐ煟ܒ
̈
ܢܒܘ燿ܝ

̈
燿ܝ

ܢܒܘ
̈

狏ܟܘܟ爏ܝܐܕ狏ܠ燿ܩܒ犯ܝ狏ܦܐ.ܐ犟ܡ爯ܢܗܐܪܬܐ焏.ܛܡ爏ܢܝܠܒܚܡܕ爯ܠ煿
.ܗܬ熏ܠܒܚܡܠ焏ܝ犯ܡܢܪ煟ܫܘ.焏ܝ犯ܡܡ煟ܩܢܘܗ狏ܥܓ狏ܩܠܣܕ爏ܛܡ.焏ܢܗܐܪܬ焏ܠ

1.9

85 A gloss by the same hand on the left margin: 熏ܢܩܒ爏ܛܡ
̈

焏ܡ
86 Ms. has 焏ܣ犯ܥ with scribal correction marks over it.

87 Ms. has 焏ܣ犯ܥ with scribal correction marks over it.
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Gen 19:19–25 ܟ煟ܒܥ熯ܟܫܐܐܗ.ܝ犯ܡܢ熏ܟܢܡ焏ܢܐ焏ܥܒܛ熏ܠܢܘ煿ܠ犯ܡܐܘ.爏ܝܠܩܪ狏ܒ
ܖ
̈
ܢܝܥܒ焏ܡܚ

̈
焏ܠ焏ܢܐܘ.營ܫܦܢ熏ܝܚܡܠ營ܡܥܬ煟ܒܥܕܟܬ熏ܒܝܛܝܗܐ焏ܝܓܣܘ.燿ܝ

ܐ狏ܝ犯ܩܐܗ.ܬ熏ܡܐܘܐ狏ܫܝܒ營ܢܟܪܕܬ焏ܡܠܕ܆ܐܪ熏ܛܠ熏ܛܠܦ狏ܡܠ焏ܢܐ熯ܟܫܡ
焏ܝܪ熏ܥܙܐܗ.爯ܡ狏ܠ熿ܠܦܬܐܝܗ焏ܝܪ熏ܥܙܝܗ̣ܘ.爯ܡ狏ܠܩ犯ܥܡܠܝܗ焏ܒܝ犯ܩܐܕܗ
焏ܠܕ܆焏ܢܗ焏ܡܓ狏ܦܒܦܐ燿ܝܦ焏̈ܒ狏ܒܣܢܐܗ.煿ܠ犯ܡ̇ܐ.營ܫܦܢ焏ܚܬܘܝܗ̇
焏ܢܐ熯ܟܫܡ焏ܠܕ爏ܛܡ.爯ܡ狏ܠ熿ܠܦܬܐ爏ܓܥܒ.ܬ犯ܡܐܕܐ狏ܝ犯ܩܟ熏ܦܗܐ
ܐ狏ܝ犯ܩܕ煿̇ܡܫܐ犯ܩ焏ܢܗ爏ܛܡ.爯ܡ狏ܠ狏ܢܐܠ焏ܥܕ焏ܡ煟ܥ܇ܡ煟ܡ煟ܒܥܐܕ
|fol. 203v|ܥܨ犯.ܫܡܫ焏ܦܢ犟ܥ爏ܥܪܐ焏.ܠܘ熏ܥܛ爏ܠ犏ܥ犯.ܡܘ犯ܝ焏ܚܐ狏ܥ爏
燿ܦܗܘ.焏ܝܡܫ爯ܡ焏ܝ犯ܡܡ煟ܩ爯ܡܐܪ熏ܢܘܐ狏ܝ犯ܒܟ܇ܐܪ熏ܡܥ爏ܥܘܡܘ煟ܣ
ܖ熏ܩܠ

̈
.ܐ狏ܥܩܦ煿̇ܠܟܠܘ爯ܝܠܗ焏ܝ

1.10

Exod 3:1–7 ܖܬܕܐ犯ܦܣܒ焏ܫ熏ܡܒܘܬ
̈
ܥܪ焏ܫ熏ܡܘ爯.88ܝ

̇
焏ܢܥܐܘܗ焏ܝܕ狏ܡܚܢܘܪ熏ܝܗ

.焯ܝܪ熏ܚܠܐ煿ܠܐܕܗܪ熏ܛܠܐܬܐܘ܆ܐ犯ܒ煟ܡܠ焏ܢܥܠܗ犯̇ܒܕܘ.爯ܝ煟ܡܕܐ犯ܡ熏ܟ
焏ܝܢܣܐ熟ܚܘ.焏ܝܢܣ熏ܓ爯ܡܐܪ熏ܢܕܐ狏ܝܒ煿ܠܫܒ.焏ܝ犯ܡܕ煿ܟ焏ܠܡ煿ܠܝ熟ܚܬܐܘ
ܐܘ熟ܚܐ熟ܚܐ焏ܛܣܐ.焏ܫ熏ܡ犯ܡܐܘ.煟ܩ̇ܝ焏ܠ焏ܝܢܣܘ܆ܐܪ熏ܢ煿ܒ焏ܠܙ熏ܓ狏ܡܕ
煿ܠܐ犯ܩܘ܆ܐ熟ܚܡܠ焏ܛܣܕ焏ܝ犯ܡܐ熟ܚܘ.焏ܝܢܣ煟ܩ̇ܝ焏ܠ焏ܢܡ爏ܛܡ܇焏ܒܪ焏ܢܗ
焏ܠ.煿ܠ犯ܡܐܘ.焏ܢܐܐܗ犯ܡܐܘ܆焏ܫ熏ܡ焏ܫ熏ܡ.犯ܡܐܘ焏ܝܢܣ熏ܓ爯ܡܐ煿ܠܐ
ܢܣܡܝ犯ܫ.焏ܟܪ煿ܠܒ犯ܩܬܬ

̈
ܖ爯ܡ燿ܝ

̈
ܝܗ熏ܠܥ狏ܢܐܡ焏ܩܕܐܪܬܐܕ爏ܛܡ.燿ܝܠܓ

ܗ煿ܠܐܡܗ犯ܒܐܕܗ煿ܠܐ.ܟ熏ܒܐܕܗ煿ܠܐ焏ܢܐ焏ܢܐ.犯ܡܐܘ.焏ܫܝ煟ܩܘܗܐܪܬܐ
ܢܐ營ܫܛܘ.ܒ熏ܩܥܝܕܗ煿ܠܐ犟ܚܣܝܐܕ

̈
ܬ熏ܠ犯ܚܡܠ爏ܚܕܕ爏ܛܡ܆ܝܗ熏ܦܐ焏̈ܫ熏ܡ爯ܝ

.焏ܟ犯ܫܕܘ爯ܝܪ犏ܡܒܕ營ܡܥܕܗ煟ܒܥ熏ܫ狏ܝ熟ܚܐ熟ܚܡ.焏ܝ犯ܡ犯ܡܐܘ.ܐ煿ܠܐ

1.11

Exod 3:11–15 ܢܒܬ熏ܠ焏ܢܐܠܙܐ焏̇ܢܐܐܗ.ܐ煿ܠ焏ܠ焏ܫ熏ܡ犯ܡܐܘ.爏ܝܠܩܪ狏ܒ
̈
營ܣܝܐ犯ܝܐ爏.

ܢ熏ܡ營ܠܢܘ犯ܡ焏ܢܘ.ܢ熏ܟܝܠܥ營ܢܪ煟ܫܢ熏ܟܝ煿̈ܒܐܕܐ煿ܠܐ焏ܝ犯ܡ.ܢܘ煿ܠ犯ܡܐ̇ܘ
犯ܡܐܘ.煿ܝܗܐ犯ܫܐ煿ܝܗܐ.焏ܫ熏ܡܠܐ煿ܠܐ犯ܡܐܘ.ܢܘ煿ܠ犯ܡܐ焏̇ܢܡ.煿ܡܫ
ܢܒܠ犯ܡܐܬ焏ܢܟܗ

̈
營ܣܝܐ犯ܝܐ爏.ܝܗܐ煿ܫ煟ܢܪ營ܟܝܠܥ熏ܡܐܘ.ܢ犯ܠܐܒܘܬ煿ܐ

ܢܒܠ犯ܡܐܬ焏ܢܟܗ.焏ܫ熏ܡܠ
̈
營ܣܝܐ犯ܝܐ爏.ܡ犯ܝ焏ܠܐ煿ܒܐܕܐ煿̈ܟܝ熏ܠܐ.ܢ煿ܗ

.營|folܢܪ煟ܫܒ熏ܩܥܝܕܗ煿ܠܐ犟ܚܣܝܐܕܗ煿ܠܐܡܗ犯ܒܐܕ 204r|ܟܝܠܥ熏ܢܗ.ܢ熏ܡܫ營
.爯ܝܪܕܪ煟ܠ營ܢ犯ܟܘܕ熏ܢܗܘ.爟ܠܥܠ

1.12

Exod 31:1–3 ܓܣܪ狏ܒ
̈

.營ܡܫܒ狏ܝ犯ܩܕܝ熟ܚ.煿ܠ犯ܡܐܘ܆焏ܫ熏ܡ爟ܥ焏ܝ犯ܡ爏ܠܡܘ89.ܐܬ焏ܝ
.ܐ煿ܠܐܕ焏ܚܘܪܗ狏ܝܠܡܘ.ܐܕܘ煿ܝܕ焏ܛܒܫ爯ܡܪ熏ܚ犯ܒܝܪܘܐ犯ܒ爏ܝ焏ܝܠ犏ܒܠ

1.13

Exod 33:18–23 煿̇ܠܟ犯ܒܥܐ焏ܢܐ.犯ܡܐܘ.燿ܚܒ熏ܫ營ܢ熏ܚ.ܐ煿ܠ焏ܠ焏ܫ熏ܡ犯ܡܐܘ爏.90ܝܠܩܪ狏ܒ
.ܢ熏ܚܐܕ爯ܡ̇ܠܢ熏ܚܐܘ.燿ܝܡ煟ܩ焏ܝ犯ܡ焏ܡܫܒܐ犯ܩܐܘ.燿ܝܡ煟ܩܝ狏ܚ熏ܒܫܬ
ܦܐܐ熟ܚܡܠ狏ܢܐ熯ܟܫܡ焏ܠ.犯ܡܐܘ.爟ܚܪܐܕ爯ܡ̇ܠ爟ܚܪܐܘ

̈
營.ܛܡ爏ܠܕ焏̇ܚ熟ܠܐ營

焏ܡܘ.焏ܢ犯ܛ爏ܥܡ熏ܩ܆營ܡ煟ܩܐܪܬܐܐܗ.焏ܫ熏ܡܠ焏ܝ犯ܡ犯ܡܐܘ.焏ܝܚ̇ܘ焏ܫܢ犯ܒ
ܥܕ
̇

.犯ܒܥܐܕ焏ܡ煟ܥ燿ܝܠܥܝ煟ܝܐ爯ܓܐܘ.焏ܢ犯ܛܕܐܬ犯ܥܡܒ燿ܡܝܣܐ.ܝ犯ܩܝܐ犯ܒ
ܦܐܘ.ܝܪ狏ܣܒܐ熟ܚܬܘܝ煟ܝܐ犯ܒܥܐܘ

̈
營ܠ焏ܢ狏̈ܚ熟ܝ爯.

1.14

Exod 34:5–6 犯ܒܥܘ.焏ܝ犯ܡ焏ܡܫܒܐ犯ܩܘ.爯ܡܬ煿ܡܥ爟ܩܘ焏ܢܢܥܒ焏ܝ犯ܡ狏ܚܢܘ.爏ܝܠܩܪ狏ܒ
ܐ犯ܝܓܢܕ.焏ܢܦܚ犯ܡܘ焏ܢܡܚ犯ܡܐ煿ܠܐ.焏ܝ犯ܡ焏ܝ犯ܡܐ犯ܩܘ.ܝܗ熏ܡ煟ܩ焏ܝ犯ܡ
.ܗ狏ܫ熏ܩܘܗܬ熏ܒܝܛܐ焏ܝܓܣܘ煿ܚܘܪ

1.15

Exod 34:8–9 狏ܚܟܫܐܢܐ.犯ܡܐܘ煟ܓܣܘ.焏ܥܪܐ爏ܥ爏ܦܢܘ焏ܫ熏ܡܒܗܪ狏ܣܐܘ.爏ܝܠܩܪ狏ܒ
ܖ
̈
ܢܝܥܒ焏ܡܚ

̈
.焏ܠ煟ܩ焏ܫܩܢ熏ܢܐ焏ܡܥܕ爏ܛܡ.ܢ狏ܢܝܒܝ犯ܡ焏ܫܗܠܙ焏ܢ.ܝ犯ܡ燿ܝ

熏ܚܠܩ熏ܒܫܘ
̈

.ܢܬܪܐܬܘ爯ܝ煿̈ܛܚܠܘ爯ܝܒ

1.16

88 A gloss by the same hand on the left margin: ܐ煿ܠܐܝ犯ܩܬܐܕܐ犯ܒܕ焏ܡ熏ܢܩ爏ܛܡ
焏ܟ焏ܠܡܘ

89 A gloss by the same hand on the left margin: 焏ܫܝ煟ܩ焏ܚܘܪ爏ܛܡ
90 A gloss by the same hand on the left margin: ܐ犯ܒܘ焏ܒܐ爏ܛܡ
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Num 6:22–27 ܢܘܪܗ焏ܠ犯ܡܐ.煿ܠ犯ܡܐܘ焏ܫ熏ܡ爟ܥ焏ܝ犯ܡ爏ܠܡܘ91.ܕܕܐ犯ܦܣܒ焏ܫ熏ܡܒܘܬ
ܢܒܠܘ

̈
熏ܢܟܗ܆ܝܗ焏ܝܘܗ狏ܒܡܢܘ犯ܝܟ爯ܡܥܠ焏.ܡܐ犯ܠ煿ܒܢ܆ܢܘ犯ܟ燿ܡ犯ܝ焏

煟ܒܥܢܘ.燿ܝܠܥܗ煟ܝܐ焏ܝ犯ܡ爟ܝ犯ܢ.燿ܝܚ焏ܢܘ燿ܝܠܥܝܗ熏ܦܐ焏̈ܝ犯ܡܪ煿ܢܢ.ܟ犯ܛܢܢܘ
ܢܒ爏ܥ營ܡܫܢ熏ܡܝܣܢܘ.焏ܡܠܫ燿ܠ

̈
營ܣܝܐ犯ܝܐ爏.ܢܐܘ焏ܒܐ犯ܢܐܟ熏ܢ.

1.17

Deut 6:4 .焏.|folܣ熏ܡܢ爯ܝܢ狏ܒܒܘܬ 204v|ܡܫ牟ܣܝܐ犯ܝܐ爏.ܡ犯ܝ焏ܠܐ煿ܡܟ犯ܝ焏ܚ煟ܘܗ. 1.18

Ps 33:6 熏ܠܝܚܢܘ煿ܠܟ煿ܡ熏ܦܕ焏ܚܘ犯ܒܘ.焏ܝܡܫܘ煟ܒܥܬܐ焏ܝ犯ܡܕܗ狏ܠܡܒ.煟ܝܘܕ
̈

.ܢܘܗܬ 1.19

Ps 67:7–8 .ܐ煿ܠܐ爯ܟ犯ܒܢܘܢ煿ܠܐܐ煿ܠܐ爯ܟ犯ܒܢ.ܒܘܬ 1.20

Wis 8:3 爏ܛܡ.ܗ̇ܬ熏ܦܬ熏ܫܒ狏ܝܐܐ煿ܠܐܕܐ狏ܚ熏ܒܫܬܘܐܬܘ煟ܚ焏.92ܠ狏ܡ̈ܒܢ熏ܡܝܠܫ
.煿̇ܒܚܐ爏ܟܐ犯ܡܘ.ܗ熏̇ܒܐܘܗܐ煿ܠܐܕ

1.21

Ezek 37:1 營ܢܝ犯ܫܐܘ܆焏ܝ犯ܡ煿ܚܘ犯ܒ營ܢܩܦܐܘ.焏ܝ犯ܡܕܗ煟ܝܐ爯ܡܬ營ܠܥܬܘܗܘ.爏ܝ焏ܝܩ熟ܚ
.ܐ狏ܥܩܦܒ

1.22

Isa 6:1–3 熏ܦܫܕ焏ܠܩܫܘ.焏ܡܪ焏ܝܣܪ熏ܟ爏ܥܒ狏ܝ焏̇ܝ犯ܡܠ狏ܝ熟ܚ.焏ܝܥܫܐ
̈
.煿ܠܟܝܗ焏ܠܡܝܗ熏ܠ

煯ܣܘ
̈

ܦܓܐ狏ܫ̈ܐ狏ܫ̈.煿ܢܡ爏ܥܠ爯ܝܡܝܩ爯ܝܦ
̈
爯ܝܣܟܡ爯ܝܪ狏ܒ.ܢܘ煿ܢܡ煟ܚܠ爯ܝ

ܖ爯ܝܣܟܡ爯ܝܪ狏ܒܘ.煿ܦܘܨ犯ܦ
̈

ܖ狏ܒܘ.ܝܗ熏ܠܓ
̈
.爯ܝ犯ܡܐܘ焏ܢ煿ܠ焏ܢܗ爯ܝ犯ܩܘ.爯ܝܚ犯ܦ爯ܝ

.ܗ狏ܚܒ̈ܫܬ焏ܥܪܐ煿̇ܠܟ焏ܝܠܡܕ܇焏ܢ狏ܠܝܚ焏ܝ犯ܡ犿ܝ煟ܩ犿ܝ煟ܩ犿ܝ煟ܩ

1.23

熏ܢܩܢܘ煿ܝ狏ܠܬ爯ܝ煿ܠܟ爯ܝܠ煿ܒ
̈

.爯ܝܥ煟ܝ狏ܡܐ狏ܫܝ煟ܩܐܬ熏ܝ狏ܝܠܬܕ焏ܡ 1.24

熏ܢܩ爯ܝܪܬ爏ܥܒܘܬ
̈

.焏ܡ 1.25

Gen 1:27 .ܝ煿ܝ犯ܒܐ煿ܠܐ爟ܠ犏ܒ.煿ܡܠ犏ܒܡܕ焏ܠܐ煿ܠܐܐ犯ܒܘ.焏ܝܡ煟ܩܐ犯ܦܣܒ܆焏ܫ熏ܡ 1.26

Gen 5:1 煯ܚܐܪ狏ܒ
̈
.ܝ煿ܝ犯ܒܐ煿ܠܐܬ熏ܡ煟ܒܡܕ焏ܠܐ煿ܠܐܐ犯ܒܕ焏ܡ熏ܝܒ.ܐ狏ܝܢ 1.27

Gen 6:3 煯ܚܐܪ狏ܒ
̈
ܐ犯ܣܒܕ爏ܛܡ.爟ܠܥܠ焏ܫܢ焏ܒ營ܚܘܪ犯ܡܥܬ焏ܠ焏ܝ犯ܡ犯ܡܐܘ93.ܐ狏ܝܢ

.ܘܗ
1.28

Gen 19:24 煯ܚܐܪ狏ܒܘ
̈
爯ܡܐ狏ܝ犯ܒܟܘܐܪ熏ܢ܇ܐܪ熏ܡܥ爏ܥܘܡܘ煟ܣ爏ܥ狏ܚܐ焏ܝ犯ܡܘ.ܐ狏ܝܢ

.焏ܝ犯ܡܡ煟ܩ
1.29

Gen 22:10–12 ܓܣܪ狏ܒܘ
̈

.ܗ犯ܒܠ煿ܣܟܡܠ焏ܢܝܟܣ焯ܣܢܘ.ܡܗ犯ܒܐܗ煟ܝܐ熿ܫܘܐܘ94.ܐܬ焏ܝ
ܐܗ犯ܡܐܘ.ܡܗ犯ܒܐܡܗ犯ܒܐ.犯ܡܐܘ焏ܝܡܫ爯ܡܐ煿ܠܐܕ煿ܟ焏ܠܡ煿ܠܐ犯ܩܘ
焏ܫܗܕ爏ܛܡ.ܡ煟ܡ煿ܠ煟ܒܥܬ焏ܠܘ܆焏ܝܠܛ爏ܥܟ煟ܝܐ熿ܫܘܬ焏ܠ犯ܡܐܘ.焏ܢܐ
.fol|ܟ犯ܒܠ狏ܟܣܚ焏ܠܕ.ܐ煿ܠܐܕ狏ܢܐ煿ܠܚܕܕ狏ܥܕܘܐ 205r|ܝܚܝܠ煟ܢܡܟ營.

1.30

Gen 22:15–18 ܖܬܕܡܗ犯ܒ焏ܠܐ煿ܠܐܕ煿ܟ焏ܠܡܐ犯ܩܘ.爏ܝܠܩܪ狏ܒ
̈

ܢܒܙ爯ܝܬ
̈
.犯ܡܐܘ焏ܝܡܫ爯ܡ爯ܝ

ܟ煟ܝܚܝܠܟ犯ܒܠ狏ܟܣܚ焏ܠܘ܆焏ܢܗ焏ܡܓ狏ܦܬ煟ܒܥܕ牯ܠܚ.焏ܝ犯ܡ犯ܡ̇ܐ狏ܝܡܝ營ܒ
熏ܟ燿ܝܐ燿ܥܪܙ焏ܓܣܐ熏ܝܓܣܡܘ.燿ܟ犯ܒܐ熏ܟ犯ܒܡ܆營ܢܡ

̈
燿ܝܐܘ.焏ܝܡܫ營ܒܟ

ܖܐ燿ܥܪܙܬܪ焏ܢܘ.焏ܡܝܕܗ狏ܦܣ爏ܥܕ焏ܠܚ
̈

熏ܒܒ煟ܠܥܒܕܐ狏ܥ
̈

ܢ熏ܟ犯ܒ狏ܢܘ.ܝܗ
.營ܠܩܒ狏ܥܡܫܕ牯ܠܚ.焏ܥܪܐܕ焏ܡܡ̈ܥܢܘ煿ܠܟ燿ܥܪ熟ܒ

1.31

Gen 31:11–13 ܓܣܪ狏ܒ
̈

ܐܗܬ犯ܡܐܘ܆ܒ熏ܩܥܝ.焏ܡܠܚܒܐ煿ܠܐܕ煿ܟ焏ܠܡ營ܠ犯ܡܐܘ.ܐܬ焏ܝ
ܢܝܥ爟ܝܪܐ.營ܠ犯ܡܐܘ.焏ܢܐ

̈
ܥ爏ܥ爯ܝܩܠܣܕ焏ܫ̈ܝܬ爏ܟܝ熟ܚܘ.燿ܝ

̈
煯ܩ.焏ܢ

̈
焏ܝܟܣ̈ܝܦܘ焏ܚ

煯ܒܘ
̈
狏ܚܫܡܕ܆爏ܝܐ狏ܝܒܕܐ煿ܠܐ焏ܢܐ焏ܢܐ.爯ܒܠ燿ܠ煟ܒܥܕ爏ܟ狏ܝ熟ܚܕ爏ܛܡ.ܐܕ

܆ܐܕܗ焏ܥܪܐ爯ܡܩ熏ܦܡ熏ܩ焏ܫܗ.ܐܪ煟ܢ爯ܡܬ營ܠܬܪ煟ܢܘܐ狏ܡܝܩ爯ܡܬ營ܠ
ܘܬܕ焏ܥܪ焏ܠܟ熏ܦܗܘ

̈
.ܟܬ煟ܠ

1.32

1Sam 12:3–5 ܢ熏ܟܒܕ煿ܣܡ.ܐ煟ܚ熏ܫ狏ܠܩܫ爯ܡ̇ܕܐ煟ܝܐ爯ܡܘܐ܆狏ܡܠܛ爯ܡ̇ܠ爏.95ܝܐ熏ܡܫ
.煿ܚܝܫܡܢ熏ܟܒܕ煿ܣܡܘ焏ܝ犯ܡ

1.33

Ps 56:11 .熯ܒܫܐܐ煿ܠܐܕܐ狏ܠܡܠ.煟ܝܘܕ 1.34

Ps 119:89 .焏ܝܡܫܒ焏ܡܝܩܟ狏ܠܡܘ.焏ܝ犯ܡܘܗ狏ܢܐ爟ܠܥܠ܆ܒܘܬ 1.35

91 A gloss by the same hand on the left margin: 熏ܢܩܓ爏ܛܡ
̈

焏ܡ
92 The quote is actually fromWis 8:3.

93 A gloss by the same hand on the left margin: ܒ爏ܛܡ
94 A gloss by the same hand on the left margin: 焏ܟ焏ܠܡܘܐ煿ܠܐܝ犯ܩܬܐܕܐ犯ܒ爏ܛܡ
95 A gloss by the same hand on the left margin: ܐ犯ܒ爏ܛܡ
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Ps 130:5 .ܗ狏ܠܡܠ營ܫܦܢ狏ܝܟܣܘ焏ܝ犯ܡܒܬ犯ܒܣܒܘܬ 1.36

Ps 51:12–14 爯ܡ營ܢܝ煟ܫܬ焏ܠ.ܝ熏ܓܒܬ煟ܚܐ狏ܢܩܬ燿ܚܘܪܘ܆ܐ煿ܠܐ營ܒܝ犯ܒ焏ܝܟܕ焏ܒܠ96ܒܘܬ
燿ܢܩܪ熏ܦܘ燿ܡܣ熏ܒ營ܠ燿ܦܗܐ焏ܠܐ.營ܢܡ焯ܣܬ焏ܠܐ狏ܫܝ煟ܩ燿ܚܘܪܘ.燿ܝܡ煟ܩ
.營ܢܟܡܣܬܐ狏ܚܒܫܡ燿ܚܘܪܘ

1.37

Ps 143:10 .焏ܝܚ̈ܕ燿ܚܪܘ焏ܒ營ܢ犯ܒ煟ܢ焏ܒܛܘܗ燿̇ܚܘܪܒܘܬ 1.38

Prov 30:4 煯ܒܥܢܘ煿ܠܟ爟ܝܩܐ熏ܢܡ焏.97ܠ狏ܡ̈ܕ焏ܒ狏ܟܒܢ熏ܡܝܠܫ
̈
܆煿ܡܫ熏ܢܝܐ.焏ܥܪܐܕ煿̇ܝ

.狏ܢܐܥ煟ܝܢܐܗ犯ܒܕ焏ܡܫ熏ܢܝܐܘ
1.39

Prov 8:11–12,

14–31

ܡ煟ܡܘ.ܐ狏ܒ̈ܛ焏ܦ焏̈ܟ爯ܡ焯ܛܘ܆焏ܢܝܢܣ焏ܒܗܕ爯ܡܐ狏ܡܟܚܝܗ焏ܒܛ98ܒܘܬ
ܦ焏ܠ

̇
.fol|ܐ狏ܝܥܪܬܘ܆ܐܬ熏ܡܝ犯ܥ狏ܝ犯ܒܐ狏ܡܟܚ焏ܢܐ.煿̇ܠ爟ܚ 205v|ܢܐ焏ܝܢܩ焏.

ܝ狏ܠ熏ܛܡ.ܐܬܘ犯ܒܢܓܝܗ營ܠܝܕܘ焏ܠܟ熏ܣܘܗ營̣ܠܝܕ.焏ܢܦܠ熏ܝܘܐ狏ܝܥܪܬܝܗ營ܠܝܕ
狏ܟ焏ܢܛܝܠܫ̈ܘ܆爯ܝܟܠܡܡ焏ܟܠܡ̈

̇
܆爯ܝܛܠ狏ܫܡ焏ܢܛܝܠܫ̈ܝ狏ܠ熏ܛܡ.ܐܬ熏ܩܝܕܙ爯ܝܒ

ܖܘܪܘ
̈

ܢܝܕܢܘ煿ܠܟܘ焏ܢܒ
̈
ܖ焏ܢܐ焏ܡܚܪ焏ܢܐ.焏ܥܪܐܕ煿̇ܝ

̈
營ܠ爯ܝܥܒܕ爯ܝܠܝܐܘ.營ܡܚ

ܖ焏ܦ.ܐܬ熏ܩܝܕܙܘ焏ܩܝ狏ܥ焏ܢܝܢܩܘ.ܘܗ營ܠܝܕܐ犯ܩܝܐܘܐܪܬ熏ܥ.營ܢܢ熏ܚܟܫܢ
̈
爯ܝܒܛܝ

ܥܘ.焏ܢܝܢܣ焏ܒܗܕ爯ܡܢ熏ܢܐ
̈
ܐܬ熏ܩܝܕܙܕ焏ܚܪܘ焏ܒ.焏ܝܒܓ焏ܡ焏ܣ爯ܡܝ狏ܠܠ

煯ܠܬܪܘܐܕ.焏ܢܝܕܕ焏ܠܝܒ̈ܫ熏ܓܒܘ܆焏ܢܐ焏ܟܠ煿ܡ
̈
ܐ狏ܡ̈ܝܣܘ܆ܐ犯ܒܣ營ܡܚ

煯ܒ犿ܝ犯ܒ營ܢ犯ܒ焏ܝ犯ܡ.焏ܠܡܐܢܘ煿ܠܝܕ
̈
ܡ煟ܩ爯ܡܘ.ܢܘ煿ܠܟܝܗܘ煟ܒ̈ܥܡ煟ܩ爯ܡܘ܆ܗ狏ܝ

ܘܗܬܢܘܘ煿ܢ焏ܠ煟ܥ.焏ܥܪܐ爯ܩ狏ܢܕܡ煟ܩ爯ܡܘܐ狏ܝܫܝܪ爯ܡ.營ܢܢܩܬܐ焏ܡ̈ܠܥ
̈

焏ܡ
熏ܒܡܢܘܘ煿ܢ焏ܠ煟ܥܘ.ܬ煟ܠܝܬܐ

̈
ܢܒ焏ܥ

̈
ܖ熏ܛܢ熏ܢܩ狏ܢ焏ܠ煟ܥܘ.焏ܠܚ

̈
ܖܡ煟ܩܘ.ܐ

̈
ܐ狏ܡ

ܢܘ焏ܥܪܐ煟ܒܥܢ焏ܠ煟ܥ.狏ܢܛܒܬܐ
̈

焏ܝܡܫ爯ܩ狏ܡ煟ܟ.爏ܝܒܬܕܗ犯̇ܦܥ犿ܝܪܘ܆焏ܠܚ
ܘܗܬ營ܦܐ爏̈ܥܐ狏ܓ熏ܚ煟ܒܥ煟ܟܘ.狏ܝܘܗ煿ܡܥ

̈
ܢܥ爯ܫܥܐ煟ܟܘ.焏ܡ

̈
.爏ܥܠ爯ܡ焏ܢ

܆焏ܥܪܐܕ煿̇ܝܣܐ狏ܫ煟̈ܒܥ煟ܟ.煿ܡ熏ܚܬ爯ܝ犯ܒܥ焏ܠ焏ܝܡ̈ܘ܆焏ܡܝܠ焏ܣ熏ܡܢ爟ܣ煟ܟ
.狏ܝܘܗ焏ܝ煟ܚܝܗ熏ܡ煟ܩ爯ܒ熟ܠܟܒܘ.ܡ熏ܝܠܟܐܘܗܐ煟ܚ營ܒ.狏ܝܘܗ焏ܢܩ狏ܡ煿ܡܥ
ܢܒܒ狏ܝܘܗ焏ܚܒ狏ܫܡܘ܆煿ܥܪܐ爏ܝܒ狏ܒ狏ܝܘܗ焏ܝ煟ܚ

̈
.焏ܫܢܝ

1.40

Joel 3:1 .犯ܣܒܠܟ爏ܥ營ܚܘܪܕ熏ܫܐ爯ܟܪ狏ܒ爯ܡܘ爏99ܝܐ熏ܝ 1.41

Mic 3:8 .焏ܝ犯ܡܕ煿ܚܘܪܕ焏ܠܝܚ焏ܢܐ焏ܠܡ焏ܢܐ爯ܝܕܡ犯ܒ焏ܟܝܡ 1.42

Isa 61:1 .營ܠܥܐ煿ܠܐ焏ܝ犯ܡܕ煿ܚܘܪ焏ܝܥܫܐ 1.43

Isa 63:14 焏ܡܫ燿ܠܬ煟ܒܥܘ܆燿ܡܥܠܢ熏ܢܐܬ犯ܒܕ焏ܢܟܗ.ܢ熏ܢܐܬ犯ܒܕ焏ܝ犯ܡܕ煿ܚܘܪ.ܒܘܬ
.焏ܚܒܫܡ

1.44

爯ܝܕ爯ܝ煿ܠ爯ܝܡ̈ܕܕ.ܐ狏ܥܫܕ爯ܝܝ狏ܝ̈ܬܬܐ爯ܝܠܗ܆ܐ狏ܫܝ煟ܩ爯ܡ̇ܐܬ熏ܝ狏ܝܠܬ爏ܛܡܘ
ܓܣ爯ܢܝܚܟܫܡܒܘܬ

̈
ܟܛ狏ܡ狏ܚ狏ܠ爯ܡܕ爯ܝܠ煿ܒܦܐܘ.ܐܬ焏ܝ

̈
.爯ܣ

1.45

ܖܬܕܢܘ焏ܠܦܩ
̈
.fol|܆ܐ狏ܝܦܚܡ犯ܝ狏ܝܘ狏ܝܟܐ狏ܝܢ熟ܡܪܐܬ熏ܝܒܢ.爯ܝ 206r|ܥ爏

ܢܒܙ犯ܟ狏ܡܕܘܗ焏̇ܒܪ焏ܩܘ犯ܦܕܗ狏ܝܬ焏ܡ
̈

.焏ܫܝ煟ܩ焏̈ܝܒ
2.1

Gen 49:8–12 ܖ熏ܒ爯ܡ܆焏ܝܡ煟ܩܐ犯ܦܣܒ焏ܫ熏ܡ
̈

ܢܘܕ熏ܢ燿ܠܐܕܘ煿ܝ.ܒ熏ܩܥܝ焏ܒܣܕܗ狏ܟ
熏ܢܒ燿ܠܢܘ煟ܓܣܢ.燿ܝܒܒ煟̈ܠܥܒܕ焏ܠ煟ܩ爏ܥܟ煟ܝܐ.燿ܝܚܐ̈

̈
焏ܝܪ熏ܓ.ܟ熏ܒܐܕܝܗ

燿ܝܐܘ.焏ܝܪܐ燿ܝܐ牟ܒܪܘܟ犯ܒ.狏ܩܠܣܝ犯ܒܐ狏ܝܥ熏ܡ爯ܡ.ܐܕܘ煿ܝ焏ܝܪܐܕ
爯ܡ焏ܢܩ煟ܒܡܘܐܕܘ煿ܝ爯ܡ焏ܛܒܫ煟ܢܥܢ焏ܠ.ܝܗ熏ܡܝܩܢ熏ܢܡܘ焏ܝܪܐܕ焏ܝܪ熏ܓ
ܖ狏ܝܒ

̈
ܪ熏ܣ焏ܢ.焏ܡܡ̈ܥܢ熏ܟܣܢ煿ܠܘ.ܝܗ煿ܠܝܕܕ爯ܡ̇ܐܬ焏ܢܕ焏ܡ煟ܥ܇ܝܗ熏ܠܓ

ܢܥܕ焏ܡ煟ܒܘ܆煿ܫ熏ܒܠܐ犯ܡܚܒܪ熏ܚܢ.煿ܢܬܐ犯ܒ焏ܩ熏ܒܫܒܘ܆煿ܠܝܥܐ狏ܦܓܒ
̈

焏ܒ
ܖܙ.ܗ狏ܝܣܟܬ

̈
熏ܢܝܥ爯ܓ

̈
ܖ熏ܚܘ܆ܐ犯ܡܚ爯ܡܝܗ

̈
熏ܢܫܢ

̈
.焏ܒܠܚ爯ܡܝܗ

2.2

Exod 4:13 ܖܬܕܐ犯ܦܣܒ
̈
.狏ܢܐܪ煟ܫܡܕ爯ܡ煟̇ܝܒܪ煟ܫ.ܝ犯ܡ燿ܢܡ焏ܢܐ焏ܥܒ焏̇ܫ熏ܡ犯ܡܐܘ.爯ܝ 2.3

Deut 18:15 .ܟ煿ܠܐ焏ܝ犯ܡ燿ܠ爟ܝܩܢܝܬ熏ܟܐ.燿ܝܚܐ爯̈ܡܟ熏ܓ爯ܡ焏ܝܒܢ.焏ܫܡܚܕܐ犯ܦܣܒ
.爯ܝܥܡܫܢܘ狏ܝܘܗ煿ܠ

2.4

96 A gloss by the same hand on the left margin: 焏ܚܘܪ爏ܛܡ
97 A gloss by the same hand on the left margin: ܐ犯ܒ爏ܛܡ
98 A gloss by the same hand on the right margin: 焏ܠܩ狏ܫܡܗܬ熏ܢܫܢ犯ܒ狏ܡ爏ܥ營ܢ犯ܒܕܝܗ̇
99 A gloss by the same hand on the right margin: 焏ܚܘܪ爏ܛܡ
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Ps 8:5–7 爏ܝܠܩܝ煿ܝܬܪ犏ܒ.煿ܠ狏ܢܐ犯ܥܣ̇ܕ焏ܫܢ犯ܒܘܐ܇煿ܠ狏ܢܐ犯ܟܕ狏ܡܕܐ犯ܒܓ熏ܢܡ.煟ܝܘܕ
ܢܘ煿ܠܟ爏ܥܝ煿ܝ狏ܡܝܩܐܘ.ܝ煿ܝ狏ܠܠܟܐ犯ܩܝ焏ܒܘ焏ܚܒ熏ܫܒ焏ܟ焏̈ܠܡ爯ܡܡ煟ܡ
ܖ狏ܝܚܬܬ煟ܒܥܫ爏ܟ.燿ܠܝܕ焏ܝ煟ܝܐ̈ܕܐ煟ܒ̈ܥ

̈
.ܝܗ熏ܠܓ

2.5

Mic 5:1 .ܐܕܘ煿ܝܕ焏ܦܠ焏̈ܒ狏ܢܐ焏ܝܪ熏ܥܙ焏ܠ܆ܐܬ犯ܦܐܕܐ狏ܝܒ爟ܚܠ狏ܝܒܝ狏ܢܐ.焏ܟܝܡ
爯ܡ܆ܐ狏ܝܫܝܪ爯ܡ煿ܩܦܡܘ.爏ܝܐ犯ܣܝܐ爏ܥܐܘ煿ܢܕܘܗ焏̇ܢܫܝܪ營ܠܩ熏ܦܢ犯ܝܓ營ܟܢܡ
熏ܝ
̈

.爟ܠܥܕܐ狏ܡ

2.6

Zech 6:12–13 .熯ܢ煟ܢ狏ܚ狏ܠ爯ܡܘ.焏ܚܢܕ煿ܡܫܘܐ犯ܒܓܐܗ.焏ܢ狏ܠܝܚ焏ܝ犯ܡ犯ܡ̇ܐ焏ܢܟܗ.焏ܝ犯ܟܙ
.煿ܝܣܪ熏ܟ爏ܥ熿ܠ狏ܫܢܘܒ狏ܢܘ.焏ܚܒ熏ܫ爏ܒܩܢܘܗ̣ܘ܆焏ܝ犯ܡܕ煿ܠܟܝܗ焏ܝܒܢܘܗ̣ܘ

2.7

Zech 9:9–11 煯ܚܐܪ狏ܒܒܘܬ
̈
營ܟܟܠܡܐܗ.爟ܠܫܪܘܐܬ犯ܒ營ܥܩܘ.ܢ熏ܝܗܨܬ犯ܒ焯ܛܝܨܘܕ.ܐ狏ܝܢ

焏ܢܬܐ犯ܒ焏ܠܝܥ爏ܥܘܐ犯ܡܚ爏ܥ焯ܝܟܪܘ.焏ܟܝܟܡܘ焏ܩܘ犯ܦܘ焏ܩܝܕܙ.營ܟܠܐܬܐ̇
|fol. 206v|ܢܘ熏ܒ煟ܡ犯ܒܟ狏ܡܐ爯ܦܐ犯ܝ爟ܣܘ܆熏ܝܣ焏ܡ爯ܠܫܪܘܐ爟.ܢ狏ܒ犯ܫܩ狏ܐ
ܐܪ煿ܢ爯ܡܘ.焏ܡܝܠ焏ܡܝ爯ܡ熿ܠ狏ܫܢܘ.焏ܡܡ̈ܥ爟ܥ焏ܡܠܫ爏ܠܡܢܘ܆焏ܒ犯ܩܒ
熏ܣܠ焏ܡ煟ܥ

̈
煯ܝܣܐ狏ܝ犯ܫ܆燿ܠܝܕ焏ܩܝܬ焏ܝܕܕ焏ܡ煟ܒ狏ܢܐܦܐܘ.焏ܥܪܐܕ煿̇ܝܦ

̈
ܐ

.焏ܝܡ煿̈ܒ狏ܝܠܕ焏ܒ熏ܓ爯ܡ

2.8

Jer 23:5–6 熏ܝܐܗ.焏ܝܡܪܐ
̈

.ܐ狏ܩܝܕܙܐ狏ܝܥ熏ܡ煟ܝܘ煟ܠ爟ܝܩܐܘ܆焏ܝ犯ܡ犯ܡ̇ܐ爯ܝܬܐܐ狏ܡ
熏ܝܒ.焏ܥܪܐ爏ܥܐܬ熏ܩܝܕܙܘ焏ܢܝܕ煟ܒܥܢܘ܆爏ܟ狏ܣܢܘ焏ܟܠܡ燿ܠܡܢܘ

̈
ܩ犯ܦ狏ܢܗ狏ܡ

ܐܬ熏ܩܝܕܙ܆焏ܝ犯ܡܝܗ熏ܝ犯ܩܢܕܘܗ焏̇ܡܫ熏ܢܗܘ.爏ܝܟܬ煟ܟܐ犯ܫܢ爏ܝܐ犯ܣܝܐܘ܆ܐܕܘ煿ܝ
.爯ܠܝܕ

2.9

Jer 30:8–9 煯ܚܐܪ狏ܒ
̈
ܖܘܨ爯ܡܐ犯ܝܢܪ熏ܒܬܐ.ܐ狏ܝܢ

̈
ܢܘ煟ܒܥܫܢ焏ܠܘ܆犟ܣܦܐܢܘ煿ܝܩ̈ܢܚܘ܆ܢܘ煿ܝ

煯ܟ熏ܢܒܘܬܢ熏ܢܐ
̈
ܘܗ̇ܢܘ煿ܟܠܡ煟ܝܘ煟ܠܘ܆ܢܘܗ煿ܠܐ焏ܝ犯ܡܠܢ熏ܚܠܦܢ焏ܠܐ.焏ܝ

.ܢܘ煿ܠ爟ܝܩܐܕ

2.10

Jer 33:20–21 煯ܚܐܪ狏ܒܒܘܬ
̈
熏ܠܛܒܡܠܢܘ狏ܢܐ爯ܝܚܟܫܡܢܐ.焏ܝ犯ܡ犯ܡ̇ܐ爯ܝܠܗ.ܐ狏ܝܢ

焏ܠܕ܆焏ܝܠܠܠ狏ܡܣܕ營ܠܝܕ焏ܩܝܬ焏ܝܕܘ܆焏ܡܡܝ焏ܠ狏ܡܝܩܐܕܝܗ營̇ܠܝܕ焏ܩܝܬ焏ܝܕ
ܝ煟ܒܥ煟ܝܘ煟ܠ狏ܡܝܩܐܕܝܗ營̇ܠܝܕ焏ܩܝܬ焏ܝܕܦܐ܆ܢܘ煿ܢܒ熟ܒ焏ܝܠܠܘ焏ܡܡܝܐܢܘܘ煿ܢ
.煿ܝܣܪ熏ܟ爏ܥ燿ܠܡܡܕܐ犯ܒ煿ܠܐܘ煿ܢ焏ܠܕ܇爏ܛܒܬܬ

2.11

Ezek 34:25 .焏ܥܪܐ爯ܡܐ狏ܫܝܒܐܬ熏ܝܚ煟ܒܘܐܘ܆焏ܡܠܫܕ焏ܩܝ狏ܝܕ煟ܝܘ煟ܠ爟ܝܩܐ.爏ܝ焏ܝܩ熟ܚ 2.12

Ezek 37:23–24 ܝ煟ܒܥܘܐ煿ܠܐܢܘ煿ܠܐܘܗܐ焏ܢܐܘ.焏ܡܥ營ܠܢܘܘ煿ܢܘܢ熏ܢܐ焏ܟܕܐܘ.ܒܘܬܘ
.ܢܘ煿ܠܟܠܐܘ煿ܢ煟ܚ焏ܝܥܪܘ܆ܢܘܗ狏ܢܝܒ焏ܟܠܡܐܘ煿ܢ煟ܝܘܕ

2.13

Ezek 37:25 .爟ܠܥܠ焏ܢ犯ܒ煟ܡܢܘ煿ܠܟܠܐܘ煿ܢ煟ܝܘܕܝ煟ܒܥ.ܒܘܬ 2.14

Ezek 21:32 .煿ܠܝܗ熏ܝܡܠܫܐܘ焏ܢܝܕܘܗ煿ܠܝܕܕ爯ܡ̇ܐܬ焏ܢܕ焏ܡ煟ܥ.ܒܘܬ 2.15

Dan 2:34–35 .fol|ܗ狏ܚܡܘ.焏ܝ煟ܝ焏̈ܒ焏ܠܕܐܪ熏ܛ爯ܡܬܪ熟ܓܬܐܕ焏ܦ焏ܟܠ狏ܝ熟ܚ.爏ܝ焏ܝܢܕ 207r|

ܐܪ熏ܛܠܬܘܗ焏ܡܠ犏ܠܗ狏ܚܡܕ焏ܦ焏ܟܘ.ܐܪ熏ܥ燿ܝܐܗ狏ܩܩܕܘ焏ܒܪ焏ܡܠ犏ܠ
.焏ܥܪܐ煿̇ܠܟ煿̇ܢܡ狏ܠܡܘ.焏ܒܪ

2.16

Isa 10:33–11:10 爯ܝܡܪܕܘ.焏ܢܫ熏ܥܒ焏ܚܒ̈ܫܡܠ牯ܚܣܡ焏ܢ狏ܠܝܚܐ煿ܠܐ焏ܝ犯ܡܐܗ.焏ܝܥܫܐ
熏ܩܒ

̈
熏ܣ熯ܫܦܢܘ.ܢ熏ܠܦ狏ܫܢ爯ܝܡܪܕܘ.ܢ熏ܟܟܡ狏ܢܐ狏ܡ

̈
爯ܢܒܠܘ焏ܠܙ犯ܦܒ焏ܒܥܕ焏ܟ

.ܗ犯ܩܥ爯ܡ焏ܒܪ熏ܢܥ犯ܦܢܘ܆營ܫܝܐܕ煿ܥܙ熏ܓ爯ܡܐ犯ܛ熏ܚܩ熏ܦܢܘ.爏ܦܢ煿ܚܒ熏ܫܒ
焏ܚܘܪ.焏ܠܟ熏ܣܕܘܐ狏ܡܟܚܕ焏ܚܘܪ.ܐ煿ܠܐܕ焏ܚܘܪܝܗ熏ܠܥܐ犯ܫܬܘ熯ܝܢܬܬܘ
ܗ狏ܠܚ煟ܒ熯ܢ煟ܢܘ.焏ܝ犯ܡܕܗ狏ܠܚܕܕܘܐ狏ܥ煟ܝܕ焏ܚܘܪ.ܐܬܘ犯ܒܢܓܕܘܐ狏ܝܥܪܬܕ
熏ܢܝܥ爯ܝ熟ܚ̈ܕ燿ܝܐ焏ܠܘ.焏ܝ犯ܡܕ

̈
熏ܢܕܐ爯ܥܡ̈ܫܕ燿ܝܐ焏ܠܘ.ܢܘ煟ܢܝܗ

̈
ܢܘ煟ܢ.牏ܟܢܝܗ

焏ܥܪ焏ܠ焏ܚܡܢ.焏ܥܪܐܕ煿̇ܫܝܒ̈ܠܐܬܘ犏ܝܪ狏ܒ牏ܟܢܘ܆焏ܢܟܣ̈ܡܠܐ狏ܫ熏ܩܒ
熏ܦܣܕ焏ܚܘ犯ܒܘ܆煿ܡ熏ܦܕ焏ܛܒܫܒ

̈
煯ܠ狏ܝܡܢܗܬ

̈
犯ܣܐܐܬ熏ܩܝܕܙܐܘܗܬ.焏ܥܝܫ

ܘ犏ܚ
̈

ܦܕܕ焏ܩ熟ܚܐܬ熏ܢܡܝܗܘ܆ܝܗ
̈
爟ܥܐ犯ܡܢܘ.ܐ犯ܡܐ爟ܥ焏ܒܐܕ犯ܡܥܢ.ܗ狏ܢ

ܐܪ熏ܥܙ焏ܝܠܛܘ.ܢ熏ܥ犯ܢܐ煟ܚܟܐܐܪܘܬܘ焏ܝܪܐܕ焏ܝܪ熏ܓܘ焏ܠܓܥܘ牟ܒ犯ܢ焏ܝ煟ܓ
煯ܢܐ煟ܚܟܐ焏ܒܕܘܐܬܪܘܬ.ܢ熏ܢܐ犯ܒ煟ܢ

̈
ܢܒܘ.爯ܝܥ

̈
焏ܝܪܐ.ܢ熏ܥܒ犯ܢܐ煟ܚܟܐ爯ܝ煿ܝ

牏ܝܦܣܐܕܐܪܘ犯ܚܒܘ.焏ܢܡ犯ܚܒܐܕ熏ܠܝ焏ܥ狏ܫܢܘ.焏ܢܒܬܠ熏ܟ焏ܢܐܪܘܬ燿ܝܐ
爏ܛܡ.營ܫܕ熏ܩܕܐܪ熏ܛ煿ܠܟܒܢ熏ܠܒܚܢ焏ܠܘܢ熏ܫ焏ܒܢ焏ܠܘ.焏ܠܝܣܚܗ煟ܝܐ熿ܫ熏ܢ
焏ܡ熏ܝܒܐܘ煿ܢܘ.焏ܡܝܠ爯ܝܣܟܡܕ焏ܝܡ燿̈ܝܐ܆焏ܝ犯ܡܕܗ狏ܥ煟ܝ焏ܥܪܐ焏ܠܡܬܬܕ
ܐܘܗܬܘ.ܢ熏ܒܩܥܢ焏ܡܡ̈ܥܝܗ熏ܠܥܘ.焏ܡܡ̈ܥܠܐܬܐ̇ܡ焏ܩܕ營ܫܝܐܕܗ犯ܩܥ܆ܘܗ̇
.ܐ犯ܩܝܐܗ狏ܚܝܢ

2.17
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Isa 28:16–17 ܓܣܪ狏ܒ
̈

܆ܢ熏ܝܗ犏ܒ焏ܢܐ爯ܩ狏ܡ焏ܢܐܐܗ.ܐ煿ܠܐ焏ܝ犯ܡ犯ܡ̇ܐ焏ܢܟܗ.ܐܬ焏ܝ
.fol|ܐ狏ܝܘ熟ܒܐܬ犯ܝܚܒ焏ܦ焏ܟ 207v|ܝܩܝ犯ܝܪ.ܐܬ犿ܣܐ狏ܫܕܐ狏ܣܐ狏ܡܕ.ܐ煿ܡܝ爯
.焏ܠܩ狏ܡܠܐܬ熏ܩܝܕܙܘܐ狏ܚ熏ܫܡܠ焏ܢܝܕ爟ܝܣܐܘ.爏ܚ煟ܢ焏ܠ煿̇ܒ

2.18

Isa 55:3–5 ܓܣܪ狏ܒܒܘܬ
̈

ܢܕܐ熏ܠܨ.ܐܬ焏ܝ
̈
.ܢ熏ܟܫܦܢ焏ܚܬܘ營ܢ熏ܥܡ熏ܫ.ܝܬ熏ܠܘܬܘܢ熏ܟܝ

焏ܡܡ̈ܥܠܐܕ煿ܣܐܗ.ܐ狏ܢܡܝ煿ܡ煟ܝܘܕܕܗܬ熏ܒܝܛ܆爟ܠܥܕ焏ܡܝܩܢ熏ܟܠ爟ܝܩܐܘ
熏ܡ焏ܠ焏ܢ犯ܒ煟ܡܘ焏ܛܝܠܫ܆ܟ狏ܒ煿ܝ

̈
焏ܡܡ̈ܥܘ.狏ܥ煟ܝ焏ܠܕ焏ܡܡ̈ܥܐ犯ܩܬ.ܐܬ

爏ܝܐ犯ܣܝܐܕ焏ܫܝ煟ܩ爏ܛܡܘ.ܟ煿ܠܐ焏ܝ犯ܡ爏ܛܡ.ܢ熏ܛܗ犯ܢܟܬ熏ܠ燿ܠ爯ܝܥ煟ܝ焏ܠܕ
.燿ܚܒܫܕ

2.19

Isa 61:1–3 煯ܚܐܪ狏ܒܒܘܬ
̈
܇營ܢܪ煟ܫܘ焏ܝ犯ܡ營ܢܚܫܡܕ牯ܠܚ܆營ܠܥܐ煿ܠܐ焏ܝ犯ܡܕ煿ܚܘܪ.ܐ狏ܝܢ

煯ܝܒ狏ܠܒܘ犏ܥܐܘ焏ܟܝܟܡ̈ܠ犯ܒܣܐܕ
̈
焏ܝ犯ܫܘ焏ܝܒ̈ܫܠܐܬܘܪ焏ܚܐ犯ܩܐܘ.焏ܒܠܝ

煯ܝܣ焏ܠ
̈

ܘ焏ܝܒܡܠ.ܢ煿ܠ焏ܠ焏ܢܩܪ熏ܦܕ焏ܡ熏ܝܘ܆焏ܝ犯ܡܠ焏ܢܝܒܨܕܐ狏ܢܫܐ犯ܩܐܘ.ܐ
.焏ܚܒ熏ܫܢ熏ܝܗܨܕ焏ܠܝܒ焏̈ܠܠ狏ܡܠ.焏ܠܝܒ̈ܐܢܘ煿ܠܟܠ

2.20

Num 24:17 ܖܐܕܐ犯ܦܣܒ焏ܡܘ犏ܩ爟ܥܠܒ
̈

ܡ熏ܩܢܘ܆ܒ熏ܩܥܝ爯ܡ焏ܒܟ熏ܟ熯ܢ煟ܢ.ܐ狏ܝܪܘܐܕ焏ܥܒ
.爏ܝܐ犯ܣܝܐ爯ܡ焏ܫܝܪ

2.21

爯ܝܢܗ煟ܟ爯ܝܢܗ狏ܚ狏ܠ爯ܡܕ爯ܝܠܗܘ爯ܝܕܡ犯ܒ.焏ܢܗܢܘ焏ܠܦܩܕ爯ܝܠܗܦܐܘ爟ܠܫ
ܢܩ焏ܠܝܚܘܗ煟̣ܟܘܗ̣ܘ.爯ܝ煿ܝ狏ܝܐ

̈
煯ܝܣܕܐܬ熏ܡ煟ܒ܆ܐ煟ܚܟܐ爯ܝ煿ܠܟܘ.爯ܝ

̈
ܐܕ煟ܚ̈ܒܤ

煯ܝܣܐ
̈

.爯ܝ̈ܠܬܘ狏ܝܟܢ

2.22

ܘ煿ܝܕ熏ܠܕ.ܐ狏ܠܬܕܢܘ焏ܠܦܩ
̈
爏ܥܕܘܗ焏̇ܩܘ犯ܦܘ焏ܟܠܡܝܗܘ狏ܝܐܕ熏ܚܠܒ焏ܝܕ

܆狏ܝ焏ܝ熏ܫܘ狏ܝ焏ܢ熏ܓ狏ܝܟ焏ܠܐ܆ܘܘܗ爯ܝܙ犯ܟܡ焏ܝܒ̈ܢ煿ܢܩܪ熏ܦܘܗܬ熏ܟܠܡ
ܢܒܢܘ煿ܠܟܕ

̈
.ܝܗ熏ܢܠܒܩ̈ܡ焏ܫܢܝ

3.1

Gen 18:17–18 ܡ煟ܡܡܗ犯ܒܐܝ煟ܒܥ爯ܡ焏ܢܐ焏ܣܟܡ犯ܡܐ焏ܝ犯ܡܘ.焏ܝܡ煟ܩܐ犯ܦܣܒ焏ܫ熏ܡ
煿ܒܢ熏ܟ犯ܒ狏ܢܘ.ܐ焏ܝܓܣܘ焏ܒܪ焏ܡܥܠܐܘ煿ܢܐܘ煿ܡܡܗ犯ܒܐܘ܆焏ܢܐ煟ܒ̇ܥܕ
.焏ܥܪܐܕ焏ܡܡ̈ܥܢܘ煿ܠܟ

3.2

Gen 22:18 ܓܣܪ狏ܒ
̈

.fol|ܢܘ煿ܠܟ燿ܥܪ熟ܒܢ熏ܟ犯ܒ狏ܢܘ.ܐܬ焏ܝ 208r|ܡܡ̈ܥ焏ܥܪܐܕ焏.ܠܚ牯
.營ܠܩܒ狏ܥܡܫܕ

3.3

Ps 2:8 ܘܐܘ.ܟܬܘܬ犯ܝܠ焏ܡܡ̈ܥ.燿ܠܠܬܐܘ營ܢܡܠ焏ܫ煟.100ܝܘܕ
̈

煯ܒܥ燿ܝܢ煟ܚ
̈
.焏ܥܪܐܕ煿̇ܝ 3.4

Ps 72:6–19 ܖ燿ܝܐܘ܆ܐܬ熟ܓ爏ܥܐ犯ܛܡ燿ܝܐܬ熏ܚܢ.ܒܘܬ
̈

.焏ܥܪܐ爏ܥ爯ܝ狏ܚܢܕ焏ܣܝܣ
熏ܝܒܚ熏ܫܢ

̈
爯ܡܕ熏ܚ焏ܢ.ܐܪ煿ܣ犯ܒܥܢܕ焏ܡ煟ܥ焏ܡܠܫܕܐ焏ܓ熏ܣܘ܆焏ܩܕܙܗ狏ܡ

ܖ煿ܢ爯ܡܘ.焏ܡܝܠ焏ܡܝ
̈
熏ܣܠ焏ܡ煟ܥܐܬܘ

̈
煯ܒܢܝܗ熏ܡ煟ܩ.焏ܥܪܐܕ煿̇ܝܦ

̈
ܖ熟ܓ爯ܟ

̈
܆ܐܬ

ܖ熟ܓܕܘ犿ܝܫܪܬܕ焏ܟܠܡ̈.ܢ熏ܚܟܠܢܐ犯ܦܥܝܗ熏ܒܒ煟̈ܠܥܒܘ
̈

ܖ熏ܩܐܬ
̈

.煿ܠܢܘ狏ܝܢ焏ܢܒ
ܖ熏ܩ焏ܒܣܕܘ焏ܒܫܕ焏ܟܠܡ̈

̈
ܢܘ煿ܠܟܘ.焏ܟܠܡ̈ܢܘ煿ܠܟ煿ܠܢܘ煟ܓܣܢ.ܢ熏ܒ犯ܩܢ焏ܢܒ

焏ܢܟܣܡܠܘ܆煿ܢܡ爯ܝܫܥܕ爯ܡ爯̇ܡ焏ܫܝܒܠܐ犏ܦܡܕ爏ܛܡ.ܝ煿ܝܢ熏ܚܠܦܢ焏ܡܡ̈ܥ
ܦܢܘ.焏ܫܝܒ爏̈ܥܘ焏ܢܟܣ̈ܡ爏ܥܤ焏ܚ.焏ܢܪ煟ܥܡ煿ܠ狏ܝܠܕ

̈
ܦ焏ܢܟܣ̈ܡܕܐ狏ܫ

̇
犯ܡ.ܩ爯

ܦ焏ܠ熏ܥ爯ܡܘ焏ܟܘܬ
̇
犯ܦܢܩ

̈
ܢܝܥܒܢܘ煿ܡܕܘܗ犯ܝܩܝ.ܢܘܗ狏ܫ

̈
熏ܚܢ.ܝܗ焏ܢܘ狏ܝ煿ܒ

ܐܘ煿ܢ.ܝܗ熏ܝܟ犯ܒܢ焏ܡ熏ܝ煿ܠܟܘ.爯ܒ熟ܠܟܒܝܗ熏ܠܥ焏ܠ犏ܢܘ.焏ܒܫܕ焏ܒܗܕ爯ܡ煿ܠ
ܖ熏ܛܕ焏ܫܝ犯ܒܘ.焏ܥܪ焏ܒܐܪ熏ܒܥܕܐ焏ܓ熏ܣ燿ܝܐ

̈
ܖ焏ܦܚ熏ܫܢܐ

̈
.爯ܢܒܠܕ燿ܝܐܝܗܘ

焏ܫܡܫܡ煟ܩܘ.爟ܠܥܠ煿ܡܫܐܘ煿ܢ.焏ܥܪܐܕ焏ܒܣܥ燿ܝܐܗ狏ܢܝ煟ܡ爯ܡ焏ܥ熏ܢ
ܘܗ燿ܝ犯ܒ.ܝ煿ܝܢ熏ܚܒܫܢܢܘ煿ܠܟܘ.焏ܡܡ̈ܥܢܘ煿ܠܟ煿ܒܢ熏ܟ犯ܒ狏ܢ.煿ܡܫܝܗܘ狏ܝܐ
煯ܡܕܬ煟ܒܥܕ܇爏ܝܐ犯ܣܝܐܕܐ煿ܠܐ焏ܝ犯ܡ

̈
ܖܘܪܐܬ

̈
ܘܗ燿ܝ犯ܒܘ.ܝܗܘܕ熏ܚܠܒܐ狏ܒ

.爯ܝܡܐܘ爯ܝܡܐ焏ܥܪܐ煿̇ܠܟܗ犯ܩܝܐ焏ܠܡܬܬ.爟ܠܥܠܗ犯ܩܝܐܕ焏ܡܫ

3.5

Isa 42:6–9 ܟ狏ܒ煿ܝܘ.ܟ狏ܠܝܚܘܟ煟ܝ焏ܒܬ煟ܚܐܘ.ܐܬ熏ܩܝܕ熟ܒܟ狏ܝ犯ܩ焏ܝ犯ܡ焏ܢܐ.焏ܝܥܫܐ
ܢܝܥܚ狏ܦܬܕ.焏ܡܡ̈ܥܠܐܪܗ熏ܢܘ焏ܡܥܠ焏ܡܝܩ

̈
焏ܥܕ熏ܝ煯

̈
煯ܝܣ焏ܠ犟ܦܬܘ܆ܐ

̈
ܐ

煯ܝܣܐ狏ܝܒ爯ܡܘ܆焏ܝܫ熏ܒܚ爯ܡ
̈

熏ܢܗܘ焏ܝ犯ܡ焏ܢܐ焏ܢܐ.焏ܟ熏ܫܚܒ爯ܝܒ狏ܝ煟ܠܐ
|fol. 208v|ܡܫ營.ܩܝܐܘ犯ܠܝ焏ܚ犯ܝ爯ܠ焏ܠܦܐܘ.ܠܬܐ焏ܒܫܬ熏ܚ狏ܦܝܠܓܠܝ

̈
焏.̈ܚ煟ܐܬܬ

ܢܐ狏ܥܡܫܐ爯ܚܡ犏̈ܢ焏ܠ煟ܥܘ.ܝܬܐ̈ܐܗܐ狏ܝܡ煟̈ܩܘ.ܐ熏ܚܡ焏ܢܐ
̈
.ܢ熏ܟܠ爯ܝ

3.6

100 A gloss by the same hand on the left margin: 焏ܡܡ̈ܥܕܐ狏ܝ犯ܩ爏ܥ
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Isa 45:22–25 煯ܚܐܪ狏ܒ
̈
煯ܩܬܐ.ܐ狏ܝܢ

̈
煯ܒܥܢ熏ܟܠܟܝܬ熏ܠ熏ܒ

̈
焏ܢܐܕ爏ܛܡ.ܢ熏ܩ犯ܦܬܬܕ焏ܥܪܐܕ煿̇ܝ

焏ܠܘܐܬ熏ܩܝܕܙܕܐ狏ܠܡ營ܡ熏ܦ爯ܡ狏ܩܦܢܘ.狏ܝܡܝ營ܒ.ܒܘܬ狏ܝܠܘ焏ܝ犯ܡ焏ܢܐ
ܝܗ焏ܝ犯ܡܒܢܘ犯ܡ焏ܢܘ.爯ܫܠ爏ܟ焏ܡ焏ܢ營ܒܘ܆ܟܘ犯ܒ爏ܟܦ熏ܟܬ營ܠܕ.ܟ熏ܦܗܬ
ܢܝܫܥܘ.ܐܬ熏ܩܝܕܙ

̈
焏ܠ熏ܢܗܬ焏ܠܙ熏ܒܢܘ.ܢ煿ܟܢܘܬ爏ܩܣܕ犯ܝ爯ܠ燿.ܒ營ܫܢ狏ܒ熯ܢܘ熟ܩܕܕ

.爏ܝܐ犯ܣܝܐܕ煿ܥܪܙ煿ܠܟ

3.7

Isa 49:5–6 煯ܚܐܪ狏ܒ
̈
煿ܠܐܘܗܐܕ焏ܥܒ犯ܡܒ營ܢܠܒܓܕ܆焏ܝ犯ܡ犯ܡ̇ܐ焏ܢܟܗ焏ܫܗ.ܐ狏ܝܢ

.焏ܝ犯ܡܡ煟ܩ狏ܚܒ狏ܫܐ.犿ܢܟܐ爏ܝܐ犯ܣܝ焏ܠܘܗܬ熏ܠܒ熏ܩܥܝܠ焏ܢܦܐܘ܇ܐ煟ܒܥ
焏ܛܒܫ爟ܝܩܬܘ܆ܐ煟ܒܥ營ܠܐܘܗܬܕ燿ܠܝܗ焏ܝܪ熏ܥܙ.犯ܡܐܘ.營ܢܫ熏ܥܐܘܗܝ煿ܠܐܘ
ܐܘܗܬܕ.焏ܡܡ̈ܥܠܐܪܗ熏ܢܟ狏ܒ煿ܝ܆爏ܝܐ犯ܣܝܐܕ煿ܒܪ熏ܢ焏ܢܦܬܘܒ熏ܩܥܝܕ
熏ܣܠ焏ܡ煟ܥ營ܢܩܪ熏ܦܠ

̈
.焏ܥܪܐܕ煿̇ܝܦ

3.8

Isa 49:8–9 焏ܢܩܪ熏ܦܕ焏ܡ熏ܝܒܘ.ܟ狏ܝܢܥ焏ܢܝܒܨܕ焏ܢܒ熟ܒ.焏ܝ犯ܡ犯ܡ̇ܐ焏ܢܟܗ.爏ܝܠܩܪ狏ܒ
焏ܥܪܐ爟ܝܩܬܕ.焏ܡܡ̈ܥܠܐܪܗ熏ܢܘ焏ܡܥܠ焏ܡܝܩܟ狏ܒ煿ܝܘܟ狏ܠܒܓܘܟܬܪ煟ܥ
煯ܚܕܐܬܘܬ犯ܝܬܪܐܬܘ

̈
煯ܝܣ焏ܠ犯ܡܐܬܘ.ܐ狏ܒ

̈
.熏ܠܓܬܐܕ焏ܫܝܒ̈ܚܠܘ.熏ܩ熏ܦܕܐ

3.9

Isa 55:4–5 煯ܚܐܪ狏ܒ
̈
熏ܡ焏ܠ焏ܢ犯ܒ煟ܡܘ焏ܛܝܠܫ.ܟ狏ܒ煿ܝ焏ܡܡ̈ܥܠܐܕ煿ܣܐܗ.ܐ狏ܝܢ

̈
.ܐܬ

.ܢ熏ܛܗ犯ܢܟܬ熏ܠ燿ܠ爯ܝܥ煟ܝ焏ܠܕ焏ܡܡ̈ܥܘ.狏ܥ煟ܝ焏ܠܕ焏ܡܡ̈ܥܐ犯ܩܬ
3.10

Isa 62:10–12 煯ܚܐܪ狏ܒܒܘܬ
̈
熏ܫܘܪܕ焏.101ܡܠܥܠ焏ܚܪܘܐ熏ܢܦ.焏ܥܪ狏ܒܘ犯ܒܥܘ犯ܒܥ.ܐ狏ܝܢ

熏ܣܠ牟ܡܫܐ焏ܝ犯ܡܐܗ.焏ܡܡ̈ܥܠܐܬܐ熏ܡܝܪܐ.ܝܗ熏ܦ焏̈ܟ熏ܠ熏ܩܘ焏ܠܝܒܫ
̈

煿̇ܝܦ
ܗ煟ܒܥܘ܆煿ܡܥܗ犯ܓܐܐܗ.營ܟܩܘ犯ܦܐܬܐ̇ܐܗܕ܆ܢ熏ܝܗܨܬ犯ܒܠܘ犯ܡܐ.焏ܥܪܐܕ
.fol|ܢ熏ܢܐܢܘ犯ܩܢܘ.ܝܗ熏ܡ煟ܩ 209r|ܡܥ焏ܩ煟ܫܝ焏ܦ煯

̈
爯ܝ犯ܩܬܬܝ狏ܢܐܘ.焏ܝ犯ܡܕܝܗ熏ܩܝ

.狏ܩܒ狏ܫܐ焏ܠܕܐ狏ܝ犯ܩ܆ܐ狏ܥܝܒܬ

3.11

Zech 9:10 焏ܡܝ爯ܡ熿ܠ狏ܫܢܘ.焏ܡܡ̈ܥ爟ܥ焏ܡܠܫ爏ܠܡܢܘ܆焏ܒ犯ܩܒܐ狏ܫܩܪ熏ܒ狏ܢ.焏ܝ犯ܟܙ
熏ܣܠ焏ܡ煟ܥܐܪ煿ܢ爯ܡܘ.焏ܡܝܠ

̈
.焏ܥܪܐܕ煿̇ܝܦ

3.12

.焏ܢܗܢܘ焏ܠܦܩܦܐ爟ܠܫ 3.13

ܖܐܕܢܘ焏ܠܦܩ
̈

ܬܐܕ焏ܝܒ̈ܢܘܘܗ爯ܝܙ犯ܟܡܕܘܗ̇ܘܗ̣ܕ.焏ܥܒ
̇

ܐ煿ܠܐ焏ܢܩܪ熏ܦܠܐ
煯ܟ爯ܢܚܦܐܕ焏ܡ燿ܝܐ܆ܝܗܘ狏ܝܐ

̈
.爯ܢܝܢܡܝ煿ܡܘ狏ܝܟ爯ܢܝܙ犯ܟܡ焏ܢܝܛܣ

4.1

Job 19:25 .ܐ熟ܚ狏ܡ焏ܥܪܐ爏ܥܐܬ犯ܚܒܘ.ܘܗ營ܚ營ܩܘ犯ܦܕ焏ܢܐܥ煟ܝ焏ܢܐ.ܒ熏ܝܐ 4.2

Ps 12:6 ܟܣܡܕܐܬ熏ܝܘܕ爏ܛܡ.煟ܝܘܕ
̈
܆焏ܝ犯ܡ犯ܡܐ̇ܡ熏ܩܐ爏ܝܟܡ܆焏ܫ̈ܝܒܕܐ狏ܩܢܐܘ焏ܢ

.狏ܝ焏ܝܠܓ焏ܢܩܪ熏ܦ煟ܒܥܐܘ
4.3

Ps 80:2–4 煯ܟ爏ܥܒ狏ܝ̇.ܒܘܬ
̈
焏ܢ狏ܠܝܚܐ煿ܠܐ.爯ܢܩܪ熏ܦܠܐܬܘܟܬܘ犯ܒܢܓܐ熏ܚ.營ܠܓܬܐ焏ܒܘ

.ܩ犯ܦ狏ܢܘ燿ܝܦܐ̈ܪ煿ܢܐܘ.爯ܢܦܐ
4.4

Ps 84:8 .ܢ熏ܝܗ犏ܒ爯ܝ煿̈ܠܐ煿ܠܐܐ熟ܚ狏ܢ.ܒܘܬ 4.5

Ps 94:1 .營ܠܓܬܐ焏ܥ熏ܒܬܐ煿ܠܐ.ܒܘܬ 4.6

Ps 144:5 .ܬ熏ܚܘ焏ܝ犯ܡ焏ܝܡܫ爯ܟܪܐ.ܒܘܬ 4.7

Ps 118:25–27 ܐܬܐ̇ܕܘܗ̇ܝܗܘ狏ܝܐ焏ܟ犯ܒܡ.ܢ犏ܦ焏ܝ犯ܡܢܘܐ爯ܢܩܘ犯ܦ焏ܝ犯ܡܢܘܐ.ܒܘܬ
.爯ܠ熯ܢܕܘܐ煿ܠܐ焏ܝ犯ܡ.焏ܝ犯ܡܕܗ狏ܝܒ爯ܡܢ熏ܟܢܟ犯ܒ.焏ܝ犯ܡܕ煿ܡܫܒ

4.8

2Chr 6:17–18 ܇焏ܟܠܡ營ܒܐܟ煟ܒܥܠ狏ܠܠܡܕܝܗ̇ܐ狏ܠܡܐ煿ܠܐ犯ܫܐ.焏ܟܠܡ犯̈ܦܣܒܢ熏ܡܝܠܫ
ܢܒ爟ܥ焏ܥܪ焏ܒܐ煿ܠܐ犯ܡܥܢܕ狏ܝܐ犯ܝ犯ܫ

̈
.焏ܫܢܝ

4.9

1Kgs 8:27 .焏ܥܪܐ爏ܥܐ煿ܠܐܒ狏ܝ狏ܝܐ犯ܝ犯ܫ.ܒܘܬ 4.10

Hos 10:12 ܐܬܐ煟̇ܥ.焏ܝ犯ܡܠ煿ܝܥܒܡܠܘܗ焏ܢܒܙܕ爏ܛܡ܆焏ܓ犯ܫܢ熏ܟܠܪ煿ܢܐ.牟ܫܘܗ
.ܗܬ熏ܩܝܕܙܢ熏ܟܠܐ熏ܚܡܘ

4.11

Mic 1:2–3 ܐ犯ܡܢ熏ܟܒܐܘ煿ܢܘ.ܗ焏̇ܠܡܒ焏ܥܪܐܝܬܘܨܘ焏ܡܡ̈ܥܢ熏ܟܠܟ熏ܥܡܫ.焏ܟܝܡ
煯ܡ
̈
ܢ焏ܝ犯ܡܐܗܕ爏ܛܡ.煿ܫܕ熏ܩܕ焏ܠܟܝܗ爯ܡ焏ܝ犯ܡ.ܐܕ煿ܣܐܬܘ

̇
܆ܗܪܬܐ爯ܡ犟ܦ

ܢܘ
̇

ܕܘ狏ܚ
̇
.焏ܥܪܐܕ煿̇ܡܘܪ爏ܥܟܪ

4.12

101 Lege 焏ܡܥܠ
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Zeph 3:14–18 .fol|ܝ煟ܚ.爏ܝܐ犯ܣܝܐ焯ܒܝܘܢ熏ܝܗܨܬ犯ܒ營ܚܒܫ.焏ܝܢܦܨ 209v|ܠܟܒܝܨܘܕܘ煿ܟܒܠ營ܒ犯ܬ
ܢܝܕ焏ܝ犯ܡ犯ܒܥܐ܆爟ܠܫܪܘܐ

̈
營ܦܐܘ܆犯ܟܢܡܩ營ܠܥܒ煟

̈
爏ܝܐ犯ܣܝܐܕ煿ܟܠܡ.營ܟܝܒܒ

焏ܠ爟ܠܫܪܘ焏ܠ犯ܡܐ狏ܢ܆ܘܗ焏̇ܡ熏ܝܒ煿ܒ.ܐ狏ܫܝܒ爯ܝ熟ܚܬ焏ܠܒܘܬ營ܟ熏ܓܒ焏ܝ犯ܡ
ܖ狏ܢ焏ܠܢ熏ܝܗ犏ܠܘ.爯ܝܠܚܕܬ

̈
.焏ܩܘ犯ܦܘܐ犯ܒܢܓ.營ܟ熏ܓܒ營ܟ煿ܠܐ焏ܝ犯ܡ.營ܟܝ煟ܝܐ爯̈ܝܦ

焏ܡ熏ܝܒܕ燿ܝܐܐ狏ܚ熏ܒܫ狏ܒ營ܟ犏ܝ煟ܢܘ.ܝ煿ܒ熏ܚܒ營ܟܬ煟ܚܢܘܐܬܘ煟ܚܒ營ܟܡܣܒܢ
.ܐܕ焏ܥ煟ܥܕ

4.13

Bar 3:36–38 熯ܟܫܐܕ.煿ܡܥ焏ܢ犯ܚܐ焯ܫܚ狏ܢ焏ܠܘܢ煿ܠܐ熏ܢܗ.ܟܘ犯ܒܕܐܬ犯ܓ焏ܒ焏ܝܡܪܐ
爏ܥ爯ܟܪ狏ܒܘ.煿ܫܝ煟ܩ爏ܝܐ犯ܣܝ焏ܠܘ.ܗ煟ܒܥܒ熏ܩܥܝܠ煿̇ܒ煿ܝܘ܆焏ܡܠܫܕ焏ܚܪܘܐ煿̇ܠܟ
.燿ܦܗܬܐ焏ܫ̈ܢܝܢܒ爟ܥܘ܆ܝ熟ܚܬܐ焏ܥܪܐ

4.14

Ezek 44:1–3 .焏ܚܢ煟ܡܠܪ焏ܚܕܘܗ̇܇焏ܫ煟ܩܡܕ焏ܝ犯ܒ焏ܥܪܬܕ焏ܚܪܘ焏ܠ營ܢܟܦܗܐܘ.爏ܝ焏ܝܩ熟ܚ
.ܚ狏ܦ狏ܢ焏ܠܘ煟ܝܚܐܐܘ煿ܢ焏ܢܗ焏ܥܪܬ.焏ܝ犯ܡ營ܠ犯ܡܐܘ.煟ܝܚܐܕ焏ܢ煿ܠܗ狏ܝ熟ܚܘ
.煟ܝܚܐܐܘ煿ܢ.煿ܒܠ焏ܥ爏ܝܐ犯ܣܝܐܕܐ煿ܠܐ焏ܝ犯ܡܕ爏ܛܡ.煿ܒܠ熏ܥܢ焏ܠ犿ܢܐܘ
.狏ܝ焏ܢܝܡܐ焏ܝ犯ܡܡ煟ܩ焏ܡܚܠܠ熏ܟ焏ܢܘ.煿ܒܒ狏ܢ焏ܢ犯ܒ煟ܡ

4.15

Isa 7:10–14 焏ܝ犯ܡ爯ܡܐܬܐ燿ܠܠ焏ܫ.熟ܚ焏ܠ犯ܡ焏ܡܠ焏ܝ犯ܡܒܘܬ牯ܣܘܐܘ.焏ܝܥܫܐ
焏ܝ犯ܡܠ焏ܣܢܐ焏ܠܘܠ焏ܫܐ焏ܠ.熟ܚܐ犯ܡܐܘ.爏ܥܠ爟ܝܪܐܘܐܠ焏ܫ犟ܡ̇ܥ.ܟ煿ܠܐ
܆ܐ犯ܒܓܠܢܘ狏ܢܐ爯ܝ焏ܠܡܕܢ熏ܟܠܝܗ焏ܝܪ熏ܥܙ.煟ܝܘܕܕܗ狏ܝܒ熏ܥܡܫ.犯ܡܐܘ.ܝ煿ܠܐ
ܐܗ.ܐܬܐܐ煿ܠܐ焏ܝ犯ܡܢ熏ܟܠܠ狏ܢ焏ܢܗ爏ܛܡ.ܝ煿ܠ焏ܠܦܐܢܘ焏ܠܬܕ焏ܠܐ
.爏ܝܐ熏ܢܡܥ煿ܡܫܐ犯ܩ狏ܢܘ.ܐ犯ܒܐ煟ܠܝܘ焏ܢܛܒܐ狏ܠܘ狏ܒ

4.16

Isa 35:2–10 ܓܣܪ狏ܒ
̈

ܦܘ焏ܩܘ犯ܦܐܬܐ̇ܕ܇焏ܠܝܚܡ̈ܕ焏ܒܒ熏ܠܘܐܪܗܘܙ.焏ܢܟܗ爟ܫܪܐܬ焏ܝ
̇
犯ܩ

煯ܡܕ焏ܝ煟ܝܐ爯̈ܝܠܝܚ̈ܬܐ.ܢܘ煿ܠ
̈

ܖ熏ܒܘ.爯ܝܦ
̈

ܖܕ焏ܟ
̈

ܖ狏ܫܐ爯ܠܥ
̈
ܖ熏ܥ熟ܠܘ犯ܡܐ.爯ܝܪ

̈
ܝ

.fol|܆焏ܒܠ 210r|ܠܝܚܬܐ熏ܠܘ焏ܠܚܕܬ熏ܠܐܐܗ.ܢ煿ܟ熏ܒܬܢ熏ܥ焏̇ܠܐ.ܐܬܐ煿ܐ
ܦܘܐܬܐ焏̇ܩܘ犯ܦ

̇
犯ܟܠܩ熏ܝܗ.ܢ煟ܝ爯ܢ狏ܦ

̈
狏ܚ爯ܢܝܥ

̈
煯ܝ熏ܥܕܢܘ煿ܝ

̈
ܢܕܐܘ.ܐ

̈
ܢܘ煿ܝ

煯ܚܕ
̈

ܦ狏ܢ焏ܫ
̈

狏ܚ爯.ܝܗ煟ܝ爯ܝܩܢ熟ܝܓܚ犯ܝܐܐ燿ܠܝܐ焏ܢܘ܆狏ܫܦ熿ܢܫܠ煿ܦܕ焏ܩ焏.
ܢܘܐ犯ܒ煟ܡܒ焏ܝܡ熏̈ܥܪܬܬܐܕ爏ܛܡ

̈
ܐܪܬ焏ܒ焏ܡ̈ܓܐܢܘܘ煿ܢ.ܐ狏ܥܩܦܒ焏ܠܚ

熏ܒܡܘ܆焏ܒܪ熏ܚ
̈

ܘܗܨ狏ܝܒ焏ܝܡ̈ܕ焏ܥ
̈
焏ܢܒܪܐܘ焏ܝܢܩܘܐ犯ܝܡܥ焏ܥ焏ܢ.焏ܢ

煯ܝܕܐ犯ܝ煟ܒ
̈
犯ܒܥܬ焏ܠܘ.ܐ犯ܩ狏ܢܐ狏ܫܝ煟ܩ焏ܚܪܘܐܘ焏ܠܝܒܫ爯ܡܬܐܘ煿ܢܘ.ܐܪܘ

ܐܘ煿ܢ焏ܠܘ.爯ܡܬܢ熏ܥܛܢ焏ܠ焏ܠܟܣ̈ܘ.焏ܚܪܘܐ煿ܒܐܘܗܬ焏ܠܘ.ܐܬ熏ܦܢܛ煿ܒ
熏ܝܚܘ.焏ܝܪܐ

̈
ܟ狏ܫܢ焏ܠܘ爯ܩܣ̈ܢ焏ܠܐ狏ܫܝܒ̈ܐܬ

̈
煯ܦܢ熏ܠܙ焏ܢܘ.爯ܡܬ爯ܚ

̈
煯ܦ焏ܩܝ

̈
ܝܗ熏ܩܝ

爏ܥܐܬܘ煟ܚܐܘܗܬ爯ܝܡܠܥܠܘ.焏ܚܒ熏ܫܒܢ熏ܝܗ犏ܠܢ熏ܠܥܢܘܢ熏ܢܦ狏ܢܘ܆焏ܝ犯ܡܕ
ܖ
̈
ܘܕܢ熏ܩ犯ܥܢܘ.ܢ熏ܟܪ煟ܢܐܬܘ煟ܚܘ焏ܡܣ熏ܒ.ܢܘ煿ܝܫܝ

̈
ܢܐܬܘ焏ܢܘ

̈
.ܐ狏ܚ

4.17

Isa 40:3–5 ܓܣܪ狏ܒܒܘܬ
̈

ܘܨܘܪܬܘ܆焏ܝ犯ܡܠ焏ܚܪܘܐ熏ܢܦ.ܐ犯ܒ煟ܡܒܐ犯ܩ̇ܕ焏ܠܩ.ܐܬ焏ܝ
ܢܢܘ煿ܠܟ.ܢ煿ܠ焏ܠ焏ܠܝܒ̈ܫܐ狏ܥܩܦܒ

̈
ܖ熏ܛܢܘ煿ܠܟܘ.ܢ熏ܠܡ狏ܢ焏ܠܚ

̈
ܖܘܐ

̈
ܐ狏ܡ

焏ܠܓ狏ܢܘ.ܐ狏ܥܩܦܠ焏ܩܣܥܐܪܬܐܘ܆焏ܝܦܫܠ焏ܡ犯ܥܐܘ煿ܢܘ.ܢ熏ܟܟܡ狏ܢ
.爏ܠܡ焏ܝ犯ܡܕ煿ܡ熏ܦܕ爏ܛܡ.犯ܣܒܠܟܐ煟ܚܟܐܝ煿ܝܢܘ熟ܚܢܘ܆焏ܝ犯ܡܕܗ犯ܩܝܐ

4.18

Isa 40:9–11 ܖ熏ܛ爏ܥ.爏ܝܠܩܪ狏ܒ
̈

ܖܐ
̈

焏ܠܝܚܒ營ܟܠܩܒ爟ܝܪܐ.ܐܬ犯ܒܣܡܢ熏ܝܗܨ營ܟܠ營ܩܣ焏ܡ
ܖ熏ܩܠ犯ܡܐ.爯ܝܠܚܕܬ焏ܠܘ營ܡܝܪܐ.ܐܬ犯ܒܣܡ爟ܠܫܪܘܐ

̈
.爯ܝܟ煿ܠܐܐܗܐܕܘ煿ܝܕ焏ܝ

ܗ煟ܒܥܘ煿ܡܥܗ犯ܓܐܐܗ.焏ܠܝܚܒ煿ܥܪܕܘ焏ܢܫ熏ܥܒܐܬܐ̇ܐ煿ܠܐ焏ܝ犯ܡܐܗ
ܥܪܕ焏ܝܥܪ燿ܝܐ.ܝܗ熏ܡ煟ܩ

̇
焏ܓܠ熟ܒܘ܇ܗܪ煟ܥܪ煿ܢܟܡ犿ܡܐ煯

̈
爏ܩܫ煿̇ܢܚܒܘ܇ܐ

.焏.|folܣܪ狏ܡ爯ܩܢܝܡ煟̈ܠܘ.ܢܘ煿ܠ 210v|

4.19

Isa 46:12–13 ܓܣܪ狏ܒܒܘܬ
̈

焏ܫ.ܐܬ熏ܥܡ熏ܢ營ܢܝܫܥ
̈
營ܒܠ焏ܖ܆

̈
ܝܬ熏ܩܝܕܙ狏ܒ犯ܩ.ܐܬ熏ܩܝܕܙ爯ܡ營ܩܝܚ

.ܝ狏ܚ熏ܒܫܬ爏ܝܐ犯ܣܝ焏ܒܘ܆焏ܢܩܪ熏ܦܢ熏ܝܗ犏ܒܠܬܐܘ.犯ܚ熏ܢ焏ܠ營ܢܩܪ熏ܦܘܐܬ焏ܡܠ
4.20

Isa 63:9 .ܢ熏ܢܐܩ犯ܦ焏ܝ犯ܡܘܗ焏̣ܠܐ.焏ܟ焏ܠܡ焏ܠܘܐ煟ܓ熟ܝܐ焏ܠ.ܒܘܬ 4.21

.爟ܠܫ 4.22

營ܒܢܡܕ焏ܩܘ犯ܦܐ煿ܠܐ焏ܢܗܝܗܘ狏ܝܐ焏ܒܐܕܗ狏ܠܡܘܐ犯ܒܕ.焏ܫܡܚܕܢܘ焏ܠܦܩ
煯ܟ爯ܢܚ爯ܢܝܕ熏ܡܘ狏ܝܟ爯ܢܝ犯ܡܐܦܐܕ焏ܢܟܝܐ܆焏ܝܒ̈ܢ爯ܡܐܘܗ

̈
.焏ܢܝܛܣ
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Ps 2:6–8 ܥܕ熏ܡܕ܇煿ܠܝܕ焏ܫܝ煟ܩܐܪ熏ܛܢ熏ܝܗܨ爏ܥ煿ܢܡ焏ܟܠܡ狏ܡܝܩܬܬܐ焏ܢܐ.煟ܝܘܕ
焏ܢܡ熏ܝ焏ܢܐ.狏ܢܐ燿ܝ狏ܝܐ營ܠܝܕܐ犯ܒ܆ܝܬ熏ܠ犯ܡܐ焏ܝ犯ܡ.焏ܝ犯ܡܕ焏ܢ煟ܩ熏ܦ
ܘܐܘ.ܟܬܘܬ犯ܝܠ焏ܡܡ̈ܥ燿ܠܠܬܐܘ營ܢܡܠ焏ܫ.ܟܬ煟ܠܝ

̈
煯ܒܓ燿ܝܢ煟ܚ

̈
.焏ܥܪܐܕܐ

5.2

Ps 43:3 .ܟܪ犯ܫܘܟܪܗ熏ܢܪ煟ܫ.ܒܘܬ 5.3

Ps 45:7–8 焏ܛܒܫܐܬܘ犏ܝܪܬܕ焏ܛܒܫ.爯ܝܡܠܥ爟ܠܥܠܐ煿ܠܐ燿ܠܝܕ焏ܝܣܪ熏ܟ.ܒܘܬ
燿ܚܫܡ焏ܢ煿ܠܛܡ.ܐܬ熏ܝܣ熏ܡܢ焏ܠ狏ܝܢܣܘܐܬ熏ܩܝܕܙ狏ܒܚܐ.燿ܠܝܕܐܬ熏ܟܠܡܕ
煯ܒܚ爯ܡ犯ܝ狏ܝܐܬܘ煟ܚܕ焏ܚܫܡ܇ܟ煿ܠܐܐ煿ܠܐ

̈
.燿ܝ

5.4

Ps 57:4 .ܗ狏ܫ熏ܩܘܗܬ熏ܒܝܛܐ煿ܠܐܪ煟ܫ.ܒܘܬ 5.5

Ps 72:1 .ܐܪ熏ܡ熟ܡ煿ܠܟ܆焏ܟܠܡܠ燿ܢܝܕܒܗܐ煿ܠܐ.ܒܘܬ 5.6

Ps 110:1–4 燿ܝܒܒ煟̈ܠܥܒ爟ܝܣܐܕ焏ܡ煟ܥ.營ܢܝܡܝ爯ܡ燿ܠܒܬ營ܢ犯ܡܠ焏ܝ犯ܡ犯ܡܐ.ܒܘܬ
ܖܕ焏ܫܒ熏ܟ

̈
熿ܠ狏ܫܬܘ܆ܢ熏ܝܗܨ爯ܡ焏ܝ犯ܡܟܪ煟ܫܢ焏ܢܫ熏ܥܕܐ犯ܛ熏ܚ.燿ܝܠܓ

.燿ܠܝܕܐܬ熏ܢ狏ܠܝܚܕ焏ܡ熏ܝܒܐܬ熏ܢܫܝܪܝܗ燿ܡܥ.燿ܠܝܕ焏ܒܒ煟̈ܠܥܒ狏ܥ犏ܡܒ
熏ܚܝ犏ܢܒ

̈
焏ܠܘ焏ܝ犯ܡ焏ܡܝܐ.ܟܬ煟ܠܝܐ煿ܓ熏ܢ焯ܟ熏ܟܡ煟ܩ焏ܣ犯ܟ爯ܡ܆焏ܫܝ煟ܩ̈ܕܐܬ

.ܩܕ熟ܝܟܠܡܕ煿ܣܟܛ燿ܝܐ爟ܠܥܠܐ犯ܡ熏ܟܘܗ狏ܢܐܕ.ܒ煟ܟܢ

5.7

Zech 2:14–17 焏ܢܐܐ犯ܫ̇ܘ܆焏ܢܐܐܬܐ焏̇ܢܐܐܗܕ爏ܛܡ܆ܢ熏ܝܗܨܬ犯ܒܝ煟ܚܘ營ܚܒܫ.焏ܝ犯ܟܙ
.焏|folܝ犯ܡܠܢܘ熏ܠ狏ܢܘ.焏ܝ犯ܡ犯ܡܐ營̇ܟ熏ܓܒ 211r|ܡܡ̈ܥ焏ܓܣ

̈
焏ܡ熏ܝܒܐ焏ܝ

.營ܟܝܠܥ營ܢܪ煟ܫ焏ܢ狏ܠܝܚ焏ܝ犯ܡܕ爯ܝܥܕܬܘ.營ܟ熏ܓܒܐ犯ܫܢܘ焏ܡܥ煿ܠܢܘܘ煿ܢܘ.ܘܗ̇
焏ܝ犯ܡܒܘܬ焏ܒܓܢܘ.煿ܫܕ熏ܩܕ焏ܥܪܐ爏ܥܗ狏ܢܡܐܕܘ煿ܝܠ焏ܝ犯ܡܬܪ焏ܢܘ
犯ܝܥܬ狏ܡܕ܇焏ܝ犯ܡܡ煟ܩ爯ܡ犯ܣܒܠܟ爏ܚ煟ܢܘ.爟ܠܫܪܘ焏ܒܒܘܬ焏ܒܛ犏ܢܘ܆ܢ熏ܝܗ犏ܠ
.煿ܫܕ熏ܩܕܐ犯ܡܥܡ爯ܡ

5.8

Isa 9:5–6 .煿ܦ狏ܟ爏ܥ煿ܢܛܠ熏ܫܐܘܗܘ.爯ܠܒ煿ܝܬܐܐ犯ܒܘ爯ܠ煟ܠܝܬܐܐ煟ܠܝܕ爏ܛܡ.焏ܝܥܫܐ
ܐ煿ܠܐ.ܐ煿ܝܡܬ焏ܟ熏ܠܡ.ܐ狏ܒܪܐ狏ܝܥܪܬܕ焏ܟ焏ܠܡ.ܐ犯ܡܘܕ煿ܡܫܝ犯ܩܬܐܘ
熏ܝܓܣܡܠ.煟ܝ狏ܥܕ焏ܡܠܥܕ焏ܒܐ.焏ܡܠܫܕ焏ܛܝܠܫ.焏ܡ̈ܠܥܕܐ犯ܒܢܓ.焏ܢ狏ܠܝܚ
煿̇ܢܩ狏ܢܕ܆ܗܬ熏ܟܠܡ爏ܥܘ煟ܝܘܕܕ煿ܝܣܪ熏ܟ爏ܥ.焏ܟܣ狏ܝܠ煿ܡܠܫܠܘ.煿ܢܛܠ熏ܫ
焏ܢ狏ܠܝܚ焏ܝ犯ܡܕ煿ܢܢܛ.爟ܠܥܠ焏ܡ煟ܥܘ爏ܝܟܡ܆ܐܬ熏ܩܝܕ熟ܒܘ焏ܢܝ煟ܒ煿ܝܟܡܣܢܘ
.ܐܕܗ煟ܒܥ

5.9

Isa 48:12–16 ܓܣܪ狏ܒ
̈

焏ܢܐܘ焏ܝܡ煟ܩ焏ܢܐ焏ܢܐ.狏ܝ犯ܩܕ爏ܝܐ犯ܣܝܐܘܒ熏ܩܥܝ營ܢܝܥܡܫ.ܐܬ焏ܝ
ܐ犯ܩ̇.焏ܝܡܫ狏ܚܦܛ營ܢܝܡܝܘ܆焏ܥܪܐܕ煿̇ܝܣܐ狏̈ܫ狏ܢܩܬܐܝ煟ܝܐܘ.焏ܝ犯ܚܐ焏ܢܐ
ܢ熏ܟܒ狏ܝܐ熏ܢܡ.熏ܥܡܫܘܢ熏ܟܠܟ熏ܫܢܟܬܐ.ܐ煟ܚܟܐ爯ܝܡܝܩܘܢܘ煿ܠ焏ܢܐ
ܟܕ焏ܥܪ熟ܒܘ܆爏ܒܒܒ煿ܢܝܒܨ煟ܒܥܢܕ爟ܚܪ焏ܝ犯ܡ.爯ܝܠܗܐ熏ܚܡܕ

̈
狏ܠܠܡ焏ܢܐ.焏ܝ煟ܠ

爯ܡܕ.ܐܕܗ熏ܥܡܫܘܝܬ熏ܠ熏ܒܘ犯ܩ.煿̇ܚܪܘܐ狏ܚܠܨܐܘ.ܗ狏̇ܝ狏ܝܐܘ.狏ܝ犯ܩܦܐ
ܐ煿ܠܐ焏ܝ犯ܡ焏ܫܗܘ.焏ܢܐ爯ܡܬܬܘܗܕ焏ܢܒܙ爯ܡܘ.狏ܠܠܡ焏ܠ焏ܝܫ熏ܛܒܐ狏ܝܫܝܪ
.煿ܚܘܪܘ營ܢܪ煟ܫ

5.10

Sir 24:1–12 .犯ܩܝܬܬܐ煿ܠܐܕ煿ܡܥ熏ܓܒܘ.煿̇ܫܦܢ熯ܒܫܬܐ狏ܡܟܚ.ܟ犯ܝܣ犯ܒ焏ܡܝܟܚ
熏ܠܝܚ熏ܓܒܘ.煿̇ܡ熏ܦܚ狏ܦܬܐ煿ܠܐܕܗ狏ܫ熏ܢܟܒ

̈
煿ܡ熏ܦ爯ܡ焏ܢܐ.熯ܒ狏ܫܬܗܬ

煯ܡܒ焏ܢܐ.焏ܥܪܐ狏ܝܣܟ焏ܠܦ犯ܥ燿ܝܐܘ.狏ܩܦܢ焏ܝܠܥܕ
̈
ܥ焏ܡܘ

̈
.營ܢܟܫܡ狏ܫܩܢ焏ܝܠ

熏ܡܥܒ營ܣܪ熏ܟܘ
̈
ܥܝܕ

̈
.焏|folܢܢ 211v|ܝܡܫܒ焏ܡܥ煿ܚܟܐ煟ܫܐ犯ܝ狏.ܩܥܒܘ犯ܐ

ܘܗܬܕ
̈

熏ܒܡܒ.狏ܟܠܗ焏ܢܐ焏ܡ
̈

ܢܘ煿ܠܟܒܘ.爏ܝܒܬܕ煿̇ܝܣܐ狏̈ܫܒܘ焏ܡܝܕ焏ܥ
熏ܡܐܘ焏ܡܡ̈ܥ

̈
焏ܢܬܪ熏ܢ焏ܢܝ焏ܒܕ܆營ܠ狏ܝܥܒ焏ܚܝܢ爯ܝ煿ܠܟ爯ܝܠ煿ܒܘ.狏ܛܠ狏ܫܐܐܬ

ܒ熏ܩܥܝܒܕ.營ܠ犯ܡܐ營ܢܟܫܡܝ犯ܫܐܘ營ܢ煟ܒܥܕ爯ܡ̇ܘ܆爏ܟܐ犯ܡ營ܢ煟ܩܦ爯ܝ煟ܝܗ.ܐ犯ܫܐ
爏ܛܒܢ焏ܠ爯ܝܡܠܥ爟ܠܥܠܘ.狏ܝ犯ܒܬܐ焏ܡܠܥܡ煟ܩ爯ܡ.爏ܝܐ犯ܣܝ焏ܒܝܪܪ狏ܫܐܘܝ犯ܫ
ܐ狏ܝ犯ܩܒ.狏ܡܩ焏ܢܐܢ熏ܝܗ犏ܒܒܘܬܘ.狏ܫܡܫܝܗ熏ܡ煟ܩ焏ܫܝ煟ܩ焏ܢܟܫܡܒ.營ܢ犯ܟܘܕ
焏ܡܥܒ狏ܝ犯ܒܬܐܘ.ܐܘܗ營ܢܛܠ熏ܫ爟ܠܫܪܘ焏ܒܘ.狏ܚܝܢܬܬܐܝܬ熏ܟܐ煿ܠ焏ܡܝܚܪܕ
.爏ܝܐ犯ܣܝܐܗܬܘܬ犯ܝ熏ܓܒܘ焏ܝ犯ܡܕܗ狏ܢܡܒ.ܐ犯ܝܩܝ
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Sir 24:19–29 ܥ爯ܡܘ܆營ܠ爯ܝܓ犯ܓܪ狏ܡܕ爏ܟܝܬ熏ܠ熏ܛܣ.爏ܝܠܩܪ狏ܒ
̈
爏ܛܡܢ熏ܩܢܦܬܬܐ狏ܒ̈ܛܝ狏ܠܠ

熏ܟܐ.ܐ狏ܝ犯ܟܟ爯ܡ營ܠ爯ܝܬ犯ܝ煟ܠܘ.焏ܠܚ焏ܫܒܕ爯ܡ營ܢܦܠ熏ܝܕ
̈
營ܝ狏ܫ̈ܘ營ܠܢ熏ܢܦܟܢܒܘܬ營ܠ

ܢ焏ܠ營ܠ牟ܡܫܕ.營ܠܢܘܗ犏ܢܒܘܬ
̇

ܘ煟ܒܥ爏ܟܘ.爏ܦ
̈

爯ܝ煿ܠܟ爯ܝܠܗ.ܢ熏ܠܒܚ狏ܢ焏ܠܝܗ
ܗ狏ܫ熏ܢܟܠܘܗ焏ܢܬܪ熏ܝ焏ܫ熏ܡܢ煟ܩܦܕ焏ܣ熏ܡܢ.爯ܒ̈ܝ狏ܟ焏ܝ犯ܡܕ煿ܡܝܩܕܐ犯ܦܣܒ
熏ܝܒ狏ܠܩܕ燿ܝܐܘ.ܐ狏ܡܟܚܢ熏ܫܝܦܐܪ煿ܢ燿ܝܐ焏ܝܠܡܕ.ܒ熏ܩܥܝܕ

̈
.ܗ狏ܠܠܥ營ܡ

熏ܝܒ爯ܢܕܪ熏ܝ燿ܝܐܘ.ܐܬ熏ܢ狏ܠ熏ܟܣܬ犯ܦ燿ܝܐ焏ܦܝܛܡܘ
̈

燿ܝܐ焏ܥܦܫܡܘ.爯ܣܝܢ營ܡ
熏ܝܒܢ熏ܚܝܓ燿ܝܐܘ.焏ܢܦܠ熏ܝܐܪ煿ܢ

̈
.ܐ狏ܡܟܚܠ焏ܝܡ煟ܩ煿̇ܢܘ犯ܡܓܢ焏ܠ.焏ܦܛܩ營ܡ

煯ܚܐܘ
̈
爯ܡܐ狏ܒܫܚܡܘ܆ܐ狏ܡܟܚ狏ܝܓܣ焏ܒܪ焏ܡܝ爯ܡܕ爏ܛܡ.煿̇ܢ熏ܟܪ煟ܢ焏ܠ焏ܝ

.焏ܒܪ焏ܡܘܗܬ

5.12

.爟ܠܫ 5.13

燿ܝܐ܆爟ܝ犯ܡܐ狏ܠܘ狏ܒ爯ܡܕܘ煿ܝܕ爟ܚܠ狏ܝܒܒ煟ܠܝܬܐܕܘܗ̇ܕ.ܐ狏ܫܕܢܘ焏ܠܦܩ
犯ܣܩܤ熏ܛܣ熏ܓܘܐܕܗܬ熏ܟܠܡܕ焏ܢܒ熟ܒ狏ܝܟܘܐ܆焏ܝܥܫܐܕܘ焏ܝܡܪܐܕܐܬ熏ܝܒܢ
|fol. 212r|ܖܕ

̈
爯ܢܝܕ熏ܡܦܐܕ焏ܢܟܝܐ.犯ܝܡܐܕ焏ܩܘ犯ܦ焏ܝ犯ܡܘܗ̣ܝܗܘ狏ܝܐ܆焏ܝܡܘ

煯ܟ爯ܢܚ爯ܢܝ煟ܝܚܐܘ
̈

.焏ܢܝܛܣ

6.1

Dan 9:24–26 熏ܒܫ爯ܝܥܒ̈ܫ.焏ܢܟܗ焏ܝܒܢ爏ܝ焏ܝܢܕܬ熏ܠ犯ܡܐ爏ܝܐ犯ܒܓ焏ܟ焏ܠܡ
̈

熏ܩܣܦܬܐ焏ܥ
ܐܬ熏ܠܟܣܩ狏ܥܬܘ焏ܠܒܬܬܕ焏ܡ煟ܥ܇ܐ狏ܫܝ煟ܩܐ狏ܢܝ煟ܡ爏ܥܘ燿ܡܥ爏ܥ
焏ܣܚܬܬܘ܇ܐܬ熏ܝܣ熏ܡܢ焏ܠ犯ܡܓܬܘܐ煿̈ܛܚܢ熏ܡ狏ܚ狏ܢܘ܇ܐ狏ܝܛܚ焏ܠܡ狏ܫܬܘ
܇ܐܬ熏ܝܒܢܘܐܘ熟ܚܡ狏ܚ狏ܢܘ܇爟ܠܥܠܕܐܬ熏ܩܝܕܙܐܬܐܬ爯ܝ煟ܝܗܘܐܬ熏ܠ熏ܥ
熏ܩܫܘ煟ܩ熯ܫܡ狏ܢܘ

̈
熏ܝܢܦܡܠ܇焏ܠܡ̈ܕ爯ܝ煿ܢܩܦܡ爯ܡ爏ܟ狏ܣܬܘܥܕܬܘ܇爯ܝܫܕ

熏ܒܫ܆焏ܢ犯ܒ煟ܡ焏ܚܝܫܡܠ焏ܡ煟ܥ.爟ܠܫܪܘ焏ܠ焏ܢܒܡܠܘ܆焏ܡܓ狏ܦ
̈

焏ܥܒܫ焏ܥ
熏ܒܫܘ

̈
ܖܬܘ爯ܝ狏ܫ焏̈ܥ

̈
.焏ܢܒ̈ܙܢ熏ܩܣܦ狏ܢܘ.ܐܪ熏ܫ犯ܒܘ焏ܩ熏ܫ焏ܢܒ狏ܢܘܟ熏ܦ煿ܢܘ.爯ܝ

熏ܒܫܪ狏ܒ爯ܡܘ
̈

ܖܬܘ爯ܝ狏ܫ爯ܝܠܗ焏ܥ
̈
ܝܗܘ狏ܝܐ焏ܠ焏ܢܝܕܘ܆ܐܬ熏ܚܝܫܡ焏ܛܥܬܬ܆爯ܝ

.煿̇ܒ

6.2

Gen 49:10 焏ܛܒܫ煟ܢܥܢ爟ܠ焏ܠ.ܐܕܘ煿ܝܠܐܘܗܟ犯ܒܡ煟ܟܒ熏ܩܥܝ焏ܢ焏ܟܪ犯ܫܡܒܘܬ爯ܝܠ煿ܠܘ
ܖ狏ܝܒ爯ܡ焏ܢܩ煟ܒܡܘܐܕܘ煿ܝ爯ܡ

̈
煿ܠܘ܇ܝܗ煿ܠܝܕܕ爯ܡ̇ܐܬ焏ܢܕ焏ܡ煟ܥ܇ܝܗ熏ܠܓ

.ܐܬ熏ܝܒܢܠ爯ܝܕ焏ܢܩ煟ܒܡ.ܐܬ熏ܟܠܡܠܐ犯ܩ爯̇ܡ焏̇ܛܒܫ煟ܟ.焏ܡܡܥܢ熏ܟܣܢ
ܘ煿ܝܠ爯ܝ煿ܝ狏ܝܐ焏ܠ爯ܝܠܗܘ

̈
爟ܠܥܠܕܐܬ熏ܩܝܕܙܕܗ狏̇ܝܬ焏ܡܕ焏ܢܒܙ爯ܡܐܗ܇焏ܝܕ

ܦܐܘ܇爏ܛܒ狏̇ܝܟܘܐ爟ܛܚ̇ܐܬ熏ܝܒܢܕܐܘ熟ܚܠܦܐܘ煿ܚܢ煟ܒܕܘܗ̇܇爯ܩܘ犯ܦ焏ܚܝܫܡ
焏ܢ焏ܟܘ爏ܝܐ犯ܒܓ焏ܟ焏ܠܡܘ犯ܡܐ熏ܡ煟ܩܕ狏ܝܟ焏ܢܟܝܐ܇犯ܒܥܐܢܘܗܬ熏ܢܫܝ犯ܠ
.ܒ熏ܩܥܝ

6.3

Ps 89:4–5 焏ܡ煟ܥܕ.ܝ煟ܒܥ煟ܝܘ煟ܠ狏ܝܡܝܘ營ܝܒܓܠ狏ܡܝܩܐ焏ܡܝܩ.焏ܢܟܗ犯ܡ熟ܡ煟ܝܘܕ爯ܝܕܒܘܬ
.燿ܝܣܪ熏ܟ爯ܝܪܕܪ煟ܠ焏ܢܒܐܘ܆燿ܥܪܙ爯ܩܬܐ爟ܠܥܠ

6.4

Ps 89:21 .fol|.ܗ狏ܚܫܡ營ܠܝܕ焏ܫܝ煟ܩ焏ܚܫܡܒ.ܝ煟ܒܥ煟ܝܘ煟ܠ狏ܚܟܫܐ.ܒܘܬ 212v| 6.5

Ps 89:29–38 ܆煿ܥܪܙ爟ܠܥܠ爟ܝܣܐ.煿ܒ爯ܡܝܗ狏ܢ營ܡܝܩܘ.ܝܬ熏ܒܝܛ煿ܠ犯ܛܐ爟̇ܠܥܠ.爏ܝܠܩܪ狏ܒ
熏ܝ燿ܝܐ煿ܝܣܪ熏ܟܘ

̈
熏ܢܒܢ熏ܩܒܫܢܢܐ.焏ܝܡܫܕܐ狏ܡ

̈
熏ܦܒܘ܆營ܣ熏ܡܢܝܗ

̈
營ܢ煟ܩ

ܝܬ熏ܒܝܛܘ.ܢܘ煿ܝ煿̈ܛܚܐܬ熏ܚܡܒܘܢܘ煿ܠ熏ܥ焏ܛܒܫܒܕ熏ܩܦܐ܆ܢ熏ܟܠ煿ܢ焏ܠ
爯ܡ犟ܦܢܕܡ煟ܡ.營ܡܝܩ焏ܠܣܐ焏ܠܘ.ܝܬ熏ܢܡܝ煿ܒ爏ܓܕܐ焏ܠܘ܆煿ܢܡ犯ܒܥܐ焏ܠ
熏ܦܣ

̈
.ܐܘ煿ܢ爟ܠܥܠ煿ܥܪܙܕ.ܒ煟ܟܐ焏ܠܘ煟ܝܘ煟ܠ營ܫܕ熏ܩܒ狏ܝܡܝܐ煟ܚ.牯ܠܚܫܐ焏ܠܝܬ

.爟ܠܥܠ爯ܩ狏ܢܐܪ煿ܣ燿ܝܐܘ.營ܠܒܩ熏ܠ焏ܫܡܫ燿ܝܐ煿ܝܣܪ熏ܟܘ

6.6

Jer 33:17 狏ܝܕܐ犯ܒ煟ܝܘ煟ܠ煟ܢܥܢ焏ܠ.焏ܝ犯ܡ犯ܡ̇ܐ焏ܢܟܗܕ爏ܛܡ.犯ܡܐ爯ܝܕ焏ܝܡܪܐ
̇

爏ܥܒ
.爏ܝܐ犯ܣܝܐ狏ܝܒܕ焏ܝܣܪ熏ܟ

6.7

.狏ܝ焏ܛܗ犯ܡ焏ܢܟܗ焏ܢܗܢܘ焏ܠܦܩܕܒܘܬ爯ܝܠܗܦܐܘ 6.8

ܗܬ熏ܢ犯ܒ煟ܡܕ爯ܝܠܗ爏ܥ܆狏ܝ焏ܢܠܝܕܘ狏ܝܟ狏ܝ焏ܫ犯ܦܡܐܬ熏ܝܒܢ.焏ܥܒܫܕܢܘ焏ܠܦܩ
.爯ܩܘ犯ܦ焏ܚܝܫܡܕܐ狏ܝܩܘ犯ܦ

7.1

.爯ܝܪ犏ܡܠܕܗ狏ܠܥܡ狏ܝܟܘܐ煿ܝܩܘ犯ܥ爏ܥ 7.2
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Isa 19:1 煯ܟ狏ܦܢ熏ܥܘ熟ܢܘ.爯ܝܪ犏ܡܠܠ焏ܥܘܐ狏ܠܝܠܩ焏ܢܢܥ爏ܥ焯ܝܟܪ焏ܝ犯ܡܐܗ.焏ܝܥܫܐ
̈

ܐ
ܖ犏ܡܕܢܘ煿ܒܠܘ.ܝܗ熏ܡ煟ܩ爯ܡ爯ܝܪ犏ܡܕ

̈
.ܢܘܗ熏ܓܒ焏ܣܡ狏ܢ焏ܝ

7.3

.ܗ狏ܒ̈ܛܬܘܪ熏ܥܣܘܗܬ熏ܟܝܟܡܘܗܬ熏ܚܝܢ爏ܥ 7.4

Isa 42:1–4 ܢܕ.ܝܗ熏ܠܥ營ܚܘܪ狏ܒ煿ܝ.營ܫܦܢ狏ܒܨ營ܝܒܓܒܘ.狏ܟܡܣܝ煟ܒܥܠܐܗ.焏ܝܥܫܐ
̇

犟ܦ
焏ܥܝܥܪ焏ܝܢܩ.焏ܩ熏ܫܒ煿ܠܩ牟ܡܫܢ焏ܠܘ.焯ܝ犯ܢ焏ܠܘ焏ܥܩܢ焏ܠ.焏ܡܡ̈ܥܠ焏ܢܝܕ
ܢܐ狏ܫ熏ܩܒ.燿ܥ煟ܢ焏ܠ牯ܛܦܛܡܕ焏ܓ犯ܫܘ.犯ܒ狏ܢ焏ܠ

̇
焏ܠܘ燿ܥ煟ܢ焏ܠ.焏ܢܝܕ犟ܦ

ܖ熟ܓ煿ܣ熏ܡܢܠܘ.焏ܥܪ焏ܒ焏ܢܝܕ爟ܝܣܢܕ焏ܡ煟ܥ.牯ܛܦܛܢ
̈

.爯ܝܟܣ̈ܢܐܬ

7.5

Isa 52:13–53:7 ܓܣܪ狏ܒ
̈

燿ܝܐ.焯ܛ焏ܠܥ狏ܡܘ爏ܩ狏ܫܡܩ.爟ܝܪܬ狏ܡܘܝ煟ܒܥ爏ܟ狏ܣܡܐܗ.ܐܬ焏ܝ
ܓܣܝܗ熏ܠܥܢܘ煿ܡ狏ܢܕ

̈
爯ܡ煿ܠܠܒ熏ܩܘ܇ܐ犯ܒܓܕ爯ܡܗܘ熟ܚ爏ܒܚܡ焏ܢܟܗ.ܐ焏ܝ

ܢܒܕ
̈
ܓܣ焏ܡܡ̈ܥ焏ܟ煟ܡ焏ܢܗ.焏ܫܢܝ

̈
.焏|folܟܠܡ̈ܢܘ煟ܚ焏ܢܝܗ熏ܠܥܘ.ܐ焏ܝ 213r|

爯ܡܝܗ爯ܡ̇.熏ܠܟ狏ܣܐ熏ܥܡܫ焏ܠܕܘ.ܘ熟ܚܢܘ煿ܠ犯ܡܐܬܐ焏ܠܕܕ爏ܛܡ.ܢܘ煿ܡ熏ܦ
ܐ犯ܩܥ燿ܝܐܘ.ܝܗ熏ܡ煟ܩܐܕ熏ܠܝ燿ܝܐ犟ܠܣ.營ܠܓܬܐ爯ܡ̇ܠ焏ܝ犯ܡܕ煿ܥܪܕܘ.爯ܥܡܫܠ
ܐܘ熟ܚ煿ܠܐܘܗ狏ܝܠܕܝ煿ܝܢܝ熟ܚܘ.ܐ熏ܝܙ焏ܠܘܐܘ熟ܚܐܘܗ狏ܝܠ.ܐ狏ܝܗܨ焏ܥܪܐ爯ܡ
爯ܝܢܦܐ.焏ܫܚ̈ܥ煟ܝ̇ܘ焏ܒ焏̈ܟܕܘܗܐ犯ܒܓ.焏ܫܢܐܕ焏ܟܝܟܡܘ焏ܛܝܫ.ܝ煿ܝܢܠܓܕܘ
ܦܐ
̈
ܘܗ爯̣ܝܒ焏̈ܟܘ.犯ܒܝܣܘܗ爯̣ܝܫܚ狏̈ܝܐ犯ܝ犯ܫ.ܝ煿ܝܢܒܫܚ焏ܠܘܝ煿ܝܢܛܫܘ܆煿ܢܡ爯ܝ
爏ܛܩ狏ܡ爯ܝܕܘܗ̣.焏ܟܟܡܡܘܐ煿ܠܐܕ焏ܝܚܡܡܘ.焏ܫܝ狏ܟܝ煿ܝܢܒܫܚ爯ܢܚܘ.爏ܒܣ
熏ܫܒܘ.ܝܗ熏ܠܥ爯ܡܠܫܕܐܬܘܕ犯ܡ.爯ܠ熏ܥ爏ܛܡ燿ܟܡ狏ܡܘ܆爯ܝ煿̈ܛܚ爏ܛܡ

̈
ܗ狏ܡ

ܐ煿̈ܛܚ煿ܒ牟ܓܦܐ焏ܝ犯ܡܘ.爯ܝܢܦܗ犯ܛܣܠ犿ܢܐܘ.爯ܝܥܛ焏ܢܥ燿ܝܐ爯ܠܟ.焏ܣܐ狏ܢ
.煿ܡ熏ܦܚ狏ܦ焏ܠܘ.燿ܟܡܬܐܘܒ犯ܩ.爯ܠܟܕ

7.6

.ܐ狏ܚܝܒܫܝܗ̇ܗ狏ܠܥܡ爏ܥ 7.7

Gen 49:10–11 ܖ狏ܝܒ爯ܡ焏ܢܩ煟ܒܡܘܐܕܘ煿ܝ爯ܡ焏ܛܒܫ煟ܢܥܢ焏ܠ.焏ܢ焏ܟܒ熏ܩܥܝ
̈

܇ܝܗ熏ܠܓ
܆煿ܠܝܥܐ狏ܦܓܒܪ熏ܣ焏ܢ.焏ܡܡ̈ܥܢ熏ܟܣܢ煿ܠܘ.ܝܗ煿ܠܝܕܕ爯ܡܐܬ焏ܢܕ焏ܡ煟ܥ
.煿ܢܬܐ犯ܒ焏ܩ熏ܒܫܒܘ

7.8

Zech 9:9 焏ܩܝܕܙ營ܟܠܐܬܐ營̇ܟܟܠܡܐܗ.爟ܠܫܪܘܐܬ犯ܒ營ܥܩܘ܆ܢ熏ܝܗܨܬ犯ܒ焯ܛܝܨܘܕ.焏ܝ犯ܟܙ
.焏ܢܬܐ犯ܒ焏ܠܝܥ爏ܥܘܐ犯ܡܚ爏ܥ焯ܝܟܪܘ.焏ܟܝܟܡܘ焏ܩܘ犯ܦܘ

7.9

Ps 8:3 .ܟ狏ܚ熏ܒܫܬ狏ܢܩܬ焏ܝܠܛ̈ܕܘ焏ܡ̈ܝܠܥܕ焏ܡ熏ܦ爯ܡ.煟ܝܘܕ 7.10

.ܗܬ熏ܢ煟ܚܬ狏ܡܘ狏ܝܟܗܬ熏ܢܡܠܫܬ狏ܡ爏ܥ 7.11

Ps 2:1–3 ܖ焏ܢܡܠ.煟ܝܘܕ
̈

熏ܡܐܘ܇焏ܡܡ̈ܥ熏ܫܓ
̈

ܖܐܬ
̈
焏ܥܪܐܕ焏ܟܠܡ熏̈ܡܩ.ܐܬ熏ܩܝ犯ܣ營ܢ

ܢܚ犟ܣܦܢܕ.煿ܚܝܫܡ爏ܥܘ焏ܝ犯ܡ爏ܥ܇ܐ煟ܚܟܐ熏ܟܠܡܬܐܘ܆煿̇ܝܢܛܝܠܫܘ
̈
܆ܢܘ煿ܝܩ

.ܢܘܗ犯ܝܢ爯ܢܡܐ犯ܫܢܘ

7.12

Wis 2:12–22 .爯ܠܝܗܘ狏ܝܐ焏ܡܝܣܒ焏ܠܕ爏ܛܡ܆焏ܩܝܕ熟ܠ爯ܡܟܢ.ܐ狏ܒܪܐ狏ܡܟܚܒ.ܢ熏ܡܝܠܫ
.fol|ܐ煟ܒ̈ܥ爏ܒܩ熏ܠܡ焏ܩܘ 213v|ܠܝܕ爯ܣܚܡܘ܆煟ܠ爯ܛܚ煿̈ܡܢܕܐ熏ܣ焏ܛܡܘ܆焏ܒ
ܗ犯ܒܘ܆煿ܠ狏ܝܐܐ煿ܠܐܕܐ狏ܥ煟ܝܕܐܕܘ狏ܫܡ.爯ܠܝܕܐܬܘܕ犯ܡܕܐ煿̈ܛܚ爯ܝܠܥ
ܝܗܘ狏ܝܐܐ犯ܝܩܝ.爯ܠܝܕܐ狏ܒ̈ܫܚܡܕ焏ܢܣܟܡ爯ܠܐܘܗ̇.煿ܡܫܡ煿ܠܘܗ̣ܐ煿ܠܐܕ
煯ܚܐ煟ܠ焏ܡ̇ܕ焏ܠܕ爏ܛܡ.ܐ熟ܚ狏ܡ煟ܟܦܐ爯ܠ

̈
.煿ܠܝܕ焏ܠܝܒ̈ܫ爯ܝܦܠܚܫܡܘ܆ܗ犯ܒܘܕ焏ܢ

ܖܘܐ爯ܡ犟ܚܪ狏ܡܘ.煿ܠ爯ܒܫܚܬܐܐ焏ܡ̈ܛ燿ܝܐ
̈
.ܐܬ焏ܡ̈ܛ爯ܡܕ燿ܝܐ爯ܠܝܕܐ狏ܚ

ܖܘ焏ܠ焏ܒ熏ܛܒ煿ܝ̇
̈
.ܝܗ熏ܒܐܘܗܐ煿ܠܐܕܪ煿ܒ狏ܫܡܘ܆焏ܩ̈ܝܕܙܕܢܘܗܬ犯ܚܠܘܢܘܗ狏ܚ

煯ܝ犯ܫܢܐܐ熟ܚܢ
̈

ܝܗܘ狏ܝܐ犯ܝܓܢܐ.煿ܢܩܦܡܕ爯ܝܠܗ焏ܣܢܢܘ܆ܝܗ熏ܠܡ爯̈ܝ煿ܝ狏ܝܐܐܬ
熏ܩܣܕܐ煟ܝܐ爯ܡ煿ܠܐ犏ܦܡܘ.煿ܠܘܗ牟ܝܣܡܐ煿ܠܐܕܗ犯ܒ焏ܩܝܕܙ

̈
.焏ܝܠܒ

煯ܥ犏ܒ
̈

ܢܫ狏ܒܘܐ
̈
ܬܘ犯ܝܓܢ焏ܩܒܢܘ܆ܗܬ熏ܟܝܟܡܥ煟ܢܕ焏ܢܟܝܐ܆ܝܗ熏ܝܠ焏ܫܢ焏ܩܝ

犯ܝܓܐܘܗܬ.ܝܗ熏ܝܒܝܚܢܐ犯ܥ犏ܡܐܬ熏ܡܒ.ܐ狏ܫܝܒ煿ܒ狏ܝܐ焏ܠܢܐ܇煿ܚܘܪ
.熏ܥܛܘܐ煿̈ܝܟܦ熏ܒܫܚܬܐ爯ܝܠܗ.煿ܠܝܕ焏ܠܡ爯̈ܡ焏ܠܐ熏ܫܘܐܬܘܪ熏ܥܣܝܗ熏ܠܥ
ܖ熏ܥ煟ܝ焏ܠܘ܆ܢܘ煿ܠܝܕܐܬ熏ܫܝܒ犯ܝܓܢ熏ܢܐ狏ܝܡܣ

̈
.ܐ煿ܠܐܕܝܗܘܙܐ

7.13

Isa 3:9–10 熏ܝܡܪܐܘ.ܢܘ煿ܝܠܥܢ熏ܢܗ焏ܫܝܒ焏ܟܠܡ熏ܟܠܡܬܐܕ爏ܛܡ.ܢܘ煿ܫܦܢܠܝܘ.焏ܝܥܫܐ
熏ܚܢܘ煿ܫܦܢܠ

̈
ܝܗܘ狏ܝܐ焏ܚܫܚ焏ܠܕ爏ܛܡ焏ܩܝܕ熟ܠܝܗ熏ܝ犯ܣ焏ܢܘ犯ܡܐ煟ܟ.焏ܫܝܒ焏̈ܠܒ

ܖ焏ܦܐܕܗ爏ܛܡ.爯ܠ
̈
.ܢ熏ܠܟ焏ܢܢܘ煿ܝ煟ܒ̈ܥܝ

7.14

Ps 41:10 ܐܘܗ爏ܟܐ̇ܕܘܗ̇܆狏ܝܘܗ爏ܝܟܬܝܗ熏ܠܥܕܘܗ̇܆營ܡܠܫܠ焏ܫܐ犯ܒܓ犯ܝܓܦܐ.煟ܝܘܕ
.煿ܒܩܥ營ܠܥ爟ܝܪܐ܆營ܡܚܠ

7.15
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Ps 109:1–9 煿ܡ熏ܦܘ焏ܥܝܫܪܕ煿ܡ熏ܦܕ爏ܛܡ.ܩܘ狏ܫܬ焏ܠ營ܠܝܕܐ狏ܚ熏ܒܫ狏ܠܐ煿ܠܐ.ܒܘܬ
.營ܢܘܪ煟ܚܐܬ焏ܢܣܕ焏ܠܡ̈ܒܘ܆焏ܠܝܟܢ焏ܢܫܠܒ營ܡܥ熏ܠܠܡ.營ܠܥܚ狏ܦܬܐ焏ܢ狏ܠ熏ܟܢܕ
焏ܠ犏ܡ爯ܝܕ焏ܢܐ.營ܢܘ犯ܩܣ營ܠܝܕܐ狏ܡܚܪ牯ܠܚܘ.狏ܝ焏ܩܝ犯ܣ營ܡܥ熏ܫ狏ܟܬܐܘ
|fol. 214r|ܝܘܗ狏ܝܠܥ煿ܦ.ܢܘ犯ܥ熏ܢ營̈ܫܝܒ狏ܠܚܐ牯ܒ̈ܛ狏ܢܣܘ܆ܐ焏ܠܚܐܬ牯ܡܚܪ狏ܐ
ܩ熏ܦܢ爯ܝܕܬ狏ܡܕ焏ܡ.煿ܢܝܡܝ爯ܡܡ熏ܩܢܐܨ犯ܩܠܟܐܘ܆焏ܝܛܚܝܗ熏ܠܥ爟ܝܩܐ.營ܠܝܕ
熏ܝܢܘܘ煿ܢ.ܐ狏ܝܛܚܐܘܗܬܗܬ熏ܠܨܘ.焏ܒܝܚܡ

̈
ܖ熏ܥܙܝܗ熏ܡ

̈
ܗܬ熏ܦ熏ܩܣܝܦܐܘ܆爯ܝ

ܢ
̇

熏ܢܒܢܘܘ煿ܢ.焏ܢ犯ܚܐ焯ܣ
̈

.ܐ狏ܠܡܪܐܗܬ狏ܢܐܘ܆焏ܡ狏̈ܝܝܗ

7.16

Ps 27:12 熏ܥܐܕ煿̈ܣ營ܠܥ熏ܡܩܕ爏ܛܡ.ܒܘܬ
̈
.煿̇ܠܝܗ̣ܐܬ熏ܠ熏ܥ狏ܠܓܕܘ܆焏ܠ 7.17

Zech 11:12–13 ܢܝܥܒ犯ܝܦܫܢܐ.焏ܝ犯ܟܙ
̈
ܝܗ熏ܠܩܬܘ.營ܠܢܘ狏ܢܐ爯ܝܡܠܛܘܐ.ܝ犯ܓܐ營ܠ熏ܒܗܢ熏ܟܝ

ܐ犯ܩܝܐܕ焏ܚܒ熏ܫ܇ܐ熟ܓ狏ܝܒܝ煿ܝܡܪܐ.焏ܝ犯ܡ營ܠ犯ܡܐܘ.焏ܦܣܟܕ爯ܝ狏ܠܬܝ犯ܓ焏ܠ
ܗ狏ܝܒܒܐ熟ܓ狏ܝܒܢ熏ܢܐ狏ܝܡܪܐܘ܆焏ܦܣܟܕ爯ܝ狏ܠܬ狏ܒܣܢܘ.ܢܘ煿ܢܡܬ犯ܩܘܐܕ
.焏ܝ犯ܡܕ

7.18

Zech 13:7 .焏ܢ狏ܠܝܚ焏ܝ犯ܡ犯ܡܐ營̇ܡܚܪܐ犯ܒܓ爏ܥܘ.營ܠܝܕ焏ܝܥܪ爏ܥ犯ܝܥܬܬܐ焏ܦܝܣ.ܒܘܬ
ܥ爏ܥܝ煟ܝܐ燿ܦܗܐܘ.煿ܢܥܪ煟ܒܬܬܘ焏ܝܥ犯ܠ營ܚܡ

̈
.焏ܢܠ

7.19

.焏ܢܝܕ狏ܝܒܒܕ爯ܝܠܗ爏ܥ 7.20

Mic 4:14 ܢܝܫܥ焏ܣ̈ܝܓܬ犯ܒ焏ܣܝܓܒ爯ܝܩܦܬ爏ܝܟܡ.焏ܟܝܡ
̈

焏.ܡܩܕ熏ܝܠܥ爯ܚܡܘ܆熏ܛܒܫܒ焏
.爏ܝܐ犯ܣܝܐܕ焏ܝܥ犯ܠ煿ܟܦ爏ܥ

7.21

Isa 50:5–8 ܢܠ狏ܒ煿ܝܝ犏ܚ焏ܠܐ܆狏ܝ犏ܥ焏ܠܘܝܪ狏ܣܒܠ狏ܟܦܗ焏ܠ爯ܝܕ焏ܢܐ.焏ܝܥܫܐ
̈

܆ܐ煟ܓ
ܦܘ
̈

ܦܐܘ.焏ܦܩ熏ܫܠ營ܟ
̈
營ܠ焏ܟܦܗܐ狏ܡ爯ܒ煿ܡܘܐܬܬ爯ܩܘܪ焏.ܡܘ犯ܝ焏ܠܐ煿ܐ

ܦܐ狏ܡܣ焏ܠܐ.ܬܬ煿ܒ焏ܠܐܕܗ爏ܛܡ.營ܢܪ煟ܥ
̈
營ܝܐ燿ܫ熏ܥ焏ܝܫܩ焏.ܝܘ煟ܥ狏ܠܕ焏

.營ܢܩܕ熟ܡܘܗ焯ܝ犯ܩܕ爏ܛܡ܆焏ܢܐܬ煿ܒ̇

7.22

Jer agr. 熏ܟ焏ܢܗ焏ܡܥ.焏ܝܡܪܐ
̈

.焏ܢܗ焏ܡܥܠ狏ܝܘܗ焏ܚ熟ܒܘ.營ܢܟ犯ܟܐܝܗܘ煿̈ܛܚܕ焏ܒ 7.23

Isa 53:7–12 ܐܘܗ犟ܝ狏ܫܐܙܘ熟ܓܡ煟ܩ焏ܝܩܢ燿ܝܐܘ.犯ܒܕܬܐܐ狏ܣܟܢܠܐ犯ܡܐ燿ܝܐ.焏ܝܥܫܐ
爏ܛܡ.焏ܥ狏ܫܢ熏ܢܡܗܪܕܘ.犯ܒܕܬܐ焏ܢܝܕ爯ܡܘ焏ܝܫ熏ܒܚ爯ܡ.煿ܡ熏ܦܚ狏ܦ焏ܠܘ
熏ܥ爯ܡܘ܆焏ܝܚ̈ܕ焏ܥܪܐ爯ܡܪ熟ܓܬܐܕ

̈
ܗ犯ܒܩ焏ܥܝܫܪܒ煿ܝ.煿ܠ熏ܒ犯ܩ營ܡܥܕ焏ܠ

|fol. 214v|ܥܘ狏ܝ犯ܡܒܐ熏ܥ.ܗܬ爏ܠܕ焏ܒܥ煟ܥ熏ܠ焏ܝܠܘ狏ܠܟܢ焏ܦܒ熏ܡ煿.ܡܘ犯ܝ焏
犯ܓܢܘ焏ܥܪܙܐ熟ܚܢܕ܆煿ܫܦܢܒܐ煿ܛܚ爟ܝܣܬܬܐ.ܝܗ熏ܝܫܚܢܘܝܗ熏ܝܟܟܡܢܕ焏ܒܨ
熏ܝ
̈

牟ܒܣܢܘ.ܐ熟ܚܢ煿ܫܦܢܕ焏ܠܡܥ爯ܡܘ.熯ܠ犏ܢܗ煟ܝ焏ܒ焏ܝ犯ܡܕ煿ܢܝܒܨܘ.ܐ狏ܡ
ܓܣܕܘܗ̣ܐ煟ܒܥ.焏ܩܝܕ熟ܠ焏ܟ熟ܢܘܐ狏ܥ煟ܝܒ

̈
.ܠ熏ܒܣܢܘܗ̣ܢܘ煿ܝ煿̈ܛܚܘ.ܐ焏ܝ

ܓܣܒܝܗ熏ܝܓܠܦܐ焏ܢ煿ܠܛܡ
̈

ܢܝܫܥܠܘ܆ܐ焏ܝ
̈

焏ܠܦܢ焿ܒ熟ܠܚ.ܐܬ牯ܫܕ煟ܫܦܢܐ煿
熏ܥ爟ܥܘ܇ܐܬ熏ܡܠ

̈
ܓܣܕܐ煿̈ܛܚܘܗ̣ܘ܇營ܢܡܬܐ焏ܠ

̈
熏ܥܒܘ܇爏ܩܫܐ焏ܝ

̈
.牟ܓܦ焏ܠ

7.24

.ܗܬ熏ܒܝܠܨ爏ܥ 7.25

Ezra agr. .爯ܝܪ犏ܡܕ焏ܥܪܐ爯ܡܢ熏ܟܩܦܐܕܘ煿̇ܠ܇焏ܒ焏ܠܕ燿ܝܐ熏ܠ營ܢܢܘܬ犯ܣܐ.ܐܪ熟ܥ
.營ܢ狏ܡܠܫܐ焏ܣܝܩ爏ܥܕ焏ܝܠ狏ܒ.營ܢ狏ܟܟܡ焏ܢܝܕܕ爟ܝܒܡ煟ܩܕܐ狏ܥܩܒ

7.26

Ps 22:17–19 ܓܣ焏ܒ̈ܠܟ營ܢܘܪ煟ܚܕ爏ܛܡ.煟ܝܘܕ
̈

ܝ煟ܝܐ熏̈ܥ熟ܒ.營ܢ熏ܟ犯ܟ焏ܫܝܒ̈ܕܐ狏ܫ熏ܢܟܘ.ܐ焏ܝ
ܖܘ
̈

煯ܓܢܘ煿ܠܟ熏ܢܡܘ܆營ܠܓ
̈

ܢ熏ܓܠܦܘ.營ܒܘ熟ܚܘܘ犯ܚ爯ܝܕܢ熏ܢܗ̣.營ܡ
̈

.ܢܘܗ狏ܢܝܒܝ狏ܚ
.焏ܣܦ熏ܝܡܪܐ營ܫ熏ܒܠ爏ܥܘ

7.27

Ps 69:22 煯ܡ營ܠܝܕ焏ܝܩܫܒ熏ܒ煿ܝ.ܒܘܬ
̈
.焏ܠܚ營ܢ熏ܝܩܫܐ營ܝܗ犏ܒܘ܆ܐܪ 7.28

Ps 22:8–9 熏ܦܣܒܘ犯ܛܦܐ.營ܒ熏ܩܝܡ營ܢܘܐ熟ܚܕ爏ܟ.ܒܘܬ
̈

煯ܒܘ煟ܝܢܐܘ.ܢܘܗܬ
̈
爏ܟܬܬܐ.ܢܘ煿ܝܫܝ

.煿ܒ焏ܒܨ̇ܢܐܝܗ熏ܝܛܠܦܢܘ.ܝܗ熏ܝ犏ܦܢ焏ܝ犯ܡ爏ܥ
7.29

Amos 8:9–10 燿ܫܚܐܘ.ܐܪ煿ܛܒ焏ܫܡܫܒ犯ܥܐ܆焏ܝ犯ܡ犯ܡ̇ܐܘܗ焏̇ܡ熏ܝܒܐܘ煿ܢܘ.ܤ熏ܡܥ
ܥ燿ܦܗܐܘ.ܐ犯ܝ煿ܢ焏ܡ熏ܝܒ焏ܥܪ焏ܠ

̈
煟ܥ焏ܟܝܕ熏ܠܢ焏ܠܒ焏.ܠܟܘ煿ܝ爯ܝܡܙ煯

̈
ܢ熏ܟܬ

ܘ焏ܠ
̈
.ܐ狏ܝܠ

7.30

Zech 14:6–7 .ܐ煟ܝܠܓܘ焏ܝ犯ܥ焏ܠܐ.ܐܪܗ熏ܢܐܘ煿ܢ焏ܠ܆焏ܝ犯ܡ犯ܡ̇ܐܘܗ焏̇ܡ熏ܝܒ煿ܒ.焏ܝ犯ܟܙ
ܢ煟ܥܠܘ.焏ܡܡܝܐ焏ܠܘ焏ܝܠܠ焏ܠ.焏ܝ犯ܡܠܥ煟ܝ狏ܢܘܗ焏̇ܡ熏ܝܘ.煟ܚ焏ܡ熏ܝܐܘ煿ܢܘ
.ܐܪܗ熏ܢܐܘ煿ܢ焏ܫܡܪ

7.31
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Zech 12:9–10 爯ܝ犯ܡܥܕܢ熏ܢܗ爏̇ܥܘ煟ܝܘܕܕܗ狏ܝܒ爏ܥܕ熏ܫܐ܆ܘܗ焏̇ܡ熏ܝܒܐܘ煿ܢܘ.ܒܘܬ
ܖܕܘܐܬ熏ܒܝܛܕ焏ܚܘܪ܆爟ܠܫܪܘ焏ܒ

̈
.焏.|folܡܚ 215r|ܚܢܘ熏ܠܢܘܪ熏ܩܕܕܘܗ̇ܬ犯ܘ.

燿ܝܐܝܗ熏ܠܥܢܘ犯ܒܬ狏ܢܘ.ܐ煟ܝܚܝ爏ܥܕ燿ܝܐܐܬܕ熏ܩ犯ܡܝܗ熏ܠܥܢܘ煟ܩ犯ܢܘ
.ܐ犯ܟ熏ܒ爏ܥ爯ܝ犯ܒܬ狏ܡܕ

7.32

Zech 11:7–9 ܖܐ狏ܠܬܬ煟ܒܘܐܘ.ܐ狏ܢܝܛܩ焏ܢܥܠ狏ܝܥܪܘ.ܒܘܬܘ
̈

狏ܢ焏ܡܘ.煟ܚ焏ܚ犯ܝܒܐܬ熏ܥ
ܦܢܦܐܘ.ܢܘ煿ܒ營ܫܦܢ

̈
熏ܥܢܘܗ狏ܫ

̈
ܖܐ焏ܠܕܬ犯ܡܐܘ.營ܠܥܝ

̈
.ܬ熏ܡܬܐ狏ܝܡܕ.ܢ熏ܟܝܥ

煯ܒܚܕܐ犯ܣܒܠ熏ܟܐܬܐ犯ܚ狏ܫܡܕܐ煟ܝܐܘ.煟ܒܐܬܐ煟ܒܐܕܘ
̈

.ܗ̇ܬ

7.33

.܀ܗܬܪ熏ܒܩ爏ܥ 7.34

Lam 4:20 ܦܐܕ焏ܚܘܪ.焏ܝܡܪܐ
̈
ܢ犯ܡܐܕܘܗ̇.ܢܘܗ犏ܡ熏ܓܒ煟ܚܬܬܐ܆焏ܝ犯ܡܕ煿ܚܝܫܡ爯ܝ

.焏ܡܡ̈ܥ狏ܝܒ焏ܚܢ煿ܠܠܛܒܕ
7.35

Ps 41:8–9 ܢܣܢܘ煿ܠܟܐ煟ܚܟܐ營ܠܥ熏ܫܚܠܬܐ.煟ܝܘܕ
̈

焏ܒܫܚܬܐܘ.ܝ熏ܠܥ營ܫܝܒ狏ܠܡ.ܐ狏ܐ
.爟ܩܡܠ牯ܣ熏ܡ焏ܠ焯ܟܫܕ爏ܝܟܡ.ܘܘܗ爯ܝܢܪ焏ܠ熏ܥܕ

7.36

Ps 88:6 ܖ焏ܚ犯ܒܐ狏ܝܡ狏̈ܝܒܐܗ.ܒܘܬ
̈

煯ܒܩܒ爯ܝܒܝܟܫܕ焏ܠܝܛܩ燿̈ܝܐ܆ܐ
̈

.ܐ 7.37

Gen 49:8–9 .燿ܝܒܒ煟̈ܠܥܒܕ焏ܠ煟ܩ爏ܥܟ煟ܝܐ.燿ܝܚܐ̈ܢܘܕ熏ܢ燿ܠܐܕܘ煿ܝ.ܐܬ煿̈ܒܐ犿ܝܪܒ熏ܩܥܝ
ܢܒ燿ܠܢܘ煟ܓܣܢ

̈
熏ܒܐܕܝܗ熏ܓ.ܟ熏ܝܪ焏ܝܪܐܕ焏ܝ煿ܡ.ܐܕܘ爯ܠܛܩ焏ܒ犯ܩܠܣܝ狏.

.ܝܗ熏ܝܡܝܩܢ熏ܢܡܘ焏ܝܪܐܕ焏ܝܪ熏ܓ燿ܝܐܘ.燿ܝܐ牟ܒܪܘܟ犯ܒ

7.38

.܀ܐ犯ܒܩ爯ܡܕܗ狏ܡܝܩ爏ܥ 7.39

Ps 16:8–10 焏ܢܗ爏ܛܡ.ܥܘܙܐ焏ܠܕܘܗ營̣ܢܝܡܝ爯ܡܕ܆爯ܒ熟ܠܟܒ焏ܝ犯ܡܠܐ熟ܚ狏̇ܝܘܗܡ煟ܩܡ.煟ܝܘܕ
營ܫܦܢܠ狏ܩܒܫ焏ܠܕ爏ܛܡ.ܐ犯ܒܣ爏ܥܐ犯ܫܢܝ犯ܣܒܦܐ爯ܝܕܒܘܬ.營ܢܫܠܙܘܪܘ營ܒܠܝ煟ܚ
.焏ܠܒܚܐ熟ܚܡܠ燿ܝܣܚܠ狏ܒ煿ܝ焏ܠܦܐ܆ܠ熏ܝܫܒ

7.40

Ps 68:2–4 ܢܣܢ熏ܩ犯ܥܢܘ.ܝܗ熏ܒܒ煟̈ܠܥܒܢܘ煿ܠܟܢܘܪ煟ܒ狏ܢܘܐ煿ܠܐܡ熏ܩܢ.ܒܘܬܘ
̈

焏ܡܝܗܘ爯
ܡ煟ܩ爯ܡܐܬ熏ܥܫܐ犯ܫܦ狏ܡܕ燿ܝܐܘ.ܢ熏ܩܠܛ狏ܢ焏ܢܢܬ犟ܠܛ狏ܡܕ燿ܝܐ.ܝܗ熏ܡ煟ܩ
ܖܢܘ煟ܒ焏ܢ܆ܐܪ熏ܢ

̈
.ܐ煿ܠܐܡ煟ܩܢ熏ܢܫܥ狏ܢܘ.ܢܘ煟ܚܢ焏ܩ̈ܝܕܙܘ.ܐ煿ܠܐܡ煟ܩ爯ܡ焏ܥܝܫ

.煿ܡܣ熏ܒܒܢܘ煟ܚܢܘ

7.41

Ps 78:65–66 焏ܚܡ.ܗ犯ܡܚܗ犏ܦܢܕܐ犯ܒܓ燿ܝܐܘ܆焏ܟܡܕ燿ܝܐ焏ܝ犯ܡ犯ܝܥܬܬܐ.ܒܘܬ
.fol|ܝܗ熏ܒܒ煟̈ܠܥܒܠ 215v|ܣܒܠ狏ܣܚܘ.ܗܪ煟ܠܥܠܕܐ爟ܝ煿ܢܐܒ熏ܢ.

7.42

Ps 118:21–24 ܢܒ熏ܝܠܣܐܕ焏ܦ焏ܟ.焏ܩܘ犯ܦ營ܠ狏ܝܘܗܘ營ܢ狏ܝܢܥܕ燿ܠܐܕܘܐ.ܒܘܬ
̈
ܬܘܗܝܗ̣܆焏ܝ

ܢܝܥܒܐܬܪ熏ܡܕܬ煿̇ܝ狏ܝܐܘ܆ܐܕܗܬܘܗ焏ܝ犯ܡܡ煟ܩ爯ܡ.焏ܢܝܢܒܕ煿ܫܝ犯ܠ
̈
熏ܢܗ.爯ܝ

.煿ܒܐ煟ܚܢܘܨܘ煟ܢܘܬ.焏ܝ犯ܡ煟ܒܥܕ焏ܡ熏ܝ

7.43

Zech 9:11 煯ܝܣܐ狏ܝ犯ܫ܆燿ܠܝܕ焏ܩܝܬ焏ܝܕܕ焏ܡ煟ܒ狏ܢܐܦܐܘ.焏ܝ犯ܟܙ
̈

煿ܒ狏ܝܠܕ焏ܒ熏ܓ爯ܡܐ
.焏ܝܡ̈

7.44

Isa 25:8–9 ܐ狏ܥܡܕ焏ܢ狏ܠܝܚܐ煿ܠܐ焏ܝ犯ܡ犯ܒܥܢܘ.爯ܝܡܠܥܠ熏ܟ熟ܠܐܬ熏ܡ牟ܠܒ狏ܢܘ.焏ܝܥܫܐ
ܦܐ爏ܟ爯ܡ

̈
.爏ܠܡ焏ܝ犯ܡܕ爏ܛܡ.焏ܥܪܐ煿̇ܠܟ爯ܡ犯ܒܥܢ煿ܡܥܕܐ煟ܣܚܘ.爯ܝ

ܢ煿ܠܐ焏ܝ犯ܡ熏ܢܗ.爯ܩ犯ܦܢ煿ܠ爯ܝܟܣܕܢ煿ܠܐ焏ܝ犯ܡ熏ܢܗ܆ܘܗ焏̇ܡ熏ܝܒ犯ܡܐܬܘ
.煿ܢܩܪ熏ܦܒܐ煟ܚܢܘܨܘ煟ܢ܆煿ܠ爯ܝܟܣܕ

7.45

Isa 26:1–4 ܐ狏ܝ犯ܩܐܗ.ܕܘ煿ܝܕ焏ܥܪ焏ܒܐܕܗܐܬ犯ܝܡܙ犯ܡܕܙܬ܆ܘܗ焏̇ܡ熏ܝܒ煿ܒ.爏ܝܠܩܪ狏ܒܘ
ܖܬ熏ܚ狏ܦ.ܐܪ熏ܫ犯ܒܘܐܪ熏ܫ爟ܝܣܬ.煿̇ܢܩܪ熏ܦ爯ܫܥܕ

̈
ܢܕ.焏ܩܝܕܙ焏ܡܥܠ熏ܥܢ.焏ܥ

̇
犯ܛ

ܢܕܐܬ熏ܢܡܝܗ
̇

.爯ܝܡܠܥ爟ܠܥܠ焏ܝ犯ܡܢ犯ܒܣ燿ܒܕ爏ܛܡ܆焏ܡܠܫ爯ܠ犯ܛܬ.ܐܪ犯ܫܒ犯ܛ

7.46

Isa 49:9 煯ܝܣ焏ܠ犯ܡܐܬܘ.ܒܘܬ
̈

.܆熏ܠܓܬܐܕ焏ܫܝܒ̈ܚܠܘ.熏ܩ熏ܦܕܐ 7.47

Isa 42:7 煯ܝܣ焏ܠ犟ܦܬܘ.ܒܘܬ
̈

煯ܝܣܐ狏ܝܒ爯ܡܘ܆焏ܝܫ熏ܒܚ爯ܡܐ
̈

.焏ܟ熏ܫܚܒ爯ܝܒ狏ܝ煟ܠܐ 7.48

Hos 6:1–2 焏ܡ熏ܝܒܘ.爯ܒ犏ܥܢܘܗ̣ܘܢ犯ܒܬܘ.爯ܝܣ焏ܢܘܗ̣ܘ爯ܚܡܕ܆焏ܝ犯ܡܬ熏ܠܠܙ焏ܢ.牟ܫܘܗ
.ܝܗ熏ܡ煟ܩ焏ܚ焏ܢܘ爯ܡܝܩܢ焏ܝ狏ܝܠܬ

7.49

Ps 12:6 ܟܣܡܕܐܬ熟ܒ爏ܛܡ.煟ܝܘܕ
̈
.焏ܝ犯ܡ犯ܡ̇ܐܡ熏ܩܐ爏ܝܟܡ܆焏ܫܝܒ̈ܕܐ狏ܩܢܐܘ焏ܢ

.܀狏ܝ焏ܝܠܓ焏ܢܩܪ熏ܦ煟ܒܥܐܘ
7.50

.܀焏ܝܡܫܠܕ煿ܩܠ熏ܣ爏ܛܡ 7.51
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Ps 24:7–10 ܖܬ熏ܡܝܪܐ.煟ܝܘܕ
̈

ܖ焏ܥ
̈
ܖܬ熏ܡܝܪܬܬܐ.ܢ熏ܟܠܝܕ焏ܢܫܝ

̈
焏ܟܠܡܠ熏ܥܢܕ.爟ܠܥ爯ܡܕ焏ܥ

煯ܩܝܐܕ
̈

煯ܩܝܐܕ焏ܟܠܡ焏ܢܗ熏ܢܡ.ܐ
̈

.焏|folܝ犯ܡ.ܐ犯ܒܢܓܘ焏ܢܝܫܥ焏ܝ犯ܡ.ܐ 216r|

ܖܬ熏ܡܝܪܐ.焏ܢ狏ܒ犯ܩܘܐ犯ܒܢܓ
̈

ܖ焏ܥ
̈
ܖܬ熏ܡܝܪܬܬܐ.ܢ熏ܟܠܝܕ焏ܢܫܝ

̈
爯ܡܕ焏ܥ

煯ܩܝܐܕ焏ܟܠܡܠ熏ܥܢܕ.爟ܠܥ
̈

煯ܩܝܐܕ焏ܟܠܡ焏ܢܗ熏ܢܡ.ܐ
̈

熏ܝܘܗ܆焏ܢ狏ܠܝܚ焏ܝ犯ܡ.ܐ
.܀爟ܠܥܠܐ犯ܩܝܡ焏ܟܠܡ

7.52

Ps 68:19 熏ܡ狏ܒ煿ܝܘ.ܐ狏ܝܒܫ狏ܝܒܫܘ焏ܡܘ犯ܡܠ狏ܩܠܣ.ܒܘܬ
̈

ܢܒܠܐ狏ܒܗ
̈
.焏ܫܢܝ 7.53

Ps 47:6–10 焏ܚܒ熏ܫܒܐ煿ܠ焏ܠܘ犯ܡܙ.焏ܢ犯ܩܕ焏ܠܩܒ焏ܝ犯ܡ焏ܚܒ熏ܫܒܐ煿ܠܐ犟ܠܣ.ܒܘܬܘ
燿ܠܡܐ.焏ܚܒ熏ܫ煿ܠܘ犯ܡܙܘܗ̣ܐ煿ܠܐ焏ܥܪܐ煿̇ܠܟܕ焏ܟܠܡܕ爏ܛܡ.爯ܟܠܡܠܘ犯ܡܙ
焏ܡܡ̈ܥܕ焏ܢܛܝܠܫ̈.焏ܫܝ煟ܩ煿ܝܣܪ熏ܟ爏ܥܒ狏ܝܐ煿ܠܐ.焏ܡܡ̈ܥ爏ܥܐ煿ܠܐ
ܘܐܢ熏ܢܐܐ煿ܠܐܕܕ爏ܛܡ.ܡܗ犯ܒܐܕܗ煿ܠܐܬ熏ܠ熏ܢܦܬܐ

̈
焯ܛܘ焏ܥܪܐܕ煿̇ܝܢ煟ܚ

.爟ܝܪܬܬܐ

7.54

Zech 13:6 熏ܚܡ爯ܝܠܗ爯ܝܢܐ焏ܢܡ.煿ܠܢܘ犯ܡ焏ܢܘܢ熏ܢܥܢܘ.܀焏ܝ犯ܟܙ܀
̈

܆犯ܡ焏ܢܘ.燿ܝ煟ܝ焏̈ܒܕܐܬ
熏ܚܡ爯ܝܠܗ

̈
ܖ狏ܝܒܒ狏ܥܠܒܕܐܬ

̈
.營ܡܚ

7.55

Isa 63:1–6 ܘ狏ܚܢ爯ܝܩܡ熏ܣܘ܇ܡܘܕܐ爯ܡܐܬܐ̇ܕ焏ܢܗ熏ܢܡ.܀焏ܝܥܫܐ
̈

犯ܝܕܗܘ܇ܪܨ熏ܒ爯ܡܝܗ
熏ܒܠܒ

̈
焏ܓܣܡܘ܇ܐܬ熏ܩܝܕ熟ܒ焏ܢܐ爏ܠܡܡܕ焏ܢܐ.煿ܠܝܚܕܐ焏ܓ熏ܣܒ爯ܝܫܥܘܝܗ熏ܫ

ܢ爯ܝܩܡ熏ܣ焏ܢܡܠ.ܩ犯ܦܡܠ
̈

熏ܒܠܘ燿ܝ狏ܚ
̈

.ܐܬܪ犏ܥܡܒܪ犏ܥܕܘܗ燿̇ܝܐ܇燿ܝܫ
ܢ熏ܢܐܬܪ犏ܥ.營ܡܥܐܘܗ狏ܝܠ焏ܡܡ̈ܥ爯ܡ犿ܢܐܘ܆ܝܕ熏ܚܠܒ狏ܫܕܐܬܪ犏ܥܡ
熏ܒܠ爏ܥܢܘ煿ܡܕܐ煟ܢܘ.ܝ狏ܡܚܒܢ熏ܢܐ狏ܫܕܘܝ熟ܓܘ犯ܒ

̈
ܢܢܘ煿ܠܟܘ܆營ܫ

̈
.狏ܠܦܠܦܝ狏ܚ

.ܪ煟ܥܡܕ狏ܝܠܘܬ犯ܚ.狏ܛܡ營ܢܩܪ熏ܦܕܐ狏ܢܫܘ܆營ܒܠܒܐ狏ܥܒܬܕ焏ܡ熏ܝܕ爏ܛܡ
焏ܡܡ̈ܥ狏ܫܕ.營ܢ狏ܟܡܣܝܗ營̣ܢܝܡܝܘ.營ܥܪܕ營ܢܩ犯ܦܘ.燿ܡܣ̇ܕ狏ܝܠܘ狏ܝܩܒܬܐܘ
.ܢܘ煿ܢܫ熏ܥ焏ܥܪ焏ܠܬ狏ܚܐܘ.ܝ狏ܡܚܒܢ熏ܢܐ狏ܝܘܕܐܘܝ熟ܓܘ犯ܒ

7.56

܆焏ܚܝܫܡܠ煿ܠܒܩ焏ܠܕ焏ܡܥܕ焏ܝܩ熏ܚܕܘܐܬ熏ܢܝܠ狏ܣܡ爏ܥ܆ܚܕܢܘ焏ܠܦܩ
.܀煿ܒ熏ܢܡܝܗܘܝܗ熏ܠܒܩܕ焏ܡܡ̈ܥܕܐ狏ܝ犯ܩܘܐ狏ܝܒܓܘ

8.1

Ps 69:22–29 .煟.|folܝܘܕ 216v|ܝ煿ܒ熏ܝܩܫܒ焏ܠܝܕ營ܡ煯
̈
ܐܪܘ狏ܦܐܘ煿ܢ.營ܢ熏ܝܩܫܐ焏ܠܚ營ܝܗ犏ܒܘ.܆ܐܪ

ܢܝܥ爯ܟܫ̈ܚܢܐ狏ܠܩܘ狏ܠܢܘ煿ܢܥܪ熏ܦܘ.焏ܚܦܢܘ煿ܝܡ煟ܩܢܘ煿ܠܝܕ
̈
.ܢܘ熟ܚܢ焏ܠܕܢܘ煿ܝ

ܟ熟ܓܘܪܕܐ狏ܡܚܘ܆ܟ熟ܓܘܪܢܘ煿ܝܠܥܕ熏ܫܐ.牯ܝܦܟܐܘ煿ܢ爯ܒ熟ܠܟܒܢܘܗ犏ܚܘ
ܢܟܫܡܒܘ.ܒ犯ܚܢܘܗ犯ܡܥܡ狏ܝܒܐܘ煿ܢ.ܢ熏ܢܐܟܪܕܬ

̈
.犯ܡܥܕܐܘ煿ܢ焏ܠܢܘ煿ܝ

煯ܒܚܕ焏ܒ焏ܟ爏ܥ熏ܦܣܘܐܘ.熏ܦܕܪ狏ܝܚܡ狏ܢܐܕ爯ܡܠܕ爏ܛܡ
̈

爏ܥ焏ܠ熏ܥܒܗ102.ܝܬ
焏ܠ燿ܝܩ̈ܝܕܙ爟ܥܘ.焏ܝܚ̈ܕܟ犯ܦܣ爯ܡܢ熏ܛܥ狏ܢ.ܟܬ熏ܩܝܕ熟ܒܢ熏ܠܥܢ焏ܠܘ.ܢܘ煿ܠ熏ܥ
.ܢ熏ܒ狏ܟ狏ܢ

8.2

Ps 109:1 爯ܡ܇ܩܘ狏ܫܬ焏ܠܝ狏ܚ熏ܒܫܬܕܐ煿ܠܐܕܘܗ̇ܐܪ熏ܡ熟ܡܒܘ܆ܐ熏ܚܡܐܕܗ爯ܝܕܒܘܬ
.煿ܡܠ熏ܫܠ焏ܡ煟ܥܘ煿ܫܝܪ

8.3

Hos 7:13–16 犯ܝܓ焏ܢܐ.營ܒ熏ܝܠܥܐܕ爏ܥܢܘ煿ܝܠܥܐ狏ܝܐܐ狏ܫܝܒ.營ܢܡܘ煟ܢܕܢܘ煿ܠܝܘ.牟ܫܘܗ
.ܢܘ煿ܒܠ煿ܠܟ爯ܡܝܬ熏ܠ熏ܥܓ焏ܠܘ.ܐܬ熏ܠܓܕ營ܠܥ熏ܠܠܡܢ熏ܢܗܘ܆ܢ熏ܢܐ狏ܩ犯ܦ
.營ܒܘܕ犯ܡܘ爯ܝܫ狏ܟ狏ܡܐ犯ܡܚ爏ܥܘܐܪ熏ܒܥ爏ܥ.ܢܘ煿ܒܟܫܡ爏ܥ熏ܠܠܝܐ焏ܠܐ
焏ܠ爏ܥ熏ܟܦܗܬܐ.ܐ狏ܫܝܒ熏ܒܫܚܬܐ營ܠܥܘ.ܢܘ煿ܥܪܕ狏ܢܫܥܐܘ狏ܝܕܪ焏ܢܐܘ
ܖ焏ܒ犯ܚܒܢ熏ܠܦܢ.ܐ狏ܠܝܟܢܐ狏ܫܩ燿ܝܐܘܘܗܘ.ܡ煟ܡ

̈
ܐܬ熏ܚ犯ܡ爯ܡ܆ܢܘ煿ܝܢܒܪܘ

.爯ܝܪ犏ܡܕ焏ܥܪ焏ܒܕܢܘ煿ܠܙܪ熏ܥ熏ܢܗ.ܢܘ煿ܢܫܠܕ

8.4

Hos 9:7–17 熏ܝ熏ܝܛܡ.爏ܝܠܩܪ狏ܒܘ
̈

熏ܝ熏ܒ犯ܩ.ܐ狏ܥܒܬܕܐ狏ܡ
̈

ܢ.焏ܢܥܪ熏ܦܕܐ狏ܡ
̇
煟ܥ

爯ܡ.ܐܬ熏ܝܛܫܕ焏ܚܘܪ煿ܒ焏ܫܝܒܠܕܐ犯ܒܓ܇焏ܝܛܫ焏ܝܒܢ焏ܠܟܣ爏ܝܐ犯ܣܝܐ
焏ܚܦ焏ܝܒܢ܆ܝ煿ܠܐ爟ܥ爟ܝ犯ܦܐ焏ܩܘܕ.ܟܬ熏ܚܝ犯ܫܬܪ狏ܝܬܐ燿ܠ熏ܥܕܐ焏ܓ熏ܣ
ܖܘܐ爯ܝ煿ܠܟ爏ܥܐ狏ܠܩܘܬܕ

̈
熏ܠܒܚܘ熏ܩܡܥ.ܐ煿ܠܐܕܗ狏ܝܒܒܐܬ熏ܚܝ犯ܫܘ.ܗ狏ܚ

熏ܝ燿ܝܐ
̈

ܢܥ燿ܝܐ.ܢܘ煿ܝ煿̈ܛܚܕ熏ܩܦܢܘܢܘ煿ܠ熏ܥ犯ܟܕ狏ܢ爏ܝܟܡ.ܐ狏ܡܪܕܐ狏ܡ
̈

焏ܒ
.fol|ܐܬܬ燿ܝܐܘ.爏ܝܐ犯ܣܝ焏ܠ狏ܚܟܫܐܐ犯ܒ煟ܡܒ 217r|ܟܒ犯ܚܐܬ熟ܝ狏ܠ焏ܒ煿̈ܝ煿ܢܘ.
燿ܝܐܐܬ熏ܦܢܛܠܘܘܗܘ.ܐܬܬ煿ܒܠܘܪ熟ܢܬܐܘ܆ܪ熏ܥܦ爏ܥܒܬ熏ܠ熏ܠܥܢ熏ܢܗ̣ܘ

8.5

102 A gloss by the same hand on the right margin: 熏ܫܕ
̈

ܝ狏ܡ
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.焏ܢܛܒ爯ܡܘ焏ܣ犯ܟ爯ܡܘܐ煟ܠܝ爯ܡ.ܢܘܗ犯ܩܝܐܚ犯ܦܐ狏ܚ犯ܦ燿ܝܐ爟ܝ犯ܦܐ.熏ܡܚܪܕ
ܢܒܢ熏ܒ犯ܢ爯ܦܐ

̈
ܢܒ爯ܡܢ熏ܢܐ熟ܝܓܐ܆焏ܝ

̈
營ܫܢܐ焏.ܛܡ爏ܠܝܘܕ煿ܡܢܘ狏ܦ犯ܥ

ܢܒܒ焏ܠܝ狏ܫܕܪܘ犏ܠ狏ܝ熟ܚܕ燿ܝܐ爟ܝ犯ܦܐ.ܢܘ煿ܢܡܢ熏ܢܐ
̈
ܢ爟ܝ犯ܦܐ焏ܢܟܗ܆煿̇ܝܢܝ

̇
犟ܦ

ܢܒ
̈
熏ܠܛܩܠܝܗ焏.ܠܒܗ煿ܡܢܘ犯ܝ焏ܡ܇煟ܝ̇ܕܡ煿ܢܐܒ狏.ܠܒܗ煿ܡܢܘ犯ܥܒ焏ܓܡ熟ܝ焏
ܐܬ熏ܫܝܒܒܢ熏ܢܐ狏ܝܢܣ爯ܡܬܕ爏ܛܡ.焏ܠܓܠܓܒܢܘܗ狏ܫܝܒ爯̈ܝ煿ܠܟ.焏ܫܝܒ̈ܝ焏ܝ̈ܕܬܘ
ܢܘ煿ܠܟ.ܢܘ煿ܝܠܥ熏ܡܚ犯ܡܠܒܘܬ牯ܣܘܐ焏ܠܘ.ܢ熏ܢܐ犟ܦܐܝ狏ܝܒ爯ܡ.ܢܘܗ狏ܥܢܨ̈ܕ
ܢܛܝܠܫ

̈
ܖ焏ܦܠ狏ܢ焏ܠܕ犿ܒܝܘ܆ܐ犯ܩܥ爟ܝ犯ܦܐ焏ܚܡ.爯ܝܕܘ犯ܡܢܘ煿ܝ

̈
ܢܘ煟ܠ熏ܢܢܐܘ.ܐ

ܢܒ
̈
.܀ܝܗ熏ܥܡܫ焏ܠܕ爏ܥܝ煿ܠܐܢ熏ܢܐ焏ܠܣܢܘ.ܢܘ煿ܝܥܡ̈ܕܐ狏ܓܪ狏ܝܡܐ焏ܝ

Amos 5:21–27 ܖ犏ܥܒ熯ܝܪܐ焏ܠܘ.ܢ熏ܟܝܕ焏̈ܥ煟ܥ狏ܝܠܣܐܘ狏ܝܢܣ.ܤ熏ܡܥ
̈

ܢ熏ܩܣܬ爯ܦܐܘ.ܢ熏ܟܬ
ܖ熏ܩܒ܆焏ܡ̈ܠܫܐ煟ܩ̈ܝ營ܠ

̈
焏ܠܢ熏ܟܝܡܛܦܡ̈ܕܐ犯ܦ熏ܫܒܘ.焏ܒܛܨܐ焏ܠܢ熏ܟܝܢܒ

焏ܠܓ狏ܢܘ.牟ܡܫܐ焏ܠܒܘܬܟ犯ܢܟܕܐܬ犯ܝܡܙܘ.ܟ犯ܡܙܕ焏ܠܩ營ܢܡ犯ܒܥܐ.ܪ熏ܚܐ
ܖ熏ܩܘ焏ܚܒ̈ܕ焏ܡܠܕ.ܐ狏ܢܝܫܥܐ狏ܠܓܪ燿ܝܐܐܬ熏ܩܝܕܙܘ܆焏ܝܡ燿̈ܝܐ焏ܢܝܕ

̈
焏ܢܒ

ܢܫ爯ܝܥܒܪܐ營ܠܢܘ狏ܒ犯ܩ
̈
ܢܒܐ犯ܒ煟ܡܒ爯ܝ

̈
營ܣܝܐ犯ܝܐ爏ܠܐ܆焏ܠܩܫ狏ܢܟܫܡܢܘ煿

ܠ煿ܠܢ熏ܟܢܫܐ.ܐ煿ܠܐܢ熏ܟܠܢܘܬ煟ܒܥܕ焏ܒܟ熏ܟ.ܢ熏ܟܡܠܨܢܘ焏ܟܘ܆ܡ熏ܟܠܡܕ
.煿ܡܫ焏ܢ狏ܠܝܚ焏ܝ犯ܡ犯ܡܐ爏̇ܒܒ爯ܡ

8.6

Amos 6:8 煯ܡܐ犯ܡ焏ܡܝ.ܒܘܬܘ
̈
.ܒ熏ܩܥܝܕܗ犯ܩܝܐ焏ܢܐ焏ܠܣܡܕ.犯ܡܐܘ煿ܫܦܢܒܐܬܘ

煯ܚܣܠܘ
̈

.ܗ焏̇ܠܡܒܐ狏ܢܝ煟ܡ爟ܠܫܐܘ.狏ܝܢܣܗܬ
8.7

Amos 9:1–5 .fol|ܐܪܘ熟ܚܠ營ܚܡ.焏ܝ犯ܡ犯ܡܐܘ.ܒܘܬܘ 217v|ܢܘ熟ܘ
̈

犿ܝ犯ܒܢܘ煿ܠܟܢܘ.ܐ狏ܦܟܣ̈ܐ爯ܥ
ܥܕܢܘ煿ܢܡ煟ܡܢ焏ܠ.爏ܛܩܐ焏ܒ犯ܚܒܢܘܗܬ犯ܚܘ.ܢܘ煿ܠܟ

̇
犯ܠܘ.ܩ焏ܫܢ狏ܢܡܒܙܘ煿ܢܘ

܆焏ܝܡܫܠܢ熏ܩܣܢܢܐܘ.ܝ煟ܝܐܢ熏ܢܐ犟ܣܬ爯ܡܬ爯ܡܠ熏ܝܫܠܢܘ狏ܚܢܢܐ.ܐ犏ܦ狏ܡܕ
焯ܣܐܘܐ犏ܒܐ爯ܡܬ爯ܡ܆焏ܠܡ犯ܟܕ煿ܫܝ犯ܒܢ熏ܫܛܢܢܐܘ.ܢ熏ܢܐ狏ܚܬ爯ܡܬ爯ܡ
ܢܝܥܡ煟ܡ爯ܡܢ熏ܫܛܢܢܐܘ.ܢ熏ܢܐ

̈
營ܒ狏ܘܗ

̈
焏ܝ熏ܚܠܕ熏ܩܦܐ爯ܡܬ܆焏ܡܝܕܝܗ熏ܡ

焏ܦܝܣܠܕ熏ܩܦܐ爯ܡܬ܆ܢܘ煿ܝܒܒ煟̈ܠܥܒܡ煟ܩ焏ܝܒܫܒܢ熏ܠܙ焏ܢܢܐܘ.ܢ熏ܢܐ狏ܟܢܢܘ
ܐ犯ܡ犯ܡܐ̇܇ܐ狏ܒܛܠ焏ܠܘܐ狏ܫܝܒܠܢܘ煿ܝܠܥ營ܢܝܥ爟ܝܣܐܘ.ܢ熏ܢܐ爏ܛܩܢܘ
煯ܡ
̈
.焏ܢ狏ܠܝܚܐܬܘ

8.8

Jer 14:11–12 ܢܐܕ爏ܛܡ.ܐ狏ܒܛܠ焏ܢܗ焏ܡܥ爏ܥ焏ܠܨܬ焏ܠ.焏ܝ犯ܡ營ܠ犯ܡܐܘ.焏ܝܡܪܐ
ܖ熏ܩܘܐ煟ܩ̈ܝ爯ܝܩܣܡܢܐܘ.ܢܘܗܬ熏ܠܨ焏ܢܐ牟ܡܫ焏̇ܠ爯ܝܡܝܨ

̈
焏ܢܐ焏ܒ̇ܨ焏ܠ焏ܢܒ

.ܢܘ煿ܠ焏ܢܐ犯ܡܓܡ焏ܢܐ焏ܢܬ熏ܡܒܘ焏ܢܦܟܒܘ焏ܒ犯ܚܒܕ爏ܛܡ.ܢܘ煿ܒ

8.9

Jer 15:1–4 焏ܝܒܨ焏ܠ܆營ܡ煟ܩ爏ܝܐ熏ܡܫܘ焏ܫ熏ܡܡ熏ܩܢܢܐ.焏ܝ犯ܡ營ܠ犯ܡܐܘ.爏ܝܠܩܪ狏ܒܘ
ܦܐܡ煟ܩ爯ܡܢ熏ܢܐ犟ܦܐ.焏ܢܗ焏ܡܥܒ焏103ܢܐ

̈
營ܩܦܢܘ熏ܢܢܐܘ.ܢ焏ܡ犯ܠܢܘ燿

焏ܒ犯ܚܠܕܘ.ܐܬ熏ܡܠܐܬ熏ܡܠܕ.焏ܝ犯ܡ犯ܡܐ焏̇ܢܟܗ܆ܢܘ煿ܠ犯ܡܐ܆ܩ熏ܦܢ焏ܟܝ焏ܠ
ܖܐܢܘ煿ܝܠܥܕ熏ܩܦܐܘ.焏ܝܒܫܠ焏ܝܒܫܠܕܘ.焏ܢܦܟܠ焏ܢܦܟܠܕܘ.焏ܒ犯ܚܠ

̈
熏ܚܡ牟ܒ

̈
ܢ

焏ܥܪܐܕܐܬ熏ܝܚܘ焏ܝܡܫܕܐ狏ܚ犯ܦܘ.犯ܓܡܠ焏ܒ̈ܠܟܘ爏ܛܩܡܠ焏ܒ犯ܚ.焏ܝ犯ܡ犯ܡܐ̇
熏ܟܠܡ爯ܝ煿ܠܟ狏ܢܝܒܐ狏ܥܘ熟ܠܢ熏ܢܐܠܬܐܘ.熏ܠܒܚܡܠܘ爏ܟ焏ܡܠ

̈
.焏ܥܪܐܕܐܬ

8.10

Jer 18:11–13 煯ܒܓܠ犯ܡܐ.焏ܝ犯ܡ營ܠ犯ܡܐܘ.ܒܘܬܘ
̈

ܖ熏ܡܥܠܘܐܕܘ煿ܝܕܐ
̈
焏ܢܟܗ܆爟ܠܫܪܐܕ煿̇ܝ

.fol|܆ܐ狏ܫܝܒܢ熏ܟܝܠܥ焏ܢܐܐ犯ܩ̇ܐܗ.焏ܝ犯ܡ犯ܡܐ 218r|ܡܘ狏ܫܚ焯ܟܝܠܥ熏ܢ
ܖܘܐ熏ܒ焏ܛܐܘ.ܐ狏ܫܝܒ煿ܚܪܘܐ爯ܡ犯ܒܓ熏ܢܦܬܐܘ熏ܒܘܬ.ܐ狏ܒܫܚܡ

̈
ܢ熏ܟ狏ܚ

煿ܒܠ營ܢܝܒ̈ܨ犿ܢܐܘ.ܠܙ焏ܢܢ狏ܒ̈ܫܚܡܪ狏ܒܘ爏ܝܚ狏ܢ܆ܢ熏ܢܗ̣ܘ犯ܡܐܘ.ܢ熏ܟܝ煟ܒ̈ܥܘ
煟ܒܥ熏ܢܡܘ熟ܚܘ焏ܡܡ̈ܥ狏ܝܒ熏ܠ焏ܫ.焏ܝ犯ܡ犯ܡܐ焏̇ܢܟܗ焏ܢܗ爏ܛܡ.煟ܒܥܢ焏ܫܝܒ
.爏ܝܐ犯ܣܝܐܕܐ狏ܠܘ狏ܒܬ煟ܒܥܐ狏ܒܪܐܬ熏ܝܛܫ爯ܝܠܗ燿ܝܐ

8.11

Isa 1:10–16 ܐ煿ܠܐܕ煿ܣ熏ܡܢܬܘܨܘ.ܡܘ煟ܣܕ焏ܛܝܠܫ焏̈ܝ犯ܡܕ煿ܡܓ狏ܦ熏ܥܡܫ.焏ܝܥܫܐ
狏ܥܒܣ.焏ܝ犯ܡ犯ܡܐ̇ܢ熏ܟܝܚܒ̈ܕܕܐ焏ܓ熏ܣ營ܠ爯ܝܘܗ焏ܢܡܠ.ܐܪ熏ܡܥܕ焏ܡܥ
熏ܠܥ

̈
煯ܟܕܕܐܬ

̈
ܖܘܬܕ焏ܡܕܘ.焏ܡ̈ܛܦܡܕ焏ܒܪܬܘܐ

̈
煯ܡܐܕܘܐ

̈
ܓܕܘܐ

̈
煟ܝ焏ܠ焏

ܦܐܐ熟ܚܡܠܢܘܬܐܬ煟ܟ.焏ܢܐ焏ܒ̇ܨ
̈
營ܢܡ܆熏ܥܒ焏ܝܠܗ爯ܡ爯̈ܝܐ煟ܟܝ熏ܡܠܢ煟ܖܕܫ

̈
.ܝ

ܖ熏ܩ營ܠ熏ܝ狏ܝܡܠܢ熏ܦܣܘܬ焏ܠ
̈

煯ܣ焏ܢܒ
̈
煯ܝ犿ܝ犯ܒ營ܠܝܗ焏ܝܠܣܡܐܬ熏ܣ.焏ܩܝ

̈
焏ܚ

.焏ܝܫ熏ܒܚܕܘܐ狏ܥܕ焏ܢܐ爏ܟܐ焏̇ܠ.焏ܝܫ熏ܢܟܢܘ狏ܢܐ爯ܝܫܢܟܐ狏ܒܫܒܘ

8.12
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煯ܝ犿ܝܪ
̈
煟ܟ.爏ܩܫܡܠ狏ܝ焏ܠܐܬ犯ܩܝ焏ܠ營ܠܥܘܘܗ.營ܫܦܢ狏ܢܣܢ熏ܟܝܕ焏̈ܥ煟ܥܘܢ熏ܟܝܚ

ܢܝܥ焏ܡܗܐܢ熏ܟܝ煟ܝܐ̈ܢ熏ܣ犯ܦܬ
̈
營ܟܢܡ熏ܦܐܘ.ܢ爯ܓܣܬ熏ܠܨܢ熏ܠܐܬ焏ܡ̇ܫ牟

ܢ熏ܟܝ煟ܒ̈ܥܕܐ狏ܫܝܒ̈ܘ犯ܒܥܐܘ熏ܟܕܬܐܘ熏ܚܣ.焏ܡܕ爯ܝܠܡ̈ܢ熏ܟܝ煟ܝܐ̈.ܢ熏ܟܠ焏ܢܐ
ܢܝܥܡ煟ܩ爯ܡ

̈
營.

Isa 30:8–14 熏ܠ爏ܥܒܘ狏ܟܐܬ爏ܝܟܡ.ܒܘܬܘ
̈

ܐܘ煿ܢܕ.ܢܘ煿ܡܝܩܕ焏ܒ狏ܟ爏ܥܘ爯ܝܠܗ焏ܚ
.焏ܢ犯ܡ犯ܡܡܘܗ焏̣ܡܥܕ爏ܛܡ.爯ܝܡܠܥ爟ܠܥܠܐܬܘܕ煿ܣܠ焏ܝ犯ܚܐ焏ܡ熏ܝܠ
ܢܒ
̈
ܓܕܢ熏ܢܐ焏ܝ

̈
ܢܒ.焏ܠ

̈
焏ܝ熟ܚ̈ܠܘ犯ܡܐܕ.焏ܝ犯ܡܕ煿ܣ熏ܡܢ牟ܡܫܡܠ熏ܒܨ焏ܠܕ焏ܝ

爯ܠܘ熟ܚܘ.ܐܬ熏ܓܠܦ爯ܠ熏ܠܠܡܐܬ熏ܢܣܟܡ爯ܠܢ熏ܒܢܬܬ焏ܠ焏ܝܒ̈ܢܠܘ.ܢܘ熟ܚܬ焏ܠ
焏ܫܝ煟ܩܠ爯ܢܡ熏ܠܛܒܘ.焏ܠܝܒ̈ܫ爯ܡܢ熏ܟܦܗܐܘ焏ܚܪܘܐ爯ܡܢܘ焏ܛܣܐܘ.ܐܬ熏ܒ煟ܟ
.焏|folܝ犯ܡ犯ܡܐ焏̇ܢܟܗ焏ܢܗ⸣爏ܛܡ.爏ܝܐ犯ܣܝܐܕ 218v|ܩ煟ܫܝ焏ܣܝܐܕ犯ܝܐ爏.ܥ爏
ܢܘ狏ܠܟܬܬܐܘܢܘ狏ܢܛܪܘ܆焏ܝܡ熏ܠܛܒܢܘ狏ܠܟܬܬܐܘܐܕܗܐ狏ܠܡܢܘ狏ܝܠܣܐܕ
燿ܝܐܘ.狏ܠܦܢܕܐ狏ܥܪܘܬ燿ܝܐ܆ܐܕܗܐ狏ܝܛܚܢ熏ܟܠܐܘܗܬ焏ܢܗ爏ܛܡ܆ܝܗ熏ܠܥ
ܐ犯ܚܦܕ焏ܢ焏ܡܕܐ犯ܒܬ燿ܝܐܗ犯ܒܬܘ.ܗ犯ܒܬܐܘܗ焏ܝܠܫ爯ܡܕ焏ܡܪܐܪ熏ܫ
煯ܒ狏ܒ熯ܟ狏ܫܡ焏ܠܕ܇爯ܣ熏ܚ焏ܠܕ犯ܝܒܬܕ

̈
܇焏ܢ煟ܩܝ爯ܡܐܪ熏ܢ煿ܒ焯ܣܡܠ焏ܦ犏ܚܝܗܘ

.焏ܒ熏ܓ爯ܡ焏ܝܡ煿̈ܒܦ煟ܓܡܠ焏ܠܦܐ

8.13

Isa 65:2–7 爯ܝܟܠ煿ܡܕ.牏ܝܦܬ狏ܡ焏ܠܕ焏ܡܥܬ熏ܠ܆煿ܠܟ焏ܡ熏ܝܝ煟ܝܐ狏̈ܛܫܦ.ܒܘܬܘ
ܖ狏ܒ

̈
爯ܝܚܒ̇ܕ.狏ܝ焏ܢܝܡܐ營ܠ爯ܝ熟ܓ犯ܡܕ焏ܡܥ.ܐ犯ܝܦܫ焏ܠܕ焏ܚܪܘ焏ܒܢܘܗ狏ܝܥ

ܓܒ
̈

煯ܒܩܒ爯ܝܒ狏ܝܘ.焏ܢܒ̈ܐ爏ܥ焏ܡ̈ܣܒ爯ܝܡܝܣܘ܆焏ܢ
̈

煯ܥܡܒ爯ܝ狏ܝܒܘܐ
̈

爯ܝܠܟܐܘ.ܐ
ܢ焏ܡܐ煟ܠܫ̈ܒ爯ܝܫ熏ܛܡܘ܆ܐ犯ܝ熟ܚܕܐ犯ܣܒ

̈
熏ܡ焏ܛܡܠܘ܆焏ܣ熏ܡܢܐ犯ܫܡܠܢܘ煿ܝ

焏ܝܟܕܕ爏ܛܡ營ܠܒ犯ܩܬܬ焏ܠ.ܠ煿ܠܩܘ犯ܦ爯ܝ犯ܡܐܘ.焏ܝ犯ܡܠܢܘ熟ܓ犯ܢܕ焏ܫܝ煟ܩ焏ܡܝܩ
ܘܗ爯ܝܠܗ.ܝ狏ܝܐ

̈
焏ܠ.營ܡ煟ܩ焏ܒܝ狏ܟܐܗ.ܡ熏ܝܠܟܒܐ煟ܩܝܕܐܪ熏ܢܘܝ熟ܓܘ犯ܒ焏ܢܢܬܝ

ܐ煿̈ܛܚܘܢܘ煿ܝ煿̈ܛܚ.ܢܘ煿ܒ熏ܥܒ焏ܦܥܐܢ熏ܢܐܥܘ犯ܦܐܕ焏ܡ煟ܥܩܘ狏ܫܐ
ܖ熏ܛ爏ܥ焏ܡ̈ܣܒ熏ܡܣܕ.焏ܝ犯ܡ犯ܡܐ̇ܢ熏ܢܐܠ熏ܒܩܫܚ܆ܢܘ煿ܝ煿̈ܒܐܕ

̈
爏ܥܘ܆ܐ

ܖ
̈

.ܢܘ煿ܒ熏ܥܒܡ煟ܩ熏ܠܢܘ煿ܝ煟ܒܥܚ熏ܫܡܐ.營ܢܘ煟ܣܚܐ狏ܡ

8.14

Ezek 7:1–9 焏ܢܟܗ.犯ܡܐ܆焏ܫܢ犯ܒ爯ܝܕ狏ܢܐ.犯ܡ焏ܡܠ焏ܝ犯ܡܕ煿ܡܓ狏ܦ營ܠܥܐܘܗܘ.爏ܝ焏ܝܩ熟ܚ
煯ܡܐ犯ܡ犯ܡܐ̇

̈
爏ܥ焏ܦ熏ܣ營ܛܡܘ.爏ܝܐ犯ܣܝܐܕ焏ܥܪܐ⸣爏ܥܐ犏ܩ營ܛܡ.ܐܬܘ

ܖܐ
̈

ܢܟ牟ܒ
̈
.ܝ熟ܓܘܪ營ܟܝܠܥܕ熏ܫܐܘ.營ܟܝܠܥܐ犏ܩ爏ܝܟܡ.ܐܕܘ煿ܝܕ焏ܥܪܐܕ煿̇ܝܦ

ܖܘܐ燿ܝܐ營ܟܢܘܕܐܘ
̈
營ܢܝܥܤ熏ܚܬ焏ܠܘ.營ܟܬ熏ܦܢܛ煿̇ܠܟ營ܟܝܠܥܐ狏ܝܐܘ.營ܟ狏ܚ

ܖܘܐܕ爏ܛܡ.爟ܚܪܐ焏ܠܘ營ܟܝܠܥ
̈
.ܐܘܗܬ營ܟ熏ܓܒ營ܟܬ熏ܦܢܛܘ.ܠܬܐ營ܟܝܠܥ營ܟ狏ܚ

.焏|folܢܟܗ.焏ܝ犯ܡ焏ܢܐ焏ܢܐܕ爯ܝܥܕܬܘ 219r|̇ܡܐ犯ܡ犯ܝ焏.ܝܬܐܐܗ焏ܫܝܒ狏ܐ
焏ܥܪܐܕܐܪ熏ܡܥ焏ܝ犯ܦܨܐܬܐ̇ܘ.營ܟܝܠܥ犟ܝܥܐܘܐܬܐ̇ܐ犏ܩܘ.ܐ狏ܫܝܒ牯ܠܚ
.營ܟܝܠܥܝ狏ܡܚܕ熏ܫܐ焏ܒܪ熏ܩ爯ܡ爏ܝܟܡ.焏ܝܚ熏ܠܕܕ焏ܡ熏ܝܒ犯ܩܘ焏ܢܒܙ營ܛܡ.營ܟܝܠܥ
ܖܘܐ燿ܝܐ營ܟܢܘܕܐܘ.營ܟܝܠܥܝ熟ܓܘܪܕ熏ܫܐܘ

̈
.營ܟܬ熏ܦܢܛ煿̇ܠܟ營ܟܝܠܥܠܬܐܘ.營ܟ狏ܚ

ܖܘܐ燿ܝܐ焏ܠܐ.爟ܚܪܐ焏ܠܘ營ܟܝܠܥ營ܢܝܥܤ熏ܚܬ焏ܠܘ
̈
營ܟܬ熏ܦܢܛܘ܆營ܟܥ犯ܦܐ營ܟ狏ܚ

.營ܟܚܡܕ焏ܝ犯ܡ焏ܢܐ焏ܢܐܕ爯ܝܥܕܬܘ.ܐܘܗܬ營ܟ熏ܓܒ

8.15

Ezek 15:1–16:3 焏ܣܝܩܠܐܘ煿ܢ焏ܢܡ܆焏ܫܢ犯ܒ.犯ܡ焏ܡܠ焏ܝ犯ܡܕ煿ܡܓ狏ܦ營ܠܥܐܘܗܘ.ܒܘܬܘ
煿̇ܢܡ焯ܣܢ狏ܡ焏ܡܠܕ.焏ܒܥܕ焏ܣܝܩ̈ܒܬܘܗܕܐ狏ܫܒܫ.牏ܝܩ爏ܟ爯ܡܐ狏ܦܓܕ
.焏ܢ焏̈ܡ煿̇ܒ焏ܠ狏ܡܠܐ狏ܟܣ煿̇ܢܡ爯ܝܒܣܢܘܐ܆ܐ煟ܒܥ煿ܢܡ煟ܒܥܡܠ焏ܣܝܩ
ܖܬܘ܆ܐܪ熏ܢܠܐ狏ܠ熏ܟ焏ܡ狏ܒ煿ܝܬܐ焏ܠܐ

̈
熏ܣ爯ܝܬ

̈
ܗ熏̇ܓܘ.ܐܪ熏ܢ狏ܠܟܐ煿̇ܝܟ

܆ܐ煟ܒܥܠܬܘܗ焏ܠܙܐ焏ܠܬܘܗܡ熏ܡ焏ܠܕܕ煟ܟܘ܆ܐ煟ܒܥܠ焏ܠܙܐ焏ܡܠܕܒ犯ܚ
犯ܡ̇ܐ焏ܢܟܗ焏ܢܗ爏ܛܡ.ܐ煟ܒܥܠ焏ܠܙܐ焏ܢܟܝܐ܆狏ܒ犯ܚܘܐܪ熏ܢܗ狏̇ܠܟܐܕ焏ܫܗ
煯ܡܐ犯ܡ

̈
焏ܢܟܗ܆ܐܪ熏ܢܠܐ狏ܠ熏ܟ焏ܡܐ狏ܦܓܕ焏ܣܝܩ狏ܒ煿ܝܕ燿ܝܐ.ܐܬܘ

ܖ熏ܡܥܠ狏ܒ煿ܝ
̈
ܐܪ熏ܢܘ熏ܩܦܢܐܪ熏ܢ爯ܡ.ܢܘ煿ܒܝ熟ܓܘܪܠܬܐܘ.爟ܠܫܪܘܐܕ煿̇ܝ

煿̇ܝܠܬܐܘ.ܢܘ煿ܒܝ熟ܓܘܪ狏ܡܣܕ焏ܡ.焏ܝ犯ܡ焏ܢܐ焏ܢܐܕܢ熏ܥܕܬܘ.ܢ熏ܢܐܠ熏ܟܐܬ
煯ܡܐ犯ܡ犯ܡ̇ܐ焏ܠ熏ܥܘ煟ܒܥܕ爏ܥ.ܐ煿ܡ狏ܠܘ焏ܠܒܚܠ܆ܢܘ煿ܥܪ焏ܠ

̈
ܐܘܗܘ.ܐܬܘ

.犯ܡܐܘ.ܗ̇ܬ熏ܦܢܛ爟ܠܫܪܘ焏ܠ煿̇ܝܥܕܘܐ܆焏ܫܢ犯ܒ.犯ܡ焏ܡܠ焏ܝ犯ܡܕ煿ܡܓ狏ܦ營ܠܥ
煯ܡܐ犯ܡ犯ܡ̇ܐ焏ܢܟܗ

̈
.爯ܥܢܟܕ焏ܥܪܐ爯ܡ營ܟ煟ܠ熏ܡܘ營ܟ犯ܩܥ.爟ܠܫܪܘ焏ܠܐܬܘ

.煿̇|folܠܟܕ焏ܟ犯ܫܕܘ.ܐ狏ܝ狏ܚ營ܟܡܐܘ焏ܝܪ熏ܡܐ營ܟ熏ܒܐ 219v|ܝܥܫܬ狏ܒܕܐ狏ܟܪ爯.
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Ezek 16:44–52 ܬ犯ܒ.煿̇ܡܐ燿ܝܐܐܬ犯ܒ.犯ܡ焏ܢܘܠ狏ܡܢ營ܟܝܠܥ焏ܠ狏ܡܠ狏ܡܡܕ爏ܟ.ܒܘܬܘ
ܢܒܘ煿̇ܠܥܒ狏ܩܒܫ.ܝ狏ܢܐ營ܟܡܐ

̈
熏ܚܐܕܝ狏ܢܐܐ狏ܚܘ.煿̇ܝ

̈
煯ܒܓ犟ܒܫܕܐܬ

̈
爯ܝ煿ܝ

ܢܒܘ
̈
ܝܗ̣.爯ܝ犯ܡܫܐ狏ܫܝܫܩ營ܟ狏ܚܘ.焏ܝܪ熏ܡܐ爯ܝܟ熏ܒܐܘܐ狏ܝ狏ܚ爯ܝܟܡܐ.爯ܝ煿ܝ

ܢܒܘ
̈

狏̇ܝܕܗ狏ܒ焏ܡ爯ܟܠܡܣ營.ܚܘ狏ܟ營ܥܙ熏ܝܕܐܬܪ狏ܒ焏ܡ爯ܟܢܝܡܝ營ܣ煟ܢܒܘܡܘ
̈

狏̇ܗ.
ܖܘܐ燿ܝܐܐܘܗ焏ܠܘ

̈
煟ܥ焏ܠܐ.ܝܬ煟ܒܥ爯ܝܗܬ熏ܦܢܛ燿ܝܐ焏ܠܘ܆ܝ狏ܟܠܗ爯ܝܗ狏ܚ

ܖܘܐ爯ܝ煿ܠܟܒܝ狏ܠܒܚ爯ܝ煿ܢܡ犯ܝ狏ܝܘ爏ܝܠܩ
̈
煯ܡܐ犯ܡ犯ܡ̇ܐ焏ܢܐ營ܚ.營ܟ狏ܚ

̈
܆ܐܬܘ

ܢܒܘܝܗ營̣ܟ狏ܚܡܘ煟ܣܬ煟ܒܥ焏ܠܕ
̈

狏̇ܝܐ܇ܗ燿ܒܥܕ煟ܢܐܝܬ狏ܢܒܘܝ
̈

狏ܟ營.ܢܗ熏ܥ熏ܠ焏
ܢܒܘܝܗ̣܇焏ܝܠܫܒ焏ܒ狏ܝܘ焏ܡܚܠܬܘܗ焏ܥܒܣܕ܆ܐ狏ܝ焏ܓ營ܟ狏ܚܡܘ煟ܣܕ

̈
狏̇ܗ.

煟ܟܘ.營ܡ煟ܩܐ狏ܫܝܒ煟ܒܥܘ爟ܝܪܬܬܐ焏ܠܐ.煟ܚܐ焏ܠ焏ܢܟܣܡ̈ܕܘ焏ܫܝܒ̈ܕܐ煟ܝ焏ܒܘ
ܝ狏ܝܓܣܐ.狏ܛܚ焏ܠ營ܟܝ煿̈ܛܚܕ焏ܓܠܦ燿ܝܐ爯ܝ犯ܡܫ.爯ܝܢܐ狏ܟܦܗ爯ܝ煿ܒ狏ܝ熟ܚ爯ܝܠܗ
熏ܚ焏ܠܝ狏ܝܟܙܘ.爯ܝ煿ܢܡ犯ܝ狏ܝ營ܟܬ熏ܦܢܛ

̈
ܝ狏ܢܐܦܐܘ.ܝܬ煟ܒܥܕ營ܟܬ熏ܦܢܛ煿̇ܠܟܒ營ܟܬ

熏ܚ焏ܠܝ狏ܝܟܙܕ.營ܟܬܬ煿ܒ營ܠܒܩ
̈

爯ܝܢܗܘ.爯ܝ煿ܢܡ犯ܝ狏ܝܝ狏ܦܢܛܬܐܘ܆營ܟܝ煿̈ܛܚܒ營ܟܬ
熏ܚܐܩܕܕܙܐܕ܇營ܟ犯ܦܚ營ܠܒܩܘܝܬ煿ܒܝ狏ܢܐܦܐܘ.營ܟܢܡ犯ܝ狏ܝܩܕܕܙܐ

̈
犯ܝ狏ܝ營ܟܬ

.營ܟܢܡ

8.17

Ezek 22:17–18 煯ܚܐܪ狏ܒܘ
̈
狏ܝܒܕ營ܠܘܘܗ܆焏ܫܢ犯ܒ.犯ܡ焏ܡܠ焏ܝ犯ܡܕ煿ܡܓ狏ܦ營ܠܥܐܘܗܘ.ܐ狏ܝܢ

燿ܝܐܘ焏ܠܙ犯ܦ燿ܝܐܘ焏ܟܢܐ燿ܝܐܘ焏ܫܚܢ燿ܝܐܢܘ煿ܠܟ焏ܝܠܣ̈ܡ爏ܝܐ犯ܣܝܐ
.焏ܡ焏ܣܒ爯ܝܛܝܠܚܕܐܪ熏ܟ熏ܓܒܐ犯ܒܐ

8.18

Deut 32:1 煯ܚܐܘ爯ܝ煿ܠܟ爯ܝܠܗ
̈
ܓܣܐ狏ܝܢ

̈
熏ܚܡܘ܇焏ܝܒ̈ܢ爯ܡ犿ܢܐܐ狏ܝܢܕ焏ܝ犏ܡ܇ܐܬ焏ܝ

̈
爯ܝ

ܟܒܘܬ爯ܝܠ煿ܠ爯ܝܡ̈ܕܕ.ܐ煿ܠܐ爯ܡܕ焏ܡܥܕܗܬ熏ܢܝܠ狏ܣܡ
̇

狏ܡܦܐ܆ܒ熏ܫ焏
|fol. 220r|ܝܒܢ焏ܒܪ焏ܒ܇犏ܝܡܫܬܘ焏ܠܡܐܘ爏ܒܫܬ܇熏ܚ狏ܠܝܕܐ煿ܥ.ܒܕ爏

熏ܚܡ܆焏ܡܡ̈ܥܕܐ狏ܝ犯ܩܘ爯ܝܕܐܬ熏ܝܒܓ
̈
.爯ܝܠܗ爯ܝ

8.19

Gen 17:5–7 焏ܠܐ.ܡ犯ܒܐ燿ܡܫܒܘܬܐ犯ܩ狏ܢ焏ܠ.ܡ犯ܒ焏ܠ焏ܝ犯ܡ犯ܡܐܘ.ܐ狏ܝ犯ܒ爯ܡ
燿ܝ犯ܦܐܘ.ܟ狏ܒ煿ܝ焏ܡܡ̈ܥܕܐ焏ܓ熏ܣܠ焏ܒܐܕ爏ܛܡ.ܡܗ犯ܒܐ燿ܡܫܐܘ煿ܢ
狏ܝܒܘ܆燿ܠܘ營ܢܝܒ營ܡܝܩ爟ܝܩܐܘ.ܢ熏ܩܦܢܟ犏ܚ爯ܡ焏ܟܠܡ̈ܘ.焯ܛ焯ܛ燿ܝܓܣܐܘ
ܖ煟ܠܟܪ狏ܒ爯ܡ燿ܥܪܙ

̈
.ܢܘ煿ܝ

8.20

Gen 12:3 煯ܒ狏ܢܘ.ܒܘܬܘ
̈

.焏ܥܪܐܕܐ狏ܒܪܫ爯ܝ煿ܠܟ燿ܥܪ熟ܒ爯ܟ 8.21

Gen 26:4 .焏ܡܡ̈ܥܢܘ煿ܠܟܢ熏ܟ犯ܒ狏ܢ燿ܥܪ熟ܒܘ.ܒܘܬܘ 8.22

Gen 49:10 ܖ狏ܝܒ爯ܡ焏ܢܩ煟ܒܡܘܐܕܘ煿ܝ爯ܡ焏ܫܝܪ煟ܢܥܢ焏ܠ.ܒܘܬܘ
̈

ܐܬ焏ܢܕ焏ܡ煟ܥ܇ܝܗ熏ܠܓ
.焏ܟ犯ܫܕܘ.焏ܡܡ̈ܥܢ熏ܟܣܢ煿ܠܘ.ܐܬ熏ܟܠܡܝܗ煿ܠܝܕܕ爯ܡ̇

8.23

Ps 2:7–8 燿ܠܠܬܐܘ營ܢܡܠ焏ܫ.ܟܬ煟ܠܝ焏ܢܡ熏ܝ焏ܢܐܘ.狏ܢܐܝ犯ܒܕ營ܠ犯ܡܐ焏ܝ犯ܡ.煟ܝܘܕ
ܘܐܘ.ܟܬܘܬ犯ܝܠ焏ܡܡ̈ܥ

̈
煯ܒܥܠܐ煟ܡܥ燿ܝܢ煟ܚ

̈
.焏ܥܪܐܕ煿̇ܝ

8.24

Ps 72:8–11 ܖ煿ܢ爯ܡܘ܇焏ܡܝܠ焏ܡܝ爯ܡܕ熏ܚ焏ܢ.ܒܘܬܘ
̈
熏ܣܠ焏ܡ煟ܥܐܬܘ

̈
.焏ܥܪܐܕ煿̇ܝܦ

煯ܒܢܝܗ熏ܡ煟ܩ
̈

ܖ熟ܓ爯ܟ
̈

犿ܝܫܪܬܕ焏ܟܠܡ̈.ܢ熏ܚܟܠܢܐ犯ܦܥܝܗ熏ܒܒ煟̈ܠܥܒܘ.ܐܬ
ܖ熟ܓܕܘ

̈
ܖ熏ܩ܆ܐܬ

̈
ܖ熏ܩ܆焏ܒܣܕܘ焏ܒܫܕ焏ܟܠܡ̈.煿ܠܢܘ狏ܝܢ焏ܢܒ

̈
.煿ܠܢ熏ܒ犯ܩܢ焏ܢܒ

.ܝ煿ܝܢ熏ܚܠܦܢ焏ܡܡ̈ܥܢܘ煿ܠܟܘ.焏ܟܠܡ̈ܢܘ煿ܠܟ煿ܠܢܘ煟ܓܣܢ

8.25

Ps 72:17 ܢܘ煿ܠܟ煿ܒܢ熏ܟ犯ܒ狏ܢ.煿ܡܫܝܗܘ狏ܝܐ焏ܫܡܫܡ煟ܩܘ.爟ܠܥܠ煿ܡܫܐܘ煿ܢ.ܒܘܬܘ
.ܝ煿ܝܢ熏ܚܒܫܢܢܘ煿ܠܟܘ.焏ܡܡ̈ܥ

8.26

Ps 22:31–32 焏ܡܥܠ.ܗܬ熏ܩܝܕܙܢܘ熏ܚܢܘܢܘܬ焏ܢ.焏ܝ犯ܡܠܗܪܕ犯ܒܣܢܝܗ熏ܝܚܠܦܢܕ焏ܥܪܙ.ܒܘܬܘ
ܥܕ煟ܠܝ狏ܡܕ

̇
.焏ܝ犯ܡ煟ܒ

8.27

Ps 117:1–2 熏ܡܐ爯ܝ煿ܠܟܝ煿ܝܚܒܫ.焏ܡܡ̈ܥܢ熏ܟܠܟ焏ܝ犯ܡܠ熏ܚܒܫ.ܒܘܬܘ
̈

狏ܢܫܥܕ爏ܛܡ.ܐܬ
.爟ܠܥܠܘܗ焏ܝ犯ܡ狏ܝܐ犯ܝ犯ܫ.ܗܬ熏ܒܝܛ爯ܝܠܥ

8.28

Ps 98:2 .ܗܬ熏ܩܝܕܙ焏ܠܓ焏ܡܡ̈ܥ爯ܝܥܠܘ.煿ܢܩܪ熏ܦ焏ܝ犯ܡܝ熏ܚ.ܒܘܬܘ 8.29

Zech 9:9–10 .fol|ܝܨܘܕ.焏ܝ犯ܟܙ 220v|ܛ焯ܒ犯ܝܗܨܬ熏ܥܩܘ.ܢ營ܒ犯ܠܫܪܘܐܬ爟ܟܟܠܡܐܗ܆營̇ܐܬܐ
煟ܒ熏ܢܘ.焏ܢܬܐ犯ܒ焏ܠܝܥ爏ܥܘܐ犯ܡܚ爏ܥ焯ܝܟܪܘ.焏ܟܝܟܡܘ焏ܩܘ犯ܦܘ焏ܩܝܕܙ.營ܟܠ
爏ܠܡܢܘ܆焏ܒ犯ܩܒܐ狏ܫܩܪ熏ܒ狏ܢ.爟ܠܫܪܘܐ爯ܡ焏ܝܣ熏ܣܘ爟ܝ犯ܦܐ爯ܡܐ狏ܒܟ犯ܡ
熏ܣܠ焏ܡ煟ܥܐܪ煿ܢ爯ܡܘ.焏ܡܝܠ焏ܡܝ爯ܡ熿ܠܫܢܘ.焏ܡܡ̈ܥ爟ܥ焏ܡܠܫ

̈
煿̇ܝܦ

.焏ܥܪܐܕ

8.30

Emiliano Fiori and Bishara Ebeid - 978-90-04-52755-3
Downloaded from Brill.com02/26/2023 10:52:37AM

via Aletheia University



66 minov

Isa 43:6–9 ܢܒܐ狏ܝܐ.爏ܝܐ犯ܣܝܐܕ焏ܫܝ煟ܩ焏ܝ犯ܡ犯ܡܐ焏̇ܢܟܗ焏ܢܗ爏ܛܡ.焏ܝܥܫܐ爯ܡ
̈
營ܡ爯

ܢܒܘ܆焏ܩܚܘܪ
̈

狏ܡܝ爯ܣ熏
̈

ܗ狏ܠܒܓܘܗ狏ܝ犯ܒܝ犯ܩܝ焏ܠ܆營ܡܫܒܐ犯ܩ̇ܕ爏ܟ.焏ܥܪܐܕ煿̇ܝܦ
ܥܕ.ܐ犯ܝ熏ܥ焏ܡܥ犟ܦܐ.ܗܬ煟ܒܥܘ

̈
ܢܘ煿ܠ狏ܝܐ焏ܢܕܐ̈ܘ.爯ܝ熟ܚ焏ܠܘܢܘ煿ܠ狏ܝܐ焏ܢܝ

ܢܟ狏ܢܘ.ܐ煟ܚܟܐܢ熏ܫܢܟ狏ܢ焏ܡܡ̈ܥܢܘ煿ܠܟܘ.爯ܝܫ犯ܚܘ
̈
熏ܡܐ爯ܫ

̈
狏ܝܐ熏ܢܡ.ܐܬ

.牟ܡܫܢܐ狏ܝܡ煟̈ܩܘ܇ܐܕܗܐ熏ܚܢܕܢ熏ܟܒ

8.31

Isa 8:16–18 營ܢܦܐܕ.焏ܝ犯ܡܠܪ狏ܟܐ營ܢܦܠ熏ܝܒ.焏ܣ熏ܡܢ熏ܡܘ狏ܚܘܐܬܘܕ煿ܣܘܪܘܨ.ܒܘܬܘ
熏ܦܐ

̈
ܢܒܘ焏ܢܐܐܗ.煿ܠ焏ܟܣܐܘ܆ܒ熏ܩܥܝ狏ܝܒܕ爯ܡܝܗ

̈
܆焏ܝ犯ܡ營ܠܒ煿ܝܕ焏ܝ

.ܢ熏ܝܗܨܕܐܪ熏ܛܒܐ犯ܫ̇ܕ焏ܢ狏ܠܝܚ焏ܝ犯ܡܡ煟ܩ爯ܡ.爏ܝ犯ܣܝ焏ܒܐܬܪ熏ܡܕ狏ܠܘܐܬ焏ܠ

8.32

Isa 25:6 .焏ܢܝܡܫ焏ܝ狏ܫܡ܆焏ܢܗܐܪ熏ܛܒ焏ܡܡ̈ܥܢܘ煿ܠܟܠ焏ܢ狏ܠܝܚ焏ܝ犯ܡ煟ܒܥܢܘ.ܒܘܬܘ
.焏ܢܝܫܥܘ焏ܢܝܡܫ爯ܢܝܚܡܕ.焏ܢܝܡܫܘܐ犯ܝܛܢ焏ܝ狏ܫܡܘ

8.33

Isa 26:1–4 ܐ狏ܝ犯ܩܐܗ.ܕܘ煿ܝܕ焏ܥܪ焏ܒܐܕܗܐܬ犯ܝܡܙ犯ܡܕܙܬ܆ܘܗ焏̇ܡ熏ܝܒ煿ܒ.ܒܘܬܘ
ܖܬ熏ܚ狏ܦ.ܐܪ熏ܫ犯ܒܘܐܪ熏ܫ爟ܝܣܬ.煿̇ܢܩܪ熏ܦ爯ܫܥܕ

̈
ܢܕ.焏ܩܝܕܙ焏ܡܥܠ熏ܥܢ.焏ܥ

̇
犯ܛ

ܢܕ.ܐܬ熏ܢܡܝܗ
̇

.爯ܝܡܠܥ爟ܠܥܠ焏ܝ犯ܡܢ犯ܒܣ燿ܒܕ爏ܛܡ.焏ܡܠܫ爯ܠ犯ܛܬ.ܐܪ犯ܫܒ犯ܛ

8.34

Isa 54:1 .狏ܠܒܚ焏ܠܕܝܗ̇ܝܨܘܕܘܐ狏ܚ熏ܒܫ狏ܒ營ܚ犏ܦܬܐܘ.ܬ煟ܠܝ焏ܠܕܐܬ犯ܩܥ營ܚܒܫ.ܒܘܬܘ
ܢܒ熏ܝܓܣܕ爏ܛܡ

̈
ܢܒ爯ܡ犯ܝ狏ܝܐ狏ܝܕܨܕ煿̇ܝ

̈
.ܐ狏ܠܝܥܒܕ煿̇ܝ

8.35

Isa 11:9–10 .營|folܫܝܐܕܗ犯ܩܥ܆ܘܗ焏̇ܡ熏ܝܒܐܘ煿ܢܘ.ܒܘܬ 221r|ܩܕ焏ܡܡ̈ܥܠܐܬܐܡ焏.
焏ܥܪܐ煿̇ܠܟ焏ܠܡܬܬܘ.ܐ犯ܩܝܐܗ狏ܚܝܢܐܘܗܬܘ.ܢ熏ܒܩܥܢ焏ܡܡ̈ܥܝܗ熏ܠܥܘ
.焏ܡܝܠ爯ܝܣܟܡܕ焏ܝܡ燿̈ܝܐ܆焏ܝ犯ܡܕܗ狏ܥ煟ܝ

8.36

Isa 42:1–4 ܢܕ܆ܝܗ熏ܠܥ營ܚܘܪ狏ܒ煿ܝ.營ܫܦܢ狏ܒܨ營ܝܒܓܒܘ.狏ܟܡܣܝ煟ܒܥܠܐܗ.ܒܘܬܘ
̇

焏ܢܝܕ犟ܦ
犯ܒ狏ܢ焏ܠ焏ܥܝܥܪ焏ܝܢܩ.焏ܩ熏ܫܒ煿ܠܩ牟ܡܫܢ焏ܠܘ.焯ܝ犯ܢ焏ܠܘ焏ܥܩܢ焏ܠ.焏ܡܡ̈ܥܠ
ܢܐ狏ܫ熏ܩܒ.燿ܥ煟ܢ焏ܠ牯ܛܦܛܡܕ焏ܓ犯ܫܘ

̇
.牯ܛܦܛܢ焏ܠܘ.燿ܥ煟ܢ焏ܠ.焏ܢܝܕ犟ܦ

.ܢܘ犯ܒܣܢ焏ܡܡ̈ܥ煿ܡܫܠܘ܇焏ܥܪ焏ܒ焏ܢܝܕ爟ܝܣܢܕ焏ܡ煟ܥ

8.37

Isa 40:3–5 焏ܠܝܒ̈ܫܐ狏ܥܩܦܒܘܨܘܪܬܘ܆焏ܝ犯ܡܠ焏ܚܪܘܐ熏ܢܦ.ܐ犯ܒ煟ܡܒܐ犯ܩ̇ܕ焏ܠܩ.ܒܘܬܘ
ܢܢܘ煿ܠܟ.ܢ煿ܠ焏ܠ

̈
ܖ熏ܛܢܘ煿ܠܟܘ.ܢ熏ܠܡ狏ܢ焏ܠܚ

̈
ܖܘܐ

̈
ܐܘ煿ܢܘ.ܢ熏ܟܟܡ狏ܢܐ狏ܡ

ܝ煿ܝܢܘ熟ܚܢܘ܆焏ܝ犯ܡܕܗ犯ܩܝܐ焏ܠܓ狏ܢܘ.ܐ狏ܥܩܦܠ焏ܩܣܥܐܪܬܐܘ܆焏ܝܦܫܠ焏ܡ犯ܥ
ܢܒܢܘ煿ܠܟܐ煟ܚܟܐ

̈
營ܣܒ犯ܛܡ.ܐ爏ܦܕ熏ܡ煿ܡܕ犯ܝ焏ܠܡ爏.

8.38

Isa 45:21–24 焏ܩܘ犯ܦܘ焏ܩܝܕܙܐ煿ܠܐ.營ܢܡ犯ܒܠ煿ܠܐܒܘܬ狏ܝܠܘ܆焏ܝ犯ܡ焏ܢܐ焏ܢܐ.ܒܘܬܘ
煯ܒܥܢ熏ܟܠܟܝܬ熏ܠ熏ܒ犯ܩܬܐ.營ܢܡ犯ܒܠ狏ܝܠܘ

̈
焏ܢܐܕ爏ܛܡ.ܢ熏ܩ犯ܦܬܬܕ焏ܥܪܐܕ煿̇ܝ

焏ܠܘܐܬ熏ܩܝܕܙܕܐ狏ܠܡ營ܡ熏ܦ爯ܡ狏ܩܦܢܘ.狏ܝܡܝ營ܒ.ܒܘܬ狏ܝܠܘ焏ܝ犯ܡ焏ܢܐ
ܝܗ焏ܝ犯ܡܒܢܘ犯ܡ焏ܢܘ.爯ܫܠ爏ܟ焏ܡ焏ܢ營ܒܘ.ܟܘ犯ܒ爏ܟܦ熏ܟܬ營ܠܕ.ܟ熏ܦܗܬ
ܥܘ.ܐܬ熏ܩܝܕܙ

̈
.ܢ熏ܠܙ焏ܢܗܬ熏ܠ焏ܢܝܫ

8.39

Isa 49:8–9 ܬܪܐܬܘ焏ܥܪܐ爟ܝܩܬܕ.焏ܡܡ̈ܥܠܐܪܗ熏ܢܘ焏ܡܥܠ焏ܡܝܩܟ狏ܒ煿ܝ.ܒܘܬܘ
煯ܚܕܐܬܘܬ犯ܝ

̈
煯ܝܣ焏ܠ犯ܡܐܬܘ.ܐ狏ܒ

̈
.熏ܠܓܬܐܕ焏ܫܝܒ̈ܚܠܘ熏ܩ熏ܦܕܐ

8.40

Isa 51:4–5 熏ܡܐ營ܢܢܬܘܨܘ܆焏ܡܡ̈ܥ營ܢ熏ܥܡ熏ܫ.ܒܘܬܘ
̈

營ܡ煟ܩ爯ܡ焏ܣ熏ܡܢܕ爏ܛܡ܆ܐܬ
ܢ
̇

.fol|ܘܗܐܪܗ熏ܢ營ܢܝܕܘ.犟ܦ 221v|ܡܡ̈ܥܠ焏.ܩ犯ܒ狏ܩܝܕܙ熏ܦܢܘܝܬ犟ܦ熏ܢܩܪ營ܒܘ܇煟ܥܪ營
ܖ熟ܓ爯ܝܟܣ̈ܢ營ܠܘ.ܢ熏ܢܝܕܬ狏ܢ焏ܡܡ̈ܥ

̈
煯ܒܣܢ營ܥܪ煟ܠܘ܆ܐܬ

̈
.ܢ

8.41

Isa 52:10 煯ܒܥܢܘ煿ܠܟܢܘ熟ܚܢܘ.焏ܡܡ̈ܥܢܘ煿ܠܟ爯ܝܥܠ焏ܫܝ煟ܩ煿ܥܪܕ焏ܝ犯ܡ焏ܠܓ.ܒܘܬܘ
̈
煿̇ܝ

.ܢ煿ܠܐܕ煿ܢܩܪ熏ܦ焏ܥܪܐܕ
8.42

Isa 55:4–5 熏ܡ焏ܠ焏ܢ犯ܒ煟ܡܘ焏ܛܝܠܫ.ܟ狏ܒ煿ܝ焏ܡܡ̈ܥܠܐܕ煿ܣܐܗ.ܒܘܬܘ
̈

ܐ犯ܩܬ.ܐܬ
焏ܝ犯ܡ爏ܛܡ.ܢ熏ܛܗ犯ܢܟܬ熏ܠ燿ܠ爯ܝܥ煟ܝ焏ܠܕ焏ܡܡ̈ܥܘ܆狏ܥ煟ܝ焏ܠܕ焏ܡܡ̈ܥ
.燿ܚܒܫܕ爏ܝܐ犯ܣܝܐܕ焏ܫܝ煟ܩ爏ܛܡܘ܆ܟ煿ܠܐ

8.43

Isa 65:1 ܬ犯ܡܐܘ.營ܢܘ焏ܥܒ焏ܠܕ爯ܝܠܝ焏ܠ狏ܚܟ狏ܫܐܘ.營ܢ熏ܠ焏ܫ焏ܠܕ爯ܝܠܝ焏ܠ狏ܝܥܒܬܐ.ܒܘܬܘ
.營ܡܫܐ犯ܩ焏ܠܕ焏ܡܥܠ焏ܢܐܐܗ.焏ܢܐܐܗܕ

8.44
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Isa 65:8–16 犯ܡܐ̇ܘ܆焏ܠ熏ܓܣܒܐ狏ܠ熏ܥܒ焏ܚܟ狏ܫܡܕ燿ܝܐ.焏ܝ犯ܡ犯ܡܐ焏̇ܢܟܗ.ܒܘܬܘ
爏ܛܡ煟ܒܥܐ焏ܢܟܗ܆煿ܒ狏ܝܐܐ狏ܟܪ熏ܒܕ爏ܛܡܝܗ熏ܝܠܒܚܬ焏ܠܗ犯ܒܚܠ犿ܢܐ
ܐܬ犯ܝܐܕܘ煿ܝ爯ܡܘ܆ܒ熏ܩܥܝ爯ܡ焏ܥܪܙ犟ܦܐܘ܆ܢܘ煿ܠܟܠ爏ܒܚܐ焏ܠܘ܆ܝ煟ܒ̈ܥ
煯ܝܕ焏ܢܘ犯ܫܐܘ煿ܢܘ.爯ܡܬܢܘ犯ܡܥܢܝ煟ܒ̈ܥܘ.營ܝܒ̈ܓ煿̇ܢܘܬܪ焏ܢܘ.ܝܪ熏ܛܕ

̈
.焏ܢܥܠܐ

煯ܩܒܕ焏ܥܒ犯ܡܠ犯ܟܥܕ焏ܩܡ熏ܥܘ
̈

ܢܘ狏ܩܒܫܕܢܘ狏ܢܐܘ.營ܢܘ焏ܥܒܕ營ܡܥܠ܇ܐ
ܖܘ狏ܦܢܘ狏ܝܠܡܘ܆焏ܫܝ煟ܩܗܪ熏ܛܠܢܘ狏ܝܥܛܘ܆焏ܝ犯ܡܠ

̈
ܓܠܐ

̈
煟ܡܘ܆ܐ熟ܓ狏ܠܢܘ煿ܢܘ

ܓܐ
̈

焏ܠܘܢ熏ܟ狏ܝ犯ܩܕ爏ܥ.ܢ熏ܟ犯ܒܬ焏ܠܛܩܒܢ熏ܟܠܟܘ.焏ܒ犯ܚܠܢ熏ܟܡܠܫܐ܆焏ܢ
焏ܠܕܡ煟ܡܢܘ狏ܝܒܓܘ܇營ܡ煟ܩ犿ܝܒܕܢܘܬ煟ܒܥܘ܇ܢܘ狏ܥܡܫ焏ܠܘ狏ܠܠܡܘ܇ܢܘ狏ܝܢܥ
ܢܘ狏ܢܐܘ܆ܢ熏ܠܟ焏ܢܝ煟ܒ̈ܥܐܗ.ܐ煿ܠܐ焏ܝ犯ܡ犯ܡܐ焏ܢܟܗ焏ܢܗ爏ܛܡ.焏ܢܐ焏ܒ̇ܨ
ܢܘ狏ܢܐܘܢܘ煟ܚܢܝ煟ܒ̈ܥܐܗ.ܢܘܗܨܬܢܘ狏ܢܐܘ܆ܢܘ狏ܫܢܝ煟ܒ̈ܥܐܗ.ܢ熏ܢܦܟܬ
煿ܒ焏ܟ爯ܡܢ熏ܟܒܬܢܘ狏ܢܐܘ܆ܢܘ煿ܒܠܕܐ狏ܒ̈ܛ爯ܡܢ熏ܚܒܫܢܝ煟ܒ̈ܥܐܗ.ܢ熏ܟܒܬ
熏ܡܢ熏ܟܡܫܢ熏ܩܒܫܬܘܢ熏ܟܚܘܪܕܗ犯̇ܒܬ爯ܡܘ܇ܢ熏ܟܒܠܕ

̈
ܟ狏ܝܡܢܘ.營ܝܒ̈ܓܠܐ狏ܡ

.焏|folܝ犯ܡ 222r|ܠܐ煿ܒ̈ܥܠܘ܆ܐ煟ܩܢܝܗܘ犯ܡܫܐ焏ܚܐ犯ܢ焏ܚ煟ܡܕ.ܐܬ狏ܒ犯ܟ
爏ܛܡ.爯ܝܡܐܐ煿ܠ焏ܒ焏ܡܝ焏ܥܪ焏ܒ焏ܡܝܕܘ.爯ܝܡܐܐ煿ܠ焏ܒܟ犯ܒ狏ܡ焏ܥܪ焏ܒ
ܥܛ狏ܢܕ

̈
ܟ狏ܢܘܐ狏ܝܡ煟̈ܩܐ狏ܩ̈ܥ爯ܝ

̈
.營ܡ煟ܩ爯ܡ爯ܝܣ

8.45

Isa 65:22–24 熏ܝܕ爏ܛܡ.爏ܝܠܩܪ狏ܒܘ
̈

熏ܝ燿ܝܐ營ܡܥܕܗ狏ܡ
̈

煟ܒܥܘ.焏ܝܚ̈ܕ焏ܢܠܝܐܕܢ熏ܢܐܐ狏ܡ
爏ܛܡ.ܐ狏ܛ熏ܠܠܢܘ煟ܠ熏ܢ焏ܠܘ.ܐܬ熏ܩܝ犯ܣܠܢܘ焏ܠܢ焏ܠ營ܝܒ̈ܓ.ܢ熏ܠܟ焏ܢܢܘ煿ܝ煟ܝܐ̈
ܢܒܘܢ熏ܢܗ̣.焏ܝ犯ܡ煿ܟ犯ܒܕܢ熏ܢܐ焏ܥܪܙܕ

̈
焏ܢܥܐܢܘ犯ܩܢ焏ܠ煟ܥܘ.ܢܘ煿ܡܥܢܘ煿ܝ

.ܢ熏ܢܐ牟ܡܫܐܢ熏ܠܠܡܢ焏ܠ煟ܥܘ.ܢ熏ܢܐ

8.46

Joel 3:1–5 熏ܝܒܐܘ煿ܢ.爏ܝܐ熏ܝ爯ܡ
̈

煯ܚܐܐ狏ܡ
̈
ܢ熏ܒܢ狏ܢܘ.犯ܣܒ爏ܟ爏ܥ營ܚܘܪܕ熏ܫܐ܆焏ܢ

ܢܒ
̈
ܢܒܘܢ熏ܟܝ

̈
狏ܟ熏ܟܝܒ̈ܣܘ.ܢ熏ܡ̈ܠܚܢ焏ܡܠܚܢ熏ܟܝܡ̈ܝܠܥܘ.ܢ熏ܚܢ熟ܘ

̈
.ܢܘ熟ܚܢ焏ܢ

熏ܝܒ營ܚܘܪܕ熏ܫܐ܆ܝܬ煿ܡ̈ܐ爏ܥܘܝ煟ܒ̈ܥ爏ܥܦܐܘ
̈

煯ܡܕܬ煟ܒܥܐܘ.ܢ熏ܢܗ̇ܐ狏ܡ
̈

ܐܬ
焏ܟ熏ܫܚܠ燿ܦܗ狏ܢ焏ܫܡܫ.焏ܢܢܬܕܐ犯ܛܥܘܐܪ熏ܢܘ焏ܡܕ.焏ܥܪ焏ܒܘ焏ܝܡܫܒ
煿ܡܫܐ犯ܩܢܕ爏ܟܘ.焏ܠܝܚܕܘ焏ܒܪ焏ܝ犯ܡܕ煿ܡ熏ܝܐܬ焏ܢܕܡ煟ܩ.焏ܡ煟ܠܐܪ煿ܣܘ
.焏ܚ焏ܢ焏ܝ犯ܡܕ

8.47

熏ܚܬ爯ܝܠܗ
̈
ܢܟܬܐܐ狏ܝ

̈
ܟ爯ܡ܆焏ܟܪܗ爟ܝܣܬܬܐܘ營ܫ

̈
狏ܒ焏ܝܒ̈ܢܕ焏̈ܩ煟ܫܝ焏܆

ܘ煿ܝܕܐܬ熏ܢܣܟܡܠܕ燿ܝܐ
̈
ܢܚܕܘ焏ܝܕ

̈
煯ܚܐܐܘܗ狏ܝܐ煟ܟ܆焏ܦ

̈
ܓܣܐ狏ܝܢ

̈
ܐܬ焏ܝ

ܘܗ爯ܡ̈ܚܠܕ
̈
ܢܕܝ

̈
狏ܝܬ狏ܝ爯ܠ熏ܠܒܩ煿ܠܐ.ܢܘ焏ܝܠܗ爯ܝܡܝܣ̈ܬܬܐܕ爯ܦܣ

̈
爟ܠܫ.爯ܩ

.ܐܬܘܕ煿̈ܣ

Appendix 2: Scriptural Index

Genesis

1:26 1.3

1:27 1.26

3:22 1.4

5:1 1.27

6:3 1.28

11:7 1.5

12:3 8.21

17:5–7 8.20

18:1–23 1.6

18:17–18 3.2

18:26 1.7

18:32–19:3 1.8

19:12–13 1.9

19:19–25 1.10

19:24 1.29

22:10–12 1.30

22:15–18 1.31

22:18 3.3

26:4 8.22

31:11–13 1.32

49:8–9 7.38
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Genesis (cont.)

49:8–12 2.2

49:10 6.3, 8.23

49:10–11 7.8

Exodus

3:1–7 1.11

3:11–15 1.12

4:13 2.3

31:1–3 1.13

33:18–23 1.14

34:5–6 1.15

34:8–9 1.16

Numbers

6:22–27 1.17

24:17 2.21

Deuteronomy

6:4 1.18

18:15 2.4

32:1 8.19

1Samuel

12:3–5 1.33

1Kings

8:27 4.10

2Chronicles

6:17–18 4.9

Psalms

2:1–3 7.12

2:6–8 5.2

2:7–8 8.24

2:8 3.4

8:3 7.10

8:5–7 2.5

12:6 4.3, 7.50

16:8–10 7.40

22:8–9 7.29

22:17–19 7.27

22:31–32 8.27

24:7–10 7.52

27:12 7.17

33:6 1.19

41:8–9 7.36

41:10 7.15

43:3 5.3

45:7–8 5.4

47:6–10 7.54

51:12–14 1.37

56:11 1.34

57:4 5.5

67:7–8 1.20

68:2–4 7.41

68:19 7.53

69:22 7.28

69:22–29 8.2

72:1 5.6

72:6–19 3.5

72:8–11 8.25

72:17 8.26

78:65–66 7.42

80:2–4 4.4

84:8 4.5

88:6 7.37

89:4–5 6.4

89:21 6.5

89:29–38 6.6

94:1 4.6

98:2 8.29

109:1 8.3

109:1–9 7.16

110:1–4 5.7

117:1–2 8.28

118:21–24 7.43

118:25–27 4.8

119:89 1.35

Emiliano Fiori and Bishara Ebeid - 978-90-04-52755-3
Downloaded from Brill.com02/26/2023 10:52:37AM

via Aletheia University



an unpublished syriac collection 69

130:5 1.36

143:10 1.38

144:5 4.7

Proverbs

8:11–31 1.40

30:4 1.39

Job

19:25 4.2

Hosea

6:1–2 7.49

7:13–16 8.4

9:7–17 8.5

10:12 4.11

Joel

3:1 1.41

3:1–5 8.47

Amos

5:21–27 8.6

6:8 8.7

8:9–10 7.30

9:1–5 8.8

Micah

1:2–3 4.12

3:8 1.42

4:14 7.21

5:1 2.6

Zephaniah

3:14–18 4.13

Zechariah

2:14–17 5.8

6:12–13 2.7

9:9 7.9

9:9–10 8.30

9:9–11 2.8

9:10 3.12

9:11 7.44

11:7–9 7.33

11:12–13 7.18

12:9–10 7.32

13:6 7.55

13:7 7.19

14:6–7 7.31

Isaiah

1:10–16 8.12

3:9–10 7.14

6:1–3 1.23

7:10–14 4.16

8:16–18 8.32

9:5–6 5.9

10:33–11:10 2.17

11:9–10 8.36

19:1 7.3

25:6 8.33

25:8–9 7.45

26:1–4 7.46, 8.34

28:16–17 2.18

30:8–14 8.13

35:2–10 4.17

40:3–5 4.18, 8.38

40:9–11 4.19

42:1–4 7.5, 8.37

42:6–9 3.6

42:7 7.48

43:6–9 8.31

45:21–24 8.39

45:22–25 3.7

46:12–13 4.20

48:12–16 5.10

49:5–6 3.8

49:8–9 3.9, 8.40

49:9 7.47
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Isaiah (cont.)

50:5–8 7.22

51:4–5 8.41

52:10 8.42

52:13–53:7 7.6

53:7–12 7.24

54:1 8.35

55:3–5 2.19

55:4–5 3.10, 8.43

61:1 1.43

61:1–3 2.20

62:10–12 3.11

63:1–6 7.56

63:9 4.21

63:14 1.44

65:1 8.44

65:2–7 8.14

65:8–16 8.45

65:22–24 8.46

Jeremiah

14:11–12 8.9

15:1–4 8.10

18:11–13 8.11

23:5–6 2.9

30:8–9 2.10

33:17 6.7

33:20–21 2.11

Lamentations

4:20 7.35

Ezekiel

7:1–9 8.15

15:1–16:3 8.16

16:44–52 8.17

21:32 2.15

22:17–18 8.18

34:25 2.12

37:1 1.22

37:23–24 2.13

37:25 2.14

44:1–3 4.15

Daniel

2:34–35 2.16

9:24–26 6.2

Baruch

3:36–38 4.14

Wisdom of Solomon

2:12–22 7.13

8:3 1.21

Sirach

24:1–12 5.11

24:19–29 5.12

Jeremiah Agraphon 7.23

Ezra Agraphon 7.26
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chapter 3

Tongues on a Golden Mouth: The Transition from

Scholia to Florilegia as Evidenced in a

Sixth-Century Syriac ChrysostomManuscript

Yonatan Moss

Why did the florilegium become a predominant mode of organizing, transmit-

ting, and creating knowledge in the Syriacworld, beginning in the sixth century,

and with ever-increasing energy and complexity in the Abbasid period? How

did the process of selection of smaller excerpts from larger texts, and their com-

pilation in florilegia, work in practice?

I propose one modest, and quite specific, point of entry into these big ques-

tions. The logic of my procedure is as follows: The patristic extracts compris-

ing the theological florilegia (to limit the discussion to just that one type of

florilegium) would ultimately need to have been excavated from earlier manu-

scripts of continuous patristic texts. Given that quite a few Syriac manuscripts

containing such continuous texts survive from the period before the heyday

of the Syriac florilegium,1 we may ask whether any traces are to be found in

1 I know of no study that offers an organized presentation of all the early—let us say, fifth and

sixth century—continuous manuscripts of patristic texts in Syriac. The list of dated Syriac

manuscripts provided by Sebastian Brock, “ATentative Checklist of Dated SyriacManuscripts

up to 1300,”Hugoye 15 (2012): 21–48 records 30 patristic manuscripts from the fifth and sixth

centuries. There are, of course, also dozens more undated patristic manuscripts from this

period, such as London, British Library Add. 14567, the focus of this article. For a general

overview of Greek patristic authors in Syriac translation, see Dominique Gonnet, “Liste des

oeuvres patristiques traduites du grec en syriaque,” in Les Pères grecs dans la tradition syri-

aque (ed. A. Schmidt and D. Gonnet; es 4; Paris: Geuthner, 2007), 202–221. There are several

excellent specialized studies on the transmission history of the specific works of individ-

ual patristic authors, such as Athanasius, Basil of Caesarea, Gregory of Nazianzus, Gregory

of Nyssa, Cyril of Alexandria, and Severus of Antioch. This is not the place to review that

literature. For the purposes of this article, I limit references to some of the work on the Syr-

iac versions of John Chrysostom. See Jeff W. Childers, “Chrysostom’s Exegetical Homilies on

the New Testament in Syriac Translation,” sp 33 (1997): 509–516; idem, “Chrysostom in Syriac

Dress,” sp 67 (2013): 323–332; idem, “Constructing the Syriac Chrysostom: The Transforma-

tion of a Greek Orator into a Native Syriac Speaker,” in Syriac in its Multi-Cultural Context (ed.

H.G.B. Teule, et al.; Eastern Christian Studies 23; Leuven: Peeters, 2017), 47–57. This note was

limited to Greek authors in Syriac translation because Chrysostom is the focus of the present

article. Needless to say, the same processes of selection from continuous manuscripts and
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those earlier manuscripts of the transferral of material from continuous texts

into florilegia. Specifically, we may ask the following questions: As they mined

these earlier manuscripts for material, did the later readers, the compilers of

the florilegia, leave behind any telltale marks of their excavations? Or, since

the practice of creating florilegia stretches back to the sixth century and ear-

lier,2 perhaps already such telltale marks can be found also in the work of the

scribes who wrote out these continuous manuscripts? Can it be demonstrated

that certainmanuscripts were created with an eye to their usage as a source for

future florilegia? Finally, if such traces exist, what can they teach us not only

about how florilegia were created, but also, perhaps, about why they were cre-

ated?

It is obvious that the manuscript evidence for both continuous texts and

florilegia that happens to survive today tells only part of the story.3 Yet, even

within thosemanuscripts that the hands of history have placed at our disposal,

we may search for concrete traces of the processes of selection and extraction

of individual passages fromcontinuous texts andmay thereby try to answer the

above-mentioned questions about the creation of the florilegia.

This article lays out the evidence for precisely such traces in one sixth-

century Syriac Chrysostom manuscript: London, British Library Add. 14567.

William Wright dates the manuscript on paleographical grounds to the sixth

century.4 A note appended to the end of the manuscript, in a different scribal

hand, indicates that the book was purchased in 929 ag, that is 618ce, thus pro-

viding a terminus ante quem for the writing of the book, and an actual date for

the writing of that note.5 The Estrangela writing of themain hand is unmistak-

able, and is accordingly noted as such by Wright.6 Wright also mentions that

incorporation into florilegia would presumably have worked the same way with the Syriac

material.

2 Christological florilegia are attested for as early as the fifth century. For the general contours of

the phenomenon in the Greekmilieu, see Basil Studer, “Florilegia,” in Encyclopedia of Ancient

Christianity (ed. A. Di Berardino; trans. J.T. Papa, et al.; 3 vols.; Downers Grove, Illinois: ivp

Academic, 2014), 2:47–49. For a more detailed survey of late ancient Christological florilegia

in a range of languages, see Alois Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition: Volume ii: From the

Council of Chalcedon (451) to Gregory the Great (590–604): Part i: Reception and Contradiction:

The Development of the Discussion about Chalcedon from 451 to the Beginning of the Reign of

Justinian (trans. P. Allen and J. Cawte; Atlanta: John Knox Press, 1987), 51–78.

3 See Sebastian P. Brock, “Without Mushê of Nisibis, Where Would We Be? Some Reflections

on the Transmission of Syriac Literature,” JEastCS 56 (2004), 15–24.

4 WilliamWright,Catalogue of SyriacManuscripts in the BritishMuseumAcquired since theYear

1838 (3 vols.; London: British Museum, 1870–1872), 2:478–479.

5 Wright, Catalogue, 2:479. See bl Add. 14567, fol. 200v, for the note.

6 Wright, Catalogue, 2:478: “Fine, regular Estrangela of the sixth century.”
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the endnote is in “a different hand.” More recent paleographical studies allow

us to identify that endnote hand as an Estrangela-Serto hybrid,7 of the kind that

begins to be attested in such scribal notations around the mid-sixth century.8

These two hands—the sixth-century Estrangela and the early seventh-century

Estrangela-Serto hybrid—will play an important role in our discussion, but first

we must describe the contents of the manuscript.

The bulk of the manuscript contains several of John Chrysostom’s non-

exegetical works. These are: the first four of the five homilies On the Incom-

prehensibility of God, and about half of the fifth homily;9 the three treatises to

Stagirius the monk tormented by a demon;10 and the homily entitled “On that

Demons Do not Govern the World,” known in other contexts also as the first

of Chrysostom’s three homilies On the Devil.11 These works occupy the first 177

folios.

The final 23 folios provide the following other fourChrysostom texts: the first

is a long extract from the beginning of Homily 20 To the People of Antioch (also

7 See Appendix 2 below (reproduced separately due to the images contained therein).

The forms in the hybrid hand for beth, gomal, koph, and pe are Estrangela. The forms

in the hybrid hand for dolath, he, waw, semkat and rish are Serto. The hybrid hand forms

for olaph, mim, shin and taw are neither Estrangela nor Serto, but can be described as

forms that are midway between them.

8 See Françoise Briquel-Chatonnet, “Writing Syriac: Manuscripts and Inscriptions,” in The

SyriacWorld (ed. D. King; RoutledgeWorlds; London andNewYork, 2019), 243–265, at 254;

Michael Penn, R. Jordan Crouser, and Philip Abbott, “Serto before Serto: Reexamining the

Earliest Development of Syriac Script,” Aramaic Studies 18 (2020): 46–63, at 55–56. See

further Kristina Bush et al., “Challenging the Estrangela/Serto Divide,”Hugoye: Journal of

Syriac Studies 21 (2018): 43–80.

9 First Homily: bl Add. 14567, fol. 2v–12v; SecondHomily: fol. 12v–25v; Third Homily: fol. 25v–

37r; Fourth Homily: fol. 37r–49v; Fifth Homily: fol. 49v–57r. For a study of this manuscript’s

Syriac version of these homilies, see François Graffin and Anne-Marie Malingrey, “La tra-

dition syriaque des homélies de Jean Chrysostome sur l’incompréhensibilité de Dieu,”

in Epektasis. Mélanges patristiques offerts au Cardinal Jean Daniélou (ed. J. Fontaine and

C. Kannengiesser; Paris: Beauchesne, 1972), 603–609. For an edition of the Greek text, see

Chrysostome, Incompréhensibilité. See also ibid., 65; 76–79 for a presentation of the rele-

vance of the Syriac version in arriving at a critical edition of the Greek text. See further

below for evidence of other Syriac versions of this text.

10 First Treatise: bl Add. 14567, fol. 57r–92r; Second Treatise: fol. 92r–126r; Third Treatise:

fol. 126r–159v. For an edition of the Greek text, see pg 47, 423–494. For two recent studies

focusing on this text, see Jessica Wright, “Between Despondency and the Demon: Diag-

nosing and Treating Spiritual Disorders in John Chrysostom’s Letter to Stageirios,” Journal

of Late Antiquity 7 (2015): 352–367; Blake Leyerle, “The Etiology of Sorrow and its Thera-

peutic Benefits in the Preaching of John Chrysostom,” Journal of Late Antiquity 7 (2015):

368–385, at 377–381; 383–384.

11 bl Add. 14567, fol. 160r–178r. Greek text: pg 49.241–258.
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known as On the Statues). It is cited—we are informed by a “caption,” a head-

ing preceding the text—to prove that the Lenten fast alone is not sufficient

to make one able to receive the Easter communion, but that repentance of the

soul is also required.12The second text is a long extract fromChrysostom’s ninth

Homily onMatthew, concerningHerod’smassacre of the innocents.13 The third

text is the entirety of Chrysostom’s Eighth Homily on 1Thessalonians.14 The

fourth, and final text of the volume, is a short excerpt from the Fifth Homily

on Matthew, the heading caption of which indicates that it is “an admonition

not to rely on others to redeem us on the great day of resurrection.”15

These final four texts seem to have a common denominator: they all focus

on sincere, personal responsibility in religious behavior, and on the question of

theodicy when such behavior does not seem to lead to rewards in this world.

Three of the four passages are provided with heading captions indicating the

main point they are meant to demonstrate. The Homily on 1Thessalonians has

no such caption, perhaps because it is cited in its entirety. In two of the other

three cases, the “captions” given here are not found in the Greek tradition. The

exception is the first citation, from the Homilies to the People of Antioch, which

cites the “argument” that prefaces the homily also in the Greek tradition.

Although, as far as I can tell, the fact has gone unmentioned in earlier schol-

arship, this manuscript is furnished with forty scribal glosses, or scholia,16 writ-

ten in its margins.17 There are, in addition, five notes that are one-word correc-

12 bl Add. 14567, fol. 178r–182r. The Greek text: pg 49.197–200. The heading, or “caption,” of

the Syriac versionhere, referred to above (necessity of spiritual repentance for Easter com-

munion) is also found in the Greek tradition. See pg 49.197.

13 bl Add. 14567, fol. 182v–186v. The Greek text: pg 57.89/175–179.

14 bl Add. 14567, fol. 187r–198v. The Greek text: pg 62.439–446.

15 bl Add. 14567, fol. 199r–200v. The Greek text: pg 57.59–60.

16 The precise difference between the terms “gloss” and “scholium,” which is subject to

debate, does not concern me here. For one, provisional, definition, see Michael D. Reeve,

“Scholia,” in The Oxford Classical Dictionary (ed. S. Hornblower and A. Spawforth; 3rd rev.

ed.; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2003), 1368. I will usually refer to these marginalia as

“scholia” when referring to the gloss taken together with its lemma.When focusing just on

the note itself, I will call them glosses.

17 Wright, Catalogue, 2:479 takes note of drawings of birds and deer, but makes no mention

of the scholia. Graffin andMalingrey, “La tradition syriaque,” in an article dedicated to this

manuscript and Penn et al., “Serto,” who analyze the manuscript’s handwritings, also say

nothing about the scholia. The neglect of these scholia may be compared to a similar sit-

uation with regard to the marginalia on Syriac manuscripts of Gregory of Nazianzus. See

André de Halleux, “Les commentaires syriaques des Discours de Grégoire de Nazianze:

Un premier sondage,” lm 98 (1985), 103–147, at 141–142. My preliminary work on those

Gregory marginalia reveals connections between them and the florilegia, similar to the

connections documented in this article.
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tions or glosses on individual words, written in a hasty, cursive hand with no

particular attention drawn to them.18 Those notes need not concern us here.

What will concern us are the forty scholia spread throughout the first 177 folios

of the manuscript (in other words, on the continuous texts: On the Incompre-

hensibility of God; To Stagirius; and On that Demons Do not Govern).19 These

scholia, which are transcribed and translated together with their lemmata in

an appendix to this article, are all at least one sentence long; sometimes a bit

longer. They are all written in a careful, intentional manner; they are all high-

lighted by an outline that is either a simple line around the words,20 or a tabula

ansata.21 These outlines are, as a rule, in a color different from the color of the

text of the scholium. The scholia are usually providedwith a graphic sign (to be

discussed more below) indicating which part of the continuous text they refer

to.

Having presented the contents of the manuscript, including its scholia, we

may now return to the issue of the two scribal hands described above. Of

the forty scholia, nine are written in the Estrangela hand of the body of the

manuscript,while the remaining 31 scholia arewritten in thehybridEstrangela-

Serto hand documented in the manuscript’s endnote.22 The nine Estrangela

scholia are distributed among the first 18 scholia of the manuscript, stretching

from fol. 9v to fol. 56v. Dispersed among those leaves are nine scholia written

in the hybrid hand. The remaining 22 scholia, stretching from 61v to 173v, are all

written in the hybrid hand.

Two conclusions arise from this data. First, the scribe of the main text, or

someone working close to him in time and place (due to the identical appear-

ing handwriting), also provided his own nine scholia to his text. Whether he

copied these scholia fromhis archetype or came upwith themhimself, we can-

not say. Second, the scribe of the endnote (or someone working close to him in

time and place…), whowas a different, later person than the scribe of the body

18 These short notes can be found on the following folios of bl Add. 14567: 17v; 20r; 26r; 151v;

175r.

19 The forty scholia can be found on the following folios of bl Add. 14567: 1) 9v; 2) 11r; 3) 19r;

4) 19r bis; 5) 19v; 6) 22v; 7) 29r; 8) 31v; 9) 33v; 10) 34v; 11) 35v; 12) 36r; 13) 36v; 14) 36v bis; 15) 45v;

16) 49r; 17) 55r; 18) 56v; 19) 61v; 20) 62r; 21) 63v; 22) 63v bis; 23) 64v; 24) 67r; 25) 67v; 26) 72r; 27)

73r; 28) 88r; 29) 91v; 30) 93r; 31) 100v; 32) 151r; 33) 152v; 34) 155r; 35) 156r; 36) 156v; 37) 157r; 38)

157v; 39) 167v; 40) 173v. This enumeration will be followed throughout the article. See the

appendix below for a full transcription of the scholia and their respective lemmata. The

question may be raised why scholia appear only on the first 177 folios, on the continuous

texts, but not on the manuscript’s final 23 folios. See on this n. 75 below.

20 See Appendix 2 below.

21 See Appendix 2 below.

22 See Appendix 2 below.
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of the text,23 added 31 more scholia of his own, some interspersed within the

first scribe’s scholia, and most after them.

These two conclusions demonstrate that the “scholiastic” treatment of such

continuous patristic texts was an ongoing activity. In the case of this manu-

script, the scholiastic activity appears to have begun as early as the time of the

manuscript’s production,24 and it continued once themanuscript had changed

hands at a relatively early stage. Yet, while palaeography helps us date the scho-

liastic activities surrounding our manuscript, it does not in itself bring us any

closer to understanding the connection between scholia and florilegia. For this

we must focus on the specific strategies by which the scholia are connected to

the texts upon which they comment. Then we must compare these strategies

to the ways in which florilegia select and introduce their excerpts. For, struc-

turally speaking, the link in a continuous manuscript between the marginal

notation (the “gloss”) and the segment of the main body of the text to which it

refers (the “lemma”) functions like the link between the headings to excerpts

and the excerpts themselves in the florilegia.25 I propose that this structural

connection embodied a historical-practical reality. I think the scholia on the

continuous patristic texts can provide concrete evidence for how, and possibly

even why, the florilegia were made.

Scholia in continuous manuscripts may be divided into two broad cate-

gories, according to the strategies bywhich the gloss is connected to its lemma. I

call these categories “introvertive” and “extrovertive.”26 The introvertive scholia

23 Although in somemanuscripts the scribe of the colophon and endnotes can be shown to

be the main scribe, who has changed his hand for the less formal colophon (see Briquel-

Chatonnet, “Writing Syriac,” 256; Penn et al., “Serto,” 53–54), in this manuscript that is not

the case. This is because, if it were indeed the same scribe, wewould not be able to explain

why he chose to write the scholia in two different hands (which, as the analysis below

demonstrates, do not have any other observable substantive or stylistic differences).

24 This phenomenon of the scribe providing glosses to his ownmanuscript is amply attested

(if we follow Wright’s paleographical judgments). See, e.g., London, British Library Add.

17146 (Gregory of Nazianzus’ homilies), with Wright, Catalogue 2:437; London, British

Library Add. 12153 (also Gregory’s homilies, but according to a revised version), with

Wright, Catalogue 2:426; London, British Library Add. 14633 (Isaac of Nineveh), with

Wright, Catalogue 2:576.

25 This double terminological distinction—gloss-lemma=heading-excerpt—works well for

the theological material. This is not the case with exegetical material, where the “head-

ings” in florilegia are often called “lemmata”, and the excerpts can be called “glosses.”

26 These aremy terms. I donot knowof typological equivalents either in the ancientmaterial

or inmodern scholarship. Nevertheless, the array of sigla used by late ancient glossators of

Latin manuscripts betrays a typology that overlaps with the one I am proposing. Sigla are

distinguished according to the following six functions: quotation, correction, omission,

text structuring, attention, and excerption. The first four functions may be classified as
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point the reader to the text itself; they provide signposts to the text and explain

it. As a result, they onlymake full sense within the context of the text itself. The

extrovertive scholia, by contrast, point outwards to a broader context, often

more connected to the world of the scholiast and his imagined reader than

to the world of the author upon whose work the scholia were written. Extro-

vertive scholia shed some of the specifics of the text they interpret. They avoid

anonymous, distant pronouns, speaking of “you” and “us” rather than of “he”

and “him.” In cases where their lemmata, in the course of the discussion, have

left out the subject, they fill it in. They make a point of changing the wording

of the lemma tomake clear what is being discussed. And, perhapsmost impor-

tantly, they concern themselves with lessons applicable outside the world of

the specific text to which they are linked. In short, introvertive scholia are cen-

tripetal; extrovertive centrifugal.

These differencesmay be illustratedwith a few examples of each type, taken

from ourmanuscript. Our first two examples of introvertive scholia come from

the second treatise to Stagirius. In the lemmata, Chrysostomencourages Stagir-

ius in his tribulations, by pointing out that suffering brings one closer to God.

He appeals to the precedence of two types of people: the saints of old, and

contemporary suffering individuals. In both cases, the glosses simply spell out

that this is what the author is doing. In the first case, the gloss reads: “Here

he begins to talk about the tribulations of the saints.” In the second case, the

gloss reads: “Fromhere he begins ⟨to talk⟩ about the tribulations of individuals

in that time.” In both cases the beginning of the lemma is marked by a slight

backslash in themargin of the text.27 I have inserted thick arrows in the images

below to signal the backslashes.28

“introvertive,” while the final twomay be classified as “extrovertive.” Interestingly, the final

function, “excerption,” is the latest and the rarest. See Eva (Evina) Steinová, “Notam Super-

ponere Studui: The Use of Technical Signs in the Early Middle Ages” (Ph.D. diss., Utrecht

University, 2016), 197–216. Information about the rarity and belatedness of the excerption

signs can be found there at 215–216. I thankMarion Pragt for bringing this excellent disser-

tation to my attention. See also a near equivalent to my typology in Francesco Trisoglio,

“Mentalità ed atteggiamenti degli scoliasti di fronte agli scritti di S. Gregorio di Nazianzo,”

in ii. Symposium Nazianzenum, Actes du colloque international, Louvain-la-Neuve, 25–28

août 1981 (ed. J. Mossay; Studien zur Geschichte und Kultur des Altertums 2; Paderborn:

Ferdinand Schöningh, 1983), 187–251, esp. at 214–219.

27 Such backslashes appear throughout the manuscript, often marking lemmata (in some

cases the beginning of the lemma, in others the end, and in yet others, both), but often

they appear without connection to any glosses. I have not been able to understand the full

range of their functions in themanuscript.Wewill soon see that alongside the backslashes

this manuscript also uses another siglum, the trigon, to indicate the scholia’s lemmata.

28 The second lemma, in Scholium 33, strangely precedes its attendant gloss, appearing on

fol. 152r, when the gloss is on fol. 152v. I cannot explain this anomaly.
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Lemma:29

ܘܐ爯ܡܘ.爯ܝ煟ܝܗܕܐ煿ܡ̈ܫܡܢܘ煿ܠܟܠ犯ܝܓ焯ܩܿܥ
̈
焏ܝܣܗ犯ܦ熏ܢܼܩܕ狏ܢܐܐ熟ܚ焏ܢ犏ܠ

.ܐ煿ܠܐܬ熏ܠ

For, examine all the illustrious men of old, and you will see that through their

tribulations they acquired familiarity with God.

Gloss:

ܘܐ爏ܥ焏ܢ狏ܢܕܝ犯ܫ焏ܟܪܗ
̈
焏ܫ̈ܝ煟ܩܕ焏ܢ犏ܠ

Here he began to talk about the tribulations of the saints.

figure 3.1 Scholium 31, bl Add. 14567, fol. 100v (lemma and gloss)

The purpose of these scholia is to indicate what is happening at this point in

the text. In their current form and formulation, these scholia only make sense

in conjunction with their lemmata, and in so far as those lemmata are part of a

larger text. The scholia use an anonymous pronoun “he”with no referent. Taken

in context, we know they are referring to Chrysostom himself, but that is pre-

cisely the point: that context is necessary. This is also true of the usage of the

local adverbs “here” and “from here” and their signaling of a beginning point in

the text, which moors them to their lemmata.30 It is only meaningful to know

29 The text: Ad Stagirium 2.5; pg 47.454; Coco, A Stagirio, 95.

30 One might even say that the second scholium (33) is not only tied to the context of its
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Lemma:31

…焏ܢܐ犯ܡܿܐܣ熏ܠܝܦ熏ܡܐ煟ܠ.焏ܡܝܚܪܘܗ焏ܒܿܣܠ犯ܟܕܬܐ

Recall that beloved old man, namely Demophilus …

Gloss:

ܘܐ爏ܥܐ犯ܫܡ焏ܟܡ
̈
ܘ煿ܒܕܢ熏ܢܗܕ焏ܢ犏ܠ

ܿ
焏ܢܒܙ

From here he begins ⟨to talk⟩ about the tribulations of individuals in that time.

figure 3.2 Scholium 33, bl Add. 14567, fol. 152r (lemma); fol. 152v (gloss)

that it is here, or from here, that something begins if we see what came before

that “here”. In their current form, these scholia cannot be extracted from the

manuscript without somehow repackaging them.

Scholium 33, the second example of introvertive scholia, is also interesting

because it betrays its author’s distance from Chrysostom. It speaks of tribu-

lations of individuals “in that time,” namely in the time of Chrysostom, thus

creating a distance between the author’s time and the scholiast’s time, and thus

it also drives a wedge in the potential applicability of the author’s message to

the world of the scholiast.

lemma and wider text, but, in this case, it seems also to be tied to the earlier scholium on

the same topic (31). For, Scholium 31 had a verb 焏ܢ狏ܢ , “to recount,” to go with the “begin-

ning” verb. Scholium 33, with its elision of that complementary verb, would seem to be

relying on its connection to the earlier gloss.

31 The text: Ad Stagirium 3.12; pg 47.489; Coco, A Stagirio, 160.
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In sum, introvertive scholia may be compared to the stage directions ap-

pended to the script of a play. They are signposts for the readers as they nav-

igate their way through the text, and they make little to no sense outside of

the world of the text itself. It is for this reason that introvertive scholia have

often been more interesting in the eyes of modern scholarship, for they pro-

vide keys to the interpretation of historical texts within the contexts of their

times.32

The extrovertive scholia do precisely the reverse. Because they turn out-

wards, to the world beyond the text, as time between the author of the text and

the situation of the scholiast elapses, they run the risk of anachronism. Further-

more, unlike the introvertive scholia, which use anonymous, distant pronouns,

extrovertive scholia clarify the identity of the subject at hand.

Two scholia will serve as illustrations of the extrovertive type. The first is

taken from the SecondHomily on the Incomprehensibility of God. Unlike the two

introvertive scholia we saw, here the beginning point of the lemma is indicated

by a trigon (also known as a “therefore sign,” signaled below bymy downwards-

pointing arrow), rather than a backslash. A backslash in what appears to be

close to a logical ending point for the lemma (signaled bymyupwards-pointing

arrow) may have been inserted to indicate the end of the lemma, but it is

hard to determine what its function is with certainty. The trigon is not espe-

cially characteristic of extrovertive rather than introvertive scholia, although it

is consistently used only for the first eighteen scholia of the manuscript, after

which it does not reappear.33 There does not seem to be a discernible pattern as

32 The stated purpose of so-called “material philology” or “New Philology” approaches is

precisely to offer an alternative to this traditional modern historiographical preference.

For a now-classic statement, see Stephen G. Nichols, “Why Material Philology? Some

Thoughts,”Zeitschrift für deutsche Philologie 116 (1997): 10–30. For a more recent represen-

tative, including studies on Syriac material, see Liv Ingeborg Lied and Hugo Lundhaug,

eds., Snapshots of Evolving Traditions: Jewish and Christian Manuscript Culture, Textual

Fluidity, andNew Philology (Texte undUntersuchungen zur Geschichte der altchristlichen

Literatur 175; Berlin: De Gruyter, 2017). For an interesting proposal to recategorize the dif-

ferences between “old” and “new” philology, see further Maja Bäckvall, “Description and

Reconstruction: An Alternative Categorization of Philological Approaches,” in Philology

Matters! Essays on the Art of Reading Slowly (ed. H. Lönnroth; Medieval and Renaissance

Authors and Texts 19; Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2017), 21–34.

33 It will be recalled that the manuscript’s sole nine scholia written in Estrangela are dis-

tributed among the manuscript’s first eighteen scholia. See n. 22 above. Tabulae ansatae

are consistently used for the first nineteen scholia of the manuscript, after which they do

not reappear. I cannot figure out what the connection between these three, apparently

related, observations might be.
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Lemma:34

.焏ܒ犏ܢܕܡ煟ܡ爏ܟܬ熏ܠܕ熏ܚܠܒ犯ܝܓ煿ܠ犟ܦܣ

For it is enough for him with regard to everything, just to will it.

Gloss:

.焏ܒ犏ܢܕܝܗܿܡ煟ܡܠܟܬ熏ܠܐ煿ܠ焏ܠ犯ܝܓ煿ܠ犟ܦܣ

For it is enough for God with regard to everything, the fact that he wills [it].

figure 3.3 Scholium 5, bl Add. 14567, fol. 19v (lemma and scholium)

to when the trigon is used to indicate lemmata, when the backslash, and when

neither.35

The context of the lemma is Chrysostom’s discussion about the sheer dis-

tance between God and man. Unlike human creativity, which is accomplished

by action, God’s creative powers operate through will alone. “For it is enough

for him with regard to everything, just to will it.” This important theological

notion, conveniently encapsulated in one pithy sentence, was deemed worthy

of a gloss. But rather thanmerely draw the reader’s attention to it, the scholiast

34 The text: De Incomprehensibili natura Dei 2.30; Chrysostome, Incomprehensibilité, 164;

Chrysostom, Incomprehensible Nature, 83.

35 But see Steinová, “Notam Superponere,” 216; 219; 238, who identifies the functions of the

trigon in Latin manuscripts as either “attention” or “excerption” signs, both functions

which we have associated with extrovertive scholia. See n. 26 above.
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repackages it, preparing it for export by a slight emendation. Unlike the intro-

vertive scholia, which leave third person pronouns unspecified, the scholium

here adds a subject, and clarifies the message. The unspecified personal pro-

noun of the lemma is given a name: God. And the vague 焏ܒ犏ܢܕ (“for him to

will”) is transformedwith the addition of the demonstrative pronoun into a rel-

ative clause as attribute to the whole sentence, thereby giving it more concrete

force: 焏ܒ犏ܢܕܝܗܿ (“the fact that he wills”).36 A similar syntactical transforma-

tion is attested in at least one other scholium in the manuscript, which is,

naturally, also an extrovertive scholium.37

Our second specimen of the extrovertive type is taken from the first treatise

to Stagirius. It demonstrates how far the scholiast will go in extracting general

lessons from Chrysostom’s words, and in reformulating Chrysostom’s language

to get the point across. Unlike the examples we have seen so far, there is no

discernible sign indicating the beginning or end points of the lemma. Possible

reasons for this will be presented below. I have provided more of the text in

figure 3.4 below.

In context, Chrysostom is writing to Stagirius about God’s providence and

care for his creations. He narrates, in passing, and alongside various other top-

ics, different parts of the creation: angels, other incorporeal beings, man, and

“all of this world.”38 Although the order of creation is not Chrysostom’s focus,

that is precisely what interests the scholiast about how Chrysostom has for-

mulated his argument. He draws the reader’s attention to the fact that it can

be proven from Chrysostom’s text here that the angels were created before the

world, and before man.

I pointed out above that, unlike the other lemmata discussed until now, the

lemma here is unmarked. There is no indication of where it begins or where it

ends. The scholium is also different from the scholia we have seen until now.

Its wording departs significantly from thewording of its corresponding lemma.

Several reasons may be suggested for these two differences.

36 See Theodor Nöldeke, Compendious Syriac Grammar (trans. J.A. Crichton; London: Wil-

liams & Norgate, 1904), 290.

37 Scholium 10, bl Add. 14567, fol. 34v. The lemma is from the Third Homily on the Incompre-

hensibility of God 34 (Chrysostome, Incompréhensibilité, 218; Chrysostom, Incomprehensi-

bleNature, 110).The lemma, demarcatedby abackslash at thebeginning anda trigon at the

end, reads: 焏ܠܐܬ煟ܥܒܕ燿ܝܐ熏ܝܠ犏ܡܠ爯ܝܕ焏ܢܟܗܕ.ܝܗ焏ܚܟܫܡܐ狏ܝܒܒ犯ܝܓ熏ܝܠ犏ܡܠ
焏ܚܟܫܡ . “For it is possible to pray at home, but it is not possible to do so in the same way

as in the church.” The gloss, written in themanuscript’s “main” Estrangela hand, offers the

following rewording: ܝܗܘܕ熏ܚܠܒ焏ܠ犏ܢܕܝܗ爯ܿܡ焯ܛ焏ܝܫ熏ܢܟܒ犿ܢܐ焏ܠ犏ܢܕܝܗ焏ܚܩܦܕ .

“That a person’s prayer in public is more beneficial than his prayer in private.” The gloss

has transformed the lemma’s infinitive into a ܕܝܗ̇ construction.

38 TheGreek traditionherehas “archangels” between “angels” and “other incorporeal beings.”

The archangels are absent in the Syriac.
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Lemma:39

ܘܐ爯ܝܠ煿ܠܘ.焏ܟ焏ܠܡ煟̈ܒܥ
̈

ܓܡ焏ܠܕܐ狏ܝܢܪܚܐ爿ܝܣ
̈

ܪ狏ܒ爯ܡ…爯ܝܕ煟ܒܥ焏ܡܫ

…煿ܠܟ焏ܢܗ焏ܡܠܥܠܘ…焏ܫܢܐ犯ܒܠܦܐܗ煟ܒܥܢ熏ܢܗܿܕܢܘ煿ܢܩܘܬ爯ܝܕ

Hemade the angels, and he made the other incorporeal beings … after fashioning

them, he made man, as well … and all of this world …

Gloss:

.焏ܫܢ犯ܒܠܘ焏ܢܗ焏ܡܠܥܠܘ焏ܟ焏ܠܡ̈ܕܐ狏ܝ犯ܒ焏ܡܝ煟ܩܕ

That the creation of the angels preceded both this world and man.

figure 3.4 Scholium 19, bl Add. 14567, fol. 61v (lemma and gloss)

First, unlike our previous cases, here the lemma is not one specific, con-

densed statement. The scholium refers to a text that stretches out over a col-

umn of writing, where much of the discussion is focused on other topics. It

would be hard to demarcate where exactly it begins and where it ends. Due to

the diffuse nature of the lemma, the scholium must distil its message rather

than quote it.

39 The text: Ad Stagirium 1.2; pg 47.427; Coco, A Stagirio, 46.
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Second, certain elements of Chrysostom’s text actually contradict, rather

than support, the lesson the scholiumextracts from it. For, alongsidepresenting

the creation of man as occurring after the creation of the angels, Chrysostom

also mentions the creation of the world after the creation of man (“he made

man … and all of this world”). Our scholium accordingly adjusts the lemma on

precisely this point, by placing the creation of “this world” before the creation

of man (“the creation of the angels preceded both this world and man”).

Third, thanks to external sources we know that the question here addressed

was one of some interest, and indeed controversy, in the Syriac milieu that

produced this form of the text and its scholia. Opinions varied: in one place,

Ephrem wrote that the angels were fashioned on the second day of creation;

in another he leaves open the question of which day it was that their creation

took place.40 Theodore of Mopsuestia, echoed in certain East Syrian sources,

thought the angels were created on the first day, right as the creation of the

world began.41 Other East Syrian sources stress, in sharp contrast to the posi-

tion espoused in our scholium, that the angels had to have been created only

after heaven and earthwere already in existence.42On the other hand, there are

yet other sources, both East andWest Syrian, as well as several Greek patristic

sources, that agreewith our scholiast in clearly stating that the angels preceded

the creation of this world.43 Given just how controversial this question was, it

would have been essential to distill a succinct, communicable statement about

it from the sprawling prose of Chrysostom’s lemma.

40 Second day: Ephrem,Hymns on the Nativity 26.5; Open question: Ephrem,Commentary on

Genesis 1.3. See the discussion in Ephrem, Selected Prose, 76, n. 29. The latter position is also

expressed by Jacob of Edessa, towards the end of the first book of his Hexaemeron; Iacobi

Edesseni Hexaemeron, 44. See also Theodoret of Cyr, Questions on the Octateuch, Genesis,

Questions 3; 4.

41 Theodori Mopsuesteni fragmenta, 6–7 (Syr.); 5–6 (trans.). For later echoes of this opinion

in the East Syrian tradition, see Van Rompay, Commentaire sur Genèse-Exode, 2 (Syr.); 2–3

(trans.); 7 (Syr.); 9–10 (trans.). The latter passage is closer to Theodore. The former pas-

sage actually stresses that the “invisible beings” had to have been created after the visible

world. Isho barNun, SelectedQuestions, 21 and Išoʿdad deMerv, Commentaire sur laGenèse,

13 (Syr.); 15 (trans.). Both Ishoʿ bar Nun and Ishoʿdad stress the simultaneity of the creation

of the angelswith the creation of the heavens and the earth, aswell as of fire, air, water and

darkness. See also the Theodore fragment on this question cited by John Philoponus, and

discussed by Richard A. Layton, “The Making of a Classic: Moses as Author,” in The Chris-

tian Moses: From Philo to the Qurʾān (ed. P. Rousseau and J.A. Timbie; Washington, D.C.:

Catholic University of America Press, 2019), 80–99, at 93–94.

42 Théodore bar Koni, 17 (Syr.); 64 (trans.), at 1.38. Theodore quotes the concatenation of

world, angels andmen in 1Cor 4:9 to prove that theymust have been created in that order.

43 See the discussion in Paul M. Blowers, Drama of the Divine Economy: Creator and Creation

in Early Christian Theology and Piety (Oxford Early Christian Studies; Oxford: Oxford Uni-

versity Press, 2012), 123. Blowers citesNarsai (Hom. onCreation 2) and Jacobof Sarug (Hom.
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In this sense, Scholium 19 is paradigmatic of the extrovertive type of scholia.

The scholiast is interested in the ways in which he can find answers to contem-

porary questions in the classic text. Rather than assist the reader to step into

the world of the text, as the introvertive scholia do, these extrovertive scholia

assist the text, as it were, to step into the world of the reader. The urge to cull

lessons from individual passages of the fathers, to highlight them, to collect

them, and to catalogue them, is at basis the same urge that underlies the cre-

ation of the florilegia. Given this shared purpose, it stands to reason that the

extrovertive glosses were either made with the conscious aim of creating flori-

legia, or, if they were not designed as such to begin with, they would have been,

at the very least, an invaluable resource for the creation of the florilegia.

Beyond the basic logic of this claim, there is also concrete evidence to sup-

port it. Considering the haphazard survival rates of our evidence, we cannot

expect to find documentation in the florilegia for every extrovertive scholium

of the Chrysostom manuscript. Nevertheless, I have found three such cases:

two on the same leaf (fol. 263v) of the famous British Library florilegium, Lon-

don, British Library Add. 12155,44 and one in the florilegium-like compilatory

worksOn Paradise byMoses bar Kepha andOnHeretics attributed to the ninth-

century author John of Dara.45

in Hex. 1), andThe Cause of the Foundation of the Schools §348. For a Greek representative,

see Basil of Caesarea, Hexaem. 1.5. John of Damascus, Expos. Fidei 17 (2.3) associated this

notion with Gregory of Nazianzus, but the citation he gives (Or. 38.9; 45.5) does not, upon

inspection, support it. See Andrew Louth, St. John Damascene: Tradition and Originality

in Byzantine Theology (Oxford Early Christian Studies; Oxford: Oxford University Press,

2002), 119–120. Interestingly, although John of Damascus, and other Greek authors before

him, describe this as just one positionwithin theGreek tradition, later authors outside the

Greek tradition, both Syriac and Latin, associated the notion of the angels’ preexistence

with the “Greek teachers”. See Moses bar Kepha, On Paradise 2.7; Yale, Syriac 10, fol. 111v.

Bar Kepha associates the opposite view with the “Syriac teachers.” See more on this work

by Bar Kepha, further below. For a famous articulation of this idea in the Latin tradition,

see Thomas Aquinas, Summa theol. 1.61.3 (“sententiam doctorum graecorum, qui omnes

hoc concorditer sentiunt, quod angeli sunt ante mundum corporeum creati”).

44 This famous florilegium, tentatively dated by Wright to 747 (see Wright, Catalogue 2:921;

2:955; 2:967), is discussed in several different chapters of this book. See the contributions

by Bishara Ebeid, Emiliano Fiori and Flavia Ruani.

45 On Moses bar Kepha’s florilegium-like reliance on patristic sources in On Paradise and

in general, see Andreas Juckel, “La réception des pères grecs pendant la ‘renaissance’ sy-

riaque: Renaissance; inculturation; identité,” in Les Pères grecs dans la tradition syriaque

(ed. A. Schmidt and D. Gonnet; es 4; Paris: Geuthner, 2007), 89–125, at 104–107; 114–117;

Yonatan Moss, “Scholasticism, Exegesis and the Historicization of Mosaic Authorship in

Moses bar Kepha’s On Paradise,”Harvard Theological Review 104 (2011): 325–348, at 334–

336. For more on On Paradise and On Heretics, and on the questionable attribution of the

latter, see below.
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All three cases are the work of the early-seventh-century Estrangela-Serto

hybrid hand, and thus a bit closer in time to the heyday of the florilegia. Yet, we

should not read much into these patterns, given the haphazard survival of the

evidence, and the random nature of my discoveries. It is quite likely that the

traces of other scholia besides these three can be found in the extant florilegia,

and I have simply not tracked them down yet.

We will begin with the two cases found on fol. 263v of the British Library flo-

rilegium, Add. 12155. Before proceeding with the examples, a word is in order

about that florilegium. It is in fact a florilegiumof florilegia, a collectionof some

fifty previous collections that are strung together without any obvious design.

Each of those earlier collections, of varying length, include varying numbers

of patristic citations, of varying length. The individual collections do seem to

be organized according to specific principles, but these are not always easy to

identify, or necessarily consistent throughout the collection. Towards the end

of this long manuscript, there is an untitled collection46 comprising twenty-

three excerpts from the following authors: Palladius; Cyril of Alexandria (four

passages); Severus of Antioch (two passages, not in order); Ignatius of Antioch;

Basil of Caesarea (two passages, not in order); Philoxenus (six passages); John

Chrysostom (six passages); Mark the Monk. The theme uniting most of these

passages seems to be the challenges of dealingwith heretics and non-believers,

and with the persecutions they impose.47 While the headings to the excerpts

46 The beginning of this collection is indicated by a clear, colophon-like ending to the previ-

ous collection at thebottomof blAdd. 12155, fol. 261v; the endof this collection is indicated

by a title for the collection that follows, at the bottom of bl Add. 12155, fol. 263v: ܩܕܙܕ
爯ܢܚܣ熏ܢܘ煟ܢܝܩ爏ܥܛܗ犯ܢ焏ܠܕܘ焏ܝܦܘܕܪܕ焏ܢܒ熟ܒ焏ܫܛ狏ܢܕ : “That it is right to go into

hiding during times of persecution and that we should not court danger.” Wright, Cata-

logue 2:954 classifies this florilegium as item number 45 out of 50 in the manuscript. He

characterizes it as “extracts from different writers.”

47 Thus, e.g., the citation fromPalladius is from the ApophthegmataPatrum attributed tohim

in the Syriac tradition, corresponding to theGreek alphabetical collectionDaniel, 8,which

speaks of a ruse employed by Cyril of Alexandria (as in the Greek tradition, rather than

the other attestations of the Syriac tradition which usually have Theophilus of Alexandria

instead) to wean an aged monk of the idea that Melchizedek was the Son of God; sim-

ilarly, the citation from Ignatius, Smyrnaeans 4 enjoins to keep distance from “beasts in

the shape of people,” and to pray for their repentance; and the passage from Basil, Ep. 92.2

bemoans that blasphemers have taken over the churches and true believers must pray in

the deserts. On the other hand, other citations, such as the one from the second book of

Severus’Against Felicissimus, whichdealswith thequestionof whetherGodcreateddeath,

do not seem related to the above-mentioned theme of dealing with heretics. On this and

other fragments of the same work by Severus, see YonatanMoss, In Corruption: Severus of

Antioch on the Body of Christ (Ph.D. diss., Yale University, 2013), 347–381 (Appendix 3), at

356.
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Lemma:

爟ܣܡ爏ܛܡ܇煟ܝ狏ܥܕ焏ܩܝܢܫ狏ܠ煿ܠ܇煿ܠܗ煟ܒܥܐܪ熏ܥܙ.爯ܝܕ爯ܝܠܗ爯ܡ犯ܛܣ

ܬܐ焏ܡܠܥ焏ܢ煿ܒܕ犯ܝܓܐܬܘܕܪܡ.焏ܢܗ焏ܫܝ犯ܒ
̈

爯ܡ.ܐ煿ܠܐ爯ܡ爯ܝܠܥ爯ܝ

ܢܫܬ
̈
.ܪ熏ܥܙ焏ܠܐ狏ܢܡ爯ܩܣ̈ܦܠ煿ܠܕ焏ܩܝ

Other than that, he diminishes his future torment by means of this ⟨world’s⟩ pun-

ishment. For the chastisements that come upon us from God in this world, cut off

a not insignificant part of ⟨our⟩ torments in the hereafter.

Gloss:

爯ܢܝܪ狏ܝ爯ܢܚܘ.焏ܟܪܗܕ焏ܫܝ犯ܒ爟ܣܡ爯ܡ煟ܝ狏ܥܕ焏ܡܠܥܒܪ狏ܝܐ爯ܝ焏ܩܦܐܕ

That also Cain benefits in the world to come from his punishment here [in this

world]. And we ⟨also⟩ benefit ⟨in the next world from our sufferings in this world⟩.

figure 3.5 Scholium 24, bl Add. 14567, fol. 67r (lemma and gloss)

in this collection all indicate the specific work fromwhich the excerpt is taken,

only two of the twenty-three headings also indicate their excerpts’ subjectmat-

ter. These two exceptions are precisely the two cases that we find anticipated

in the scholia on our Chrysostommanuscript.

The first scholium, Scholium 24, is found towards the beginning of the first

treatise to Stagirius. Chrysostom is encouraging Stagirius that the torments he
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experiences in this world will be counted for him to reduce any suffering he

might experience in the next world. Chrysostom proves this from various bib-

lical precedents, the first being Cain, who suffered for many years after killing

his brother.48 It is not clear whether the scholiast thought the lemma had clear

beginning and endpoints. A backslash is provided in the intercolumnarmargin

(signalled by my arrow) at a place that would seem like an appropriate sum-

mary of the claim:

Note the “extrovertive” nature of this scholium. The main lesson, expressed

in a long, drawn-out text, focussing mostly on Cain, is summarized in a brief,

communicable sentence, which also stresses its general application to others.

Cain’s name was last mentioned only on the previous folio. For the duration of

the present folio Cain is referred to only by personal pronouns, but the scho-

liast reintroduces his name to clarify the reference. As with the example of

Scholium 5 discussed above, here too the scholiast appears to have “repack-

aged” the words of the lemma so as to prepare them for “export.”

This is indeed what we find on fol. 263v of bl Add. 12155. The following table

presents that florilegium’s heading to theChrysostomextract alongside blAdd.

14567’s Scholium 24:

bl Add. 14567, fol. 67r Scholium 24,

on Ad Stagirium 1.3

bl Add. 12155, fol. 263v; Heading to

extract from Ad Stagirium 1.3

煟ܝ狏ܥܕ焏ܡܠܥܒܪ狏ܝܐ爯ܝ焏ܩܦܐܕ
爯ܢܚܘ.焏ܟܪܗܕ焏ܫܝ犯ܒ爟ܣܡ爯ܡ
爯ܢܝܪ狏ܝ

ܬ熏ܠܕܐ犯ܡ焏ܡ爯ܡ爯ܢܚ熏ܝ焏ܫܝ煟ܩܕ
ܪ狏ܝܕ犯ܡܿܐܕ܇焏ܝ犯ܝܕܣ熏ܝ犯ܓܛܣܐ
煿ܿܒܐܕܪ狏ܡܕܐܬܘܕ犯ܡ爯ܡ犿ܢܐ
犯ܡܿܐ܀ܒܐܬ焏ܠ爯ܦܐܘ焏ܡܠܥ
.ܝܗ熏ܚ焏ܠ爏ܛܩܕ爯ܝ焏ܩ爏ܛܡ犯ܝܓ

That also Cain benefits in the world

to come from his punishment here

[in this world]. And we ⟨also⟩ benefit

⟨in the next world from our sufferings

in this world⟩.

From St. John from the treatise to Sta-

girius the monk, who says that one

benefits from the chastisement the

world suffers and even if one does not

repent; for he says concerning Cain

who killed his brother.

48 Ad Stagirium 1.3; pg 47.431; Coco, A Stagirio, 55.
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Although some of the vocabulary is different, e.g., the scholium uses “pun-

ishment” ( 焏ܫܝ犯ܒ爟ܣܡ ), while the florilegium heading uses “chastisement”

( ܐܬܘܕ犯ܡ ; a word that is used in the lemma), the wordings of the scholium

and the heading are quite similar. Both point to the same basic notion that suf-

ferings that befall one in this world are for one’s benefit, and that this lesson

is learned from Cain. The similarity in contents combined with the differences

in formulation indicate that the author of the florilegium was likely not bor-

rowing directly from our Chrysostom manuscript. There was presumably an

intermediary link unknown to us.

This conclusion is supported by a comparison between the texts of the flo-

rilegium’s extract and the lemma of our Chrysostom manuscript. On the one

hand, the two texts are clearly using the same Syriac version of Chrysostom’s

treatises to Stagirius. This situation is different fromwhat we find for the hom-

ilies On the Incomprehensibility of God, the other main textual corpus in our

continuous Chrysostom manuscript. The latter homilies are cited in subse-

quent florilegia according to a version that is different from the one found

in our continuous manuscript.49 In the case of the treatises to Stagirius, by

contrast, the florilegium follows the Syriac version that is found in our con-

tinuousmanuscript.50 Nevertheless, a close comparison of the two texts shows

that although they are clearly using the same version, the florilegium is not

directly borrowing from the Chrysostom manuscript. For, at one point in the

text the florilegium retains a phrase, found in the Greek text, which is absent

from our continuous Syriac Chrysostom manuscript. The resulting text of the

lattermanuscriptmakes little sense here. It was presumably an erroneous tran-

scription that arose from a saut du même au même ( ܪ狏ܝ … 狏ܝܐ犯ܝ狏ܝ ):

49 John of the Sedre, in his Plerophories against the Julianists, a florilegium compiled toward

the middle of the seventh century, cites from De incomprehensibili natura Dei 2.45–46;

Chrysostome, Incompréhensibilité, 178, according to a completely different version from

whatwe find at blAdd. 14567, fol. 23r. John Sedra, Plerophory, 98 [= London, British Library

Add. 14629, fol. 14v]. John of the Sedre’s version of the text is supported by another flo-

rilegium, London, British Library Add. 14532, which Wright dates to the eighth century

(Wright, Catalogue, 2:955). See bl Add. 14532, fol. 46r for the extract from De incomprehen-

sibili natura Dei 2.45–46 cited by John of the Sedre, plus a few more lines. These pieces of

evidence for an alternate version of Chrysostom’s Incomprehensibility homilies have been

ignored in earlier scholarship. See Graffin andMalingrey, “La tradition syriaque;” Chrysos-

tome, Incompréhensibilité.

50 Ourmanuscript’s version of Ad Stagirium is also the one cited in another florilegium, Lon-

don, British Library Add. 14538, dated by Wright to the tenth century (Wright, Catalogue,

2.1004). See ibid, fol. 55r–55v, which provides three long extracts, equivalent to bl Add.

14567, fol. 72v–74r; 79r; 79v–81r (segments ranging from Ad Stagirium 1.5–7; pg 47.435–442).
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pg 47.431 bl Add. 14567, fol. 67r bl Add. 12155, fol. 263v

εἰ μὴ λίαν

ἀναίσθητος ἦν,

καὶ θηρίον μᾶλλον

ἢ ἄνθρωπος,

πολλὰ ἂν

ἀπὸ ταύτης ἐκέρδανε τῆς ζωῆς.

營ܓܣܢܐ

焏ܠܐܘܗܝܗܘ狏ܝܐ焏ܠ

:焏ܢܫܓ犯ܡ

狏ܝܐ犯ܝ狏ܝܐܬ熏ܝܚܘ

焏ܠ

焏ܝܚ爯̈ܝܠܗ爯ܡܐܘܗ

營ܓܣܢܐ

焏ܠܐܘܗܝܗܘ狏ܝܐ焏ܠ

:焏ܢܫܓ犯ܡ

狏ܝܐ犯ܝ狏ܝܐܬ熏ܝܚܘ

焏ܫܢ犯ܒ焏ܠܘ

ܪ狏ܝ營ܓܣ

焏ܝܚ爯̈ܝܠܗ爯ܡܐܘܗ

Had he not been too numb,

a beast rather than a man,

he could have gained much

from this life.

Had he not been too numb,

rather a beast,

he would not

have been from this life.

Had he not been too numb,

a beast rather than a man, he

could have gained much from

this life.

Due to the later florilegium’s correct text here, as opposed to the earlier, contin-

uous text, wemust postulate that its author (or the latter’s source) had access to

adifferentChrysostommanuscript thanours.Thus, theremust havebeenother

links in the chain. Nevertheless, the striking similarity between the extrovertive

scholium on our continuous text and the heading in the florilegium still offers

us a window into the general processes by which passages were extracted from

continuous texts and inserted into florilegia.

A similar process is evidenced on the same folio of our bl Add. 12155 flori-

legium. As in the previous case, we will begin with the continuous manuscript

and its scholium, and then proceed from there to the florilegium. The lemma

appears in the third treatise to Stagirius. As part of his attempt to encour-

age Stagirius, Chrysostom reminds him of the tribulations suffered by various

exemplary figures from the past. One such figure is the apostle Paul. Chrysos-

tom cites various verses from the Pauline corpus indicating Paul’s sufferings.

He caps off the discussion with an interpretation of Rom 9:3–4a: “For I could

pray that I may be accursed from Christ for the sake of my brothers, my kins-

men according to the flesh, they who are Israelites.” Chrysostom explains that

Paul’s point is to emphasize his grief at not winning over all the Jews. He would

be willing to accept condemnation to Hell if it could make the Jews believe in

Christ. But since they do not believe his pain is worse thanHell.51 The lemma is

51 Ad Stag. 3.11; pg 47.488; bl Add. 14567, fol. 151r: “What in fact does he say? ‘For I could pray
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not signaled in themanuscript, but its beginning and end points are clear from

the context, since it is a self-contained exegesis of a single verse.

The gloss on this lemma, Scholium 32, is accordingly brief and to the point:

“An interpretation of the verse ‘that I may be accursed.’ ”52 The purpose of this

scholiumseems tobenoneother than the extrovertive functionof signaling the

lemma for “export.” The scholium’s extrovertive nature may be highlighted by

comparing it to another exegetical scholium in ourmanuscript. That scholium,

Scholium 39, the manuscript’s penultimate gloss, is the first of two on the

homily “On that Demons Do not Govern theWorld.” The discussion there con-

cerns the purpose of divine chastisement. Chrysostom claims that it is meant

not as retribution for the past but as a lesson for the future. This is how he

explains God’s statement in Gen 11:6b, in the context of the Tower of Babel:

“Nothing that they propose to dowill nowbe impossible for them.” Chrysostom

explains God’s declaration about the destruction of the Tower and the disper-

sal of its builders not as a punishment, but as a means of preventing them

from committing further wickedness.53 The Syriac scholium on Chrysostom’s

lemma there offers the briefest of comments: “A necessary interpretation.”54

Unlike the exegetical scholium on Rom 9:3, which flags the lemma for usage

in other contexts by tagging the verse that is involved, this scholium points

inwards, evaluating the interpretation without indicating which verse is being

interpreted.

The extrovertive nature of Scholium 32, on Rom 9:3, enables its lemma to be

extricated from its original context and to be re-embedded in a new context,

such as in a florilegium. This is exactly what happens in bl Add. 12155, on the

same folio as our previous example. As before, the florilegium’s extract follows

the version found in the continuous Chrysostommanuscript. The gloss and the

lemma are nearly identical for the simple reason that they are both exceedingly

short, merely noting the fact that Chrysostom offers an interpretation of Rom.

9:3:

that I may be accursed from Christ for the sake of my brothers, my kinsmen according

to the flesh, they who are Israelites’ (Rom 9:3–4a). This indicates as follows: ‘It would be

better for me to fall into Hell than to see that the Israelites do not believe.’ For this is the

meaning of ‘I could pray that I may be accursed.’ He who accepted the torment of Hell

in exchange for attaining all the Jews (that which he did not succeed at), it is clear that

not succeeding at this meant more torment for him than the torment experienced by all

the people in Hell. This is because this (having the Jews believe in Christ) was a stronger

desire for him than that (avoiding the torments of Hell).”

52 bl Add. 14567, fol. 151r, Scholium 32: ܐܘܗܐ 焏ܡ犯ܚܕ ܝܗ̇ܕ焏ܩܫ熏ܦ
53 On that Demons Do not Govern 4 (pg 49.250; npnf i, 9.181); bl Add. 14567, fol. 167v.

54 bl Add. 14567, fol. 167v: ܢ熏ܝܩܢܢܐ焏ܩܫ熏ܦ .
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bl Add. 14567, fol. 151r, Scholium 32: bl Add. 12155, fol. 263v, Heading 2:

.ܐܘܗܐ焏ܡ犯ܚܕܝܗܕ焏ܩܫ熏ܦ ܐ狏ܠܬܕܐ犯ܡ焏ܡ爯ܡ煿ܠܝܕܒܘܬ
犟ܫܦܡܕ.焏ܝ犯ܝܕܣ熏ܝ犯ܓܛܣܐܬ熏ܠܕ
焏ܠ犏ܡܕ焏ܚܝܠܫܠܐ犯ܝܡܐܕܝ煿ܠ
ܐܘܗܐ焏ܡ犯ܚ營ܡ熏ܢܩ焏ܢܐܕ狏ܝܘܗ
營ܚ̈ܐ牯ܠܚ܇焏ܚܝܫܡ爯ܡ

Interpretation of the verse ‘that I may

be accursed.’ (Rom 9:3).

Again by the same [author], from the

third treatise to Stagirius the monk,

that interprets the verse said by the

apostle: ‘I could pray that I myself

would be accursed from Christ for the

sake of my brothers.’

These two cases demonstrate the concrete, even if probably indirect, process by

which the compilers of florilegia would have incorporated passages from con-

tinuous patristic texts into their compilations. Nevertheless, while the extro-

vertive scholia could fulfil this function, the coexistence in our manuscript of

introvertive scholia in the same hands (both Estrangela and the Estrangela-

Serto hybrid) shows that this was not the scholia’s sole function. As the various

examples noted above show, the scholia had a variety of functions, some focus-

ing on the clarification of Chrysostom’s texts within their own contexts, and

some on their application to other contexts.

The extrovertive scholia’s function of pointing out the ways in which the

patristic author’swordswere relevant to other contexts is nowheremore appar-

ent than in the case of scholia pertaining to questions that arose only after

the author’s lifetime. This is the case with two scholia in our Chrysostom

manuscript. These scholia, Scholium 20 and Scholium 27, flag certain passages

as “against Julian” and “against the Julianists.”55 The reference is to the early

sixth-century anti-Chalcedonian bishop and theologian Julian of Halicarnas-

sus,whowas strongly opposedbyhis fellowanti-Chalcedonian Severus of Anti-

och for his ideas about the incorruptibility of the body of Christ before the

55 Scholium 20, bl Add. 14567, fol. 62r: “Against the Julianists” ( 焏ܛܣ̈ܢܝܠ熏ܝ爏ܒܩ熏ܠ ), on Ad

Stagirium 1.2 (pg 47.428; Coco, A Stagirio, 47); Scholium 27, bl Add. 14567, fol. 73r: “Against

Julian” ( 焏ܢܝܠ熏ܝ爏ܒܩ熏ܠ ) on Ad Stagirium 1.5 (pg 47.435; Coco, A Stagirio, 62).
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resurrection, and of the bodies of Adam and Eve before the fall.56 The scho-

liast on the Chrysostommanuscript, whether he operated in the sixth century

or the early seventh, would have known that Julian flourished decades after the

Council of Chalcedon and that Chrysostomhad died several decades before the

council.Thus, the scholiast’s signalling of Chrysostom’swords as being “against”

Julian and his followers clearly embodies his understanding of the long-term

relevance of Chrysostom’s words in historical and theological contexts differ-

ent from Chrysostom’s own context.57

The fact that of all subsequent theological controversies, it was precisely the

Julianist one that was of concern to the scholiast, further strengthens the con-

nection between the scholia and the florilegia. For, the Julianst controversy is

one of themost, if not the verymost, popular topics in theWest Syrian theologi-

cal florilegia.58 It stands to reason thatwewould find traces in our sixth-century

manuscript of the attempts to excavatenuggets relevant to this important ques-

tion from such an influential figure within the West Syrian milieu as John

Chrysostom.59

Scholium 20 is connected to a lemma in the first treatise to Stagirius which

mentions in passing that prior to Adam’s fall God had promised him immor-

56 On this controversy, see Yonatan Moss, Incorruptible Bodies: Christology, Society and Au-

thority in Late Antiquity (Christianity in Late Antiquity 1; Berkeley and Los Angeles: Uni-

versity of California Press, 2016).

57 For a study of the transhistorical understanding of patristic authority as demonstrated by

late ancient theological texts, seeYonatanMoss, “ ‘I Trapped youwithGuile:’ Rationalizing

Theology in LateAntiquity,” in Rationalization in Religions: Judaism, Christianity and Islam

(ed. Y. Friedmann and C. Markschies; Berlin: Akademie der Wissenschaften / Jerusalem:

Israel Academy of Sciences and Humanities, 2019), 103–126, at 114–122.

58 See Yonatan Moss, “Les controverses christologiques au sein de la tradition miaphysite:

Sur l’incorruptibilité du corps du Christ et autres questions,” in Les controverses religieuses

en syriaque (ed. F. Ruani; es 13; Paris: Geuthner, 2016), 119–136, at 121–128. See also Flavia

Ruani’s contribution to the present volume.

59 Chrysostom had an immense impact on Severus of Antioch, who was himself immensely

influential in the West Syrian tradition. See Pauline Allen, “Severus of Antioch: Heir of

Saint John Chrysostom?” in Severus of Antioch: His Life and Times (ed. J. D’Alton and

Y. Youssef; Texts and Studies in Eastern Christianity 7; Leiden: Brill, 2016), 1–13. For fur-

ther discussion and references to other literature, see Yonatan Moss, “Severus of Antioch:

A ‘Feminist’ Patriarch?” in Severus of Antioch and his Search for the Unity of the Church (ed.

A. Shemunkasho; Bibliotheca Nisibinensis; Berlin and Piscataway, New Jersey: De Gruyter

and Gorgias Press, forthcoming), n. 13. It is worth noting that Severus himself does not

quote from Ad Stagirium in his writings against Julian, or anywhere else. For a convenient

list of Severus’ citations from Chrysostom, see Sever Voicu, “Quoting John Chrysostom in

the Sixth Century: Severus of Antioch,” in La teologia dal v all’vii secolo fra sviluppo e crisi:

xli Incontro di studiosi dell’antichità cristiana (Studia Ephemeridis Augustinianum 140;

Rome: Institutum Patristicum Augustinianum, 2014), 633–643, at 642.
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tality.60 This could be recruited against the Julianists since, if for them Adam’s

body was incorruptible, it would be immortal by nature, and Adam would not

need God to make a special promise to him that he would be immortal, as

Chrysostom here states that God did.61 Scholium 20merely states: “Against the

Julianists” ( 焏ܛܣ̈ܢܝܠ熏ܝ爏ܒܩ熏ܠ ).

Scholium 27’s lemma is concerned with the same issue. It states that Adam

“did not possess confidence in immortality; rather he knew that his hope was

still conditional.”62 Here again, as before, the point is that Chrysostom (consid-

ered authoritative by Julianists and anti-Julianists alike) states that immortality

was not humanity’s natural state, but a conditional hope. Scholium 27 states:

“Against Julian” ( 焏ܢܝܠ熏ܝ爏ܒܩ熏ܠ ).

The question, therefore, naturally arises whether usage of these two extro-

vertive scholia is documented in subsequent anti-Julianist discussions. Is there

evidence, as we have found in bl Add. 12155, fol. 263v, for the incorporation

of these scholia and their attendant lemmata in subsequent florilegia? I have

found such evidence for Scholium 27, but not for Scholium 20. There is evi-

dence for the incorporation of the lemma associated with Scholium 27 in an

anti-Julianist context not in a florilegium stricto sensu, but in two florilegium-

like treatises produced around the turn of the ninth and tenth centuries.

The documents in question are On Heretics attributed to John, bishop of

Dara, who died around themiddle of the ninth century, andMoses bar Kepha’s

On Paradise, written towards the end of the ninth century.63 A host of similar-

60 Ad Stagirium 1.2 (pg 47.428: καὶ ἀθανασίαν παρέξειν ὑπέσχετο). bl Add. 14567, fol. 62r: 焏ܠܘ
煿ܠܒ煿ܝܕܝܕܘ狏ܫܐܐܬܘ狏ܝܡ . “And he ⟨God⟩ promised him ⟨Adam⟩ immortality.”

61 See Moss, Incorruptible Bodies, 32–35, and 171, n. 107.

62 AdStagirium 1.5 (pg 47.435:Ὁγὰρ μηδέπω θαῤῥεῖν ὑπὲρ τῆς ἀθανασίας ἔχων, ἀλλ’ ἔτι μετέωρον

τὴν ἐλπίδα ταύτην οὖσαν εἰδὼς). blAdd. 14567, fol. 73r: ܘܗ
ܿ

焏ܠ牯ܠܚ焏ܢܠܟܘܬܐ狏ܥܫܕܕ犯ܝܓ
ܐ犯ܒܣܐܘܗܝܗܘ狏ܝܐܝ熏ܢ狏ܒܕܐܘܗܥ煟ܝ爏ܿܝܟ煟ܥ煟ܟ焏ܠܐ܆ܐܘܗ焏ܢܼܩ焏ܠܐܬܘܬ熏ܝܡ

܆焏ܢܗ . This lemma, unlike the previous one, is indicated with a backslash.

63 The oldest manuscript containing On Heretics isMardin, Church of the Forty Martyrs 356.

Its colophon is missing. On paleographical grounds, Ignatius Aphram I. Barsoum, The

Scattered Pearls: A History of Syriac Literature and Sciences (trans. M. Moosa; 2nd rev. ed.;

Piscataway, New Jersey: Gorgias Press, 2003), 391 dates it to the tenth–eleventh centuries,

whereas Arthur Vööbus, “Important Manuscript Discoveries on Iwannis of Dara and his

Literary Heritage,” Journal of the American Oriental Society 96 (1976): 576–578, at 577 dates

it to the ninth–tenth centuries. This work has received little attention in modern schol-

arship, which seems to have come to know of its existence only in the 1970s. For a study

of part of this work, see Flavia Ruani, “John of Dara onMani: Manichaean Interpretations

of Genesis 2:17 in Syriac,” in Manichaeism East and West (ed. S.N.C. Lieu, et al.; Corpus

Fontium Manichaeorum: Analecta Manichaica 1; Turnhout: Brepols, 2017), 203–222. The

oldest manuscript containing Moses bar Kepha’s On Paradise is Yale, Syriac 10, dated to

1225. On the author, the work and the manuscript, see Moss, “Scholasticism, Exegesis and

the Historicization of Mosaic Authorship.”
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ities between those two works points to a clear literary relationship between

them.64 For a variety of philological and textual reasons, which cannot be

entered into here, it appears that On Heretics is based on On Paradise, rather

than the reverse.65 Thismeans that the author of OnHeretics cannot have been

John of Dara, who was long dead by the time Moses wrote On Paradise. Thus, I

will refer to the author of On Heretics as “Pseudo-John.”

The lemma from Ad Stagirium 1.5 that is associated with Scholium 27 is one

of the many cases where Moses and Ps.-John provide virtually the same text,

which is, interestingly, different from the version of Chrysostom’s text found in

the continuous manuscript. The passages are provided in the table below:

bl Add. 14567, fol. 73r: On Paradise 3.3:66 On Heretics 3:67

煟ܩܘ
̄

爯ܡ爿ܼܿܝܢܐ熏ܝܝ犯ܡ

ܬ熏ܠܕܐ犯ܡ焏ܡܒ犯ܡܐ

:焏ܢܟܗ焏ܝ犯ܝܕ焏ܝ犯ܓܝܛܣܐ

熏̄ܝܕ
̄

焏ܝ犯ܝܕ焏ܝ犯ܓܛܣܬ熏ܠܕ爟̄ܒ̄

.犯ܡܿܐ

ܘܗ
ܿ

焏ܢܠܟܘܬܐ狏ܥܫܕܕ犯ܝܓ

焏ܠܐܬܘܬ熏ܝܡ焏ܠ牯ܠܚ

ܐܘܗ焏ܢܼܩ

ܐܘܗ爏ܝܟܼܬ爏ܝܟ煟ܥ焏ܠܕ

焏ܠ煿ܠܐܘܗ狏ܝܐܕ.ܡܕܐ

ܐܬܘܬ熏ܝܡ

܇ܐܘܗ爏ܝܟܬ爏ܝܟ煟ܥ焏ܠܕ

.ܐܬܘܬ熏ܝܡ焏ܠ煿ܠܐܘܗ狏ܝܐܕ

And Mar Iwannis stated in

his mimro to Stagirius the

monk as follows:

Iwannis in his mimro to Stagirius

the monk said:

For at that time he did not

possess confidence about

immortality

Adam was still not confident

that he had immortality.

He was still not confident that he

had immortality.

Unlike the two earlier cases we saw where the florilegium cited the lemmata

as they appear in our manuscript, here Moses and Ps.-John’s citation from

Chrysostom clearly refers to the same passage, but the form is different. This

64 For the similarities between On Heretics and On Paradise, see Ruani, “John of Dara on

Mani,” and, at greater length, YonatanMoss and Flavia Ruani, “Solving the Ninth-Century

West Syrian Synoptic Problem,” Journal of the American Oriental Society (2023): forthcom-

ing.

65 See Moss and Ruani, “Solving.”

66 Yale, Syriac 10, fol. 118v.

67 Mardin, Church of the Forty Martyrs 356, fols. 46r–46v.
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is either because it reflects a different translation of the Chrysostom text,68

or, as I think is more likely, because it is not meant as a direct quotation from

Chrysostombut as aparaphrase.69Within its context inMoses andPs.-John, the

Chrysostom passage appears as part of a string of “testimonies” from patristic

sources recruited to prove, against the claim of the Julianists, that Adam was

created mortal.70 The string of testimonies functions within these works, here

as well as at other junctures, as a florilegium.

Thus, as in our previous cases, here too we have a citation within a flori-

legium meant to prove a point that is the same as the point indicated in a

scholium in our manuscript: both highlight this line from Chrysostom as evi-

dence against Julian and his followers.

As before, we may ask the same questions, and give the same answers. Is

it likely that either Moses or Ps.-John directly consulted bl Add. 14567 and its

scholia as a source for their patristic testimonies? No. It makes more sense to

view the scholia on the Chrysostom manuscript as the beginning of a multi-

stage process. Even if the bulk of the process is no longer visible to us, we can

establish its beginning and end points, whereby individual nuggets of knowl-

edge were transferred from continuous texts of individual patristic authors to

collective, anthological florilegia.

The contours of this phenomenon will need to be further outlined by the

evidence that does survive to us.Many continuous patristicmanuscripts donot

have scholia in their margins,71 and in the manuscripts where there are scho-

68 As in the case of the citations from John’s homilies On the Incomprehensibility of God,

which are cited in subsequent florilegia according to a version that is different from that

of our manuscript. See n. 49, above.

69 This latter option is supported by the continuation of the sentence in bl Add. 14567,

fol. 73r: 焏ܢܗܐ犯ܒܣܐܘܗܝܗܘ狏ܝܐܝ熏ܢ狏ܒܕܐܘܗܥ煟ܝ爏ܿܝܟ煟ܥ煟ܟ焏ܠܐ (rather he knew

that his hopewas still conditional…). 爏ܝܟ煟ܥ appears inMoses and Ps.-John’s version, per-

haps reflecting the above-mentioned continuation.

70 See Ps.-John,On Heretics 3,Mardin, Church of the Forty Martyrs 356, fol. 46r: ܒܘܬ焏ܢܝܠ熏ܝ
狏ܟ爏ܒܩ熏ܠܡ焏ܩ狏ܝ焏ܝܠܓܘ.焏ܫܢ犯ܒ焏ܢܝܟܒܐܘܗܼܐܬ熏ܝܡ焏ܠܕ犯ܡܐ

̈
ܐܬ煿̈ܒܐܘ焏ܒ

…: “Julian further says that man was immortal by nature, but he ⟨Julian⟩ openly opposes

scriptures and the fathers …” In Moses’ case the florilegium seeks out to prove that “he

⟨Adam⟩ was created mortal by his nature.” Julian is not mentioned specifically in that

context, although awhole chapter is dedicated to refuting himandhis followers soon after

that (the citation from Ad Stagirium appears on Yale, Syriac 10, fol. 118v; the anti-Julianist

chapter begins ibid, fol. 119v). Both Moses and Ps.-John cite several of the same patristic

texts to prove this point: two other passages fromChrysostom; a passage fromCyril; a pas-

sage fromAthanasius; but they also each cite twoother, distinct passages:Moses cites from

Jacob of Sarug and Philoxenus of Mabbug. Ps.-John cites from Severianus of Gabala and

another passage from Cyril. See further, Moss and Ruani, “Solving,” Table 2.

71 See, e.g., London, British Library Add. 14612 that has no scholia, although it is also a sixth-
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lia, the presence of the scholia is often not indicated in the catalogues or in

scholarship on themanuscripts (in caseswhere such scholarship exists).72 Sim-

ilarly, the specific sources of the patristic passages that are cited in the florilegia

are also not always indicated in the catalogues. Thus, further study of possible

connections between scholia on continuous patristic manuscripts and patris-

tic florilegia requires painstaking research.

I began this article by posing two overarching questions about how andwhy

the Syriac florilegia came to be made. The bulk of this article has proposed a

direction towards answering the “how” question. Thinking about the florilegia

through their debt to the scholia can also offer a direction towards answering

the “why” question. I wish to conclude the article with some reflections along

those lines, culled from the comparative evidence of contemporary textual pro-

duction in the Latin milieu.

Mariken Teeuwen speaks of two distinct, but overlapping, ways of under-

standing the cultural function of glosses in Anglo-Saxon and Carolingianman-

uscripts dating from the same time as many of our Syriac florilegia. She writes

the following (with my own emphases):73

Too often, I would argue, has the presence of glosses in a manuscript led

scholars to mark them as schoolbooks, in which the glosses were either

written by themaster (who used them for his teaching) or by his students

(who noted down the words of themaster). Themodel of a master teach-

ing his students, however, does not always fit the characteristics of glossed

manuscripts. In fact … their first goal is not to educate but to collect:

they generated new learning based on the ancient building blocks found

in the main text … The marginal and interlinear glosses thus show us …

what their methods were to make the ancient cultural heritage their own,

century manuscript of Chrysostom’s homilies, in a layout that is similar to our Chrysos-

tom manuscript. See also London, British Library Add. 14550, a sixth-century continu-

ous manuscript of homilies by Gregory of Nyssa and theological letters by Gregory of

Nazianzus, that also has no scholia.

72 See n. 17 above. For reflections on the role and degree of attention to “paratextual” ele-

ments inmanuscript catalogues [with particular attention to Sebastian P. Brock andLucas

Van Rompay, Catalogue of the Syriac Manuscripts and Fragments in the Library of Deir

al-Surian, Wadi al-Natrun (Egypt) (ola 227; Leuven: Peeters, 2014)], see Kristian S. Heal,

“Catalogues and the Poetics of Syriac Manuscript Cultures,”Hugoye 20 (2017): 375–417.

73 Mariken Teeuwen, “Marginal Scholarship: Rethinking the Function of Latin Glosses in

Early Medieval Manuscripts,” in Rethinking and Recontextualizing Glosses: New Perspec-

tives in the Study of LateAnglo-SaxonGlossography (ed. P. Lendinara, et al.;Textes et Etudes

du Moyen Âge 54; Turnhout: Brepols, 2011), 19–37, at 23–24.
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and how ancient texts and contemporary issues were linked in intellectual

discussions. Thus, they are not educational texts, but rather scholarly col-

lections, containing the seeds of new, medieval learning. I am aware of the

fact that the two genres, educational and scholarly, are perfectly able to

overlap, and that it is often difficult to pry them apart, but still the empha-

sis should be on their goal to generate new learning rather than to teach old

learning.

Teeuwen’s distinction between the “educational” and “scholarly” genres of

glossed manuscripts can, to a large degree, be mapped on to our distinction

between “introvertive” and “extrovertive” scholia. Just as the Latin medieval

manuscript tradition also contains, alongside the “scholarly” type Teeuwen

rightly highlights, multiple examples of more “educational” types of glosses,74

so in the Syriac tradition the scholia on continuous patristic manuscripts can

easily be shown to have fulfilled both functions. It was, however, specifically

the extrovertive scholia that served in the Syriac context the exact purpose that

Teeuwen identifies for her Latin materials: generating “new learning based on

the ancient building blocks found in the main text.” It is precisely such new

learning that the Syriac florilegia embody, linking “ancient texts and contem-

porary issues … in intellectual discussions.”75

74 See, e.g., Ann Collins, “Eleventh-Century Commentary on the Epistles of Saint Paul: The

Role of Glosses in Pauline Exegesis,” in A Companion to St. Paul in the Middle Ages (ed.

S.R. Cartwright; Brill’s Companions to the Christian Tradition 39; Leiden: Brill, 2013), 175–

204, at 191: “Glosses could contain much more sophisticated theological statements, but

assisting basic understanding was at the heart of all the glossed commentaries. Every

reader of the epistles has been confused by Paul’s digressions, and every serious student

of Paul has wished for a guide to his complex arguments. Brief notes written alongside the

text were ideally designed for the clarification of such points.”

75 As crucial as the scholia were in the transition from continuous manuscripts to florilegia,

wemust not forget that even without the scholia the continuousmanuscripts can already

be shown tobeparticipating in this process. I am referring to the florilegia-type collections

we often find towards the end of continuousmanuscripts, including our bl Add. 14567. As

noted at nn. 12–15 above, following the full, continuous texts of different units of Chrysos-

tom’s homilies, the manuscript offers four extracts from various other homilies (one of

the four cases is, to be precise, a complete homily). As in the florilegia, these excerpts

are introduced by “captions” indicating their sources and the points they are meant to

demonstrate. This is itself an act of generating new learning. But perhaps it too derived

fromscholia on the continuousmanuscripts fromwhich these excerpts, in their turn,were

culled. In any case, it is worth noting that these final 23 folios are not furnished with any

scholia in their margins. This may be due to their being perceived as a comprising their

own florilegium of sorts. I owe this idea to Flavia Ruani.
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Appendix 1: The 40 Scholia on British Library Add. 14567

Daem. John Chrysostom, On that Demons Do not Govern theWorld.

Hom. Inc. John Chrysostom, Five Homilies on the Incomprehensibility of God.

Stag. John Chrysostom, Three Treatises to Stagirius.

For Coco, Harkins, and Malingrey, see below under Bibliography, Primary

sources.

Scholium 1, 9va

Gloss (red in black tabula ansata in outer margin):

ܟ焏ܠܡ狏ܝܒܐܪ熏ܛ犯ܝܓܘܗ營ܓܣ
̈

焏ܢܒܠ
̈
.焏ܫܢܝ

For the distance which separates men from angels is great.

Main hand.

Lemma, 9vb:

ܟ焏ܠܡ狏ܝܒܐܪ熏ܛ犯ܝܓܘܗܐ焏ܝܓܣ
̈

焏ܢܒ̈ܠ營ܫܢܐ焏

πολὺ γὰρ τὸ μέσον ἀγγέλων καὶ ἀνθρώπων·

For the distance which separates men from angels is a great one …

Hom. Inc. 1.34; Malingrey 126; Harkins, 65

Scholium 2, 11rb

Gloss (red in red tabula ansata in outer margin):

熏ܠܝ爯ܦܐܐܬ熏ܡܚܪ焏ܝܟܡܕܘܗܼܢܐܕ
̈
ܩܘ犯ܥܢܘ煿ܝ狏ܝܐ燿ܝܕ

For if it is love that injures, even if they are your parents, run away.

Main hand.
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Lemma, 11ra:

焏ܥܫܘܪܕܐܬ熏ܦܬ熏ܫܬ熏ܠܘ:ܢܘܗܬ熏ܡܚܪ焏ܝܟܡܕ爏ܝܟܗܘܗܢܐ
.ܩܘ犯ܥܢܘܘ煿ܢ燿ܝܕ熏ܠܝ爯̈ܦܐ.ܐ煟ܓܢ

Ἂν μὲν οὖν βλάπτωσιν αὐτῶν αἱ φιλίαι καὶ πρὸς κοινωνίαν τῆς ἀσεβείας ἕλκωσι,

κἂν οἱ γεγεννηκότες ὦσιν, ἀποπήδησον·

But if their love injures you anddrags youdown to share their godlessness,

even if they are your parents, you must run away from them.

Hom. Inc. 1.41; Malingrey 132; Harkins, 68

Note: Lemma apparently indicated by both trigon and backslash.

Scholium 3, 19rb

Gloss (red in red tabula ansata in outer margin):

焏ܟ焏ܠܡ煟ܚܘܗܢ狏ܠܝܚܐ狏ܝ犯ܒ煿ܿܠܟ爯ܡܕ

One angel is more powerful than all of creation.

Note hand.

Lemma, 19rb:

ܢ狏ܠܝܚܝܗܘܕ熏ܚܠܒ焏ܟ焏ܠܡ煟ܚ.ܐ狏ܝܢܝ熟ܚ狏ܡܐܕܗܐ狏ܝ犯ܒ煿ܿܠܟ爯ܡܕ
.ܘܗ

τῆς κτίσεως τῆς ὁρωμένης ταύτης εἷς ἄγγελος μόνος ἀντίρροπός ἐστι

One angel alone is more powerful than all this visible creation.

Hom. Inc. 2.29; Malingrey 164; Harkins, 82

Note: Lemma apparently indicated by both trigon and backslash.

Scholium 4, 19rb

Gloss (red in red tabula ansata in outer margin):

焏ܩܝ̈ܕܙ爯ܡ焏ܟ焏̈ܠܡ爯ܝܪ狏ܝܡ犯ܝܓ營ܓܣ

For angels are far greater than the righteous.
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Note hand.

Lemma, 19rb:

焏ܩܝ̈ܕܙ爯ܡ焏ܟ焏̈ܠܡ爯ܝܪ狏ܝܡ犯ܝܓ營ܓܣ

πολλῷ γὰρ τῶν δικαίων ἄγγελοι μείζους.

For angels are far greater than the righteous.

Hom. Inc. 2.29; Harkins, 82

Note: Lemma indicated by trigon.

Scholium 5, 19va

Gloss (red in red tabula ansata in outer margin):

焏ܒ犏ܢܕܝܗܿܡ煟ܡܠܟܬ熏ܠܐ煿ܠ焏ܠ犯ܝܓ煿ܠ犟ܦܣ

For it is enough for God with regard to everything, just willing [it].

Note hand.

Lemma, 19va:

焏ܒ犏ܢܕܡ煟ܡ爏ܟܬ熏ܠܕ熏ܚܠܒ犯ܝܓ煿ܠ犟ܦܣ

ἤρκεσε γὰρ αὐτῷ τὸ θελῆσαι πρὸς ἅπαντα

It is enough for him with regard to [making] everything, just to will it.

Hom. Inc. 2.30; Malingrey 164; Harkins, 83

Note: Lemma apparently indicated by both trigon and backslash.

Scholium 6, 22va

Gloss (red in black tabula ansata in outer margin):

ܘ狏ܝܡ熏ܟܦܗܒܘܬ熏ܡܩܕ爯ܝܠܝܐܢܘ煿ܠܟ

All those who rose then died again.

Main Hand.

Lemma, 22vb:
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.熏ܟܦܗ焏ܥܪ焏ܠ犿ܝܪܕ爯ܡ熏ܡܩܕ爯ܝܠܝܐ犯ܝܓܢܘ煿ܠܟ

Οἱ μὲν γὰρ ἄλλοι πάντες ἀναστάντες πάλιν εἰς τὴν γῆν ὑπέστρεφον.

For all the others who arose returned to the earth again.

Hom. Inc. 2.44; Malingrey, 176; Harkins, 89

Note: Lemma apparently indicated by both trigon and backslash.

Scholium 7, 29rb

Gloss (red in red tabula ansata in outer margin):

焏ܟ焏̈ܠܡ爯ܡ焏ܠܘ焏ܫܢܐ營ܢܒ焏̈ܠܐ煿ܠܐܟܪܕ狏ܡ焏ܠ

God is incomprehensible both to people and to angels.

Note hand.

Lemma, 29ra:

ܢܒ爯ܡ熏ܠܕ…
̈
營ܫܢܐ焏ܚܠܒ熏ܠܐܕ焏ܠܦܐ焏ܡ爯ܠܝܚ熏

̈
ܥܐܬ

̈
ܟܪܕ狏ܡ焏ܝܠ

Οὐκ ἀνθρώποις μόνον, ἀλλὰ καὶ ταῖς ἄνω δυνάμεσίν ἐστιν ἀπρόσιτος.

God is not only incomprehensible (Greek: unapproachable) to people,

but also to the powers above

Hom. Inc. 3.14; Malingrey, 198; Harkins, 101

Note: Lemma apparently indicated by both trigon and backslash.

Scholium 8, 31va

Gloss (red in red tabula ansata in outer margin):

ܥܐܬ熏ܠܝܚ̈ܠܐ煿ܠܐܝܗܘ狏ܝܐ焏ܢܝ熟ܚ狏ܡ焏ܠ
̈
焏ܝܠ

God is invisible to the powers above

Main hand.

Lemma, 31vb:

ܥܐܬ熏ܠܝ̈ܚܠܐ煿ܠܐܘܗ焏ܢܝ熟ܚ狏ܡ焏ܠܕܐ熏ܚܢܘ
̈
焏ܝܠ
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Καὶ τοῖς ἄνω δυνάμεσιν ἀθέατός ἐστιν ὁ Θεός.

[We will show that] God is invisible to the powers above.

Hom. Inc. 3.24; Malingrey, 208; Harkins, 106

Note: Lemma apparently indicated by both trigon and backslash.

Scholium 9, 33va

Gloss (red in red/black tabula ansata in outer margin):

焏ܦܪܣܘ焏ܒܘܪܟܠܐ煿ܠܐܝܗܘ狏ܝܐ焏ܢܟܪܕ狏ܡ焏ܠ

God is incomprehensible to the cherubs and seraphs

Note hand.

Lemma, 33vab:

焏ܢܟܪܕ狏ܡ焏ܠܝܗܘ狏ܝܐܕ熏ܚܠܒ焏ܦܪܣܠܘ焏ܒܘܪܟܠ爯ܝܕ熏ܠܕ

ὅτι δὲ οὐ τοῖς Χερουβὶμ οὐδὲ τοῖς Σεραφὶμ μόνον … κατάληπτός ἐστιν ὁ Θεός.

God is incomprehensible not only to the Cherubim and Seraphim [but

also to the Principalities and the Powers and to any other created power.]

Hom. Inc. 3.30; Malingrey, 214; Harkins, 108

Scholium 10, 34va

Gloss (red in black tabula ansata in outer margin):

ܝܗܘܕ熏ܚܠܒ焏ܠ犏ܢܕܝܗ爯ܿܡ焯ܛ焏ܝܫ熏ܢܟܒ犿ܢܐ焏ܠ犏ܢܕܝܗ焏ܚܩܦܕ

That it is more beneficial for one to pray in public than to pray on one’s

own.

Main hand.

Lemma, 34vb:

燿ܝܐ熏ܝܠ犏ܡܠ爯ܝܕ焏ܢܟܗܕ.ܝܗ焏ܚܟܫܡܐ狏ܝܒܒ犯ܝܓ熏ܝܠ犏ܡܠ
.焏ܚܟܫܡ焏ܠܐܬ煟ܥܒܕ
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εὔξασθαι μὲν γὰρ καὶ ἐπὶ τῆς οἰκίας δυνατόν, οὕτω δὲ εὔξασθαι ὡς ἐπὶ τῆς

ἐκκλησίας ἀδύνατον.

One can pray at home, but not in the same way as one can in the church.

Hom. Inc. 3.34; Malingrey, 218; Harkins, 110

Scholium 11, 35va

Gloss (red in black tabula ansata in outer margin):

ܐ焏ܝܓܣ爟ܥܕܐܬ熏ܠܨܐܪ煟ܥܡܕ

That prayer together with many people is helpful.

Note hand.

Lemma, 35va:

ܓܣ爯ܡܕܐ狏ܝܕܘ狏ܒ܇ܪ狏ܝܬܬܐ焏ܝܓܣ̈ܒ爯ܒܕܐܬ熏ܒܝܛܕ
̈

爯ܝܦܠܚܕܐ焏ܝ

συνυπουργούντων καὶ ὑμῶν τῇ δεήσει ὑπὲρ ἡμῶν, ἵνα τὸ εἰς ἡμᾶς χάρισμα διὰ

πολλῶν προσώπων εὐχαριστηθῇ ὑπὲρ ἡμῶν.

If you all join in prayer on our behalf, so that ⟨God⟩ may be thanked for

the gift granted us through the prayer of many individuals, on our behalf.

Hom. Inc. 3.36; Malingrey, 220; Harkins, 111

Note: The Syriac is more concise than the Greek here.

Scholium 12, 36rb

Gloss (red in black tabula ansata in outer margin):

ܘܗܐܬ熏ܡ焯ܚ爯ܦܐ焏ܫܢ犯ܒܠܩ犯ܦܡܠ焏ܡܥܬܘ焏ܝܓܣ焏ܚܟܫܡܕ

That a multitude of people can redeem a person even if he is liable for

death.

Note hand.

Lemma, 36ra:

爯ܝܠܝ焏ܠܘ܆ܬܘܗ焏ܛܗܪܣ熏ܡܪ煟ܦܝܐܬ熏ܠܐ狏ܢܝ煟ܡ煿ܿܠ熏ܟ爯ܝܕܝܗ
ܢܝܢܒܕ

̈
熏ܡܥܘܘܗܐܬ煿ܝܪܒܕܢܘ爯ܚܟܐܘ.ܘܘܗ煟ܠܟ煿ܡܕ熏ܦܼܢܣ犟
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ܬܐܐܬ熏ܡܠܕܘ煿ܿܠ焏ܟܠܡܕܐ熟ܓܘܪ爯ܡܝܗ熏ܦܛܚܘ
ܿ

ܦܐܘ܇ܐܘܗ焯ܝܚ
.ܐܘܗܐ熏ܫ焏ܿܢܩܒ熏ܫ煟ܚܠ焏ܠ

Τότε δὴ πᾶσα ἡ πόλις ἐπὶ τὸν ἱππόδρομον ἔτρεχε καὶ τοὺς ἐκ τῶν ἐργαστηρίων

ἐξῆγον καὶ κοινῇ πᾶς ὁ δῆμος ἀνελθὼν ἐξήρπασε τῆς βασιλικῆς ὀργῆς τὸν κατα-

δικασθέντα …

Then thewhole city ran to the hippodrome, even bringingworkmen from

their shops. All the people came together from every side and rescued the

condemned man from the imperial wrath, even though he deserved no

pardon.

Hom. Inc. 3.38; Malingrey, 222; Harkins, 112

Note: Lemma apparently indicated by both trigon and backslash.

Scholium 13, 36va

Gloss (red in black tabula ansata in outer margin):

ܢܒ熏ܠ.焏ܫܝ煟̈ܩܐܙܐܪ爯ܝܫܡ狏ܫܡܕ焏ܡ
̈
ܐܬ熏ܥܒ爯ܝܒ犯ܩܡܕ熏ܚܠܒ焏ܫܢܝ

爯ܝܦܠܚ爯ܝܦܫܟ狏ܡ焏ܟ焏ܠܡܦܐ焏ܠܐ

When the holy mysteries are administered, only humans offer supplica-

tion, but also the angels supplicate on our behalf.

Note hand.

Lemma, 36rb–va:

ܢܝܢܒ熏ܠ
̈
ܓܕ熏ܚܠܒ焏ܫ

ܿ
焏ܟ焏̈ܠܡܦܐ焏ܠܐ…ܘܐ狏ܠܝܚܕܐ狏ܥܓܝܗ爯ܿܝܥ

犯ܝܓܘܗܦܐ.爯ܝܦܫܟ狏ܡ焏ܟ焏̈ܠܡ營ܒܪܘ.ܢܘܗ犯ܡܠ爯ܝ煟ܓܣܘ爯ܝܟ犯ܒ
.ܢܘ煿ܠ牟ܝܣܡ焏ܢܒܪ熏ܩܘ.ܢܘ煿ܠܪ煟ܥܡ焏ܢ煟ܥ

Οὐκ ἄνθρωποι μόνοι βοῶσι τὴν φρικωδεστάτην ἐκείνην βοήν, ἀλλὰ καὶ ἄγγε-

λοι προσπίπτουσι τῷ Δεσπότῃ, καὶ ἀρχάγγελοι δέονται. Ἔχουσι καὶ τὸν καιρὸν

αὐτοῖς συμμαχοῦντα, τὴν προσφορὰν βοηθοῦσαν.

It is not only men who are making their voices heard in that prayer, a

prayerwhich is filledwith theholiest fear anddread.Angels, too, fall down

in adoration before their Lord. Archangels beg his favour. They have that

sacred moment to fight for them as their ally; they have the sacrifice to

lend them aid.

Hom. Inc. 3.40; Malingrey, 224; Harkins, 113
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Note: The lemma begins on the previous leaf, but the trigon is on this leaf,

next to the gloss.

Scholium 14, 36va

Gloss (red in black tabula ansata in outer margin):

焏ܚܘܪ爯ܡܕ爯ܝܠܝ焏ܠ焏ܢܫܡܫܡ爟ܝܩܡܐܙܐܪ爯ܝܫܡ狏ܫܡܕ焏ܢ煟ܥܘ煿ܿܒ
爟ܚܪ狏ܢܘܢܘ煿ܠܦܫܘܢܘܗ狏ܩܥܐ煿ܠܐܐ熟ܚܢܕ)؟(ܝ煿ܿܠ爯ܝܣܢ狏ܡܐ狏ܫ̈ܝܒ
ܢܘ煿ܝܠܥ

At the time when themysteries are celebrated, the deacon has those who

are suffering from bad spirits stand up so that Godmay see their suffering

and their lowly state, and he (or: we) may have mercy on them.

Note hand.

Lemma, 36vb:

焏ܢ煟ܥܘ煿ܿܒ.爯ܝ犯ܒܕ狏ܡܐ狏ܫ̈ܝܒ焏ܚܘܪ爯ܡܕ爯ܝܠܝ焏ܠܦܐ焏ܢܗ爏ܛܡ
焏ܡܝܟܣ焏ܒܘ.ܢܘ煿ܝܫܪܢ熏ܢܟ犯ܢܕܢܘ煿ܠ煟ܩܦܘ焏ܢܫܡܫܡܢܘ煿ܠ爟ܝܩܡ
焏ܠ܆ܢ熏ܠ犏ܢ焏ܚ̈ܐܕ犯ܝܓ焏ܝܫ熏ܢܟ爟ܥܕܐ狏ܦܫܟܬ.ܢܘ煟ܒܥܢܐ犯ܓܦܕ
ܢܘܗ狏ܩ̈ܥܐ煿ܠܐܐ熟ܚܢܕܢܘ煿ܠ爟ܝܩܡ犯ܝܓ焏ܢܗ爏ܛܡ.ܢܘ煿ܠ熿ܝܠܫ
.焏ܡܚܪܠܢ熏ܢܐܐ熏ܫܢܘܢܘ煿ܩ狏ܫܘ

Διὰ τοῦτο καὶ τοὺς ἐνεργουμένους κατ’ ἐκεῖνον ἵστησι τὸν καιρὸν ὁ διάκονος

καὶ κελεύει κλῖναι τὴν κεφαλὴν μόνον καὶ τῷ σχήματι τοῦ σώματος ποιεῖσθαι

τὰς ἱκετηρίας· εὔχεσθαι γὰρ αὐτοὺς μετὰ τοῦ κοινοῦ συλλόγου τῶν ἀδελφῶν οὐ

θέμις. Διὰ τοῦτο αὐτοὺς ἵστησιν, ἵνα κατελεήσας αὐτοὺς καὶ τῆς συμφορᾶς καὶ

τῆς ἀφωνίας, τῇ οἰκείᾳ παρρησίᾳ πρὸς τὴν ἐκείνων ἀποχρήσῃ προστασίαν.

This iswhyat this sacredmoment thedeaconhas thosewhoarepossessed

by bad spirits standup andbids them tobowonly their heads and tomake

their supplications by the posture of their bodies. For they are not permit-

ted to join the prayers of the assembly of their brothers. The deacon has

them stand so that you [Syriac: God]may pity them both for their misfor-

tune and because they cannot speak. He also does this so that you may

use your own confidence in approaching God for their protection.

Hom. Inc. 3.42; Malingrey, 224; Harkins, 113–114

Scholium 15, 45va

Gloss (black in red tabula ansata in outer margin):
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ܐ熏ܝ̈ܕܕܢܘܗܬ熏ܢ煟ܒܥܡܝܗܘ狏ܝܐܐܬ犯ܝ犯ܡܘܐ狏ܫܝܒܐ狏ܠܫܫ

The influence of the demons is a bitter and hard shackle.

Main hand.

Lemma, 45va:

ܐ熏ܝ̈ܕܕܢܘܗܬ熏ܢ煟ܒܥܡ煿ܝ狏ܝܐܐܬ犯ܝ犯ܡܘܐ狏ܫܝܒܐ狏ܠܫܫ

Ἅλυσις πονηρὰ καὶ χαλεπὴ τῶν δαιμόνων ἐστὶν ἡ ἐνέργεια.

The influence of the demons is a dreadful and hard shackle.

Hom. Inc. 4.33; Malingrey, 254; Harkins, 128

Note: Lemma apparently indicated by both trigon and backslash.

Scholium 16, 49rb

Gloss (black in red tabula ansata in outer margin):

ܐ狏ܩ̈ܥ爯ܝܠܥ爯ܟܡ̈ܣܕ焏ܡ爯ܝܕ熏ܡ爯ܝܘܗܕ

That we should give thanks whenever troubles befall us.

Main hand.

Lemma, 49rb:

ܐ狏ܩ̈ܥܕ焏ܢܝܣܢ燿ܠܐܘܼܗܐ狏ܝܕܘܬܕܐܐ熏ܠܡܕ

Εὐχαριστίας σοι ὑπόθεσις γίνεται τῶν δεινῶν ἡ πεῖρα

The trial of troubles is an occasion for you to give thanks.

Hom. Inc. 4.48; Malingrey, 266; Harkins, 135

Scholium 17, 55rb

Gloss (black in red tabula ansata in outer margin):

焏ܝ犯ܡܐ犯ܒܠܘܐ煿ܠܐ焏ܒ焏ܠܐ犯ܩ焏ܢܡ爏ܛܡܕ

On why he calls the father God and the son Lord.
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Main hand.

Lemma, 54vb–55ra:

.焏ܝ犯ܡܐ犯ܒܠܘܐ煿ܠܐܐ犯ܩ焏ܒ焏ܠ܇ܐ狏ܟܘܕܐܕ煿ܒ爟ܠ焏ܢܡ爏ܛܡܘ
焏ܚܝ狏ܡ焏ܦܢܚ̈ܬ熏ܠܕ爏ܛܡ焏ܠܐ煟ܒܥܐܕܗ狏ܝ焏ܩܝ犯ܣ焏ܠܘ焏ܩܝܐ熏ܠ
…ܘܘܗ爯ܝ煿ܝܪܟܐ煿ܠܐܬܘ焏ܝܓܣܒܕܗ狏ܠܡܬܘܗ

Τίνος οὖν ἕνεκεν ἐνταῦθα, φησί, τὸν μὲν Θεὸν Πατέρα ἐκάλεσε, τὸν δὲ Υἱὸν

Κύριον; Οὐχ ἁπλῶς οὐδὲ εἰκῇ ἐνταῦθα τοῦτο ἐποίησεν, ἀλλ’ ἐπειδὴ πρὸς Ἕλλη-

νας ἦν ὁ λόγος αὐτῷ πολυθείαν νοσοῦντας …

For what reason, they say, here in this passage did he [= Paul in 1Cor 8:6]

call the fatherGod and the sonLord?Hedidnot do this there by chance or

without purpose, but because hewas talking toGreekswhowere infected

with polytheism.

Hom. Inc. 5.20; Malingrey, 288; Harkins, 146

Scholium 18, 56va

Gloss (black in red tabula ansata in outer margin):

ܐ狏ܫ̈ܦܢܕ焏ܠܘ焏ܟ焏̈ܠܡܕ焏ܢܝܟܝܗܘ狏ܝܐ焏ܢܡܕ爯ܢܚ爯ܝܟܪ煟ܡ焏ܠ

We do not apprehend what the nature of the angels is, nor of souls.

Main hand.

Lemma, 56vb:

ܟ焏ܠܡܕ焏ܢܝܟ狏ܝܐ狏ܝ狏ܚ爯ܢܝܥ煟ܝ焏ܠ
̈

焏ܿܢܡ熏.ܦܐܘ爯ܒܪ熏ܢܒܙ
̈
爟ܟܚ狏ܢ爯ܝ

焏ܢܝܟ焏ܠܦܐܕ焏ܟܝܐ܇焏ܟ焏̈ܠܡܕ焏ܢܐ犯ܡܿܐ焏ܢܡܘ.爯ܢܝܚܟܫܡ焏ܠ
.ܝܗ焏ܢܟܝܐܕ焏ܠܦܐ爯ܝܕܢ熏ܠܡ.狏ܝ焏ܒܛ爯ܢܚ爯ܝܥ煟ܝ爯ܫܦܢܕ煿ܿܠܝܕ

Οὐκ οἴδαμεν μετὰἀκριβείας ἀγγέλων οὐσίαν, κἂν μυρίαφιλοσοφήσωμεν, εὑρεῖν

οὐ δυνάμεθα. Καὶ τί λέγω ἀγγέλων, ὅπου γε οὐδὲ τῆς ψυχῆς τῆς ἡμετέρας τὴν

οὐσίαν ἴσμεν καλῶς, μᾶλλον δὲ οὐδὲ ὁπωσοῦν;

We do not know with precision the nature of the angels. Even though we

philosophize ten-thousand times-over, we are not able to figure it out. But

why do I speak of angels, when we do not even know properly the nature

of our own soul; or rather [we do not know] about it anything at all.

Hom. Inc. 5.26–27; Malingrey, 292; 294; Harkins, 149
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Note: Lemma apparently indicated by both trigon and backslashes.

Scholium 19, 61va

Gloss (black in red tabula ansata):

焏ܫܢ犯ܒܠܘ焏ܢܗ焏ܡܠܥܠܘ焏ܟ焏ܠܡ̈ܕܐ狏ܝ犯ܒ焏ܡܝ煟ܩܕ

That the creation of the angels predated the creation of this world and of

man.

Note hand.

Lemma, 61va:

ܘܐ爯ܝܠ煿ܠܘ.焏ܟ焏ܠܡ煟̈ܒܥ
̈

…爯ܝܕ煟ܒܥ焏ܡܫ̈ܓܡ焏ܠܕܐ狏ܝܢܪܚܐ爿ܝܣ

…焏ܫܢܐ犯ܒܠܦܐܗ煟ܒܥܢ熏ܢܗܿܕܢܘ煿ܢܩܘܬ爯ܝܕܪ狏ܒ爯ܡ

ἐποίησεν ἀγγέλους, ἀρχαγγέλους, καὶ τὰς ἄλλας τῶν ἀσωμάτων οὐσίας…Μετὰ

δὲ τὴν τούτων δημιουργίαν ποιεῖ καὶ τὸν ἄνθρωπον διὰ τὴν αὐτὴν ταύτην …

He made the angels, and he made the other incorporeal beings … after

their creation, he made man, as well …

Stag. 1.2; pg 47.427; Coco, 46

Scholium 20, 62rb

Gloss (black in red outline):

焏ܛܣ̈ܢܝܠ熏ܝ爏ܒܩ熏ܠ

Against the Julianists

Note hand.

Lemma, 62rb:

煿ܠܒ煿ܝܕܝܕܘ狏ܫܐܐܬܘ狏ܝܡ焏ܠܘ

καὶ ἀθανασίαν παρέξειν ὑπέσχετο.

And he [God] promised him [Adam] immortality.

Stag. 1.2; pg 47.428; Coco, 47
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Scholium 21, 63va

Gloss (black in red outline):

爏ܟܐܘ܇焏ܣܝܕ犯ܦܒ犿ܦ焏ܛܚ煟ܟ熏ܠܐܡܕ焏ܠܝܘܗ爯̈ܫ煟̈ܓܐ狏ܫ̈ܝܒ爯ܝܠܝܐܕ
焏ܝܚ̈ܕ焏ܢܠܝܐ爯ܡ

The following bad things would have happened to Adam if, although he

sinned, he would have stayed in Paradise and would have eaten from the

tree of life.

Note hand.

Lemma, 63rb–63va:

ܟܐܐܘܗܝܕܘ狏ܫܐ煟ܟ熏ܠܐ
ܿ

爏ܩ犯ܡܕ܆ܐܨ爯ܒ狏ܒܥܪ犯ܦ熏ܩ煟ܢ焏ܚܿܡ熏ܐ
ܠܐܕ焏ܡܚܦܢܘ煿ܠ

̈
煿ܒ܆ܐ煿ܟ煟ܒ煿ܒ焏ܩܝ犯ܩܐ熏ܒ.ܐܘܗܝ狏ܠ狏ܫ̈ܝܒ爯

…ܐܘܗ爏ܦܢܐ狏ܝ̈ܫܩ

Εἰ, τοῦ διαβόλου μετὰ τὴν παράβασιν ἐπαγγειλαμένου δείξειν αὐτοὺς ἰσοθέους,

ἐπὶ τῆς αὐτῆς ἔμεινε τιμῆς, τρισὶν ἂν περιέπεσε τοῖς ἐσχάτοις κακοῖς …

If, following the Devil’s promise that after their transgression they would

be shown to be equal to God, he [man] had remained in the same status,

he would have fallen into three difficult evils …

Stag. 1.3; pg 47.429; Coco, 49

Note: Beginning of lemma apparently indicated by backslash.

Scholium 22, 63va

Gloss (black in red outline):

焏ܦܪ熏ܛ焯ܛܘ焏ܚܝܢ犿ܝܒ焏ܡܟܕ

How bad relaxation is, and how good weariness.

Note hand.

Lemma, 63va:

.焏ܫܢ犯ܒܕ煿ܢܝܟ燿ܝܐ܇焏ܚܝܢ煿ܠ熯ܫܚ焏ܠ焏ܢܟܗܕܡ煟ܡ狏ܝܠܕ

Οὐδὲν οὕτω πρὸς ἄνεσιν ἄχρηστον ὡς ἡ τῶν ἀνθρώπων φύσις ἐστίν.
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There is nothing as unsuitable to relaxation as human nature.

Stag. 1.3; pg 47.429; Coco, 49

Note: Lemma is unmarked.

Scholium 23, 64va

Gloss (black in red outline):

焏ܡ熟ܓܐ熏ܚܡܢ熏ܡܕ

On what is demonstrated by the threat [of Hell].

Note hand.

Lemma, 64va:

爯ܠܐ熏ܚܡ焏ܢ煿ܓܕ焏ܡ熟ܓ焏ܝܡܫܕܐܬ熏ܟܠܡ爯ܡ犯ܝ犏ܒ犯ܝܓ熏ܠ
爏ܥܓܒ犿ܢܐ焏ܠ܆焏ܢ煿ܓ焏ܡܝ熟ܓܕ犯ܝܓ焏ܠ熏ܠܐ.ܗܬ熏ܢܡܚ犯ܡ
…ܗ狏ܿܒ̈ܛܠܘ焏ܝܡܫܕܐܬ熏ܟܠܡܠܐܘܗܐܘ狏ܫܡ

τῆς γὰρ βασιλείας τῶν οὐρανῶν οὐκ ἔλαττον ἡ τῆς γεέννης ἀπειλὴ παρίστησι

τὴν φιλανθρωπίαν αὐτοῦ. Εἰ γὰρ μὴ γέεννα ἠπείλητο, οὐκ ἄν τις ταχέως ἐπέ-

τυχε τῶν ἐν τοῖς οὐρανοῖς ἀγαθῶν.

The threat of Hell demonstrates his [God’s] care for humanity no less does

⟨the promise of⟩ the kingdom of heaven. For if he had not threatened

Hell, no one would rush towards the blessings of heaven.

Stag. 1.3; pg 47.430; Coco, 51

Note: The lemma is apparently indicated by backslashes.

Scholium 24, 67rb

Gloss (black in red outline):

爯ܢܚܘ.焏ܟܪܗܕ焏ܫܝ犯ܒ爟ܣܡ爯ܡ煟ܝ狏ܥܕ焏ܡܠܥܒܪ狏ܝܐ爯ܝ焏ܩܦܐܕ
爯ܢܝܪ狏ܝ

That alsoCain benefits in theworld to come fromhis punishment here [in

this world]. And we ⟨also⟩ benefit ⟨in the next world from our sufferings

in this world⟩.
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Note hand.

Lemma, 67ra:

爏ܛܡ܇煟ܝ狏ܥܕ焏ܩܝܢܫ狏ܠ煿ܠ܇煿ܠܗ煟ܒܥܐܪ熏ܥܙ.爯ܝܕ爯ܝܠܗ爯ܡ犯ܛܣ
ܬܐ焏ܡܠܥ焏ܢ煿ܒܕ犯ܝܓܐܬܘܕܪܡ.焏ܢܗ焏ܫܝ犯ܒ爟ܣܡ

̈
爯ܡ爯ܝܠܥ爯ܝ

ܢܫܬ爯ܡ.ܐ煿ܠܐ
̈
.ܪ熏ܥܙ焏ܠܐ狏ܢܡ爯ܩܣ̈ܦܠ煿ܠܕ焏ܩܝ

Χωρὶς δὲ τούτων ἐλάττονα αὐτῷ τὴν μέλλουσαν κόλασιν διὰ ταύτης τῆς τιμω-

ρίας εἰργάζετο. Τὰ μὲν γὰρ ἐν τῷ παρόντι βίῳ ἐπαγόμενα ἡμῖν παρὰ τοῦ Θεοῦ

λυπηρὰ ἢ κολαστήρια τῶν ἐκεῖ βασάνων ὑποτέμνεται μέρος οὐ μικρόν.

Other than that, he diminishes his future torment by means of this

⟨world’s⟩ punishment. For the chastisements that come upon us from

God in this world, cut off a not insignificant part of ⟨our⟩ torments in

the hereafter.

Stag. 1.3; pg 47.431; Coco, 55

Note: The beginning of the lemma is indicated by a backslash.

Further note: See bl Add. 12155, 263vb, and discussion above.

Scholium 25, 67va-b

Gloss (black in red outline):

熏ܚܬܘ焏ܛܚ煟ܼܟ焏ܢܛܣܠ煿ܠܒܚ焏ܠ焏ܢܡ爏ܛܡ
̈
ܐܕܗ爏ܥܕܐ狏ܝ

Why he did not destroy Satan, once he sinned, and demonstrations about

this.

Note hand.

Lemma, 67vb:

ܘܗܿ:ܐܨ犯ܩ爏ܟ焏ܠ煿ܠܒܿܚ焏ܠ爏ܝܟܗ焏ܢܡ爏ܛܡܕ:犿ܢܐ犯ܡ焏ܢ爯ܝܕܢܐ
.營ܥܛܐ焏ܝܪ熏ܫ爯ܡܕ

Εἰ δὲ λέγοι τις, τίνος οὖν ἕνεκεν οὐ τὸν ἐξ ἀρχῆς ἀπατήσαντα ἠφάνισε;

If one were to ask, why did he [God] not destroy the Devil, who led astray

from the beginning …

Stag. 1.4; pg 47.432; Coco, 56
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Scholium 26, 72rb

Gloss (black in red outline):

ܡܕܐܐܘܗ爏ܦܢܐܨ犯ܩ爏ܟܐ焏ܠܕܦܐܕ

That even without the Devil, Adam would have fallen.

Note hand.

Lemma, 72rb:

.ܐܘܗ爏ܦܢܐ狏ܝܛܚܬ熏ܠ煿ܫܦܢ爯ܡ爏ܓܼܥ܆狏ܼܝܠܐܨ犯ܩ爏ܟܐ煟ܿܟܘ焏ܢܗ

οὗτος καὶ διαβόλου οὐκ ὄντος ταχέως ἂν ἀφ’ ἑαυτοῦ πρὸς τὴν ἁμαρτίαν κατέ-

πεσεν·

Even if there were no Devil, this one [Adam] would have immediately

fallen on his own into sin.

Stag. 1.5; pg 47.435; Coco, 61

Scholium 27, 73ra–b

Gloss (black in red outline):

焏ܢܝܠ熏ܝ爏ܒܩ熏ܠ

Against Julian.

Note hand.

Lemma, 73ra:

ܘܗ
ܿ

焏ܠܐ܆ܐܘܗ焏ܢܼܩ焏ܠܐܬܘܬ熏ܝܡ焏ܠ牯ܠܚ焏ܢܠܟܘܬܐ狏ܥܫܕܕ犯ܝܓ
܆焏ܢܗܐ犯ܒܣܐܘܗܝܗܘ狏ܝܐܝ熏ܢ狏ܒܕܐܘܗܥ煟ܝ爏ܿܝܟ煟ܥ煟ܟ

Ὁγὰρ μηδέπω θαῤῥεῖν ὑπὲρ τῆς ἀθανασίας ἔχων, ἀλλ’ ἔτι μετέωρον τὴν ἐλπίδα

ταύτην οὖσαν εἰδὼς …

For at that time he [Adam] did not possess confidence in immortality;

rather he knew that his hope was still conditional …

Stag. 1.5; pg 47.435; Coco, 62

Note: The beginning of the lemma is marked with a backslash.
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Further note: This exact text is cited (within a much longer extract) in bl

Add 14538, 55r. The lemma, in what seems to be a paraphrase, is also cited by

(Ps.)-John of Dara, On Heretics, chap. 3, andMoses bar Kepha, On Paradise, 3.3.

See the discussion above.

Scholium 28, 88ra–b

Gloss (black in red outline):

爟ܝܪܬ狏ܡ煟ܟ爯ܝܪ狏ܡܕܘܗܿܕܐ狏ܟܦܗ

Refutation of ⟨the notion that⟩ when one behaves well, he is exalted.

Note hand.

Lemma, 88ra:

…爟ܝܪܬ狏ܢ爯ܢܝܨܪ狏ܡ煟ܟܕܝܗܿܝܗܐܪ煟ܥܡܕ:犿ܢܐ犯ܡܿܐ爯ܝܕܢܐ

Εἰ δὲ λέγοι τις βέλτιον εἶναι κατορθοῦντας ἐπαίρεσθαι …

Yet if one were to say that it is advantageous for us to be exalted when we

behave well …

Stag. 1.9; pg 47.446; Coco, 80

Note: The beginning of the lemma is marked with a backslash.

Scholium 29, 91va-b

Gloss (black in red outline):

.ܢܘܗܬ熏ܠܠܙܐܕ焏ܫܝ煟̈ܩܘ焏ܒܪܘܪܝܗ熏ܝܣܐ焏ܠ焏ܢܡ爏ܛܡ

Why the great men and saints he went to did not cure him.

Note hand.

Lemma, 91va:

燿ܝܠܥ狏ܠܒܩ焏ܠܘ:ܬ煟ܒܼܥܐܬ焏ܝܓܣܐܬ熏ܦܝ犏ܝ熏ܠ犯ܝܓ爯ܡ熏ܿܠܐ
ܐ犯ܫܡܠ爯ܝܩܦܣܕܘ:焏ܫ̈ܝ煟ܩ焏ܫܢܐ爟ܥܐܘܗܬܕ焏ܢܟܝܐ:焏ܟܝܪܐ焏ܝܩܘ熟ܚ
…ܐܪ熏ܣܐ爯ܝܠܗ燿ܝܐ煟ܠ
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Εἰ μὲν γὰρ μὴ πολλὴν ἐποιήσω σπουδὴν, μηδὲ ἀποδημίας ἐστείλω μακρὰς, ὥστε

συγγενέσθαι ἀνδράσιν ἁγίοις καὶ ἱκανοῖς τὰ τοιαῦτα λύειν δεσμὰ …

For if you had not made such a great effort, and you had not taken upon

yourself a long journey so as to be in the company of men who are holy

and who are able to loosen such bonds …

Stag. 1.10; pg 47.448; Coco, 84

Scholium 30, 93ra–b

Gloss (black in red outline):

.ܐ熏ܝܕ爯ܡܐ狏ܩܥ焏ܝܫܩܕ

That sorrow is worse than a demon.

Note hand.

Lemma, 93ra:

ܥܝܼܗ焏ܼܠܐ.牟ܝ熟ܡܐ狏ܩܥܠܕܘܗܿܝܗܘ狏ܝܐܐ熏ܝܕܘܼܗ熏ܠ
ܿ

煿ܠܐ煟ܒ
.焏ܫ̈ܝܒ焏ܒܫ熏̈ܚ焏ܝܡܪܘ܇ܐ熏ܝ煟ܠ焏ܢܝܣܚ

Οὐχ ὁ δαίμων ἐστὶν ὁ τὴν ἀθυμίαν κινῶν, ἀλλ’ ἐκείνη ἡ ποιοῦσα τὸν δαίμονα

ἰσχυρὸν, καὶ τοὺς λογισμοὺς ὑποβάλλουσα τοὺς πονηρούς.

The demon is not that which puts sorrow in motion; rather, the latter

makes the demon strong, and incites evil thoughts.

Stag. 2.1; pg 47.449; Coco, 87

Scholium 31, 100va

Gloss (black in black outline):

ܘܐ爏ܥ焏ܢ狏ܢܕܝ犯ܫ焏ܟܪܗ
̈
焏ܫ̈ܝ煟ܩܕ焏ܢ犏ܠ

Here he began to talk about the tribulations of the saints.

Note hand.

Lemma, 100va:

ܘܐ爯ܡܘ.爯ܝ煟ܝܗܕܐ煿ܡ̈ܫܡܢܘ煿ܠܟܠ犯ܝܓ焯ܩܿܥ
̈
熏ܢܼܩܕ狏ܢܐܐ熟ܚ焏ܢ犏ܠ

.ܐ煿ܠܐܬ熏ܠ焏ܝܣܗ犯ܦ
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Ἐξέτασον γὰρ ἅπαντας τοὺς τότε ὀνομαστοὺς, καὶ πάντας, ἀπὸ τῶν θλίψεων

ὄψει παῤῥησίαν ἐσχηκότας πρὸς τὸν Θεόν.

For, examine all the illustrious men of old, and you will see that through

their tribulations they acquired familiarity with God.

Stag. 2.5; pg 47.454; Coco, 95

Note: The beginning of the lemma is indicated by a backslash.

Scholium 32, 151ra–b

Gloss (black in red outline):

ܐܘܗܐ焏ܡ犯ܚܕܝܗܕ焏ܩܫ熏ܦ

Interpretation of the verse ‘that I may be accursed.’ (Rom 9:3).

Note hand.

Lemma, 151ra–b:

ܘܗ焏ܠ犏ܡܿ
ܿ
ܢܗ܇營ܠܝܕ營ܚ̈ܐ牯ܠܚ܇焏ܚܝܫܡ爯ܡܐܘܗܐ焏ܡ犯ܚܕ狏ܝ

ܿ
熏ܢ

ܢܗ:犯ܣܒܒܕ營ܠܝܕ焏ܣܢܓ營ܢܒ̈
ܿ

熏ܝܐܕܢ狏ܝ煿ܝܠܪܣܝܐܢܘ焏.ܝܕܐܕܗ爯
ܘܐ.爏ܦܐ焏ܢ煿ܓܒܕ營ܠܬܘܗ焏ܒܝܒܚ܇煿ܿܝ狏ܝܐ焏ܢܟܗ燿ܝܐܕ犯ܡܼܐܕ
.焏ܡ犯ܚܕ狏ܝܘܗ焏ܠ犏ܿܡܕ犯ܝܓܝܿܗ.爯ܝܢܡܝ煿ܡ焏ܠܕܐ熟ܚܐ焏ܝܠܪܣܝ焏ܠܕ
ܘܗ.煿ܿܝ狏ܝܐܐܕܗ

ܿ
熯ܟܫܐ焏ܠܕܝܿܗ牯ܠܚ爏ܒܩ焏ܢ煿ܓܒܕ焏ܩܢ熏ܫܠܕ

爯ܡ犯ܝ狏ܝ熯ܟܫܐ焏ܠܐܕܗ煟ܟܕܝܗ焏ܥܝ煟ܝ.ܒ犯ܼܩܿܢܢܘ煿ܠܟ焏ܝܕܘ煿̈ܝܠܕ
熏ܝܚܘܘܗ爯ܝܩܝܢܫ.焏ܢ煿ܓܒ爯ܝܩܢ狏ܫܡܕܢ熏ܢܗܿܢܘ煿ܠܟ

̈
ܝܿܗܕ爏ܛܡ.ܝܗ

.ܐܕܗܘܐ܆焏ܢܝܒ犏ܒ煿ܠܬܘܗ煿ܿܝ狏ܝܐ狏ܝܐ犯ܝ狏ܝܕ

Ηὐχόμην ἀνάθεμα εἶναι ἀπὸ τοῦ Χριστοῦ ὑπὲρ τῶν ἀδελφῶν μου τῶν συγγενῶν μου,

τῶν κατὰ σάρκα, οἵτινές εἰσιν Ἰσραηλῖται. Ὃ δὲ λέγει, τοιοῦτόν ἐστι· Ποθεινότε-

ρον ἦν μοι εἰς γέενναν ἐμπεσεῖν, ἢ τοὺς Ἰσραηλίτας ἀπιστοῦντας ὁρᾷν. Τὸ γὰρ,

Ηὐχόμην ἀνάθεμα εἶναι, τοῦτό ἐστιν· ὁ δὲ τὴν ἐν τῇ γεέννῃ κόλασιν ἑλόμενος

ὑπὲρ τοῦ δυνηθῆναι προσαγαγέσθαι τοὺς Ἰουδαίους ἅπαντας, εὔδηλον ὅτι τού-

του μὴ τυχὼν, τῶν ἐν τῇ γεέννῃ κολαζομένων διῆγε βαρύτερον, ἐπείπερ ἐκεῖνο

μᾶλλον αὐτῷ κατὰ γνώμην ἢ τοῦτο ἦν.

‘For I could pray that I may be accursed and cut off from Christ for the

sake of my brothers, my kinsmen according to the flesh, they who are

Israelites’ (Rom 9:3–4a). This indicates as follows: ‘It would be better for

me to fall into Hell than to see that the Israelites do not believe.’ For this
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is the meaning of ‘I could pray that I may be accursed.’ He who accepted

the torment of Hell in exchange for attaining all the Jews (that which he

did not succeed at), it is clear that not succeeding at this meant more tor-

ment for him than the torment experienced by all the people in Hell. This

is because this (having the Jews believe in Christ) was a stronger desire

for him than that (avoiding the torments of Hell).

Stag. 3.11; pg 47.488; Coco, 160

Note: The beginning of the lemma is indicated by a backslash.

Further note: See bl Add. 12155, 263va, and discussion above.

Scholium 33, 152va

Gloss (black in red outline):

ܘܐ爏ܥܐ犯ܫܡ焏ܟܡ
̈
ܘ煿ܒܕܢ熏ܢܗܕ焏ܢ犏ܠ

ܿ
焏ܢܒܙ

Fromhere he begins ⟨to talk⟩ about the tribulations of individuals in that

time.

Note hand.

Lemma, 152rb:

…焏ܢܐ犯ܡܿܐܣ熏ܠܝܦ熏ܡܐ煟ܠ.焏ܡܝܚܪܘܗ焏ܒܿܣܠ犯ܟܕܬܐ

Ἀναμνήσθητι γὰρ τὸν φίλτατον γέροντα ἐκεῖνον, Δημόφιλον λέγω …

Recall that beloved old man, namely Demophilus …

Stag. 3.12; pg 47.489; Coco, 160

Note: Lemma appears to be indicated by backslashes (the beginning on the

previous leaf).

Scholium 34, 155rb

Gloss (black in red outline):

爯ܢܝܟܒ焏ܡܝܣ爯ܡ爏ܛܡܘܐ熏ܝܕ爯ܡܐܬ熏ܝ犯ܟ焏ܫܝܒܕ

That depression is worse than the demon, and why it is that it has been

placed in our nature.
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Note hand.

Lemma, 155rb:

ܐ狏ܝܢܦܓܣܡ煿ܿܝ狏ܝܐ܇ܐ狏ܝܢܕ焏ܫܐܬ熏ܢ煟ܒܥܡ煿ܿܠ熏ܟ爯ܡ犯ܝܓ犯ܝ狏ܝ
.ܐܬ熏ܝ犯ܟܕܗܿܬܘ焏ܝܓܣ

Πάσης γὰρ δαιμονικῆς ἐνεργείας βλαβερώτερον ἡ τῆς ἀθυμίας ὑπερβολή.

Excessive depression is far more harmful than all demoniacal influences.

And Lemma, 155va:

.煿ܿܢܡܪܬ焏ܢܐ狏ܒܪܘܪܕ爏ܛܡ…爯ܢܝܟܒܐ煿ܠܐ爟ܣ犯ܝܓܐܬ熏ܝ犯ܟܠ

Τὴν γὰρ ἀθυμίαν ἐνέθηκεν ἡμῶν ὁ Θεὸς τῇ φύσει … ἵνα τὰ μέγιστα κερδάνωμεν

ἐξ αὐτῆς.

For, God placed depression in our nature … so that we may earn great

things from it.

Stag. 3.13; 14; pg 47.491; Coco, 164–165

Note: The gloss atypically refers to two lemmata; the beginnings of which are

indicated by backslashes, on two different leaves.

Scholium 35, 156ra-b

Gloss (black in red outline):

ܐܬ熏ܝ犯ܟ爏ܥܕܐ狏ܝ熏ܚܬ

An example relating to depression

Note hand.

Lemma, 156ra:

熏ܣܐ爯ܡܕ焏ܒ犏̈ܥ爏ܛܡܕܝܿܗ.ܝܗ煟ܼܟܝܗ焏ܼܫ煟ܓܘ
̈

…爯ܝܒ煿ܝ狏ܡܐܬ

καὶ συμβαίνει ταυτὸ, οἷον ἐπὶ τῶν φαρμάκων τῶν παρὰ τῶν ἰατρῶν διδομένων

…

And the same thing happens with remedies given by physicians …

Stag. 3.14; pg 47.491; Coco, 165
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Note: The beginning and the end of lemma appear to be indicated by back-

slashes.

Scholium 36, 156va-b

Gloss (black in red outline):

狏ܡܚܪܘ焏ܩܝ犯ܣ焏ܚܒ熏ܫ爯ܡ犯ܝ狏ܝܐܬ熏ܝ犯ܟ爯ܢܡܩ熏ܚ煟ܢܕ犟ܝܫܦܕ
.ܐ犯ܓܦ

That it is easier to expel depression from ourselves than vainglory and

concupiscence.

Note hand.

Lemma, 156vb:

.焏ܢܐܥ煟ܝ焏ܿܠ營ܠܝܕ焏ܫܦܢ爯ܡ煿ܿܝܩܚܪܐܘ煿ܿܝܩܚܕܐ焏ܢܟܝܐܕ焏ܠܐ
ܡ煟ܡܐ狏ܓܪ犯ܝܓ爯ܡ熏ܿܠܐ.焏ܡܚܪܘܐ煿ܿܝ狏ܝܐܐܬ熏ܩܣܥܐ煟ܝܐܕܘ
焏ܩܝ犯ܣ焏ܚܒ熏ܫܕܐܬ熏ܢܘ犯ܛܘܐ.ܐ犯ܓܦܕܐ狏ܝܠܘ焏ܠܕܐ狏ܡܚܪܘܐ
焏ܫ̈ܚ爯ܡ焏ܢ犯ܚܐܡ煟ܡܘܐ:ܐ狏ܝܢܝܟܕ熟ܡ焏ܠܐ狏ܫܝܒܬܘܗ煿ܿܝ狏ܝܐ
.ܐ狏ܝ煿ܓ牯ܠܚ狏ܝܘܗ犏ܠܐ狏ܡ犯ܝܦܫ.爯ܝܠܗ燿ܝܐܕ

ἀλλὰ πῶς αὐτὴν ἀποκρούσομαι, καὶ ἀποστήσω τῆς ἐμαυτοῦ ψυχῆς, οὐκ οἶδα.

Καὶ ποίας τοῦτο δυσκολίας, ὦ φίλε; Εἰ μὲν γὰρ ἐπιθυμία τις ἦν, καὶ σωμάτων

ἔρως ἄτοπος, ἢ κενοδοξίας τυραννὶς, τὸ δυσκαταγώνιστον κακὸν, ἢ ἄλλο τι τῶν

τοιούτων παθῶν, καλῶς ἂν ἠπόρεις ὑπὲρ τῆς ἀπαλλαγῆς·

But I do not know how to expel it [depression] and distance it from my

soul. Yet, O beloved one, what problem is there? For if, on the one hand,

there were some concupiscence, and an inopportune love of the flesh, or

the tyranny of vainglory, then it would be an invincible evil, or if were

some other passion such as these, then you would rightly be pressed for

deliverance …

Stag. 3.14; pg 47.492; Coco, 166–167

Note: The beginning of the lemma is indicated by a backslash.

Scholium 37, 157rb

Gloss (black in red outline):

焏ܢܝܛܣ犯ܟ犟ܝܥܬ狏ܢܕܩܕܙܕ熏ܚܠܒܢ熏ܡ爏ܛܡ
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On what sole account may a Christian be distressed

Note hand.

On the Lemma, 157rb:

ܕ熏ܚܠܒ爯ܝܬܪܬ犟ܝܥܬ狏ܡܡܘ狏ܡܢܐ焏ܢܝܛܣ犯ܟܕ犯ܝܓ焏ܢܪܬܐ
ܥ
̈
ܝ狏ܡܐܘܐ.煿ܼܡ熏ܢܩܒܘܗܼܕܝ狏ܡܐܘܐ.煿ܠ爯ܝܘ煿̈ܢܕܩܕܙܐ狏ܠܠ
܇ܐ煿ܠ焏ܠ熟ܓ犯ܡ煿ܒܝ犯ܩܕ

Ἐννόησον γὰρ ὅτι τὸν Χριστιανὸν, εἴ ποτε λυποῖτο, δύο μόνον ὑποθέσεις ἀθυμίας

ἔχειν δεῖ, ἢ ὅταν αὐτὸς, ἢ ὅταν ὁ πλησίον προσκρούσῃ Θεῷ·

For if the Christian is ever distressed it must be for only one of two rea-

sons: either when he himself has angered God, or when his fellow ⟨Chris-

tian⟩ has done so.

Stag. 3.14; pg 47.492; Coco, 167

Note: The beginning of lemma is indicated by a backslash.

Scholium 38, 157va-b

Gloss (black in red outline):

焏ܫܝ犯ܒ爟ܣܡܘܗܐ煿ܛܚܕ焏ܢܥܪ熏ܦ熏ܠܕ焏ܥܝ煟ܝ焏ܟܝܐ爯ܡ

Whence it is proven that punishment is not a requital for sin

Note hand.

On the Lemma, 157vb:

ܟܕܐ狏ܠܥ焏ܠܐ:焏ܢܥܪ熏ܦ焏ܢܗܝܗܘ狏ܝܐܐ煿ܛܚ̈ܕ爯ܝܕ熏ܠܕ
̈
焏ܠܝܠ

.焏ܟܪܗ爯ܡ焏ܥܝ煟ܝܐ焏ܠܡܥܘܐܕܗܐ狏ܥܘܕ:焏ܢܚ犏̈ܢܘ

Ὅτι δὲ οὔτε ἁμαρτημάτων ἐστὶν ἀντίδοσις, ἀλλὰ στεφάνων καὶ βραβείων ὑπό-

θεσις οὗτος ὁ ἱδρὼς καὶ ὁ πόνος, δῆλον ἐκεῖθεν.

That your sweat and pain is not a requital for sins, but rather an occasion

for crowns and rewards, is proven from the following …

Stag. 3.14; pg, 47.493; Coco, 167

Emiliano Fiori and Bishara Ebeid - 978-90-04-52755-3
Downloaded from Brill.com02/26/2023 10:52:37AM

via Aletheia University



124 moss

Scholium 39, 167va

Gloss (black in red outline):

.ܢ熏ܝܩܢܢܐ焏ܩܫ熏ܦ

A necessary interpretation.

Note hand.

On the Lemma, 167va:

爯ܝܠܝܐܦܐ焏ܠܐ:ܕ熏ܚܠܒ焏ܠܼܟܐܘܗ焏ܠ܆焏ܫܝ犯ܒ爟ܣܡܕ牯ܠܐܬܕܘ…
焏ܠܟ狏ܢ焏ܠ爏ܝܟܡ܇ܗܪ狏ܒܕܝܗ牟ܡܫ܆ܢܘ煟ܒܥܢܕܘܘܗ爯ܝ煟ܝ狏ܥܕ
.ܝܗܐܕܗ犯ܡܐܕ爯ܝܕܐ狏ܠܡ.煟ܒܥܡܠ熏ܒܫܚܬܐܕܡ煟ܡ爏ܟܢܘ煿ܢܡ
爯ܝ犯ܓܕ熟ܡܐ煿ܛܚ̈ܕܐ犯ܩܥܕ煿ܢܡܘ:焏ܫܗ焏ܫܝ犯ܒܡ煟ܡ爯ܝܠܒܩܡ焏ܠܐ
.爯ܡܠ狏ܫ̈ܡ焏ܠܘܢܘܗ狏ܫ̈ܝܒܠ焏ܟܣܐܘܗ焏ܿܠ܆爯ܝܠܟ狏ܡܘ

Καὶ ἵνα μάθῃς ὅτι οὐ τὸ γινόμενον κολάζει τοσοῦτον, ὅσον τὸ μέλλον προδιορ-

θοῦται, ἄκουσον τῆς ἐπαγωγῆς· Καὶ νῦν οὐ μὴ ἐκλείψῃ ἐξ αὐτῶν πάντα, ὅσα ἂν

ἐπιθῶνται ποιῆσαι. Ὃ δὲ λέγει τοιοῦτόν ἐστιν· Ἐὰν μὴ δῶσι δίκην νῦν, καὶ ἀπὸ

τῆς ῥίζης αὐτῆς τῶν ἁμαρτημάτων ἀναχαιτισθῶσιν, οὐ στήσονται τῆς πονηρίας

οὐδαμοῦ·

And in order that you may understand that he does not chastise for what

has taken place so much as he provides for improvement in the future,

hear the sequel: “And nownone of all the things will fail them, which they

set on foot to do” (Gen 11:6). Now what he says, is of such a kind as this. If

they do not pay the penalty now, and be restrained from the very root of

their sins, they will never cease from wickedness.

Daem. 4; pg 49.250; npnf i, 9.181

Scholium 40, 173va

Gloss (black in red outline):

焏ܒ̈ܛܿܠܘ焏ܫܝ̈ܒܠ爯ܝܘܗ̈ܕ爯ܝܠܗ爏ܛܡܐ狏ܥܒ

Inquiry concerning the things that happen to evil-doers, and to the doers

of good.

Note hand.

On the Lemma, 173va:
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爯ܝܪܬ狏ܝܐ煟ܟ犯ܝܓ焏ܢܡܠ.營ܠ焏ܠܫܟܡ犯ܝ狏ܝ爟ܠܐܕܗܝܗܼܕ爏ܛܡ
ܥ
ܿ

ܠܦ焏ܢ犯ܚܐܘ焏ܫܝ犯ܒ爟ܣܡ爏ܒܩܿܡ煟ܚ܇ܐ狏ܫ̈ܝܒܝ煟ܒ̈
ܿ

熿.ܟܘ煟ܝܐ狏ܝܪܬ爯
ܥ
ܿ

ܐܕܗܝܗܼܦܐܕܥܕ.犯ܥܛ犏ܿܡ焏ܢ犯ܚܐܘ犯ܩܝ狏ܡ煟ܚ܇ܐ狏ܒ̈ܛܝ煟ܒ̈
焏ܫ̈ܝܒܢܘ煿ܠܟܠ犯ܝܓ熏ܠܐ.ܐ煿ܠܐܕܐܬ煿ܝܡܬܝܗܐܬ熏ܢܣܢ犯ܦܡܕ
ܦ焏ܡܠܥ焏ܢ煿ܒ

ܿ
犯ܠܟܠܘ:ܐܘܗܥ煿ܒ̈ܛܿܢܘ焏ܢܬ爯ܩܝܡ犯ܠ܆ܘܗ焏

.ܐ犯ܝ狏ܝ煿ܠܐܘܗܐܘܗܿܘ焏ܢܝܕܕ焏ܡ熏ܝܐܘܗ焏ܥܒ狏ܡ

Ὅτι αὐτὸ τοῦτό ἐστι τὸ σκανδαλίζον με πλέον. Διὰ τί γὰρ δύο ὄντων τῶν πονη-

ρῶν, ὁ μὲν κολάζεται, ὁ δὲ διαφυγὼν ἀπέρχεται, καὶ δύο ὄντων ἀγαθῶν, ὁ μὲν

τιμᾶται, ὁ δὲ τιμωρούμενος διατελεῖ; Καὶ τοῦτο αὐτὸ τῆς τοῦ Θεοῦ προνοίας

μέγιστον ἔργον ἐστίν. Εἰ γὰρ πάντας ἐνταῦθα ἐκόλαζε τοὺς πονηροὺς, καὶ πάν-

τας ἐνταῦθα ἐτίμα τοὺς ἀγαθοὺς, περιττὴ ἡ τῆς κρίσεως ἦν ἡμέρα …

Because it is this very thing which offends me more. For why when there

are two evil men, is one chastened, and another gets off, and escapes; and

when there are two good men, one is honored, and the other continues

under punishment? And this very thing is a very great work of God’s prov-

idence. For if he were to chasten all the evil men, here; and were to honor

here all the good men, a day of judgment were superfluous …

Daem. 7; pg 49.254; npnf i, 9.184

Note: The beginning (and possibly also the end) of the lemma is indicated by a

backslash.

Appendix 2: Footnotes with Images from British Library Add. 14567

Footnote 7

The following specimens from our manuscript may be compared:

figure 3.6 Fol. 200v (hybrid hand)
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figure 3.7 Fol. 172v; 173v (Estrangela)

The forms in the hybrid hand for beth, gomal, koph, and pe are Estrangela.

The forms in the hybrid hand for dolath, he, waw, semkat and rish are Serto.

The hybrid hand forms for olaph, mim, shin and taw are neither Estrangela nor

Serto, but can be described as forms that are midway between them.

Footnote 20

E.g. Scholium 33:

figure 3.8 Scholium 33

Footnote 21

E.g. Scholium 19:

figure 3.9 Scholium 19

There are also two scholia, 35 and 36, that follow a different pattern (rectangle

outline with droplets in its four corners).

Emiliano Fiori and Bishara Ebeid - 978-90-04-52755-3
Downloaded from Brill.com02/26/2023 10:52:37AM

via Aletheia University



tongues on a golden mouth 127

Footnote 22

The Estrangela scholia are: 1; 2; 6; 8; 10; 15; 16; 17; 18. All the rest are hybrid. The

handsof the scholia (“mainhand” and “notehand”) are indicated inAppendix 1.

For examples, see:

Scholium 6:

figure 3.10 Scholium 6 (Estrangela)

And Scholium 7:

figure 3.11 Scholium 7 (hybrid)
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chapter 4

Heresiology and Florilegia: The Reception of

Epiphanius of Salamis’Panarion and Ephrem the

Syrian’s Prose Refutations and Hymns against

Heresies

Flavia Ruani

Introduction: Heresiology and Florilegia

The field of ancient Christian heresiology has been flourishing in the past two

decades, especially with regard to the Greek tradition.1 As part of this renewed

interest, the study of the Syriac heresiological tradition has also recently re-

ceived scholarly attention.2 From its first attestations in the second century

1 After Alain Le Boulluec’s pioneering essay in two volumes La notion d’hérésie dans la littéra-

ture grecque iie–iiie siècles (Paris: Institut d’Études Augustiniennes, 1985), the field has been

enriched not only by the publication of new editions and translations of ancient heresio-

logical sources (e.g. Epiphanius’Panarion and Pseudo-Hippolytus’Refutation of all heresies),

but also monographs and articles that explore various facets of the heresiological discourse.

Let us mention some important titles: Aline Pourkier, L’hérésiologie d’Epiphane de Salamine

(Paris: Beauchesne, 1992); Benoît Jeanjean, Saint-Jérôme et l’hérésie (Paris: Institut d’Études

Augustiniennes, 1999); Alain Le Boulluec, “Orthodoxie et hérésie aux premiers siècles dans

l’historiographie récente,” inOrthodoxie, christianisme, histoire (ed. S. Elm, É. Rebillard, A. Ro-

mano; Rome: École française de Rome, 2000), 303–319; Hervé Inglebert, Interpretatio Chris-

tiana: Les mutations des savoirs (cosmographie, géographie, ethnographie, histoire) dans l’An-

tiquité chrétienne (Paris: Institut d’Études Augustiniennes, 2001); Averil Cameron, “How to

Read Heresiology,” Journal of Medieval and Early Modern Studies 33/3 (2003): 471–492; Judith

M. Lieu,Marcion and the Making of a Heretic. God and Scripture in the Second Century (Cam-

bridge and New York: Cambridge University Press, 2015); Geoffrey S. Smith, Guilt by Associa-

tion: Heresy Catalogues in Early Christianity (New York: Oxford University Press, 2015); Todd

S. Berzon,ClassifyingChristians: Ethnography,Heresiology, and the Limits of Knowledge in Late

Antiquity (Oakland, Ca.: University of California Press, 2016). For an excellent presentation

of the study of ancient heresiology, see Eduard Iricinschi and Holger M. Zellentin, “Making

Selves andMaking Others: Identity and Late Antique Heresiologies,” in Heresy and Identity in

Late Antiquity (ed. E. Iricinschi and H.M. Zellentin; Texts and Studies in Ancient Judaism 119;

Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2008), 1–27.

2 See Alberto Camplani, “Traces de controverse religieuse dans la littérature syriaque des orig-

ines: peut-on parler d’une hérésiologie des ‘hérétiques’?” in Les controverses religieuses en

syriaque (ed. F. Ruani; es 13; Paris: Geuthner, 2016), 9–66, and Flavia Ruani, “Les controver-
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to its later expressions in the thirteenth century, Syriac heresiology has been

explored in two main directions: the study of writings that refute “erroneous”

doctrines in their philological, historical, and ideological dimensions, and the

reception of these writings in later texts.3 For the history of Syriac heresiology,

the corpus of West Syrian dogmatic florilegia, spanning from the seventh to the

ninth century, is interesting in several ways.4 Firstly, florilegia sit at a chrono-

logically symbolic juncture in the production of polemical literature in Syriac.

Indeed, they follow the peak of the Christological controversy of the fifth and

sixth centuries and are contemporary with the first reactions to Islam. Sec-

ondly, from the literary point of view, florilegia have their own characteristics,

but can also be seen as inheritors of the traditional heresiological style. For

example, contrary to polemical texts, they lack an explicit authorial voice that

would glue together the quoted extracts to achieve a coherent discourse. How-

ever, dogmatic florilegia bear some significant similarities to the conventional

way of writing heresiology, both in content and form.

The florilegia’s major aim is to affirm the Syrian Orthodox faith by refuting

the opinions of a diverse array of opponents, which include Dyophysite adver-

saries, such as the Chalcedonians and the “Nestorians”, as well as other forms of

Miaphysitism, such as the ones proposed by the “Julianists”, the “Agnoetians”,

and the “Tritheists”, among several others.5 Even though florilegia tend to as-

ses avec les manichéens et le développement de l’hérésiologie syriaque,” in Les controverses

religieuses en syriaque (ed. F. Ruani; es 13; Paris: Geuthner, 2016), 67–103.

3 See the example of Titus of Bostra, Against the Manichaeans, originally written in Greek but

entirely transmitted only in Syriac, which has been recently edited and translated, as well as

studied: Titi Bostrensis Contra Manichaeos (see the bibliography, under “primary sources”);

Titus de Bostra, Contre les manichéens (see ibid.); Nils Arne Pedersen, Demonstrative Proofs in

Defense of God. A Study of Titus of Bostra’s Contra Manichaeos: The Work’s Sources, Aims and

Relation to its Contemporary Theology (Nag Hammadi and Manichaean Studies 56; Leiden:

Brill, 2004); Paul-Hubert Poirier and Timothy Pettipiece, Biblical and Manichaean Citations

in Titus of Bostra’s Against the Manichaeans: An Annotated Inventory (Instrumenta Patristica

et Mediaevalia 78; Turnhout: Brepols 2017).

4 In this article, “florilegia” refer to compilations of textual excerpts arranged in thematic sec-

tions articulated in an organic way. On the other hand, “dogmatic florilegia” refer to florilegia

that have doctrinal content aimed at the refutation of religious teachings that are perceived

as erroneous and at the joint promotion of one specific confession, perceived as orthodoxy.

Therefore, according to this definition, dogmatic florilegia differ from simple collections of

doctrinal extracts lacking an internal logic, such as the late antique anti-Jewish testimonia

(however, see Minov’s chapter in this volume), and from miscellaneous manuscripts, which

may contain more than one florilegium.

5 For a presentation of the controversies internal to Miaphysitism found in the dogmatic flo-

rilegia transmitted in the manuscripts London, British Library Add. 12155, 14532, 14533 and

14538, see YonatanMoss, “Les controverses christologiques au sein de la traditionmiaphysite:
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sociate all these doctrinal opponents, both external and internal, with ancient

heresies, they often also group them in a unifying polemical category, that of

“heresy”, despite their variety. This calls to mind the traditional heresiolog-

ical practice of amalgamation, namely, the perception and portrayal of dis-

tinct theological doctrines as differentmanifestations of one single error.6 This

labelling is most perceivable in titles: the polemical florilegia contained in the

eighth-century manuscript London, British Library Add. 14532 include, among

others, anti-Dyophysite, anti-Julianist, anti-Tritheist and anti-Agnoetian flori-

legia which bear the overarching title of Volume of Demonstrations from the

Holy Fathers against Various Heresies ( 焏ܫܝ煟̈ܩܐܬ煿ܒ̈ܐܕܐ狏ܝ熏ܚ̈ܬܕܐ狏ܝܩܢܦ
ܐ狏ܦܠܚܫ̈ܡ爿ܝ̈ܣܪܗ爏ܒܩ熏ܠܕ , fol. 1v).7

Moreover, some florilegia explicitly mention lists of traditional groups

charged with heresy and integrate them in their argumentations. Listing here-

sies is yet another expression of the amalgamation technique, very widespread

in the ancient Christian heresiological discourse, which developed it through

the motif of “succession”, or diadochè, of erroneous doctrines.8 For example,

we find such a blacklist of heresies in the narrative introducing the florilegium

devoted to the question of the afterlife in ms bl Add. 14532, fol. 213v–217v, such

as those (pre-Christian and Christian, up to the third century) gathered under

the theme of the rejection of bodily resurrection, as shown below:

Testimonies from the holy Fathers that show that there will be resurrec-

tion for those bodies which wrestled with souls here below, and as they

partook with them in the suffering of this world, they will partake with

sur l’incorruptibilité du corps du Christ et autres questions,” in Les controverses religieuses en

syriaque (ed. F. Ruani; es 13; Paris: Geuthner, 2016), 119–136.

6 On “amalgamation” as an ancient heresiological practice, see Le Boulluec, La notion d’hérésie,

2:643 (index entry: “Amalgame”).

7 The first part of this title (“Demonstrations from the Holy Fathers”) is also written in red ink

on the top margin of the verso of the last folio in each quire (last occurrence at fol. 122v, in

a total of 221 folios). For a description of this manuscript and the four florilegia, see William

Wright, Catalogue of Syriac Manuscripts in the British Museum Acquired Since the Year 1838

(3 vols.; London: Trustees of the British Museum, 1870–1872), 2:955–967. See also Albert Van

Roey, “Un traité cononite contre la doctrine de Jean Philopon sur la resurrection,” in Anti-

doron. Hulde aan Dr. Maurits Geerard bij de voltooiing van de Clavis Patrum Graecorum i (ed.

J. Noret; Wetteren: Cultura, 1984), 123–139, esp. 125–126.

8 On the notion of heretical diadochè, see Le Boulluec, La notion d’hérésie, 2:639 (index entry

διαδοχή) and Id., “Discours hérésiologique et dénominations des ‘sectes’,” in Les communautés

religieuses dans lemondegréco-romain. Essais de définition (ed.N. Belayche andS.C.Mimouni;

Bibliothèquede l’école pratiquedeshautes études, Sciences religieuses 117;Turnhout: Brepols,

2003), 107–122.
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them in the blessings or theywill be punished. And refuted are those who

deny this, namely the Samaritans, the Sadducees, Simon Magus, Valenti-

nus, Marcion, those who are called Gnostics, Origen and Mani.9

Furthermore, in terms of form, florilegia adopt and adapt a structural mode

of refutation that is traditional in heresiology. This mode consists in quot-

ing excerpts both from the adversaries themselves, for the sake of refutation,

and from previous Church authorities, in support of specific arguments. One

example is offered by a florilegiumpreserved in the eighth-centurymanuscript

London, British LibraryAdd. 12155, which includes several passages fromNesto-

rius’ writings.10 These passages are marked in the margins with specific signs

(knownas obeli,—or ÷) to indicate their different status fromthepreceding and

following citations, as they have a heterodox status from theWest Syrian view-

point. One of these passages is introduced as follows: “FromNestorius, fromhis

Letter to Thedoretus, in which he blames the statements written by Cyril contra

Orientales…” (fol. 37r).11 The refutation of Nestorius’ claims is obtained implic-

itly by juxtaposing quotes from Scriptures and orthodox Church writers in the

remaining parts of the florilegium.12

9 熏ܚܬ
̈
熏ܓܐܘ煟ܒܥ焏̣ܟܪܗܕ爯ܝܠܗܐ犯ܓܦܕܕ爯ܝ熏ܚ̈ܡܕ܆焏ܫܝ煟̈ܩܐܬ煿ܒ̈ܐܕܐ狏ܝ

̈
爟ܥ焏ܢ

ܘܗܐ狏ܫ̈ܦܢ
̇
ܘ煟ܒܘ焏ܫܚ̈ܒ爯ܝ煿ܡܥ熏ܦܬܘ狏ܫܐܕ燿ܝܐܕܘ.ܐ狏ܡܝ̣ܩ焏ܝ

̈
.焏ܟܪܗܕܐ狏ܥ

ܟܕ爯ܝܠܝ焏ܠ爯ܣܟܡ̈ܘ.爯ܝܩܢ狏ܫ̇ܡܘܐܐ狏ܒ̈ܛܒ爯ܝܦܬܘ狏ܫ̇ܡ爯ܝ煿ܡܥ爯ܡܬܘ
̇

.爯ܝܠ煿ܒ爯ܝ犯ܦ
煯ܡܫܠ爯ܝܕ熏ܢܗ

̈
ܘܕ熟ܠܘ焏ܝ

̈
爯ܝܠ煿ܠܘܢ熏̇ܝܩ犯ܡܠܘܣ熏ܢܝܛܢܠ熏ܠܘ焏̇ܫ犯ܚ̇ܢ熏ܡܝܣܠܘ.焏ܝܩ

煯ܡܐ狏ܡܕ
̈
熏ܢܓ爯ܝ

̈
.營ܢ焏ܡܠܘ爿ܝܢܓܘ焏ܠܘ.焏ܩܝܛܣ The same list appears in blAdd. 14538,

fol. 147r.

Doxographies of heretics are common in ancient heresiology, and the enumeration of

heresies is the very ratio that forms catalogues of heresies, a very popular heresiological

genre; see Smith, Guilt by Association.

10 For its content and date, seeWright, Catalogue, 2:921–955.

11 ܥ煿̇ܒܕ焏ܛܝܪܕܘܐܬܬ熏ܠܕܗܬ犯ܓܐ爯ܡܣ熏ܝܪ熏ܛܣܢܕ
̇
煟ܠܠ焏ܝܠܝ爯ܟܬܐܕ狏ܡܒ爯

煟ܡ煟ܝܨܣ熏ܠܝܪ熏ܩ
̈
焏ܝܚܢ The same excerpt, accompanied by marginal obeli, is also quoted

in bl Add. 14532, fol. 18r. To be sure, Nestorius is not the only adversary to be cited; extracts

from the canons of the Synod of Chalcedon and from Julian of Halicarnassus’ writings

are further examples. The latter (taken from bl Add. 14532, but also bl Add. 12155, 14533

and 14538) have been edited by René Draguet, Julien d’Halicarnasse et sa controverse avec

Sévère d’Antioche sur l’incorruptibilité du corps du Christ. Étude historique, littéraire et doc-

trinale, suivie des fragments dogmatiques de Julien (texte syriaque et traduction grecque)

(Louvain: Smeesters, 1924).

12 On the use of such marginal marks used to distinguish the adversaries’ positions from

the parts of the text which are considered orthodox, see Michael Philip Penn, “Know

Thy Enemy: The Materialization of Orthodoxy in Syriac Manuscripts,” in Snapshots of

Evolving Traditions: Jewish and Christian Manuscript Culture, Textual Fluidity, and New

Philology (ed. L.I. Lied and H. Lundhaug; Texte und Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der

altchristlichen Literatur 175; Berlin: De Gryuter, 2017), 221–241. Michael Penn examines in
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As a contribution to the history of Syriac heresiology, in this chapter I would

like to explore the reception and accommodation of material from heresiolog-

ical works in medieval florilegia (seventh to ninth century). This research rests

on the premise that the act of quoting from previous heresiological writings,

among other polemical sources, contributes to define dogmatic florilegia as

constructed texts with their own polemical intentions. I will therefore probe

the way in which the florilegia’s authors lend this status to their compositions:

how they built their interpretations by choosing what to include and what to

exclude from these sources, as well as by presenting the selected material in a

different light, by detaching it from the original context, putting it into a new

one, and editing it to fit this new polemical destination.

I shall begin with an overview of the heresiological sources quoted in the

florilegia. Such a survey will allow us to understand which texts were in cir-

culation and available to the authors of West Syrian florilegia in seventh- to

ninth-century Upper Mesopotamia, and which ones were deemed relevant for

their purposes. Two of them, both belonging to the fourth century, will be the

focus of the next part of the chapter. These are Epiphanius of Salamis’ cata-

logue of heresies, the Panarion, and Ephrem the Syrian’s heresiological works,

the Prose Refutations against Mani, Marcion and Bardaisan and the Hymns

against Heresies. Next, I will probe the selection, organization and content of

these excerpts, including the textual modifications carried out to accommo-

date them into their new contexts. Finally, in order to show that florilegia were

polemical works in their own right, rather than mere collections of quotes,

the chapter will broaden its scope to previous, contemporary and later authors

and texts that quote the same heresiological sources, namely, the writings by

Epiphanius and Ephremmentioned above.More specifically, I will assess if flo-

rilegia borrowed the fourth-century heresiological quotations from previous

authors, on one side, and if contemporary and later authors took them in turn

detail the marks found in the manuscripts that contain West Syrian florilegia, the same

under discussion in the present article; bl Add. 12155, 14532, 14533, 14538. The enemies

marked with these marginal signs include Nestorius, the Council of Chalcedon, Julian of

Halicarnassus, Leo of Rome and Theodoret (see especially 225 and 228–229). Moreover,

Penn points out that, in some instances, the citation of the position to be denounced

occurs within the quote of an authoritative source. In this case as well, the heterodox pas-

sages are signalled with obeli or similar symbols in the margins (angle brackets, lines);

this is also the case of Eunomius, quoted by Basil of Caesarea, and Damian of Alexandria,

cited by Peter of Antioch. Alongwith these readingmarks, Pennhighlights other strategies

employed by Syriac copyists to present and, at the same time, condemn the adversaries’

claims, such as narrative framing and marginalia, also used in our manuscripts. I thank

Yonatan Moss for pointing out this article to me.
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heresiology and florilegia 137

from the florilegia, on the other. Elements of comparison will be offered by the

writings of three authors who are well-known for their extensive use of patris-

tic texts. For the former aim, I will refer to Philoxenus of Mabbug (d. 523) and

Severus of Antioch (d. 538); for the latter, to Moses bar Kepha (d. 903).

1 Heresiological Texts in Seventh- to Ninth-Century Florilegia: A

Survey

Since dogmatic florilegia are written by and for Miaphysite communities, one

could expect them to display only excerpts from earlier Church writers deal-

ing with theological contents on major topics of the Christological debate,

such as the nature of Christ (his divine and human nature, as well as his body,

knowledge and will), the Trinity, and the resurrection of the body. However,

this assumption can immediately be corrected by taking a glimpse at William

Wright’s catalogue of the Syriac manuscripts kept at the British Library, and to

the section devoted to florilegia specifically.13 Wright’s very detailed descrip-

tions show that florilegia quote a great diversity of polemical titles, including

writings dealing with heresies that do not concern the Christological contro-

versy.14

Below, I provide a chronological list of some recurring ones. Irenaeus of

Lyon’s Against Heresies, Clement of Alexandria’s Stromata, Athanasius of Al-

exandria’s Against Arius and Against Apollinarius, Ephrem the Syrian’s Hymns

against Doctrines (Heresies) andMimre against Doctrines (= Prose Refutations),

Titus of Bostra’s Against the Manichaeans, Gregory of Nyssa’s Against Euno-

mius, Epiphanius of Salamis’Panarion (Against Heresies), Severianus of Gaba-

la’s Sermon against Kentorye, Manichaeans and Apollinarists, Cyril of Alexan-

dria’s Against Julian the Apostate and Against Nestorius, Isaac of Antioch’s

Mimro against the Chaldeans, Severus of Antioch’s Against Julian of Halicar-

nassus and Against John the Grammarian.

The sources belong to both the Greek and Syriac traditions, and they cover

the entire patristic age, spanning from the second century (with Irenaeus

of Lyon) to the sixth (with Severus of Antioch), with a preference for post-

Nicene writers of the fourth and early fifth centuries. They target a variety of

adversaries, although they are all quoted in florilegia that aim to affirm Syr-

13 Wright, Catalogue, 2:904–1015.

14 To be sure, these texts are, by far, not the majority out of those quoted in dogmatic flori-

legia; there are many other texts whose content is theological but not polemical.
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ian Orthodox identity by condemning especially “Julianists”, “Nestorians” and

Chalcedonians. Indeed, while Cyril of Alexandria and Severus of Antioch deal

with the Christological controversy as the authors of florilegia do, other texts

dealwith theTrinitarian debate (aimed against Arius andEunomius). Yet, since

this debate addressed some Christological issues, the sources related to it can

properly support the Miaphysite arguments developed in the anti-Julianist,

anti-Nestorian and anti-Chalcedonian florilegia.15 Next to these sources deal-

ing directly with Christological matters that would fit the aims of the florile-

gia, there are others with an apparently unrelated content, directed towards

more ancient heresies: Irenaeus and Clement against the Gnostics, Epiphanius

against the Gnostics and several other early Christian heresies; Cyril against

Julian the Apostate; Ephrem, Titus and Severianus against the Manichaeans;

Isaac of Antioch against the Chaldeans. Surprising as the presence of these

textsmay seem, it should be noted that the practice of quoting ancient authors

independently from the adversaries they target is attested since the first patris-

tic expressions of gathering proof for demonstrative purposes. What mattered

were not the opponents but the status of the writer. In the history of the

concept of “auctoritas patrum” and the use of patristic sources, the appeal

to Nicene fathers, as well as authors defending the Nicene orthodoxy, vastly

increased by the fifth century for dogmatic purposes. This explains the cita-

tions, in our medieval compilations, from fourth-century writers such as

Athanasius andGregory of Nyssa, as well as Ephrem and Epiphanius, whowere

considered champions of the faith and paragons of orthodoxy for promoting

the Nicene creed against its contestants. On the other hand, the appeal to ante-

Nicene authors, while decreasing in favour of the defenders of Nicaea, never

ceased, since they were recognized as universal authorities, that is, sources

whose authoritative status was accepted by all parties involved. Relying on

them would have prevented the opponent to contest their validity and, there-

fore, the validity of the claims they were invoked to support. Irenaeus figures

among the pre-Nicene fathers who continued to be quoted the most.16

Yet, the presence of these texts, whose content at first sight seems incon-

gruent with the controversies developed in the florilegia, arouses curiosity: for

which goals and in which ways are their contents considered relevant with

regard to the context of their reception? In other words, how did florilegia use

15 There are also anti-Arian sections: see bl Add. 12155, chapter 389, fol. 106v (see Wright,

Catalogue, 2:936).

16 See Robert M. Grant, “The Appeal to the Early Fathers,” The Journal of Theological Stud-

ies 11/1 (1960): 13–24, and Patrick T.R. Gray, “ ‘The Select Fathers’: Canonizing the Patristic

Past,” sp 23 (1989): 21–36. I thank Yonatan Moss for these references.
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ancient heresiology?Which parts of these sources were selected and appropri-

ated by the medieval compilers?

At the outset, wemay notice the absence of famous late antique heresiolog-

ical works.While we do have the Panarion by Epiphanius, we do not encounter

Ps.-Hippolytus’Refutations of All Heresies (Elenchos) (first half of the third cen-

tury) nor Theodoret of Cyrrhus’ Haereticarum Fabularum Compendium (fifth

century), just to mention other well-known texts of this genre. The latter, in

particular, was very widespread in Greek, and excerpts from other works by

Theodoret are cited inWest Syrian florilegia, such as his Ecclesiastical History,

despite the fact that the author belonged on the other side of the Christological

divide.17 Possibly, these writings had not reached the Syriac world, or they were

not considered relevant formedieval doctrinal debates, or again, they were not

found to be doctrinally sound enough for inclusion in what may be called the

“identity cards” of Syrian Orthodox faith.18

In the past, scholars have exploited the quotes of the heresiological texts

contained in the florilegia for philological purposes. This is the case of Ire-

naeus,19 Titus of Bostra,20 and Ephrem’s Prose Refutations.21 The prominent

tendency was to take these excerpts from the point of view of the “received

text” (thus, by using them for stemmatic purposes and critical editions), with-

out paying attention to the “receiving context”.Wenowhave the opportunity to

17 See André de Halleux, “L’Histoire ecclésiastique deThéodoret dans les florilèges grégoriens

syriaques,” inMélanges Antoine Guillaumont: contributions à l’étude des christianismes ori-

entaux, avec une bibliographie du dédicataire (ed. r.-g. Coquin; Cahiers d’orientalisme 20;

Geneva: P. Cramer, 1988), 221–232. cpg 6223 does not mention any translation of the Com-

pendium in any Eastern Christian language.

18 I borrow this term from Moss, “Les controverses christologiques”, 120–121: “Ces quatre

recueils [bl Add. 12155, 14532, 14533, 14538] … peuvent être considérés comme des ‘cartes

d’identité théologiques’ de l’Église miaphysite syriaque.” Perhaps the excerpts fromTheo-

doret’s Ecclesiastical history were more neutral from a theological point of view, which

made them acceptable for theWest Syrian compilers of florilegia, or perhaps some theo-

logical contentwas takenoutbefore incorporating them into the florilegia.GiorgiaNicosia

is currently conducting a Ph.D. research on this topic at Ghent University, which will shed

new light on this important question.

19 Irenaeus of Lyon, Against Heresies, 1:109–111, 2:113–155, 3:138–141, 4:102–104, 5:163–165.

20 Roman et al., Titi Bostrensis Contra Manichaeos, 359–360. See also Nils Arne Pedersen,

“Titus of Bostra in Syriac Literature,”Laval théologique et philosophique 62/2 (2006): 359–

367.

21 See below. This is also the case of Gregory of Nyssa’s works; see Martien F.G. Parmentier,

“Syriac Translations of Gregory of Nyssa,” olp 20 (1989): 143–193; and of Cyril of Alexan-

dria’s Against Julian theApostate: seeHubertKaufhold, “Die syrischenFragmente,” inKyrill

von Alexandrien, Werke. Erster Band: “Gegen Julian”, Teil 2: Buch 6–10 und Fragmente (ed.

W. Kinzig and Th. Brüggemann; gcs.nf 21; Berlin-Boston: de Gruyter, 2017), 821–895.
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do a methodological shift and analyse the content and function of each quote

in these dogmatic collections from the perspective of studying the heresiolog-

ical tradition in Syriac.

2 Ancient Heresies, New Heresies

The first element of reception worth mentioning is that the citations coming

from heresiological texts are not grouped together;22 rather, they appear next

to other polemical texts, as well as writings of exegetical, homiletical and litur-

gical nature. This is different from the reception of other types of sources; for

example, excerpts fromhistoriographical texts tend to be transmitted one after

the other inWest Syrian florilegia, to the point that they can formextensive sec-

tions solely of historiographical content.23 Moreover, as a general rule, quotes

from the same heresiological text in one florilegium do not follow each other;

rather, they are dispersed all throughout the text. Thismeans that they are inte-

grated in the framework of different polemics to support arguments against

not one but various opponents. In turn, their appearance in various contexts of

debate multiplies the rhetorical effect produced by these quotations; by citing

previous heresiological texts, the authors of florilegia charge a wide range of

theological adversaries with heresy and implicitly equate their “new heresies”

with old ones. Below,wewill see concrete examples in the reception of Epipha-

nius’ and Ephrem’s works. Interestingly, such a connection between ancient

and new heresies is carried out also at the conceptual level. In ms London,

British LibraryAdd. 14533, fol. 137r (nº 23), amidst various controversies, namely

the debates against John Barbur (no. 16 at fol. 106r and again no. 27 at fol. 140r),

Sergius the Armenian (no. 20 at fol. 135v and again no. 28 at fol. 140 r), and the

“Pagans” (no. 25, fol. 138r), we find a chapter on the definition of “heresy” which

is exemplified by two quotations. The first of these quotations, taken from the

22 This does not exclude the possibility that they circulated together in collections of quotes

later used by the florilegia.

23 See for example the sections xviii and xix of ms Deir al-Surian 28, fol. 114r–127v, contain-

ing excerpts from Theodoret of Cyrrhus’ Ecclesiastical History solely: Sebastian P. Brock

andLucas vanRompay,Catalogue of the SyriacManuscripts andFragments in the Library of

Deir Al-Surian, Wadi Al-Natrun (Egypt) (ola 227; Leuven: Peeters, 2014), 197–199. This is a

tendency; however, there are also citations fromhistoriographical sources in dogmatic flo-

rilegia that are not grouped together and appear amidst other kinds of texts. For example,

ms blAdd. 14533, cites excerpts fromEusebius of Caesarea’s andTheodoret’s ecclesiastical

histories (at fol. 170r and 168r respectively) as part of the controversy against the followers

of Paul of Bet-Ukkame (seeWright, Catalogue, 2:973).
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StromatabyClement of Alexandria (d. 215), oneof the founding texts of ancient

heresiology, is shown below:

What a heresy (heresis) is. From Clement Stromateus, end of memra 8:

Heresy is an inclination (meṣṭalyanuta) towards teachings, or, according

to somepeople, an inclination (meṣṭalyanuta) towardsmultiple teachings

which are consistent with one another and comprehend visible things

that tend to a good life. Teaching is a logical conception; conception is a

state and assent of themind: not only skeptics (ephektikoi), but also every

teacher is accustomed towithhold (the judgment), either due to theweak-

ness of the mind, or the unclarity of the things, or the equal force of the

reasons.24

Stromata viii, Ch. 5, 16, 2

This quotation is taken from the last book of Stromata, which is specifically

devoted to fighting the sceptical sect of the Pyrrhonians. Here, Clement’s defi-

nition of “heresy” is philosophical rather than religious; it designates a system

of thought rather than a deviation from the truth. As such, as Alain Le Boulluec

highlights, “the word hairesis loses in Clement its pejorative value.”25

24 爿ܝܣܪܗ+焏ܝܢܡܬܕܐ犯ܡ焏ܡ爟ܠ熏ܫ.ܣ熏ܛܡܘ犯ܛܣ爿ܝܡܠܩܕ܀爿ܝܣܪܗܝܗ焏ܢܡܕ
熏ܝܕܐܬ熏ܢܝܠܛ犏ܡ煿̇ܝ狏ܝܐ

̈
ܢܐ燿ܝܐܘܐ.焏ܢܦܠ

̈
熏ܝܒܕܐܬ熏ܢܝܠܛ犏ܡ.爯ܝܫ

̈
ܓܣ焏ܢܦܠ

̈
:ܐ焏ܝ

煟ܚܬ熏ܠ焏ܦܩܢܕ
̈
爯ܡ焏̇ܢܦܠ熏ܝ.爯ܚ狏̈ܡ焏ܝܚ犯ܝܦܫܕܝ̇ܗܬ熏ܠܕ܇ܐ煟ܝܚܐ爯ܝ熟ܚ狏̈ܡܕ爯ܝܠܗܘ܇ܐܕ

ܐܬ熏ܡܠܫܘ܆ܐܬ熏ܝܢܩ爯ܝܕܐܬ熏ܢܟܪ煟ܡ.ܐ狏ܠܝܠܡܡ煟ܡܐܬ熏ܢܟܪ煟ܡܝܗܘ狏ܝܐ
ܘܗܕܕ熏ܚܠܒ熏ܠ.ܐ狏ܝܥܪܬܕ

̈
ܘܐ.煟ܥܡܟ熏ܒܠܢܡ煟ܡܕ焏ܢܦܠܡ爏ܟܘ焏ܠܐ܆熏ܩܝܛܩ熏ܦ

煯ܥ熏ܣܕܐܬ熏ܝܠܓ焏ܠ爏ܛܡܘܐ.ܐ狏ܝܥܪܬܕܐܬ熏ܠܝܚܡ爏ܛܡ
̈
ܬ熏ܝ熏ܫ爏ܛܡܘܐ܆焏ܢ

+焏ܠܡ̈ܕ焏ܠܝܚ
The Syriac is a literal translation of the Greek original (pg 9:531):

Εἰ δὲ αἵρεσίς ἐστι πρόσκλισις δογμάτων, ἤ, ὥς τινες, πρόσκλισις δόγμασι πολλοῖς ἀκολουθίαν

πρὸς ἄλληλα καὶ τὰ φαινόμενα περιέχουσα, πρὸς τὸ εὖ ζῇν συντείνουσα· καὶ τὸ μὲν δόγμα ἐστὶ

καταληψίς τις λογική· κατάληψις δὲ ἕξις καὶ συγκατάθεσις τῆς διανοίας· οὐ μόνον οἱ ἐφεκτι-

κοὶ, ἀλλὰ καὶ πᾶς δογματικὸς ἔν τισιν ἐπέχειν εἴωθεν, ἤτοι παρὰ γνώμης ἀσθένειαν, ἢ παρὰ

πραγμάτων ἀσάφειαν, ἢ παρὰ τὴν τῶν λόγων ἰσοσθενίαν.

For an English translation of the Greek, see William Wilson, Ante-Nicene Fathers (vol. 2;

ed. A. Roberts, J. Donaldson, and A. Cleveland Coxe; Buffalo, NY: Christian Literature Pub-

lishing Co., 1885): “But if a philosophical sect is a leaning toward dogmas, or, according

to some, a leaning to a number of dogmas which have consistency with one another and

with phenomena, tending to a right life; and dogma is a logical conception, and concep-

tion is a state and assent of the mind: not merely sceptics, but everyone who dogmatizes

is accustomed in certain things to suspend his judgment, either through want of strength

of mind, or want of clearness in the things, or equal force in the reasons”.

25 Le Boulluec, La notion d’hérésie, 2:265, which discusses this definition: “Le terme haire-

sis en vient à perdre chez lui sa valeur péjorative”. Clement’s Stromata do not seem to be
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The second passage is an extract from Severus of Antioch against the neces-

sity to re-impart baptism and chrismation to converts from Nestorianism:

From Saint Severus, from the Homily made by him against those who boldly

consecrate those who convert from the heresy of the Nestorians. For as, in

bodily diseases, every disease is named illness and is called by this com-

mon name—indeed, this name comprises of many various illnesses, I

mean fever and dropsy and the rest of the diseases—so (it goes) for the

sufferings of faith: every inclination (meṣṭalyanuta) of the being away

from the sound word of truth is commonly called heresy.26

In this homily, Severus’ intent is to convince his fellow Miaphysites that the

Nestorians, despite their heretical doctrine, are still Christians and therefore,

upon conversion, they do not require to be rebaptised or rechrismated.27 To

prove his point, he provides a definition of “heresy”which is deliberately broad.

Like the word “illness”, which embraces many various diseases of the body,

the term “heresy” applies to a range of “diseases” of the faith, each with its

own characteristics. In accordancewith this classification provided by Severus,

the Nestorians belong to the heresies that do not need to receive the sacra-

ments again. In other words, Severus is not targeting the Nestorians asmuch as

strict Miaphysites, adopting a mild attitude towards converts from Nestorian-

ism.

Despite the original intentions of these two texts, which are neutral, if not

irenic, by selecting the paragraphs containing the definitions of “heresy” and

nothing else, the compiler effectively removed these definitions from their

authentic contexts, thus contributing to the distortion of their intendedmean-

known in Syriac; the cpg 1138mentions anArabic translation, but not a Syriac one. See also

Dominique Gonnet, “Liste des œuvres patristiques traduites du grec en syriaque,” in Les

Pères grecs dans la tradition syriaque (ed. A. Schmidt and D. Gonnet; es 4; Paris: Geuthner,

2007), 195–212, which does notmention Clement of Alexandria.Within the indirect tradi-

tion, Syriac medieval florilegia have the potential to reveal the transmission of Clement’s

works in Syriac.

26 爯ܝܠ煿ܠ܇爯ܝܚܫܡ狏ܝ焏ܚ犯ܡܕ爯ܝܠܗ爏ܒܩ熏ܠ煿ܠ煟ܝܒܥܕܐ犯ܡ焏ܡ爯ܡ܆ܐܪܘ焏ܣ焏ܫܝ煟ܩܕ
ܖ熏ܛܣܢܕ爿ܝܣܪܗ爯ܡ爯ܝܟܦܗܕ

̈
煯ܓܦ焏ܒ焏̈ܟܒܕ犯ܝܓ焏ܢ熟ܟܐ܀熏ܢܝ

̈
焏ܒ焏ܟ爏ܟ:焏ܢ

ܖ熏ܟ犯ܝܓܐ焏ܝܓܣ̈ܠ:焏ܢܟ狏ܡ焏ܝܢ熏ܓ焏ܢܗ焏ܡܫܒܘ:ܐ犯ܩ狏ܡ焏ܢܗܪ熏ܟ
̈

焏ܦܠܚ̈ܫܡ焏ܢܗ
焏ܢܟܗ܆焏ܒ焏̈ܟܕ焏ܟ犯ܫܕܘ:焏ܝ̈ܡ犿ܢܟܕܘܐ狏ܫܐܕ爯ܝܕ焏ܢܐ犯ܡܐ.焏ܡܫ焏ܢܗ煟ܚܐ
.ܐܪ犯ܫܕܐ狏ܡܝܠܚܐ狏ܠܡ爯ܡ焏ܝܘܗܕܐܬ熏ܢܝܠܛ犏ܡ爏ܟ܇ܐܬ熏ܢܡܝܗܕ焏ܫ̈ܚ爏ܥܦܐ
܀ܐ犯ܩ狏ܡ爿ܝܣܪܗ狏ܝ焏ܢ熏ܓ

27 Severus’ position against rebaptism is analysed in Yonatan Moss, Incorruptible Bodies.

Christology, Society, and Authority in Late Antiquity (Christianity in Late Antiquity 1; Oak-

land: University of California Press, 2016), Ch. 2, esp. 69–74.
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ing. Indeed, thanks to their juxtaposition, the two passages illuminate each

other’s meaning. Firstly, it is probable that the ancient meaning of hairesis as

“academic school” was completely lost at the time of the compiler, rather than

it being a doctrinal error. Secondly, Severus’ definition of the termas something

“away from the word of truth” leaves no doubt as to its negative connotations.

Thirdly, the link between the two citations is further assured by theword “incli-

nation” (meṣṭalyanuta), which they have in common. This common terminol-

ogy (“heresy” and “inclination”) contributes to shedding a negative light back

on Clement’s definition, which would otherwise be neutral. In sum, it seems

as if the compiler wished to present Severus’ definition as the Syrian Orthodox

prolongation of the ancient definition of heresy, the one provided by Clement,

but in a pejorative sense. He did so by juxtaposing the two passages sharing

the same vocabulary regardless of their original contexts (one dealing with

the philosophical school of the Sceptics, and the other with the rebaptism and

rechrismation of ex-Nestorians), and their primary meanings. As a result, the

Nestorians, whom Severus addresses in his homily, are implicitly associated to

the early Christian notion of “heresy”, and, by extension, they are presented as

a renewed version of the ancient error.

3 First Case of Reception: Epiphanius of Salamis’Panarion

The Panarion, or “Medicine Chest”, penned by Epiphanius bishop of Salamis

around 375ad, is a grandiose and renowned catalogue of heresies, featuring

an all-encompassing notion of heresy.28 In three books, Epiphanius presents

and refutes 80 heresies, both pre-Christian—including Pagan myths, philo-

sophical schools, and Jewish groups—and post-Christian—including all the

second- to fourth-century sects perceived to deviate from the teaching of the

Great Church, such as Gnostic and Trinitarian trends.29 Apart from its individ-

ual chapters, eachdevoted to oneheresy, the Panarion also features transitional

parts that summarise the denounced heresies in short paragraphs; this epito-

mised version of the Panarion is called Anakephalaiosis. The latter is known

28 Edition: Epiphanius, Panarion (see bibliography under “primary sources”); English trans-

lation: The Panarion of Epiphanius (see ibid.).

29 For a thorough study of the Panarion, see Pourkier, L’hérésiologie. See also Young R. Kim,

Epiphanius of Cyprus: Imagining an Orthodox World (Ann Arbor, Michigan: University of

Michigan Press, 2015) and Andrew S. Jacobs, Epiphanius of Cyprus: A Cultural Biography

of Late Antiquity (Christianity in Late Antiquity 2; Oakland: University of California Press,

2016).
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in Syriac, where it circulates as a single work detached from the Panarion.30

On the contrary, there seems to be no attestation of a Syriac translation of the

complete version of the Panarion.31 More importantly for our purpose here,

the existence of excerpts from both texts in the indirect tradition has not been

explored yet.32 The following table shows the passages that I could identify in

the Syriac florilegia kept at the British Library and in the Mingana collection,

according to their order in the source text.33

We notice that the excerpts included in dogmatic florilegia (transmitted by

ms Mingana syr. 69, bl Add. 12155 and 14532)34 come from chapters that deal

with issues regarding the nature of Christ and the Trinity, as they are addressed

against the heresies of the Arians and the Anomoeans35 and provide a defini-

tion of the orthodox faith (which is found in the chapter entitled De Fide at the

end of the Panarion). The fourth manuscript, bl Add. 17194, gathers

30 See Luise Abramowski, “Die Anakephalaiosis zum Panarion des Epiphanius in der Hand-

schrift Brit.Mus.Add. 12156,”lm 96 (1983): 217–230.The Syriac Anakephalaiosisproved very

popular in later Syriac literature; for the example of its material on Jewish sects used by

Theodore barKoni andDionysius bar Ṣalibi, see SebastianP. Brock, “SomeSyriacAccounts

of the Jewish Sects,” in A Tribute to Arthur Vööbus: Studies in Early Christian Literature

and Its Environment, Primarily in the Syrian East (ed. R.H. Fischer; Chicago, Illinois: The

Lutheran School of Theology at Chicago, 1977), 265–276.

31 cpg 3745 mentions an Arabic and a Georgian translation, but not a Syriac one.

32 Another dogmatic work of Epiphanius of Salamis, the Ancoratus (cpg 3744), composed

a few years before the Panarion and centered on the theme of the Trinity, also contains

polemical hints against Origen and others. Equally unknown in Syriac translation (no ref-

erence to such a tradition ismade in cpg, whichmentionsCoptic, Armenian, Ethiopic and

Arabic versions), there are several excerpts from it quoted in the West Syrian theological

florilegia. In the future, it would be worth collecting and studying all these quotations as

well.

33 To this table, one should add the manuscripts bl Add. 14533 (eighth–ninth century), and

14538 (tenth century), which share a nearly identical content with bl Add. 14532 as far as

the anti-Julian and anti-Tritheist florilegia are concerned. See Wright, Catalogue, 2:967–

976, esp. 969, for the first, and 1003–1008, esp. 1007, for the second. See the Appendix for

the exact folios where the quotes from Epiphanius appear. The passages cited in more

than one manuscript transmit the same text.

34 For a description of ms bl Add. 12155 and bl Add. 14532, see n. 10 and n. 7 above, respec-

tively. For theMinganamanuscript, dated to around 650ad, see AlphonseMingana, Cata-

logue of the Mingana Collection of Manuscripts. 1, Syriac and Garshūni Manuscripts (Cam-

bridge: W. Heffer and Sons, 1933), 173–178. I use the foliation of the manuscript, which

differs by one from the foliation given by Alphonse Mingana in his catalogue (the folio

given by Mingana for these quotations is 24r).

35 Anomoeanism was a theological current which promoted an extreme form of Arianism,

founded by Aetius and Eunomius in the mid-fourth century.
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table 4.1 Passages from Epiphanius of Salamis’Panarion quoted in florilegia manuscripts

Epiphanius

Panarion

Birmingham, Cadbury

Research LibraryMin-

gana syr. 69

(ca. 650ad)

London, British

Library Add.

12155

(747ad?)

London, British

Library Add.

14532

(8th c.)

London, British

Library Add.

17194

(886ad)

Anakephalaiosis i, 3, 1–7

(against Hellenism)

fol. 17v–18r

Anakephalaiosis ii, 21, 1–3

(against the Simonians)

fol. 217r

Anakephalaiosis ii, 27, 1

(against the Carpocratians)

fol. 217r

Anakephalaiosis ii, 31, 1

(against the Valentinians)

fol. 217r

Panarion 21, 4, 4

(against the Simonians)

fol. 217r

Cf. Panarion 30, 29, 1–2

(against the Ebionites)

fol. 52r

Panarion 31, 7, 6

(against the Valentinians)

fol. 217v

Anakephalaiosis iii, 38, 1–2

(against the Cainites)

fol. 217v

Panarion 69, 24, 6

(against the Arians)

fol. 23r fol. 66r fol. 43r

Panarion 76, 6, 3–4

(against the Anomoeans)

fol. 13v fol. 96v

Panarion 76, 39, 6

(against the Anomoeans)

fol. 23r fol. 66r fol. 43r

Panarion 76, 50, 5–6

(against the Anomoeans)

fol. 13v fol. 96v

De Fide 17, 8–9 fol. 21r fol. 126r

patristic citations on various biblical and theological subjects.36 We observe

that it contains two passages from the Panarion which are not found in the

dogmatic florilegia (as far as these British manuscripts are concerned). This

variety in the reception of the excerpts raises a few questions. How are the

excerpts treated in their various receiving contexts?With which specific topics

and debates are they associated? Do they undergo any textual variation that

would signal their integration into these new, Syrian Orthodox doctrinal set-

tings?

36 SeeWright, Catalogue, 2:1002–1003 for its description. For a definition of “spiritual florile-

gia” as collections of excerpts dealing with “the good practice of Christian life, asceticism

and spiritual progress”, see M. Richard, “Florilèges spirituels grecs,” in Dictionnaire de spi-

ritualité, 5:475–512.
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To answer these questions, we need to distinguish between the reception in

dogmatic and spiritual florilegia. For the latter category, the aforementioned

bl Add. 17194 cites an excerpt from the Anakephalaiosis (i, 3, 1–7) denouncing

“Hellenism”, namely Greek polytheism, and quotes it as the first witness of sec-

tion 24 entitled “Which shows how andwhen idols entered theworld” (fol. 17v).

Further below (fol. 52r), the manuscript features what seems to be a shortened

periphrasis of Panarion 30, 29, 1–2, which deals with the sect of the Ebionites.

Yet, the quoted passage contains a reference to the Magi offering gifts to the

newborn baby Jesus, as it fits the topic: “Indication of how old our Lord was

when theMagi arrived” (fol. 51v).We thus see how two passages coming from a

polemical work end up in thematic sections of religious-historical interest.

The thematic contexts are naturally different when we look at the recep-

tion in dogmatic florilegia. Given that ms bl Add. 14532 contains all the pas-

sages quoted in the two other manuscripts and has some more of its own, we

will examine the organization and text of the citations from the Panarion that

appear in it. (The full text and translation of all the passages mentioned in the

table are provided in the Appendix at the end of this contribution; in what fol-

lows, we will provide a discussion of their content relevant for our purpose.)

In the dogmatic florilegia contained in bl Add. 14532, the citations from

the Panarion are quoted in support of two main controversies: one against the

Julianists and their doctrine of the impassibility of the body of Christ, and the

other against theTritheists and their notion of the consubstantiality of the per-

sons of the Trinity.

More specifically, in the anti-Julianist florilegium (fol. 36r–94v), two excerpts

are quoted one right after the other: Panarion 69, 24, 6, against the Arians, and

Panarion 76, 39, 6, against the Anomoeans, and more specifically, their leader

Aetius. Despite being extracted from twodifferent chapters, these twopassages

share the topic of the passibility of the incarnated Christ and the impassibility

of God. Their selection reveals to be very relevant for supporting the denunci-

ation of the Julianists’ doctrine on Christ’s incorruptibility. In this regard, the

Syriac version of the second passage presents one significant variant compared

to theoriginalGreek text.Whereas the first passage andalmost all of the second

are literal translations from the Greek, the second passage contains a sentence

that differs slightly from the original. This sentence reads “those who are sub-

ject to thepain of the flesh (besra)”, insteadof “thosewhoare subject to thepain

of death”.37The variant “flesh” in the place of “death” puts a further emphasis on

37 There is also another variant in the second passage, which seems to be less relevant, where

“of old” replaces “before him”.
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the subject of passibility at the heart of the debate. This reading is not attested

in Greek.38 Significantly, it is not transmitted in another relevant indirect tra-

dition either, namely in the treatises against Julian of Halicarnassus written

by Severus of Antioch. There, Severus twice makes use of the quote from the

Panarion corresponding to the second one in our florilegium. Yet, save very

minor differences, the version preserved in the Syriac translation of Severus’

texts does not contain the variant “flesh” in either citation, as it renders the

original “death”:

ܐܘܗ̣ܥ煟ܝܘ.焏ܫ熏ܫܚ焏ܠܐ煿ܠܐܝܗܘ狏ܝܐܘ.ܘܗ̣ܐ狏ܡܟܚ煟ܟܢ熏ܓ煟ܒ
焏ܠܘܪ煟ܫܐ煟ܓ熟ܝܐ焏ܠ.爯ܝܢܩܐܬ熏ܡܕ焏ܫ̈ܚܕ爯ܝܠܝ焏ܠ.ܩ犯ܦ焏ܫ̈ܚ煟ܝܒܕ
焏ܝ犯ܡܘܗ焏̣ܠܐ.ܝܗ熏ܡ煟ܩ爯ܡܕ燿ܝܐ焏ܝܒ̈ܢܠܒܘܬ焏ܠܘ.焏ܟ焏ܠܡ
焏ܠܗܬܘ煿ܠܐܬܪ狏ܟ煟ܟ狏ܝܐ犯ܝ犯ܫ犿ܚ煿ܒ焏ܫ熏ܫܚܠ煿ܒܣܢ煟ܟܘ.ܐܬ̣ܐ
܀ܐ狏ܫ熏ܫܚ

Therefore, since he was wisdom and impassible God, and knew that by

suffering he would save the ones who are subject to the pain of death

(mawta), he did not send “a messenger or an angel” (Isa 63:9) or, again,

prophets as the ones before him, but came himself as Lord, and while

assuming passibility, in it he truly suffered, though his divine nature

remained impassible.39

How can we account for this difference? It is possible that the compiler of the

florilegium used an already existing Syriac translation of the Panarion, con-

taining the word “flesh”, of which we have no evidence, or that he intentionally

changed theword to fit his debate. Both these answers in fact converge in offer-

ing a picture where the compiler acts according to precise goals. This is due to

the extensive knowledge he has of Severus’ anti-Julianist writings, which he

quotes on multiple occasions.40 Indeed, while knowing in all likelihood the

quotes in Severus’ works, hemayhave selected the version of the Panarionmore

38 Epiphanius, Panarion 3:393 does not signal any such variant in Greek in this place.

39 Severus of Antioch, Critique of Julian’s Tome, 129 (text), 99 (trans.) and Apology for the Phi-

lalethes, 8 (text), 7 (trans.). Here, I reproduce the text of the passage that appears in the

first work. The text of the citation preserved in the second work presents very minor dif-

ferences in terms of vocabulary and word order, none of which concern the variant under

discussion here. Both citations have indeed the reading “death”.

40 Severus is one of the most quoted fathers in ms bl Add. 14532; see Wright, Catalogue,

2:957–958, 961, 964 for an overview of the extracts cited from his writings in this manu-

script, including all his works against Julian of Halicarnassus.
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convenient to him for his doctrinal controversy, or he may have modified the

one he consulted which can be Severus’ or a text bearing the same reading as

the one kept by Severus, to fit the context to a greater degree. In both scenarios,

it seems that the florilegium opposes Julianism even more than its historical

champion detractor, Severus!

At any rate, by selecting these two quotes from the Panarion to address the

polemics concerning Christ’s suffering, the florilegium is indirectly equating

the sixth-century Julianists to the fourth-century Arians and Anomoeans. Not

only does the recourse to this heresiological source allow the florilegium to

implicitly present the former as an actualization of the latter’s doctrines, but,

obliquely, it also projects on the Julianists the historical condemnation of Ari-

ans and Anomoeans by official ecclesiastical authorities, namely the councils

of Nicea (325) and Constantinople (381), respectively. As a result, the Julianists

are portrayed as already defeated, in the same way as their earlier counter-

parts.

If we now consider the anti-Tritheist debate, which is the secondmain point

of discussion where ms bl Add. 14532 quotes excerpts from the Panarion, we

should divide the matter further, according to the two different settings in

which the citations appear. Three excerpts are indeed mentioned in a section

that seems to be compiled directly by the author of the florilegium (fol. 94v–

133v), whereas a group of six quotations appears in the last section of the

manuscript, which is said to be borrowed from a treatise written by the Trithe-

ists against the philosopher John Philoponus (d. 570), also a defender of Trithe-

ism (fol. 213v–221r). Thus, if the former section is the work of an anti-Tritheist

author (the author of the florilegium), the latter reproduces internal conflicts

between divergent conceptions of Tritheism, which the florilegium leverages.

This difference in the confessional origin of the quoting text is coupled by a dif-

ference in content, since the quoted extracts from the Panarion do no overlap

in the two sections.

The first three excerpts are taken from the chapter against the Anomoeans

and the final profession of faith (Panarion 76, 6, 3–4; 76, 50, 5–6, and De Fide

17, 8–9).41 They all deal with the distinction of the persons of the Trinity and

the concomitant unicity of God, a doctrine that at first glance seems to fit the

polemic against the adversaries labelled as Tritheists. Nevertheless, a closer

look at the original context of the citations allows us to perceive that a con-

ceptual transposition has occurred in the new reception setting. In this regard,

it is worth considering the second passage, Panarion 76, 50, 5–6. In Epiphanius’

41 Neither of them presents significant differences from the original Greek text.
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work, these lines are part of the refutation of a specific claim by Aetius, which

is the following:

If the Ingenerate transcends all cause but there are many ingenerates,

they will [all] be exactly alike in nature. For without being endowed with

some quality common [to all] while yet having some quality of its own—

[a condition not possible in ingenerate being]—one ingenerate nature

would not make, while another was made.

We observe that the terms of the debate rely on the subordinationist concep-

tion of the second person of the Trinity. By extension, this conception denies

the identity between the substances of the Trinity, since it argues for a differ-

ence between the creating substance of the Father and the created substance

of the Son. In spite of this, the heart of the debate does not coincide with what

the Tritheists claim, which is more philosophical. More importantly, Trithe-

ism, as a movement within theMiaphysite community, saw itself as upholding

anti-Arianist, Nicene orthodoxy.42 Therefore, and once more, the florilegium

updates an ancient controversy and throws back against the sixth-century

Tritheists arguments developed in the frame of the fourth-century Trinitarian

controversy. As a result, it indirectly attributes to the former the claims of the

latter, despite their divergent conceptual presuppositions and especially their

opposing confessional standpoints, and polemically makes new Arians of the

Tritheists.

Finally, bl Add. 14532, fol. 213v–221r contains a florilegium in support of

the resurrection of the bodies. I quoted its opening paragraph above, which

lists several ancient heretics. This florilegium cites a Tritheist writing that

cites in turn many patristic texts, including six passages from the Panarion (at

fol. 217).43 The writing in question has been identified by Albert Van Roey as a

sixth-century Cononite florilegium composed against the doctrine on the res-

urrection defended by John Philoponus. The latter, a Miaphysite, was a fellow

Tritheist, but his view on the resurrected body as new and incorruptible was

42 On Tritheism and the Tritheist controversy, see Alois Grillmeier, “The Tritheist Contro-

versy in the Sixth Century and Its Importance in Syriac Christology,” in Christ in Christian

Tradition. Vol. 2/3 The Churches of Jerusalem and Antioch from 451 to 600 (ed. A. Grillmeier

and T. Hainthaler, trans. by M. Ehrhardt; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013), 268–

280.

43 This borrowing is shown in the manuscript with marks in the margins, next to each line

of each passage. The same extracts are quoted in bl Add. 14538, fol. 147v.
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rejected by Conon, the metropolitan bishop of Tarsus, and his followers, who

believed that the mortal body would be resurrected identical.44 Among the

quoted sources, including ante-Nicene and fourth- and fifth-century fathers,

the six extracts from Epiphanius are all, with one exception, taken from the

Anakephalaiosis and follow one another as one continuous citation.45 They

solely concern first- and second-century heresies, labelled as Gnostic, that

have in common the denial of the bodily resurrection and the rejection of

the Old Testament. These heresies are quoted in chronological order, the same

adopted in the Panarion; they are from the followers of Simon Magus, Car-

pocrates, Valentinus, and the Cainites. Differently from the previous passages

by Epiphanius that we analysed above, here the citations do not correspond

literally to the Greek original, nor to the Syriac version of the Anakephalaio-

sis preserved entirely in ms London, British Library bl Add. 12156.46 In some

instances, they seem to be paraphrases rather than proper citations, given the

discrepancies found in the content. For the parallel sentences, however, it is

possible that the Syriac translator of the Tritheist work, probably originally

composed in Greek, did not consult a pre-existing Syriac translation of the

Anakephalaiosis, but rather, they rendered directly the Greek found in the text-

source. Thismay account for the differences in vocabulary and syntax between

these extracts and the Anakephalaiosis of ms bl Add. 12156. To make just one

example, let us compare the first citation dealing with the followers of Simon

Magus (Anakephalaiosis ii, 21, 1–2) contained in our florilegium and the paral-

lel passage of the Syriac version of the Anakephalaiosis preserved in bl Add.

12156:

44 On the Cononite florilegium and this intra-Tritheist controversy, see Van Roey, “Un traité

cononite.” Van Roey identifies all the sources and edits and translates the passages that

were still unpublished, including those extracted from John Philoponus’ writings them-

selves, to which the florilegium reacts (nº 25, 29–33). As he points out, the florilegium is

also contained in ms London, bl Add. 14538, fol. 147r–148v, with some omissions (at 125–

126).

45 The six extracts are identified by Van Roey, “Un traité cononite,” 131, nº 17; he does not edit

and translate them, since they are published in the original Greek in the Patrologia Graeca

41, towhich he refers.We offer an edition and a translation in theAppendix, based on both

manuscripts bl Add. 14532 and 14538.

46 This seems to be the case of other citations aswell; VanRoey, “Un traité cononite,” remarks

that the quotes from Titus of Bostra (nº 16) and Severus of Antioch (nº 18 and 28) differ

from the published Syriac translations of the works from which they are taken.
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Florilegium (bl Add. 14532, fol. 217r) Anakephalaiosis (bl Add. 12156,

fol. 132r)

熏ܡܝܣ
̈
ܢ熏ܡܝܣ爯ܡܕ爯ܝܠܗ焏ܢܝܢ

.焏ܚܝܠܫܣܘ犯ܛܦܡ煟ܩܕܘܗ̇܇焏ܫ犯ܚ̇
煯ܡܫܕܢܘ狏ܓܐ狏ܝ犯ܩ爯̣ܡ

̈
焏ܢܗ.焏ܝ

焏ܡܫܠ.ܐܘܗܝܗܘ狏ܝܐ焏ܝ犯ܡܫ爯ܡܼܿ
牯ܠܐ܆犿ܒܠܕ熏ܚܠܒ焏ܚܝܫܡܕ爯ܝܕ
焏ܝܟܒ熏ܚܘ܆ܐܬܘ熟ܚܦܬ熏ܦܢܛ爯ܝܕ
.焏ܫ̈ܢ爟ܥܕ焏ܦܢܛܘ焏ܦܠܚܫܡ
煯ܓܦܕ爯ܝܕܐ狏ܡܝܩܠ

̈
܀焏ܠܣ̣ܡܐ̣

爯ܡܕܢ熏ܢܗ̇ܢܘ煿ܝ狏ܝܐ熏ܢܝܢ熏ܡ̈ܝܣ
熏ܝܒܕܘܗ焏̇ܫ犯ܚܢ熏ܡܝܣ

̈
ܣܘ犯ܛܦ營ܡ

ܢܘ狏ܓ爯ܡܐܘܗܝܗܘ狏ܝܐܕ焏ܚܝܠܫ
焏ܝ犯ܡܫ爯ܡ焏̇ܢܗ爯ܝ犯ܡܫܕܐ狏ܝ犯ܩ
焏ܡܫ爯ܝܕ牯ܛܥܬܐ.ܐܘܗܝܗܘ狏ܝܐ
ܐ煟ܒ̈ܥ爯ܝܕ牯ܠܐ.ܕ熏ܚܠܒ焏ܚܝܫܡܕ
煯ܝܟܫ

̈
ܘܙܘܐ

̈
ܐ狏ܡܝܩ.焏ܠܒܠܒ̈ܡ焏ܓܘ

煯ܓܦܕ爯ܝܕ
̈

焏ܠܕ焏ܡܠܥܘ焏ܠܣܡܐ
.犯ܡܐ̇ܐ煿ܠܐܕܝܗܘ狏ܝܐ

The Simonians are those who come

from Simon the magician, who

(stood) in front of/(lived) before

the apostle Peter and (was) from

the Samaritan village of Gitthon.

He was Samaritan and assumed

Christ’s name only. (2) He taught

the defilement of lasciviousness and

the changing and impure intercourse

with women. He rejected the resur-

rection of bodies.

The Simonians are those who come

from Simon the magician, who

(lived) in the days of the apostle

Peter and was from the Samaritan

village of Gitthon. He was Samaritan

and adopted Christ’s name only. (2)

He taught obscene practices and dis-

orderly forms of sexual intercourse.

He rejected the resurrection of bod-

ies and claimed that the world is not

God’s.

In the context of the intra-Tritheist debate, the relevance of these citations, all

of them invoked to support the resurrectionof themortal body, is clearly a reac-

tion to Philoponus’ doctrine. In contrast, it is difficult to fully understand the

value of their inclusion in manuscripts that, beside this subject, feature anti-

Tritheist florilegia. In other words, if the authors of the West Syrian florilegia

are anti-Tritheists, why would they rely on a Tritheist text as an authoritative

source? The answer may lie in the topic under discussion. The Tritheists are

condemnedwhen it comes to their viewon the relationship among the persons

of the Trinity, but they (or one of their factions) can be deemed authoritative

when other subjects are at stake, such as the resurrection of the bodies. On

that topic, the compilerswould agreewith themagainst adversarieswhowould

oppose that view, including some Tritheists like Philoponus. Another observa-

tion we can make is that the Panarion by Epiphanius was a reference source
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for both anti-Tritheist authors (the compilers) and (at least some) Tritheist

thinkers; both found it useful in supporting their various claims and drew on

different parts of it. Therefore, by first attacking and then using Tritheist the-

ses, the compilersmay have had as one of their objectives to show theTritheists

that one of their proof texts, on which they relied to defend their doctrine on

resurrection,may just aswell contain arguments thatwould support a rejection

of their doctrine on the persons of the Trinity.47

The evidence presented above for the employment of Epiphanius’ heresiology

in medieval polemical florilegia points to a fairly circumscribed interest in this

encyclopedia of ancient errors. Out of the 80 chapters of the Panarion aimed

against pre-Christian and post-Christian heresies, the anti-Julianist and the

anti-Tritheist florilegia selected the positions of the bishop of Salamis as anti-

Arian theologian and a defender of the Nicene formulation of the homoousios.

The reaction to the fourth-century Trinitarian controversy was perceived as

particularly relevant and fruitful for sixth-century theological debates. Most

significantly, perhaps, we observe that the quotations come from the chap-

ters against Aetius and Eunomius, whose radical subordinationist teachings

were particularly influential in Syria and the eastern provinces of the Roman

Empire.48 In addition to the thematic relevance of the excerpts taken from

these chapters, this local dimension may also have been part of the motiva-

tions underlying the compilers’ practice of selection.

4 Second Case of Reception: Ephrem the Syrian’s Prose Refutations

and Hymns against Heresies

Given that Epiphanius’ Panarion is used for its Christological and Trinitarian

content, Ephrem the Syrian’s heresiological works offer a complementary case

study, as they concern different adversaries and debates, thus providing uswith

different polemical material.49 Chronologically, Ephrem’s heresiological works

47 On arguments over the same patristic sources in fifth- and sixth-century dogmatic con-

troversies, see Grant, “The Appeal to the Early Fathers.”

48 See Christine Shepardson, Anti-Judaism and Christian Orthodoxy. Ephrem’s Hymns in

Fourth-Century Syria (North American Patristics Society, Patristic Monograph Series 20;

Washington,D.C.:TheCatholicUniversity of AmericaPress, 2008), 111–116, for this regional

influence at the time of Ephrem the Syrian.

49 This is why we exclude from the examination Ephrem’s Hymns on Faith, which are also

a heresiological writing, as they represent a response to Arian positions, and we focus

instead on the reception of “external” heresies—to use Ephrem’s own terminology in
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preceded the Panarion by several years.50 One of them is in prose, known as

Prose Refutations, and the other in verses, the Hymns against the Erroneous

Doctrines, or Heresies (henceforth HcH). Both writings were likely composed

or completed during the Edessene period of the author’s life, namely between

363 and 373.51 Even if the Prose Refutations are usually considered as a more

mature and sophisticated work addressed to a well-educated readership, and

the Hymns as a popular version meant for wider circulation,52 both writings

display the same notion of heresy and target the same opponents. In this

regard, compared to Epiphanius’Panarion, Ephrem’s works have a double cul-

tural advantage for theWest Syrian polemical florilegia, as they are penned by

a Syriac author admired and vastly quoted by subsequent writers, including

champions of Miaphysitism, such as Jacob of Serug and Philoxenus of Mab-

bug, and they mostly combat three major “local” heresies that represent the

past history of Syriac Christianity itself, namely Marcion (d. 160), Bardaisan

(d. 222) andMani (d. 277). Their content does not deal with Christological mat-

ters, but rather, with broader theological questions, such as the conception of

the divinity and the created world, the constitution of the human being, free

will, resurrection, in addition to Scriptures and religious rituals. It is thus inter-

esting to see how these polemics intervene in the Christological debates of the

West Syrian sixth-century florilegia.53

Hymns against Heresies 3, 9 (Syr. barraye).While these “external” adversaries, namelyMar-

cion, Bardaisan andMani, are also condemned in Epiphanius’Panarion, they do receive a

full refutation inEphrem’swritings,whichdevote to them the 12 treatises of the ProseRefu-

tations and the 56 hymns of his poetical heresiological collection. A study of the citations

from Ephrem’s madraše surviving in dogmatic florilegia is a desideratum: see Sebastian

P. Brock, “The Transmission of Ephrem’smadrashe in the Syriac liturgical tradition,” sp 33

(1997): 490–505, esp. 492, n. 12.

50 It is even possible that Epiphanius knew these works by Ephrem; in HcH 22–24, Ephrem

lists many heretical groups that are all mentioned in the Panarion as well. These groups,

belonging to Gnostic and Trinitarian confessions, may be included in the category of

“internal” heresies, following Ephrem’s expression in HcH 3, 9 (Syr. gawwaye).

51 Edition and translation of the Prose Refutations: S. Ephraemi Syri Opera Selecta, 21–58 edi-

tion of Discourse 1 Ad Hypatius; 59–73 edition of Discourse 2; Ephrem, Prose Refutations,

edition (except of Discourse 1) and English translation of the 12 treatises. Edition of the

Hymns against Heresies: Ephrem,Hymnen contraHaereses, and ÉphremdeNisibe. Hymnes

contre les hérésies (Cerbelaud and Ruani; see the bibliography, under “primary sources”).

52 André de Halleux, “Saint Éphrem le Syrien,”Revue théologique de Louvain 14 (1983): 328–

355, esp. 335.

53 On the receptionof Ephremas anti-Manichaeanpolemicist, see FlaviaRuani, “Recherches

sur la place d’Éphrem de Nisibe dans la littérature syriaque anti-manichéenne,” PdO 38

(2013): 83–108, and “Sur les traces syriaques des manichéens: les réfutations de Moïse bar

Kepha (ixe s.) et de Jacques bar Šakko (xiiie s.),” in Gnose et manichéisme. Entre les oasis
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4.1 The Prose Refutations

As mentioned above, the extracts from the Prose Refutations quoted in me-

dieval florilegia have already been identified by the editors of the text at the

beginning of the twentieth century. The following table provides an overview

of the passages in question and their place in the manuscript tradition:54

d’Égypte et la route de la soie. Hommage à Jean-Daniel Dubois (ed. A. Van den Kerchove

and L.G. Soares Santoprete; Bibliothèque de l’école pratique des hautes études, Sciences

religieuses 170; Turnhout: Brepols, 2017), 299–332. The present contribution represents a

further opportunity for me to extend my enquiry to a part of Syriac literature that I have

not explored yet.

54 Compared to the manuscripts known and used by the editors, I only add msMingana syr.

69 and bl Add. 14533, which escaped their notice, but which contain the same identical

passage as bl Add. 12155 and Add. 14532, namely, Against Bardaisan st. 88 (contrary to

what suggested by the apparatus in Mitchell, Bevan and Burkitt, Prose Refutations, 2:166

and the notes to the translation at 2:lxxviii, all five manuscripts present the same vari-

ants compared to the edited text, including the omission of the dalat at l. 34). It should

be noted that ms bl Add. 14538 contains the title of the same extract at f. 107v, but the

passage itself is lost in the material lacuna that ensues. ms bl Add. 17194 was known to

Joseph Overbeck, who published the quote it transmits in S. Ephraemi Syri Opera Selecta,

136. The quoted passage bears the title “From Ephrem, from the Discourse against Bar-

daisan” but remains unidentified to this day (it does not correspond to any of the extant

stanzas of the Against Bardaisan, nor to any other part of the Prose Refutations recon-

structed from the palimpsest). For this reason, I will reproduce the Syriac text and offer

an English translation of this passage in the Appendix, in the hope that the excerpt will

be identified. On the other hand, I will not provide the texts and translations of the other

citations, which can be reconstructed by consulting the critical edition. On a related note,

it is interesting to remark that a passage circulating under the title of Against Bardaisan

( 爟ܝ犯ܦܐܝ犯ܡ焏ܫܝ煟ܩܕܢ犏ܝܕ犯ܒ爏ܒܩ熏ܠܕܐ犯ܡ焏ܡ爯ܡ ) is quoted in an East-Syrian flori-

legium of monastic and ascetic content, transmitted by ms Cambridge, University Library

Or. 1319 (a nineteenth-century copy of a manuscript dated to 1233/4 or 1333/4ad). The

passage is edited and translated by Luise Abramowski and Alan E. Goodman in A Nesto-

rian Collection of Christological Texts. Cambridge University Library, ms. Oriental 1319 (2

vols.; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1972), 1:219–220 (text), 2:132–133 (trans.). It

is also contained in anEast-Syrianmonastic collection, Berlin, Staatsbibliothek zu Berlin—

Preussischer Kulturbesitz Syr. 27 (Sachau 302), fol. 21v–22r, dated to the seventh or eighth

century; see Eduard Sachau, Die Handschriftenverzeichnisse der königlichen Bibliothek zu

Berlin (2 vols.; Berlin: Asher, 1899), 1:110–111, who reproduces the citation. The passage does

not correspond to any citation quoted in theWest Syrian florilegia, nor is it taken from the

Prose Refutations, but from amemra attributed to Ephrem which was published twice in

1904, by A.S. Duncan Jones and E. Rahmani (see Abramowski and Goodman, A Nestorian

Collection, 2:l). For a recent analysis of thismemra, see Izabela Jurasz, “LeNomet le Lieu de

Dieu. Étude d’un témoignage inconnu de la cosmologie bardesanite,” ocp 2 (2108): 297–

337.
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table 4.2 Passages from Ephrem the Syrian’s Prose Refutations quoted in florilegia manuscripts

Ephrem,

Prose

Refutations

bl Add.

14612

(6th/7th c.)

bl Add.

17214

(7th c.)

Ming.

syr. 69

(c. 650ad)

bl Add.

12155

(747ad?)

bl Add.

14532

(8th c.)

bl Add.

14533

(8th/9th c.)

bl Add.

17193

(874ad)

bl Add.

17194

(886ad)

Fourth Discourse

i, 118, 31–119, 31

fol. 84r

Fourth Discourse

i, 119, 42–120, 15

fol. 84rv

Fourth Discourse

i, 121, 17–35

fol. 84v

Fifth Discourse

i, 127, 30–44

fol. 105v–

106r

Against

Bardaisan

St. 33–42

(except 40)

fol. 91v fol. 7v–

8r

Against

Bardaisan

St. 88

fol. 34r fol. 71r fol. 54r fol. 62v

“Against

Bardaisan” =

not identified

fol. 24v–

25r

The editors C.W. Mitchell, A.A. Bevan and F.C. Burkitt used these excerpts in

their critical edition of the famous palimpsest London, British Library Add.

14623.55 The passages arementioned in the apparatus whenever they present a

textual variant with regard to the edited text, and oftentimes they help with

the reading of the palimpsest when it is barely legible, or fill in its lacunae.

The variants of the passages in the medieval florilegia are quite scanty; the

text they transmit is fundamentally stable.56 This remark is quite important

55 Description inWright, Catalogue, 2:762–766.

56 The variants of the manuscripts bl Add. 14612 and 17214 are given in Ephrem, Prose Refu-

tations, 1:230–231 in a Corrigenda section. The manuscripts bl Add. 12155 and 17193 are

mentioned at the beginning of Against Bardaisan in 2:143, but only the variants of the lat-

ter are presented at 151–154 in stanzas 33–42 (and lxx for the translation). In this regard,

it must be stated that the editors do not give all the textual differences of ms bl Add.

17193, but only the most important ones. The preference of 17193 over 12155 is not entirely

clear, since, in fact, ms bl Add. 17193 presents a more corrupted text than bl Add. 12155,

with omissions and sauts-du-même-au-même. Finally, the variants of the bl Add. 12155

and 14532 for st. 88 are given in Ephrem, Prose Refutations, 2:166–167 (text) and lxxviii

(trans.).
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for the history of the Prose Refutations, which, for the most part, are otherwise

attested only in the undertext of the palimpsest manuscript.57 Medieval flo-

rilegia play a major role in further preserving this Ephremian text by quoting

passages from it; especially fromDiscourses 4 and 5, whichwere entirely erased

at the beginning of the ninth century, when the manuscript was brought from

NorthernMesopotamia to Egypt, tomake room for writings of amore ascetical

nature.

Having underlined the importance of the florilegia for the transmission of

the received text, we now consider its selection and the contexts of its recep-

tion. First of all, the fact that passages from the Prose Refutations are quoted

in sixth- to ninth-century manuscripts shows that they were still deemed rele-

vant to the cultural interests of those epochs in NorthernMesopotamia.58 This

datum contrasts with the perceived irrelevance of Ephrem’s polemical works

in early ninth-century Egypt, when they were erased. Nevertheless, we notice

that only three texts out of the twelve originally composing the Prose Refuta-

tionswere used by the compilers.59 Compared to other texts by Ephrem, aswell

as polemical writings by other authors, the Prose Refutations turn out not to be

very popular. The content of the selected passages, as well as the receiving con-

texts in which they are embedded, confirm this by revealing that the reasons

for their inclusion are not related to their initial polemical valence.

Of the eight manuscripts listed in the table above, four contain demonstra-

tions from the Church fathers on various biblical and theological subjects. bl

Add. 14612 is a compilation of patristic excerpts organized by author and not by

theme, where Ephrem is quoted together with other Syriac and Greek ecclesi-

57 Exceptions are Discourse 1 as well as some stanzas from Against Bardaisan and the entire

treatiseOnVirginity. The former is transmittedby twomanuscripts, London, British Library

Add. 14570 and Add. 14574; bl Add. 14574 is composed of 19 folios that were detached from

the manuscript bl Add. 14623 before it was transported to Egypt and erased (see Wright,

Catalogue, 2:406–407 and 407–408 respectively. bl Add. 14574 also contains part of Dis-

course 2; another manuscript, London, British Library Add. 14581, contains two folios with

parts of Discourse 1. See S. Ephraemi Syri Opera Selecta, vi–vii). The latter were copied by

the monk Aaron from the very manuscript he erased; these texts thus appear in both the

inferior and superior script of the manuscript bl Add. 14623.

58 This remark follows the methodology delineated by A. Butts to analyse manuscripts

“as evidence for the time and place in which they were written”; see Aaron M. Butts,

“Manuscript Transmission as Reception History: The Case of Ephrem the Syrian (d. 373),”

Journal of Early Christian Studies 25/2 (2017): 281–306, esp. 285–288 for the Prose Refuta-

tions (quote at 288).

59 This is true as far as these manuscripts are concerned and since the last passage has not

been identified yet.
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astical writers.60 bl Add. 17214,61 1719362 and 1719463 deal with a great diversity

of topics; thus, the Prose Refutations are quoted as proof text for demonstrat-

ing “What Golgotha is, and concerning the Cross and that everyone dies at

his appointed time” (Against Bardaisan st. 33–42, in bl Add. 17193 and 12155),

or that “Satan cannot enter man without God’s command” (the unidentified

passage in bl Add. 17194). Accordingly, the selected lines fit perfectly the the-

matic chapter heading under which they feature. For example, stanzas 33–42

form a digression from the principal topic of the text, which is the refutation

of Bardaisan’s doctrine of body and soul, and they explicitly address the ques-

tion of theodicy through the example of Adam’s and Abel’s deaths, which were

determined by God. In particular, in Ephrem’s interpretation, Abel’s killing was

perpetrated at the hand of a man, Cain, but in the moment sentenced by God,

who is themaster of time andhas decreed a temporal limit for everyone. There-

fore, we can imagine that the lack of polemical weight in their original context

made these stanzas an “easy” pick for the authors of the florilegia, who could

thus extract them and use them for demonstrations that have no polemical

connotation either.64

We are thus left with the four manuscripts of dogmatic content that feature

polemical florilegia, namelyMingana syr. 69, bl Add. 12155, 14532 and 14533. As

60 Wright, Catalogue, 2:696–701.

61 Wright, Catalogue, 2:915–917.

62 Wright, Catalogue, 2:989–1002.

63 On this manuscript, see n. 36 above.

64 These stanzas, devoid of overt polemical hints, provide a biblical exegesis and promote

a general notion of God’s omnipotence. Their digressive character is quite unique in the

twelve treatises of the Prose Refutations. The digression is announced at st. 31: “Now let us

turn for a little to a question…” (Ephrem, Prose Refutations, 2:lxix). Thismay be the reason

why themonkAaronwould have copied them from the undertext of ms blAdd. 14623 that

he erased and saved them for his overtext. See the question asked by Butts, “Manuscript

Transmission,” 287: “Monks such as Aaron were more interested in texts of an ascetical

nature …This would account for the selection of authors that are found in the overtext as

well as forwhyAaron recopiedEphrem’sHymnonVirginity. It would not, however, explain

why he recopied part of Ephrem’s Discourse against Bardaisan”. The answer may thus lie

in the content of the stanzas; they are not ascetical, but they are exegetical. Indeed, next to

works of ascetical character, highlighted by Butts, the monk Aaron also copied texts deal-

ing with biblical interpretation, such as John Chrysostom’s Commentary on the Gospel of

Matthew, Jacob of Serug’s Mimro on the prophet Jonah, and excerpts from the Apostolic

Epistles. This may further explain the otherwise somewhat curious coincidence that one

set of the stanzas kept by Aaron in 822 almost overlaps with the ones quoted in the flori-

legia: st. 31–42 for the former, st. 33–42 for the latter. This content-wise explanation may

be applied to the other set of quotes by Aaron, namely st. 86–94, since they also contain

an interpretation of Adam’s transgression.

Emiliano Fiori and Bishara Ebeid - 978-90-04-52755-3
Downloaded from Brill.com02/26/2023 10:52:37AM

via Aletheia University



158 ruani

stated above, they share in particular the anti-Julianist florilegium. It is in this

same context of debate that we find the only citation from the Prose Refuta-

tions used in a polemical setting. The citation reproduces st. 88 of theDiscourse

against Bardaisan and reads as follows:

From the Blessed Ephrem, from the Discourse on Resurrection and Against

Bardaisan: “An example He depicted—and a likeness He impressed—

and a mirror He fixed by His Body,—He was victorious and tasted suf-

fering—and was raised and put on glory;—and He taught that everyone

who thus—conducts himself is thus glorified—and he that fights thus

conquers—and he that conquers thus is crowned.”65

The broad context within which this stanza was originally written aims to con-

demn Bardaisan’s teaching on resurrection; according to Ephrem’s words, Bar-

daisan would have taught the resurrection of the souls alone, not that of the

bodies. Ephrem reacts to this by citing two main examples; the first is Christ’s

bodily resurrection (st. 88), the second, more developed, is Adam’s story of fall

and mortality followed by immortality (st. 89–91). The compilers selected only

the first one andused it in support of chapter 41 of the anti-Julianist florilegium,

entitled “On the glory after the resurrection.” In light of this new receiving con-

text, the passage acquires another significance. It is as if we saw the florilegists

in action; attracted by the theme of resurrection, they adroitly detached the

stanza from its original anti-Bardaisanite context and, leveraging the terminol-

ogy that combines the body of Christ with suffering (ḥaša), transformed it into

a proof text against the doctrine of incorruptibility defended by the Julianists.

In other words, the shift in emphasis and in target is achieved through an artful

selection and reemployment of the source-text: this example shows oncemore

the extent of the florilegists’ subtlety in their reading of the patristic tradition.

The case of the Hymns against Heresies provides us with a look at yet another

skill of the florilegists, one that treads on more uncertain ground and we have

65 I am reproducing the English translation in Ephrem, Prose Refutations, 2:lxxviii, with the

two variants of the text preserved in the medieval manuscripts, namely “He was victo-

rious”, instead of “that was victorious”, and “is glorified”, rendering the etpaʿal participle

instead of the paʿel passive participle. The Syriac text preserved in the florilegia is as fol-

lows:

ܘܗ煿ܒܐ狏ܝ熏ܚܬ.ܢ犏ܝܕ犯ܒ爏ܒܩ熏ܠܘ焏ܡܚ熏ܢ爏ܥܕܐ犯ܡ焏ܡ爯ܡ爟ܝ犯ܦܐ焏ܢܒ熏ܛܕ
.焏ܫܚ爟ܥܛܘܚ犏ܢܬܐ.煿̇ܥܒܩܗ犯ܓܦܒܐ狏ܝ熟ܚܡܘ.煿̇ܡܫܪܘܗ煿ܒܐܬ熏ܡܕܘ.ܗ̇ܪܨ
爯ܟܗܒ犯ܩܡܕܘ.熯ܒ狏ܫܡ爯ܟܗ犯ܒܕ狏ܡ爯ܟܗܕ焏ܢܝܐ爏ܟܕ牯ܠܐܘ.焏ܚܒ熏ܫ犿ܒܠܘ爟ܚܢܬܐ
.爏ܠܟ狏ܡ爯ܟܗ焏ܟܙܕܘ.ܚ犏ܢ
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already seen.We are referring to the compilers intervening in the text to adapt

to the receiving context a quotation of a passage from Epiphanius’Panarion.

4.2 The Hymns against Heresies

The Hymns against Heresies present us with a situation similar to the Prose

Refutations as far as the reception in a polemical context. Only one citation

taken from them is indeed used in such a polemical setting, namely, once

more, in the anti-Julianist florilegium. The following table lists the passages

that appear in themedieval florilegia, neither of which, to thebest of myknowl-

edge, had been spotted yet.

Before analysing the reception context and the textual variants linked to

it, let us first consider the manner in which the Hymns are introduced. The

most common way mentions the author and the title, “From Mar Ephrem,

from the Volume against the Doctrines” ( 爏ܒܩ熏ܠܕܐ狏ܝܩܢܦ爯ܡ爟ܝ犯ܦܐܝ犯ܡܕ
熏ܝ
̈
焏ܢܦܠ ), or “From Mar Ephrem, from the Hymns against the Doctrines” ( 爯ܡ

ܖ煟ܡ
̈

熏ܝ爏ܒܩ熏ܠܕ焏ܫ
̈
焏ܢܦܠ ), sometimeswith the additionof the specificmelody

attached to the hymn in question. While the name of the author is always

present, there are twomajor anomalies concerning the rest of the introductory

formula.The first one relates toHcH 12, 3 (in blAdd. 17214) andHcH 29, 37 (in bl

Add. 12155, 14532, and 14533), in which the work is not specified. In both occur-

rences, the florilegia instead give the indication of the melody according to

which the hymn should be sung: “FromMar Ephrem, according to the melody

‘Oh my disciple’ ” (for HcH 12, 3) and “From the Blessed Mar Ephrem, from the

hymn according to the melody ‘Your flock, sadly’ ” (for HcH 29, 37). The second

anomaly is in fact a case of misattribution; in the passage quoted inms bl Add.

14532, fol. 68rv (= bl Add. 14538, fol. 111r), this time the title is given according

to the usual formula (“From the Volume against the Doctrines”, ܐ狏ܝܩܢܦ爯ܡ
熏ܝ爏ܒܩ熏ܠܕ

̈
焏ܢܦܠ ), but the quoted stanza corresponds to that of a hymnbelong-

ing to another collection, Carmina Nisibena 46, 11.66 The conclusion that can

66 The same stanza is quoted in bl Add. 12155, fol. 76v, but it is introduced without reference

to the title of the hymn collection (“From the same, from the Volume whose beginning is:

‘The Sons of error will be persuaded’, according to the melody ‘Paradise’ ”); and in bl Add.

14533, fol. 68v, but here the quoted stanza is correctly attributed to the Carmina Nisibena:

“From the same, from the Volume about Nisibis, from the hymn whose beginning is: ‘The

Sons of error will be persuaded’, according to the melody ‘Paradise’ ”. The identification

was achieved thanks to the excellent tool provided by Sebastian P. Brock, “In Search of St.

Ephrem,”Христианский Восток ns 6 [12] (2013): 13–77, which offers an index of the first

words of Ephrem’s publishedmadraše (at 66, ܢܒܢ熏ܣܝܦܢ
̈
營ܛ熏ܝܥ營 , Nis 46).
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table 4.3 Passages from Ephrem the Syrian’s Hymns against Heresies quoted in florilegia manuscripts

Ephrem the Syrian,

Hymns against

Heresies

bl Add.

17214

(7th c.)

bl Add.

12155

(747ad?)

bl Add.

14532

(8th c.)

bl Add.

14533

(8th/9th c.)

bl Add.

17194

(886ad)

bl Add.

14538

(10th c.)

12, 3 fol. 34v

17, 1 fol. 27rv

21, 7 fol. 27v

23, 5 fol. 16v

29, 5–15a fol. 32v–33r

29, 23–24 fol. 31rv

29, 37 fol. 80r fol. 78r fol. 72r fol. 114v

30, 1 f. 15rv

“Hymns Against

Doctrines”

[fol. 76v] fol. 68rv [fol. 68v] fol. 111r

a Except st. 7.

be drawn from the absence of the title and the misattribution is that, unless

these anomalies are due to material reasons,67 at a symbolic level, the flori-

legists would not consider as a source of authority the work itself, but rather

the author under whose name the work circulates, and whom they systemati-

cally acknowledge. This would mean, in the perspective of Syriac heresiology,

that Ephrem’s heresiological writings do not matter by themselves as much as

their author does, who, on the contrary, is evoked as a continued prestigious

name.

Turning to the reception settings, we immediately observe, as we did for the

Prose Refutations, that the greatmajority of the poetic quotes are not contained

in polemical florilegia. Rather, they are transmitted by onemanuscript (blAdd.

17194), which, as we have already seen, is a highly miscellaneous florilegium.

The stanzas are extracted from the polemical hymns to serve a very diverse

array of subjects, such as biblical subjects (such as “the interpretation of the

fact that God repented”, ch. 22 of the florilegium, quotingHcH 30, 1, which deals

67 Namely, that the authors of the florilegia had access to untitled isolated stanzas and a

textual attribution that was already wrong. These two scenarios are not unlikely, since

analogous textual phenomena are attested for the circulation of Ephrem’s madraše in

liturgicalmanuscripts,which, similarly to florilegia, arebasedon selection; seeBrock, “The

Transmission.”
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with God’s remorse), cultural topics (ch. 23 “Which demonstrates from where

theHebrewswere called”, citingHcH 23, 5, which indeed offers the explanation

that the word Hebrew comes from Heber), theodicy (ch. 34, “Which reveals …

that evil does not exist by nature”, reproducing HcH 17, 1 and the end of 21, 7

which proclaim that evil is not a divine entity but derives from free will), and

themes related to human behaviours (ch. 39, on dreams, citing HcH 29, 23–24,

entirely devoted to the oneiric experience; ch. 30, on nocturnal pollution, with

several stanzas from the same hymn and addressing precisely this topic, HcH

29, 5–15). In their original conception, all these stanzas bear either explicit or

implicit polemical contents. God’s remorse in HcH 30, 1, for example, is used

by Ephrem as an argument against Marcion’s views on the evil Creator; HcH

17, 1 and 21, 7 clearly aim against Mani and his doctrine of the existence of a

principle of Evil, coeternal with God; finally, HcH 23, 5 wedges the etymology

of Hebrews from Heber in a wider accusation against Bardaisan, which is tra-

ditional in Christian heresiology, and which consists of accusing the heretics

of calling the community of their disciples after their name, instead of the

name of Christ as true Christians do.68 With their reception in this spiritual

florilegium, the passages have lost their original polemical quality and gained

a demonstrative significance for the topics of interest of the florilegium, which

do not pertain to religious controversy. This is further proved by the fact that all

these citations literally reproduce Ephrem’s text and do not present anymean-

ingful variant.69

On the contrary, the only quotation that is preserved in the polemical con-

text of the anti-Julianist florilegium (HcH 29, 37, in bl Add. 12155, 14532, 14533

and 14538) displays a divergent reading from the edited text and thus signals an

adaptation to the new doctrinal framework. The immediate context of recep-

tion is a chapter demonstrating the immortality of the soul. Contrary to the

reference edition of the first lines of HcH 29, 37, which reads “Since it is immor-

tal, the soul does not sleep,”70 the text cited in the florilegium has “The soul

is immortal because it does not sleep.”71 By changing the place of the dalat,

68 This heresiological strategy emerges with Justin Martyr and derives from the denomina-

tions of philosophical sects; see Le Boulluec, La notion d’hérésie, 1:48–51, 79–80.

69 They are usually orthographical variants. Bymaking a comparisonwith the critical edition

by E. Beck, we can observe that the text of the stanzas quoted by ms bl Add. 17194 tends

to follow the variants of manuscript A (= London, British LibraryAdd. 12176, sixth century)

given by Beck in the apparatus.

70 焏ܫܦܢ焏ܟܡܕ焏ܠ焏ܫܦܢܐ狏ܝܡ焏ܠܕ (Ephrem, Hymnen contra Haereses, 1:119).

71 焏ܫܦܢ焏ܟܡܕ焏ܠܕ焏ܫܦܢܐ狏ܝܡ焏ܠ : bl Add. 14532, fol. 78r and Add. 14538, fol. 114v. The

passage quoted in bl Add. 12155, f. 80r features a double dalat, one at the beginning, like

the edition, and the other in the second half of the verse, like the previous manuscript.

Emiliano Fiori and Bishara Ebeid - 978-90-04-52755-3
Downloaded from Brill.com02/26/2023 10:52:37AM

via Aletheia University



162 ruani

the florilegium has inverted the entire cause-effect logic of the passage and

makes Ephrem claim something he did not claim. The emphasis is now on the

immortality of the soul, as required by the thesis to support, rather than on

the sleep and condition of the soul while consciousness is suspended, which

is the subject of Ephrem’s hymn 29. As we can see, we are not in the pres-

ence of a lexical variant which would indicate an adjustment of Ephrem’s

expressions tomeet sixth-centuryWest Syrian theology. Our variant is far from

the well-known example of Ephrem’s excerpts cited in Miaphysite liturgical

manuscripts, where his Christological language was changed to fit the post-

Chalcedonian context.72 Yet, probably because the framework under examina-

tion here does not require specific terminology, even a tiny inversion of syntax

would suffice tomark the transformation of the original quote into a proof-text

in support of a specific claim. This direct intervention on the source-text, how-

ever small, shows that florilegists operated on their textual witnesses in order

to make them better adhere to their own argumentative goals.

In sum, neither the Prose Refutations nor the Hymns against Heresies were

really exploited byWest Syrian polemicists. Themajority of the citations taken

from these heresiological writings are included in spiritual or exegetical, non-

dogmatic, florilegia, to demonstrate a wide range of subjects, next to other

patristic, non-polemical sources.Only onequote from the treatises inprose and

one from the poetical text appear in the anti-Julianist florilegium. There, con-

trary to what one would have expected, it is not the incomparable material on

Manichaeism that they offer, for example, that attracted the attention of the

opponents to Julian of Halicarnassus. This is surprising, given the frequency

with which Julian is associated with Manichaeans for his “phantasiastic” doc-

trine, on the one side,73 and the presence of citations from Julian’s works in

which he rejects this association in the florilegium itself, on the other.74 Rather

than for Ephrem’s anti-Manichaean condemnation, then, it is for the topics

The first dalat could indicate the beginning of the citation, rather than being part of it,

or it could further testify to the process of adaptation of the original text. Thus, bl Add.

12155 would have kept the original dalat while at the same time inserting the second one

to fit the thematic context of the reception. By contrast, the passage cited in blAdd. 14533,

fol. 72r is identical to the edited text.

72 Butts, “Manuscript Transmission,” 288–302.

73 See Moss, Incorruptible Bodies, 24, and Frédéric Alpi, “Les manichéens et le manichéisme

dans les Homélies cathédrales de Sévère d’Antioche (512–518): observations sur l’hc 123 et

sur quelques passages négligés,” aram 16 (2004): 233–243, esp. 234, and n. 9 there.

74 Citations from Julian’sTreatise against theManichaeans and the Eutychians are contained

in bl Add. 14532, fol. 39v, 40r, 41r, 57v.
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of the resurrection and immortality that these works of Ephrem were used

as proof-texts. This demonstrates that florilegists kept quoting the authorial

figure of Ephrem, by referring to a palette of his literary output; however, it

also points towards a decline in the relevance of traditional heresies such as

those of Marcion, Bardaisan and Mani. For the medieval authors of the florile-

gia, Ephrem’s heresiology does not offer relevant arguments of refutation, nor

a suitable rhetoric of polemics, such as the easy association of a contemporary

enemy with an opponent of the past. It is probably just regarded as not perti-

nent for medieval controversies.

5 Before and after the Florilegia

The examination of the heresiological quotes has demonstrated that a certain

degree of independence exists between florilegia that share the same cita-

tions. The most telling example is offered by the anti-Julianist florilegium, in

which both Epiphanius’ and Ephrem’s polemical texts are included. This flo-

rilegium is attested in several manuscripts (chiefly Mingana syr. 69, bl Add.

12155 and bl Add. 14532), which transmit the heresiological quotes that they

have in common in an identical textual form and in the company of the same

patristic texts. Nevertheless, we could notice that they do not always include

the same number of quotes. As we have seen with Epiphanius, bl Add. 12155

and 14532 include an excerpt that is not attested in the Mingana manuscript,

nor in any other.75 The same observation can be made by enlarging the focus

beyond the individual florilegia to embrace their organization within the sin-

gle manuscripts. In this respect, we will not find one manuscript identical to

another. Even when twomanuscripts bear entire sections of identical content,

they may differ as regards what precedes and what follows these common sec-

tions, thus ultimately providing different florilegia altogether. This is true of the

threemanuscripts containing the anti-Julianist florilegium, which is never pre-

ceded nor followed by the same texts in any of them. This is evenmore evident

in the case of twomanuscripts that can be qualified, at first blush, as transmit-

ting a diverging content altogether. For example, ms bl Add. 12155, which is of

a dogmatical nature, shares one Ephremic quote with ms bl Add. 17193, whose

75 For the affinity between Mingana Syr. 69 and the bl manuscripts, see Fiori’s chapter in

the present volume. Since the manuscript Mingana Syr. 69 is heavily mutilated, it may

have contained Epiphanius’ passage. Another example is offered by the anti-Tritheist flo-

rilegium, where bl Add. 12155 and 14532 share many citations from Epiphanius; however,

as we have seen, bl Add. 14532 also includes several quotes of its own.
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character is spiritual and exegetical. Both manuscripts insert this quote in a

section that runs parallel between them, but only up to a certain point, where

they thematically part ways.

These dynamics of dependence and independence, of imitation and cre-

ation, that characterize the florilegia shared by more than one manuscript,

both in their internal structure and in their articulationwithother florilegia, are

further expounded by the comparison with selections of themes and patristic

authorities that predate our medieval manuscripts.We are lucky that, at times,

the compilers of the florilegia indicate their borrowing from an earlier collec-

tion of quotes while signalling their dissociation from this previous model. A

marginal note in ms bl Add. 12155, fol. 87r states that “up to this (point), these

demonstrations were taken from the book of Mar Sergius of Ḥuzri, the remain-

ing fourteen being added by the compiler of the volume.”76 Unfortunately, we

do not know this “book” to which the note refers (although the identity of this

“Mar Sergius of Ḥuzri” seems to have been discovered), but we can deduct from

this that to the fourteen further citations belongs the quote from Ephrem’s

Against Bardaisan st. 33–42, at fol. 91v. Ephrem’s quote thus stems from an

independent choice of the author of the florilegium. The example of Ephrem’s

Hymns againstHeresies confirms the florilegists’ autonomy.There is one known

inclusion of excerpts from the Hymns against Heresies in a more ancient Mia-

physite Syriac collection of patristic demonstrations, known as Florilegium of

Philoxenus of Mabbug (dated to around 482).77 This florilegium is appended

to Philoxenus’ polemical Discourses against Ḥabib and gathers 227 passages

from the Church fathers in order to refute Dyophysitism. Remarkably, Ephrem

is the only cited Syriac authority, the others being all Greek writers. Yet, he

alone scores 105 quotes, thus surpassing any other author in terms of repre-

sentation.78 Three of these quotes are taken from the Hymns against Heresies:

HcH 21, 3; 35, 12 and 39, 11.79 We observe that none of them are quoted in our

medieval florilegia, despite the fact that they would share the same adversaries

with Philoxenus. This means that, as far as I could see and as far as Ephrem is

concerned, the compilers of the medieval florilegia made their own selection

without resorting to already available ones, even if the latter wouldmatch their

Miaphysite, doctrinal intentions.

76 The note is reproduced and paraphrased as such inWright, Catalogue, 2:933. For the iden-

tity of Sergius of Ḥuzri, see Fiori’s chapter in the present volume.

77 Edition and French translation in Philoxenus, Mēmre contre Ḥabib, 58–123.

78 See Brock, “The Transmission,” 491–492. See also Lucas van Rompay, “Mallpânâ dilan

suryâyâ. Ephrem in theWorks of Philoxenus of Mabbog,”Hugoye 7 (2007): 83–105.

79 They correspond to quotes 188–190 (= §229–231): Philoxenus,Mēmre contreḤabib, 114–115.
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The case of Epiphanius’Panarion sheds light on another aspect of this orig-

inal approach. We have seen that one excerpt from the Panarion cited in the

anti-Julianist florilegium is also quoted in the anti-Julianist works Critique of

Julian’s Tome and Apology for the Philalethes by Severus of Antioch. We have

stressed above the textual difference between the two versions of this quote in

the florilegium, and Severus’ texts. Presently, we would like to highlight that,

despite the fact that the same quote already exists in a selection of patristic

authorities for similar intents (Severus), this quote is not inserted in the same

cluster of citations in the florilegium. Indeed, although the florilegium cites

the same Panarion quote as Severus and although it is with the exact same

textual extent, it transmits it together with differing citations than Severus.

More specifically, it inserts said quote after another citation of the Panarion

and before Amphilochius of Iconium’s Discourse on “My Father, if you are will-

ing, take this cup from me” (Lk 22:42) and Isaac of Antioch’s Mimro on Faith.

In Severus’ writings, by contrast, Epiphanius’ citation follows Cyril of Alexan-

dria’s Discourse to the Emperor Theodosius and Scholia as well as Gregory of

Nazianzus’s Letter to Cledonius; moreover, it is followed by Cyril’s Commentary

on John (in the Critique) and appears between Athanasius’ On Trinity against

the Arians and Gregory of Nazianzus’s Letter to Cledonius and On Baptism (in

the Apology).80

If the caseswe discussed show that florilegia are not just simple recipients of

previous doctrinal elaborations and selections, what can we say in turn about

80 Another example of independent selection when it comes to florilegia is when they fea-

ture the same topics as previous sources but do not cite the same quotes in their support.

ms bl Add. 17194 offers an interesting case study. It contains a florilegium of numerous

exegetical and spiritual subjects, for some of which the source may have been Jacob of

Edessa. Indeed, we find similar topics in Jacob’s Letters xii and xiii to John of Litharb,

devoted to the explanation of some biblical themes, such as the absence of writing before

Moses (Ch. 2), which language is the first one and wherefrom are the Hebrews called

(Ch. 14) (see François Nau, “Traduction des lettres xii et xiii de Jacques d’Édesse,”Revue

de l’Orient Chrétien 10 (1905): 197–208, 258–282, esp. 206 and 273–274). These themes cor-

respond to Ch. 23 of the florilegium (“which demonstrates which language is the first and

from where the Hebrews were called and (why) there was no writing before Abraham”,

fol. 16r–17v). Both Jacob and the florilegium cite Clement of Rome as an authority, but this

is the only patristic witness they have in common. The florilegium is original in the way it

orders its themes and adds new testimonies (in this case, Ephrem, Severianus of Gabala

and JohnChrysostom,whodonot appear in Jacob of Edessa’s letter). The study of why cer-

tain topics are still deemed relevant in the ninth century is a desideratum that should take

into account the broader religious context in the composition of florilegia. For example,

it would be fruitful to compare the subjects of florilegia with contemporary canon laws,

monastic rules, and exegetical writings, in order to understand if and for which reasons

specific topics are in fashion in precise times and places.
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the usage that was made of them by contemporary and later Syriac authors?

Did they use the selectionsmadeby the florilegia as if the latter’s purposeswere

simply to offer anthologies of excerpts arranged in thematical orderwithout an

inner logic of their own? To illustrate this point, we will consider the example

of the Prose Refutations. It has been demonstrated byMikael Oez that theTrea-

tise Against Bardaisan st. 33–42 (with the omission of st. 40), which is quoted

in bl Add. 12155, is also quoted in two ninth-century authors, namely Cyriacus

of Tagrit, in his De Providentia 18.1 (the same extract), and Moses bar Kepha,

in the Treatise On Free Will, Discourse 3, Ch. 2 (st. 33–36, 38, 41–42, in a chap-

ter against Bardaisan).81 By comparing the quote in these three sources, as well

as with the edited text of the Prose Refutations, Oez concludes that both Cyr-

iacus and Moses relied on a florilegium—Cyriacus used the one transmitted

by bl Add. 12155, whereas Moses, given his different wording from both Cyr-

iacus and bl Add. 12155, probably consulted another florilegium, which is not

extant.82Thiswouldmean that, at least for this passage of the Prose Refutations,

the source of Bar Kepha’s heresiological discourse is a florilegium, and not the

original text.

Now, if we look at an earlier chapter of the treatise On Free Will, Discourse

2, chapter 5, entitled “Against the followers of Mani and Marcion who destroy

free will by saying that good and evil things are given by the mixture of enti-

ties” (bl Add. 14731, fol. 10r–11r), we observe that, despite the fact the Moses

does notmention any source, the entire chapter is in fact composed by the jux-

81 Mikael Oez, Cyriacus of Tagrit and his Book on Divine Providence (Gorgias Eastern Chris-

tianity Studies 33; Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias Press, 2012), 191–194. Moses bar Kepha’sOn Free

Will is still unedited and is contained in one manuscript witness, London, British Library

Add. 14731 (see Wright, Catalogue, 2:853–855, who dates it to the eleventh century on

palaeographical grounds). See Herman Teule, “Mushe bar Kepha,” in Christian-Muslim

Relations: A Bibliographical History. 2 (900–1050) (ed. D. Thomas and A. Mallet; hcmr 4;

Leiden-Boston: Brill, 2010), 98–101, for a short presentation, aswell as SidneyGriffith, “Dis-

puteswithMuslims in SyriacChristianTexts: FromPatriarch John (d. 648) to BarHebraeus

(d. 1286),” in Religionsgespräche im Mittelalter (ed. B. Lewis and F. Niewöhner; Wolfen-

bütteler Mittelalter-Studien 4;Wolfenbüttel: Harrassowitz, 1992), 251–273, esp. 267–268. It

should be mentioned that Oez mistakenly states that On Free Will contains st. 33–36 and

41–42 (at 191, n. 16), while, in fact, he gives the text of st. 38 as well (in the table at 193),

which is indeed quoted by Moses. This text is known and cited by the editors of the Prose

Refutations; see Ephrem, Prose Refutations, 2:151–154, who use it in the apparatus, and lxx,

for the translation. Also, Oez mentions another manuscript containing the same extract,

namely blAdd. 17193, but hemistakenly states that it transmits st. 33–42; just as in blAdd.

12155 and Cyriacus’De Providentia, the manuscript omits st. 40.

82 Oez, Cyriacus, 194. We compared Moses’ text to the excerpts contained in bl Add. 17193,

and we conclude that this florilegium is not the one from which Moses borrowed these

stanzas.
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taposition of various quotes taken from the First Discourse of Ephrem’s Prose

Refutations.83 They are, in order of quotation in Moses’ text, as follows:84 i,

p. 37, ll. 5–12; p. 38, ll. 14–21; p. 40, ll. 11–15; p. 40, ll. 18–25; p. 40, ll. 3–9; p. 43,

ll. 22–25; and p. 44, ll. 16–23. We see that the general progression of the bor-

rowing is linear (from p. 37 to 44); however, while parts of the text differ only

slightly from the edited one, as far asminor lexical variants and syntactical rear-

rangements are concerned, someother parts differmore greatly, as if Moses bar

Kepha had summarised or paraphrased his source text. Where did Moses take

these extracts from? Since he probably used a florilegium for his quotes of the

Against Bardaisan, it is possible that he consulted a florilegium containing all

these quotes from the First Discourse too. Yet, as far as we can tell, this flori-

legiumwould not be extant anymore. As highlighted above, the surviving parts

of the Prose Refutations inmedieval florilegia concern excerpts fromDiscourses

4 and 5, and the one Against Bardaisan, not fromDiscourse 1. Thus, it could also

be possible that Moses consulted directly Ephrem’s text. This would fit with

the size of the quotes, which are longer than the already extended citation of

Against Bardaisan st. 33–36, 38, 41–42 taken from a florilegium. Additionally,

it would maybe explain the difference that exists with the introduction of the

excerpts from Against Bardaisan. The latter are explicitly attributed to Ephrem:

“From Mar Ephrem, in (the writing) towards Bardaisan” ( ܘ煿ܿܒ爟ܝ犯ܦܐܝ犯ܡܕ
ܢ犏ܝܕ犯ܒܬ熏ܠܕ ), with a formula very close to the citational mode of the florile-

gia; whereas the quotes from the First Discourse are anonymous andnot flagged

in anyway. This examplemay represent, with all due caution, a proof of the fact

that Moses, together with florilegia, directly consulted Ephrem’s heresiological

works as well.

Conclusion

In this chapter, I have discussed the reception of early Christian heresiological

writings in medieval dogmatic florilegia, which share some formal and con-

tent characteristics with them. I focused on two fourth-century case studies,

one emanating from the Greek tradition, the other from the Syriac. These are

83 One paragraph does not correspond verbatim to any passages of Ephrem’s Prose Refuta-

tions; however, it reflects the general content of Ephrem’s argument. See the Appendix for

more.

84 The following page and line numbers refer to the edition in S. Ephraemi Syri Opera Selecta.

In the Appendix to this article, I provide Moses’ and Ephrem’s texts in parallel and with a

translation.
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Epiphanius’ Panarion and Ephrem the Syrian’s Prose Refutations and Hymns

against Heresies. The analysis of contexts and modalities of reception, both

in the florilegia and in comparison with previous and later texts, have pro-

duced two coherent sets of evidence, which ultimately demonstrate the status

of these compilations as polemical works in their own right.

Firstly, dogmatic florilegia, which carefully select their proof texts, seem

to give prominence to the heresiological passages which deal with Christian

issues. This is not surprising, considering the anti-Julianist and anti-Tritheistic

debates in which they engage. For this reason, thanks to its chapters against

Trinitarian heretics, such as Arians and Anomoeans, Epiphanius’ work turns

out to offer more useful material than Ephrem’s texts, aimed against Marcion,

Bardaisan andMani. Therefore, on one side, florilegists leverage fourth-century

arguments originally meant to refute anti-Nicene doctrines in order to make

sixth-century Christological opponents appear like recent manifestations of

these ancient errors. On the other side, they do not quote Ephrem’s works

for their polemical content. The adversaries targeted in the past by the dea-

con of Nisibis are no longer a threat for the present time of the compilers of

the florilegia, but neither are they considered as meaningful polemical asso-

ciations to exploit. Ephrem’s texts are rather cited for other purposes. Thus,

the reception of Ephrem’s heresiological texts in a later and religiously differ-

ent milieu disregards their original polemical aims (as demonstrated by the

omission of the title and the case of misattribution for the Hymns) and even

their polemical nature, as they are quoted in various thematic sections, the

majority of which deal with spiritual contents rather than with controversial

ones. This is further proven by the absence of any interpolation, addition, dele-

tion or rewriting that would signal an appropriation of the quotes in line with

the new doctrinal setting of the reception. The quotes I analysed show that

they are at best syntactically reconfigured to better adhere to specific doctrinal

points.

Secondly, the selection of heresiological excerpts of the florilegia is not

shared by previous or later texts. Moreover, when they quote extracts already

existing in a previous selection, they do not insert them in the same clus-

ter of citations, but rather create their own. This suggests that the florile-

gia’s compilers had a certain editorial independence, and that they were ani-

mated by precise argumentative goals as any other polemical authors. Finally,

the fact that later authors seem to use direct sources next to florilegia fur-

ther says something on how the latter were perceived by Syriac authors: not

just as mere reservoirs of quotes to be exploited, such as sterile lists of tes-

timonia, but as any other source at their disposal with its own authorial sta-

tus.
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For the way in which they handle previous heresiological works and create

their own, medieval dogmatic florilegia are undoubtedly a part of the history

of Syriac heresiology.
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Appendix

Epiphanius of Salamis, Panarion

1. Panarion 69, 24, 6—Against the Arians = Holl 3:174, ll. 17–21

(bl Add. 14532, f. 43r = Add. 12155, f. 66r = Mingana syr. 69, f. 23r = Add. 14533,

f. 56r)85

爯ܡܣ熏̣ܝܢܦܝܦܐ焏ܫܝ煟ܩܕ.焏ܚܝܫܡ狏ܝ̣ܡܘ犿̣ܚ焏ܫ熏ܫܚ86ܐ犯ܓܦܒܕ
ܖܗ爏ܒܩ熏ܠܕܝ̇ܗܐܬ熏ܢܒ狏ܟܡ

̈
爯̣ܡ犿̇ܚܕܘ.ܣ熏ܝܪ焏ܢܦ焏ܝ犯ܩ狏ܡܕܝ̇ܗ.爿ܝܣ

焏ܠܒ煿̇ܒ煟ܟ煿̇ܒ爯ܝ̣ܕ狏ܝ熏ܩ̣.焏ܢܝܟܒ牯ܠܚ狏ܫ̇ܐ焏ܠ焏̣ܠܐ.犿ܚ焏̣ܚܝܫܡܘܗ̣
牯ܠܚ煿ܠܝܕ焏ܢܝܒ犏ܒ犿ܚ̣ܢܕ焏ܥ̣ܒ煟̇ܟ焏ܢܗ爏ܛܡ.ܗܬܘ煿ܠܐܐܬ熏ܫ熏ܫܚ
煿̇ܢܡ犿ܚ̣ܬܕܐܬܘ煿ܠܐܝ̣ܗܬܘܗ焏ܝ犏ܡ焏ܠܕ爏ܛ̇ܡ܆焏ܫܢܝ̈ܢܒܕ焏ܣܢܓ
ܝܗܘ狏ܝܐ煟ܟ:焏ܫ熏ܫܚ爯ܠܝܕ87ܐ犯ܓܦܠ焯ܣ̣ܢ.煿̇ܝ狏ܝܐܐ狏ܫ熏ܫܚ焏ܠܕ煿̇ܠܘ
܀.犿ܚܡܠ焏ܒ犏ܢ煿̣ܡܥ煿ܒܕ܆ܐ狏ܡܟܚ

That Christ suffered in the passible body and died, fromSaint Epiphanius,

fromhis writing against the heresies, which is called Panarios: “Christ suf-

fered whatever he suffered but was not changed in nature; his Godhead

retained its impassibility. Thus,whenhewilled of his owngoodwill to suf-

fer for humanity—since the Godhead, which is impassible, cannot suffer

85 The same excerpt was probably contained in bl Add. 14538 but is now lost due to a mate-

rial lacuna of several folios after f. 103.

86 ܐ犯ܓܦܒܕ bl Add. 12155; ܐ犯ܓܦܕ bl Add. 14532.

87 ܐ犯ܓܦ bl Add. 14533.
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in and from itself—he took our passible body since he is Wisdom, and

consented to suffering in it.”88

2. Panarion 76, 39, 6—Against the Anomoeans = Holl 3:393, ll. 4–8

(bl Add. 14532, f. 43r = Add. 12155, f. 66r = Mingana syr. 69, f. 23r = Add. 14533,

f. 56r)

煟ܟܢ熏ܓ煟ܒ90.ܣ熏ܝܡܢܘܐܕ煿ܒܪ89ܣ熏ܝܛܐܐ爏ܒܩ熏ܠܕ爯ܝܠܗ爯ܡ煿ܠܝܕ
煟ܝܘ:ܝܗܘ狏ܝܐ焏ܫ熏ܫܚ焏ܠܐ煿ܠܐܘܘܗܐ狏ܡܟܚ

̇
ܩ犯̣ܦ焏ܫܚ煟̈ܝܒܕܥ

ܒܘܬ焏ܠܘ.焏ܟ焏ܠܡ焏ܠܘܪ煟ܫܐ煟ܓ熟ܝܐ焏ܠ܆ܐ犯ܣܒܕ焏ܫܚ爯̈ܝܢ̣ܩܕܢ熏ܢ煿̇ܠ
܆焏ܫ熏ܫܚܠ煿ܒܣܢ煟ܟܘ.ܐܬ̣ܐ焏ܝ犯ܡܘܗ焏̣ܠܐ.爟ܝ煟ܩ爯ܡܕ燿ܝܐ焏ܝܒ̈ܢ
܀ܬܪ狏ܟܐ狏ܫ熏ܫܚ焏ܠܗ̣ܬܘ煿ܠܐ煟ܟ.狏ܝܐ犯ܝ犯ܫ犿ܚ煿ܒ

From the same, from the oppositions to Aetius, the master of Eunomius:

“Therefore, since he was wisdom and impassible God, and knew that by

suffering he would save those who are subject to the pain of the flesh, he

did not send ‘a messenger or an angel’ (Is 63:9), or, again, prophets as in

the past, but came himself as Lord, and while assuming passibility, in it

he truly suffered, though his divine nature remained impassible.”91

3. Panarion 76, 6, 3–4—Against the Anomoeans = Holl 3:346, ll. 17–23

(Add. 14532, f. 96v = Add. 12155, f. 13v = Add. 14533, f. 73v = Add. 14538, f. 120r)

爏ܒܩ熏ܠܕܐ狏ܠܬܕ焏ܒ狏ܟܕ焏ܝܡ煟ܩ焏ܣܡ熏ܛ爯ܡ܆ܣ熏ܝܢܦܝܦܐ焏ܫܝ煟ܩܕ
ܖܗ
̈

ܕܙ.爿ܝܣ
̇

ܥ熏ܫܝܢ犯ܡܕ焏ܒܐܐ煿ܠܐܝܗܘ狏ܝܐ煟ܚܕ܆ܥ煟̣ܢܕܘ爯ܝܕܩ
.焯ܣ̇ܢܐ犯ܒ爯ܡܘ.犟ܦ̣ܢ焏ܒܐ爯ܡ煟ܟ.焏ܫܝ煟ܩ焏ܚܘܪܦܐ煿̣ܢܡܕ.焏ܚܝܫܡ
ܐ犯̣ܒܘ焏ܒܐ.焏ܝ犯ܡ煟ܚ.ܐ煿ܠܐ煟ܚ.ܐܬܘ煿ܠܐܐ煟ܚ煿̇ܝ狏ܝܐܐܕܗܘ
焏ܚܘܪ焏ܠܘ.焏ܒ焏ܠܐ犯ܒܘܝܗܘ狏ܝܐܡ煟ܡ焏ܠܒܠ熏ܒ煟ܟ熏ܠ.焏ܫܝ煟ܩ焏ܚܘܪܘ
.焏ܫܝ煟ܩ焏ܚܘܪ焏̣ܫܝ煟ܩ焏ܚܘܪܘ.ܐ犯ܒܐ犯̣ܒ.焏ܒܐ焏ܒܐ焏ܠܐ.焏ܫܝ煟ܩ
ܦܐܕ焏ܢܟܝܐ.焏ܝ犯ܡ煟ܚ.ܐ煿ܠܐ煟ܚ.ܐܬܘ煿ܠܐܐ煟ܚ焏̣ܝܠܡܫ̈ܡܐ狏ܠܬ
ܖܗ爯92ܝ煿ܠܟܒܢ焏ܝܓܣ爯̈ܝܢܒ̈ܙ

̈
ܥ焏ܢܟܗ爿ܝܣ

̇
ܬ熏ܠܠܡܡ爯ܢܚ爯ܝ煟ܒ

.焏ܚܒ熏ܫ

88 The text is identical to theGreek. Albeitwith veryminor differences, Iamusing the English

translation of the Greek Panarion provided byThe Panarion of Epiphanius. Book ii and iii,

353.

89 爿ܝܛܐܐ bl Add. 14533.

90 爿ܝܡܢܘܐܕ bl Add. 12155.

91 Translation based on The Panarion of Epiphanius. Book ii and iii, 559, slightly modified to

adhere to the Syriac.

92 爯ܝ煿ܠܟ爏ܒܩ熏ܠ bl Add. 12155.
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From Saint Epiphanius, from the first tome of the third book against the

heresies: “But wemust know that one is God, the Father of our Lord Jesus

Christ, of whom is also theHoly Spirit, who ‘proceeds from the Father and

receives of the Son.’ (Jn 15:26, 16:14) And this is the one Godhead—one

God, one Lord, Father, Son andHoly Spirit. There is no confusion between

the Son and the Father and neither the Holy Spirit, but the Father is a

father, the Son, a son, and the Holy Spirit, a holy spirit. (They are) three

Perfects, oneGodhead, oneGod, one Lord, as we have ascribed this praise

many times, for all heresies.”93

4. Panarion 76, 50, 5–6—Against Aetius = cf. Holl 3:405, ll. 7–11

(Add. 14532, f. 96v = Add. 12155, f. 13v = Add. 14533, f. 73v = Add. 14538, f. 120r, just

after the previous one)

:焏ܢܝܡ煟̇ܡ焏ܠ95ܣ熏ܝܛܐܐ爏ܒܩ熏ܠܕ爯94ܝܠ煿ܒ焏̣ܣܡ熏ܛܕ煿ܢܡ煿ܠܝܕ
焏ܚܘܪܘܐ犯̣ܒܘ焏ܒܐ.煿̇ܝ狏ܝܐܐ煿ܠܐ煟ܚܐ̣ܬ熏ܝ狏ܝܠܬܐ煟ܚ܆焏ܟܪܗ爯ܡ
熏ܠܐ̣ܬ熏ܝ狏ܝܠܬ.ܐ狏ܝܢܝ犯ܒ狏ܡ焏ܠ.ܐ狏ܝ犯ܒ焏ܠ.ܐܬ煟ܝܒܥ焏ܠ.焏ܫܝ煟ܩ
.焏ܝ犯ܒ̇ܕ焏̣ܠܐ.ܐ狏ܝ犯ܒܕ焏ܡܫ煿̇ܒ煿̇ܠ狏ܝܐܕ.熏ܠ.ܐ煟ܒ̇ܥܕ焏̣ܠܐ.ܐ煟ܝܒܥ̣ܕ
܀煿̇ܢܡ爯ܝ̣ܕ爯ܝ煿ܠܟ.ܐܬ焏ܝ̈ܓܣ熏ܠܘ.煿̇ܝ狏ܝܐܐ煟ܚ

From the same, from the same tome with (objections) against Aetius the

Anomoean:96 “Therefore, the oneTrinity is oneGod, Father, Son andHoly

Spirit: unmade, uncreated, unbegotten, a Trinity which is not made but

makes, which includes the name of no creature but creates, which is one

and not many. And all things are from it.”97

5. Panarion, De Fide 17, 8–9 = Holl 3:518, ll. 23–26

(Add. 14532, 126r = Add. 12155, f. 21r = Add. 14533, f. 86rv = Add. 14538, f. 131r)

焏99ܣܡ熏ܛܕ焏98ܡܠ熏ܫܒ焏ܡܝ̣ܣܕܐ狏ܝܕܘܬ爯ܡ.ܣ熏ܝܢܦܝܦܐ焏ܫܝ煟ܩܕ
ܬܕ焏ܒ狏ܟܒܕ焏ܥܒܫܕ

̈
ܖܗ爏ܒܩ熏ܠܕܐ狏ܠ

̈
爯ܡ爯̇ܝܠܗ܆煿̇ܫܝܪܕ܆爿ܝܣ

93 The Panarion of Epiphanius. Book ii and iii, 516.

94 爯ܝܠܗ bl Add. 14538.

95 爿ܝܛܐܐ bl Add. 14533.

96 The Syriac 焏ܢܝܡ煟ܡ焏ܠ renders the Greek word ἀνόμοιος; see Robert Payne Smith, The-

saurus Syriacus (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1879–1901), col. 916.

97 Cf. The Panarion of Epiphanius. Book ii and iii, 571. Two short sentences present in the

Greek original at the beginning of §6 are not kept in Syriac: “containing nothing different

from itself” and “And although they are many”.

98 Om. bl Add. 14538.

99 焏ܣܡ熏ܛܒ bl Add. 14538.
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ܓܣ
̈

煟ܣܘ܇焏ܝ̈ܢܙ100ܬ焏ܝ̈ܓܣܘ焏ܫ̈ܕܐܬ焏ܝ
̈
ܐ狏ܒܫ̈ܚܡܕܐ焏ܓ熏ܣܠ狏ܩܝ

狏ܝ焏ܡܘ狏ܡ焏̣ܫ熏ܫܚ焏ܠ101ܘܗ̇ܘ.焏ܫ熏ܫܚ焏ܠ焏̣ܫ熏ܫܚܘܗ̇:ܐ狏ܡܩ̈ܥܡ
ܘ̣ܗ܆ܐܬ熏ܢܫܢ犯ܒ狏ܡ煿̇ܠܟܘ焏ܫܦܢܘܐ犯ܓܦ爟ܥ܆焏ܝ煿ܠܐܘܗ̇.ܪ狏ܟܡ
焏ܢܝܡܝ爯ܡ焏ܚܒ熏ܫܒ102ܒ狏̣ܝܐ焏̣ܝܡܫܠ犟ܠ̣ܣ煟ܟ.ܝܗܘ狏ܝܐܐ煿ܠܐ
焏ܢܚܘ犯ܒ煟ܝܚ煟̇ܟ焏̣ܠܐ.焏ܫܝ煟ܩ焏103ܡܫ熏ܓܠ犟ܒ̣ܫ煟ܟ熏ܠ.焏ܒܐܕ
:ܐܬܘ煿ܠܐܐ煟ܚܕܐܬ熏ܝܠܡܫܡܒ

From Saint Epiphanius, from the profession of faith which is at the end

of tome 7 of Book 3 against the heresies, whose beginning is “Those vari-

ous, multiform and much divided perverted ideas”: “What had been pas-

sible (becomes) impassible and remains forever impassible, the divine

(nature) with body, soul, and all the human nature. He is God, when has

ascended into the heavens and took his seat at the Father’s right hand in

glory, not by discarding his saint corporeal nature but by uniting (it) to

spirit in the perfection of one Godhead.”104

6. Six extracts (bl Add. 14532, f. 217rv = Add. 14538, f. 147v)

a. Anakephalaiosis ii, 21, 1–2—Against the Simonians = cf. Holl 1:234, ll. 1–4

and bl Add. 12156, f. 132

爏ܥܕ焏ܝܡ煟ܩ焏ܒ狏ܟ爯ܡ105܆爿ܝ犯ܦܩܒܕ焏ܦܩܣܝܦܐܣ熏ܝܢܦܝܦܐܕ
ܖܗ
̈

ܖ焏ܢܦܐ犯̣ܩ狏ܡܕܘܗ爿̇ܝܣ
̈
熏ܡܝܣ.熏ܝ

̈
܇焏ܫ犯ܚ̇ܢ熏ܡܝܣ爯ܡܕ爯ܝܠܗ焏ܢܝܢ

煯ܡܫܕܢܘ狏ܓܐ狏ܝ犯ܩ爯̣ܡ.焏ܚܝܠܫܣܘ犯ܛܦܡ煟ܩܕܘܗ̇
̈
爯ܡ焏ܼܿܢܗ.焏ܝ

爯ܝܕ牯ܠܐ܆犿ܒܠܕ熏ܚܠܒ焏ܚܝܫܡܕ爯ܝܕ焏ܡܫܠ.ܐܘܗܝܗܘ狏ܝܐ焏ܝ犯ܡܫ
ܐ狏ܡܝܩܠ.焏ܫ̈ܢ爟ܥܕ焏ܦܢܛܘ焏ܦܠܚܫܡ焏ܝܟܒ熏ܚܘ܆ܐܬܘ熟ܚܦܬ熏ܦܢܛ
煯ܓܦܕ爯ܝܕ

̈
܀焏ܠܣ̣ܡܐ̣

FromEpiphanius bishop of Cyprus, from the first Book on heresies which

is called Panario [sic]: “The Simonians are those who come from Simon

the magician, who (stood) in front of/(lived) before the apostle Peter

and (was) from the Samaritan village of Gitthon. He was Samaritan and

100 ܬܘ焏ܝܓܣ̈ܘ bl Add. 14532.

101 ܘܗ̇ bl Add. 14533.

102 ܒ狏ܝ bl Add. 12155, Add. 14538.

103 焏ܡܫ熏ܓ bl Add. 14533.

104 The Panarion of Epiphanius. Book ii and iii, 675.

105 ܣܘ犯ܦ熏ܩܕܣ熏ܝܢܦܝܦܐܕ bl Add. 14538.

Emiliano Fiori and Bishara Ebeid - 978-90-04-52755-3
Downloaded from Brill.com02/26/2023 10:52:37AM

via Aletheia University



heresiology and florilegia 173

assumed Christ’s name only. (2) He taught the defilement of lascivious-

ness and the changing and impure intercourse with women.”106

b. Panarion 21, 4, 4—Against the Simonians = Holl 1:243, ll. 12–14

ܖܬܕܘ煿̇ܒܘ
̈
ܐ犯̣ܣܒ爯ܡ爏ܥܠ爯ܝܕ焏ܠܒ̇ܚ܀ܢ熏ܡܝܣܕܗ狏ܠܛܡܕ爯ܝ

ܦܢܕ焏ܝܟܘ煟ܠ爯ܝܕܕ熏ܚܠܒ.焏ܢ煟ܒܐܘ
̈
煟ܝܒܕ107ܘ̣ܗܢܐ爯ܝ̣ܠܗܕܘ.ܐ狏ܫ

.爯ܚܟ狏ܫ̈ܡ108ܐܙܪ焏ܒ煿ܠܝܕܐ狏ܝܥܪܬܕܐܬ熏ܝܥܛ

And in the second (Book?), on Simon: “(He teaches that) there is a decay

and destruction of flesh, and a purification only of souls—and of these

(only) if they are established in themystery throughhis erroneous ‘knowl-

edge’.”109

c. Anakephalaiosis ii, 27, 1—Against the Carpocratians = Holl 1:235, ll. 23–25

and bl Add. 12156, f. 132v

煯ܩ܀焏ܝܡ煟ܩܐ犯ܡ焏ܡ爯ܡ煿ܠܝܕ
̈

爯ܡܢܘ煿ܝ狏ܝܐܕ熏ܢܝܛ犯ܩܦ
ܬ熏ܦܢܛ煿̇ܠܟܕ牯ܠܐܕܘܗ̇:焏ܝܣܐܕ爯ܝܠܗ爯ܡ犿ܢܐ爿ܝܛܐ犯ܩ熏ܦ犯ܩ
狏ܝ̣ܛܚܕܐܬ熏ܝܢܗ煿̇ܠܟܘ.犯ܥ狏ܣܬܐܬܘ熟ܚܦ

̇
.ܐ

Of the same, from the first Discourse: “Carpocratians, who come from a

certain Carpocrates, a native of Asia, who taught to perform every defile-

ment of lasciviousness and every sinful pleasure.”110

d.Anakephalaiosis ii, 31, 1—Against theValentinians = cf. Holl 1:236, ll. 23–24

and bl Add. 12156, f. 133r

ܢܠܘܒܘܬܘ
̈

ܟ熏ܢܝܛ
̇

܆ܐ狏ܩܝ狏ܥ焏ܩ狏ܝ煟ܒܘ܆ܐ犯ܣܒܕܐ狏ܡܝܩ̣ܒ爯ܝ犯ܦ

And further: “Valentinians deny the resurrection of the flesh and the Old

Testament.”111

106 Cf. The Panarion of Epiphanius. Book i, 59.

107 ܘ煿̣ܢܐ bl Add. 14538.

108 ܐܙܐ犯ܒ bl Add. 14538.

109 The Panarion of Epiphanius. Book i, 65.

110 Cf. The Panarion of Epiphanius. Book i, 59.

111 Cf. The Panarion of Epiphanius. Book i, 60.
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e. Panarion 31, 7, 6 = Against the Valentinians = Holl 1:396, l. 16–397, l. 2

ܐ犯ܡ焏ܡܒܘ..焏ܠܣܡ̣ܐ狏̣ܝܡ̈ܕܐ狏ܡ̣ܝܩ爟ܥ狏ܝܟ焏ܣ熏ܡܢܠܒܘܬܘ
ܖܬܕ

̈
ܟܕ܀犯ܡ̇ܐܢ̣ܘܗ狏ܠܛܡܕ爯ܝ

̇
爯ܝ犯ܡܐ煟ܟ.ܐ狏ܝܡ̈ܕܐ狏ܡܝܩ̣ܒ爯ܝ犯ܦ

狏ܡ爯ܡ̇ܡ煟ܡ
̇

爯ܡ焏̇ܢ犯ܚܐ焏ܠܐ.ܐ犯ܓܦ焏ܢܗܡ焏ܩ焏ܠܕ܆焏ܝܛܫܘ焏ܝܢܠ
܀煿ܠ爯ܝ犯ܩ焏ܚܘܪܕܘܗ̇.煿ܢܡ

And further he rejects indeed the Law with the resurrection of the dead.

And in the second Discourse he says about them: “They deny the resur-

rection of the dead, by making some figurative, silly claim, that it is not

this bodywhich rises, but another which comes out of it, the one they call

‘spirit’.”112

f. Anakephalaiosis iii, 38, 1–2—Against the Cainites = cf. Holl 2:2, ll. 3–7 and

bl Add. 12156, f. 133v

ܖܬܕܐ犯ܡ焏ܡܒܒܘܬܘ
̈
ܟ熏ܢܝ焏̈ܩ.犯ܡ̇ܐ爯ܝ̣

̇
ܐ狏ܡܝܩ̣ܒ爯ܝ犯ܦ

爯ܝ焏̣ܩܕ爯ܝ犯ܡܐܘ焏ܣ熏ܡܢܒ爏ܠܡܕܘ煿̇ܠܘ܆焏ܣ熏ܡܢܠ爯ܝܡܠܛ̇ܘ܆ܐ犯ܣܒܕ
ܢܬܕܘܚܪ熏ܩ狏ܝܒ煟ܠܘ.爯ܝ煿ܠ焏ܡܐ̣ܕܘ煿ܝܠܘ.ܝܗܘ狏ܝܐ焏ܢ狏ܠܝܚ焏ܠܝܚ爯ܡ
煟ܣܠܘܡ犯̣ܝܒܐܘ

̈
܀焏ܝܡܘ

And further, in the second Discourse he says: “The Cainites deny the res-

urrection of the flesh and slander the Law and the One who spoke in the

Law, and they say that Cain comes from themighty power. And they deify

Judas and the followers of Korah, Dathan, Abiram and the Sodomites.”113

7. Add. 17194f. 17v–18r: cf. Anakephalaiosis i, 3, 1–7 (Holl 1:163, l. 1–164, l. 5; bl

Add. 12156, f. 130v)

ܖܗ爏ܒܩ熏ܠܕ焏ܒ狏ܟ爯ܡܣܘ犯ܦ熏ܩܕ爿̄ܝܦܐܣ熏ܝܢܦܝܦܐ焏ܫܝ煟ܩܕ
̈

爿ܝܣ
煟ܩ焏ܢܒ熟̈ܒ爏ܝܟܗܐܬ熏ܦܢܚ

̈
犯ܝܓ爯ܝ犯ܡܐ.狏ܝ犯ܫܓܘ犯ܣ爯ܡ焏ܝܡ

煟ܝܐܐ狏ܠܥܒܘܐ焏ܒ犯ܩܒܘܐ:熏ܟܙܘܘ煟ܒܥ焏ܢ熏ܓܐܕ爯ܝܠܝ焏ܠܕ
̇

܇ܝ̇ܗܕܐ
煿ܢܒ熟ܒ.ܢܘ煿ܢܕܗ熏ܥ爏ܛܢ焏ܠܕ܇ܢܘ煿ܠܘܘܗ爯ܝ犯ܩܝܡܡ煟ܡ焏ܡܠܨ煟ܝܒ
ܓ煟ܝܒ܆ܚܪܬ̣ܕ爯ܝܕ

̈
ܠܨܘ煟ܒܥܘ.熏ܝ熏ܚܢܘܗܬ熏ܝܥܛ焏ܦ̣ܝܠ

̈
.焏ܒ̣ܗܕܕ焏ܡ

煯ܚܦܘ煟ܒܥܘ焏ܣܝ̈ܩܕܘ煟ܒܥܘ.焏ܡ焏ܣܕܘ煟ܒܥܘ
̈

煟ܝܒܐ煿̈ܠܐܘ.ܐ
ܬܘܗ焏ܟܝܚ狏ܡ焏ܝܘ犯ܒܠܕܐܬ煟ܓܣܘ܇ܢܘ煿ܠ熏ܡܝܩܐܢܘܗܬ熏ܢܡܘܐ

112 The Panarion of Epiphanius. Book i, 174.

113 Cf. The Panarion of Epiphanius. Book i, 227.
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煯ܚ焏ܠܘܢ熏ܠܦ焏ܠܘܣܘ熟ܠܘܣ熏ܦܘ犯ܩܩܠܘ焏ܢܟܗܘ.ܘܘܗ爯ܝܒ犯ܩܡܢܘ煿ܠ
̈
焏ܢ

ܢܚ.ܐ煿̈ܠ焏ܠܘ煿ܡܫ܇ܐ焏ܝܓܣ̈ܐ煿ܡ̈ܫ
̈
܆ܘ煿ܡ狏ܫܐܕ爯ܝ犯ܡܐ爯ܝܕ焏ܦ

ܥܕ煟ܚܐ犯ܒܓ爯ܡ
̇

煯ܚܐ.ܐ熟ܠ焏ܒܐܘܗ犯ܡ
̈
ܐ狏ܝܙ爯ܡ.爯ܝ犯ܡܐ爯ܝܕ焏ܢ

燿ܝܐ.煿ܠ爯ܝ犯ܩ̇ܐ焏ܠܐ:焏ܝܢ熏ܝ焏ܢܫܠܒܐ狏ܝܙܕ爏ܛܡ.爿ܢܝܬ焏ܒܚ熏ܫܕ
.爿ܢܠܐ焏ܦܢܚܦܐܕ

From Saint Epiphanius, bishop of Cyprus, from the Book against Here-

sies: “Therefore, paganism initially began with Serug. For they say that

they were honouring through some portrait for incommensurable mem-

ory thosewho did a contest andwon it either through awar or some other

stratagem. But in the time of Terah, they showed their folly by means of

statues and made golden, silver and wooden images and made potteries,

and appointed them as gods through their craftmanship and offered to

them the veneration that is due to a creator. Thus, they designated the

gods Cecrop, Zeus, Apollo and many other names. The pagans say that

they are named after a man who was dwelling in Hellas, but others say

(that they are named) after the olive that sprouted at Athens, since in

Greek the olive is called elaia, like the pagan Hellenos.”114

8. Add. 17194. f. 52r: cf. Panarion 30, 29, 1–2 (Holl 1:372, l. 21–373, l. 1)

ܖܗ爏ܒܩ熏ܠܕ…)?ܐ犯ܡ焏ܡ爯ܡܕ(…ܣ熏ܝܢܦܝܦܐ焏ܫܝ煟ܩܕ
̈

爯ܡܬܘ爿ܝܣ
ܖܬܕܐ狏ܢܫܒ爟ܚܠ狏ܝܒ

̈
煿ܠ熏ܒ犯ܩܘ.煿ܠܘ煟ܓܣܘ…ܬܐ.ܗܬܘ煟ܝܠܝܕ爯ܝܬ

ܖ熏ܩ
̈

焏115ܢܒ

From Saint Epiphanius … (from the Discourse?) … against the heresies:

“And there in Bethlehem in the second year of his birth … and they wor-

shipped him and offered him gifts.”116

Ephrem the Syrian, Prose Refutations (? Unidentified)

Add. 17194, 24v–25r117

焏ܫܢ犯ܒ熯ܟܫܡ爯ܝܕ焏ܠ.ܢ犏ܝܕ犯ܒ爏ܒܩ熏ܠܕܡ焏̄ܡ爯ܡ爟ܝ犯ܦܐܝ犯ܡܕ煿ܠܝܕ
煟ܒܥܢܕܐ煿ܠܐ焏ܒܨ̇ܢܐ焏ܠܐ:ܐ犯ܓܦ爯ܡ焏ܫܦܢ犟ܦܢܕ焏ܢܛܣܘܐ
ܖ熏ܟܒܕ狏ܝܐ.焏̣ܫܢܝ̈ܢܒܕܢܘ煿ܢܩܦܡ

̈
ܐܪ焏ܒ̈ܒܘܐ.ܐܪ熏ܢܒܕ狏ܝܐܘ.焏ܢܗ

114 Cf. The Panarion of Epiphanius. Book i, 9–10.

115 The manuscript has humidity stains that prevent a clear reading of the text.

116 Cf. The Panarion of Epiphanius. Book i, 157.

117 This text was published in S. Ephraemi Syri Opera Selecta, 136.
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熏ܓܒܘܐ
̈

.焏ܫܝ̈ܒ焏ܫܢܝ̈ܢܒ煟ܝܒܕ狏ܝܐܘ.ܐ狏ܦܢܛ焏ܚܘܪ煟ܝܒܕ狏ܝܐܘ.焏ܒ
焏ܠܕ焏ܣ熏ܡܢܢܘ煿ܠ爟ܣܕ爏ܛܡ.ܐ煿ܠܐܢܘ煿ܠܢܐ̇ܕ爯ܝ̣ܠܛܩ̈ܕ焏ܫܢܝ̈ܢܒܠܘ
.ܢ熏ܠܛܩܢ

From the same Mar Ephrem, from the Discourse against Bardaisan: “But

neither a man nor Satan can make the soul go out from the body unless

Godwants to provokemen’s death, be it bymeans of illnesses, or through

fire, or pits and cisterns, or by an impure spirit, or evil men. And God

judges the men who kill, since he set for them the law of not killing.”

Moses bar Kepha

On FreeWill 2.5

(bl Add. 14731, fol. 10r–11r)118

Ephrem the Syrian

Prose Refutations

First Discourse119

Over-

beck’s

edition120

營ܢ焏ܡ狏ܝܒܕ爯ܝܠܗ爏ܒܩ熏ܠ焏ܫܡܚܕܢܘ焏ܠܦܩ
.爯̇ܝ犯ܡܐܘܐܬܘܪ焏ܚܠ爯ܝܛܥܕ.ܢ熏̇ܝܩ犯ܡܘ
ܐ狏ܒ̈ܛ爯ܒ煿ܝܬܐ焏ܝ狏ܝ̈ܐܕ焏ܓܘ熟ܡ爯ܡܕ
ܐ狏ܫ̈ܝܒܘ

ܐ狏ܫܝܒܘ:ܝܗܐ狏ܒܛ爯ܒܕܐ狏ܒܛ爏ܝܟܗܢܐ
爯ܒܕܐ狏ܫܝܒܘ:焏ܚܟܫܡ焏ܠܐܘܗܬܕ
:焏ܝ犏ܡ)焏ܠ(ܐܘܗܬܕܐ狏ܒܛܘ:ܝܗ焏ܫܝܒ
ܕ熏ܫ爯ܝܠܗ

̈
ܐܕܘ狏ܫܡܕ焏ܫܝ̈ܒܘ焏.121ܒ̈ܛ焏ܝ

煯ܝ狏ܝ.焏̣ܣ熏ܡܢ
̈

爏ܠܟܢ犯ܝܓ熏ܢܡܠ.ܢ熏ܢܐܐ
焏ܠܒ熏ܚܢܕܘ:煿ܢܝܟܒܘܗ營ܟܙܕܘ煿̇ܠ.焏ܥܘ犯ܦ
焏ܢܝܟܠ.焏ܥ熏ܒܬ焏ܫ犯ܢ熏ܢܡܠܘܐ̇.ܐ犏ܡ
煯ܝܟܫ焯ܛ.ܐ犏ܡ焏ܠ焏ܟ熟ܢܕܘܘܗ焯ܝܚܕܘܗ̇

̈
ܢ

.爯ܝܠܗ

ܐ狏ܒܛ:ܝܗ焏̣ܫ̣ܝܒ爯ܒܕܐ狏ܫܝܒ爯ܝܕܢܐ
焏ܒܛ爯ܒܕܐ狏ܒܛܦܐܘ.焏̣ܝ犏ܡ焏ܠܐܘܗܬܕ
爯ܝܠܗ.焏̣ܚܟܫܡ焏ܠܐܘ煿ܡܠܐ狏ܫܝܒܘ:ܝܗ
熏ܫ
̈

焏̣ܣ熏ܡܢܐܕܘ狏ܫܡܕ焏ܫܝ̈ܒܘ焏ܒ̈ܛ焏ܝܕܘ
煯ܝ狏ܝ

̈
爯ܡ̇ܠ.焏ܥܘ犯ܦ爏ܠܟܢ犯ܝܓ爯ܡܠ.ܢ熏ܢܐܐ

ܘܐ̇.ܐ犏ܡ焏ܠܒ熏ܚܢܕܘ.煿ܢܝܟܒܘܗ營̣ܟܙܕ
焯ܝܚܕܘܗ焏̇ܢܝܟܠ.焏ܥ熏ܒܬ焏ܫ犯ܢܒܘܬ熏ܢܡܠ
.熯ܟܫܡ焏ܠ焏̣ܟ熟ܢܕܘܘܗ̣

p. 37,

ll. 5–12

.焏ܢܝܒܨ焏ܢܗ熏ܢܡܕ.爯ܝ犯ܡܐܘ爯ܝܠ焏ܫܡ焏ܠܐ
ܢܐܘ.ܐ狏ܛܠܫܡܐܬܘܪ焏ܚܕ܆爯ܢܝ犯ܡܐܘ
.焯̣ܛ煿ܓܠܦܘ煿ܓܠܦ犿ܝܒ焏ܢܡܠܕ爯ܝ犯ܡܐ
犯ܒܘܘܗ焏ܛܠܫܡܕ爏ܛܡ.ܢܘ煿ܠ犯ܡ焏ܢ
ܖ焏ܚ

̈
焏ܠܝ̣ܗ܆爯ܝܣܝܦܬ狏ܡ焏ܠܢܐܘ.ܐ

狏ܝܐܕ爏ܛܡܕ.焏̣ܣܝܦܡܢܘܗܬ熏ܢܣܝܦܛ狏ܡ
..ܢ熏̣ܣܝܦܛܬ狏ܢܕ熏ܒܨ焏ܠ܇ܐܬܘܪ焏ܚܢܘ煿ܠ

:焏ܢܗ焏ܢܝܒܨ爟ܠ熏ܢܡ̇ܕ.ܠ焏̇ܫܕ爏ܝܟܗܘܗ̇
܆犿ܝܒ煿ܓܠܦܘ焯ܛ煿ܓܠܦܘܗ煟̣ܚ煟ܟܐܗܕ
ܒܘܬܢܐܘ.ܘܗ焏̣ܢܝܒܨܕܠ熏ܛܡܕ煿ܠ犯ܡ焏ܢ
.ܘܗ焏̣ܛܠܫܡܕ煿ܠ犯ܡ焏ܢ܆ܠ焏̇ܫܢܕ牯ܣ熏ܡ
܆爏ܠܠ狏ܡ牯ܣ熏ܡ焏ܓܣܡܒܘܬܢܐܘ
܆爿ܝܦܛ狏ܡ焏ܠܐܘ.ܝܗ̣ܐܬܘܪ焏ܚܕ煿ܠ犯ܡ焏ܢ
ܠ熏ܛܡܕ܆焏ܣܝܦܡܗܬ熏ܢܣܝܦܛ狏ܡ焏ܠܝܗ̣
.爿ܝܦܛ狏ܢܕ焏ܒ̣ܨ焏ܠܐܬܘܪ焏ܚܘܗ狏̣ܝܐܕ

p. 38,

ll. 14–21

118 We reproduce the Syriac text transmitted by this manuscript, where it runs as a continu-

ous text.Wedivide it here in paragraphs in order to highlight the parallel parts in Ephrem’s

Prose Refutations.

119 English translation in Ephrem’s Prose Refutations, 1:xii–xviii (with slight modifications).

120 References will be given to pages and lines of the edition by Overbeck, S. Ephraemi Syri

Opera Selecta.

121 Fol. 10v.
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(cont.)

Moses bar Kepha

On FreeWill 2.5

(bl Add. 14731, fol. 10r–11r)

Ephrem the Syrian

Prose Refutations

First Discourse

Over-

beck’s

edition

ܐ煿ܠ焏ܒ.ܐ̣ܬܘܪ焏ܚ狏ܝܠܕ犯ܡ̇ܐܕ犯ܝܓܘܗ̇
焏ܠܕܘ̣ܗ熯ܟ狏ܫܢܘ.ܗܬ熏ܠܟܣ焏ܠ狏ܢܕܛܗܪ
爯ܫܝ̈ܒ爯ܝܕ狏ܠܬ.ܗܕ熏ܒܥ焯ܝܚ狏ܢܘ.ܐܬ熏ܠܟܣ
.ܐ煿ܠ焏ܒܗܬ熏ܠܟܣ焏ܠܬܕܐ煟ܚ.犯ܥܣ̇
ܖܬܕ

̈
狏ܠܬܕܘ.焏ܝܠ煟ܥ爯ܡ焏ܢܛܣܠܪ犯ܚܕ̣.爯ܝܬ

焏ܢܟܝܐ.焏ܢܝܫܪ爯ܡ煿ܡ熏ܢܩܠܒܙ熏ܫܕ
܀ܐ煿ܠܐܬ熏ܠ܆ܐܬ熏ܫ犯ܡ煿̇ܠܟܟ犯ܫܬܕ

ܟܕ爯ܝܕܘܗ̇
̇

焏ܦܕ熏ܓ܆ܐܬܘܪ焏ܚ狏ܝܠܕ犯ܦ
.ܗ狏ܝ̈ܢܣ焏ܠ狏ܢܕܛܗ̇ܪܐ煿ܠ焏ܒܕ焏ܒܪܘܗ̣
焏ܢܛܣܠܘ܆焏ܢܝܫܪ爯ܡ煿ܫܦܢܪ犯ܚܢܕ焏ܥ̣ܒܘ
煿̇ܠܟܟ犯ܫ̣ܬܐ煿ܠܐܬ熏ܠܕ燿ܝܐ.焏ܠܕ熏ܥ爯ܡ
.ܐܬ熏ܫ犯ܡ

p. 40,

ll. 11–15

.焏̣ܢܝܒܨ熏ܢܡܕ爯ܝܥ煟ܝ焏ܠܕ爯ܝ犯ܡܐܢܐܘ
.ܐ犯̣ܝܣܐ焏ܢܝܟ熏ܢܡ熏ܥ煟ܝܕ燿ܝܐܕ.ܢ熏ܥ煟ܢ
焏ܠ.焏ܛܠܫܡ焏ܢܝܟ熏ܢܡܥ煟ܡܠ爯ܝܚܟܫܡ
.焏ܛܠܫܡ焏ܠܐܘ煿ܢܕ܇焏ܛܠܫܡ熯ܟܫܡ爯ܝܕ
熿ܠܫܡ爯ܝܕ焏ܢܡܒ

̇
煿ܠ狏ܝܐܕܝ煿̇ܒ焏ܠܐ.

܀焏ܒ犏ܢ焏ܠܕܘ焏ܒ犏ܢܕ

ܘ焏ܠܦܐܘ
̇
牟ܡܫܕܪ狏ܒ爯ܡܕ煿ܠܐܘ̣ܗ焏ܠ

ܘܐ.焏ܢܝܒܨܒܘܬ熏ܢܡ̇ܕܠ焏ܫ̇ܢܕ܇焏ܢܝܒܨܕ
ܥ煟ܝ營ܟܘܗ̣ܡ煟ܡܠܟ

̇
ܘܐ.ܗ狏ܥܛܐܕܗܘ焏ܢܗ

ܥ煟ܝ焏ܠܡ煟ܡ犯ܡܓܠ
̇

熯ܟܫܡܐܕܗ焏ܠܦܐܕ
ܥ煟ܝ爯ܝܕܢܐ.ܥ煟ܢܕ

̇
܆ܐ犯ܝܣܐ焏ܢܝܟ熏ܢܡ̇ܕ

爯ܝܕ焏ܠ.焏ܛܠܫܡ焏ܢܝܒܨ熏ܢܡ̇ܥ煟ܢܕ熯ܟܫܡ
ܠ熏ܛܡ.焏ܛܠܫܡ焏ܠܐܘ煿ܢܕ焏ܛܠܫܡ熯ܟܫܡ
ܝ煿̇ܒ焏ܠܐ.熿ܠܫ̣ܡ爯ܝܕ焏ܢܡܒ.ܘܗ焏̣ܛܠܫܡܕ
.焏ܒ犏ܢ焏ܠܕܘ焏ܒ犏ܢܕ煿ܠ狏ܝܐܕ

p. 40,

ll. 18–25

焏ܠܝܠܟ焯ܣ̇ܢܘ܇焏ܢ熏ܓ焏ܠ狏ܚ̇ܢܕ焏ܫܢ犯ܒ狏ܝܠ
.ܐ̣ܬܘܪ焏ܚ營ܠ狏ܝܠܕ犯ܡ̇ܐܕ܇ܐ狏ܒܪܐܬܘ煟ܚܒ
熏ܠܕܘܗ焏̇ܠܐ.煿ܠܝܠܟܘ煿ܣܠ熏ܩ煟ܒ焏ܢ焏ܠܕ
營ܠ狏ܝܠܕ犯ܡ̇ܐܕܘܗ̇.ܗ̣ܬܘܪ焏ܚܒ犯ܒܕܬܐ犯ܝܦܫ
܀ܐܬܘܪ焏ܚ

爯ܡ焏ܠܝܠܟ犟ܣ̇ܐ狏ܚ̣ܢܕ焏ܫܢ犯ܒ爯ܝܕ狏ܝܠ
犯ܡ̇ܐܘ܇焏ܒܪ焏ܠܡܥܒ焏ܝܫܩ焏ܢ熏ܓܝܐ
煿ܠܡܥܕܐ犯ܓܐ煟ܒ焏ܢ焏ܠܕ.ܐܬܘܪ焏ܚ狏ܝܠܕ
狏ܝܠܕ犯ܡ̇ܐ焯ܚ̣ܕܘܗ̣ܘܗ̇.煿ܠܝܠܟܕ焏ܣܠ熏ܩܘ
ܐ狏ܫܝܒܐ狏ܒ熏ܚ焏ܫ̇ܛܢܕ燿ܝܐ܆ܐܬܘܪ焏ܚ
犯ܡ̇ܐܕ焏ܫܢܐ犯ܒܠ狏ܝ熟ܚ̇ܢܐ.焏ܝܦܪ煿ܢܝܒܨܕ
ܬ犯ܒܕܬܐ犯̇ܝܦܫ熏ܠܕܥܕ܆ܐܬܘܪ焏ܚ狏ܝܠܕ
.ܗܬܘܪ焏ܚ

p. 40,

ll. 3–9

ܐ煿ܠܐ爯ܡܐܬܘܪ焏ܚܢܐܕܢܘ犯ܡ焏ܢܢܐܘ
ܘܙܦܐ爯ܝ煟ܡ:ܝ̣ܗ

̈
ܐ狏ܫܝܒܕܘܐ狏ܒܛܕ焏ܥ

ܘܗܕ
̇
122.ܢ熏ܥ煟ܢ.ܢ熏ܢܐܐ煿ܠܐ爯ܡ煿̣ܠ爯ܝ
ܥܘܙܢܐܕ爏ܝܟܗ

̈
焏ܝܠܝܕܕ爯ܚܒ焏ܐܬܘܪ:

ܢ熏ܢܐܐ煿ܠܐܕ
ܘ犯ܩܐ犯ܝܣܐ焏ܢܝܟܠܕ.熏ܥܛ:煿̇ܠܝܕ熏ܠܘ
牟ܝ熟ܡܐ煿ܠܐܕ:犯ܡ̇ܐܕ犯ܝܓܘܗ̇.ܐܬܘܪ焏ܚ
犯ܡ̣ܐܕ.ܡ焏ܩܗ狏ܠܡ爏ܒܩ熏ܠ.ܢ̣ܬܘܪ焏ܚܠ
.煿̇ܠ牟ܝ熟ܡܐ煿ܠܐܕ牯ܣܘܐܘ.ܐ̣ܬܘܪ焏ܚ
ܬ犯ܡ̣ܐܕܝ̇ܗܗ狏ܠܡܠܐ犯ܫ̣ܘ

̇
.ܐܬܘܪ焏ܚ狏ܝܐܕ.

燿ܦ̣ܗܘ.ܐ̇ܬܘܪ焏ܚܐ煿ܠܐܒ煿̣ܝ犯ܝܓ焏ܠ
ܥܘܙ煿̇ܒ牟ܝܙܐ

̈
焏̇.ܠܘ焏ܝ煿̣ܠܒ煿̇

ܐ煿ܠܐ爯ܡܐܬܘܪ焏ܚܢܐܕܢܘ犯ܡ焏ܢܢܐܘ
ܘܙܦܐ爯ܝ煟ܡ:ܝܗ̣

̈
ܐ狏ܫܝܒܕܘܐ狏ܒܛܕ焏ܥ

܆ܢ熏ܢܐܐ煿ܠܐ爯ܡ煿̇ܠ爯ܝܘܗ̇ܕ

p. 43,

ll. 22–25

122 Fol. 11r.
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ܐܕ煿ܒ煿̇ܩܦܐܘ܇狏ܒܨܕ焏ܡܘܗ煟̇ܒܥܬܕ
ܘ熟ܠܕ܇ܐܬܘܪ焏ܚܐܘܗܬܕܝܗ爯̇ܡ

̈
爯ܝܠܝܕܕ焏ܥ

ܥܘܙ煿̇ܒܥܙܘ̣ܗܕ焏ܠܐ.犿̇ܡܫܬ焏ܠ煿̇ܒ
̈

焏܇
ܘ煿ܠ焏ܝ焏ܦ焏ܠܕܝ̇ܗ

̇
123.ܐܬܘܪ焏ܚܒ煿̣ܝܕ

܇ܐܬܘܪ焏ܚ犿ܢܐ煿̇ܠܐ犯ܩ犯̇ܝܓ焏ܢܟܝܐ
犯ܒ.ܝܗܐܬܘܪ焏ܚ熏ܠܕ煿̇ܠ犯ܣ̇ܐ燿ܦܗ̣̇ܘ
ܖ焏ܚ

̈
焏ܛܠܫܡ.ܐ煟ܒܥܫܬܐܘܗ焏̇ܠ犯ܝܓܐ

.ܘܗܐ犯ܝܣܐ熏ܠ焏̣ܝ犯ܫܘ.ܘܗ焏ܢܝܟ熏ܠ.爯ܝܕ
煿ܒ:ܐܪ熏ܢ犿ܢܐܐ犯ܩ̇ܕ焏ܡܕ焏ܢܟܝܐܘ
焏ܓܠܬ爟ܫܒܘ:ܗ̇ܬ熏ܢ狏ܠܝܚ狏ܥ煟ܹܝܬܐ煿̇ܡܫܒ
焏ܠܓܐܬܘܪ焏ܚ爟ܫܒ焏ܢܟܗ.ܗ̣̇ܬܘ犯ܝ犯ܩ
܆煿̇ܢܛܠ熏ܫ

燿ܦ̣ܗܕ܇ܐܬܘܪ焏ܚ煿̇ܠܐ犯ܩ犯̇ܝܓ焏ܢܟܝܐ
犯ܝܓܘܗ̣ܡ焏̇ܩ.ܝܗ̣ܐܬܘܪ焏ܚ熏ܠܕ煿̇ܠ犯ܣ̇ܐ
ܖ焏ܚ犯ܒܕ܆煿ܫܦܢܠܐܬܘܪ焏ܚܕ焏ܡܫ

̈
ܘܗ̣ܐ

焏̣ܝ犯ܫ.ܐ煟ܒܥܫܡ焏ܠܘ焏̣ܛܠܫܡܘ.ܐ煟ܒ̣ܥ焏ܠܘ
焏ܢܟܝܐܘ.焏ܢܝܟ焏ܠܘ焏̣ܢܝܒܨ.ܐ犯ܝܣܐ焏ܠܘ
狏ܥ煟ܝܬܐ煿̇ܡܫܒܐܪ熏ܢ犿ܢܐܐ犯ܩ̇ܕ焏ܡܕ
焏ܟܪܕ狏ܡ焏ܓܠܬܕ煿ܡܫܒܘ:ܗ̇ܬ熏ܡܝܡܚ
ܐܬܘܪ焏ܚܕ煿̇ܡܫܒ焏ܢܟܗ܆ܗܬܘ犯ܝ犯ܩ
.煿̇ܢܛܠ熏ܫܦܐ爟ܥܛ狏̣ܡ

p. 44,

ll. 16–23

Chapter 5, against the followers of Mani and

Marcion who destroy free will by saying that

good and evil things are given by the mixture

of entities.

If thus the good which is in us is good and

cannot become evil, and if the evil in us

is evil and can [not] become good, (then)

these good and evil promises which the Law

makes are superfluous. For who is he that the

Rewarder will crown—the one who is victo-

rious by his nature and cannot fail? Or whom

will the Avenger blame—that nature which

fails and cannot conquer? These are great

absurdities.

But if the evil which is in us is evil, and can-

not become good, and if also the good in us

is good, and cannot become evil, (then) these

good and evil promises which the Lawmakes

are superfluous. For whom will the Rewarder

crown—one who is victorious by his nature

and cannot fail? Or whom, again, will the

Avenger blame—that nature which fails and

is not able to conquer?

But they ask, “What is this will?” we say it is

freewill endowed with independence. And if

they say, “Why part of it is evil and part of it

is good?” we should tell them that because it

is a thing endowed with independence and

freedom. And if they are not convinced, this

unteachableness of theirs teaches that

If, therefore, anyone asks, “What is this will,

for though it is one thing, part of it is good,

and part of it evil?” we should tell him that

because it is a will. And if he asks again, we

shall tell him that it is a thing endowed with

independence. And if he still continues to

indulge in folly, we should tell him that it

123 This paragraph does not find any specific parallelism in Ephrem’s text, but its content is

similar to the development of the First Discourse at pp. 44–45.
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because they have freewill, they did not wish

to be taught.

is freewill. And if he is not convinced, this

unteachableness of his teaches that because

there is freewill he did not wish to be taught.

For he who says that there is no freewill

hastens to ascribe his folly to God, is found

without folly and his Maker is accused. But he

commits three evil things: one, that his folly

is ascribed to God, two, that he frees Satan

from rebuke, and, three, that he saves him-

self from blame so that all the blame may rest

with God.

But whoever denies that there is freewill

utters a great blasphemy in that he hastens

to ascribe his vices to God; and seeks to free

himself from blame and Satan from reproach

in order that all the blame may rest with God.

And if they say that they do not know what

will is, they should know that, since they

knew what a ‘bound nature’ is, they can

know what an unconstrained nature is, but

that which is unconstrained cannot be con-

strained. But in what is it unconstrained

except in that it has (the power) to will and

not to will?

It would not be right for any one, after he

heard about the will, to ask “But what, again,

is the will?” Does he know everything and

has this (alone) escaped his knowledge,

or does he know nothing at all since he

cannot know even this? But if he knows

what a ‘bound nature’ is, he can know what

an unconstrained will is, but that which

is unconstrained cannot be constrained,

because it is not subject to constraint. But

in what is it unconstrained except in that it

has (the power) to will and not to will?

There is no man who goes down to the strug-

gle and receives a crown with great joy who

says: “I have no freewill”, lest he lose his glory

and his crown. But he is someone who has

not conducted himself aright through his

freewill, the one who says “I have no freewill.”

But there is no man who has gone down and

brought up a crown with great toil from the

hard struggle, and (then) says that there is

no freewill, lest the reward of his toil and the

glory of his crown should be lost. The man

who has failed says there is no freewill that

he may hide the grievous failure of his fee-

ble will. If thou seest a man who says there

is not freewill, know that his freewill has not

conducted itself aright.

And if they say that if freewill comes from

God, then the good and evil impulses which

belong to it are from God,

they should thus know that if the impulses

that are stirred in freewill belong to God

And if they say that if freewill comes from

God, then the good and evil impulses which

belong to it are from God …
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and not to it [freewill], they get wrong since

they called freewill a bound nature. For he

who says that God moves our freewill stands

against his own word, since he said freewill

but added that God moves it; and he destroys

his word which said that there is freewill. For

God did not give freewill and went on to move

impulses in it; he did not give it so that it does

whatever it wants; and he brought it forth for

this, so that it become freewill, do not serve

the impulses that are stirred in it, but he who

moved the impulses in it, which is not proper

to the one who gave freewill.

For how does one call that freewill and goes

on to bind it so that it is not freewill? For it

is not possible to enslave something free; it

is independent and not a nature, it is loose,

not bound. And just as when any one speaks

of fire, its strength is declared by the word,

and by the word ‘snow,’ its coolness, so by the

word ‘freewill’ its independence is revealed.

For how does he call that freewill when he

goes on to bind it so that it is not freewill? For

the name of Freewill stands for itself; for it is

free and not a slave, being independent and

not enslaved, loose, not bound, a will, not a

nature. And just as when any one speaks of

fire, its heat is declared by the word, and by

the word ‘snow,’ its coolness is called to mind,

so by the word ‘Freewill’ its independence is

perceived.
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chapter 5

A Geological Approach to Syriac Miaphysite

Christology (Sixth–Ninth Centuries): Detours of a

Patristic Florilegium from Antioch to Tagrit

Emiliano Fiori

Patristic florilegia are paradoxical texts. On the one hand, they are very elo-

quent, as they often deal at length with clearly defined topics: on the other

hand, however, they are obstinately mute, as they speak through the voices of

others and seem to lack their own. Thus, although they do say much, and what

they say is quite clear, what they intend to communicate through the voices of

the ‘old masters’ tends to escape our investigation. Their intention is of course

closely related to their historical context, which, however, is difficult to deter-

mine, since the purely theological content of these florilegia remains far from

factual history. They are mosaics, but in a way, they are quite the opposite of

propermosaics, aswe cannot enjoy their overall subject and intentionwith one

comprehensive glance; in order to appreciate the sense and underlying strat-

egy of their composition, wemust rather auscultate the fine junctions between

the individual tesserae. This is also true in the case of a large florilegium of

Christological content that occupies a prominent position in sixmanuscripts of

the eighth–tenth centuries preserved at the British Library and in theMingana

Collection. In this chapter, I shall present a few fieldnotes from an on-going

exploration on this florilegium.

The florilegium discusses highly technical topics such as: 1) the persistence

of a difference between the natures from which Christ derives; 2) the exclu-

sion of any duality from Christ; 3) the apology of the alleged novelty of the

Miaphysite doctrine through a collection of patristic authorities, from Diony-

sius the Areopagite to the Cappadocians; and 4) an overview of the definition

and the debates held at Chalcedon. A first exploration of the patristic mate-

rials of this florilegium, their relationship with the above-mentioned topics,

and their complex itineraries through the centuries has led to some provi-

sional results concerning the context in which they were originally collected

and the circumstances that may have prompted the production of the flori-

legium as we have it now. The topics discussed in our florilegiumwere the core

of a rather obscure Christological debate of the end of the sixth century, which,

however, was crucial for the theological self-consciousness of later Syriac Mia-
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physitism, namely, the controversy around Probus, a Miaphysite theologian

who converted to Chalcedonianism in the 580s. Much of what is discussed in

our florilegium, especially the “natural characteristic” and the removal of the

duality of Christ’s natures, is already present in this sixth-century controversy.

These very topics resurfaced in an age of renewed polemics between Mia-

physites and Chalcedonians, between the end of the Umayyad caliphate and

the first decades of the ʿAbbasid rule. A precious source from the end of the

eighth or the beginning of the ninth century is the letter of a man by the name

of Elias, who converted fromChalcedonianism to theMiaphysite faith. This let-

ter, addressed to the Chalcedonian syncellus Leo of Ḥarrān, shows us that the

discussion still focused on the same points concerning the difference between

thenatures inChrist and the exclusionof any duality. The authorities quotedby

Elias to defend his Miaphysite options are the same as in our florilegium and

are organized in a similar way. At approximately the same time, we observe

how Nonnus of Nisibis and his relative Abū Rāʾiṭah used the same florilegium

we now read for their polemic against the Melkites.

After a presentation of the contents, structure, and aims of the florilegium,

the chapter will move on to a contextualization of its gradual appearance

between the sixth and eighth century, touching upon the relevant steps, includ-

ing the debates between Probus and theMiaphysites, Elias’ Letter, and Nonnus

of Nisibis’ Christological writings. In the conclusions, I shall try and argue why,

in that age, Miaphysite intellectuals felt the need to mobilise the resources of

their metaphysical and theological tradition once again and to such an extent.

My exploration of this long story is necessarily partial and incomplete, for it

is difficult to determine the exact production context of the florilegium, and it

will perhaps remain impossible.

1 The Florilegium: Manuscripts, Content, Structure, and Aims

1.1 Manuscript Tradition

The Christological florilegium is preserved in six manuscripts.1 Applying and

expanding the sigla used by Albert van Roey and Pauline Allen,2 the flos

project is indicating them as follows:

1 This florilegium, as well as others preserved in the same manuscripts, will be published in a

born-digital edition by the flos project.

2 Albert van Roey and Pauline Allen, Monophysite Texts of the Sixth Century (ola 56; Leuven:

Peeters, 1994).
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A London, British Library Add. 12154: a portion of the Christological flori-

legium at fol. 17v–28r;3

B bl Add. 12155: Christological florilegium at fol. 32v–53v;4

C bl Add. 14532: Christological florilegium at fol. 1v–36r;5

D bl Add. 14533: Christological florilegium at fol. 19v–37v;6

E bl Add. 14538: Christological florilegium at fol. 80v–101v;7

M Birmingham,CadburyResearchLibrary,MinganaSyr. 69: parts of theChris-

tological florilegium at fol. 1r–17v.8

All these manuscripts, and especially B, C, and D, are invaluable repositories

of Miaphysite writings throughout the centuries, which include not only flo-

rilegia, but also authored writings from the end of the sixth or the beginning

of the seventh centuries, of which we would have otherwise lost trace.9 Suf-

fice it here to mention the libelli of the Miaphysite monks against Probus, and

a correspondence between a Chalcedonian monks of Bēt Marūn and the Mia-

physites, both of which will be treated or mentioned later in the present chap-

ter.

The Christological florilegium opens the most fine-looking and probably

most ancient of its witnesses, manuscript C (bl Add. 14532), which William

Wright dated to the eighth century. This manuscript was conceived in a uni-

tary way; it is called ܖܗ爏ܒܩ熏ܠܕ焏ܫܝ煟̈ܩܐܬ煿ܒ̈ܐܕܐ狏ܝ熏ܚ̈ܬܕܐ狏ܝܩܢܦ
̈

爿ܝܣ
ܐ狏ܦܠܚܫ̈ܡ (“a volume of demonstrations of the holy Fathers against various

heresies”). This title is repeated as a running title throughout the manuscript,

which in its present form contains 221 leaves and originallymust have included

at least 24 quires. The unitary conception of the volume is further confirmed by

the presence of an overall index in the last folios (fol. 218r–221v), which is unfor-

3 WilliamWright,Catalogue of SyriacManuscripts in the BritishMuseumAcquired since theYear

1838 (3 vols.; London: Trustees of the British Museum, 1870–1872), 2:978–979.

4 Wright, Catalogue, 2:923–927. Here Wright did not notice the overlapping with the Christo-

logical florilegium with the same text in the other manuscripts, as he does in the case of C,

D, and E. He even cuts the florilegium into two different sections (ii and iii), whereas they

belong to the same florilegium.

5 Wright, Catalogue, 2:955–958.

6 Wright, Catalogue, 2:968.

7 Wright, Catalogue, 2:1007.

8 Alphonse Mingana, Catalogue of the Mingana Collection of Manuscripts (3 vols; Woodbrooke

Catalogues 1–3; Cambridge: W. Heffer and Sons, 1933–1939), 1:173–178.

9 For an overview of these manuscripts as markers of intellectual identity for the Syriac Mia-

physite Church, see Yonatan Moss, “Les controverses christologiques au sein de la tradition

miaphysite: sur l’incorruptibilité du corps du Christ et autres questions,” in Les controverses

religieuses en syriaque (ed. F. Ruani; es 13; Paris: Geuthner, 2016), 119–136.
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tunately incomplete at the beginning and at the end. The entire manuscript

is subdivided into relatively short chapters that are numbered throughout the

volume. This numbering starts from 1 with the first chapter on the first page

and goes on without interruption until the last one we have, number 334, as if

the whole volume were occupied by a single text, which, however, is not the

case. Manuscript C shares this characteristic with various manuscripts con-

taining florilegia; the greatest part of D, for instance, is structured in the same

way, as well as part of the huge ms B, bl Add. 12155, which bears the same gen-

eral title as bl Add. 14532, 爏ܒܩ熏ܠܕ焏ܫܝ煟̈ܩܐܬ煿ܒ̈ܐܕܐ狏ܝ熏ܚ̈ܬܕܐ狏ܝܩܢܦ
ܖܗ
̈

ܐ狏ܦܠܚܫ̈ܡ爿ܝܣ . However, C, B and D do not contain a single running

text; several discrete units, i.e., different florilegia, can be singled out, configur-

ing these manuscripts as collections of florilegia (but also of other materials).

Four florilegia recur more frequently in the manuscripts and are constantly

grouped together, although in slightly different orders; these are our florilegium

on Christology, a second one against the doctrines of Julian of Halicarnassus,

a third one on Trinity (of which a longer form has been transmitted by B; see

Bishara Ebeid’s chapter in the present volume), and a fourth one against Ori-

gen.

WilliamWright had already noticed the recurrence of the Christological flo-

rilegium in C, D and E,10 whereas he had not noticed its presence in A (which

contains only a small portion of it) and B, nor had Alphonse Mingana noticed

that the first 17 folios of M contain a substantial part of it.

Except for A, the order in which the three florilegia are disposed is the fol-

lowing:

B Trinitarian (in a longer form) – Christological – Anti-Origenist – Anti-Ju-

lianist

C Christological (with lacunae) – Anti-Julianist – Trinitarian – Anti-Origen-

ist (partial)

D Christological – Anti-Origenist – Anti-Julianist – Trinitarian

E Christological – Anti-Julianist – Trinitarian – Anti-Origenist (partial, same

extension as in C)

M Christological (with lacunae) – Anti-Julianist (with lacunae); the Trinitar-

ian florilegiummaywell have featured in themanuscript, which, however,

is heavily mutilated.

10 Wright, Catalogue, respectively 2:955, 2:968 and 2:1007.
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1.2 Content and Structure

The present chapter will not tackle a micro-structural analysis of the single

excerpts and their grouping into blocks within the florilegium, which will

require a monographic study. Here, I shall rather concentrate on macro-struc-

tures and the historical traces of their progressive accumulation. The content

of the florilegium throughout the manuscripts appears to be relatively stable,

as it tends to include the same chapters in almost all the manuscripts. How-

ever, the general structure changes considerably from one witness to the other.

This florilegium, as any other dogmatic florilegium in Syriac and other lan-

guages, is divided into chapters, like a normal authored treatise. Each chapter

has its own title, written in red in all manuscripts, which is a sentence taken

from the chapter itself; the chapter is nothing but a collection of excerpts from

various patristic writings on the topic announced in the title; each excerpt

bears its own rubric, which informs on the work, book and chapter fromwhich

it is extracted, and the author of the work. A list of the chapters and their

titles can be found below in Appendix 1; the following analysis presupposes

its consultation (the numbering is my own and is based on my forthcoming

critical edition of the florilegium). If we assume C as a term of comparison,

D presents a slightly different structure, as it stops earlier than C (at the end

of chapter 85) and includes a block of chapters (69–80) that do not feature

in C (where their absence must be due to the loss of a whole quire between

fol. 9v and 10r) but can be found in B, D, and E. E is particularly close to C

in terms of wording. Moreover, E has two additional chapters, which seem

to be peculiar to it, at the beginning and at the end. M seems to have the

same structure as C, although we cannot know whether it had two additional

chapters like E, since the initial and final folia of the text are missing. The

structure of B is unique, as it displays the chapters in a completely different

order (47–68, 1–46, 69–80a, 86–87, 97–98, 100–102, 99, 80b–85, 105–110, 88–

96, 103–104) and starts the chapter numbering over in the three last blocks

(105–110, 88–96, 103–104), apparently considering them as a separate flori-

legium.

1.3 Title and Aim of the Florilegium

It is difficult to reconstruct an original title for the Christological florilegium,

since it bears a different one in each manuscript. It does not have any title

at all in C and D; in E, it is called “against the dyophysites ( ܖܬ爏ܒܩ熏ܠ
̈
營ܝ

焏ܢܝ̈ܟ )”; in B, it has a longer title, “Chapters of the holy Fathers on the incar-

nation of God the Word, that is, of one of the hypostases of the holy Trinity

( ܦܩ
̈
爯ܝܕ熏ܢܗ܇ܐ狏ܠܡܐ煿ܠܐܕܗܬ熏ܢܫܢ犯ܒ狏ܡ爏ܥܕ焏ܫܝ煟̈ܩܐܬ煿̈ܒܐܕܐ焏ܠ

ܢܩ爯ܡ煟ܚܕ
̈
熏ܡ焏ܝܠܬܕ狏ܝ熏ܩܐܬ煟ܫܝ狏ܐ )”; in M, as mentioned, the beginning
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is missing altogether. Two of these titles, then, explicitly refer to the Christo-

logical and, more precisely, anti-dyophysite nature of the florilegium. Thus,

not only its content (Christology) would seem clear, but also its intention

(a Miaphysite refutation of opposite views). At a closer inspection, however,

things are less self-evident than they appear. While the florilegium certainly

deals with Christology from a Miaphysite standpoint, we must ask a series

of questions. At whom was this polemic aimed in the eighth and ninth cen-

turies, to which most of these manuscripts must be dated? Why was it con-

ducted through this specific selection of topics and authorities? When pre-

cisely was the florilegium composed? Who are these dyophysites? Were they

East Syrians or Chalcedonians, even though both were doctrinally the same

from a Miaphysite point of view? In other words, what was the context that

prompted the compilation of this florilegium and how did the florilegium

react to that context? Our answers can only come from a close reading of

the florilegium, proceeding with small clues to illuminate the larger frame-

work.

2 The Themes

Despite the different distribution of the chapters in the various witnesses, it is

possible to enucleate five main thematic areas in the florilegium. This presen-

tation of the contents will concentrate on the first four sections, and especially

on the chapter titles, as they are the privilegedplacewhere the compiler reveals

the implicit narrative and strategy of the selection.

2.1 Difference as to the Natural Characteristic

The compilation starts with a section (chapters 1–23) devoted to a crucial topic

of Miaphysite Christology, the so-called “natural” or “essential characteristic (or

quality, or predication)”,11 焏ܝܢܝܟ焏ܥܕܘ熏ܫ or 焏ܝܝܣܘܐ in Syriac, which distin-

guishes a nature or essence from the others by marking its specific features.

This section is mostly made up of excerpts extracted from works by Severus of

Antioch, especially his treatise Against the Grammarian and his three Letters

to Sergius the Grammarian, where the topic was discussed at length. The main

argument is that the union of the divine and human natures in Christ rules out

any real division ( 焏ܓܠ熏ܦ ) between the two natures; however, a real difference

( 焏ܦܠܚ熏ܫ ) between the two is preserved precisely because their respective nat-

11 See the next footnote.
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ural characteristics do not get lost in the union. On the one hand, the differ-

ence protects the union from confusion: this is made evident, for example, by

the excerpt from Against the Grammarian iii.30, which makes up the entirety

of chapter 16 of the florilegium (the title of the chapter, which is itself a quo-

tation from Severus’ excerpt, reads as follows: “The otherness as to the natural

characteristic preserves the union unconfused and [at the same time] does not

dissolve the formula ‘one incarnate nature of the Word’.”). On the other hand,

difference does not imply division. This is an argument par excellence of Cyril-

lian and SeveranMiaphysitism,12 but what the florilegium especially intends to

underline in its opening section is that precisely this “natural characteristic” is

key to preserve a perceivable difference of the natures after the union. Some

examples will serve to illustrate this point. The title of chapter 22 (entirely con-

12 It is the argument of property ὡς ἐν ποιότητι φυσικῇ, or of the λόγος τοῦ πῶς εἶναι. On

this argument, which was “inlassablement développé” by the Miaphysites, see Joseph

Lebon, “Le monophysisme sévérien,” in Das Konzil von Chalkedon: Geschichte und Gegen-

wart (ed. A. Grillmeier and H. Bacht; Vol. i. Würzburg: Echter Verlag, 1951), 424–580 at

534–552; Theresia Hainthaler, “A Christological Controversy among the Severans at the

End of the Sixth Century—the Conversion of Probus and John Barbur to Chalcedonism,”

in Christ in Christian Tradition Volume ii: From the Council of Chalcedon (451) to Gre-

gory the Great (590–604): Part 3. The Churches of Jerusalem and Antioch from 451 to 600

(ed. A. Grillmeier, T. Hainthaler, T. Bou Mansour, and L. Abramowski; trans. M. Ehrhardt;

Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013), 386–418, at 393–398. This argument was first put

forward by Cyril in his Second Tome against Nestorius (ii, 6) and in his first letter to

Acacius of Melitene (Cyril’s Letter 40), and further developed by Severus against the

emerging neo-Chalcedonianism in letters to Count Oecumenius and Bishop Eleusinius,

in his Against the Grammarian, and in his correspondence with Sergius the Grammar-

ian, all of which texts are lavishly cited in the first section of our florilegium. The topic

became crucial, aswe shall shortly see, in the controversies around theChalcedonian con-

vert Probus in the late sixth century and remained central in the following centuries. See

Albert Van Roey, “Het dossier van Proba en Juhannan Barboer,” in Scrinium Lovaniense.

Mélanges historiques—Historische opstellen Étienne Van Cauwenberg (Recueil de travaux

d’histoire et de philologie iv.24; Louvain: Bibliothèque de l’Université Bureau du Recueil,

1961), 181–190, especially 186, and Albert van Roey, “Une controverse christologique sous

le patriarcat de Pierre de Callinique,” in Symposium Syriacum 1976: célebré du 13 au 17

septembre 1976 au Centre Culturel “Les Fontaines” de Chantilly (France) (ed. F. Graffin and

A. Guillaumont; oca 205; Roma: Pontificium Institutum Orientalium Studiorum, 1978),

349–357, especially 350 and 354–357; Uwe P. Lang, John Philoponus and the Controver-

sies over Chalcedon in the Sixth Century: A Study and Translation of the Arbiter (Spici-

legium sacrum Lovaniense: Études et documents 47; Leuven: Peeters, 2001), 33–40. In

his translation of John Philoponus’s Christological treatises, where the expression recurs,

Augustin Sanda translated 焏ܥܕܘ熏ܫ as “praedicatio”, thereby adhering to the etymolog-

ical meaning of the Syriac term, which is based on the Shafel (causative) of ܥ煟ܝ , “to

know”.
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sisting of an excerpt from Cyril’s second tome against Nestorius)13 reads as fol-

lows: “Speaking of union does not neglect the difference but removes division”

( 焏ܓܠ熏ܦܠ爯ܝ̣ܕ焏ܩܦܡ܆焏ܦܠܚ熏ܫܠ焏ܝܥܛ焏̇ܠܐܬ熏ܝ煟ܚܕܐ狏ܠܡ ). The title of

chapter 23 (which contains passages fromone of Severus’ letters to Eleusinius14

and from his work against the Apology of Julian of Halicarnassus) states the

following: “Whereverwe confess one incarnatenature of theWord,wealso con-

ceive of a difference as to thenatural characteristic” ( ܐ狏ܠܡܕ焏ܢܝܟ煟ܚܕ焏ܟܝܐ
爯ܢܚ爯ܝܠܟ狏ܣ̇ܡܐ狏ܝܢܝܟܐܬ熏ܥܕ熏ܫܡܒܕ焏ܦܠܚ熏ܫܘ܆爯ܢܚ爯ܝܕ熏ܡ犯ܣܒܡ̣ܕ ).

These titles, both drawn from Severus’ excerpts contained in the two chapters,

intend to highlight that what preserves the difference between the natures is

the preservation of this “natural characteristic”, whichmakes one nature differ-

ent from the other. As can be seen from the title of chapter 17 (consisting of an

excerpt from Severus’ 5th letter to CountOecumenius),15 the natural character-

istic is not different from the property ( ܐܬ熏ܝܠܝܕ ): “We do not avoid confessing

the property of the natures fromwhich the Emmanuel derives, in order to pre-

serve the union unconfused” ( ܥ焏ܠ
̇
犯ܢܝܩ爯ܢܕ熏ܝܠܝܕܐܕ熏ܢܝ̈ܟܕܐܬ焏ܢܡܕ煿ܢܘ

ܐܬ熏ܝ煟ܚܠ犯ܛ̇ܢ焏ܠܒܠ熏ܒ焏ܠܕ焏ܢܟܝܐ܆爏ܝܐ熏ܢܡܥ ).

2.2 Avoiding Duality

The group of chapters that follows, from 24 to 46, concentrates on the correct

way of using the numbers “one” and “two” and of conceiving of the union with

regard to Christ. In this group, the compiler almost exclusively quotes from

Severus’ Against the Grammarian but also includes hitherto unedited quota-

tions from Philoxenus of Mabbug (in chapter 24, from a “Letter against Flavian

of Antioch” and a “Letter to the abbots Theodore, Mama and Severus”, also

concerning Flavian of Antioch)16 and other authors, like Gregory Nazianzen,

whose excerpts, however, are probably taken from Severus’ Against the Gram-

marian, where theywere originally cited.17 In chapter 26, John theGrammarian

13 This is indeed one of the two passages mentioned in the previous footnote, where Cyril

introduced the concept of natural characteristic andwhich Severus quoted in hiswritings.

14 Not by chance, one of the texts where Severus quotes Cyril’s passages from the second

Tome against Nestorius and the first letter to Acacius of Melitene.

15 Again, another foundational text of Severus’ conception of the natural characteristic.

16 For a description of their context and content, see André De Halleux, Philoxène de Mab-

bog. Sa vie, ses écrits, sa théologie (Universitas Catholica Lovaniensis. Dissertationes ad

gradum magistri in Facultate Theologica vel in Facultate Iuris Canonici consequendum

conscriptae iii.8. Louvain: Imprimerie orientaliste, 1963), 209–210. Anton Baumstark, in

Geschichte der syrischen Literatur, mit Ausschluss der christlich-palästinensischen Texte

(Bonn: A. Marcus und E. Weber, 1922), 144 n. 5, had already pointed to the existence of

these excerpts.

17 It is worth adding that this florilegium provides us with a significant number of previ-
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is directly brought to the fore in two excerpts from his Apology of the Coun-

cil of Chalcedon, both taken from Severus’ Against the Grammarian.18 In these

excerpts, John maintains that the union, in order to be such, must preserve

the two components that were united; many passages from Severus’ Against

the Grammarian quoted in the following chapters object that the union is not

real if a duality of any kind persists in it. The natures of which Christ consists

remain in him only in the form of the composition but they do not subsist

separately, such as to be counted as really, concretely two. If one speaks of a

union, it is obvious that the two, or many, from which the union derives, must

bementioned andnecessarily appear to themind that contemplates them(e.g.,

chapters 35, “The cutting and the duality which are in the thought cease [scil.

after the union]”, 36, “ ‘From two natures or hypostases’ is said [only] in theory”,

37, “Composed [things] are separated only in theory”, and 38 “Composition is

divided only in [one’s] mind”). However, the natures are only the theoretical

origin of the union,19 the “fromwhich”, but they do not exist as such in the real

Christ; indeed, Severus writes, Cyril never expected Nestorius not to mention

two natures, but expected him not to divide them at the level of concrete real-

ity (chapter 45: “Not the fact itself of mentioning two natures is bad, but the

fact of speaking of two natures after the union is contemptible”, 燿ܣܕܝܗ熏̇ܠ
焏ܢܝ̈ܟ爯ܝܪܬ犯ܡ焏ܢܐܬ熏ܝ煟ܚܪ狏ܒܕܝܗ焏̇ܠܐ܆焏ܠܝ煟ܥ焏ܢܝ̈ܟ爯ܝܪܬܢܘ煿ܡ狏ܫܢ

焏ܝܠܣܡ ).

From the first two sections, it may seem difficult to determine whether

the florilegium aims at a generic exposition of Miaphysite Christology against

dyophysitism in general, or if it has a more specific polemical goal. It is not of

secondary importance, however, that most of the excerpts come from a work

that Severus had addressed against John the Grammarian, a champion of Neo-

Chalcedonianism: chapter 26 is made up of John’s objections to Miaphysitism

and Andrew of Samosata’s objections to Cyril’s anathemas, while the following

chapter contains Severus’ replies in various passages from Against the Gram-

marian and the treatise to Nephalius. These elements are significant clues to

the fact that we are dealing with a specifically anti-Chalcedonian collection.

It is already striking at this point that the general tone of the collection and

ously unknown passages from Against the Grammarian, excerpted from the last chapters

of the treatise, which are lost in the manuscripts transmitting it in its entirety and edited

by Lebon.

18 From Severus, Against the Grammarian, ii.14 and ii.31, 124 and 235 (text), 97 and 184

(trans.).

19 Theoretical here means “that can be contemplated exclusively in thought” as opposed to

“concretely existing”.
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the way the Miaphysite arguments are presented tend to be apologetic and/or

polemical, seeing how the compiler selects and rearranges passages that serve

as a polemical justification of the Miaphysite position against critical remarks

coming from the Chalcedonian side. Some chapter titles in the first section are

particularly eloquent, as they are formulated in a negative form and thus sound

like replies to objections. See e.g. chapter 10: “The union did not take away dif-

ference”; and reciprocally chapter 22: “Speaking of union does not neglect the

difference”; chapter 13: “Essential difference does not bring in with itself a cut-

ting into two after the union”; chapter 14: “Division does not follow a difference

of essence in any regard”; and the previously quoted title of chapter 17: “We do

not avoid confessing the property of the natures from which the Emmanuel

derives, in order to preserve the union unconfused”. Thus, even though the

title of the manuscripts B and C is “demonstrations of the Fathers against var-

ious heresies”, in this florilegium the demonstrations do not attack the alleged

heresies but rather defend Miaphysitism from the attacks of the heretics. This

hypothesis is further confirmed by the following sections of the Christological

florilegium, where the compiler goes on to define the Miaphysite tenets in a

defensive way. Indeed, at the end of chapter 46, a passage from Severus’ letter

to his correspondent Eleusinius is quoted where Severus refers to Theodoret

of Cyrus, who had written that the phrase “unity in hypostasis”, or “hypostatic

union”, cannot be accepted insofar as it is stranger to the patristic tradition.

Once again, an accusation coming from the Chalcedonian party.

2.3 A Variety of Sources

The next section of the florilegium (chapters 47 to 80, but especially 47–68)

moves from the almost homogenously Cyrillian and Severan selection of the

previous sections to a wider variety of sources. The intention is to show that

many Fathers, since the beginnings of Christianity, had known the Miaphysite

union and all the related conceptual apparatus, including the concept of com-

position of the twonatures in Christ and the theopaschite idea of God suffering

and dying on the cross. In a way, this section is a patristic florilegium in the

florilegium, where the universally accepted authority of the pre-Chalcedonian

Fathers is evoked to support theMiaphysite tradition, which wasmostly repre-

sented by Severus and Cyril in the previous 46 chapters. The title of chapter 49

is particularly telling: “The Fathers know that the union of the Word with His

ensouled flesh was natural and hypostatic”. The same pattern can be identified

in other titles where the term “Fathers” is present, for example in chapter 52:

“Testimonia of the holy Fathers who confess that God the Word suffered and

died for us in the flesh” or 53: “Although the Fathers separate two natures in

theory, they see and say that the union occurred from those [two] and con-
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fess one incarnate nature of theWord after the union, and do not divide in any

way those which were united”. These chapters do not proceed in chronological

order but start from Dionysius the Areopagite, who is seen as a genuine dis-

ciple of the apostles. Peter of Alexandria, Athanasius, Basil, ps.-Gregory Thau-

maturgus, the synod of Antioch that condemned Paul of Samosata, especially

Malchion’s letter against Paul, Gregory of Nazianzus, and John Chrysostom are

then quoted in the following chapters. The compiler even adds a short selec-

tion of passages from the New Testament in chapter 50. Significantly enough,

in B, where the structure is different, the block of chapters 47–68, which con-

tains an apologetic selection of pre-Chalcedonian witnesses on the hypostatic

union, opens the florilegium; the block containing chapters 1–47 immediately

follows it. This cannot be the original order, because it is typical of florilegia to

be appended to a piece of writing, not to precede it. Moreover, as stated above,

at the end of chapter 46, a fragment from one of Severus’ letters to Eleusinius

mentions an objection to the Miaphysite Christology raised by Theodoret, to

which the following block starting with chapter 47 indeed seems to reply. How-

ever, the rearrangement of B is understandable, since the pre-Chalcedonian

Fathers antedateCyril and Severus, and thus they should be put before theMia-

physite theologians, as if paving the way to them.

2.4 The Council of Chalcedon

The anti-Chalcedonian nature of this florilegium becomes obvious in the

fourth section of the florilegium (chapters 81–105), which contains a large and

most interesting selection of translated excerpts from the Council of Chal-

cedon itself. In most manuscripts, these excerpts are indicated through obeloi

in themargin,20 in order to warn the reader that they come fromheretical writ-

ings. These excerpts seem to be extracted from a sort of commented epitome

of the Council, since they are occasionally accompanied by critical and histor-

ical remarks, which, however, may have been written by the compiler of our

florilegium. This finding is surprising, since, except for the canons published

by Schulthess more than a century ago,21 we do not have Syriac translations of

20 The use of these marginal signs was studied by Michael P. Penn, “Know Thy Enemy: The

Materialization of Orthodoxy in Syriac Manuscripts,” in Snapshots of Evolving Traditions:

Jewish and Christian Manuscript Culture, Textual Fluidity, and New Philology (ed. L.I. Lied

andH. Lundhaug; Texte undUntersuchungen zur Geschichte der altchristlichen Literatur

175; Berlin: De Gruyter, 2017), 221–241. See also Flavia Ruani’s chapter in the present vol-

ume.

21 Friedrich Schulthess, Die Syrischen Kanones der Synoden von Nicaea bis Chalcedon nebst

einigen zugehörigen Dokumenten (Abhandlungen der Königlichen Gesellschaft der Wis-

senschaften zu Göttingen, Philologisch-historische Klasse, n.f. x.2; Berlin: Weidmann,

1908).
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the proceedings of this Council. In our florilegium, citations from the council of

Chalcedon alternate with excerpts from dyophysite writers such as Theodoret

and Nestorius and, as a counterpoint, with passages from Cyril and Severus,

always with an apologetic flavour. What is also surprising is that this section

adds a sort of historical framework to the previous sections, providing the read-

ers of the florilegium with a “dogmengeschichtliche” perspective and allowing

them to understand the stakes of the Christological debate in historical per-

spective. Chapter 82, for instance, contains the whole Chalcedonian definition

of faith,which is followed, in chapter 83, by Severus’ harsh criticismof it in a let-

ter to an Isaac Scholasticus; in chapters 89 and 96, we find passages fromCyril’s

letters where he complains that his writings have been falsified so as to seem in

agreementwith thedyophysite tenets. Indeed, in chapter 98,we canhave a look

at the other side of this affair, with a quotation fromTheodoret’s letter toNesto-

rius, communicating that Cyril has accepted the view of the dyophysites. All

the chapters in between, 90–95, contain quotations from Nestorius and Cyril,

aiming to show that Cyril may seem close to the dyophysites because he uses

the language of unity too, but that the dyophysites conceive of unity in awrong

way, since they undermine it with a wrong conception of duality.

3 A Remote Root: The Probus Affair

A crucial clue to the original context that prompted the production of the

material collected in this florilegium is provided by the last quotations in chap-

ter 68.They are extracted from three differentwritings of Probus, a little-known

Miaphysite and later Chalcedonian theologian of the end of the sixth cen-

tury. Probus’ thought and writings received some attention in the last century;

Albert Van Roey,22 Paolo Bettiolo,23 José Declerck,24 Theresia Hainthaler,25 and

Karl-HeinzUthemann26wrote on him and published some of his works. Sebas-

22 Albert Van Roey, “Het dossier;” Albert van Roey, “Une controverse.”

23 Paolo Bettiolo, ed. Una raccolta di opuscoli Calcedonensi: Ms. Sinaï Syr. 10 (csco 403–404,

Scriptores Syri 177–178; Louvain: Secrétariat du CorpusSCO, 1979).

24 José H. Declerck, “Probus, l’ex-jacobite et ses epaporemata pros Iakobitas,” Byzantion 53

(1983): 213–232.

25 Hainthaler, “A Christological Controversy.”

26 Karl-HeinzUthemann, “Syllogistik imDienst derOrthodoxie. Zwei unedierteTexte byzan-

tinischer Kontroverstheologie des 6. Jahrhunderts,” Jahrbuch der österreichischen Byzan-

tinistik 30 (1981): 103–112, and Karl-Heinz Uthemann, “Stephanos von Alexandrien und die

Konversion des Jakobiten Probos, des späteren Metropoliten von Chalkedon. Ein Beitrag

zur Rolle der Philosophie in der Kontroverstheologie des 6. Jahrhunderts,” in After Chal-
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tian Brock27 has even suggested to identify him with the philosopher Probus,

some of whose works are extant in Syriac.28 Uwe Michael Lang touched upon

Probus in his monograph on Philoponus’Arbiter.29 According to theWest Syr-

iac patriarch Dionysius of Tell-Mahre30 (ninth century; the pages on Probus

are the only surviving ones from his chronicle) and to the twelfth-century his-

torian Michael the Great, who elaborates on Dionysius’ account, Probus was

a Miaphysite theologian of the second half of the sixth century, an “erudite

and intelligent”man,31whohadaccompanied theMiaphysite patriarchof Anti-

och, Peter of Callinicum, during a visit to Alexandria in 581–582, together with

the archimandrite John Barbur who, according to another hitherto unknown

source, was his teacher.32 In Alexandria, the two men were seduced by the

theories of an Alexandrian “philosopher” or “sophist”, named Stephen (whose

identity remains uncertain).33We know that, for a while, Probus had defended

cedon: Studies in Theology and Church History Offered to Professor Albert Van Roey for His

Seventieth Birthday (ed. C. Laga, J.A. Munitiz, and L. van Rompay; ola 18; Leuven: Peeters,

1985), 381–399.

27 Sebastian P. Brock, “The Commentator Probus: Problems of Date and Identity,” in Inter-

preting the Bible and Aristotle in Late Antiquity: The Alexandrian Commentary Tradition

between Rome and Baghdad (ed. J. Lössl and J.W.Watt; Aldershot: Ashgate, 2011), 195–206.

28 On Probus the philosopher, see Henri Hugonnard-Roche, “Le commentaire syriaque de

Probus sur l’Isagoge de Porphyre. Une étude préliminaire,” Studia graeco-arabica 2 (2012):

227–243; Henri Hugonnard-Roche, “Un cours sur la syllogistique d’Aristote à l’époque

tardo-antique: le commentaire syriaque de Proba (vie siècle) sur les Premiers Analytiques.

Édition et traduction du texte, avec introduction et commentaire,” Studia graeco-arabica

7 (2017): 105–170; Henri Hugonnard-Roche, “Probus,” in Philosophie der Kaiserzeit und der

Spätantike (ed. C. Riedweg, C.Horn, andD.Wyrwa;Die Philosophie derAntike 5.1–3; Basel:

Schwabe Verlag, 2018), 2465–2469.

29 Lang, Arbiter, 38–40.

30 Fac-simile of the account (from Città del Vaticano, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana Vat. Sir.

144, f. 89ra–vb) and German translation in Rudolf Abramowski, Dionysius von Tellmahre,

jakobitischer Patriarch von 818–845. Zur Geschichte der Kirche unter dem Islam (Abhand-

lungen für die Kunde des Morgenlandes 25.2. Leipzig: F.A. Brockhaus, 1940), 138–144.

31 Abramowski, Dionysius von Tellmahre, 139.

32 He is called Probus’ 焏ܒܪ in the preface (preserved in the ms Vat. Sir. 144, fol. 90r) of Elias

of Ḥarrān to the treatise On Difference, which will be mentioned shortly.

33 Much has been written on this Stephen, but any attempt at a precise identification has

failed because of the presence of many Alexandrian “Stephens” in contemporary and

later accounts; some of them may of course be one and the same person. See especially

Declerck, “Probus;” Wanda Wolska-Conus, “Stéphanos d’Athènes et Stéphanos d’Alexan-

drie. Essai d’identification et de biographie,”Revue des Études Byzantines 47 (1989): 5–89,

Uthemann “Stephanos von Alexandrien;” Hainthaler, “A Christological Controversy,” 413–

417. According to Uthemann, “Stephanos von Alexandrien,” 388–399, andWolska-Conus,

“Stéphanos,” 82–89, this Stephenwas the sixth-century Alexandrian commentator of Aris-

totle of the same name.
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the SeveranMiaphysite orthodoxy against Stephenandhad evenwritten a refu-

tation of his tenets. What did Stephen teach, which needed a Miaphysite reac-

tion? We know little about Stephen’s theories, but from our historical sources

we know that he objected to theMiaphysites that one of their main arguments

was absurd. He purportedly said that if one conceives of the unity in Christ

as of a unity of nature, like the Miaphysites did, then any difference based on

the preservation of the characteristics of the natures, not only any division,

must disappear. Indeed, if a difference persists, one can still count two distinct

natures. Indeed, Probus’ initial refutation of Stephen, according to an indirect

source, bore the title “Against those who affirm that one must not confess that

the difference as to the natural characteristic is preserved after the union”.34

Many chapters in the first section of the Christological florilegium seem to

respond precisely to this criticism, as the titles of chapters 8 and 9 indicate:

“Thedifference, as far as essence is concerned, didnot cease after the thought of

the union”; “the difference, as far as essence is concerned, remained” ( 爏ܛ̣ܒ焏ܠ
ܐܬ熏ܝ煟ܚܕ焏ܒܫ熏ܚܪ狏ܒ焏ܝܣܘ焏ܒܕ焏ܦܠܚ熏ܫ ; 焏ܝܣܘ焏ܒܕ焏ܦܠܚ熏ܫܝ熏ܩ ). Our

sources relate Stephen’s thoughts in this merely aporetic form, and we do

not know what Stephen’s pars construens was, if any.35 We do know, however,

that some time after following Stephen, Probus was expelled from Alexandria,

returned to Antioch and, in 584/5, was condemned by a synod summoned at

Gubba Barraya, in northern Syria, by Peter of Callinicum, who, after the synod,

circulated a writing directed against Probus in all the churches and monaster-

ies under his jurisdiction.36 As a consequence, Probus and John converted to

the Chalcedonian doctrine and were received by the Chalcedonian patriarch

of Antioch, Gregory (570–593).37 Probus later confessed his new faith twice,

34 This title is quoted by the Miaphysite monks in their eighth libellus against Probus, in ms

B, fol. 152r, and D, fol. 122v. This treatise is identical with Probus’s “Treatise on difference”,

of which the monks quote a short passage in their seventh libellus against Probus (see

note 40 below), and with Probus’s so-called “Hypomnestikon”, which is preserved in ms B,

fol. 238v–240r.

35 It is reasonable, however, to suppose that Stephen was a Chalcedonian, if it is true that

John Moschos and the future patriarch of Jerusalem Sophronius (unsuccessfully) tried to

pay him a visit, probably to attend one of his lectures, in Alexandria (see Moschos, Pré

spirituel, 119). In Moschos’ account, Stephen is also called “sophist” as in Dionysius of Tell-

Mahre.

36 All these events are related by Dionysius of Tell-Mahre; see Abramowski, Dionysius von

Tellmahre, 139–140.

37 According to Dionysius of Tell Mahre (Abramowski, Dionysius von Tellmahre, 141), they

were received by Gregory’s successor (and predecessor, as he held the patriarchate twice,

in 559–570 and 593–598) Anastasius, but this is unlikely due to the long chronological gap
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with two creeds addressed to Gregory and his successor Anastasius, respec-

tively, which are both cited in chapter 68 of our Christological florilegium.38

Peter of Callinicum’s writing against Probus is unfortunately lost, but we know

fromDionysius of Tell-Mahre that its main thesis was the following: “the differ-

ence of the natures fromwhichChrist derives really exists and persists after the

union,without implyingnumber anddivisionof thenatures”.39This is precisely

what our florilegium tries to repeat throughout the first two sections; firstly, the

persistence of difference and the cessation of division, and, secondly, the fact

that the number two is not real in the incarnation, since only one is concretely

subsistent. The problem seems to have raisedmany concerns and to have been

strongly debated among Miaphysites at the end of the sixth century. Another

treatise of those years, which has long been attributed to John Philoponus but

was certainly not written by him,OnDifference, Number, andDivision,40 tackles

precisely the same topic, and seems indeed to be addressed against Stephen’s

tenets. In fact, I have recently discovered a preface to this treatise by an Elias of

Ḥarrān (see below) appended to thems Città del Vaticano, Biblioteca Apostolica

VaticanaVat. Sir. 144, one of themanuscripts preserving this treatise. According

to this preface,OnDifference, Number, and Divisionwas composed by three Syr-

ians, Sergius of Ḥuzri, Thomas of the monastery of Mar Zakkai and Simeon of

the monastery of Talil. These three men are also known to us as participants in

between the synod of Gubba Barraya and Anastasius’ election in 593; see Van Roey, “Het

dossier,” 185 n. 1, and Van Roey, “Une controverse,” 350.

38 See Appendix 1 for the titles of these texts.

39 Abramowski,Dionysius vonTellmahre, 140: “Und sogleich schrieb der PatriarchMar Petrus

einen Brief oder Traktat in Vollmacht der ganzen Synode, in dem er die Meinung des

Sophisten und des Probus vernichtete und zerstörte und durch Zeugnisse der Lehrer

aufrichtete und bewies, daß wahrhaftig und wirklich der Unterschied der Naturen, aus

denen Christus besteht, auch nach der Feststellung der Einheit gewahrt wird ohne

Zählung und Unterscheidung dieser Naturen”.

40 On this treatise, preserved in the mss Vat. Sir. 144, London, British Library Add. 12171, and

partially in bl Add. 14670, and published and translated among John Philoponus’ works in

Opusculamonophysitica Ioannis Philoponi, 95–122 (text), 140–171 (trans.), see Lang, Arbiter,

33–40. Lang convincingly argues against the attribution to Philoponus and suggests that

it must be considered a work produced in Philoponus’ circle. Van Roey suggested (Van

Roey, “Het dossier,” 187), but later on retracted (Van Roey, “Une controverse,” 352 n. 9),

that Probus may have been the author of this treatise during his Miaphysite phase, and

that the treatise may have coincided with his work against Stephen (see note 34 above).

This cannot be the case, since the only fragment we have from the treatise “On differ-

ence” against Stephen (identicalwithProbus’s preservedHypomnestikon, see againnote 34

above) that the Miaphysite monks attribute to Probus in their seventh and eighth libelli

does not overlap with any passage in the anonymous treatise On Difference, Number, and

Division.
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the debate betweenProbus and theMiaphysites inAntioch,whichwill bemen-

tioned shortly; indeed, Elias writes that they prepared the treatise precisely for

that debate.

This debate between Probus and a group of Miaphysites was directed by the

Chalcedonian patriarch Anastasius in Antioch in 595/6 by order of Emperor

Maurice. The now Chalcedonian Probus and the monks debated, once again,

on difference, division, and the natural characteristic. The sources for the

reconstruction of this debate are still unedited, except for the aforementioned

treatise On Difference, which has not been directly related to this disputation

so far.41 Probus and the monks exchanged respectively eight libelli, of which

only the seventh and eighth of the monks have come down to us, along with

an excerpt of Probus’ response to their sixth libellus. Some questions by the

patriarch Anastasius addressed to the Miaphysites, with the latter’s reply, are

also preserved.42 The subject of Anastasius’ questions and of the Miaphysites’

replies immediately brings the reader into the same conceptual atmosphere as

in the Christological florilegium, the wording being precisely the same.43 The

libelli of the monks, however, are even more striking in this respect. The Mia-

physite monks presented many patristic witnesses in support of their stance.

The great majority of the excerpts quoted in the libelli have a correspon-

dence in our florilegium, and especially—not by chance—in its first section,

which deals with the specific problem of difference and division in Christ (see

Appendix 2). It is particularly significant that the omissions in the quotations

also overlap; for example, if a quotation from Severus in a libellus is interrupted

through the phrase “and again”, ܒܘܬܘ , and then resumed, the same quotation

in the florilegium is interrupted and resumed at the same points. The quota-

tions made by the monks in the two libelli cover substantial parts of our flori-

41 I am currently working on the edition of these sources, as well as of the whole Probus

dossier.

42 In ms bl Add. 14533 (d), fol. 106v.

43 Anastasius’ question on fol. 106v of bl Add. 14533 reads as follows: 焏ܦܠܚ熏ܫܠ煟ܟܢܐܕ
爯ܝܠܗ焏ܢܝ̈ܟܠܘܢܘ狏ܢܐ爯ܝ犯ܡܐ܆ܢܘ狏ܢܐ爯ܝܕ熏ܡ焏ܚܝܫܡܒܘ煟ܝܚܬܐܕ焏ܢܝ̈ܟܕ焏ܢܝܟܒܕ
焏ܓܠ熏ܦ爏ܛܡ熏ܠ.焏ܢܗ燿ܝܐܕܕܢܘ煿ܠܝܕ焏ܦܠܚ熏ܫ爟ܥܢܘ煿ܝ狏ܝܐܕ܆焏ܚܝܫܡܢܘ煿ܢܡܕ
熏ܢܩ爏ܛܡܘܐ܆焏ܢܝܢܡ爏ܛܡ焏ܠܦܐ.焏ܢܐ犯ܡܐܒܘܬ狏ܠ焏ܫ

̈
爯ܝܕ焏ܢܝ̈ܟ爏ܛܡ.焏ܡ

爯ܝܐ܆焏ܡܓ狏ܦ熏ܢܦܢܘ狏ܢܐܦܐ爏ܝܟܗ焏ܢܟܗ.ܐܬ熏ܝ煟ܚܢܘ煿ܢܡܕ爯ܝܠܗ܆ܢܘ煿ܝܕ熏ܚܠܒ
焏ܠܐ܆犯ܡܐܘܐ營ܥܪܬܐܘܐ焏ܢ犯ܚܐ犿ܢܐ焏ܢܟܝܐܢܘ狏ܢܐ爯ܝ犯ܡܐ焏ܠ煟ܟ.焏ܠܘܐ

܀ܢܘ狏ܢܐ焏ܢܟܝܐ (“if you confess the difference as to the nature of the natures that were

united in Christ, do you also affirm the [scil. two] natures from which Christ [derives],

which come alongwith such a difference of theirs? I have not asked this question, I repeat

it, about thedivision, nor about thenumber, or about thehypostases, but exclusively about

the natures fromwhich the union [resulted]. Thus, then, reply “yes or no”, not by speaking

as another man thought or spoke, but as you yourself [think]”).
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legium, although they are quoted in a different order. The table in the appendix

provides a partial idea of the correspondences; we can suppose that the quo-

tations in these libelli, if summed to the quotations that certainly appeared in

the six lost libelli, covered the greatest part of our florilegium.

Some of the excerpts quoted in the libelli are longer than the correspond-

ing excerpts in our florilegium, whereas some others are much shorter. This

means that the libelli are not, or not entirely, the direct source of the Christo-

logical florilegium. Therefore, it is tempting to venture a little speculation and

turn to Peter of Callinicum as the initial source of this patristic material.We do

not have his treatise against Probus of 585 but, judging by Peter’s compilatory

style in his massive extant work against the patriarch of Alexandria on trithe-

ism, the Contra Damianum, which is largely based on patristic quotations, we

can easily suppose that he made use of a large number of patristic sources in

the lost treatise against Probus as well. Thus, one is easily led to suppose that

Peter’s lost treatise against Probus may be the source of the selections from

Severus, Cyril, and the other Fathers that the monks also quoted in their libelli

ten years later.More generally, one could say that our Christological florilegium

selects, collects and rearranges patristic materials that were produced in the

decadeof 585–595, during the controversy betweenProbus and theAntiochene

Miaphysites. The florilegiummay have drawn at least a part of its patristic tes-

timonia, which were also used in the libelli of the monks (and in the response

of the Miaphysite monks to the monks of Bēt Marūn44), from Peter of Call-

inicum’s lost treatise, and itmayhave reassembled them into a new florilegium.

Although speculative, the hypothesis that Peter of Callinicum’s patristic mate-

rials were selected and rearranged in later Syriac florilegia is not unreason-

able. As Bishara Ebeid has recently shown, the greatest part of the trinitarian

florilegium that accompanies our Christological florilegium, in most of the

manuscripts where it is preserved, consists precisely in a rearrangement of the

patristic excerpts contained in Peter of Callinicum’sContraDamianum.45 Thus,

44 Another Miaphysite source of the end of the sixth century that contains a great deal of

excerpts also found in the Christological florilegium, exactly with the same form and

length as in the florilegium, is the response of a group of Miaphysite monks, “partisans

of Peter (of Callinicum), patriarch of Antioch”, to five propositions of the Chalcedonian

monks of Bēt Marūn (Wright, Catalogue, 2:945–946; partial translation in François Nau,

“Les Maronites, inquisiteurs de la foi catholique du vie au viie siècle,” Bulletin de l’Asso-

ciation de Saint-Louis des Maronites janvier [1903]: 343–350; avril [1903], 367–383. I am

also currently preparing a critical edition and complete translation of this correspon-

dence).

45 Bishara Ebeid, “Metaphysics of Trinity in Graeco-SyriacMiaphysitism: A Study andAnaly-

sis of theTrinitarianFlorilegium inmsBritish LibraryAdd. 14532,” StudiaGraeco-Arabica 11
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the Christological florilegium may be at least partially the result of an anal-

ogous operation made on Peter’s work against Probus. Therefore, with Probus

andwith theMiaphysite response to themonks of BētMarūn, we have brought

to light themost ancient layer accessible to us of the geological stratification of

our florilegium.

4 In Search of a Context: Why an Anti-Chalcedonian Florilegium?

Now that we have determined the likely context in which the materials of our

florilegium originated, we must come back to the florilegium itself and neces-

sarily ask two questions. What was the use of rearranging, in the late eighth

century, the patristic archives that had informed an apparently remote and

highly technical controversy of the sixth century? How important could the

refutation of Chalcedonian Christology be in that age?

4.1 Elias’ Letter to the Chalcedonian Syncellus Leo of Ḥarrān

In the last decades, the period between the end of the seventh and the begin-

ning of the ninth century has been intensively studied by Syriac scholars as

the age of the establishment of the Umayyad and then of the ʿAbbasid rule

in Syria and Mesopotamia, as well as the crucible of Christian Arabic litera-

ture and the heyday of anti-Islamic apology. Little attention, however, has been

paid to Christological disputes of the same age involving the Syriac orthodox

Church; as a matter of fact, only two articles by Ute Possekel were devoted to

the topic in the last thirty years. Our sources are admittedly scarce, especially as

far as the eighth century is concerned. One of Possekel’s articles46 sheds new

light on a rather friendly dispute of the eighth (or possibly the beginning of

the ninth) century that involved a Miaphysite convert from Chalcedonianism,

a man named Elias, and his friend Leo, a syncellus of the Chalcedonian bishop

of Ḥarrān. This Elias must not be confused with the Syriac orthodox patriarch

Elias of Ḥarrān, who died in 723;47 in fact, he must probably be identified with

(2021): 63–108; Albert Van Roey, “Un florilège trinitaire syriaque tiré du Contra Damianum

de Pierre de Callinique,” olp 23 (1992): 189–203.

46 Ute Possekel, “Christological Debates in Eighth-Century Harran: The Correspondence of

Leo of Harran andEliya,” in Syriac Encounters: Papers from the SixthNorthAmerican Syriac

Symposium, Duke University, 26–29 June 2011 (ed. M.E. Doerfler, E. Fiano, and K.R. Smith;

Eastern Christian Studies 20; Leuven: Peeters, 2015), 345–368.

47 Josephus Simonius Assemani, Bibliotheca Orientalis Clementino-Vaticana (3 vols.; Romae:

Sacrae Congregationis de Propaganda Fide, 1719–1728) 1:467 was at the origin of this con-

fusion as he suggested that Elias should be dated to ca. 640; the identification with the
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an Elias of Ḥarrān, by whom we have a treatise on the Eucharist addressed

to Dionysius of Tell-Mahre, arguably before the latter was elected patriarch

(Dionysius is called “of Qennešre” in the dedication),48 in addition to a short

preface to the above-mentioned pseudo-Philoponian treatise On Difference,

Number, andDivision. Specifically, we have an incomplete letter in twelve chap-

ters addressed by Elias to Leo, in which he explains to his friend the theological

rationale of his conversion; in the letter, Elias also quotes extensive passages

from other works of slightly earlier Syriac Chalcedonian theologians, George,

bishop of Martyropolis-Maipherqat, and Constantine, bishop of Ḥarrān, who

had written against the Miaphysites. The letter was edited and translated in

1985 by Albert van Roey,49 who had also published an extensive study on its

contents and theology more than forty years earlier.50

The topics tackledbyElias,whichwere singledout byVanRoey inhis study,51

partially but significantly overlap with those tackled by the monks in their

libelli against Probus, in the above-mentioned treatiseOnDifference, and in the

Christological florilegium. Even after Van Roey’s fine doctrinal overview, Elias’

letter would still deserve a detailed commentary. Here, I will just isolate some

samples in order to highlight how the choice and treatment of two topics in

the letter are particularly close to our florilegium. These are; 1) the distinction

between “difference” and “division” of the natures in Christ, and 2) the rejec-

tion of the use of the expression “two natures” after the thought of the union.

What is even more significant with regard to the Christological florilegium is

that, as we shall see, the whole letter is interspersed with patristic quotations,

and the last part of the letter is a discussion on Leo’s wrong understanding of

the patristic quotations he had displayed when writing to Elias.52 In fact, most

of these quotations once again overlap with those in the florilegium, as can be

seen from the selection provided in Appendix 3.

As to the first topic (difference vs. division and the natural characteristic),

the fifth chapter of the letter rejects the dyophysite tenets by stating that one

can only say “two natures” in the sense that in the union there remains a differ-

ence in their natural characteristic; any other affirmation of two natures cuts

patriarch was made by Rubens Duval, La littérature syriaque (Paris: V. Lecoffre, 1907), 378.

Albert Van Roey, “La lettre apologétique d’Élie à Léon, syncelle de l’évêque chalcédonien

de Harran,”lm 57 (1944): 1–52, at 4–10, corrected the mistake.

48 This treatise is preserved in the ms London, British Library Add. 14726, fol. 59v–71v; see

Wright, Catalogue, 2:830–831.

49 Eliae epistula.

50 Van Roey, “La lettre.”

51 Van Roey, “La lettre,” 21–51.

52 Eliae epistula, 89–106 (text), 64–76 (trans.).
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the union. As Elias writes, “why do you make of the difference in the natural

characteristic a cause for the separation of the natures?”53 This question was

still urgent in the eighth–ninth century as it implies a typical Chalcedonian

argument, which by Elias’ time had already found full-fledged expression in

John Damascene, and which requires a brief excursus on the opposed meta-

physical presuppositions of Chalcedonians and Miaphysites.

In fact, both Chalcedonians andMiaphysites acknowledged the persistence of a “natu-

ral” or “essential” difference in theunion, i.e., a differenceon the level of naturebetween

humanity and divinity in Christ. Since Cyril, the Miaphysites had called it, as we saw

above, a difference as to the natural quality, ὡς ἐν ποιότητι φυσικῇ, concerning the ratio

of the mode of being, λόγος τοῦ πῶς εἶναι. This level of difference is the level of the

ἴδιον,54 i.e., of the property that distinguishes the species, or specific universals, from

one another. Neo-Chalcedonians, however, always distinguished the essence from the

individual. They insisted on the fact thatwhat distinguishes individuals, i.e. hypostases,

from one another, and thus alsomakes it possible to count them, is a particular bundle

of accidental properties (a terminology which can be traced back to Porphyry’s Isa-

goge).55 According to John of Damascus, the individual, or hypostasis, is an essence

with accidents, οὐσία τις μετὰ συμβεβηκότων.56 This means, in turn, that every hyposta-

sis is an instantiation of a specific universal essence through a peculiar bundle of acci-

dental properties.57 According to the Chalcedonians, any essence really exists only as

instantiated in an individual hypostasis;58 there are no uninstantiated universals, but,

53 Eliae epistula, 19 (text), 13 (trans.).

54 See e.g. Van Roey “La lettre,” 23.

55 Porphyry, Isagoge, 7, 19–27.

56 John Damascene, De fide orthodoxa iii.6, 120.11.

57 ChristopheErismann, “AWorld of Hypostases. Johnof Damascus’ Rethinking of Aristotle’s

Categorical Ontology,” sp 50 (2011): 269–287, at 276–277. This is the grounds of the typi-

cally Chalcedonian concept of enhypostatos, or instantiation of an essence in a hypostasis,

which Erismann discusses at length in the same article at 280–287, and has recently been

the object of intensive enquiry; see Benjamin Gleede, The Development of the Term ‘enhy-

postatos’ from Origen to John of Damascus (VChr Supplements 113; Leiden—Boston: Brill,

2012); Johannes Zachhuber, The Rise of Christian Theology and the End of Ancient Meta-

physics. Patristic Philosophy from the Cappadocian Fathers to John of Damascus (Oxford:

Oxford University Press, 2020), especially 196–197, 207–214, 219–237, 292–295; Dirk Kraus-

müller, “Enhypostaton: Being “in another” or “with another”: How Chalcedonian theolo-

gians of the sixth century defined the ontological status of Christ’s human nature,” VChr

71 (2017): 433–448.

58 “Universals subsist as universals in individuals” (Erismann, “AWorld of Hypostases,” 283).

To indicate this principle, Zachhuber, The Rise, 193, created the siglum nnwh, “no nature

without hypostasis”; Erismann devoted a whole article to it: Christophe Erismann, “Non
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when instantiated in individuals, universals do really exist. On the level of the hyposta-

sis, Chalcedonians denied the persistence of any difference, because a difference on

that level implies the distinction of more individuals,59 namely a numerical plurality.

In Christ, then, two different universal essences have been instantiated in a unique

hypostasis and thus both really exist in it. Since the hypostasis is one, Christ is one.

There is no problem in affirming that the respective properties of the natures/essences

continue to differ, since the unity is granted by the uniqueness of the hypostasis.

Now, since Miaphysites identified nature/essence and hypostasis, they necessarily

misinterpreted the Chalcedonian stance. Their position has been interpreted as “nom-

inalist”60 namely, that no universal nature/essence really exists. A nature can only

be conceived of in thought, and it is not right to state that it really exists when it is

instantiated in an individual, because only individuals exist, and “natures” are concrete

existing specific entities, thus being tantamount to hypostases. This explains Cyril’s

and Severus’ strenuous insistence on expressions like “we can conceive of two natures

only in subtle thoughts and imaginations”.61With this conception in the background,

the Miaphysites regarded the Chalcedonian formula as producing division and con-

fusion at the same time, where division is caused by the Chalcedonians affirming the

real existence of two different natures with their differing properties in Christ, which,

according to the Miaphysite concept of nature, meant two individual Christs; confu-

sion, for the reasons explained above, is caused by the Chalcedonians refusing to affirm

a difference of properties at the level of the hypostasis, because, in their opinion, this

would have meant a distinction between two different individuals. In brief, both Chal-

cedonians and Miaphysites affirmed the persistence of a difference on the level of the

essence, but, for the Chalcedonians, this meant affirming a difference on the level of

the universal natures, whereas, according to the Miaphysite concept of nature, affirm-

ing a difference of natures implied a difference betweenmore individuals. Hence, Elias’

question: “why do you make of the difference in the natural characteristic a cause

for the separation of the natures?” This resonates with chapters 11 and 12 of the flo-

Est Natura sine Persona: The Issue of Uninstantiated Universals from Late Antiquity to

the EarlyMiddle Ages,”Methods andMethodologies: Aristotelian Logic East andWest, 500–

1500 (ed. M. Cameron and J. Marenbon; InvestigatingMedieval Philosophy 2; Leiden: Brill,

2011), 75–91.

59 See Van Roey, “La Lettre,” 23, and Erismann, “A World of Hypostases,” 275, based on John

of Damascus.

60 Erismann, “Non Est Natura,” 83–84.

61 Amongmany examples quoted in the Christological florilegium, see for instance Severus,

Against the Grammarian, ii.31, 237 (text): 燿ܝܐܘ:ܕ熏ܚܠܒ焏ܠܟ熏ܣܒܕ犯ܝܓ爏ܛܡ
焏ܚܝܫܡܘܗ爯̣ܝ煿ܢܡܕ爯ܝܠ煿ܒ爯ܢܝܫ犯ܦܐ狏ܢܝܛܩ焏ܝܪܘܐ狏ܒܕ ; 185 (trans.): “Nam quia in

cogitatione tantum et quasi in subtili contemplatione separamus ea, ex quibus est Chris-

tus”.
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rilegium, “we do not consider the difference to be cause of division” and “Heretics try

to introduce division through difference,” as well as the title of Elias’ fifth chapter, “the

two natures that are posited by the dyophysites according to the essential difference

viz. to the difference in the natural characteristic … are not united, as they guiltily

state, but separated”. Namely, the way the dyophysites conceive of the difference in

the natural characteristic, i.e., as a reason to affirm a duality of nature, is illegitimate,

because it reintroduces a separation—a duality—in Christ. Of course, although they

maintained—opposite to the Chalcedonians—that the difference of properties is at

the level of the individual nature/hypostasis, the Miaphysites did not draw from this

the conclusion that there are two Christs, because their ontology was substantially dif-

ferent. While for the Chalcedonians two different sets of properties must be referred

to two different, really existent essences (which in the case of Christ are instantiated

within the same individual hypostasis), for the Miaphysites there are no such things

as really existent essences to which properties must be referred, so that two different

sets of properties can rest on the same individual without implying different essences

in the background. An elegant illustration of this Miaphysite point of view is found in

the above-mentioned sixth-century treatiseOnDifference, Number, andDivision, where

the authors explain that different sets of properties can exist within the same individ-

ual, without implying a multiplicity of individuals, since difference is not a matter of

quantity but of quality—i.e., it falls under adifferent category.Division, on the contrary,

belongs to the domain of quantity. Elias echoes this argument in the fifth chapter of the

letter, where he responds to a Chalcedonian remark that “every difference, insofar as it

is a difference, necessarily implies number”;62 against this, he affirms that “number is

not connected to every difference … that [type of] difference, to which number is not

connected, does not produce a division”.63

Since the natures are not separated, Elias writes in chapter 9, one can no longer

use any expressions containing “two natures” (which is tantamount to number-

ing two natures) after thinking of the union that, as such, removes any “two”.

Previously, in chapter 5, Elias hadwritten that “those natures that you continue

to count even after considering the union are separated, not united”,64 because

union must imply the disappearance of duality: “the force of a real union does

62 Eliae epistula, 16 (text), 11 (trans.).

63 Eliae epistula, 17 (text), 12 (trans.).

64 Eliae epistula, 21 (text), 15 (trans.). Here, once again, the misunderstanding between the

two groups is based on contrasting ontologies (and not only on terminology); both agree

that individuals are distinguished numerically, so that one cannot count more than one

individual Christ. However, their differing conception of the universals, their concrete

existence, and what an individual is, leads them to complete incomprehension. Chal-
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not tolerate division and number, and makes them cease”65 (compare the title

of chapter 79 in the Christological florilegium: “The force of the union makes

every duality cease”). In chapter 9, after quoting a passage from Cyril’s first let-

ter to Succensus, he writes: “(Cyril) did say that he sees two natures when he

considers thewayof the incarnationof theWordwith the eyes of the soul;66 but

when he considers their concourse to the real union, he confesses one incar-

nate nature of the Word”67 (compare with the title of florilegium chapter 53,

on which see also above under 2.3: “Although the Fathers separate two natures

in theory, they see and say that the union occurred from those [two] and con-

fess one incarnate nature of theWord after the union, and do not divide in any

way those which were united”); “they no longer remain two after the thought

of the union”68 (compare with the florilegium, title of chapter 75: “After the

thought of theunion, the cutting into two [that is present] in the thought ceases

and departs”). Also, in the seventh chapter of his letter, Elias discusses another

important point of our florilegium, that is, since the two natures of the Chal-

cedonians are not really united, they must actually be defined as two indepen-

dent hypostases (see the title of Elias’ chapter 7: “the Chalcedonians know that

the two natures that they affirm in Christ are two hypostases and two sons”).69

Our florilegium treats this point as well, especially in chapter 65: “The expres-

sions “in two” or “in each one” are understood [as referring to] two hypostases

that subsist in their proper subsistence”. These arguments correspond to the

second section of the Christological florilegium. What is most relevant here is

that the patristic quotations of chapter 9, as can be seen in the appendix, corre-

spond with few exceptions to a compact block of quotations that are included

in the third section of our florilegium, in chapters 52–54, and often appear in

Elias in the same order as in the florilegium; note that the title of chapter 53

was mentioned here above as a parallel to Elias’ arguments. This is a clear indi-

cation that Elias was using a collection of excerpts, the organization of which

was already similar to that of the florilegium.

To sumup, Elias tackles precisely the same questions as in the first three sec-

tions of our florilegium,with the same apologetic tone, and, in doing so, he also

cedonians count two natures but would never dare count two individuals; Miaphysites

would never dare count two individuals either, but since nature is exclusively identical

with the individual, they regard the Chalcedonians as counting two individuals.

65 Eliae epistula, 26 (text), 18 (trans.).

66 Elias also reveals here the fundamental Miaphysite “nominalism”.

67 Eliae epistula, 66 (text), 48 (trans.).

68 Eliae epistula, 71 (text), 51 (trans.).

69 Eliae epistula, 51 (text), 37 (trans.).
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abundantly quotes patristic authorities largely overlapping with those quoted

in the florilegium. It must be noted, however, that Severus, the main author-

ity quoted in the florilegium, is almost nowhere to be found in Elias’ letter. This

must certainly be partially due to the fact that he intends tomakeuse of author-

ities that also Chalcedonians could accept.70 Thus, with Elias, we have reached

a second geological stratum, which is much closer in time, andmore similar, to

what we see on the surface—the Christological florilegium.

4.2 A Cumbersome Antagonist: Theodore Abū Qurrah

Ḥarrān, the city of Elias’ addressee Leo, and very likely of Elias himself, was,

as Possekel has shown,71 a stronghold of Chalcedonian doctrine during the

whole eighth century and beyond. Theodore Abū Qurrah was the city’s bishop

at the beginning of the ninth century (the exact dates are unknown), thus he

must have been roughly contemporary to Elias,72 and he was at the centre of

a renewed moment of controversy between Chalcedonians and Miaphysites.

Indeed, not later than 812/3, AbūQurrahwent to Armeniawithmissionary pur-

poses and sojourned at the court of prince AšotMsaker. He tried to convert the

prince’s court to the Chalcedonian faith, but Ašot wanted him to debate with a

Miaphysite theologian, and invited the Arabic-speaking scholar of Tagrit, Abū

Rāʾiṭah, who did not himself go, but sent, as is well known, his relative Nonnus

of Nisibis (d. ca. 860),73 even though he also wrote two letters to Ašot against

Theodore Abū Qurrah (Abū Rāʾiṭah’s third letter, written before the debate,

and fourth letter, written after it).74 The debate took place between 813 and

817, and according to all sources except for a Georgian one, which understand-

ably considers the winner to be the Chalcedonian Theodore,75 Nonnus pre-

70 It must be considered, however, that the letter abruptly ends at the beginning of the

twelfth chapter, which is indeed devoted to the discussion of quotations from Severus.

71 Possekel, “Christological Debates.”

72 According to Possekel, “Christological Debates,” 358, the fact that Elias does not men-

tion Theodore would indicate that Elias’ letter was written before Theodore’s theological

floruit. Apart from the fact that we do not have the entirety of the letter, Elias’ silence

on Theodore may also have a strategic reason. Being a Ḥarranite convert from Chalcedo-

nianism, Elias quotes Chalcedonian authorities of the recent past, such as George of

Maipherqat or John Damascene, but he may have found it prudent, or simply respect-

ful (considering the friendly tone of his letter), to avoid mentioning, and start a polemic

with, his own former bishop.

73 Albert Van Roey, Nonnus de Nisibe. Traité apologétique. Étude, texte et traduction (Biblio-

thèque du Muséon 21; Louvain: Bureaux du Muséon, 1948), 5.

74 See also Bishara Ebeid’s chapter in the present volume, with secondary literature.

75 This information is drawn from Nikolaj J. Marr, “Аркаун, монгольское название хри-

стиан в связи c вопросом об армянах-халкедонитах,” Византийский временник 12
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vailed76 and Theodore was expelled from Armenia. Unfortunately, no account

of the debate is available to us but, in the preface to Nonnus’ Commentary on

John, the Armenian translator provides us with highly generic information on

the topic of the confrontation. He writes that Theodore, whom he does not

mention by name, “divided into two the inseparable unity of Christ after the

indivisible andunconfusedunity”. Nonnus, however, reaffirmed theMiaphysite

orthodoxy: “to confess one from two natures”.77 Nothing more can be gath-

ered from this source, nor are we better informed by Michael the Great, who

is our “only even moderately substantial source”78 on Theodore’s life; he men-

tioned these events, but mixed up Theodore Abū Qurrah with another figure,

Theodoricus Pyglo or Puggolo, who is different from him in many respects.79

We can only speculate whether Nonnus and Theodore debated on the same

problems tackled by Probus, Peter of Callinicum and the Miaphysite monks

more than two centuries earlier, and by Elias in his letter. The letters against the

Melkites addressed to prince Ašot by Abū Rāʾiṭah do not provide us with signif-

icant insight on the topics that were discussed in Armenia. Something more

can be found on the other side of the controversy. Indeed, among the many

(1906): 1–68, at 9 and n. 2 (“na gruzinskom jazike sohranilos’ prenie Abukury s armjani-

nom. v pamjatnike imeem tendencioznoe izobraženie, po-vidimomu, togo religioznogo

prenija … Sudja po etomu halkedonitskomy istočniku armjanin pobežden”). Marr does

not give any indication as to his source, which he only defines as “Chalcedonian” (halke-

donitskij istočnik); he merely states that he found the information in the Georgian ms 51

of the “Society for the Spreading of Literacy among Georgians”, which would contain,

on fol. 67r–68r, a debate between Theodore Abū Qurrah and an Armenian, whom Marr

assumes to be Nonnus of Nisibis. As far as I can see, however, in the catalogue of the

Society (Э.С. Такаишвили,Описание рукописей Общества распространения грамот-

ности среди грузинского населения [2 vols.; Тифлис: Типография К.П. Козловскаго,

1904–1912], 1:372–378), ms 51 has a part of the epic of Rustam (Rostomiani) from the Shah-

Name and does not seem to contain the debate of Abū Qurrah and Nonnus. Currently I

am not able to locate the manuscript, which must be preserved at the Abuladze centre

of Georgian Manuscripts in Tbilisi as part of the S-collection, just as all the manuscripts

once owned by the Society.

76 For an overview of our sources of information concerning the debate, see Marr “Аркаун;”

Van Roey, Nonnus de Nisibe. Traité apologétique, 3–15 and 18–21; Igor Dorfmann-Lazarev,

Arméniens et byzantins à l’époque de Photius: Deux débats théologiques après le triomphe

de l’orthodoxie (csco 609, Subsidia 117; Louvain: Peeters, 2004), 69–74; see also Theodore

Abū Qurrah,Works, xi–xviii. According toMarr, the “Georgian source” (see previous note)

reproduces the debate, but this information cannot yet be verified.

77 Nonnus, Commentary on the Gospel of Saint John, 3. See also Dorfmann-Lazarev, Armé-

niens et byzantins, 74.

78 See Theodore Abū Qurrah,Works, xiv.

79 Michael the Great, Chronicle, 4:495 (text), 3:32 (trans.); Dorfmann-Lazarev, Arméniens et

byzantins, 69.
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extant works of AbūQurrah, we find two interestingwritings in Greek andAra-

bic, respectively, a letter significantly addressed to the Armenians80 and a short

Confession of Faith,81 the occasion of which is unknown. In both texts, Abū

Qurrah deals at length with the topic of “natural properties, natural energies,

and natural wills”, in a polemic against Miaphysites and Monothelites. These

three phrases remind us of the expression “natural characteristic” of the Mia-

physites,which can indeedbe regarded as a summary of the three. According to

Abū Qurrah’s exposition of the Chalcedonian orthodoxy, the two natures must

bepresent in the singlehypostasis of the incarnateLogos also after theunion, as

substrata containing the potentiality of the properties, energies and wills that

are actually present in the concretely existing single hypostasis of Christ.Here, I

shall quote only an exemplary statement from the secondwriting: “in the same

way [as the properties of the twonatures inChrist], sight is said to belong to the

eye and not to the ear, and hearing to the ear and not to the eye, while sight and

hearing together belong to the single hypostasis that has the eye and the ear—

for instance, St. Peter or St. Paul”.82 It is precisely against this kind of position

that theMiaphysites recurrently argued over the centuries, i.e. in their opinion,

even if different properties, belonging to different natures, rest on one single

hypostasis, their difference cannot be explained through a duplicity of natures.

AbūQurrah, on the contrary, starkly states: “unlike Severus, the scholastic ass, I

do not deny that he [scil. Christ] has two natural properties”, thereby meaning

that the different properties point to the persisting existence of two natures in

the incarnate Christ. For the Miaphysites, there is no admitting such a twofold

substratum, for any duality whatsoever must be condemned. The Chalcedo-

nians, on the contrary, do not see how a difference of properties may continue

to subsistwithin a single individual, without the underlying persistence of such

a duality, since it is clear that the unity of the hypostasis must be saved on

the other side. Thus, although Abū Qurrah does not mention the concepts of

“difference” and “division”, he shows that in his age the debate still focused on

the correct comprehension of the natural properties and their relation to the

natures and the one hypostasis. Furthermore, since Theodore also treated this

point when writing to the Armenians,83 we can legitimately suppose that the

topic had some purport in the debate at the court of Ašot.

80 Theodore Abū Qurrah,Works, 83–95.

81 Theodore Abū Qurrah,Works, 151–154.

82 Theodore Abū Qurrah,Works, 153–154.

83 Theodore Abū Qurrah,Works, 89–90.
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4.3 A Pivotal Figure: Nonnus of Nisibis

As to Nonnus’ writings, we do not have anywork related to his debate with Abū

Qurrah. However, it is worth reading his oeuvre to see whether his own con-

cerns and the exchanges hehadwithhis adversaries focused on the same topics

as those displayed in our florilegium. This is indeed the case in his two extant

letters of Christological content, which he sent to a monk named John and an

anonymous person, respectively.84 To a lesser extent, it is also the case as far

as his longer Christological treatise against Thomas of Marga is concerned;85

this, however, treats the specific topic of Christ’s will, which plays no role in

our Christological florilegium. Both letters are closely related to the themes of

our florilegium. Here I will focus on the first part of the letter to the anony-

mous person, which is particularly telling, as it deals with the preservation of

the natural, or essential, characteristic, the šūdōʿō kyōnōyō ( 焏ܝܢܝܟ焏ܥܕܘ熏ܫ )

or ʾūsyōyō ( 焏ܝܝܣܘܐ ), of both natures from which Christ derives. Various pas-

sages in the letter repeat this concept in the very language used in the excerpts

fromCyril and Severus quoted in theChristological florilegium, and in the titles

of its chapters, although Nonnus never quotes patristic authorities explicitly.

Compare, for example, the title of chapter 6 of the florilegium

“Division ceases and difference is preserved” ( 犯ܝܛܢܘ焏̣ܓܠ熏ܦ爏ܝܛܒ
焏ܦܠܚ熏ܫ )

or sentences in the excerpts themselves, like this one from Severus’Philalethes

quoted in chapter 10:

“The union does not put an end to the difference of the natures from

which the Emmanuel derives, but it puts an end to the division” ( ܐ̣ܬ熏ܝ煟ܚ
爯ܝܕ焏ܠܛܒܡ.爏ܝܐ熏ܢܡܥܢܘ煿ܢܡܕ焏ܢܝ̈ܟܕ焏ܦܠܚ熏ܫܠ焏ܠܛܒܡ焏ܠ

焏ܓܠ熏ܦܠ ),

with Nonnus’ letter to the anonymous:

“We confess that the natural characteristic of the natures fromwhich the

Saviour derives is preserved” ( 焏ܝܝܣܘܐ焏ܥܕܘ熏ܫ犯ܝܛܢܕ܆犯ܝܓ爯ܢܝܕ熏ܡ
܆焏ܩܘ犯ܦܢܘ煿ܢܡܕ焏ܢܝ̈ܟܕ , London, British Library Add. 14594, fol. 64rb);

84 Van Roey, Nonnus, 38–41.

85 Van Roey, Nonnus, 33–37.
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“because they were united, division ceased” ( 煿ܠ爏ܛܒ.ܘ煟ܝܚܬܐܕ爏ܛܡܘ
焏ܓܠ熏ܦ , bl Add. 14594, fol. 64va),

where Nonnus’ expression “the natural characteristic” is just a synthetic way

to say, “the difference as to the natural characteristic”. We can also compare an

excerpt from Severus’ second letter to Sergius the Grammarian as quoted in

chapter 1 of the florilegium:

“The difference of the natural characteristic stands firm and un-

changeable” ( 焏ܠܘܐ̣ܬ狏ܣܡ܆ܐ狏ܝܢܝܟܐܬ熏ܥܕ熏ܫܡܕ犯ܝܓ焏ܦܠܚ熏ܫ
ܡ焏ܩ焏ܢܟܦ̣ܗ狏ܡ )

with Nonnus:

“The essential characteristic of the natures from which Christ derives

remainedunmoved” ( ܪ狏ܟ焏ܚܝܫܡܢܘ煿ܢܡܕ焏ܢܝ̈ܟܕ焏ܝܝܣܘܐ焏ܥܕܘ熏ܫ
ܐ熟ܥ熟ܥܕ熟ܡ焏ܠ , bl Add. 14594, fol. 64va).

These few parallels, together with others that will not be listed here, suggest

that Nonnus did know the Christological florilegium, in a form identical or

very similar to that found in the British Library and Mingana manuscripts, to

which he was approximately contemporary. This is further confirmed by the

fact that his relative, Abū Rāʾiṭah, also used the Christological florilegium in his

letter on theTrisagion, by quoting 12 of the 17 excerpts of the florilegium’s chap-

ter 52.86 Indeed, if we are to trust the Armenian translator of his Commentary

on John, we know that Nonnus used to do what we would call a long biblio-

graphical research beforewriting: “with prompt zeal and through rigorous fasts

and prayers, [Nanay] expended no little effort in going around for three years,

traveling through the deserts in the land of Mesopotamia, where he hoped to

find writings of orthodox teaching. Having attained his quest … he composed

the commentary… in summary fashion, gathering frommany [sources], one by

one methodically”.87 This is an accurate description of the method employed

by a compiler, and it must also have been the work underlying the Christologi-

cal florilegium—if only to some extent, since, as we have seen, manymaterials

86 Abū Rāʾiṭah, The Writings, 84–86 (text), 104–107 (trans.). On Abū Rāʾiṭah’s use of the

Christological florilegium see Bishara Ebeid, “Miaphysite Syriac Patristic Florilegia and

Theopaschism: Abū Rāʾiṭah’s Defence of the Christological Trisagion Hymn,” Annali di

Scienze Religiose 14 (2021), 231–269.

87 Nonnus, Commentary on the Gospel of Saint John, 3.
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had already been gathered in the sixth century. Given Nonnus’ and his relative

AbūRāʾiṭah’s knowledge of the florilegium, it would not be so risky to speculate

that they were directly involved in its final redaction.88 Although once again

speculative, this conclusion is the closest we can get to historical facts on the

basis of a sheer reconstruction of geological strata. As in geology, we try and

reconstruct a whole (textual) scenario through traces, fossils, and the chemi-

cal composition of the ground. Our traces and fossils are the citations of, and

allusions to (as in Nonnus), recurrent patristic excerpts from the sixth to ninth

century; our chemical composition is the recurrence of Christological motifs,

especially that of the preservation of a difference as to the natural quality in

Christ.

By way of conclusion, let us then try to imagine a historical scenario.

Conclusion

What kind of historical picture canwe sketchwith the clues we have collected?

It is understandable that discussing these doctrinal issues, which had been

harshly debated centuries earlier andhadmostly disappeared in extant sources

of the seventh and part of the eighth century,89 must have again raised interest

in Elias’ times, as Ute Possekel has also recently shown.90 By the middle of the

88 See also Bishara Ebeid’s chapter in the present volume.

89 With some notable exceptions, like the Plerophories composed by John of the Sedre

(d. 648) against the dyophysites and the Julianists preserved in ms London, British Library

Add. 14629 and published by Jouko Martikainen, Johannes I. Sedra (Göttinger Orient-

forschungen, i. Reihe: Syriaca 34; Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1991), and the monothelete

florilegium of ms London, British Library Add. 14535 (on which see Sebastian P. Brock,

“AMonothelete Florilegium in Syriac,” in After Chalcedon: Studies in Theology and Church

HistoryOffered to Professor AlbertVanRoey forHis Seventieth Birthday [ed. C. Laga, J.A.Mu-

nitiz, and L. van Rompay; ola 18; Leuven: Peeters, 1985], 35–45; Jack Tannous, “In Search

of Monotheletism,” Dumbarton Oaks Papers 68 [2014]: 29–67; Maria Conterno, “Three

Unpublished Texts on Christ’s Unique Will and Operation from the Syriac Florilegium

in the ms. London, British Library, Add. 14535,”Millennium 10 [2013]: 115–144 and Maria

Conterno, “Byzance hors de Byzance: la controverse monothélite du côté syriaque,” in Les

controverses religieuses en syriaque [ed. F. Ruani; es 13; Paris: Paul Geuthner, 2016], 157–

180).

90 Elias certainly wrote his letter after 743 (Van Roey, “La lettre,” 9). In 1944, Van Roey con-

sidered that the letter may even date to the beginning of the ninth century (Van Roey,

“La lettre,” 20–21). However, the lack of any reference to Theodore Abū Qurrah tends to

keep the dating withing the third quarter of the eighth century. Although this is a proof

e silentio, it must be reminded that Elias is carefully up to date as to the Christological

developments of his time, and these developments do not go beyond John of Damascus.
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eighth century, ChalcedonianChristologywas thriving in theUmayyadEmpire,

thanks to the prominent intellectual andpolitical position of theChalcedonian

Church and hismajor representative, John of Damascus. Later on, between the

end of the eighth and the beginning of the ninth century, the Chalcedonians

were actively proselytising, especially amongMiaphysites; Theodore Abū Qur-

rah, as we have seen, had attempted an unfortunate mission in Armenia, and

among his writings we can also read a hortatory letter, in which Theodore tries

to convince his Miaphysite addressee to convert to Chalcedonianism.91 As to

the Damascene (together with other authors, such as George of Martyropo-

lis and Constantine of Ḥarrān, of whom we know only through quotations in

Elias’s letter), he had raised once again the old polemical arguments against

the Miaphysites, and this time within the framework of a majestic theoret-

ical system, which surpassed the previous works of Leontius of Byzantium,

Theodore of Raithou, or Anastasius of Sinai, all of them authors who, in any

case, had lived within the borders of the Byzantine Empire. We can imag-

ine that it was of no little concern for Miaphysite theologians to have such

important adversaries as the Damascene and Abū Qurrah in the Chalcedonian

party, which was also the most prominent of that day under the Umayyads.

John’s writing Against the Jacobites, as well as parts of his Exposition of the

Orthodox Faith, were particularly challenging for the Miaphysites. It is not by

chance that both works are quoted by Elias in his letter.92 Michael the Great93

informs us that Cyriacus of Tagrit, under whose patriarchate the debate in

Armenia between Nonnus and Abū Qurrah took place, was particularly con-

cerned with the challenges set by Chalcedonians (and Julianists), and that he

actively engaged in negotiations and polemic issues with both parties, which,

not surprisingly, are both represented as the polemical goal of two consecu-

tive florilegia in our British Library andMinganamanuscripts. Considering the

general lack of Miaphysite Christological sources between the death of George

of the Arabs (708ce) and the beginning of the ninth century, we are lucky to

have at least Elias’ and Nonnus’ letters, since they add crucial elements to the

picture of the Miaphysite position at the end of a long period of triumphant

91 Theodore Abū Qurrah, Mayāmir, 104–139.

92 Eliae epistula, 46 and 96 (text), 33 and 69 (trans.) (from John’s Against the Jacobites); 33–34

and 42–45 (text), 24 and 29–32 (trans.) (from John’s De fide orthodoxa).

93 Chalcedonians: Michael the Great, Chronicle, 4:495–497 (text), 3:32–34 (trans.); Julianists:

Michael the Great, Chronicle, 4:483–486 (text), 3:10–15 (trans.). On Julianism under Cyria-

cus, see Ute Possekel, “Julianism in Syriac Christianity,” inOrientalia Christiana: Festschrift

für Hubert Kaufhold zum 70. Geburtstag (ed. P. Bruns and H.O. Luthe; Eichstätter Beiträge

zum Christlichen Orient 3; Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 2013), 437–458, at 454–456.
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Chalcedonianism. These sources reveal that the main questions at stake were

the same as those tackled in our florilegium in the same years, and that, to

address these questions, Elias and Nonnus used pretty much the same collec-

tion of patristic quotations and ideas as can also be found in the florilegium.

Indeed, it is likely that the Christological florilegium started circulating in the

form inwhichwenow read it under Cyriacus, since all itsmanuscriptwitnesses

can be dated no earlier than the end of the eighth century. Wright’s eighth-

century dating of bl Add. 14532, which seems to be the earliest witness to the

florilegium, is telling in this regard.

Elias’ and Nonnus’ letters show that, in the last years of the eighth cen-

tury and at the beginning of the ninth, the questions94 debated at the end of

the sixth century under the patriarchate of Peter of Callinicum regained high

relevance among Miaphysite theologians, who then turned to sixth-century

sources and patristic collections (and certainly added to them) to construct

their arguments and texts. The controversial themes of the past were recurring

once again, but theChalcedonianmetaphysics had significantly evolved. It is to

this evolution of old topics in a new form thatMiaphysite theologians intended

to react. The new Chalcedonian view on the questions of nature, hypostasis,

andproperties imposed on theMiaphysites awork of re-conceptualization and

re-organization of their tradition. The Christological florilegium, which tackles

the same topics and uses the same sources in the same years, may thus be seen

as a further actor in the debate betweenChalcedonians andMiaphysites, based

on the same arguments and materials. Through Elias’ letter, we can even have

a look at these anthological materials in the making, just as they were drawing

close to their final form.We could even suppose that Elias, perhapswritingafter

the florilegium had reached its final form, used the Christological florilegium

as we know it—if he did not himself contribute to its compilation. It is tempt-

ing to conclude that Cyriacus, who was a successor of Peter of Callinicum and

probably could still have access to materials from previous controversies and

especially from those involving Peter, may have ordered that those materials,

which had already been organised in someway by the previous generations, be

94 Admittedly, the only chronological information provided by Elias’ letter is that it was writ-

ten after 743, to which the Damascene’s Exposition of the Orthodox Faith, quoted in the

letter, is dated. As I said, it is likely that the Elias of the letter is the Elias of Ḥarrān (the

city of which Abū Qurrah was bishop at the beginning of the ninth century) who wrote

the preface to the treatise On Difference, Number, and Division and dedicated his treatise

on the Eucharist to the not-yet patriarch Dionysius of Tell-Mahre. Thus, we should assign

Elias’s floruit between the end patriarchate of Cyriacus of Tagrit (790–817) and the begin-

ning of Dionysius’, which was also Nonnus’ main period of activity.
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set up as structured handbooks to formhis theologians for the urgent dogmatic

controversies of his day against the predominant Church.
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Appendix 1. The Christological Florilegium: Chapter Titles 1–105

1 [The Fathers teach] what the difference is as to the natural characteristic

of the [natures] from which Christ derives.

2 What does “as to the natural characteristic” mean?

3 We confess the difference, the property, and the otherness of the natures

from which Christ derives.

4 Not confessing the otherness of ousia nor the difference [of ousia] does

not fall outside of the iniquity of those who confuse the ousiai.

5 Sometimes a division is also conceived along with the difference.

6 Division ceases and difference is preserved.

7 We see that the difference as to the natural characteristic does not vanish,

thanks to the unconfused character of the union, but division has been

taken away.

8 Difference as to the ousia did not cease after the thought of the union.

9 Difference as to the ousia remained.

10 The union did not take away difference, nor did it make it vanish nor

cease; but it took away division into two. One thing is division, another

one is difference.

11 We do not make the difference a cause of division.

12 Heretics try to introduce division through difference as to the ousia.

13 Essential difference does not bring in with itself a cutting into two after

the union.

14 Division does not follow a difference of essence in any regard.

15 Difference as to the ousia denies duality after the union.

16 Otherness as to the natural characteristic also preserves the union uncon-

fused and does not dissolve the formula “one incarnate nature of the

Word”.
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17 We do not avoid confessing the property of the natures from which the

Emmanuel derives, in order to preserve the union unconfused.

18 One [is] the incarnate nature of the Word and it is not divided into two

after the union, and yet [this] does not suppress the essential difference.

19 Since the human being can be separated in theory, [Severus] shows the

difference of the [components] of which he consists.

20 Taking difference away is tantamount to introducing confusion.

21 After the unutterable union, the hypostatic union does not mix up the

difference as to the natural characteristic, nor does it leave [any] trace of

a cutting.

22 Speaking of union does not neglect the difference but removes division.

23 Wherever we confess one one incarnate nature of theWord, we also con-

ceive of a difference as to the natural characteristic.

24 We do not maintain, nor confess, two natures before the union, in the

union, or after the union.

25 The teacher [scil. Cyril] conceived of “after the union” and of “union” as

[being] the same thing.

26 The Grammarian spoke of “two natures” in the union.

27 One is the nature and the hypostasis in the union and in the composition.

28 Two things or beings are one once they are gathered together.

29 Even though the two are one because of the gathering, they [are] such not

[because they are] equal by nature or equal by ousia.

30 Saying “two” in whatever way is tantamount to cutting.

31 Separating [if only] in theory is tantamount to cutting.

32 Demonstration that “two” means cutting, and that not even conceptually

does one say “two” without dividing in theory.

33 Not even in one’s mind can one say “two” without dividing Him who is

from two.

34 Separation is a premise to duality.

35 The cutting and the duality which are in the thought cease.

36 ‘From two natures or hypostases’ is said [only] in theory.

37 Composed [things] are separated only in theory.

38 Composition is divided only in [one’s] mind.

39 The [natures] from which Christ derives appear two only in theory be-

causeof thedifference as to theousia, andbecauseof inequality of species

with regard to one another.

40 “Other and other” can be understood only as far as the essential charac-

teristic is concerned, when what is composed is separated in theory.

41 Only in theory is one allowed to see the [natures] from which the union

derives as “other and other”.
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42 [Only] in theory do we know that two [entities that are] different as to

the ousiawere gathered together.

43 When one separates in the thought, one finds otherness as to the species

and inequality of ousia.

44 Not because those [scil. the Chalcedonians] who are against the differ-

ence of the natures from which Christ derives say it is it necessary that

we avoid to [mention difference], too.

45 Not the fact itself of mentioning two natures is bad, but the fact of speak-

ing of two natures after the union is contemptible.

46 No one before Cyril had spoken with the very words “hypostatic union”.

47 The union of theWord with the flesh is called composition.

48 On the fact that Christ is one composite person.

49 On the fact that the Fathers know that the union of the Word with His

ensouled flesh was natural and hypostatic, and they teach that He was

united with regard to the ousia.

50 What is composed in a natural union from entities different by [their]

nature is named after its parts, and the whole is called after each of them,

and each of them is named after the name of its whole.

51 God theWord became human and was begotten in the flesh.

52 Testimonia of the holy Fathers who confess that God the Word suffered

and died for us in the flesh.

53 Although the Fathers separate twonatures in theory, they see and say that

the union occurred from those [two] and confess one incarnate nature of

theWord after the union, and do not divide in any way those which were

united.

54 Refusal of saying “two natures”.

55 Saying “two united [scil. natures]” is opposite to saying “one incarnate”.

56 “One” is said not only of simple things but also of composite ones, and

whoever says: “if one is the incarnate nature of theWord, then confusion

and mixture occur”, says oddities.

57 Let us refer all the words present in the Gospels to one person and

hypostasis; the teacher confesses one incarnate hypostasis of theWord.

58 On the words “with” and “together”.

59 It is not necessary that we avoid all the things that the heretics say, [but]

recognizing the difference is no cause for cutting the one Christ into two

natures.

60 Those who confess Christ [as] two natures add a [word that] leads astray

the simple: they define the [natures through] the word “undivided”.

61 As to the natures from which Christ derives, the holy Fathers know them

as hypostases.
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62 Two persons are ascribed to hypostases that [have] their proper subsis-

tence and subsist separately.

63 We do not say that Christ [derived] from two persons in the same way as

we say that [he derives] from two natures or hypostases.

64 On the fact that it is abominable to say that the nature of God the Word

changed into the flesh to the point that they were confused.

65 The expressions “in two” or “in each one” are understood [as referring to]

two hypostases that subsist in their proper subsistence.

66 “From two” and “two” are not the same thing.

67 [Cyril] orders Nestorius, after he introduced the natures into the union,

to avoid division.

68 For the adversaries it is the same thing to say “Christ in two natures”

and “two natures in Christ”. [In this chapter we find three excerpts from

Probus: “Of Probus, from the chartis he made as a confession of faith and

gave to Anastasius, chief of the congregation in Antioch”; “Of the same

from the chartis he produced at the synod held in Antioch under the

direction of Gregory, who was patriarch, and of twelve bishops”; “Of the

same from the sixth chartis against the monks”].

69 TheWord is not known without the flesh after the union.

70 Thenatures or hypostases fromwhichChrist [derives] are seen inoneper-

son and in one hypostasis and nature; they do not imply a division into

two.

71 Only one Christ and Lord and Son is seen in one person and hypostasis

and in his only nature, i.e. the incarnate [nature].

72 The natures or hypostases from which Christ [derives], by being in com-

position without diminution and without separation, make up one per-

son.

73 When the natures from which Christ derives subsist in composition, the

duality of hypostases and persons that [can be conceived of], as it were,

in the phantasy of thoughts vanishes.

74 When the concept of the union is brought in, the presence of duality in

the mind is removed.

75 After the thought of the union, the cutting into two [that is present] in

the thought ceases and departs.

76 Seeing two [natures] is possible in theory alone, and the teacher [scil.

Cyril] demonstrated that “after the union” is tantamount to “after the

thought of the union”.

77 The [natures] that were united are not at all [any longer] two.

78 The expressions “the one Son is not two natures” and “duality dissolves

the union” are asserted absolutely.
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79 The force of the union makes every duality cease, and the one incarnate

nature of theWord makes every confusion and division cease.

80 [Cyril] prohibits the cutting in every respect.

81 Those who were in Chalcedon were required by the [political] leaders to

formulate a Creed.

82 The definition that was established by the Synod of Chalcedon.

83 Saying what is in agreement with the 318 Fathers is not prohibited.

84 The blasphemies of the Tome of Leo, which are exposed one by one with

the other remaining ones that have the same meaning.

85 In his letter to the Emperor Marcian, Dorotheus attests that Leo in his

Tome affirms two natures after the union.

86 On the acceptance of Eutyches.

87 On the fact that Eutyches was accepted by Leo of Rome.

88 The condemnation of Dioscorus did not occur on account of faith.

89 “Knowing the difference of the words is one thing, separating the natures

is another thing”: regarding these unlearned words, saint Cyril says that

they are not his own.

90 It is foolish to say that the union of the Emmanuel derives from two per-

sons.

91 Hypostases or natures are the [entities] that were united.

92 Nestorius did not affirm—in words—neither two Christs or two Sons or

one and another Son.

93 Nestorius confesses ‘united natures’.

94 Nestorius affirms one person from two.

95 One thing [resulted] from two.

96 What the Easterners wanted the holy Cyril to quit and reject, and again

what he wanted them to reject.

97 [Christ] is both [things] together, or, he is and is known as [both] ‘this’

and ‘that’.

98 Of Theodoret, from the things he wrote to those who had his same opin-

ion in Constantinople, after Cyril’s union with the Easterners.

99 From the letter of Hiba to Mari the Persian, which was read to the Synod

of Chalcedon in the tenth [but: eleventh] session.

100 Of Nestorius from the letter to the Constantinopolitans.

101 From a dialalià [Actio xi] of the Council of Chalcedon.

102 From the eighth [but: ninth] session on Theodoret.

103 Theodoret confesses two hypostases viz. natures.

104 Leo says that every nature preserves its property.

105 The holy Fathers say that sometimes the Emmanuel left the flesh that it

might suffer its own [passions].
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Appendix 2

table 5.1 A sample of the correspondences between the Christological Florilegium and the Miaphysite

Libelli of 595 (ms D = bl Add. 14533)a

Excerpt in the 7th Libellus Position of the same excerpt in the florilegium

fol. 111ra, from Cyril, 2nd Tome against Nesto-

rius

chapter 1

fol. 111rb, from Severus, Contra Gram-

maticum

chapter 3, same interruption with ܒܘܬܘ .

fol. 111rb, from Severus, Letter to Eleusinius chapter 1

fol. 111rb, from Severus, Philalethes chapter 10

fol. 111va, from Severus, Apology of the Phi-

lalethes

chapter 6

fol. 111va, from Severus, Letter 1 to Sergius the

Grammarian

chapter 7, same interruption with ܒܘܬܘ .

fol. 112ra, from Severus, Contra Gram-

maticum

chapter 29

fol. 112rb–va, from Cyril, Letter 2 to Succensus chapter 55

fol. 112vb–113ra, from Cyril, 2nd Tome against

Nestorius

chapter 67

fol. 113ra, from ps.-Athanasius, “De incorpo-

ratione divina Verbi Dei”

chapter 54

fol. 113ra, from ps.-Julius of Rome, Discourse

to those who fight against the divine incar-

nation of theWord

chapter 54

fol. 113ra, from Cyril, Apology of the 8th

anathematism, against Andrew

chapter 58

fol. 113rab, from Cyril, Logos Prosphonetikos

to Theodosius ii

chapter 65

fol. 113rb, from Proclus, Tome to the Armeni-

ans

chapter 27

a Extension of the Miaphysite Libelli against Probus in ms D: fol. 107r–123v.
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Appendix 3

table 5.2 A sample of the correspondences between Elias’ Letter to Leo and the Christological Flori-

legium

Passage and position in florilegium In Elias’ Letter

From Cyril, 2nd Tome against Nestorius, chapt. 67 Chapter 5, Eliae epistula 25 text; 18 trans.

From Cyril, Letter to Eulogius, chapt. 53 Chapter 5, Eliae epistula 25 text; 18 trans.

From Cyril, Letter 1 to Succensus, chapt. 53 Chapter 9, Eliae epistula 65–66 text; 47 trans.

Immediately following in chapt. 53: From Cyril,

Letter 2 to Succensus

Also immediately following in Chapter 9, Eliae epistula

68 text; 50 trans.

From Cyril, Letter to Eulogius, chapt. 59 Chapter 9, Eliae epistula 70 text; 51 trans.

From Cyril, Letter to Acacius of Melitene,

chapt. 53

Chapter 9, Eliae epistula 70–71 text; 51 trans.

Following one in chapt. 53: From Cyril, Letter to

Acacius of Melitene

Previous one in chapter 9: Eliae epistula 70 text; 51

trans.

From ps.-Gregory Thaumaturgus, Fides secundum

partes, chapt. 54

Chapter 9, Eliae epistula 76 text; 55 trans.

Immediately following in chapt. 54 after a bridg-

ing formula: From ps.-Athanasius, “De incorpora-

tione Verbi Dei”

Immediately following in Chapter 9, with the same

bridging formula, Eliae epistula 76–77 text; 55 trans.

From Gregory Nazianzen, Letter 1 to Cledonius,

chapt. 52

Chapter 9, Eliae epistula 77 text; 56 trans.

From John Chrysostom, 38th Homily on 1Cor,

chapt. 52

Chapter 11, Eliae epistula 94 text; 67 trans.

From ps.-Athanasius, against Apollinaris,

chapt. 49

Chapter 11, Eliae epistula 96 text; 69 trans. with the

same interruption through ܒܘܬܘ
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chapter 6

Patristic Tradition, Trinitarian Doctrine, and

Metaphysics in Abū Rāʾiṭah al-Takrītī’s Polemics

against the Melkites

Bishara Ebeid

Introduction

The West Syrian theologian Ḥabīb ibn Ḫidmah Abū Rāʾiṭah al-Takrītī1 lived

between the eighth and ninth centuries. Due to his relative adjective (nis-

bah) “al-Takrītī”, ancient authors and some modern scholars considered him

bishop of Tagrit, a city situated in present-day Iraq between Baghdad and

Mosul, whose Metropolitans represented the Miaphysite Syrian Patriarch in

Mesopotamia from the sixth century on. However, since there is no evidence

thathewas apriest and/or bishop in the contemporary sources anddocuments,

scholars today assert that hewas a layman, probably, as S. Kh. Samirmaintains,2

a father of a daughter whose name was Rāʾiṭah.

Some Armenian chronicles describe Abū Rāʾiṭah as a great vardapet, a title

usually given to apologists and teachers of theology. His being a teacher (in Syr-

iac mallpōnō) in his Church, and precisely in the centre of Tagrit, might lead

one to see behind his nisbah a form of connection with this city as an educa-

tional centre. Indeed, in the seventh century theMetropolitan see of Tagrit was

1 The main detailed study on Abū Rāʾiṭah’s life and writings is Sandra T. Keating, Defend-

ing the ‘People of Truth’ in the Early Islamic Period. The Christian Apologies of Abū Rāʾiṭah

(hcmr 4; Leiden: Brill, 2006), 32–56. See also Sandra T. Keating, “Abū Rāʾiṭa l-Takrītī,” in

Christian-Muslim Relations: A Bibliographical History Volume 1 (600–900) (ed. D. Thomas and

B.Roggema;hcmr 11; Leiden: Brill, 2009), 567–581, here 567–571; SandraT.Keating, “Habīb ibn

Khidma Abū Rāʾita al-Takrītī’s ‘The Refutation of the Melkites concerning the Union [of the

Divinity and Humanity in Christ]’ (iii),” in Christians at the Heart of Islamic Rule: Church Life

and Scholarship in ʿAbbasid Iraq (ed. D. Thomas; History of ChristianMuslim Relations 1; Lei-

den: Brill, 2003), 39–53, here 39–45 and Sidney H. Griffith, “Ḥabīb ibn Ḫidmah Abū Rāʾitạh, a

Christianmutakallim of the first Abbasid century,”Oriens Christianus 64 (1980): 161–201, here

164–165.

2 Cf. Samir Kh. Samir, “Création et incarnation chez Abū Rāʾita. Étude de vocabulaire,” in

Mélanges en hommage au professeur et au penseur libanais Farid Jabie (Section des Études

Philosophiques et Sociales 20; Beirut: Publications de l’Université libanaise, 1989), 187–236,

here 191.
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patristic tradition, trinitarian doctrine, and metaphysics 229

transformed into a Maphrianate,3 and from the ninth to the eleventh century,

the golden age of the city, it became one of the most important educational

and cultural centres for the West Syrians in Mesopotamia.4 Consequently, “al-

Takrītī”, if it does not allude to Abū Rāʾiṭah’s birthplace, could mean the place

where he lived and worked. In my opinion, our author was a collaborator in

the educational project of theWest Syrian Patriarch Cyriacus (d. 817),5 who, as

it seems from the canons of the synods he summoned in Beth Bathin (794)

and in Ḥarrān (812/3), aimed to improve the intellectual level of the priests

and monks of his Church, so that they could polemicise with Chalcedonians

(Melkites) and East Syrians.

Indeed, Abū Rāʾiṭah was one of the most prominent apologists and theolo-

gians of his time.He belonged to the generation of those Christian authorswho

felt the necessity to translate, express and even write theology in Arabic, the

new lingua franca.6 As an apologist and a teacher, he was involved in discus-

sions with non-Miaphysite Christians, defending Miaphysite theology, as well

as with Muslim scholars, defending Christian doctrine against Islamic accusa-

tions, and at the same time encouraging Christians to remain faithful to their

religion and not to convert to Islam.7

3 On the meaning of Maphrian and Maphrianate, and on Tagrit as the see of the West Syrian

Maphrianate in Mesopotamia, see George A. Kiraz, “Maphrian,” in Gorgias Encyclopedic Dic-

tionary of the Syriac Heritage (ed. S.P. Brock, A.M. Butts, et al. Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias Press,

2011), 264–265.

4 For more details on Tagrit as a Christian center, among others, see: PhilipWood, The Imam of

the Christians. TheWorld of Dionysius of Tel-Mahre, c. 750–850 (Princeton, NJ–Oxford: Prince-

ton University Press, 2021), 121–135; Amir Harrak, “Tagrit,” Gorgias Encyclopedic Dictionary

of the Syriac Heritage (ed. S.P. Brock, A.M. Butts, et al. Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias Press, 2011),

395–396; Jean-Maurice Fiey, “Tagrît: Esquisse d’histoire chrétienne,” L’Orient Syrien 8 (1963):

289–342; Lucas Van Rompay and Andrea B. Schmidt, “Takritans in the Egyptian Desert: The

Monastery of the Syrians in the Ninth Century,” Journal of the Canadian Society of Syriac

Studides 1 (2001): 41–60; Harald Suermann, “Ḥabīb ibn Ḫidma Abū Rāʾitạ: Portrait eines mia-

physitischenTheologen,” JEastCS 58 (2006): 221–233, here 225–227; Samir, “Création”, 189–190.

5 On this important figure, seeWitoldWitakowski, “Quryaqos,”Gorgias EncyclopedicDictionary

of the SyriacHeritage (ed. S.P. Brock, A.M. Butts, et al. Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias Press, 2011), 347–

348.

6 The fundamental work on Christian Arabic literature remains Georg Graf, Geschichte der

christlichen arabischen Literatur (5 vols.; Studi e Testi 144–148; Città del Vaticano: Biblioteca

ApostolicaVaticana, 1944–1953). On the encounter of Christian ArabswithMuslims and their

production in the Arabic language, especially of the first generation, and its content, see Sid-

ney H. Griffith, The Church in the Shadow of the Mosque (Princeton NJ: Princeton University

Press, 2008). See also the first chapter of Bishara Ebeid, La Tunica di al-Masīḥ. La Cristologia

delle grandi confessioni cristiane dell’Oriente nel x e xi secolo (2nd ed.; Rome:Valore Italiano—

Edizioni Orientalia Christiana, 2019).

7 Cf. Keating, Defending, 12–19.
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Abū Rāʾiṭah wrote only in Arabic. His works havemostly an apologetic char-

acter and should be considered the starting point of the Miaphysite Christian

theological production in theArabic language.8 Hiswritings can be categorised

into two main groups: 1) polemics against non-Miaphysite Christians, mainly

Chalcedonians, and 2) apologetic works in relation to Muslims.9

Scholars of Christian Arabic texts and theology usually tend to seek behind

all works of Christian Arabic literature a direct or, in the best cases, indirect

relationship with Islam. However, I believe that this approach and method

is not always correct and sometimes leads to erroneous conclusions. In fact,

many Christian Arabic theological works were written to defend what their

authors deemed the proper doctrine against that of other Christians; intra-

Christian polemics continued to exist even if Christians in the Middle East

had to face the same “new opponent”, Islam. This does not mean that they

ignored the “new religion” or that they did not take it into consideration, but,

as far as intra-Christian polemics are concerned, one should carefully exam-

ine the originality of the theological thought of each author (especially those

of the first generation), and at the same time, his dependence on his tradition,

and the original theological development he produced. In other words, intra-

Christian polemics written under Islam should be read and examined within

their Christian tradition, while also taking into consideration, of course, their

“new opponent”.10

Following this tendency, scholars who studied the writings and thought of

Abū Rāʾiṭah maintain that his main enemies were Muslims, and that, there-

fore, his writings should be read from this perspective.11 An exception to this

8 For a description of his works and the topics discussed therein, see Keating, Defending,

56–65; Keating, “Abū Rāʾiṭa”, 571–581. An edition of all his extant writings with German

translation was made by Graf in Abū Rāʾiṭa,Writings. An edition of his writings (suppos-

edly) related to Islamwith English translation wasmade by Keating, Defending, 73–357. It

must be mentioned that there are partial editions of some of his writings made by Salim

Daccache.

9 Cf. Keating, “Habīb”, 40.

10 See, for example, my suggestion in Ebeid, Tunica.

11 See, for example, the studies of Griffith, “Ḥabīb”; Harald Suermann, “Der Begriff Sịfah

bei Abū Rāʾitạ”, in Christian Arabic Apologetics during the Abbasid period (750–1258) (ed.

S.Kh. Samir and J.S. Nielsen; Studies in the History of Religion 63; Leiden: Brill, 1994),

157–171; Octavian Mihoc, “Hermeneutische und argumentative Modelle im Traktat über

Christologie von Ḥabīb ibn Khidma Abū Rāʾiṭah l-Takrītī,” in Begegnungen in Vergangen-

heit und Gegenwart: Beiträge dialogischer Existenz. Eine freundschaftliche Festgabe zum

60. Geburtstag von Martin Tamcke (ed. C. Rammelt, C. Schlarb, and E. Schlarb; Theologie

112; Münster: Lit Verlag, 2015), 380–397; Sara L. Husseini, Early Christian-Muslim Debate

on the Unity of God: Three Christian Scholars and Their Engagement with Islamic Thought
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approach is the study by F. Benevich, who tried, more than others,12 to read

this author within his tradition, especially of the sixth and seventh centuries.13

Even if the problem of Islam was becoming very serious and the number of

conversions was increasing,14 I am convinced that, at Abū Rāʾiṭah’s time, Mia-

physites still considered the Chalcedonians to be their main opponents. This

explains, in fact, why the majority of his writings were written against them.

Therefore, when examining his works, one should read Abū Rāʾiṭah within his

own tradition and the controversial literature thereof.

The following is a list of his polemical writings against the Chalcedonians

that have come down to us:15

1) “Introductory letter to Ašot Smbāt Msaker: Refutation of the Melkites on

the Union [of the Divinity and Humanity in Christ]”.16

2) “Second letter to Ašot SmbātMsaker: Evidence for the Threefold Praise of

the OneWho was Crucified for Us”.17

3) “Refutation of the Melkites”.18

(9th Century c.e.) (hcmr 21; Leiden: Brill, 2014), 77–104, 193–198; Keating, “Habīb;” San-

dra T. Keating, “The Rationality of Christian Doctrine: Abū Rāʾiṭa al-Takrītī’s Philosophical

Response to Islam,” in Heirs of the Apostles: Studies on Arabic Christianity in Honor of Sid-

ney H. Griffith (ed. D. Bertaina et al.; Arabic Christianity 1; Leiden: Brill, 2019), 157–178, and

Sandra T. Keating, “An Early List of Ṣifāt Allāh in Abū Rāʾiṭa al-Takrītī’s ‘First Risāla on

the Holy Trinity’,” Jerusalem Studies in Arabic and Islam 36 (2009): 339–355. In another

paper, I examine Abū Rāʾiṭah’s Trinitarian apologetical doctrine and its relationship with

the Islamic doctrine on the divine attributes, and how reading our author within the con-

text of his tradition and taking into consideration all his writings in this regard leads to a

more correct understanding of his view on the hypostases and the attributes, see Bishara

Ebeid, “Abū Rāʾiṭah al-Takrītī’s Trinitarian Doctrine: Between Miaphysite Tradition and

Islamic Challenge,”Adamantius 27 (2021): 6–28.

12 One can find a similar approach in Keating, “Rationality.” However, as I shall demonstrate

in this chapter, her study and analysis of Abū Rāʾiṭah within the context of his tradition

was not deep, and therefore, in my opinion, she came to some incorrect conclusions.

13 One of those scholars that tried to read some of Abū Rāʾiṭah’s thought within the context

of hisMiaphysite tradition was Fedor Benevich, “Christliche Trinitätslehre vor dem Islam:

Ein Beispiel von Abū Rāʾiṭa al-Takrītī,”, Oriens Christianus 96 (2012): 149–164.

14 See, for example, Keating’s opinion in “Habīb,” 40.

15 The English titles given are based on Keating, Defending, 71–72, with some slight changes.

16 It is the letter that Abū Rāʾiṭah gave to Nonnus of Nisibis to be read by Ašot SmbātMsaker

before the disputation with Abū Qurrah, Text number iii according to Graf’s edition, Abū

Rāʾiṭah, TheWritings, 65–72 (text).

17 It is the second letter that Abū Rāʾiṭah wrote to Ašot Smbāt Msaker after the disputation

between Nonnus of Nisibis and Abū Qurrah, where he refutes in detail the argumenta-

tions of the Melkite Abū Qurrah. Text number iv according to Graf ’s edition, Abū Rāʾiṭah,

TheWritings, 73–87 (text).

18 Probably, it is a treatise that Abū Rāʾiṭah wrote after the first two, since in themanuscripts
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4) “Evidence for the Threefold Praise for the One Crucified for Us”.19

5) “From the ‘Book of the Confession of the Fathers’ ”.20

6) “Christological Discussion”.21

Abū Rāʾiṭah’s argumentation against the Chalcedonian doctrine is based on: 1)

the Bible, by mentioning some biblical verses and giving them an exegesis that

demonstrates the wrong doctrine of the Melkites and the Orthodoxy of the

Miaphysites;22 2) the faith of the three Ecumenical Councils of Nicaea (325),

Constantinople (381) and Ephesus (431);23 3) a correct use of metaphysics, by

explaining how the metaphysical terms used in the Christian doctrine should

be understood; 4) rational argumentations, syllogisms and analogies based on

the tradition of the Syriac Aristotelian culture,24 in which Abū Rāʾiṭah proba-

bly shared,25 and on the way of making Kalām, mainly of the Muʿtazilites,26

the most influential Islamic school at the time of the author;27 5) liturgical

it is considered as his fourth letter. Text number vii according to Graf’s edition, Abū

Rāʾiṭah, TheWritings, 105–130 (text).

19 This treatise was probably written after the first two, and I think it was written before the

third work in our list here. Text number v according to Graf’s edition, Abū Rāʾiṭah, The

Writings, 88–93 (text).

20 Some quotations found in an Arabo-Coptic Florilegium called Iʿtirāf al-Ābāʾ (the Con-

fession of the Fathers, cf. Georg Graf, “Zwei dogmatische Florilegien der Kopten. B. Das

Bekenntnis der Väter,” ocp 3 (1937): 345–402, here 398–399). Text number ix according to

Graf ’s edition, Abū Rāʾiṭah, TheWritings, 160–161 (text).

21 It is a Christological disputation that, according to one tradition, occurred between Abū

Rāʾiṭah, Abū Qurrah, and an East SyrianMetropolitan. Text number xi according to Graf’s

edition, Abū Rāʾiṭah, TheWritings, 163–165 (text).

22 See, for example, how he uses the Bible in his anti-Melkite writings, Abū Rāʾiṭah, The

Writings, 90–91, 124–125 (text). See also Sandra T. Keating, “The Use and Translation of

Scripture in the Apologetic Writings of Abû Râʾita al-Takrîtî,” in The Bible in Arab Chris-

tianity. (ed. D. Thomas; hcmr 6; Leiden: Brill, 2006), 257–274; Mihoc, “Hermeneutische,”

383–389; Suermann, “Ḥabīb,” 230.

23 See, for example, Abū Rāʾiṭah, TheWritings, 67–68, 75, 79 (text).

24 Cf. JohnW.Watt, “The Syriac Aristotelian Tradition and the Syro-Arabic Baghdad Philoso-

phers,” in Ideas inMotion inBaghdadandBeyond. Philosophical andTheological Exchanges

between Christians and Muslims in the Third/Ninth and Fourth/Tenth Centuries (ed. D. Ja-

nos; Islamic History and Civilization 124; Leiden: Brill, 2016), 7–43.

25 See Keating, “Rationality,” 158; Suermann, “Ḥabīb,” 227–228, 230–231, 232; Mihoc, “Herme-

neutische,” 392–397.

26 Cf. Albert N. Nader, Le système philosophique des Muʿtazila (Premiers penseurs de l’Islam)

(Recherches 3; Beyrouth: Les Lettres orientales, 1956). See also MontgomeryW.Watt, The

Formative Period of Islamic Thought (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 1973), 209–

250; MontgomeryW.Watt, Islamic Philosophy and Theology. An Extended Survey (2nd ed.;

Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 1985), 46–55.

27 Cf.Watt, Formative, 221. See also chapters 8 and 9 of Hugh Kennedy,When Baghdad Ruled

the MuslimWorld: The Rise and Fall of Islam’s Greatest Dynasty (London: Phoenix, 2005).
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patristic tradition, trinitarian doctrine, and metaphysics 233

elements taken from the Melkite tradition to demonstrate that their liturgical

texts contradict their own doctrine;28 and 6) the patristic tradition, by quoting,

directly and indirectly, passages by Church Fathers that confirm theOrthodoxy

of the doctrine of his Church.

One of the aims of this chapter is to understand why Abū Rāʾiṭah considers

problematic the Trinitarian doctrine of the Melkites, and why discussing with

theMelkites concerning theTrinitarian dogma does not necessarilymean that,

in his mind, or among his audience, there were Muslims or Christians recently

converted to Islam, as some scholarsmaintain.29To realise this goal I shall anal-

yse and examine two of Abū Rāʾiṭah’s works: his Refutation of the Melkites and

his Introductory letter to Ašot Smbāt Msaker,30 where he refutes the Melkite

Trinitarian doctrine. My analysis will demonstrate that, for Abū Rāʾiṭah, the

error of the Melkites is to be identified in their metaphysical system, devel-

oped at and after the Council of Chalcedon (451), which, once applied to their

Trinitarian doctrine, created risky consequences.

For those who study the development of the theological thought of the

Miaphysites from the sixth to the eighth century, it is known that this polem-

ical element is not an innovation by Abū Rāʾiṭah.31 In their controversial writ-

ings against Chalcedonians and “Nestorians”, the Miaphysites accused both of

having an erroneous understanding and use of metaphysical concepts such

as “substance”, “hypostasis” and “person”; for this reason, they maintained,

the Trinitarian doctrine of both was corrupted.32 The Miaphysites tried to

28 Such element was treated in his second letter to the Armenian ruler on the Trisagion; Cf.

Abū Rāʾiṭah, The Writings, 80–83 (text). See also Suermann, “Ḥabīb,” 232; Bishara Ebeid,

“Miaphysite Syriac Patristic Florilegia and Theopaschism: Abū Rāʾiṭah’s Defence of the

Christological Trisagion Hymn,”Annali di Scienze Religiose 14 (2021): 231–269.

29 See the last section of this chapter where I enter in dialogue with S. Keating and her opin-

ion in this regard.

30 For methodological reasons, I will follow Graf’s edition.

31 Regarding this, see Bishara Ebeid, “Metaphysics of Trinity in Graeco-Syriac Miaphysitism:

A Study and Analysis of the Trinitarian Florilegium in ms bl Add. 14532,” Studia graeco-

arabica 11 (2021): 83–128.

32 On this issue, among others, see Roberta C. Chesnut, Three Monophysite Christologies.

Severus of Antioch, Philoxenus of Mabbug and Jacob of Sarug (Oxford Theological Mono-

graphs; Oxford: OxfordUniversity Press, 1976); André deHalleux, Philoxène deMabbog. Sa

vie, ses écrits, sa théologie (Universitas Catholica Louvaniensis. Dissertationes ad gradum

magistri in Facultate Theologica vel in Facultate Iuris Canonici consequendum conscrip-

tae iii.8. Louvain: Imprimerie orientaliste, 1963); David A. Michelson, The Practical Chris-

tology of Philoxenos of Mabbug (Oxford Early Christian Studies; Oxford: Oxford University

Press, 2014); David A. Michelson, “Philoxenos of Mabbug: A Cappadocian Theologian on

the Banks of the Euphrates?” inMotions of Late Antiquity: Essays on Religion, Politics, and

Society inHonour of Peter Brown (ed. J. Kreiner andH. Reimitz; Cultural Encounters in Late
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find proofs for their doctrine in the patristic tradition—in fact, the consensus

patrum was used by each Christian confession as a proof of proper Ortho-

doxy.33 One of the consequences of this methodwas the compilation of patris-

tic and dogmatic florilegia.34

As we shall see, Abū Rāʾiṭah also considers the consensus with the Church

Fathers as evidence for the correctness of his Trinitarian and Christological

doctrine. Unfortunately, scholars who studied his writings did not show a real

interest in his patristic background and how he used the Church Fathers and

the patristic material; they only limited themselves to mentioning his use of

some Fathers, their names and the reasons that led him to refer to them.35

As already mentioned, the main aim of this chapter is to fill this gap in the

scholarship on Abū Rāʾiṭah’s thought andwritings. The patristic tradition in his

Christological polemical writings against the Melkites was studied and anal-

ysed in another study of mine;36 in the present chapter, Iwill examinehis direct

and indirect use of the Church Fathers in his Trinitarian and metaphysical

polemics against theMelkites. Furthermore, my analysis shall demonstrate his

close relationship to the Miaphysite movement of compilation of patristic flo-

rilegia against various heresies. It is necessary, however, to startwith a summary

of Abū Rāʾiṭah’s arguments against the Trinitarian doctrine of theMelkites and

their metaphysical system after Chalcedon.

Antiquity and the Middle Ages 20; Turnhout: Brepols, 2016), 151–174 and Iain R. Torrance,

Christology after Chalcedon. Severus of Antioch and Sergius the Monophysite (Norwich:

Canterbury Press, 1988).

33 Cf. Franz-Josef Niemann, “Consensus patrum,” Religion Past and Present (2011). Last re-

trieved 16/10/2020. Online http://dx.doi.org/10.1163/1877‑5888_rpp_SIM_03210. See also

Patrick T.R. Gray, “ ‘The Select Fathers’: Canonizing the Patristic Past,” sp 23 (1989): 21–36.

34 On the Miaphysite florilegia, see John W. Watt, “Rhetorical Education and Florilegia in

Syriac,” in Les auteurs syriaques et leur langue (ed. M. Farina; es 15; Paris: Geuthner, 2018),

95–110. See also Ebeid, “Metaphysics of Trinity,” 99–128. In addition, it must not be forgot-

ten that patristic and dogmatic florilegia were also used by Chalcedonians in the same

way and for the same aim, cf. Marcel Richard, “Les Florilèges diphysites du ve et du vie

siècle,” in Das Konzil von Chalkedon: Geschichte und Gegenwart (vol. i; ed. A. Grillmeier

and H. Bacht; Würzburg: Echter Verlag, 1951), 721–748 and Marcel Richard, “Notes sur les

florilèges dogmatiques du ve et du vie siècle,” in Actes du vie Congrès International d’Études

Byzantines (Paris 27 Juillet–2 Août 1948) (Vol. i; Paris: Sorbonne, École des hautes études,

1950), 307–318.

35 See, for example, Keating, “Rationality,” 158, 167; Keating, “Habīb,” 50–52 and Suermann,

“Der Begriff,” 169.

36 See Ebeid, “Miaphysite,” 245–261.
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1 Abū Rāʾiṭah’s Metaphysical System and His Trinitarian Doctrine

In the introduction to his Refutation of the Melkites, Abū Rāʾiṭah presents the

main metaphysical issues that one should take into consideration when dis-

cussing with Melkites:

WhatmadeMelkites describe that the nature of the Father, Son and Holy

Spirit is something different from them [i.e., the three hypostases], and

that it exists in its perfection in each one of them without being [identi-

fied] with them, or they [identified] with it? Is it possible that the nature

of God is not his hypostases and his hypostases are not his nature, as the

Melkites described?What are the nature and the essence, what is the dif-

ference between them, and according to what definition should one use

each of them? Is there [any] existent [entity] except the substance and

the accident? What is a hypostasis, that is, a person? What is the rela-

tionship between the property and the thing to which it belongs: does

it complete it or indicate it? How was it possible for them [the Melkites]

to confirm that Christ (may he be praised!) is one hypostasis, after hav-

ing affirmed that in him there are two natures, two wills and two actions?

Why did they refuse to describe him one nature and one hypostasis from

two natures, divinity and humanity, after they have been united and com-

bined?37

According to Abū Rāʾiṭah, who follows his Miaphysite polemical tradition

against Chalcedonians, the main problem for the Melkites is the doctrine of

the Council of Chalcedon.38 He specifies that their Christology obligated them

37
دحاولكيفهلامكبدوجوماهريغءيشسدقلاحورلاونبالاوبالانايكنافصتناةيكـلملااعدام”

امكهنايكريغهميناقاوهميناقاريغهللانايكنوكينازوجيلهو.هايإيهالواهايإنوكيناريغنماهنم

.امهنمدحاولكلاقيوحنمكىلعوامهنيبقرفلاامو.تاذلاونايكلاءايشألانالاامو.ةيكـلملاتفصو

هليهىذلانمةصاخلاعقومامو.صخشلاىأمونقلاامو.ضرعوارهوجريغدوجوملانملهو

امدعبنمًادحاوًامونقهناحبسحيسملامهباجيامهدنعزاجفيكو.هيلعةلادماهليهةلمكمةصاخ

ًادحاوًامونقوًادحاوًانايكاوفصيناريغنم)؟(مهعانتماةلعامو.نيلعفونيتئيشمونينايكهيفوهلاوقحلا

“امهعامتجاوامهداحتادعبنمتوسانلاوتوهاللانينايكنم

Abū Rāʾiṭah, TheWritings, 105 (text). The English translation is mine.

38 Abū Rāʾiṭah, TheWritings, 78–79.
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to modify their metaphysical system, and therefore, concepts like nature, sub-

stance, hypostasis, person, and property took on a new use and understanding,

and the relationship between these metaphysical categories received a new

definition. Following his Miaphysite tradition, Abū Rāʾiṭah accuses his oppo-

nents of holding a dualistic Christology and considers themNestorians,39 since

the content of their Christology is similar to that of Nestorius and his follow-

ers, butwith a different use of terminology.40 According to his point of view, the

Melkites couldnot affirm that inChrist there are twonatures/substances and at

the same time that he is one hypostasis, without in fact distinguishing between

nature/substance and hypostasis/person, and considering them as two differ-

ent metaphysical categories.41 Such remark, once applied to the Trinitarian

doctrine, leads one to maintain that the three divine hypostases, the Father,

the Son, and the Holy Spirit, are something different from the divine nature

and substance that they share.42 As a consequence, such a doctrine makes

the Trinity become a quaternity (i.e. three hypostases and one substance).43

Abū Rāʾiṭah probably had in mind some Chalcedonian authors, who, in their

attempt to polemicise against Tritheism, proposed a ‘Tetradite’ solution like, as

Dirk Krausmüller has demonstrated, the one of Anastasius of Sinai, who came

to the point of considering the common substance as a quasi-hypostasis added

as fourth to the three hypostases of the Trinity.44

Abū Rāʾiṭah is well aware that Melkites could easily apply his same rational

demonstration to theTrinitarian doctrine of his ownChurch,maintaining that,

for Miaphysites, the three divine hypostases are three gods because of theMia-

physite identification of nature/substance and hypostasis.45 His solution is to

confess and affirm that: 1) God is the three hypostases and the three hypostases

are God; 2) the three hypostases share all the natural and substantial character-

istics of the Godhead; 3) the three hypostases are distinguished, each through

a property which cannot be shared neither with the other hypostases nor with

the substance itself; and 4) the number three is not applied to the substance,

which remains one, but to the hypostases and the properties.46

39 For this accusation against Nestorians byMiaphysites, like Severus of Antioch and Philox-

enus of Mabbug, see Ebeid, Tunica, 279.

40 Abū Rāʾiṭah, TheWritings, 106–108 (text).

41 Abū Rāʾiṭah, TheWritings, 108 (text).

42 Abū Rāʾiṭah, TheWritings, 108–111 (text).

43 Abū Rāʾiṭah, TheWritings, 111–113 (text).

44 See Dirk Krausmüller, “Under the Spell of John Philoponus: How Chalcedonian Theolo-

gians of the Late Patristic Period Attempted to Safeguard theOneness of God,”The Journal

of Theological Studies 68 (2017): 625–649, here 641–643.

45 Abū Rāʾiṭah, TheWritings, 113 (text).

46 Abū Rāʾiṭah, TheWritings, 113–124 (text).
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Indeed, the main problem amongMiaphysites during the sixth and seventh

centuries was the discrepancy between the metaphysical systems they used in

their Trinitarian and Christological doctrines respectively. On the one hand,

they had to hold to their Miaphysite Christology, which implied the coinci-

dence of nature/substance and hypostasis;47 on the other hand, however, they

47 The Miaphysite Christology, developed against the Chalcedonian and the ‘Nestorian’

Christologies, created some problems of metaphysical nature to the same Miaphysites.

Affirming that Christ is one composite substance/nature of two substances/natures, and

that he is one hypostasis/person led Miaphysites to identify in some way, and only in

their Christology but not in their Trinitarian doctrine, two metaphysical categories: on

the substance/nature coinciding with hypostasis/person.When, in the second half of the

sixth century, this identification was applied to the Trinitarian doctrine by some Mia-

physite intellectuals and theologians, such as John Philoponus (d. ca. 570), it caused the

emergence of a Trinitarian doctrine where the three divine persons, the Father, the Son

and the Holy Spirit, were considered three single divine natures/substances. The follow-

ers of these doctrine were called Tritheites by their opponents, and their doctrine was

called Tritheism. On Tritheism, among others, see Alois Grillmeier, “The Tritheist Con-

troversy in the Sixth Century and its Importance in Syriac Christology,” in Christ in Chris-

tian Tradition. Vol. 2: From the Council of Chalcedon (451) to Gregory the Great (590–604).

Part 3: The Churches of Jerusalem and Antioch from 451 to 600 (ed. A. Grillmeier et al.;

Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013), 268–280; Theresia Hainthaler, “John Philoponos,

Philosopher and Theologian in Alexandria,” in Christ in Christian Tradition. Vol. 2: From

the Council of Chalcedon (451) to Gregory the Great (590–604). Part 4: The Churches of

Alexandria with Nubia and Ethiopia after 451 (ed. A. Grillmeier and T. Hainthaler; London:

A.R.Mowbray, 1996), 107–146; JohannesZachhuber, “Personhood inMiaphysitism. Severus

of Antioch and JohnPhiloponus,” in Personhood in the Byzantine ChristianTradition: Early,

Medieval, and Modern Perspectives (ed. A. Torrance and S. Paschalides; New York: Rout-

ledge 2018), 29–43 and Johannes Zachhuber, The Rise of Christian Theology and the End of

Ancient Metaphysics: Patristic Philosophy from the Cappadocian Fathers to John of Damas-

cus (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2020), 145–169. This tritheistic doctrine was rejected

by most Miaphysites, and it was also anathematized through synods and by hierarchs.

During this controversy over Tritheism, another Trinitarian controversy arose between

two Miaphysite hierarchs: Damian of Alexandria (d. 605) and Peter of Callinicum, the

patriarch of Antioch (d. 591). Without entering into much detail, both hierarchs, while

combating Tritheism, tried to give alternative comprehensions of how the one God is also

three hypostases: Damian distinguished in an extreme way the hypostasis from the sub-

stance, identifying the hypostasis with the property (idiom); whereas Peter considered

each hypostasis, taken and seen individually, as a concrete and perfect substance. Conse-

quently, the two hierarchs disagreed, and each considered the other’s doctrine erroneous.

For the controversy and the doctrines of Damian and Peter see, among others, Albert

van Roey, “Le traité contre les Trithéites (cpg 7245) de Damien d’Alexandrie,” in Philo-

histôr: Miscellanea in Honorem Caroli Laga Septuagenarii (ed. A. Schoors and P. van Deun;

ola 60; Leuven: Peeters, 1994), 229–250; Dirk Krausmüller, “Properties Participating in

Substance: the Trinitarian Theology of Severus of Antioch and Damian of Alexandria,”

Journal of LateAntiqueRreligion andCulture 12 (2018): 15–29; RifaatY. Ebied, “Peter of Anti-
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felt the necessity to find the correct definition for the metaphysical terms they

used, in order to ensure that: 1) Christ is the incarnate God; 2) He is a perfect

God and perfect man, which means 3) that neither the three divine persons

were all together incarnate, nor the humanity in Christ was the totality of the

human hypostases; 4) He is one substance from two, and at the same time he

is also one hypostasis; and finally 5) the Trinity is not a Tritheism, that is, the

three divine hypostases are one Godhead and the one Godhead is the three

divine hypostases. In fact, after having faced internal Trinitarian problems (the

dispute onTritheism) because of the peculiarmetaphysics of their Christology,

they needed to (re)formulate and produce a (new) and unified metaphysi-

cal system for both doctrinal levels, Trinitarian and Christological, and to use

it against Chalcedonians and Nestorians. This metaphysical system, in addi-

tion, had to be based on Church Fathers whose authority was undiscussable.

I am convinced that the Miaphysites realised this goal through the compila-

tion of patristic dogmatic florilegia, especially those that deal with Trinitarian

topics, where they had to (re)define the different metaphysical concepts and

categories and the relationships between them. If their Christology was called

Miaphysite, the (re)formulation of their Trinitarian doctrine through this new

metaphysical system should be called “Miaphysite Trinitarian doctrine”.48

In the collection of Syriac Miaphysite patristic florilegia of the British Li-

brary, four manuscripts preserve a Trinitarian florilegium with metaphysical

content. This florilegium is preserved in two versions, shorter and longer. The

shorter version, which I have already analysed according to one manuscript,49

contains 65 chapters and is preserved in mss bl Add. 14532, fol. 94v–133v; bl

Add. 14533, fol. 73r–89r; and bl Add. 14538, fol. 119v–133v. The longer version

contains 108 chapters and is preserved inms London, British LibraryAdd. 12155,

fol. 2v–32v. In our erc project “flos. Florilegia Syriaca”, we aim to provide a

critical edition of both versions. In addition, I aim to examine the metaphysi-

cal and theological content of the longer version in a future study.50

och and Damian of Alexandria: The End of a Friendship,” in A Tribute to Arthur Vööbus:

Studies in Early Christian Literature and its Environment, Primarily in the Syrian East (ed.

R.H. Fischer; Chigaco: The Lutheran School of Theology, 1977), 277–282; Rifaat Y. Ebied,

“Peter of Callinicus andDamian of Alexandria: TheTritheist Controversy of the Sixth Cen-

tury,”PdO 35 (2010): 181–191 and Zachhuber,The Rise, 170–183. See also Ebeid, “Metaphysics

of Trinity”, 88–98.

48 See the analysis of one of these Trinitarian florilegia in Ebeid, “Metaphysics of Trinity,”

99–128.

49 See Ebeid, “Metaphysics of Trinity,” 99–119.

50 It must be mentioned that Albert van Roey has already examined the patristic quotation

in the first part of this florilegium’s long version, that is, the first 29 chapters, seeAlbert van
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The longer version, which, as I think, was compiled later, will be taken

into consideration in this chapter. The whole manuscript bears the title Vol-

ume of Demonstrations of the Holy Fathers against Various heresies ( ܐ狏ܝܩܢܦ
熏ܚܬܕ

̈
煟ܩܐܬ煿̈ܒܐܕܐ狏ܝ

̈
焏ܦܠܚ̈ܫܡ爿ܝܣܪܗ爏ܒܩ熏ܠܕ܆焏ܫܝ ),51 whereas the

Trinitarian florilegium ends with the following expression: “The end of the

chapters on the Divine Discourse, i.e. Divine Theology” ( ܦܩ爟ܠܫ
̈
ܐ焏ܠ

ܐ狏ܝ煿ܠܐ焏ܝܓܠܘܐܬܕ狏ܝܟܘܐ焏ܝ煿ܠܐ焏ܠܠܡܡܕ ),52 while the last chap-

ter has the title On the doubt expressed by the Romans and the Easterners, the

ones against the others, concerning the name “substance” and [the names] “hy-

postases” and “persons” ( ܢ煟ܡܕܘ焏ܝܡܘܗܪܕܐܕ煟ܚ̈ܬ熏ܠܕ焏ܟܫ熏ܦ爏ܛܡ
̈

܇焏ܝܚ
焏ܝܣܘܐܕ焏ܡܫ爏ܛܡ 焏ܦܘܨܪܦܕܘ焏ܡ熏ܢܩ̈ܕܘ ).53 Thus, it is evident that the

polemical goal of this florilegium are the Chalcedonians, called “Romans”, and

the “Nestorians”, called “Easterners”, because of their erroneous use and under-

standing of the metaphysical concepts of substance, hypostasis, and person,

caused by their Christology and leading to a wrong theology, i.e. a wrong Trini-

tarian doctrine.54

As alreadynotedbyF. Benevich,55AbūRāʾiṭah’s thoughtmust be read in rela-

tion to this theological and controversial context. In Abū Rāʾiṭah’s polemical

writings against the Melkites and their metaphysical system, it is notable that

themost important proof for the correctness of his arguments is the consensus

with the Church Fathers. Therefore, in the rest of this chapter I aim to present

and analyse his direct and indirect patristic references in the two selectedwrit-

ings and the possible relationship between his works and the aforementioned

Trinitarian florilegium.

2 Abū Rāʾiṭah’s Patristic Quotations in His Refutation of the Melkites

At the end of his Refutation of the Melkites, to prove his position, Abū Rāʾiṭah

refers to some biblical verses explaining them in such a way as to demonstrate

that, in the Old and New Testament, God is one and the same, and that he is

Roey, “Un florilège trinitaire syriaque tiré du Contra Damianum de Pierre de Callinique,”

olp 23 (1992): 189–203.

51 ms bl Add. 12155, fol. 2v.

52 ms bl Add. 12155, fol. 32v.

53 ms bl Add. 12155, fol. 31r.

54 In my study of the short version of the trinitarian florilegium, I showed that the main

opponents against whom this florilegium is addressed are Chalcedonians and Nestorians,

see Ebeid, “Metaphysics of Trinity,” 125–128.

55 Benevich, “Christliche Trinitätslehre,” 159–164.
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the three hypostases.56 In addition, he provides the reader with a patristic flo-

rilegium, that is, patristic quotations that, according to him, demonstrate the

Orthodoxy of the Miaphysite doctrine in question. Before passing to the flori-

legium, Abū Rāʾiṭah introduces it and affirms:

after the testimonies of Moses, we must follow the sayings of the holy

[and] pure Fathers who were columns and fortifications for the Church

through the way they polemicised against the apostates from the religion

of Christ …57

After this introduction,where our author declares the importance of the patris-

tic tradition for the correctness of the faith, he starts quoting some Church

Fathers as follows:58

Abū Rāʾiṭah’s Trinitarian Patristic Florilegium59

1 نمكلذهبسحوسلوبذيملترهاطلاسويسانويدلاق

تايهلالاءامسالاتعنهللاقيهلرميميففرشلاولضفلا

لاق.داحجلاىلعهنماًدر

Dionysius the pure, the disciple of Paul—which

gave him superiority and honour—, said, con-

futing the heretics, in a discourse called the

Description of the divine names:

ةملكلاقحيفيكفةايحاهلكتوهاللاةسائرتسيلا

اهييحيوىتوملاميقيبالاناامكهنابتفصوذاةرهاطلا

.حورلاىيحملاًاضياو.ءاشينمىيحينبالاوكلذك

Καὶ εἰ μὴ ὅλην εἶναί φασι τὴν ζωαρχίαν, πῶς ἀληθὴς

ὁ φήσας ἱερὸς λόγος· “Ὥσπερ ὁ πατὴρ ἐγείρει τοὺς

νεκροὺς καὶ ζωοποιεῖ, οὕτως καὶ ὁ υἱός, οὓς θέλει, ζωο-

ποιεῖ” καὶ ὅτι “Τὸ πνεῦμά ἐστι τὸ ζωοποιοῦν”;60

Is not the whole of the most hight Godhead

life? How right, then, is the holy word when it

claims: “Just as the Father raises the dead and

gives them life, the Son also gives life to whom

he wills”. And also: “who gives life is the Spirit”.

56 Abū Rāʾiṭah, TheWritings, 124–125 (text).

57
اودهاجامبمئاعدوةدمعأةعيبللاوناكنيذلانيسيدقلاءابإلالوقىسومتاداهشعبتننايغبنيدقو”

“…حيسملانيدنعنيدئاحلا

Abū Rāʾiṭah, TheWritings, 125 (text). The English translation is mine.

58 However, note that Graf ’s German translation of Abū Rāʾiṭah’s writings had already iden-

tified some of these quotations; see Abū Rāʾiṭah, TheWritings, 152–158.

59 Abū Rāʾiṭah, The Writings, 125–130. The English translation is mine. Please note that I do

not agree with some passages of Graf ’s reading and his German translation.

60 Ps.-Dionysius the Areopagite, The Divine Names, ii.1, 123, 6–8.
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(cont.)

Abū Rāʾiṭah’s Trinitarian Patristic Florilegium

2 هلوقنمو And from his saying:

ةيثالثوةينادحوةفوصوملكىلعتوعنلاتناكناوهناف

دحأنموااّنمةروكذملاةيثالثلاالوةينادحولاكتسيلف

قدصنلكىلعىلتعملااهديحوتفصنالئلوةدوجوملانم

يفرهوجلاومسالاىلعىلتعملافصيتوهاللادولووكلذ

.ىهلالاتعن

Διὸ καὶ μονὰς ὑμνουμένη καὶ τριὰς ἡ ὑπὲρ πάντα θεό-

της οὐκ ἔστιν οὐδὲ μονάς, οὐδὲ τριὰς ἡ πρὸς ἡμῶν ἢ

ἄλλου τινὸς τῶν ὄντων διεγνωσμένη, ἀλλὰ ἵνα καὶ τὸ

ὑπερηνωμένον αὐτῆς καὶ τὸ θεογόνον ἀληθῶς ὑμνήσω-

μεν, τῇ τριαδικῇ καὶ ἑνιαίᾳ θεωνυμίᾳ τὴν ὑπερώνυμον

ὀνομάζομεν, τοῖς οὖσι τὴν ὑπερούσιον.61

Although the descriptions ‘uniqueness’ and

‘trinity’ are said on everything about which

such statement can be made, it is not like the

‘uniqueness’ and ‘trinity’ which are stated by us

or by someone else among the existents. And

even if we do not describe [the Trinity’s] sin-

gleness, which is above all, we accept [all] this

and [even] the generation of the Godhead to

describe the divine, the above-name and the

[above-]substance.

Comment on the previous quotations:

ناالولف.اهبدهشتسيوةثلثلاميناقالاىاةايحاهلكتوهاللاةسائرنأبفصاولالضافلابالااذهلوقيفنورظنتالفأ

.ةايحاهلكسدقلاحورلاونبالاوبالانالةايحاهلكتوهاللاةسائرنابدهشتسيناكفيكتوهاللايهميناقالا

.ميناقالاريغرخاءيشمهيدليهذاةثلثلكىلعةيلتعملاتوهاللانااضًياو

Don’t you see in the saying of this virtuous father that he describes the whole of the most hight Godhead,

that is, the three hypostases, as life and he affirms it? If the hypostases were not the Godhead, how could

he affirm that the whole of the most hight Godhead is life, since the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit

are all life? And moreover, how the Godhead [who is] above all would be three if they [scil. the Melkites]

affirm that it is something else than the hypostases?

3 يفهبتكهلرميميفلوقيبئاجعلااذسويروغيرغانامث

:لاقىزجالاتاذناميالا

And Gregory Thaumaturgus says in his discourse

that he wrote on the Faith according to parts:

ةدحاوةيوبروادحاواتوهالةيثالثلاةيتوهاللايفصاواي

حورلابرلالاثموهنمادولوملزيملةلعبرلابانأل

.حورهناهللايفليقدقو.هلانبالاوبربالاوكلذك

Λέγομεν δὲ καὶ μίαν θεότητα καὶ μίαν κυριότητα καὶ

μίαν ἁγιότητα τὴν τριάδα· ὅτι τοῦ πνεύματος ὁ κύριος·

οὕτως γὰρ καὶ ὁ πατὴρ κύριος καὶ ὁ υἱός θεὸς καὶ περὶ

τοῦ θεοῦ εἴρηται ὅτι “πνεῦμα ὁ θεός”.62

O you who describe the divine Trinity one God-

head and one lordship, [it is so] because the

Father of the Lord is cause; He [the Lord] is

always generated from Him; and the image of

the Lord is the Spirit as well. The Father, then, is

Lord and the Son is God. It is also said on God

that He is Spirit.

61 Ps.-Dionysius the Areopagite, The Divine Names, xiii.3, 229, 6–10.

62 Ps.-Gregory Thaumaturgus, On Faith in Parts, 176, 13–18.
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(cont.)

Abū Rāʾiṭah’s Trinitarian Patristic Florilegium

4 :اضيأهلوقنمو And also from his saying:

ةداهشكدحاوهالااهنالةيثالثلابقدصنودجسنكلذكو

.يهلإلاباتكلا

διὰ τοῦτο γὰρ εἳς θεὸς ἡ ἁγία τριὰς πιστεύεται καὶ

προσκυνεῖται κατὰ τὰ ἐκ τῆς θείας γραφῆς μαρτυρη-

θέντα.63

Thus, we worship and profess the Trinity for it is

one God according to the testimony of the divine

scripture.

5 سويسانثاهرونوهءوضعطاسلاةعيبلاحابصمنامث

ةملكلاروهظيفهبتكرميميفلاقةيردنكسالابحاص

:هسنأتبهقارشاوهدسجتبهلالا

And the lamp of the Church, whose light is shin-

ing, Athanasius the bishop of Alexandria, said in

a discourse he wrote on the Manifestation of God

theWord by His incarnation and His shining by

His humanisation:

سودقمهلوقيفةثلثًارارممهتحبستبميبوراكلاءادباو

توهالودحاوهالاةثلثدانجالاوذبرلاسودقسودق

.دحاو

And the cherubim, in their continuous praising,

manifest it saying three times: Holy, holy, holy is

the Lord, the Lord of hosts. Three who are one

God and one Godhead.

:هلوقنمو And from his saying:

.برلاوهدانجالاهالاسدقلاحورلاونبالاوبالانا

مسابدمعنكلذكو.سدقلاحورلاونبالاوباللحبسنامناف

.دانجالاوذبرلاوهسدقلاحورلاونبالاوبالا

Καὶ ὅτε δοξολογοῦσι τὰ σεραφὶμ τὸν Θεὸν, λέγοντα

τρίτον· Ἅγιος, ἅγιος, ἅγιος Κύριος σαβαὼθ, Πατέρα

καὶ Υἱὸν καὶ ἅγιον Πνεῦμα δοξολογοῦσι. Καὶ διὰ τοῦτο,

ῶσπερ εἰς τὸ ὄνομα τοῦ Πατρὸς καὶ τοῦ Υἱοῦ βαπτιζό-

μεθα, οὕτως καὶ εἰς τὸ ὄνομα τοῦ ἁγίου Πνεύματος, καὶ

γινόμεθα υἰοὶ Θεοῦ, οὐ Θεῶν. Πατὴρ γὰρ καὶ Υἰὸς καὶ

ἅγιον Πνεῦμα, Κύριος σαβαώθ ἐτσι. Μία γὰρ ἡ θεότης

καὶ εἷς Θεὸς.64

That the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit,

are the God of hosts who is the Lord. We indeed

praise the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit.

Likewise, we baptise in the name of the Father,

the Son, and the Holy Ghost. He is the Lord, [the

Lord] of hosts.

63 Ps.-Gregory Thaumaturgus, On Faith in Parts, 184, 23–25.

64 Ps.-Athanasius of Alexandria, On the Incarnation and against the Arians, pg 26: 1000, 17–

25.
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6 :لاق.سدقلاحورىلعةلاسرىفهلوقنمو And from his saying in the letter On the Holy

Spirit, he said:

.دحاوهالاةماعاهنألةيثالثلايفدعبنكيملًاقولخمناكنا

εἰ γὰρ κτίσμα ἦν, οὐ συνετάσσετο τῇ τριάδι. ὅλη γὰρ εἷς

θεός ἐστι.65

If He [i.e., the Son] was created, He, then, would

not be longer in the Trinity; for in its totality, it

[i.e., the Trinity] is one God.

7 .مولعلالجنمهامسهلرميميفهلوقنمو

:ليلقدعبلاق

And from his saying in his discourse, he called

the Book of Sciences, he said after a while:

.سدقلاحورلاونبالاوبالاىالكيفالكهللاريصيل

.ةدحاولاةيوبرلاوةدحاولاتوهاللاكلت

ἵνα ἦι ὁ θεὸς τὰ πάντα ἐν πᾶσιν, τουτέστιν πατὴρ καὶ

υἱὸς καὶ ἅγιον πνεῦμα, ἡ μία κυριότης καὶ θεότης καὶ

βασιλεία.66

In order that God becomes all in all, that is, the

Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit, the one God-

head and the one lordship.

8 راطقابهتيانعتطاحايذلارهاطلاسويليسابنامث

هبتكرميميفهينيعنيبةئلتمماهرسابتراصىتحضرالا

لكنعهئالتعاوهللاكارداتوافتهيففصوناميالايف

:لاقكرد

And Basil the pure—whose care included all the

parts of the earth until all of it became full [of

his care] in his eyes—, in a discourse he wrote

On Faith, in which he described the inconsis-

tency between the comprehension of God and

the fact that He is transcendent from every com-

prehension, said:

ايلتعماخماشترصوءيشلككركفبتزواجتنااماذاف

هللارهوجلهويذئنيحفكنهذيفاهتقلاخوةفاكةيربلاىلع

ريغارونئزجتمالوبكرمريغاطيسبملاالوريغتمريغاتباث

.هنمبرتقم

When in your thought you exceed everything,

and in your mind, you rise and exalt yourself

above all creation and creatures, then you will

contemplate the substance of God as abiding,

unchanging, impassible, simple, not composed,

not divided, an inapproachable light.

.يئرمريغنايككلذسدقلاحورلاونبالاوبالاكانهف There is the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit,

the invisible nature.

65 Athanasius of Alexandria, First Letter to Serapion, Section 17, 1–2.

66 Ps.-Athanasius of Alexandria, Sermo Major on Faith, fragment 41, 5–7. Graf wrongly iden-

tifies this quotation with a passage from Epiphanius of Salamis, Ancoratus viii, pg 43: 29;

cf. Abū Rāʾiṭah, TheWritings, 154 n. 5.
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Διαδραμὼν τὰ σύμπαντα, καὶ ὑπὲρ πᾶσαν τὴν κτίσιν

ἀνανεύσας τοῖς λογισμοῖς, καὶ ἐπέκεινα τούτων τὸν

νοῦν ἀνυψώσας, ἐννόησον τὴν θείαν φύσιν· ἑστῶσαν,

ἄτρεπτον, ἀναλλοίωτον, ἀπαθῆ, ἁπλῆν, ἀσύνθετον, ἀδι-

αίρετον, φῶς τον, ἀπαθῆ, ἁπλῆν, ἀσύνθετον, ἀδιαίρετον,

φῶς ἀπρόσιτον, δύναμιν ἄφατον, μέγεθος ἀπεριόρι-

στον.67

Ἐκεῖ Πατὴρ καὶ Υἱὸς καὶ ἅγιον Πνεῦμα, ἡ ἄκτιστος

φύσις.68

9 :لاق.قيطارالاسيموناىلعاًدرىناثهلرميميفلوقنمو And from his saying in his second discourse

Against Eunomius the heretic, he said:

دجمعاعشهنالهنمادولومباللالاثمفوصومنبالانا

لبالكولمملاكالوبستكملاكالربوةمكحوةوقوهللا

.لعافيحرهوج

Εἰκὼν δὲ εἴρηται καὶ ἔστιν ὁ Υἱὸς γεννητὴ, καὶ ἀπαύγα-

σμά ἐστι τῆς δόξης τοῦ Θεοῦ, καὶ σοφία, καὶ δύναμις,

καὶ δικαιοσύνη Θεοῦ, οὐχ ὡς ἕξις, οὐδὲ ὡς ἐπιτηδειό-

της, ἀλλ’ οὐσία ζῶσα καὶ ἐνεργὴς.69

The Son is described an image of the Father gen-

erated of Him, since He is the beam of God’s

glory, [His] power, wisdom, and righteousness,

not like an acquired or possessed thing, but [as]

a living [and] active substance.

Comment on the previous quotations

نبالاوبالاوهءيشلكىلعىلتعملاهكارداقلخلانمتوافتملاهللانايكنارهاطلاميكحلااذهلوقنمنوربتعتالفأ

.سدقلاحورلاو

Don’t you learn a lesson from the saying of this pure wise [father], [who says] that the nature of God,

which is inconsistent with the comprehension of the creatures and is over everything, is the Father, the

Son, and the Holy Spirit?

10 يفهيخاسيروغيرغاىلاهنمتناكةلاسريفلوقنمو

:لاقمونقالاورهوجلانيبامقرف

And from a saying in a letter he [sent] to his

brother Gregory on the Difference between sub-

stance and hypostasis, he said:

ادحوتمهنيعبهللاانفصونمنبجعيال Do not be surprised if we describe God Himself

united

67 Ps.-Basil of Caesarea, Homily on Faith, pg 31: 465, 28–33.

68 Ps.-Basil of Caesarea, Homily on Faith, pg 31: 465, 40–41.

69 Basil of Caesarea, Against Eunomius, Book ii, Section 17, 5–9 (pg 29: 605, 21–25).
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.اقرفتمامائتلاو

Μὴ θαυμάσῃς δὲ εἰ τὸ αὐτὸ καὶ συνημμένον καὶ διακε-

κριμένον εἶναί.70

καὶ διακεκριμένην συνάφειαν.71

and separated conjunction.

11 :هلوقنم From his saying:

مهفتبفصنناانلزاجساوحلايفةكوردمةهجهنانم

.اعماعيمجادحوتماقرفتمانم

Πόθεν οὖν φαμεν τὸ διακεκριμένον ἅμα καὶ συμφυὲς ἐκ

τῶν κατὰ τὴν αἴσθησιν ἡμῖν προφαινομένων ἀναλογίζε-

σθαι;72

Because there is a side that can be compre-

hended with the senses, we are allowed to

describe [Him], with awareness, to be, at the

same time, both separated and united.

12 هبتكرميميفرهاطلاسيسينفقساسيروغيرغانامث

:لاق.سيموناىلعهيفّدر

And Gregory the bishop of Nyssa the pure, in a

discourse he wrote to refute Eunomius, said:

تاوبنلاوصصقلايفاهبىمسمةريثكءامساهللاذاو

ةفرعملاىلعهنماراصتقااهلكحيسملاانبرضفوسومانلاو

نبالاوبالامسابىمسينارماوناميالاكلذرثكا

وهيذلاقحبوهيذلامهفىلععوفرملاسدقلاحورلاو

ضرتفاكلذكو.رهوجلايفدحاولاينعادحاوريغودحاو

ىلعةلادلاصاوخلااماف.دحاومسابهلدمصنناانيلع

وهفسدقحورونباوبابناميالاكلذو.مسقنمفميناقالا

.طالتخاالبدحوتمونيابتالبمسقنم

πολλῶν γὰρ ὄντων καὶ ἄλλων ὀνομάτων, οἷς τὸ θεῖον

διασημαίνεται ἐν ἱστορίᾳ τε καὶ προφητείᾳ καὶ νόμῳ,

πάντα καταλιπὼν ὁ δεσπότης Χριστὸς ὡς μᾶλλον ἡμᾶς

προσάγεσθαι δυναμένας τῇ περὶ τοῦ ὄντος πίστει ταύ-

τας τὰς φωνὰς παρατίθεται, ἀρκεῖν ἀποφηνάμενος

παραμένειν ἡμᾶς τῇ τοῦ πατρός τε καὶ τοῦ υἱοῦ καὶ τοῦ

While God has many names with which he is

named in the stories [i.e., historical books], in

the prophecies, and in the law, our Lord Christ

has dissolved them all limiting himself to mak-

ing known the most important thing, namely

faith. He commanded that He [God] should be

named with the name of the Father, the Son,

and the Holy Spirit, which is enough to under-

stand Him [God], i.e. who truly is, who is one

and [at the same time] not one: I mean, one in

substance (and therefore He ordered us to give

Him one name); while for the properties that

indicate the hypostases, He is divided, and there-

fore the faith is in a Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.

He is indeed divided without separation and

united without mixture.

70 Basil of Caesarea, Letter 38, Section 4, 87–88.

71 Basil of Caesarea, Letter 38, Section 4, 90–91.

72 Basil of Caesarea, Letter 38, Section 5, 5–7.
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ἁγίου πνεύματος κλήσει εἰς κατανόησιν τοῦ ὄντως

ὄντος, ὅπερ καὶ ἕν ἐστι καὶ οὐχ ἕν. τῷ μὲν γὰρ λόγῳ τῆς

οὐσίας ἕν ἐστι, διὸ καὶ εἰς ἓν ὄνομα βλέπειν ὁ δεσπότης

ἐνομοθέτησε· τοῖς δὲ γνωριστικοῖς τῶν ὑποστάσεων

ἰδιώμασιν εἰς πατρός τε καὶ υἱοῦ καὶ πνεύματος ἁγίου

πίστιν διῄρηται, ἀδιαστάτως τε μεριζόμενον καὶ ἀσυγ-

χύτως ἑνούμενον.73

13 :لاق،ظعاوملابفوصومهلرميميفهلوقنمو And from his saying in a discourse characterised

as Catechesis, he said:

كردممسقنمدوجومددعلانعدرفمدودعمنوكينا

.ةعيبطلايفمسقنمريغصاخشالابنيابمةدحولاب

Πῶς τὸ αὐτὸ καὶ ἀριθμητόν ἐστι καὶ διαφεύγει τὴν

ἐξαρίθμησιν, καὶ διῃρημένως ὁρᾶται καὶ ἐν μονάδι

καταλαμβάνεται, καὶ διακέκριται τῇ ὑποστάσει καὶ

οὐ διώρισται τῷ ὑποκειμένῳ;74

[It is possible] that something can be counted

and excluded from count, exist as divided [but]

comprehend as unity, divided according to indi-

viduals, [but] undivided according to nature.

14 دوجويفسيموناىلعهيفدريلوألاهرميميفهلوقنمو

:لاق،ةثلثلا

And from his saying in his first discourse

Against Eunomius on the existence of the three

[hypostases], he said:

ةثلثلاوهيئرمبسيليذلاوىئرمريغلانايكلاناانبجواانا

.ةرهاطلا

καὶ τῆς μὲν ἀκτίστου φύσεως τὴν ἁγίαν τριάδα εἶναι

διωρισάμεθα.75

We state that the invisible nature, which is not

seen, is the Holy Trinity.

15 :لاق،سيمانواعضوامىلعهدريفهلوقنمو And from his saying in his Refutation of what

Eunomius exposed, he said:

سدقحورونباوباهللانايكيف

θεία δὲ φύσις ὁ πατὴρ καὶ ὁ υἱὸς καὶ τὸ πνεῦμα τὸ

ἅγιον.

In the nature of God there is a Father, a Son, and

a Holy Spirit.

73 Gregory of Nyssa, Refutation of the Confession of Faith of Eunomius, Sections 5, 8–6, 6.

74 Gregory of Nyssa, Catechetical Oration, Chapter 3, 5–8.

75 Gregory of Nyssa, Against Eunomius, Book i, chapter 1, section 295, 6–7.
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16 فصوينابجوتسايذلالضافلاسويروغيرغانامث

هلرميميفهفرشوهللاىلعهقطنمقدصبتايهلالاقطانب

ناكلوقدعبهتيعرلهنمةوعدرهاطلاحصفلاتعنيفهبتك

:لاق.هيلامهنم

And Gregory the virtuous, who was correctly

described the Theologian for his true doctrine

on God and His honour, in his discourse that he

wrote On the Pure Easter, replaying to his church

who had written to him, said:

ةقرفملااهفرسبةروشملاوةبيرغلاةوعدلااوبيجتناريغنم

،قحلانع

Without accepting the foreign invitation, which

is known that it hides the truth and separates

from it,

حورلاونبالاوبالابتباثلاحيحصلاناميالانعةيضفملا

.ةدحاولاةوقلاوةدحاولاتوهاللاكلتسدقلا

μηδὲ ξένης φωνῆς ἀκούοντες, ὑποκλεπτούσης καὶ δια-

σπειρούσης ἀπὸ τῆς ἀληθείας εἰς ὄρη.76

καὶ ἀπὸ μὲν τῆς ὑγιοῦς πίστεως ἀπαγούσηςK, τῆς εἰς

Πατέρα, καὶ Υἱὸν, καὶ ἅγιον Πνεῦμα, τὴν μίαν θεότητά

τε καὶ δύναμιν.77

and distracts from the right and firm faith in the

Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit, the one God-

head and one power.

17 مهضعبةكئالملاةحلاصمفصوثيحهلرميميفهلوقنمو

:لاق،ضعبل

And from his saying in his discourse where

he described the reconciliation of the angels

together, he said:

مظعامناىتلامهتاماركيفنوتباثفءالؤهنمنوقابلااماف

ًادحاواوراصامنايتلامهتحلاصمومهءودهلاهرطخ

نورينتسيونوضتسياهنميتلاةرهاطلاةحودمملاةيثالثلاب

.عوفدمالواهلدوحجمريغدحاوهالااهنال

οἱ δὲ λοιποὶ μένουσιν ἐπὶ τῆς ἑαυτῶν ἀξίας, ἧς πρῶ-

τον τὸ εἰρηναῖον καὶ ἀστασίαστον, τὸ ἓν εἶναι λαβόντες

παρὰ τῆς ἐπαινετῆς καὶ ἁγίας Τριάδος, παρ’ ἧς καὶ

τὴν ἔλλαμψιν. Ἐπεὶ κἀκείνη εἷς Θεός ἐστί τε καὶ εἶναι

πιστεύεται.78

The rest of these [angels], however, remain in

their dignity, the significance of which became

very big because of their calm and peacefulness,

in which they have become one through the

praised Holy Trinity, from whom they received

their light and are illuminated, because it [the

Trinity] is one God, which can be neither denied

nor rejected.

76 Gregory of Nazianzus, First Oration on Easter (Or. 1), Section 7, 11–12 (pg 35: 401, 1–2).

77 Gregory of Nazianzus, First Oration on Easter (Or. 1), Section 7, 14–16 (pg 35: 401, 4–6).

78 Gregory of Nazianzus, First Oration on Peace (Or. 6), Section 13, 6–10 (pg 35: 740, 1–5).
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18 :لاق،رهاطلاداليملاىلعهلرميميفهلوقنمو And from his saying in his discourse On the Pure

Nativity, he said:

حورلاونبالاوبالاىنعاامنافهللاتفصوانااماذا

نالارذح.ةدعلاهذهتوهاللازوجتناريغنمسدقلا

.قيضوةنكسمباهفصنفاهنودرصتقنالوةهلاةعامجفصن

Θεοῦ δὲ ὅταν εἴπω, λέγω Πατρὸς, καὶ Υἱοῦ, καὶ ἁγίου

Πνεύματος· οὔτε ὑπὲρ ταῦτα τῆς θεότητος χεομέ-

νης, ἵνα μὴ δῆμον θεῶν εἰσαγάγωμεν· οὔτε ἐντὸς

τούτων ὁριζομένης, ἵνα μὴ πενίαν θεότητος κατακρι-

θῶμεν.79

When I describe God, I mean, the Father, the

Son, and the Holy Spirit, without the Godhead

exceeds this number [three]. We pay attention,

[from one hand] to assert a multiplicity of gods,

and [from the other] not to restrict ourselves to

a smaller number, so we describe [the Godhead]

with poverty and lack.

Comment on the previous quotations

مكمعزكميناقالاريغتوهاللاتناكنافرصبلاوعمسلانعاًلضفاورصبيلىمعلاواوعمسيمصلااوعداناىنظزاجدقف

اوزواجتف.رهاطلابالااذهدهشامكاهنودترصقناةفصواةدعلاهذهريغىلاتوهاللازاجمبةريثكةهلاريصتالفيكف

ىاةثلثلانملقانوكيناًاجرحافصوكلذنمرثكاواةسمخواةعبرأةثلثلاميناقالاريصتناةدعلاهذهريغىلاتوهاللا

ميناقالاومهيدلميناقالاريغاهنوداهنايكفالاو.ةدعلاهذهاهتزواجملًاناصقنواةدايزتوهاللالبقيفيكف.دحاووانينثا

الوةكئالملاددعيفديزيالهناامكهريغتاذالهتاذددعيفكلذلبقاماذاًاصقانوًادئازءىشلافصويامناو.اهريغ

.صقنيورشبلاددعيفديزياماهصقني

It is allowed for me, I think, to call the deaf to hear and the blind to see, let alone those hearing and see-

ing. Thus, if the Godhead was not the hypostases, as you pretend [i.e. Melkites], how, then, there is not

a multitude of gods, that is, [how does] the Godhead not exceed towards a number other than this [i.e.,

three], or how does [the Godhead] not become inferior than this characteristic [of being Trinity], as

this pure father witnessed? You, then, make the Godhead exceed towards a number other than this [i.e.,

three], so that the three hypostases become four or five or even more, [or exceed] towards an embar-

rassing characteristic, so that they become less than three, namely two or one. How then, does the God-

head receive increase or decrease by exceed towards a number other than this [i.e., three]? Otherwise,

is its nature for them something else than its hypostases? Indeed, a thing is described to be increased or

decreased [only] if it receives [increasing and decreasing] in the number of its own essence and not in

the [number] of the essence of something else, just as when [we say that] the number of human beings

increases and decreases: this does not mean that the number of the angels increases or decreases as

well.

79 Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration on the Nativity (Or. 38), Section 8, 14–17 (pg 36: 320, 21–

25).
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19 :لاق،نيسمخلاديعيفهلوقنمو And from his saying [in a discourse] On the Feast

of Pentecost, he said:

توهاللابةيثالثلانابرارقالامكيلعبجاولاناموقلااهيااي

.ةدحاونايكلاوةدحاو

Μιᾶς Θεότητος, ὦ οὗτοι, τὴν Τριάδα ὁμολογήσατε, εἰ δὲ

βούλεσθε, μιᾶς φύσεως.80

O people! You must confess that the Trinity is

one in Godhead and one in nature.

20 عيمجهللانعهيفندنعسدقلاحورلاىلعرميميفهلوقنمو

:لاق.لثموسايقلكنعهئالتعاوةطلغملاهبشلا

And from his saying in a discourse On the Holy

Spirit, where he negated of God all wrong analo-

gies since He [God] is above all analogies and

examples, he said:

ىلعترصتقاوةيفاخهللةعشاخةركذبتكسمتانااذا

عامسلاىمفلبقو.ًايداهحورلاتذختاوةرزنةليلقتاملك

ىجانمةرزاومبىظافتحاكتييحامكلذىبرلتظفح

بالادبعيناىدنععنقاناةقاطلاردقبتسمتلاوحيحص

.سدقلاحورلاونبالاو

αὐτὸν δὲ τῆς εὐσεβεστέρας ἐννοίας ἐχόμενον, ἐπ’ ὀλί-

γων ῥημάτων ἱστάμενον, ὁδηγῷ τῷ πνεύματι χρώμενον,

ἣν ἐντεῦθεν ἔλλαμψιν ἐδεξάμην, ταύτην εἰς τέλος δια-

φυλάσσοντα, ὡς γνησίαν κοινωνὸν καὶ συνόμιλον, τὸν

αἰῶνα τοῦτον διαπορεύεσθαι διατέμνοντα, καὶ τοὺς

ἄλλους πείθειν εἰς δύναμιν προσκυνεῖν πατέρα, καὶ υἱόν,

καὶ πνεῦμα ἅγιον.81

If I would hold a humble, silent remembrance

before God, would content myself with a few,

low-valued words, would take the Spirit as guide,

and my mouth would accept what I hear, I would

keep this for my Lord as long as I live, just like

my keeping the help of a true friend, and I would

urge [others] as much as I can, to worship the

Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit.

Themain aim of the selected patristic quotations is revealed in the three com-

ments Abū Rāʾiṭah makes on some of them. In these quotations, it is evident

that the Fathers, according to our author, teach that the three hypostases are

the substance of God, and the one Godhead is the three hypostases. This is

the correct doctrine in opposition to the distinction the Chalcedonians make

between substance and hypostasis.82

80 Gregory of Nazianzus, On Pentecost (Or. 41), Section 8, 1–2 (pg 36: 440, 15–16).

81 Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration on the Holy Spirit (Or. 31), Section 33, 11–16.

82 I shall not analyse Abū Rāʾiṭah’s thought in more detail here; in regards see my detailed
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Abū Rāʾiṭah presents his patristic quotations according to a chronological

order, starting from the earliest Father to themost recent, after having selected

themaccording to two criteria: 1) their content is on the subject he treats; 2) the

selected Church Fathers are accepted by both Miaphysites and Melkites, as he

declares in the introduction of another Christological florilegium he produced

in another work.83

A careful examination of the Arabic text provided by Abū Rāʾiṭah and the

Greek original reveals that he does not translate from the Greek, and even that

he does not quote from the Fathers’ works according to the complete version,

as he relies on a previous Syriac translation of patristic quotations. In fact, the

peculiar way Abū Rāʾiṭah quotes the Fathers is similar to that of the florilegia

and their sources, like Severus of Antioch’s Against the Grammarian and Peter

of Callinicum’s Against Damian.84 He starts by mentioning the name of the

Father, sometimes with an appellative, then the title of the work; sometimes,

although not consistently as in the florilegia and in their sources, he adds pre-

cise details regarding the quotation, i.e. from which book and/or chapter the

relevant passage is quoted. In addition, as the florilegia and their sources do,

when the next quotation is from the same Father, Abū Rāʾiṭah simply writes

“and from his saying” ( هلوقنمو ), without repeating the Father’s name.

Quotation number 7 is an important indication that AbūRāʾiṭah selected his

patristic quotations from a pre-existing florilegium/source. After mentioning

that the next quotation is from the same previous Father, i.e., Athanasius, and

after having given the title of the quoted work, Abū Rāʾiṭah says: “he [Athana-

sius] said after a while” ( ليلقدعبلاق ), which is probably how he translates in

Arabic the Syriac “ 爏ܝܠܩܪ狏ܒܘ ”. In fact, usually when the compiler of a flori-

legium or an author like Severus or Peter of Callinicum quotes more than one

passage from the same work, the second passage is usually indicated through

expressions like the already mentioned “ 爏ܝܠܩܪ狏ܒܘ ”, “ ܐ狏ܝܪ熏ܥܙܪ狏ܒܘ ” (and

paper concerning his Trinitarian doctrine and its relation to the Muslim doctrine on

the divine attributes, where I also refer to his metaphysical principle, that is, that the

hypostases are the substance, and the substance is the hypostases, Ebeid, “Abū Rāʾiṭah”.

83
نموةماعنينمؤملانمةلوبقملاةرهاطلاءابآلاضعبتاداهشضعببلوقلااذهعبتنناانليغبنيدقو”

“هعايشاوةرقىبا

Abū Rāʾiṭah, TheWritings, 83 (text). See also Ebeid, “Miaphysite,” 246–247.

84 Cf. Severus of Antioch, Against theGrammarian; Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian. See

also van Roey, “Un florilège trinitaire,” and Giuseppe Furlani, “Un florilegio antitriteistico

in lingua siriaca,” Atti del Regio Istituto Veneto di Scienze, Lettere ed Arti ix, 8 [83] (1924):

661–677.
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after a few things), or “ ܒܘܬܘ ” (and again). Abū Rāʾiṭah was apparently not

interested in the first quotation of Athanasius’ work but only in the second;

however, he wrongly introduced it with the expression “and after a while he

says”.

3 Abū Rāʾiṭah’s Relationship to the Trinitarian Florilegia and Their

Sources

Asmentioned above, through the compilation of patristic Trinitarian florilegia

with emphasis on themetaphysical definitions of terms like nature, substance,

hypostasis, and property, the Miaphysites tried to (re)formulate their meta-

physical system. Now, since Abū Rāʾiṭah’s aim in quoting the Church Fathers

is equal to that of the florilegia, I tried to examine whether the patristic quota-

tions in his Refutation of theMelkites are found in the aforementioned Trinitar-

ian florilegium (the long version) preserved in the ms bl Add. 12155. Here are

the results of this research:85

Abū Rāʾiṭah’s text (see previous table) Florilegium’s text

3 هلرميميفلوقيبئاجعلااذسويروغيرغانامث

]لاق[ىزجالاتاذناميالايفهبتك

ܐ犯ܡ焏ܡ爯ܡ܆ܐܬܪܡܕܬ煟ܒ̇ܥܣ熏ܝ犯ܓܝ犯ܓ焏ܫܝ煟ܩܕ
.ܐܬ熏ܢܡ̈ܒܕܐܬ熏ܢܡܝܗ爏ܛܡܕ

ةيوبروادحاواتوهالةيثالثلاةيتوهاللايفصاواي

ةدحاو

ܐ煟ܚܘ[.ܐܬܘ犯ܡܐ煟ܚܘܐ̣ܬܘ煿ܠܐܐ煟ܚܘ爯ܝܕ爯ܢܝ犯ܡܐ
.ܐܬ熏ܝ狏ܝܠ狏ܠ]ܐܬ熏ܫܝ煟ܩ

برلالاثموهنمادولوملزيملةلعبرلابانأل

يفليقدقو.هلانبالاوبربالاوكلذكحورلا

.حورهناهللا

狏ܝ焏ܡܘ狏ܡ煟ܟ.ܘܗ焏̣ܫܝܪ焏ܝ犯̣ܡܕ焏ܒܐܕ爏ܛܡ
焏ܒܐܘ犯ܝܓ焏ܢܟܗ.焏ܝ犯ܡ焏̣ܚܘܪܕ焏ܟܢܦܬܘ.ܗ煟ܠܝ
ܐ犯ܝܡܐܐ煿ܠܐ爏ܛܡܘ.ܐ煿ܠܐܐ犯ܒܘ܆焏ܝ犯ܡ
86ܐ煿ܠܐܘܗ焏ܚܘܪܕ

Of Saint Gregory Thaumaturgus from the Discourse on

Faith in parts.

85 Note that the parts present in one text and omitted in the one compared are inside brack-

ets [ ]. The English translation of the introductory sentence for each extract is mine,

whereas the one of the patristic passage is by Ebied, van Roey and Wickham from their

English translation of Peter’s of Callinicum Against Damian, the main source of this flori-

legium.

86 ms bl Add. 12155, fol. 13v.
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(cont.)

Abū Rāʾiṭah’s text (see previous table) Florilegium’s text

But we call the Trinity ‘one Godhead’, ‘one lordship’,

[and ‘one holiness’], because the Father is the Lord’s

Beginning, since he begat him eternally, and the Lord

is the Exemplar of the Spirit; for thus is both the Father

‘Lord’ and the Son ‘God’ and of God it is said God is

Spirit.87

4 اضياهلوقنمو ܆ܒܘܬܘ

دحاوهالااهنالةيثالثلابقدصنودجسنكلذكو

يهلالاباتكلاةداهشك

ܐ狏ܫܝ煟ܩܐܬ熏ܝ狏ܝܠܬܐ煿ܠܐ煟ܚ܆犯ܝܓܐܕ煿ܠܛܡ
ܘܕܗ狏ܣܐܕ爯ܝܠܗ燿ܝܐ.ܐ煟ܓ狏ܣܡܘ焏ܢܡܝܗ狏ܡ
爯ܡܟܘ煟ܠܟܒ狏ܝܐ犯ܝ狏ܝ爯ܦܐ[:焏ܝ煿ܠܐ焏ܒ狏ܟ爯ܡ
爯ܠ狏ܝܐ.爯ܝܢܡ狏̈ܡ焏ܠܕܐܬ熏ܢܦܠܡ̈܇焏ܝ煿ܠܐ焏̈ܒ狏̈ܟ
88]ܐ狏ܝܢܬ煟ܥܘܐ狏ܝܚܝܠܫܐܬ熏ܢܡܝ煿ܠܢܕ煿̈ܣܕ

And again

For this is why the Holy Trinity is believed and wor-

shipped: one God, in accordance with what is attested

by divine Scripture, [although we have everywhere in

the divine Scripture, numberless teachings which fur-

ther testify to the apostolic and churchly faith].89

5 ]هرونوهءوضعطاسلاةعيبلاحابصمنامث[

رميميف]لاقةيردنكسالابحاص[سويسانثا

هسنأتبهقارشاوهدسجتبهلالاةملكلاروهظيفهبتك

焏ܚ̣ܢܕ爏ܛܡܕܐ犯ܡ焏ܡ爯ܡ܆ܣ熏ܝܣܢܬܐ焏ܫܝ煟ܩܕ
.ܐ狏ܠܡܐ煿ܠܐܕ犯ܣܒܒܕ

مهلوقيفةثلثًارارممهتحبستبميبوراكلاءادباو

هالاةثلثدانجالاوذبرلاسودقسودقسودق

.دحاوتوهالودحاو

爯ܝ犯ܡ̇ܐ煟ܟ:ܐ煿ܠ焏ܠ爯ܝܢܒ̈ܙ狏ܠܬ焏ܒܘܪܟ爯ܝܚܒܫܡ煟ܟܘ
ܐ犯̣ܒܠܘ焏ܒ焏ܠ܆ܬܘ焏ܒܨ焏ܝ犯ܡ犿ܝ煟ܩ犿ܝ煟ܩ犿ܝ煟ܩ
焏ܢܟܝܐ܆ܐܕ煿ܠܛܡܘ.爯ܝܚܒ̣ܫܡ焏ܫܝ煟ܩ焏ܚܘ犯ܠܘ
ܥܐ犯ܒܕܘ焏ܒܐܕ焏ܡܫܒܕ

̇
焏ܡܫܒܘ焏̣ܢܟܗ[.爯ܢܝ煟ܡ

ܘܗܘ.焏ܫܝ煟ܩ焏ܚܘܪܕ
̇
ܢܒ爯ܢܝ

̈
܆ܐ煿ܠܐ̈ܕ熏ܠܘܐ煿ܠܐܕ焏ܝ

ܬܘ焏ܒܨ焏ܝ犯ܡ܆焏ܫܝ煟ܩ焏ܚܘܪܘ]ܐ犯ܒܘ犯ܝܓ焏ܒܐ
ܐ煿ܠܐ煟ܚܘ܆ܐܬܘ煿ܠܐ犯ܝܓܝܗܐ煟ܚ.ܝܗܘ狏ܝܐ

Of Saint Athanasius from the Discourse on the Manifes-

tation in the flesh of God theWord

87 Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian, 4: Chapter xlvii, 76–80.

88 ms bl Add. 12155, fol. 13v.

89 Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian, 4: Chapter xlvii, 80–83.
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(cont.)

Abū Rāʾiṭah’s text (see previous table) Florilegium’s text

And when the cherubim praise God three times, saying

‘Holy, holy, holy, Lord Sabaoth’, they praise Father, Son

and Holy Ghost. And that is why we are baptised [in

the name of the Holy Ghost] just as we are in the name

of the Father and of the Son; [and we become sons of

God and not sons of Gods]. For the Lord Sabaoth is the

Father, the Son and the Holy Ghost. For the Godhead is

one and three is one God.90

هلوقنمو ܐ狏ܝܪ熏ܥܙܪ狏ܒܘ

وهدانجالاهالاسدقلاحورلاونبالاوبالانا

.برلا

كلذكو.سدقلاحورلاونبالاوباللحبسنامناف

نبالاوبالامسابدمعن

.دانجالاوذبرلاوهسدقلاحورلاو

ܬܘ焏ܒܨ焏ܝ犯ܡ܆焏ܫܝ煟ܩ焏ܚܘܪܘܐ犯ܒܘ爏ܝܟܗ焏̇ܒܐ
91ܝܗܘ狏ܝܐ

And after a few things

The Lord Sabaoth, therefore is the Father, the Son and

the Holy Ghost.92

8 هتيانعتطاحايذلارهاطلا[سويليسابنامث

]هينيعنيبةئلتمماهرسابتراصىتحضرالاراطقاب

كارداتوافتهيففصو[ناميالايفهبتكرميميف

]:لاقكردلكنعهئالتعاوهللا

ܐܬ熏ܢܡܝܗ爏ܥܕܐ犯ܡ焏ܡ爯ܡ܆ܣ熏ܝܠܝܣܒ]焏ܫܝ煟ܩܕ[

ܥܡ煟ܡܠܟ煟ܟ[
̇

狏ܢܐ犟ܝ煟ܡܘ:ܐ狏ܠܡܒ狏ܢܐ犯ܒ
ܘܗ焏ܢܗ爯ܡ爏ܥܠܘ:焏ܝܡܫ爯ܡ爏ܥܠ

̇
܆狏ܢܐܐ

熏ܚܠܦܠ܆爯ܡܬܕܐܪܦ熏ܫܝ熟ܚ̣ܐ狏ܝܥܪ狏ܒܕ熏ܚܠܒ
̈

ܐܬ
熏ܩܠ.ܐ狏ܝܢܝܡܫ̈

̈
熏ܓܕ焏ܡ

̈
ܐܬ熏ܢܫܪܠ焏ܟ焏̈ܠܡܕܐܕ

ܬ熏ܝܠܥܡܠ.ܐܬ熏ܢܪܡܕ焏ܚ̈ܒ熏ܫܠ.焏ܟ焏̈ܠܡ營ܒܪܕ
熏ܡ
̈

.爿ܟܪ焏ܠ.ܐܬ熏ܢ狏ܠܝ̈ܚܠ.ܐܬ熏ܣܪ熏ܟܕ焏ܒܬ

90 Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian, 4: Chapter xlvii, 143–149.

91 ms bl Add. 12155, fol. 13v.

92 Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian, 4: Chapter xlvii, 149–150.
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(cont.)

Abū Rāʾiṭah’s text (see previous table) Florilegium’s text

اخماشترصوءيشلككركفبتزواجتنااماذاف

لهويذئنيحفكنهذيفاهتقلاخوةفاكةيربلاىلعايلتعم

بكرمريغاطيسبملاالوريغتمريغاتباثهللارهوج

.هنمبرتقمريغارونئزجتمالو

ريغنايككلذسدقلاحورلاونبالاوبالاكانهف

.يئرم

ܥ煟ܟ].焏ܢܛܠ熏ܫ̈ܠ
̇

煿̇ܠܟ爯ܡ爏ܥܠܘ:ܡ煟ܡܠܟܠ狏ܢܐ煟ܒ
爯ܝܠܗ爯ܡܠ煿ܠܘ:燿ܝܒܫ熏ܚ̈ܒ狏ܢܐ爟ܝܪܬ狏ܡܐ狏ܝ犯ܩ
狏ܣܐ܆燿ܢܘܗ狏ܢܐ焏ܠܥܡ̇

̇
焏ܝ煿ܠܐ焏ܢܝܟܠ爏ܟ

.焏ܫ熏ܫܚ焏ܠ.焏ܢܝܢܓ狏ܫܡ焏ܠ.焏ܦܠܚ狏ܫܡ焏ܠ.ܡ焏̇ܩܕ
狏ܡ焏ܠ.焏ܒܟ犯ܡ焏ܠ.焏ܛܝܫܦ

̇
ܐܪܗ熏ܢ.焏ܢܓܠܦ

ܐܬ熏ܒܪ.焏ܢܠܠܡ狏ܡ焏ܠ焏ܠܝܚ[.焏ܢܒ犯ܩ狏ܡ焏ܠ
.焏ܩ犯ܒܡ營ܓܣ̇ܕܐ狏ܚ熏ܒܫܬ.ܐ狏ܝܢܡܚܬ狏ܡ焏ܠ
營ܓܣ̇ܕ.焏ܢܟܪܕ狏ܡ焏ܠܐ犯ܦ熏ܫ.ܐ狏ܓܝܓܪܐܬ熏ܒܛ
ܢܕ爯ܝܕܐ狏ܠܡܒ.牯ܫ̇ܓ煿̇ܒ焏ܠܝܠܒܕ焏ܫܦܢܒ爯ܡ̇

̇
狏ܝ煟ܥ

焏ܚܘܪܘܐ犯ܒܘ焏ܒܐ爯ܡܬ].焏ܚܟܫܡ焏̇ܠܐ熏̣ܫܕ燿ܝܐ
.ܐܬܘ犯ܡܕܐ犯ܩܝܐܘܗ̇[.焏ܝ犯ܒ焏ܠ焏ܢܝܟܘܗ̇܆焏ܫܝ煟ܩ
93]ܐ狏ܝܢܝܟܐܬ熏ܒܛܝܗ̇

[Of Saint] Basil from the Homily on Faith

[Passing over everything in thought, gazing above the

sky and transcending it, with the mind alone, survey

the beauties there: the heavenly hosts, the choruses of

angels, the principalities of the archangels, the glories

of the dominions, the hierarchies of thrones, the pow-

ers, the rulerships, the authorities.] Passing above all

these things, elevated in your thoughts above all cre-

ation and uplifting your mind beyond them, think of

the divine nature stable unchangeable, immutable,

impassible, simple, incomposite, indivisible, light

inaccessible, [power unspeakable, grandeur unlim-

ited, glory bright-shining, good-ness desirable, beauty

incomprehensible, deeply affecting the soul smitten by

it but incapable of being made known by speech as it

deserves:] there, the Father, Son and Holy Ghost, the

uncreated nature, [the dignity of lordship, the natural

goodness!]94

9 سيموناىلعاًدرىناثهلرميميفلوقنمو

]:لاق[.قيطارالا

ܣ熏ܝܡܢܘܐܕ煿ܠܒ熏ܩܠܕ爯ܝܪܬܕܘܗ爯̇ܡ煿ܠܝܕ

93 ms bl Add. 12155, fol. 13r.

94 Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian, 4: Chapter xliv, 78–90.
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(cont.)

Abū Rāʾiṭah’s text (see previous table) Florilegium’s text

هنالهنمادولومباللالاثمفوصومنبالانا

الوبستكملاكالربوةمكحوةوقوهللادجمعاعش

.لعافيحرهوجلبالكولملاك

܆ܐ犯ܒܘܗ̣ܝܗ̣ܘ狏ܝܐܘ犯ܡܐܬܐܐ煟ܝܠܝ爯ܝܕ焏ܢܩ熏ܝ
ܐ狏ܡܟܚܘܐ煿ܠܐܕ煿ܚܒ熏ܫܕܝܗܘ狏ܝܐ犯ܝܓ焏ܚܡܨ
ܐܬ煟ܚ焏ܢܝܢܩ燿ܝܐ熏ܠ܆ܐ煿ܠܐܕܐܬ熏ܩܝܕܙܘ焏̣ܠܝܚܘ
ܐ狏ܝܢ煟ܒܥܒܘܐ狏ܝܚ焏ܝܣܘܐ焏ܠܐ焏ܒܝ熏ܛܘܐ
煿ܠܟܠܕ爏ܛܡ.ܐ煿ܠܐܕ煿ܚܒ熏ܫܕܝܗܘ狏ܝܐ焏ܚܡܨܘ[
熯[95ܡ̣ܨ煿ܚܒ熏ܫ煿ܠܟ爯ܡܕ.ܐ熏ܚ̇ܡ煿ܒ焏ܒܐ

Of the same from the Second [Discourse] against

Eunomius

The Son is said and he is begotten image, he is the

replenishment of the glory of God, theWisdom, Power

and Justice of God, not by way of possession or of

quality, but he is living and active substance [and the

shining of the glory of God. This is why he shows in

himself the whole Father, whose entire glory shines in

him].96

10 هيخاسيروغيرغاىلاهنمتناكةلاسريفلوقنمو

]:لاق[مونقالاورهوجلانيبامقرفيف

܆ܝܗ熏ܚܐܬ熏ܠܕܐܬ犯ܓܐ爯ܡܣ熏ܝܠܝܣܒ焏ܫܝ煟ܩܕ
.焏ܡ熏ܢܩܘ焏ܝܣܘܐ爏ܛܡ

ادحوتمهنيعبهللاانفصونمنبجعيال

اقرفتمامائتلاو

ܫ犯ܦܡܘ[煟ܝܚܡܕܘܘܗ煟̣ܟܘ煿̣ܢܐ.ܪܡܕܬܬ爯ܝܕ焏ܠ
ܐ煿ܝܡܬܘܐܬ煟ܚܡ煟ܡܘ܇ܝܗܘ狏ܝܐܕ爯ܢܝ犯ܡ̇ܐ
]煟ܝܚܡܕ焏ܫܪ熏ܦ܇ܐ熟ܡ犯ܒܕ燿ܝܐ爯ܢܝܚܟܫܡ
焏97ܫ犯ܦܡܕܐܬ熏ܦܝܩܢܘ

Of Saint Basil from the Letter to his brother on sub-

stance and hypostasis

But do not be surprised if we say the same thing is both

united [and divided, and if we discover some new and

paradoxical, as it were enigmatical, united separation]

and separated conjunction.98

95 ms bl Add. 12155, fol. 16r.

96 This passage could not be found in Peter of Callinicum’s Against Damian; thus, the trans-

lation is mine.

97 ms bl Add. 12155, fol. 14r.

98 Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian, 4: Chapter xlviii, 154–157.
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(cont.)

Abū Rāʾiṭah’s text (see previous table) Florilegium’s text

11 هلوقنم ܆ܒܘܬܘ

فصنناانلزاجساوحلايفةكوردمةهجهنانم

.اعماعيمجادحوتماقرفتمانممهفتب

ܐ煟ܚܟܐܫ犯ܦܡܕܘ煿̇ܠܕ爯ܢܝ犯ܡ̇ܐ爏ܝܟܗ焏ܟܝܐ爯ܡ
ܟ狏ܣܡ爯̇ܝ熟̈ܚ狏ܡ焏̈ܫܓܪ煟ܝܒܕ爯ܝܠܗ爯̇ܡ܆煟ܝܚ̣ܡܘ

̈
爯99ܢܝܠ

And again

How, then, do we say, we can understand, by means of

the sensibly perceived, what is at once separated and

united?100

12 رميميفرهاطلاسيسينفقساسيروغيرغانامث

]:لاق[.سيموناىلعهيفّدرهبتك

爏ܒܩ熏ܠܕܐ犯ܡ焏ܡ爯ܡ܆焏ܣ熏ܢܕܣ熏ܝ犯ܓܝ犯ܓ焏ܫܝ煟ܩܕ
.ܣ熏ܝܡܢܘܐܕ焏ܡܝܣ

صصقلايفاهبىمسمةريثكءامساهللاذاو

اراصتقااهلكحيسملاانبرضفوسومانلاوتاوبنلاو

ناميالاكلذرثكاةفرعملاىلعهنم

سدقلاحورلاونبالاوبالامسابىمسينارماو

ريغودحاووهيذلاقحبوهيذلامهفىلععوفرملا

انيلعضرتفاكلذكو.رهوجلايفدحاولاينعادحاو

ىلعةلادلاصاوخلااماف.دحاومسابهلدمصننا

حورونباوبابناميالاكلذو.مسقنمفميناقالا

.طالتخاالبدحوتمونيابتالبمسقنموهفسدق

焏ܢܪܚܐܐ煿ܡ̈ܫܘܢܘ煿ܝ狏ܝܐ犯ܝܓܐ焏ܝܓܣ煟̈ܟ
ܐ̣ܬ熏ܝܒܢܒܘܐ狏ܝܥܫ狏ܒ.ܥ煟ܝ狏ܡܐ煿ܠܐܢܘ煿ܒܕ
燿ܝܐ.焏ܚܝܫܡܢ犯ܡ犟ܒ̣ܫܢܘ煿ܠܟ煟ܟ܆焏ܣ熏ܡܢܒܘ
ܝܗ̇[ܐܬ熏ܢܡܝ煿ܠ爯ܒ犯ܩܢܕ熯ܟܫܡ狏ܝܐ犯ܝ狏ܝܕ爯ܡ̇
ܢܒ爯ܝܠܗ܆ܝܗܘ狏ܝܐܕܘܗ爏̇ܛܡܕ

̈
狏̈ܠܩ焏ܣ焏̇܆ܡ[

ܦ焏ܩܦܣܕܘ
̇

ܐ犯ܒܕܘ焏ܒܐܕܐ狏ܝ犯ܩܒܪ狏ܟܢܕ犟ܣ
.ܝܗܘ狏ܝܐܐܪܪܫܒܕܘܗ̇ܕ焏ܠܟ熏ܣܠ܇焏ܫܝ煟ܩ焏ܚܘܪܕܘ
煟ܚ焏̣ܝܣܘܐܕ犯ܝܓܐ狏ܠܡܒ܆煟ܚ熏ܠܘܝܗ̣ܘ狏ܝܐ煟ܚܕܘܗ̇
焏ܣ熏ܡܢ爟ܣ̣.܇焏ܡ̇ܫ煟ܚܬ熏ܠܘܐܕ煿ܠܛܡ.ܝܗܘ狏ܝܐ
ܕ熏ܫܡ爯ܝܕܐ狏ܝ̈ܠܝ煟ܒ..ܪ熏ܚܢܕ焏ܝ犯ܡ

̈
܆焏ܡ熏ܢܩ̈ܕܐ狏ܝܢܥ

焏ܫܝ煟ܩ焏ܚܘ犯ܒܘܐ犯ܒܒܘ焏ܒ焏ܒܕܐܬ熏ܢܡܝ煿ܠ
狏ܡܘ܆焿ܠܦ狏ܡ狏̇ܝ焏ܢܫ犯ܦ狏ܡ焏ܠ煟ܟ.焿ܠܦ̣ܡ

̇
煟ܝܚ

狏101ܝ焏ܟܝܒܚ焏ܠ

Of Saint Gregory of Nyssa from the Discourse against

the Exposition of Eunomius

For thought there are many other names whereby

God is signified, in history, prophecy and law, our Lord

Christ, leaving all these aside, [lays down these words]

as more capable of bringing us to faith [about Him

who is], and decreed that it is enough for us to abide

in the appellation of Father, Son and Holy Ghost for

an understanding of Him who truly is, who is both one

and not one. For in the concept of substance he is one

99 ms bl Add. 12155, fol. 14r.

100 Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian, 4: Chapter xlviii, 162–164.

101 ms bl Add. 12155, fol. 14r.
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(cont.)

Abū Rāʾiṭah’s text (see previous table) Florilegium’s text

(which is why the Lord ordained that we should pay

regard to one name) but by the properties indicative

of hypostases he divides out faith in Father, Son and

Holy Ghost, inseparably divided and unconfusedly

united.102

13 لاقظعاوملابفوصومهلرميميفهلوقنمو .ܐܬ熏ܢܝܬ犯ܡ爏ܛܡܕܐ犯ܡ焏ܡ爯ܡ煿ܠܝܕ

مسقنمدوجومددعلانعدرفمدودعمنوكينا

يفمسقنمريفصاخشالابنيابمةدحولابكردم

ةعيبطلا

ܩ犯ܥܘܝܗܘ狏ܝܐ焏ܢܝܢܡ狏ܡܘܘܗ煟̣ܟܘܗ焏̣ܢܟܝ̇ܐ
ܐܬ熏ܝܕ熏ܚܠܒܘ܇ܐ熟ܚ狏ܡ狏ܝ焏ܓܠܦܡ̇ܘ܇焏ܢܝܢܡ爯ܡ
ܘ煿̣ܒ焿ܠܦܡ焏ܠܘ܇焏ܡ熏ܢܩ̈ܒܫ犯ܦ̣ܘ.ܟܪܕ狏ܡ
焏ܢ犯ܚܐܘ܆焏ܚܘܪ焏ܡ熏ܢܩܒ犯ܝܓܘܗ焏ܢ犯ܚܐ[.爟ܝ̣ܣܕ
ܐ狏ܠܡܝܗܘ狏ܝܐ煿ܠܝܕܕܘܗ̇ܒܘܬ焏ܢ犯ܚܐܘ܆ܐ狏ܠܡ
焏[103ܚܘܪܘ

Of the same from the Discourse on Exhortation

How is the same thing both numbered and yet avoids

number, both viewed divisibly and apprehended in a

unity, both separate in hypostasis and undivided in the

substrate? [For the Spirit is one thing in hypostasis, the

Word another, and again another he to whomWord

and Spirit belong].104

16 نابجوتسايذلالضافلاسويروغيرغانامث

هللاىلعهقطنمقدصب[تايهلالاقطانبفصوي

رهاطلاحصفلاتعنيفهبتكهلرميميف]هفرشو

]هيلامهنمناكلوقدعبهتيعرلهنمةوعد[

ܐ犯ܡ焏ܡ爯ܡ܆ܣ熏ܓܠܐܬܣ熏ܝ犯ܓܝ犯ܓ焏ܫܝ煟ܩܕ
焏ܡ熏ܝ煿̣ܫܝܪܝܗܘ狏ܝܐܕ[.焏ܚ犏ܦ爏ܥܕ焏ܝܡ煟ܩ
ܐ狏ܡܝܩܕ
犯ܝܦܫܕܝܗ̇܆爯ܠܘܐ煿ܠ焏ܠܐܪ焏ܦ熏ܒ犯ܩ爯ܝܕܢܘ狏ܢܐ
]ܢ熏ܥܪܬܬ

:لاق[ [ ]܆ܐ狏ܝܪ熏ܥܙܪ狏ܒܘ[

اهفرسبةروشملاوةبيرغلاةوعدلااوبيجتناريغنم

قحلانعةقرفملا

نبالاوبالابتباثلاحيحصلاناميالانعةيضفملا

ةوقلاوةدحاولاتوهاللاكلتسدقلاحورلاو

ةدحاولا

܇ܐ狏ܝ犯ܟ熏ܢ焏ܠܩܬ犯ܒܠܢܘ狏ܢܐ爯ܝܥܡܫ焏ܠ煟ܟ
܇ܐܪ犯ܫ爯ܡܢ熏ܟܠܐܪ煟ܒܡ̇ܘ狏ܝ焏ܝܫܛܡ焏ܒܢܓܕ
焏ܠܕ爯ܝܠܗܐ狏ܝ̈ܟܘܕܘ܇ܐ狏ܚ̈ܦܘܐܪܒ煟ܡܘܐܪ熏ܛ爏ܥ.
܇焏ܩܚ̇ܕܐ狏ܡܝܠܚ爯ܡ̇ܐܬ熏ܢܡܝܗ爯ܡܘ.܇焏ܝ犯ܡ犯ܥܣ̇
ܐܬܘ煿ܠܐܐ煟ܚܝܗ܇焏ܫܝ煟ܩ焏ܚܘ犯ܒܘܐ犯ܒܒܘ焏ܒ焏ܒܕ
牟ܡܫܬܘ狏ܥܡ̣ܫ爯ܒ熟ܠܟܒ܆ܝܗ̇ܕ煿̇ܠܩܬ犯ܒܕ..焏ܠܝܚܘ
營.105ܠܝܕ焏ܢܥ

102 Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian, 4: Chapter xlviii, 186–195.

103 ms bl Add. 12155, fol. 14rv.

104 Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian, 4: Chapter xlviii, 203–207.

105 ms bl Add. 12155, fol. 13r.
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(cont.)

Abū Rāʾiṭah’s text (see previous table) Florilegium’s text

Of Saint Gregory the Theologian from the First Oration

on Easter, [its beginning is: The day of Resurrection

But do you offer as fruit to God and to us your being

tended well]106

[And after a few things]

Not listening to the strange voice which steals in,

secretly, and will drive you away from truth [over hills,

wastes, pits and places the Lord does not visit], and

remove you from wholesome faith in Father, Son, and

Holy Ghost, the one Godhead and power, [whose voice

my sheep have ever heard and ever will hear].107

17 ةكئالملاةحلاصمفصوثيحهلرميميفهلوقنمو

لاق.ضعبلمهضعب

爏ܛܡ煟ܟ]܆焏ܢܢܝܫܡ焏ܝܡ煟ܩ[ܐ犯ܡ焏ܡ爯ܡ煿ܠܝܕ
]焏ܢܟܗ[犯ܡܐ݀.爏ܠܡܡ焏ܟ焏ܠܡ̈ܕ焏ܢܝܫ

ىتلامهتاماركيفنوتباثفءالؤهنمنوقابلااماف

امنايتلامهتحلاصمومهءودهلاهرطخمظعامنا

اهنميتلاةرهاطلاةحودمملاةيثالثلابًادحاواوراص

اهلدوحجمريغدحاوهالااهنالنورينتسيونوضتسي

عوفدمالو

ܟܡ焏ܟ犯ܫܕ爯ܝܕ爯ܝܠܗ
̇

狏ܝܪ爯ܒ焏ܩܝ犯ܠܝܕܐ煿ܘܗ̇ܕ܆ܢܘ
ܝܗ煟̇ܟ.ܐܬ熏ܢܩܕ狏ܣܡ焏ܠܘܐ̣ܬ熏ܢܝܫܡܐ狏ܝܫܝܪܕ
ܐܬ熏ܝ狏ܝܠܬ爯ܡ܆熏ܒܣ̣ܢܢܘ煿ܝ狏ܝܐܢܘܘ煿ܢ煟ܚܕ
.ܐܬ熏ܢܪ煿ܢܡܦܐ煿̇ܢܡܕ܇ܐ狏ܝܢܣܠܩ狏ܡܘܐ狏ܫܝ煟ܩ
焏ܢܡܝܗ狏ܡܘ煿̣̇ܝ狏ܝܐܐ煿ܠܐ煟ܚܝܗ̣ܦܐܕ爏ܛܡ
煿̇108ܝ狏ܝܐܕ

Of the same [from the First] Oration [on Peace], when

he speaks of the peace of the angels he says [thus]

But the rest abide in their own dignity, the begin-

ning of which is peacefulness and lack of dissension,

having obtained their being one from the holy and

praiseworthy Trinity, from whom also comes illumi-

nation, because it both is, and is believed to be, one

God.109

106 Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian, 4: Chapter xlvii, 244–245.

107 Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian, 4: Chapter xlvii, 245–249.

108 ms bl Add. 12155, fol. 13r.

109 Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian, 4: Chapter xlvii, 252–256.
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(cont.)

Abū Rāʾiṭah’s text (see previous table) Florilegium’s text

18 .رهاطلاداليملاىلعهلوقنمو

لاق

爯ܝܠ煿ܠܪܗ熟ܡ煟ܟ[.ܐ煟ܠܝ狏ܝܒ爏ܥܕܐ犯ܡ焏ܡ爯ܡ煿̣ܠܝܕ
焏ܚܘܪܘܐ犯ܒܘ焏ܒܐ爯ܡ焏ܥܦܫ̈ܕ焏ܠܕ:爯ܝܥܡ̇ܫܕ
焏ܣܦܩ狏ܡ̇ܕܒܘܬ焏ܠܘ܆ܐܬܘ煿ܠ焏ܠܢܘ犯ܒܣ̣ܢ焏ܫܝ煟ܩ
犯ܡ̇ܐ]爯ܝܠܗ爯ܡ熏ܓܠ

.焏ܫܗ爯ܝܘ煿̈ܢ焏ܢ狏ܦ熏ܣܠܝܦ܆ܐ煿ܠܐܠ熏ܛܡ營ܠ爯ܝܠܗ[
ܬ熏ܠܠܡܡ熏ܠܕ܆爯ܝܠܗ爯ܡ爏ܥܠܘܗ焏ܢܒܙ犯ܝܓ熏ܠ
焏ܠܐ܆爯ܠ焏ܡܝܣܕܝܗ煿̇̇ܝ狏ܝܐܐܬܘ煿ܠܐ
].ܐܬ熏ܢ犯ܒ煟ܡܕ

حورلاونبالاوبالاىنعاامنافهللاتفصوانااماذا

ارذح.ةدعلاهذهتوهاللازوجتناريغنمسدقلا

اهفصنفاهنودرصتقنالوةهلاةعامجفصننال

قيضوةنكسمب

焏ܚܘܪܘܐ犯ܒܘ焏ܒܐ܆焏ܢܐ犯ܡ̇ܐܕܝ狏ܡܐ爯ܝܕܐ煿ܠܐ
ܐܬܘ煿ܠܐ爯ܝܠܗ爯ܡ爏ܥܠ焏ܠ煟ܟ.焏ܢܐ犯ܡ̇ܐ焏ܫܝ煟ܩ
ܢܐ煿ܠܐ̈ܕ焏ܝܫ熏ܢܟ焏ܠܕ:ܐ煟ܫܐ狏ܡ

̇
熏ܓܠ焏ܠܘ܆爏ܥ

ܐܬܘ煿ܠܐܕܐܬ熏ܢܟܣܡ焏ܠܕ܆焏ܡܚ̇ܬ狏ܡ爯ܝܠܗ爯ܡ
焏ܣܝܕܘ煿ܝܐܬ熏ܢܫܝܪܬ熏ܝܕ熏ܚܠ爏ܛܡ̣ܘܐ̇[܇焯ܝ̇ܚ狏ܢ
ܐ狏ܫܝܒ.牯ܢܚ̇ܢܐܬܘ焏ܝܓܣ爏ܛܡܘܐ܇煟ܒܥܢ
熏ܩܣ爯ܝܠ煿ܒܦܐ.爯ܝ煿ܝܬܪ狏ܒ焏̣ܝܡܕܕ犯ܝܓ

̈
ܐ狏ܝܠܒ

焏[110ܚܟ狏ܫܡ

Of the same from the Oration on the Nativity, [warning

those who listen not to think that the Godhead over-

flows from the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, nor again

that it is restrained within them], he says

[Let these things be now the subject of my philosophis-

ing about God, for now is not the time to go beyond

them, when not ‘theology’, but the ‘economy’ is our

theme.] Now when I say ‘God’, I mean the Father, Son

and Holy Ghost, the Godhead being neither diffused

beyond them lest we import an assembly of ‘Gods’,

nor confined within them lest we be condemned for

penury of Godhead:] either judaising on account of

single sovereignty or paganising on account of the plu-

rality; for a like evil exist in both things, even if it is

found in opposites.111

20 نعهيفندنع[سدقلاحورلاىلعرميميفهلوقنمو

سايقلكنعهئالتعاوةطلغملاهبشلاعيمجهللا

:]لاق.لثمو

.焏ܫܝ煟ܩ焏ܚܘܪ爏ܥܕܐ犯ܡ焏ܡ爯ܡ煿̣ܠܝܕ

110 ms bl Add. 12155, fol. 13r.

111 Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian, 4: Chapter xlvii, 261–268.
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Abū Rāʾiṭah’s text (see previous table) Florilegium’s text

ترصتقاوةيفاخهللةعشاخةركذبتكسمتانااذا[

.ًايداهحورلاتذختاوةرزنةليلقتاملكىلع

تييحامكلذىبرلتظفح.]عامسلاىمفلبقو

ردقبتسمتلاوحيحصىجانمةرزاومبىظافتحاك

حورلاونبالاوبالادبعيناىدنععنقاناةقاطلا

.سدقلا

ܐܬ犯ܚܠ焏ܡ煟ܥ焏ܢ煿ܠ܆狏ܠܒܩ焏ܟ̣ܪܗ爯ܡܕ焏ܚ̣ܡܨ
焏ܢ煿ܒ焏ܢܝܢܥ犯ܒܘܐ狏ܝ狏ܚ焏ܦܬ熏ܫ燿ܝܐ܆犯ܛܐ
܆營ܠܝܚ燿ܝܐ爿ܝܦܐ焏ܢܪܚܐܢ熏ܢ煿̇ܠܘ.燿ܠܗܐ焏̇ܡܠܥ
ܐ煟ܚܠ[܇焏ܫܝ煟ܩ焏ܚܘ犯ܠܘܐ犯ܒܠܘ焏ܒ焏ܠܢܘ煟ܓܣܢܕ
ܐ犯ܩܝܐܘܐ狏ܚ熏ܒܫܬ爏ܟ煿̇ܠܕ.焏ܠܝܚܘܐܬܘ煿ܠܐ
爯[112ܝܡܐ爯ܝܡܠܥ爟̣ܠܥܠ܆焏ܢ煟ܚܘܐܘ

Of the same from the Oration on the Holy Spirit

I would keep to the end as close associate and compan-

ion that source whence I have received illumination

as in this world I walk, and would urge others, as best I

can, to worship Father, Son and Holy Ghost, [one God-

head and power, to whom be all glory and honour and

power for ever and ever, Amen.]113

It is notable that not all the quotations made by Abū Rāʾiṭah are found in the

Trinitarian florilegium under examination. However, from a linguistic point of

view, it is evident that Abū Rātʾiṭah translates his quotations into Arabic from

Syriac. By comparing the Arabic and Syriac texts, one can easily notice that

the Arabic translation is very literal and sometimes hardly comprehensible. In

addition, the Fathers’ names, their appellatives, and the titles of theirworks fol-

low the Syriac tradition in some way, as found in the Syriac florilegium taken

into consideration.

Moreover, if we consider the original Greek, the Arabic translation in Abū

Rāʾiṭah’s work, and the Syriac translation in the Trinitarian florilegium, we

observe the following: a) the Syriac translation of the florilegium is based on

the originalGreek; b) theArabic text is sometimes an exact and complete trans-

lation of the Syriac quotation in the florilegium, as in quotations 3, 11, 12, and 17;

c) at other times, as in quotations 4, 9, 13, 16, and 18, the Arabic text is a partial

translation of the Syriac quotation; d) in two cases, namely in quotations 8 and

10, Abū Rāʾiṭah puts together separated parts of the same patristic quotation;

e) in one case, namely quotation 5, the Arabic text is a mix of two Syriac quo-

tations that, however, come from the same work, and were reordered in a free

112 ms bl Add. 12155, fol. 13r.

113 Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian, 4: Chapter xlvii, 274–278.
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way by Abū Rāʾiṭah; f) only one part of the last quotation, i.e. no. 20, is found in

the Syriac florilegium; and finally, g) both texts, the Arabic and the Syriac, are

almost in total agreement as to the rubrics that introduce the quotations.

Some of these remarks (especially f), as well as the fact that some of Abū

Rāʾiṭah’s quotations are not found in the Syriac Trinitarian florilegium of ms

bl Add. 12155, might lead one to affirm that our author did not use this spe-

cific florilegium as a source for his patristic quotations. Before coming to such

conclusion, it is worth mentioning that the Syriac quotations of the previous

table belong to three chapters in the aforementioned Trinitarian florilegium,

namely chapters 30, 31, and 39, which deal with the main metaphysical ques-

tion in Abū Rāʾiṭah’s polemical writing, which affirms that ‘God is the three

hypostases and the three hypostases are God’. In the following three tables, I

shall present each chapter’s title and its patristic quotations. The quotations

present in Abū Rāʾiṭah’s Refutation of the Melkites are colored:

1) Chapter 30 ( ܢܘ焏ܠܦܩܠ ), bl Add. 12155, 13r–14r

Title Patristic quotations

煟ܩܐܬ煿̈ܒܐܕܐ狏ܝ熏̈ܚܬ
̈
焏ܫܝ

焏ܢܝܟܘ焏ܝܣܘܐܕ܇爯ܝ̣ܦܠܡ̇ܕ
狏ܝܟܘܐ:ܐ狏ܫܝ煟ܩܐܬ熏ܝ狏ܝܠܬܕ
焏ܒܐܕ焏ܡ熏ܢܩ̈ܐ狏ܠܬ܆ܐܬܘ煿ܠܐ
܆煿̇ܝ狏ܝܐ焏ܫܝ煟ܩ焏ܚܘܪܕܘܐ犯ܒܕܘ
ܘܐ焏ܝܣܘܐ焏ܢ犯ܚܐܡ煟ܡ熏ܠܘ
焏ܢ犯ܚܐܡ煟ܡܘ܇ܐܬܘ煿ܠܐ狏ܝܟ
܀焏ܡ熏ܢܩ̈

Demonstrations of the holy Fathers

who teach that the substance and

the nature of the Holy Trinity,

which is the Godhead, is the three

hypostases of the Father, the Son,

and the Holy Spirit, and that the

substance is not one thing, i.e. the

Godhead, and the hypostases are

another thing.114

Ps.-Basil of Caesarea, Homily on Faith

Gregory of Nazianzus, First Oration on Easter (Or. 1)

Gregory of Nazianzus, First Oration on Easter (Or. 1)

Gregory of Nazianzus, First Oration on Peace (Or. 6)

Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration on the Nativity (Or. 38)

Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration on the Holy Spirit (Or. 31)

Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration on Himself (Or. 26)

Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration on the Holy Lights (Or. 39)

Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration on the Holy Lights (Or. 39)

Ps.-Athanasius of Alexandria, On Incarnation and against the Arians

Ps.-Athanasius of Alexandria, On Incarnation and against the Arians

Ps.-Gregory Thaumaturgus, On Faith in Parts

Ps.-Gregory Thaumaturgus, On Faith in Parts

Ps.-John Chrysostom, On the Holy Trinity

Epiphanius of Salamis, Panarion

Epiphanius of Salamis, Panarion

Cyril of Alexandria, OnWorship in Spirit and Truth

Severus of Antioch, Cathedral Homily 42

Severus of Antioch, Letter to Eupraxius Cubicularius

Severus of Antioch, Letter to Eupraxius Cubicularius

Severus of Antioch, Letter to Isidore the Count

Theodosius of Alexandria, On the Holy Trinity

114 The English translation is mine.
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2) Chapter 31 ( ܢܘ焏ܠܦܩ焏ܠ ), bl Add. 12155, 4rv:

Title Patristic quotations

爯ܢܚ爯ܝ犯ܡܐܘܗ煟̣ܟܘܗ̣ܕܝܗ爏̇ܥ
ܐ狏ܠܬܘ.ܫ犯ܦ̣ܡܘ煟ܝܚܡܕ.ܝܗܘ狏ܝܐܕ
ܐ狏ܠܬ煟ܚܘ܆ܐܬܘ煿ܠ焏ܒ煟ܚ
.煟ܚ熏ܠܘܝܗ̣ܘ狏ܝܐ煟ܚܕܘ.ܐ狏ܝܠܝ煟̈ܒ
爯ܡܩ犯ܥܘ焏̣ܢܡ狏ܡܘܗ煟̣ܟܘܗ̣ܘ
܀焏ܢܝܢܡ

On the fact that we say that what

is united and what is separated are

the same, and that the three are one

according to the Godhead and the

one is three according to the proper-

ties, and that He is one and not one,

and that the same is numbered and

escapes from number.115

Basil of Caesarea, Letter 38

Basil of Caesarea, Letter 38

Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration on the Holy Spirit (Or. 31)

Gregory of Nazianzus, Third Oration on Peace (Or. 23)

Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration to Hero the Philosopher (Or. 25)

Gregory of Nyssa, Refutation of the Confession of Faith of Eunomius

Gregory of Nyssa, Refutation of the Confession of Faith of Eunomius

Gregory of Nyssa, Catechetical Oration

Severus of Antioch, Cathedral Homily 70

Severus of Antioch, Letter to John and John the Priests and Abbots

Severus of Antioch, Letter to John and John the Priests and Abbots

3) Chapter 39 ( ܢܘ焏ܠܦܩ熿ܠ ), bl Add. 12155, 16rv:

Title Patristic quotations

煿ܠܘ煿ܢܡܕ焏ܡ焏ܡ熏ܢܩ爯̈ܡ煟ܚܠܟܕܝܗ爏̇ܥ
܆焏ܫܝ煟ܩ焏ܚܘܪܕܘܐ犯ܒܕܘ焏ܒܐܕ:ܐ熟ܚ狏ܡ
爯ܡ܇ܐܕܘܬ狏ܡ焏ܢܝܟܘ焏ܝܣܘܐܘܐ煿ܠܐ
܀焏ܫܝ煟ܩ̈ܐܬ煿ܒ̈ܐ

On the fact that each of the hypostases, of the

Father, of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit, when it

is seen by itself and for itself (that is, regarded on

its own), is confessed by the holy Fathers as God,

substance, and nature.116

Theodosius of Alexandria, On the Holy Trinity

Basil of Caesarea, Against Eunomius

Basil of Caesarea, Against Eunomius

John Chrysostom, Homilies on the Gospel of John

Theodosius of Alexandria, On the Holy Trinity

Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration on the Holy Spirit (Or. 31)

Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration on the Holy Spirit (Or. 31)

Theodosius of Alexandria, On the Holy Trinity

Theodosius of Alexandria, On the Holy Trinity

These chapters are found both in the shorter and longer versions of the Trini-

tarian florilegium, and I think that there is a close relationship between the

115 The English translation is mine.

116 The English translation is mine.
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florilegium and the patristic quotations found in Abū Rāʾiṭah. According to

van Roey,117 the main source the compiler used for his florilegium is Peter

of Callinicum’s Against Damian.118 This very important work of Peter of Call-

inicum, consisting of three books and probably written originally in Greek,119

is preserved today exclusively in a Syriac translation, whose first book is miss-

ing, whereas some parts of the second and third books did not reach us in a

complete form. Although we have just a limited version of Against Damian, I

was fortunate enough to find that the majority of Abū Rāʾiṭah’s quotations are

present in Against Damian and precisely in three chapters from his third book

that deal with the samemetaphysical problem, i.e., that ‘the hypostases are the

nature/substance and the nature/substance is the hypostases’. Below is a com-

parative table between Abū Rāʾiṭah’s patristic quotations and those in Against

Damian,120 in addition to three tables showing the titles of the three chapters

and the patristic works that Peter quotes in these chapters; those present in

Abū Rāʾiṭah’s Refutation of the Melkites are colored:

Abū Rāʾiṭah’s text (see previous tables) Against Damian

1 هبسحوسلوبذيملترهاطلا[سويسانويد]لاق[

تعنهللاقيهلرميميف]فرشلاولضفلانمكلذ

]:لاق.داحجلاىلعهنماًدر[تايهلالاءامسالا

焏ܦܩܣܝܦܐܘ焏ܒܪܘܗ̇[ܣ熏ܝܣ熏ܢܝܕ]爏ܝܟܗܒ狏̣ܟ[
爏ܛܡܐ犯ܡ焏ܡܕ]爯ܝܪܬܕܢܘ焏ܠܦܩܒ܆焏ܝܢܬܐ̈ܕܐܬ煟ܥܕ
]焏ܢܟܗ[焏ܝ煿̣ܠܐ焏̈ܝ̈ܢ熏ܟ

قحيفيكفةايحاهلكتوهاللاةسائرتسيلا

ميقيبالاناامكهنابتفصوذاةرهاطلاةملكلا

ًاضياو.ءاشينمىيحينبالاوكلذكاهييحيوىتوملا

.حورلاىيحملا

煿̇ܝ狏ܝܐܐܬܘ煿ܠܐܬ熏ܫܪ煿̇ܠ熏ܟ熏ܠܕܢܘ犯ܡ焏ܢܕܘ煿̣ܢܐܘ
܇ܬ犯ܡ̣ܐܕܐ狏ܝܢ煿ܟܐ狏ܠܡܝܗ̣ܐ犯ܝ犯ܫ焏ܢܟܝܐ̇܆焏ܝܚ̈
ܦܐ焏ܢܟܗ܆焏ܚ̇ܡܘܐ狏ܝܡ爟̈ܝܩ̣ܡ焏ܒܐܕ焏ܢܟܝܐܕ
.焏ܚ̇ܡܕܘܗ焏ܚܘܪܒܘܬܘ.焏ܚ̇ܡ焏ܒܨ̇ܕ爯ܝܠܝ焏ܠܐ犯ܒ
܆焏ܝܢܩܐܬܘ煿ܠܐ煿̇ܠܟ܆爏ܟ爏ܥܕ爯ܝܕܐܬܘ犯ܡܦܐܕ[
ܦܐܐ狏̣ܝܢܬܘ犯ܒܘܐܐܬܕ熏ܠܝ爯ܡ̇ܐܬܘ煿ܠܐ爏ܛܡ
爯ܝܢܒ̈ܙ焏ܡܟܕ܇營ܠܐ犯ܒ狏̣ܣܡܕ燿ܝܐ狏ܝܐ犯ܡ焏ܡܠ焏ܠ
焏ܒܒܛ狏ܡܐ犯ܒ爏ܥܘ焏ܒܐ爏ܥܐܬܘ煿ܠܐܬ熏ܠܠܡܒ
.ܝܗܘ狏ܝܐ焏ܚܘܪ焏̣ܝ犯ܡܦܐ焏ܠܐ.焏ܝ犯ܡܕܝܗ̇

117 Cf. van Roey, “Un florilège trinitaire,” 189–191.

118 I plan to study the relationship between the Trinitarian florilegia and the Against Damian

in greater detail.

119 It must be mentioned that some scholars maintain that this work may have originally

been written in Syriac, or that it was translated in Syriac under the guidance of the same

Peter, see Lucas van Rompay, “Pierre de Callinique et les versions syriaques des Homélies

de Grégoire de Nazianze. Un premier sondage,”babelao 10–11 (2022): 481–495.

120 Note that the parts present in one text and omitted in the one compared are inside brack-

ets [ ].
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(cont.)

Abū Rāʾiṭah’s text (see previous tables) Against Damian

ܐܬܘ煿ܠܐ煿̇ܠܟ爏ܥܐ狏̣ܡܟܚܘ爯ܝܕܐܬ熏ܒܛܘ
ܢܘ煿ܠܟܘܐ狏̣ܠ̣ܥܘܐܬ熏ܢ煿ܠ焏ܡܘܐܪܗ熏ܢܘ.焏ܚܒ狏ܫܡ
煿̇ܠܟ爏ܥ܆爯ܝ煿ܝ狏ܝܐܐܬܘ煿ܠܐܬ熏ܫܪ煿̇ܠ熏ܟܕ爯ܝܠܗ
焏ܠܡ爯̈ܩ̈ܣܡܐܬܘ煿ܠܐ狏ܫܪܐ狏ܚ熏ܒܫܬ
ܟܡܕ

̈
狏ܒ焏[121

Dionysius [the Great, then, bishop of the church at

Athens, wrote in the second chapter] of On the divine

names, [as follows]:

And if they say that the whole most hight Godhead is not

Life, how can the sacred word be true, which said: As the

Father raises the dead and gives them life even so does

the Son give life to those whom he wills, and again: Is it

the Spirit who gives life? [But because the whole God-

head possesses lordship over all by virtue of Godhead,

whether paternal or filial, it would, I think, be impos-

sible to say how often in the theology the word ‘Lord’

is resoundingly proclaimed of the Father and the Son;

but The Lord too is the Spirit. And goodness, indeed,

and wisdom, are glorified in the whole Godhead; and

the words of Scripture attribute ‘light’ too, and ‘deifica-

tion’ and ‘cause’ and all that belongs to the whole most

high Godhead, to the whole glory of the supreme God-

head].122

2 هلوقنمو ܐ犯̣ܡ焏ܡܕ煿ܠܝܕ]犯ܣܥ狏ܠܬܕܢܘ焏ܠܦܩܒܘ爯ܝܕ[ܒܘܬ
犯ܡ̇ܐ

ةينادحوةفوصوملكىلعتوعنلاتناكناوهناف

ةروكذملاةيثالثلاالوةينادحولاكتسيلفةيثالثو

اهديحوتفصنالئلوةدوجوملانمدحأنموااّنم

توهاللادولووكلذقدصنلكىلعىلتعملا

.ىهلالاتعنيفرهوجلاومسالاىلعىلتعملافصي

ܐܬ熏ܝ狏ܝܠܬܘ焏ܚܒ狏ܫܡܐܬ熏ܝܕ熏ܚܠ煟ܟܘܐܕܗ爏ܛܡ
ܐ̣ܬ熏ܝܕ熏ܚܠ焏ܠܘ煿̇ܝ狏ܝܐ焏ܠ܆爏ܟ爯ܡ爏ܥܠܕܐܬܘ煿ܠܐ
ܢ熏ܢܗ爯̇ܝ犯ܚܐܡ煟ܡ爯ܡܘܐ爯ܢܡܕܝܗ̇ܐܬ熏ܝ狏ܝܠܬ焏ܠܘ
ܐܪ犯ܫܒ熯ܒ̇ܫܢܕ爏ܛܡ焏ܠܐ.焏ܥ煟ܝ狏ܡܢܘ煿ܝ狏ܝܐܕ
焏ܝܢ熏ܥܒ[܆ܗ̇ܬܘ煿ܠܐܬܘ煟ܝܠܝܕܠ熏ܟ爯ܡ爏ܥܠܕܗ煟̇ܝ熏ܚ
爏ܥܠܕܝ煿̇ܠ爯ܢܚ爯ܝ煿ܡܫܡ]焏̣ܝܕ熏ܚܠܘ焏ܝ狏ܝܠܬ焏ܝ煿ܠܐ
123ܢܘ煿ܝ狏ܝܐܕ爯ܝܠ煿ܠ煿̇ܝ狏ܝܐ焏ܝܣܘܐܘ焏ܡܫ爯ܡ

121 Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian, 4: Chapter xlvii, 58–72.

122 Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian, 4: Chapter xlvii, 54–66.

123 Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian, 4: Chapter xlvii, 72–74.
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(cont.)

Abū Rāʾiṭah’s text (see previous tables) Against Damian

Again, in [the 13th chapter of] the same book, he also

says:

Therefore, though the all-transcending Godhead is glo-

rified as unity and trinity, it is neither the unity nor the

trinity known by us or by any other existent, but, in order

that we may truly glorify its all-transcending singleness

and its generative Godhead we call, [with a divine name,

trine and one], the Godhead which transcends existents

in name and substance.124

3 هلرميميفلوقيبئاجعلااذسويروغيرغانامث

ىزجالاتاذناميالايفهبتك

:لاق

ܘܬܐ爯ܡܕܘܗ焏̇ܒܪ爯ܝܕܣ熏ܝ犯ܓܝ犯ܓܘ
̈

ܐܬܪܡܕܬܘܐܬ
ܐܬ熏ܢܡܝܗ爏ܛܡܕܐ犯ܡ焏ܡܒ牯ܠܡ̇܆焏ܝܢ熏ܟ焯ܣܢ
焏ܝܪܟ熏ܢܘ焏ܒܒ煟ܠܥܒ̈܆煿ܫܪܗܘ狏ܝܐܕ[܆ܐܬ熏ܢܡ̈ܒܕ
犯ܡ̇ܐ]爯ܝܠܗ煟ܟܐ狏̣ܝܚܝܠܫܐ狏ܝܕܘܬܕ

ةيوبروادحاواتوهالةيثالثلاةيتوهاللايفصاواي

ةدحاو

ܐ煟ܚܘ[܆ܐܬܘ犯ܡܐ煟ܚܘܐܬܘ煿ܠܐܐ煟ܚܘ爯ܝܕ爯ܝ犯ܡܐ
].ܐܬ熏ܝ狏ܝܠ狏ܠܐܬ熏ܫܝ煟ܩ

برلالاثموهنمادولوملزيملةلعبرلابانأل

يفليقدقو.هلانبالاوبربالاوكلذكحورلا

.حورهناهللا

.ܗ煟ܠܝ狏ܝ焏ܡܘ狏ܡ煟ܟ.ܘܗ焏ܫܝܪ焏ܝ犯ܡܕ焏ܒܐܕ爏ܛܡ
焏̣ܝ犯ܡ焏ܒܐܘ犯ܝܓ焏ܢܟܗ.焏ܝ犯ܡ焏̣ܚܘܪܕ焏ܟܢܦܬܘ
ܘܗ焏ܚܘܪܕܐ犯̣ܝܡܐܐ煿ܠܐ爏ܛܡܘ.ܐ煿ܠܐܐ犯ܒܘ
125.ܐ煿ܠܐ

Gregory the Great, who got his name frommiracles and

wonders, also teaches in his On Faith, by sections [whose

beginning is: Enemies and strangers to the apostolic pro-

fession], as follows:

But we call the Trinity ‘one Godhead’, ‘one lordship’,

[and ‘one holiness’], because the Father is the Lord’s

Beginning, since he begat him eternally, and the Lord

is the Exemplar of the Spirit; for thus is both the Father

‘Lord’ and the Son ‘God’ and of God it is said God is

Spirit.126

124 Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian, 4: Chapter xlvii, 66–72.

125 Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian, 4: Chapter xlvii, 80–87.

126 Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian, 4: Chapter xlvii, 73–80.
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(cont.)

Abū Rāʾiṭah’s text (see previous tables) Against Damian

4 اضياهلوقنمو ܒܘܬܘ

دحاوهالااهنالةيثالثلابقدصنودجسنكلذكو

.يهلإلاباتكلاةداهشك

ܐ狏ܫܝ煟ܩܐܬ熏ܝ狏ܝܠܬܐ煿ܠܐ煟ܚ犯ܝܓܐܕ煿ܠܛܡ
爯ܡܕܗ狏̣ܣܐܕ爯ܝܠܗ燿ܝܐ܆ܐ煟ܓ狏ܣܡܘ焏ܢܡܝܗ狏ܡ
ܟ爯ܡܟܘ煟ܠܟܒ狏ܝܐܪܝ狏ܝ爯ܦܐ[.焏ܝ煿ܠܐ焏ܒ狏ܟ

̈
狏ܒ焏

ܢܦܠܡ焏ܝ煿̈ܠܐ
̈
熏ܠܕܐܬ焏ܡ狏̈ܝܢܡ爯ܝܐ狏ܠ爯ܣ̈ܕ煿ܢܕ

127]ܐ狏ܝܢܬ煟ܥܘܐ狏ܝܚܝܠܫܐܬ熏ܢܡܝ煿ܠ

And again

For this is why the Holy Trinity is believed and wor-

shipped: one God, in accordance with what is attested

by divine Scripture, [although we have everywhere in

the divine Scripture, numberless teachings which further

testify to the apostolic and churchly faith].128

5 ]هرونوهءوضعطاسلا[ةعيبلاحابصمنامث

]لاقةيردنكسالابحاص[سويسانثا

هقارشاوهدسجتبهلالاةملكلاروهظيفهبتكرميميف

هسنأتب

爯ܡ狏ܚܝ̣ܦܢܐܬ熏ܢܦܠܡܠܘ܆牯ܩ̇ܥܢ牯ܩ̇ܢܕ焏ܣܟܛܒ[
爏ܝܠܩܘ[.ܐܬ煟ܥܕܗ犯ܝ煿ܢܘܣ熏ܝܣܢܬܐ]焏ܝܚܝܠܫܕܐ煿ܠܐ
焏̣ܡܝ̣ܣܕܐܕܗ爏ܛܡܐܬ狏ܝ狏ܚ̈ܝܗ熏ܠܩ狏̈ܢܒ爯̈ܡ
ܓܦܕܢܘ煿̇ܠ犟ܝܣܢ

̇
ܕܪ犯ܝܓ煟ܟ.爯ܝܥ

̈
:爯ܝܥܡ̇ܫܕ爯ܝܠ煿ܠܐ

焏ܢܟܗܒ狏̣̣ܟ]܆ܙܪ焏ܡܐܬ犯ܝ犯ܫܐܬܘ煿ܠܐܬ熏ܠܠܡܡܘ
ܘܗ̇[.ܐ煿ܠܐܐ狏ܠܡܕ犯ܣܒܒܕ焏ܚܢܕ爏ܛܡܕܐ犯ܡ焏ܡܒ
狏ܣܢܕ爯ܝܒܨ̇ܐܬ熏ܢܡܘܐܬ熏ܫܝܒܒܕܢ熏ܢܗ煿̇̇ܫܪܕ

̇
ܢ熏ܠܟ

ܟܠ
̈

狏ܒ焏ܠܐ煿̈ܝ焏[

مهلوقيفةثلثًارارممهتحبستبميبوراكلاءادباو

.ةثلث.دانجالاوذبرلاسودقسودقسودق

.دحاوتوهالودحاوهالا

ܬ焏ܒܘܪܟ爯ܝܚܒܫܡ煟ܟܘ
̈

爯ܝ犯ܡܐ煟ܟ܆ܐ煿ܠ焏ܠ爯ܝܢܒ̈ܙ狏ܠ
ܐ犯̣ܒܠܘ焏ܒ焏ܠ܆ܬܘ焏ܒܨ焏ܝ犯ܡ犿ܝ煟ܩ犿ܝ煟ܩ犿ܝ煟ܩ
焏ܢܟܝܐ܆ܐܕܗ爏ܛܡܘ.爯ܝܚܒܫ̇ܡ焏ܫܝ煟ܩ焏ܚܘ犯ܠܘ
焏ܡܫܒܘ焏̣ܢܟ̣ܗ.܆爯ܢܝ煟ܡ̇ܥܐ犯ܒܕܘ焏ܒܐܕ焏ܡܫܒܕ
ܘܗܘ.焏ܫܝ煟ܩ焏ܚܘܪܕ

̇
ܢܒ爯ܝ

̈
.ܐ煿ܠܐ̈ܕ熏ܠܘܐ煿̣ܠܐܕ焏ܝ

ܬܘ焏ܒܨ焏ܝ犯ܡ焏ܫܝ煟ܩ焏ܚܘܪܘ.ܐ犯ܒܘ犯ܝܓ焏ܒܐ
129.ܐ煿ܠܐ煟ܚܘܐ̣ܬܘ煿ܠܐ犯ܝܓܝܗܐ煟ܚ.ܝܗܘ狏ܝܐ

[Next in order, we will also investigate the divinely

inspired teaching of apostolic] Athanasius, luminary

of the Church, [and will present readers with a few of his

precise words on the theme in hand. For he instructed

his hearers and taught true theology when] he wrote as

follows in the book On the Incarnate Manifestation of

127 Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian, 4: Chapter xlvii, 87–92.

128 Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian, 4: Chapter xlvii, 80–83.

129 Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian, 4: Chapter xlvii, 152–165.

Emiliano Fiori and Bishara Ebeid - 978-90-04-52755-3
Downloaded from Brill.com02/26/2023 10:52:37AM

via Aletheia University



patristic tradition, trinitarian doctrine, and metaphysics 267

(cont.)

Abū Rāʾiṭah’s text (see previous tables) Against Damian

God theWord [whose beginning is: Those who want to

interpret the divine Scriptures with evil design]:

And when the cherubim praise God three times, say-

ing ‘Holy, holy, holy, Lord Sabaoth’, they praise Father,

Son and Holy Ghost. And that is why we are baptised [in

the name of the Holy Ghost] just as we are in the name

of the Father and of the Son; [and we become sons of

God and not sons of Gods]. For the Lord Sabaoth is the

Father, the Son and the Holy Ghost. For the Godhead is

one and there is one God.130

هلوقنمو ܆ܐ狏ܝܪ熏ܥܙܪ狏ܒܘ

وهدانجالاهالاسدقلاحورلاونبالاوبالانا

.برلا

كلذكو.سدقلاحورلاونبالاوباللحبسنامناف

برلاوهسدقلاحورلاونبالاوبالامسابدمعن

.دانجالاوذ

ܬܘ焏ܒܨ焏ܝ犯ܡ焏̣ܫܝ煟ܩ焏ܚܘܪܘܐ犯ܒܘ爏ܝܟܗ焏ܒܐ
131ܝܗܘ狏ܝܐ

And a little later:

The Lord Sabaoth, therefore is the Father, the Son and

the Holy Ghost.132

6 .سدقلاحورىلعةلاسرىفهلوقنمو

:لاق

ܝܗܘ狏ܝܐܕ[焏ܫܝ煟ܩ焏ܚܘܪ爏ܛܡܕܐܬ犯ܓ焏ܒܘ爯ܝܕܒܘܬ
營ܠܒ煿̣ܝܬܐ焏ܝܢܗ熏ܟ燿ܒ熏ܚܕܐ狏ܒ̈ܝ狏ܟ܆煿̇ܫܪ
犯ܡ̇ܐ]焏ܢܙ焏ܢ煿ܒ܆ܐ犯ܒ煟ܡܒ

ܐܘ̣ܗ焏ܒܐ܆ܪ熏ܚܢܕܝܗܘ狏ܝܐܐ犯ܒ煟ܟ爏ܝܟܗܡܗ犯ܒܐ[
܆ܡܗ犯ܒܐܕܝܗܘ狏ܝܐܐ犯ܒ煟ܟ犟ܚܣܝܐܘ.犟ܚܣܝܐܕ
焏ܢܝܟܠ煿ܠ狏ܝܐ焏ܢܙ焏ܢܗ燿ܝܐܘ.ܒ熏ܩܥܝܕܐܘ̣ܗ焏ܒܐ
熏ܢܡ.焏ܫܢܝ̈ܢܒܕ

̈
煟ܚ爏ܟ煟ܟܘ.ܐܕ煟ܚܕܢܘܗܘ狏ܝܐ犯ܝܓܐܬ

ܢܡ煟ܠܝ̣ܬܐܢܘ煿ܢܡ
̇

狏ܝܐܐ狏ܠ煿ܡ爯ܒܐ熏ܢܟܝܐ.ܝܗ焏
爯ܝܕܐܬܘ煿ܠܐ爏ܥ.ܐܘ煿ܢ焏ܢ犯ܚܐܕ焏ܒܐܘܗ̣ܦܐܕ
焏ܢܝܟ焏ܠܘ.ܐ煿ܠܐ焏ܫܢ犯ܒܕ焏ܢܟܝܐ犯ܝܓ熏ܠ.焏ܢܟܗ狏ܝܠ
煟ܟܐ犯ܒ煟ܠܝ焏̇ܠܘܐܕܗ爏ܛܡ.煿ܠ狏ܝܐ焏ܢܓܠܦ狏ܡ

130 Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian, 4: Chapter xlvii, 137–149.

131 Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian, 4: Chapter xlvii, 165–166.

132 Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian, 4: Chapter xlvii, 149–150.
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狏ܡ
̇

.焏ܢ犯ܚܐܕ焏ܒܐܐܘ煿ܢܘܗ̣ܦܐܕ焏ܢܟܝܐ̇܇焿ܠܦ
ܐ犯ܒ爯ܝܕ焏ܠܘ.焏ܒܐ爯ܡܝܗܘ狏ܝܐܘܗ焏̣ܠܦܐܕ爏ܛܡ
ܢܡ
̇

狏ܝܐܐ狏ܒܐܕܝܗܘ焏.ܛܡ爏ܠܘܐ̣ܕܗ焏̇ܠܝ煟ܢܟܝܐ焏
焏ܚܡܨܘ焏̣ܢܩ熏ܒܝܗܘ狏ܝܐ煿ܠܟ焏ܠܐ.ܘܗ煟̣ܠܝܬܐܕ
狏ܝ焏ܢ犯ܡ焏ܒܐ煿̇ܝܕ熏ܚܠܒܐܬܘ煿ܠܐ爏ܥܘ.煿ܠܟܕ
爏ܥܘ.ܐ犯ܒܝܗܘ狏ܝܐ狏ܝ焏ܢ犯ܡܐ犯ܒܘ܇焏ܒܐܝܗܘ狏ܝܐ
牟ܫܠܟܐ犯ܒܕܝܗ̇ܘ܇焏ܒܐ牟ܫܠܟ焏ܒܐܕܝܗ焏̇ܡܝ̇ܩ爯ܝܠܗ
焏ܢܟܗ܆ܐ犯ܒ焏ܒܐܐܘܗ̇ܡܘ狏ܡ焏ܠܕ焏ܢܟܝܐܘ.ܐ犯ܒ
ܫ焏̇ܦ焏ܠܕ焏ܢܟܝܐܘ.焏ܒܐܐ犯ܒܐܘܗ̇ܡܘ狏ܡ焏ܠ
焏ܢܟܗ܆焏ܒܐܝܗܘ狏ܝܐܝܗܘܕ熏ܚܠܒ煟ܟ焏ܒܐܡܘ狏ܡ
ܐ犯ܒܝܗܘ狏ܝܐܝܗܘܕ熏ܚܠܒ煟ܟܐ犯ܒܡܘ狏ܡܫ焏̇ܦ焏ܠ
.爏ܥ܇爯ܝܠܗ犯ܡ焏ܢܘ焯ܫܚ狏̇ܢ燿ܣܕܘܐܪܐܝܗܐܬ熏ܝܛܫ

هالاةماعاهنألةيثالثلايفدعبنكيملًاقولخمناكنا

.دحاو

.焏ܒܐ焏ܒܐܕ焏ܡܫ爯ܝܕ焏ܒܐ爏ܥ܇焏ܚܐ爯ܡ̇ܐ犯ܒ
狏ܫܐ犯ܝܓ焏ܠܘ

̇
ܟܒ煿ܡ

̈
狏ܒ焏ܚܘܪ焏ܒ犯ܠܕ܆ܐ焏ܣܢ狏̣ܒ犯

.焏ܒܐ焏ܒܐܕ焏ܒܐ焏ܠܕ܆ܐ犯ܒܕܐ犯ܒ焏ܠܘ.焏ܚܐ
.犯ܝܡܐ焏ܒܐܕ焏ܚܘܪܘ焏ܚܘܪܘ.焏ܒܐܕܐ犯ܒܐ犯̣ܒ焏ܠܐ
爯ܝ煟ܡ.ܐܬ熏ܝ狏ܝܠܬܕܐܬܘ煿ܠܐ煿̇ܝ狏ܝܐܐ煟ܚ焏ܢܟܗܘ
].ܐ狏ܝ犯ܒܝܗ熏ܝ犯ܡ焏ܢܕܝܗ̇ܝܗܐܬ熏ܝܛܫ܆ܐܕ煿ܒܘ
ܐܘܗ焯ܫܚ狏̣ܡ焏ܠ܆ܝܗܘ狏ܝܐܐ狏ܝ犯ܒ犯ܝܓܢܐ
犟ܦܣ̇ܘ[.煿̇ܝ狏ܝܐܐ煿ܠܐ煟ܚ犯ܝܓ煿̇ܠܟ.ܐܬ熏ܝ狏ܝܠ狏ܒ
爟ܥ焏ܢܡ狏ܡ焏ܠܘ.焏ܚܘܪܘܗܐ狏ܝ犯ܒ焏ܠܘ܆ܥ煟ܢܕ
ܥ
̇

焏ܠܐ.ܐܬ熏ܝ狏ܝܠ狏ܒ熿ܠܚ狏̇ܡ焏ܠ犯̣ܝܓ焏ܝ犯ܟ熏ܢ.ܐ煟ܒ̈
焏[133ܝܡ̇ܕ煿̇ܠܝܗ̣ܘ܆ܝܗܘ狏ܝܐܐ狏ܝܢܓܠܦ狏ܡ焏ܠ

And again, in the Letter on the Holy Ghost [whose begin-

ning is: You sacred Charity’s letter was given me in the

desert] he says the following:

[Abraham, then, being Nahor’s son, became Isaac’s

father. And Isaac, being Abraham’s son, became Jacob’s

father, and this is the way it is with the nature of men, for

we are parts of one another; and each of them is begot-

ten and has a part of his father, so that he himself too

may become father of another. But this is not so in the

Godhead. For God is not as man is, nor does he have a

divisible nature; which is why he does not beget a Son by

being divided so that he himself too may become father

of another, since he himself does not owe his existence

to a father. Nor, indeed, is the Son a part of the Father;

which is why he does not beget too in the way he himself

was begotten, but is entire image and splendour of his

133 Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian, 4: Chapter xlvii, 166–197.
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entirety, and in the Godhead alone is the Father ‘Father’

in the full sense and is the Son ‘Son’ in the full sense, and

with them the Father stays ever Father and the Son ever

Son. And just as the Father never becomes Son, so the

Son never becomes Father. And just as the Father never

ceases being sole Father, so too the Son never ceases

being sole Son. It is madness, then, to think or speak at

all of ‘brother’ for the Son, or to apply the term ‘grand-

father’ to the Father. For the Spirit is not called ‘Son’ in

the Bible, lest he be thought a brother; nor is he called

the Son’s son, lest the Father be thought a grandfather.

But the Son is called the Father’s Son, and the Spirit the

Father’s Spirit and in this way the Godhead of the Trinity

is one. Therefore, even thus it is madness to call the Spirit

a creature.] For if he were a creature he would not be

included in the Trinity, [for it is all one God. And it will

suffice to recognise that the Spirit is not a creature nor

is he numbered with things made. For the alien is not

mixed with the Trinity, but the Trinity is indivisible and

like itself].134

7 .مولعلالجنمهامسهلرميميف]هلوقنمو[

]:ليلقدعب[لاق

熏ܝ爏ܛܡ爟ܝܫܪܕܐ犯ܡ焏ܡܒܘ]爯ܝܡ̈ܕܕ爯ܝܠܗ[
̈
܆焏ܢܦܠ

ܐ煿ܠܐ爯ܡܕܢ熏ܢܗ焏̇ܫ̈ܝ煟ܩܢܘ煿ܠܟ܆煿ܫܪܝܗܘ狏ܝܐܕ[
煟ܟ牯ܠܐ܆ܘܪܕ狏ܫܐܢܘܙ犯ܟܢܕ焏ܫܝ煟ܩ焏ܚܘ犯ܒܐ狏ܠܡ煟ܝܒ
犯ܡ̇ܐ]焏ܢܟܗ

حورلاونبالاوبالاىالكيفالكهللاريصيل

.ةدحاولاةيوبرلاوةدحاولاتوهاللاكلت.سدقلا

ܐ犯ܒܕ焏ܥܪܘ焏ܠܩ熏ܦܬܐ狏ܝ犯ܒ煿̇ܠܟܕ爏ܝܟܗܝ狏ܡܐ[
ܢܥܒ

̈
煟ܒܥ狏ܫܡܐ犯ܒܘܗ̣ܦܐ爯ܝ煟ܝܗ܆煿ܠ煟ܒܥ狏ܫܬܘ焏ܢ

焏ܢܡܝ煿ܡ焏ܚܝܠܫܐܘ̣ܗܐ狏ܝ犯ܒ煿̇ܠܟ牯ܠܚ煟ܟ܆焏ܒ焏ܠ
熏ܢܗ.爏ܟܒ爏ܟ̣ܐ煿ܠܐܐܘ煿ܢܕ焏ܢܟܝܐ].ܐ犯ܡ熏ܟܘ
ܐܬܘ犯ܡܐ煟ܚܝܗ̇.焏ܫܝ煟ܩ焏ܚܘܪܘܐ犯̣ܒܘ焏ܒܐ爯ܝܕ
135]ܐܬ熏ܟܠܡܘ[ܐܬܘ煿ܠܐܘ

He taught [similar things to this too, when he wrote] in

the book entitled On Doctrines [whose beginning is: All

the saints sent by God through theWord to preach in the

Holy Ghost] as follows:

[So, when the whole creation shall issue forth to meet

the Son in the clouds and be made subject to him, then

too shall the Son himself be made subject to the Father,

134 Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian, 4: Chapter xlvii, 150–177.

135 Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian, 4: Chapter xlvii, 198–205.
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having been made a faithful apostle and high priest on

behalf of all creatures], so that God may be all in all i.e.

Father, Son and Holy Ghost, the one lordship, Godhead

and [sovereignty].136

8 هتيانعتطاحايذلارهاطلا[سويليسابنامث

نيبةئلتمماهرسابتراصىتحضرالاراطقاب

توافتهيففصو[ناميالايفهبتكرميميف]هينيع

:لاق]كردلكنعهئالتعاوهللاكاردا

ܦܐܕ焏ܢܟܝܐ[:ܐܬ熏ܢܡܝܗ爏ܛܡܕ爏ܝܟܗܐ犯ܡ焏ܡܒ
焏ܝܥܪ狏ܠܕ牯ܝ犏ܝ:犯ܡ焏ܢ焏ܢܟܗܕܩܕܙܢܐܬ焏ܝܐ犯ܝ狏ܝ
ܐ狏ܝ煿ܠܐܘܐܬ犯ܝ犯ܫܐܬ煟ܥܝܬ熏ܠ爯ܝܥܡܫܕ爯ܝܠܗܕ
ܢ
̇

]焏ܢܟܗ煟ܟ܆焏ܝ煿ܠܐ焏ܡܝܟܚ[ܣ熏ܝܠܝܣܒ]ܒ狏̣ܟ܆焏ܠܥ
犯ܡ̣ܐ

ترصوءيشلككركفبتزواجتنااماذاف

كنهذيفاهتقلاخوةفاكةيربلاىلعايلتعماخماش

اطيسبملاالوريغتمريغاتباثهللارهوجلهويذئنيحف

.هنمبرتقمريغارونئزجتمالوبكرمريغ

ريغنايككلذسدقلاحورلاونبالاوبالاكانهف

.يئرم

爏ܥܠ狏ܢܐ犟ܝ煟ܡ̣ܘ:ܐ狏ܠܡܒ狏ܢܐ犯ܒ̇ܥܡ煟ܡܠܟ煟ܟ[
ܕ熏ܚܠܒ܆狏ܢܐܐܘܗ焏̇ܢܗ爯ܡ爏ܥܠܘ:焏ܝܡܫ爯ܡ
.狏ܝܢܝܡ̈ܫܐܬ熏ܚ̈ܠܦܠ.爯ܡܬܕܐܪܦ熏ܫܝ熟ܚܐ狏ܝܥܪ狏ܒ
熏ܩܠ

̈
熏ܓܕ焏ܡ

̈
.焏ܟ焏ܠܡ營̈ܒܪܕܐܬ熏ܢܫ犯̈ܠ.焏ܟ焏ܠܡ̈ܕܐܕ

.ܐܬ熏ܣܪ熏ܟܕ焏ܒ̈ܬ熏ܡܬ熏ܝܠܥܡܠ.ܐܬ熏ܢܪܡܕ焏ܚܒ熏̈ܫܠ
熏ܫܠ.爿ܟܪ焏ܠ.ܐܬ熏ܢ狏ܠܝܚ̈ܠ

̈
狏ܢܐ犯ܒ̇ܥ煟ܟ].焏ܢܛܠ

狏ܢܐ爟ܝܪܬ狏ܡܐ狏ܝ犯ܒ煿̇ܠܟ爯ܡ爏ܥܠܘ܆ܡ煟ܡܠܟܠ
܆燿ܢܘܗ狏ܢܐ焏ܠܥܡ爯̇ܝܠܗ爯ܡܠ煿ܠܘ:燿ܝܒܫ熏̈ܚܒ
狏ܣܐ

̇
.焏ܢܦܠܚ狏ܫܡ焏ܠ.ܡ焏ܩܕ焏ܝ煿ܠܐ焏ܢܝܟܠ爏ܟ

.焏ܒܟ犯ܡ焏ܠ.焏ܛܝܫܦ.焏ܫ熏ܫܚ焏ܠ.焏ܢܝܢܓ狏ܫܡ焏ܠ
焏ܠ焏ܠܝܚ[焏ܢܒ犯ܩ狏̇ܡ焏ܠܐܪܗ熏ܢ.焏ܢܠܓܦ狏ܡ焏݀ܠ
ܐ狏ܚ熏ܒܫܬ.ܐ狏ܝܢܡܚܬ狏ܡ焏ܠܐܬ熏ܒܪ.焏ܢܠܠܡ狏ܡ
焏ܠܐ犯ܦ熏ܫ.ܐ狏ܓܝܓܪܐܬ熏ܒܛ.焏ܩ犯ܒ̣ܡ營ܓܣ̇ܕ
.牯ܫ̇ܓ煿̣ܒ焏ܥܝܠܒܕ焏ܫܦܢܒ爯ܡ營̇ܓܣ̇ܕ.焏ܢܟܪܕ狏ܡ
爯ܡܬ].焏ܚܟܫܡ焏ܠܐ熏̣ܫܕ燿ܝܐܥ煟ܝ狏ܢܕ爯ܝܕܐ狏ܠܡܒ
ܘܗ̇[.焏ܝ犯ܒ焏̣ܠ焏ܢܝܟܘܗ̇.焏ܫܝ煟ܩ焏ܚܘܪܘܐ犯̣ܒܘ焏ܒܐ
137]ܐ狏ܝܢܝܟܐܬ熏ܒܛܝܗ̇.ܐܬܘ犯ܡܕܐ犯ܩܝܐ

In the sermon On Faith, [then, where he took even more

care, if we may so put it, to raise the listeners’ minds to

true divine knowledge, wise divine] Basil wrote as fol-

lows:

[Passing over everything in thought, gazing above the

sky and transcending it, with the mind alone, survey

the beauties there: the heavenly hosts, the choruses of

angels, the principalities of the archangels, the glories of

the dominions, the hierarchies of thrones, the powers,

the rulerships, the authorities.] Passing above all these

136 Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian, 4: Chapter xlvii, 178–185.

137 Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian, 4: Chapter xliv, 80–99.
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things, elevated in your thoughts above all creation and

uplifting your mind beyond them, think of the divine

nature stable unchangeable, immutable, impassible, sim-

ple, incomposite, indivisible, light inaccessible, [power

unspeakable, grandeur unlimited, glory bright-shining,

good-ness desirable, beauty incomprehensible, deeply

affecting the soul smitten by it but incapable of being

made known by speech as it deserves:] there, the Father,

Son and Holy Ghost, the uncreated nature, [the dignity

of lordship, the natural goodness!]138

10 هيخاسيروغيرغاىلاهنمتناكةلاسريفلوقنمو

لاقمونقالاورهوجلانيبامقرفيف

܇ܐ煿ܠܐ狏ܠܚܕܕ焏ܠܝܚ犿ܝܪ焏ܒܪ[ܣ熏ܝܠܝܣܒܠ]牟ܡ̣ܫܘ[
焏ܝܣܘܐܕ焏ܦܠܚ熏ܫ爏ܛܡܕܐܬ犯ܓ焏ܒ]焏ܢܟܗܕ
.犯ܡ̇ܐܘ]爏ܠ̣ܡܡ狏ܝܐ煿ܠܐ[ܝܗ熏ܚܐܬ熏ܠܕ焏ܡ熏ܢܩܕܘ

ادحوتمهنيعبهللاانفصونمنبجعيال

.اقرفتمامائتلاو

爯ܢܝ犯ܡܐܫ犯ܦܡܼܿܘ[煟ܝܚܡ̣ܕܘ煟ܟܘ煿̣ܢܐ.犯ܡܕܬܬ爯݀ܝܕ焏ܠ
燿ܝܐ爯ܢܝܚܟܫܡܐ煿ܝܡܬܘܐܬ煟ܚܡ煟ܡܘ܆ܝܗܘ狏ܝܐܕ
…焏139ܫ犯ܦܡ̇ܕܐܬ熏ܦܝܩܢܘ]煟ܝܚܡܕ焏ܫܪ熏ܦ܆ܐ熟ܡ犯̣ܒܕ

[Listen to] Basil [the Great, captain of religion, theologis-

ing] in the letter to his brother On the difference between

Substance and Hypostasis and saying as follows:

But do not be surprised if we say the same thing is both

united [and divided, and if we discover some new and

paradoxical, as it were enigmatical, united separation]

and separated conjunction …140

11 ]هلوقنم[ …

فصنناانلزاجساوحلايفةكوردمةهجهنانم

.اعماعيمجادحوتماقرفتمانممهفتب

牟ܡ̇ܫ焏ܝܡ熏ܠܛܒܘ焏ܢܝ犯ܚܒ熏ܠ犿ܢܐ犯ܝܓܢܐ[
燿ܝܐܕܡ煟ܡܕ狏ܝܐܐ狏ܝܢܫܓܪ狏ܡ爯ܝܠ煿ܒܘ܆ܐ狏ܠܡܠ
燿ܝܐ܆ܝ狏ܠܡܠ焏ܢܐ爿ܝܦܡ爏ܒ̇ܩܘ.熯ܟܫܢ焏ܢܗ
ܐܪ犯ܫܕܗܬ熏ܟܐ熏ܠ.ܐܪ犯ܫܕܐ狏ܝܢܠܛܘܐ狏ܝ熏ܚܬ
ܝܗ爟̇ܚ̇ܠܢ爯ܝ煿ܠܟ煟ܝܒܕ焏ܚܟܫܡ犯ܝܓ焏ܠ.焏ܢܪܥ熏ܣܕ
ܐ狏ܚܫܚܢܘܗܬ熏ܠܕ爯ܝܠ煿ܠ܇焏ܝ熟ܚ狏ܡܐ狏ܝ熏ܚ狏̈ܒܕ
爯ܢܝ犯ܡܐ爏ܝܟܗ焏ܟܝܐ爯ܡ].焏ܒܣܢ狏ܡܐ狏ܝ熏ܚ̈ܬܕ
焏ܫܓܪ煟ܝܒܕ爯ܝܠܗ爯ܡ܆煟ܝܚܡܘܐ煟ܚܟܐܫ犯ܦܡܕܘ煿̇ܠܕ
爯141ܢܝܠܟ狏ܣ̇ܡ爯ܝ熟ܚ狏ܡ̈

138 Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian, 4: Chapter xliv, 76–90.

139 Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian, 4: Chapter xlviii, 177–179.

140 Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian, 4: Chapter xlviii, 152–157.

141 Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian, 4: Chapter xlviii, 179–189.
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(cont.)

Abū Rāʾiṭah’s text (see previous tables) Against Damian

…

[For if anyone listens to the words without captious-

ness or cavil, he can discover something similar amongst

objects of sense too. And I beg you, regard my words

as an illustration and shadow of truth, not as the very

truth of the realities. For it is impossible to harmonise

completely what is viewed in the illustrations with

what gave rise to the need for illustrations.] How,

then, do we say, we can understand, by means of the

sensibly perceived, what is at once separated and

united?142

12 رميميفرهاطلاسيسينفقساسيروغيرغانامث

لاق.سيموناىلعهيفّدرهبتك

܆焏ܣ熏ܢܕܣ熏ܝ犯ܓܝ犯ܓ焏ܫܝ煟ܩܘ]ܐ狏ܡ熏ܠܫܒ爯ܝܕ煿̇ܒ[
ܒ狏̣ܟܬܐܕܐ犯ܡ焏ܡܒ犯ܡ̣ܐ]܆爯ܠܐܪܪ爯ܝܢܗ煟ܟ[
:煿ܫܪܝܗܘ狏ܝܐܕ[ܣ熏ܝܡ熏ܢܘܐܕ焏ܡܝ̇ܣ爏ܒܩ熏ܠ煿ܢܡ
]ܒ狏̣ܟ焏ܢܟܗ煟ܟ焏̣ܢܝܛܣܪܟܕܐܬ熏ܢܡܝܗ

صصقلايفاهبىمسمةريثكءامساهللاذاو

اهلكحيسملاانبرضفوسومانلاوتاوبنلاو

ناميالاكلذرثكاةفرعملاىلعهنماراصتقا

سدقلاحورلاونبالاوبالامسابىمسينارماو

ريغودحاووهيذلاقحبوهيذلامهفىلععوفرملا

انيلعضرتفاكلذكو.رهوجلايفدحاولاينعادحاو

.دحاومسابهلدمصننا

كلذو.مسقنمفميناقالاىلعةلادلاصاوخلااماف

نيابتالبمسقنموهفسدقحورونباوبابناميالا

.طالتخاالبدحوتمو

焏ܢܪܚܐܐ煿ܡ̈ܫܘܢܘ煿ܝ狏ܝܐ犯ܝܓܐ焏ܝ̈ܓܣ煟ܟ
ܐܬ熏ܝܒܢܒܘܐ狏ܝܥܫ狏ܒ܆ܥ煟ܝ狏ܡܐ煿ܠܐܢܘ煿ܒܕ
燿ܝܐ܆焏ܚܝܫܡ焏ܝ犯ܡ犟ܒ̣ܫܢܘ煿ܠܟ煟ܟ܆焏ܣ熏ܡܢܒܘ
爏ܛܡܕܝܗ̇[ܐܬ熏ܢܡܝ煿ܠ爯ܒ犯ܩܢܕ熯ܟܫܡ爯ܝܐ犯ܝ狏ܝܕ爯ܡ̇
ܢܒ爯ܝܠܗ܆ܝܗܘ狏ܝܐܕܘܗ̇

̈
狏̈ܠܩ焏̇ܣ焏ܩܦܣ̇ܕܘ]܆ܡ焏

狏ܟܢܕ犟ܣ̇ܦ
̇

܆焏ܫܝ煟ܩ焏ܚܘܪܕܘܐ犯ܒܕܘ焏ܒܐܕܐ狏ܝ犯ܩܒܪ
熏ܠܘܝܗܘ狏ܝܐ煟ܚܕܘܗ̇.ܝܗܘ狏ܝܐܐܪ犯ܫܒܕܘܗ̇ܕ焏ܠܟ熏ܣܠ
ܐܕ煿ܠܛܡ.ܝܗܘ狏ܝܐ煟ܚ焏ܝ̣ܣܘܐܕ犯ܝܓ爯ܡ̇ܐ狏ܠܡܒ煟ܚ
煟ܒ].ܪ熏ܚܢܕ焏ܝ犯ܡ焏ܣ熏ܡܢ爟ܣ[焏ܡܫ煟ܚܬ熏ܠܘ

̈
ܐ狏ܝܠܝ

ܕ熏ܫܡ爯ܝܕ
̈

熏ܢܩܕܐ狏ܝܢܥ
̈

焏ܒ焏ܒܕܐܬ熏ܢܡܝ煿ܠ܆焏ܡ
狏ܝ焏ܢܫ犯ܦ狏ܡ焏ܠ煟ܟ焿ܠܦܡ̇.焏ܫܝ煟ܩ焏ܚܘ犯ܒܘܐ犯ܒܒܘ
狏143ܝ焏ܟܝܒܚ焏ܠ煟ܝܚ狏ܡ̇ܘ.焿ܠܦ狏ܡ̈

Gregory of Nyssa [concurred in the same teaching

when he] said in the Refutation he wrote of Eunomius’

Statement [its beginning is: The faith of Christians] as

follows:

142 Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian, 4: Chapter xlviii, 157–164.

143 Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian, 4: Chapter xlviii, 212–226.
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(cont.)

Abū Rāʾiṭah’s text (see previous tables) Against Damian

For though there are many other names whereby God is

signified, in history, prophecy and law, our Lord Christ,

leaving all these aside, [lays down these words] as more

capable of bringing us to faith [about Him who is], and

decreed that it is enough for us to abide in the appella-

tion of Father, Son and Holy Ghost for an understanding

of Him who truly is, who is both one and not one. For

in the concept of substance he is one (which is why the

Lord ordained that we should pay regard to one name)

but by the properties indicative of hypostases he divides

out faith in Father, Son and Holy Ghost, inseparably

divided and unconfusedly united.144

13 لاقظعاوملابفوصومهلرميميفهلوقنمو ܐܬ熏ܢܝܬ犯ܡܕܐ犯ܡ焏ܡܒ]܆爯ܠܡ焏ܣ爯ܝܢܗ煟̣ܟ爯ܝܢܗ[
.犯ܡ̇ܐ]焏ܢܟܗ煟ܟ[

مسقنمدوجومددعلانعدرفمدودعمنوكينا

يفمسقنمريفصاخشالابنيابمةدحولابكردم

.ةعيبطلا

ܥܘܝܗܘ狏ܝܐ焏ܢܝܢܡ狏ܡܘܘܗ煟̣ܟܘܗ焏̣ܢܟܝܐ݀
̇
犯ܩ

ܐܬ熏ܝܕ熏ܚܠܒܘ܆ܐ熟ܚ狏̣ܡ狏ܝ焏ܓܠܦܡܘ܆焏ܢܝܢܡ爯ܡ
.爟ܝܣܕܘ煿̇ܒ焿ܠܦ̣ܡ焏ܠܘ焏ܡ熏ܢܩܒ犿ܝ犯ܦܘ܆ܟܪܕ狏̣ܡ
.ܐ狏ܠܡ焏ܢ犯ܚܐܘ焏̣ܚܘܪ焏ܡ熏ܢܩܒ犯ܝܓܘܗ焏ܢ犯ܚܐ[
焏[145ܚܘܪܘܐ狏ܠܡܝܗܘ狏ܝܐ煿ܠܝܕܕܘܗ̇ܒܘܬ焏ܢ犯ܚܐܘ

[He sets out similar things for us also] in the Catechetical

Oration, as follows:

How is the same thing both numbered and yet avoids

number, both viewed divisibly and apprehended in a

unity, both separate in hypostasis and undivided in the

substrate? [For the Spirit is one thing in hypostasis, the

Word another, and again another he to whomWord and

Spirit belong].146

15 :لاق،سيمانواعضوامىلعهدريفهلوقنمو 焏ܡܝ̇ܣ爏ܒܩ熏ܠܕܘܗ̇ܐ犯ܡ焏ܡܒ犯ܝܓ犯ܡ̇ܐ
܆焏ܢܝܛܣܪܟܕܐܬ熏ܢܡܝܗ:煿ܫܪܝܗܘ狏ܝܐܕ[:ܣ熏ܝܡܢܘܐܕ
熏ܥܕܐ狏ܠܡ焏ܡܝ̣ܣ焏ܡܝ煟ܩ煟ܟ

̇
:犯ܝܓ犯ܡ̇ܐ܀爯ܝܠܗ焏̣ܠ

爏ܟ爯ܡ.ܐ煟ܒܥ熏ܫ爏ܟ爯ܡ.ܐܬ熏ܢܫܪ爏ܟ爯ܡ營ܠܥܡܕ
]ܐܬ熏ܟܠܡ爏ܟ爯ܡ.焏ܢܛܠ熏ܫ

144 Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian, 4: Chapter xlviii, 184–195.

145 Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian, 4: Chapter xlviii, 233–238.

146 Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian, 4: Chapter xlviii, 203–207.
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(cont.)

Abū Rāʾiṭah’s text (see previous tables) Against Damian

.سدقحورونباوباهللانايكيف

ܝܗ̇܇焏ܩܝܠܘ狏ܩܐܬ煟ܥܕܘܐ狏̣ܠܡܐܕܗܝܗ爯ܠܝܕ[
ܐܬ熏ܢܫܪܠ熏ܟ爯ܡ焏ܝܠܥܡ܇焏ܝ煿ܠܐ焏ܢܝܟܕ爯ܡܝ煿̇ܢܕ
ܡ煟ܡܠܟ܇煿ܠܝܗܘ狏ܝܐ爯ܝܕܐ煟ܝ̣ܐ狏ܝܚܬ܇ܝܗܘ狏ܝܐ
爯ܝܕ焏ܢܝܟ].ܝܗܘ狏ܝܐܕ爏ܟ狏̣ܣܡܢܘ煿ܝ狏ܝܐܕ爯ܝܠ煿ܒܕ
焏ܒ焏ܠ爯ܝܕܢܐ[.焏ܫܝ煟ܩ焏ܚܘܪܘܐ犯̣ܒܘ焏ܒܐ܆焏ܝ煿ܠܐ
ܝܗܘܕ熏ܚܠܒ煿ܠܢܐܘ:ܕ煿ܣ̣ܡ焏ܠܝܚ焏ܢܗܝܗܘܕ熏ܚܠܒ
煿ܠܢܐܘ:犯ܡ̇ܐ焏ܝܢܓ熏ܫܘ焏ܦܠܚ熏ܫ爯ܡܐܪ犯ܚܡ
焏ܥܝ煟ܝܝܗ焏ܡܝ煟ܩ܆犯ܡ̇ܐܐܬ熏ܝܡ焏ܠܝܗܘܕ熏ܚܠܒ
܆煿ܠ狏ܝܐ焏ܠ爯ܝܠܗܕܘܗ̇ܕ.ܐܕ狏ܥ狏ܡܐܕܗ爯ܡܕܝܗ̇
焏̣ܢܝܢܓ狏ܫܡܘ焏ܢܠܒܚ狏ܡܘܣܘ犯ܦ爏ܟ爯ܡ焏ܢܦܠܚ狏ܫܡ
爏ܥ:ܣ熏ܝܡܢܘܐ牯ܠܡ爯̇ܝܠܗ爯ܝ煟ܡ.ܝܗܘ狏ܝܐ焏ܝܢܒܙܘ
焏[147ܫܝ煟ܩ焏ܚܘܪܘܐ煿̣ܠܐ焏ܝ煟ܝܚܝ

For in the book Against Eunomius’ Statement [whose

beginning is: The faith of Christians,] he spoke as follows,

[after first setting down the miscreant’s words]:

[For he says, ‘Being superior to all rule, all subjection,

all authority, all empire’. This is ours, and the Catholic

Church’s declaration: that we believe that the divine

nature is superior to all rule and has control over every-

thing that is to be conceived of as included amongst

things existing,] but the divine nature is Father, Son and

Holy Ghost. [Now if he attests the power as belonging

to the Father alone, if he says that he alone is free from

change and alteration, if he says that he alone is immor-

tal, it will be obvious that the claim is here being made

that one to whom these do not belong must be muta-

ble, corruptible, changeable and temporary. Therefore,

it is these latter that Eunomius attributes to the Only-

begotten and the Holy Ghost by his teaching].148

16 بجوتسايذلالضافلاسويروغيرغانامث

ىلعهقطنمقدصبتايهلالاقطانبفصوينا

حصفلاتعنيفهبتكهلرميميفهفرشوهللا

].هيلامهنمناكلوقدعبهتيعرلهنمةوعد[رهاطلا

ܥܐܕܗܕ爯ܝܕ焏ܡ煟ܥ[
̇

ܢ܆煟ܒ
̇
煟ܢܥܛܠܩܫܒܥ焏ܢܡܕ]܆焏

ܐ狏ܝܠܥܡܐܬܘ煿ܠܐܬ熏ܠܠܡܡ爯ܡܕܘܗ̇ܒܘܬ
狏ܫܡܘܥ煟ܝ狏ܡܐܬ狏ܝ狏ܚܘ

̇
焏ܡܝܣ̣ܕܝܗ爏̇ܛܡ܇煿ܡ

ܘܗ爯̇ܝܕܢ熏ܠܡ܇ܘ熟ܢܝ熟ܢܐܕܘܗ̇[ܣ熏ܝ犯ܓܝ犯ܓ爯ܠܐܪܕ
爏ܝܟܗܒ狏̣ܟ].ܐܘ̣ܗ爏ܝܒܬ煿̇ܠܟܕ焏ܢܦܠܡܘ焏ܝܥܪܕ
煿ܫܝܪܝܗܘ狏ܝܐܕ[:焏ܚ犏ܦ爏ܥܕ焏ܝܡ煟ܩܐ犯ܡ焏ܡܒ
焏ܫܝ煟ܩ焏ܚܘ犯ܠܘܐ犯ܒܠܘ焏ܒ焏ܠ煟ܟ܇ܐ狏ܡܝ̣ܩܕ焏ܡ熏ܝ
焏ܢܟܗ牯̣ܠܡ焏̇ܠܝܚܘܐܬܘ煿ܠܐܢܘ煿ܝ狏ܝܐܐ煟ܚܕ

147 Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian, 4: Chapter xlvii, 29–43.

148 Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian, 4: Chapter xlvii, 26–40.

Emiliano Fiori and Bishara Ebeid - 978-90-04-52755-3
Downloaded from Brill.com02/26/2023 10:52:37AM

via Aletheia University



patristic tradition, trinitarian doctrine, and metaphysics 275

(cont.)

Abū Rāʾiṭah’s text (see previous tables) Against Damian

犯ܝܦܫܕܝܗ̇܆爯ܠܘܐ煿ܠ焏ܠܐܪ焏ܦ熏ܒ犯ܩ爯̇ܝܕܢܘ狏ܢܐ
]ܢ熏ܥܪܬ̣ܬ

]:لاق[ ]܀ܐ狏ܝܪ熏ܥܙܪ狏ܒܘ[

اهفرسبةروشملاوةبيرغلاةوعدلااوبيجتناريغنم

قحلانعةقرفملا

نبالاوبالابتباثلاحيحصلاناميالانعةيضفملا

ةوقلاوةدحاولاتوهاللاكلتسدقلاحورلاو

.ةدحاولا

ܢܓܕܐ狏ܝ犯ܟ熏ܢ焏ܠܩܬ犯ܒܠܢܘ狏ܢܐ爯ܝܥܡ̇ܫ焏ܠ煟ܟ
̇

焏ܒ
ܐܪ熏ܛ爏ܥ[܆ܐܪ犯ܫ爯ܡܢ熏ܟܠܐܪ煟ܒܡ̇ܘ狏ܝ焏ܝܫܛܡ
ܟܘܕܘ܆ܐ狏ܚ̈ܦܘܐܪܒ煟ܡܘ

̈
]܇焏ܝ犯ܡ犯ܥܣ焏̇ܠܕ爯ܠܗܐ狏ܝ

焏ܒ焏ܒܕ܇焏ܩܚ̇ܕܐ狏ܡܝܠܚ爯ܡ̇ܐܬ熏ܢܡܝܗ爯ܡܘ
.焏ܠܝܚܘܐܬܘ煿ܠܐܐ煟ܚܝܗ̇܇焏ܫܝ煟ܩ焏ܚܘ犯ܒܘܐ犯ܒܒܘ
焏ܢܥ牟ܡ̣ܫܬܘ狏̣ܥܡ̣ܫ爯ܒ熟ܠܟܒ܆ܝܗ̇ܕ煿̇ܠܩܬ犯ܒܕ[
營[149ܠܝܕ

[But until he does so, he should take the trouble to learn

what the man,] who owes his title and name to his excel-

lent and exact theology, Gregory [pastor and teacher

of Nazianzus, and indeed of the whole world taught us

about the subject.] He wrote, then, in the First Oration on

Easter [its beginning is: The day of Resurrection, teach-

ing that Father, Son and Holy Ghost are one Godhead

and power, as follows:

But do you offer as fruit to God and to us your being

tended well.]

[And a few lines later]

Not listening to the strange voice which steals in,

secretly, and will drive you away from truth [over hills,

wastes, pits and places the Lord does not visit], and

remove you from wholesome faith in Father, Son, and

Holy Ghost, the one Godhead and power, [whose voice

my sheep have ever heard and ever will hear].150

17 ةكئالملاةحلاصمفصوثيحهلرميميفهلوقنمو

لاق.ضعبلمهضعب

焏ܢܝܫ爏ܛܡ煟ܟ]܆焏ܢܢܝܫ̈ܡ焏ܝܡ煟ܩ[ܘ煿̇ܒܘ爯ܝܕܒܘܬ
ܟ焏ܠܡܕ

̈
焏ܩ煟̈ܫܝ焏ܠܡܡ爏ܚܕ[܆煟ܠܐ煿ܝܐܐ狏ܝ煿̇

]爯ܝܠܗ煟ܟ܆犟ܥܙܐܐ狏ܫܝ煟ܩܐܬ熏ܝ狏ܝܠܬ焏ܢܡܝܗ狏ܡܘ
܀犯ܡܐ݀

149 Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian, 4: Chapter xlvii, 264–277.

150 Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian, 4: Chapter xlvii, 238–249.
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ىتلامهتاماركيفنوتباثفءالؤهنمنوقابلااماف

امنايتلامهتحلاصمومهءودهلاهرطخمظعامنا

اهنميتلاةرهاطلاةحودمملاةيثالثلابًادحاواوراص

اهلدوحجمريغدحاوهالااهنالنورينتسيونوضتسي

.عوفدمالو

ܘܗ̇ܕ.ܢܘ煿ܠܝܕܐ犯ܩܝ焏ܒ爯ܝܪ狏ܟܡ焏ܟ犯ܫܕ爯ܝܕ爯ܝܠܗ
煟ܚܕܝܗ煟̇ܟ.ܐܬ熏ܢܩܕ狏ܣܡ焏ܠܘܐ̣ܬ熏ܢܝܫܡܐ狏ܝܫ̇ܝܪܕ
ܐ狏ܫܝ煟ܩܐܬ熏ܝ狏ܝܠܬ爯ܡ܆熏ܒܣ̣ܢܢܘ煿ܝ狏ܝܐܢܘܘ煿ܢܕ
ܦܐܕ爏ܛܡ.ܐܬ熏ܢܪ煿ܢܡܦܐ煿̇ܢܡܕ.ܐ狏ܝܢܣܠܩ狏ܡܘ
煿̇151ܝ狏ܝܐܕ焏ܢܡܝܗ狏ܡܘ煿̣̇ܝ狏ܝܐܐ煿ܠܐ煟ܚܝܗ̣

Again, too, in [the First] Oration on Peacemakers, when

he discourses on the peace of the holy angels, [he pro-

claimed that the Holy Trinity is, and is believed to be,

one God], as follows:

But the rest abide in their own dignity, the beginning

of which is peacebleness and lack of dissension, having

obtained their being one from the holy and praiseworthy

Trinity, from whom also comes illumination, because it

both is, and is believed to be, one God.152

18

لاق.رهاطلاداليملاىلعهلوقنمو

焏ܠܦܐܕ܆爯ܝܥܡ̇ܫܕ爯ܝܠ煿ܠܪܗ熟̇ܡ煟̇ܟܘ܆焏ܢ熟ܒ煿ܒ[
ܢܘ犯ܒܣ̣ܢ焏ܫܝ煟ܩ焏ܚܘܪܘܐ犯ܒܘ焏ܒܐ爯ܡ焏ܥܦܫ̇ܕ
܆焏ܣܦܩ狏ܡ爯ܝܠܗ爯ܡ熏ܓܠܒܘܬ焏ܠܕܘ܆ܐܬܘ煿ܠ焏ܠ
焏ܚܘ犯ܠܘܐ犯ܒܠܘ焏ܒ焏ܠܐ煿ܠܐ煟ܚܢ熏ܥ煟ܢ焏ܠܐ
爏ܠܡܡ܆ܐ煟ܠܝ狏ܝܒ爏ܥܕܐ犯ܡ焏ܡܒ焏ܢܟܗ]܆焏ܫܝ煟ܩ
܀

نبالاوبالاىنعاامنافهللاتفصوانااماذا

هذهتوهاللازوجتناريغنمسدقلاحورلاو

اهنودرصتقنالوةهلاةعامجفصننالارذح.ةدعلا

.قيضوةنكسمباهفصنف

.焏ܫܗ爯ܝ煿̈ܢ焏ܢ狏ܦܣ熏ܠܝܦܐ煿ܠܐ爏ܛܡ營ܠ爯ܝܠܗ[
ܬ熏ܠܠܡܡ熏ܠܕ.爯ܝܠܗ爯ܡ爏ܥܠܘܗ焏ܢܒܙ犯ܝܓ熏ܠ
.ܐܬ熏ܢ犯ܒ煟ܡ焏̣ܠܐ܆爯ܠ焏ܡܝ̣ܣܕܝܗ煿̇̇ܝ狏ܝܐܐܬܘ煿ܠܐ
焏ܚܘܪܘܐ犯̣ܒܘ焏ܒܐ]܆焏ܢܐ犯ܡ̇ܐ݀ܕܝ狏ܡܐ爯ܝܕܐ煿ܠܐ
ܐܬܘ煿ܠܐ爯ܝܠܗ爯ܡ爏ܥܠ焏ܠ煟ܟ.焏ܢܐ犯ܡ̇ܐ焏݀ܫܝ煟ܩ
熏ܓܠ焏ܠܘ܆爏ܥܢܐ煿ܠܐ̈ܕ焏ܝܫ熏ܢܟ焏ܠܕ܆ܐ煟ܫܐ狏ܡ
ܐܬܘ煿ܠܐܕܐܬ熏ܢܟܣܡ焏ܠܕ܆焏ܡܚܬ狏ܡ爯ܝܠܗ爯ܡ
焏ܣܝܕܘ煿ܝܐܬ熏ܢܫܪܬ熏ܝܕ熏ܚܠܠ熏ܛܡܘܐܕ[܆焯ܝܚ狏̇ܢ
犯ܝܓܐ狏ܫܝ̣ܒ.牯ܢܚܢܐܬܘ焏ܝܓܣ爏ܛܡܘܐ܇煟ܒܥܢ
ܐ狏ܝܠܒ熏̈ܩܣ爯ܝܠ煿ܒ爯ܦܐ.爯ܝ煿ܝܬܪ狏ܒ焏̣ܝܡ̇ܕܕ
焏[153ܚܟ狏ܫܡ

151 Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian, 4: Chapter xlvii, 278–285.

152 Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian, 4: Chapter xlvii, 250–256.

153 Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian, 4: Chapter xlvii, 286–299.
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(cont.)

Abū Rāʾiṭah’s text (see previous tables) Against Damian

[Similarly, too, he warns his listeners not to suppose that

the Godhead overflows Father, Son and Holy Ghost or,

again that it is restricted within them, but to recognise

the Father, Son and Holy Ghost as one God,] by speaking

as follows, in the Oration on the Nativity:

[Let these things be now the subject of my philosophis-

ing about God, for now is not the time to go beyond

them, when not ‘theology’, but the ‘economy’ is our

theme.] Now when I say ‘God’, I mean the Father, Son

and Holy Ghost, the Godhead being neither diffused

beyond them lest we import an assembly of ‘Gods’, nor

confined within them lest we be condemned for penury

of Godhead:] either judaising on account of the single

sovereignty or paganising on account of the plurality;

for a like evil exists in both things, even if it is found in

opposites.154

20 نعهيفندنع[سدقلاحورلاىلعرميميفهلوقنمو

سايقلكنعهئالتعاوةطلغملاهبشلاعيمجهللا

لاق].لثمو

]܆ܙܪ焏ܡܝ狏ܝܬܬܐ̈ܘ煟ܟ爯ܡܕ爯ܝܠ煿ܠ爯ܝܡ̈ܕܕ爯ܝܠܗ煟ܟ[
܀犯ܡ̣ܐ]焏ܢܟܗ[焏̣ܫܝ煟ܩ焏ܚܘܪ爏ܛܡܕܐ犯ܡ焏ܡܒܘ

ترصتقاوةيفاخهللةعشاخةركذبتكسمتانااذا

.ًايداهحورلاتذختاوةرزنةليلقتاملكىلع

تييحامكلذىبرلتظفحعامسلاىمفلبقو

ردقبتسمتلاوحيحصىجانمةرزاومبىظافتحاك

حورلاونبالاوبالادبعيناىدنععنقاناةقاطلا

.سدقلا

焏ܢܩ熏̈ܝܕ܆煿̇ܝ狏ܝܐܐܬܪ犯ܫܡܕ營ܠܬ犯ܦ̣ܫ爯ܝܕܐܬ犯ܚܠ[
ܢܝܥܛܡ燿ܝܐ܆ܐ狏ܝ̈ܢܠܛܘ爯ܝ煟ܚ̇ܐ犯ܦܐ爯̇ܡ̇

̈
爯ܡܕܘܐ狏ܝ

犯ܝ狏ܝܕܐ狏ܝܥܪ狏ܠ煟ܟ爯ܝܕ焏ܢܐ].ܢܪܝܣܚ營ܓܣ̇ܐܪ犯ܫ
܆ܡ熏ܩܐܐ狏ܝܪ熏ܥܙ焏ܠܡ̈ܒ܇ܕ熏ܚܐ̇ܐ煿ܠܐ爯ܡ焏ܠܚܕ
焏ܟܪܗ爯ܡܕ焏ܚܡܨ܆熯ܫܚܬܐ焏ܢܝܕ煿ܡ焏ܚܘ犯ܒܘ
焏ܦܬ熏ܫ燿ܝܐ܆犯ܛܐ݀ܐܬ犯ܚܠ焏ܡ煟ܥ焏ܢ煿ܠ܆狏ܠܒ̇ܩ
ܢ熏ܢ煿̇ܠܘ.燿ܠܗܐ焏̣ܡܠܥ焏ܢ煿ܒ܆焏ܢܝܢܥ犯ܒܘܐ狏ܝ狏ܚ
ܐ犯̣ܒܠܘ焏ܒ焏ܠܢܘ煟ܓܣܢܕ܆營ܠܝܚ燿ܝܐ爿ܝܦܐ焏݀ܢܪܚܐ
爏ܟ煿ܠܕ.焏ܠܝܚܘܐ̣ܬܘ煿ܠܐܐ煟ܚܠ[.焏ܫܝ煟ܩ焏ܚܘ犯ܠܘ
爯[155ܝܡܐ爯ܝܡܠܥܠ܆焏̣ܢ煟ܚܘܐܘܐ犯ܩܝܐܘܐ狏ܚ熏ܒܫܬ

[He gave a teaching similar to that already quoted when]

he said in the Oration on the Holy Ghost, as follows:

[Finally, then, I decided it was certainly best to bid

farewell to images and shadows as deceptive and very

lacking in truth, but I myself, would hold to the more

154 Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian, 4: Chapter xlvii, 257–268.

155 Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian, 4: Chapter xlvii, 300–310.
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(cont.)

Abū Rāʾiṭah’s text (see previous tables) Against Damian

religious view, would take my stand on few words, would

use the Spirit as my guide,] would keep to the end as

close associate and companion the source whence I have

received illumination as in this world I walk, and would

urge others, as best I can, to worship Father, Son and

Holy Ghost, [one Godhead and power, to whom be all

glory and honour and power for ever and ever. Amen.]156

1) Chapter 44 of Against Damian’s third book:

Title Patristic quotations

ܢܡ煟ܟܕ爏ܥ
̇

ܝܗܘ狏ܝܐܘܗ煟̣ܟܘܗ熏̣ܠܕܝܗ爯̇ܡܕ焏ܣ
ܥܢ焏ܡ熏̈ܢܩܕܐܬܕ熏ܚܐ焏ܝܣܘ焏ܠ܇焏ܡ熏ܢܩ煟ܚ

̇
狏܇ܕ

ܐܬ熏ܝ狏ܝܠܬܕ焏ܡ熏̈ܢܩܢܘ煿ܝ狏ܝܐ爯ܝ犯ܚܐܡ煟ܡܕ
܆ܐ狏ܝ煿ܠܐ焏ܝܣܘܐܡ煟ܡ焏ܢ犯ܚܐܘ܆ܐ狏ܫܝ煟ܩ
ܣ熏ܝܠܝܣܒܠܒ熏ܫܚܢܕ܆ܣܘ犯ܦܠܟ爯ܡ犏ܠܐ狏ܡ
爯ܝܠܒ熏ܩ̈ܣܕ爯ܝܠܗܕ܆ܐ犯ܝܚܒܐܪܘ焏ܣܠܘܐ煿ܫ̇ܡ
ܬܐܢܘ煿ܫܦܢܠ

̇
煟ܟܘܗ熏̣ܠܕ爯ܡ狏̇ܝ焏ܝܠܓ煟ܟ.熏ܝܥܪ

焏ܝܣܘ焏ܠ焏ܡ熏̈ܢܩܐ狏ܠܬ爯ܡ煟ܚ爏ܟܝܗܘ狏ܝܐܘܗ̣
煿̇ܒܘ爯ܝܕ狏ܝܐ煟ܝ犯ܓ܇熏ܦܠܐܐܬܘ煿ܠܐܕܐ熏ܓܕ
ܐ狏ܠܬܐܬܘ煿ܠܐܕ焏ܢܝܟܘ焏ܝܣܘܐܐ煟ܚܕܐ狏ܠܡܒ
爯ܡ܇爯ܝܕ犯ܡ̇ܐ煟ܟܕܘ.ܘ犯ܡ̣ܐܢܘ煿ܝ狏ܝܐ焏ܡ熏̈ܢܩ
ܒܘܬܘ܇焏ܡ熏̈ܢܩܢܘ煿ܝ狏ܝܐܐ熏ܓܕ焏ܝܣ焏ܒܕܝܗ̇
܇焏ܡ熏̈ܢܩܠ爯ܝ犯ܚܐܡ煟ܡܕ܇焏ܝܣܘܐ焏ܡ熏̈ܢܩܒ
ܐܬ焏ܝ̈ܓܣܐܬܘܪܝܟܫܒ܆焏ܝܣܘ焏ܠ爯ܝ犯ܚܐܡ煟ܡܘ
ܢ
̇

157ܐ熏ܚ̇ܡ狏ܝ焏ܝܠܓ焏ܢܚ熏ܒܘܗ̣ܦܐܕ焏ܢܟܝܐ.爏ܦ

Severus of Antioch, Against the Grammarian

Basil of Caesarea, Letter 214

Ps.-Basil of Caesarea, Homily on Faith

Severus of Antioch, Cathedral Homily 42

Severus of Antioch, Cathedral Homily 42

Severus of Antioch, Letter to Eupraxius Cubicularius

Severus of Antioch, Letter to Eupraxius Cubicularius

Severus of Antioch, Letter to Isidore the Count

Damian of Alexandria, Polymetric Letter to Peter of

Callinicum

Cyril of Alexandria, Against Theodore

Cyril of Alexandria, Against Theodore

Gregory of Nyssa, Against Eunomius

Damian of Alexandria, Polymetric Letter to Peter of

Callinicum

Theodosius of Alexandria, On the Holy Trinity

Theodosius of Alexandria, On the Holy Trinity

Theodosius of Alexandria, On the Holy Trinity

In attempting to claim, from the fact that one

hypostasis is not the same as the substance compre-

hending the hypostases, that the hypostases of the

Holy Trinity are one thing and the divine substance

another thing, he is necessarily obliged to think that

the renowned Basil and the proven Severus contra-

dicted themselves, when they clearly taught that

156 Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian, 4: Chapter xlvii, 269–278.

157 Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian, 4: Chapter xliv, 1–14.
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(cont.)

Title Patristic quotations

each of the three hypostases is not the same as the

common substance of the Godhead and said in plain

terms and expressly that the three hypostases are

one substance and nature of the Godhead. Also,

that in calling the hypostases one thing and the

substance something else from the fact that the

hypostases exist in the common substance and the

substance in the hypostases, he lapsed into many

absurdities, as the same examination itself clearly

reveals too.158

2) Chapter 47 of Against Damian’s third book:

Title Patristic quotations

ܢܡ煟ܟܕ爏ܥ
̇

ܥܢܕ焏ܣ
̇

狏ܡܪ爯̇ܡܕܝܗ煟ܡ
ܐܬܘ煟ܝܠܝܐ焏ܠܠ܇爯ܝ煿ܠܝܕܐ狏ܠܡܒ爯ܝ犯ܚܐ
爯ܝ犯ܚܐܡ煟ܡܘ܇焏ܢܦܠܡ犯ܡ̣ܐܐܬܘ煟ܝܠܝܠܘ
ܡ煟ܡܕ܇爯ܝ熟ܚ狏̈ܡ爯ܝܠܗܕܘܗ爏̇ܥ܆爟ܝܣܕܘ煿̇ܠ
ܡ煟ܡܘ܇ܐܬܘ煿ܠܐܕ焏ܝܣܘܐ煿̇ܝ狏ܝܐ爯ܝ犯ܚܐ
營ܠܒ熏ܩܣܕ.ܐܬܘ煿ܠܐܕ焏ܡ熏̈ܢܩ爯ܝ犯ܚܐ
爯ܡܕ燿ܝܐ焏ܢܪܚܐܐܬܘ煿̈ܒ焏ܠܘ煿ܫܦܢܠ
焏ܢ犯ܚܐ煟ܟ.ܐܙܪ牯ܠܡ̇ܠܐ熏ܚ̇ܡܝܗܘܕܐܨ
܇ܐܬܘ煟ܝܠܝܠܘܐܬܘ煟ܝܠܝܐ焏ܠܠܡ煟ܡ爯ܡ̇
焏ܝܣܘܐ爯ܡ܇ܐܬ熏ܩ熏ܦܢܠܘ爯ܝܕܝܗ焏ܥܝ煟ܝ
ܘ煟ܟ爯ܡܐܗܕ焏ܢܟܝܐ܇爯ܝܡܝ̇ܣܐܬܘ煿ܠܐܕ
ܐ狏ܠܡܒ爯ܝܕ煿̇ܒ܆狏ܝ熏ܚ̣ܬܐܐܬ焏ܝ̈ܓܣ煟ܝܒ
焏ܡ熏̈ܢܩܕ܇焏ܝ熏ܚ狏ܡ煿ܢܡܐ煟ܚܡܕ燿ܝܐ
ܐ狏ܝ煿ܠܐ焏ܝܣܘܐ܇ܐ狏ܫܝ煟ܩܐܬ熏ܝ狏ܝܠܬܕ
爯159ܦܠܡܢܘ煿ܝ狏ܝܐ

In attempting to claim, from the doctor’s say-

ing that ingeneracy and generacy in their own

concept are one thing and the substance on

which they are viewed is another thing, that

the substrate of the Godhead is one thing and

the hypostases of the Godhead another thing,

Gregory of Nyssa, Against Eunomius

Ps.-Dionysius the Areopagite, The Divine Names

Ps.-Dionysius the Areopagite, The Divine Names

Ps.-Gregory Thaumaturgus, On Faith in Parts

Ps.-Gregory Thaumaturgus, On Faith in Parts

Gregory of Nyssa, The Life of Gregory Thaumaturgus

Cyril of Alexandria, Treasure

Ps.-Athanasius of Alexandria, On the Incarnation and

against the Arians

Ps.-Athanasius of Alexandria, On the Incarnation and

against the Arians

Athanasius of Alexandria, First Letter to Serapion

Ps.-Athanasius of Alexandria, Sermo Major on Faith

Gregory of Nazianzus, First Oration on Easter (Or. 1)

Gregory of Nazianzus, First Oration on Peace (Or. 6)

Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration on the Nativity (Or. 38)

Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration on the Holy Spirit (Or. 31)

Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration on the Nature of Theology

(Or. 28)

Gregory of Nazianzus, Second Oration on Easter (Or. 45)

Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration on Baptism (Or. 40)

Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration on Himself (Or. 26)

158 Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian, 4: Chapter xliv, 1–14.

159 Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian, 4: Chapter xlvii, 1–12.
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(cont.)

Title Patristic quotations

he, for his part, proves the master of mysteries

in contradiction both with himself and with

the other fathers when they, as has often been

proved, make ingeneracy and generacy (and

clearly too procession) something other than

the substance of the Godhead but, as will be

proved immediately, expressly teach that the

hypostases of the Holy Trinity are the divine

substance.160

Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration on the Holy Lights (Or. 39)

Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration on the Holy Lights (Or. 39)

Ps.-John Chrysostom, On the Holy Trinity

Epiphanius of Salamis, Panarion

Epiphanius of Salamis, Panarion

Theodosius of Alexandria, On the Holy Trinity

Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration on the Last Farewell (Or. 42)

Theodosius of Alexandria, On the Holy Trinity

Ps.-Dionysius the Areopagite, The Divine Names

3) Chapter 48 of Against Damian’s third book

Title Patristic quotations

܇焏ܝܢܪ焏ܡ犯ܝ狏ܝܕܐ狏ܝ煿ܒܐܐܬ熏ܢܡܠܫܡܠ煟ܟܕ爏ܥ
ܐܬ熏ܢܝܠܛ犏ܡ܇爯ܢܝܒܫ̇ܚ爯ܠܝܕܐ狏ܝܥܪܬܘ焏ܠܩܬ犯ܒ爯ܡ
爏ܒܩ熏ܠ焏ܠ煟ܟ.爯ܢܝ煟ܒܥ焏ܩܚܘ犯ܒ爯ܝܒ̈ܓ爯ܡ煟ܚ爏ܟܠܕ
ܐܬܘ煿ܠܐܬܘ焏ܝܓܣ܇ܐ狏ܝܕܘ煿ܝܐܬܘ煿ܠܐ焏ܠ
焏ܢܙܘܐܡ煟ܡܐ狏ܠܡ煟ܝܒ煟ܟ܇爯ܢܝܚ犯ܣ̣ܡܐ狏ܝܦܢܚ
ܐܬܘ煿̈ܠܐܘܐܐ煿̈ܠܐ܆ܐܬܘ煿ܠܐܕ焏ܡ熏̈ܢܩܐ狏ܠ狏ܠ
ܘܐܘܐ

̈
ܟܘܐ爿ܝܣ

̈
狏ܡ焏ܢܝ

̇
爏ܒܩ熏ܠ爯ܝܕ焏ܠܘ܇爯ܢܝܡܚ

ܐܬܘ煿ܠܐ焏ܠܒ܇ܐ狏ܝܦܢܚܐܬܘ煿ܠܐܬܘ焏ܝܓܣ
ܘܐܐ煿ܡܫ狏̈ܝ焏ܠܒ熏ܩܣ煟ܟ܇爯ܢܚ爯ܝܢܝܕ熟ܡܐ狏ܝܕܘ煿ܝ
ܐ犯ܒܠܘ焏ܒ焏ܠ爯ܝܕ熏ܡ焏ܡ熏̈ܢܩܕܐ狏ܝܢܢܩ̈ܝܡܐ狏ܝ̈ܠܝܕ
煿ܠܕ܇ܐ狏ܝ煿ܒ̈ܐ焏ܠܩ狏̈ܢܒ̈ܕ焏ܢܚ熏ܒܘ.焏ܫܝ煟ܩ焏ܚܘ犯ܠܘ
ܝܗܘ狏ܝܐܕ爯ܡ̈ܝܣ煟̇ܚ熏ܠܘ煟ܚܘ܇焿ܠܦ̣ܡܘ煟ܝܚ̣ܡܕ煿ܠ煟ܟ
焏.161ܝ煿ܠܐܐܙܐܪ

Concerning the fact that, considering the patristic tra-

dition more authoritative than our own expression and

understanding (as the doctors of the Church frequently

testify to us), we avoid leaning over to either side, not

putting forward pagan polytheism against Jewish athe-

ism by defining in any word or way the three hypostases

of the Godhead as ‘Gods’, ‘godheads’, ‘substances’ or

‘natures’, nor yet resisting pagan polytheism with Jewish

atheism by contrariwise professing the

160 Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian, 4: Chapter xlvii, 1–12.

161 Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian, 4: Chapter xlviii, 1–14.
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(cont.)

Title Patristic quotations

Father, Son and Holy Ghost as names or characteris-

tic properties of hypostases. And the examination of

patristic statements which lay it down is that the same

divine mystery is at once united and divided, both one

and not one.162

Theodosius of Alexandria, On the Holy Trinity

Basil of Caesarea, Letter 52

Gregory of Nazianzus, First Oration against Julian

(Or. 4)

Gregory of Nyssa, Against Eunomius

Cyril of Alexandria, Dialogues on the Holy Trinity

Cyril of Alexandria, Dialogues on the Holy Trinity

Severus of Antioch, Critique of Julian’s Tome

Basil of Caesarea, Letter 38

Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration on the Holy Spirit

(Or. 31)

Gregory of Nazianzus, Third Oration on Peace

(Or. 23)

Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration to Hero the

Philosopher (Or. 25)

Gregory of Nyssa, Refutation of the Confession of

Faith of Eunomius

Gregory of Nyssa, Catechetical Oration

Severus of Antioch, Cathedral Homily 70

This is not the place to discuss the relationship between the Trinitarian flori-

legium and Against Damian; it is evident, however, that there is a link between

them and Abū Rāʾiṭah. To better understand the relationship between our

author, the Trinitarian Syriac florilegia and their main sources, see in the fol-

lowing page Table 6.1 that summarises the results of the comparative analysis

presented above.

A careful comparison between Abū Rāʾiṭah’s text, Peter of Callinicum’s work

and thequotations in theTrinitarian florilegium leads to the following remarks:

a) the length of the quotations in Abū Rāʾiṭah’s text is almost the same as in the

florilegium; b) quotations 1, 2, 6, 7, 15 and 17 aremissing in the florilegiumwhile

present in Against Damian; c) quotations 14 and 19 are missing in both the flo-

rilegium and Against Damian; d) quotation 9 is present in the florilegium but

missing from Against Damian; e) since the quotations found in Peter’s work

come from three chapters of his third book, the hypothesis that quotations 9,

14 and 19 could be found in the missing parts of Against Damian is not rea-

sonable; f) quotation 20 is present completely in Against Damian, but partially

in the florilegium; g) quotations 10 and 11 are two passages taken from letter

162 Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian, 4: Chapter xlviii, 1–12.
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table 6.1 Trinitarian Florilegia and their main sources

Abū Rāʾiṭah’s patristic quotations Quotations in

ms bl Add. 12155

Quotations in

Against Damian

1 Ps.-Dionysius the Areopagite, The Divine Names, ii.1 – Book iii, ch. 47

2 Ps.-Dionysius the Areopagite, The Divine Names, xiii.3 – Book iii, ch. 47

Comment by Abū Rāʾiṭah on the previous

3 Ps.-Gregory Thaumaturgus, On Faith in Parts Chapter n. 30 Book iii, ch. 47

4 Ps.-Gregory Thaumaturgus, On Faith in Parts Chapter n. 30 Book iii, ch. 47

5 Ps.-Athanasius of Alexandria, On the Incarnation and

against the Arians

Chapter n. 30 Book iii, ch. 47

6 Athanasius of Alexandria, First Letter to Serapion – Book iii, ch. 47

7 Ps.-Athanasius of Alexandria, Sermo Major on Faith – Book iii, ch. 47

8 Ps.-Basil of Caesarea, Homily on Faith Chapter n. 30 Book iii, ch. 44

9 Basil of Caesarea, Against Eunomius Chapter n. 39 –

Comment by Abū Rāʾiṭah on the previous

10 Basil of Caesarea, Letter 38 Chapter n. 31 Book iii, ch. 48

11 Basil of Caesarea, Letter 38 Chapter n. 31 Book iii, ch. 48

12 Gregory of Nyssa, Refutation of the Confession of Faith

of Eunomius

Chapter n. 31 Book iii, ch. 48

13 Gregory of Nyssa, Catechetical Oration Chapter n. 31 Book iii, ch. 48

14 Gregory of Nyssa, Against Eunomius – –

15 Gregory of Nyssa, Refutation of the Confession of Faith

of Eunomius

– Book iii, ch. 47

16 Gregory of Nazianzus, First Oration on Easter (Or. 1) Chapter n. 30 Book iii, ch. 47

17 Gregory of Nazianzus, First Oration on Peace (Or. 6) – Book iii, ch. 47

18 Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration on the Nativity (Or. 38) Chapter n. 30 Book iii, ch. 47

Comment by Abū Rāʾiṭah on the previous

19 Gregory of Nazianzus, On Pentecost (Or. 41) – –

20 Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration on the Holy Spirit (Or. 31) Chapter n. 30

(part.)

Book iii, ch. 47

38 attributed to Basil of Caesarea, present as one unique passage in Against

Damian, but separate in the Trinitarian florilegium as in Abū Rāʾiṭah’s text, as

is evident in the following table:
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Abū Rāʾiṭah’s text Florilegium’s text Against Damian’s text

10 تناكةلاسريفلوقنمو

هيخاسيروغيرغاىلاهنم

رهوجلانيبامقرفيف

لاقمونقالاو

爯ܡܣ熏ܝܠܝܣܒ焏ܫܝ煟ܩܕ
爏ܛܡ܆ܝܗ熏ܚܐܬ熏ܠܕܐܬ犯ܓܐ
.焏ܡ熏ܢܩܘ焏ܝܣܘܐ

焏ܠܝܚ犿ܝܪ焏ܒܪ[ܣ熏ܝܠܝܣܒܠ]牟ܡ̣ܫܘ[
ܐܬ犯ܓ焏ܒ]焏ܢܟܗܕ܇ܐ煿ܠܐ狏ܠܚܕܕ
焏ܡ熏ܢܩܕܘ焏ܝܣܘܐܕ焏ܦܠܚ熏ܫ爏ܛܡܕ
]爏ܠ̣ܡܡ狏ܝܐ煿ܠܐ[ܝܗ熏ܚܐܬ熏ܠܕ
.犯ܡ̇ܐܘ

هللاانفصونمنبجعيال

ادحوتمهنيعب

اقرفتمامائتلاو

ܘܗ煟̣ܟܘ煿̣ܢܐ.ܪܡܕܬܬ爯ܝܕ焏ܠ
爯ܢܝ犯ܡ̇ܐܫ犯ܦܡܘ[煟ܝܚܡܕܘ
ܐܬ煟ܚܡ煟ܡܘ܇ܝܗܘ狏ܝܐܕ
燿ܝܐ爯ܢܝܚܟܫܡܐ煿ܝܡܬܘ
]煟ܝܚܡܕ焏ܫܪ熏ܦ܇ܐ熟ܡ犯ܒܕ
.焏ܫ犯ܦܡܕܐܬ熏ܦܝܩܢܘ

煟ܝܚܡ̣ܕܘܘܗ煟̣ܟܘ煿̣ܢܐ.犯ܡܕܬܬ爯݀ܝܕ焏ܠ
ܡ煟ܡܘ܆ܝܗܘ狏ܝܐܕ爯ܢܝ犯ܡܐܫ犯ܦܡܼܿܘ[
燿ܝܐ爯ܢܝܚܟܫܡܐ煿ܝܡܬܘܐܬ煟ܚ
ܐܬ熏ܦܝܩܢܘ]煟ܝܚܡܕ焏ܫܪ熏ܦ܆ܐ熟ܡ犯̣ܒܕ
…焏ܫ犯ܦܡ̇ܕ

11 هلوقنم ܆ܒܘܬܘ …

يفةكوردمةهجهنانم

فصنناانلزاجساوحلا

ادحوتماقرفتمانممهفتب

.اعماعيمج

爯ܢܝ犯ܡ̇ܐ爏ܝܟܗ焏ܟܝܐ爯ܡ
ܐ煟ܚܟܐܫ犯ܦܡܕܘ煿̇ܠܕ
焏ܫܓܪ煟ܝܒܕ爯ܝܠܗ爯̇ܡ܆煟ܝܚ̣ܡܘ
ܟ狏ܣܡ爯̇ܝ熟̈ܚ狏ܡ̈

̈
.爯ܢܝܠ

焏ܝܡ熏ܠܛܒܘ焏ܢܝ犯ܚܒ熏ܠܫܢܐ犯ܝܓܢܐ[
ܐ狏ܝܢܫܓܪ狏ܡ爯ܝܠ煿ܒܘ܆ܐ狏ܠܡܠ牟ܡ̇ܫ
爏ܒ̇ܩܘ.熯ܟܫܢ焏ܢܗ燿ܝܐܕܡ煟ܡܕ狏ܝܐ
ܐ狏ܝ熏ܚܬ燿ܝܐ܆ܝ狏ܠܡܠ焏ܢܐ爿ܝܦܡ
ܐܪ犯ܫܕܗܬ熏ܟܐ熏ܠ.ܐܪ犯ܫܕܐ狏ܝܢܠܛܘ
煟ܝܒܕ焏ܚܟܫܡ犯ܝܓ焏ܠ.焏ܢܪܥ熏ܣܕ
܇焏ܝ熟ܚ狏ܡܐ狏ܝ熏ܚ狏̈ܒܕܝܗ爟̇ܚ̇ܠܢ爯ܝ煿ܠܟ
ܐ狏ܝ熏ܚ̈ܬܕܐ狏ܚܫܚܢܘܗܬ熏ܠܕ爯ܝܠ煿ܠ
爯ܢܝ犯ܡܐ爏ܝܟܗ焏ܟܝܐ爯ܡ].焏ܒܣܢ狏ܡ
爯ܡ܆煟ܝܚܡܘܐ煟ܚܟܐܫ犯ܦܡܕܘ煿̇ܠܕ
.爯ܢܝܠܟ狏ܣ̇ܡ爯ܝ熟ܚ狏ܡ焏̈ܫܓܪ煟ܝܒܕ爯ܝܠܗ

h) in his Arabic translation of Gregory of Nyssa’s Refutation of the Confession

of Faith of Eunomius, i.e., quotation 12, Abū Rāʾiṭah mentions “our Lord Christ”

( حيسملاانبر ) following the Syriac text of the florilegium which mentions “ ܢ犯ܡ
焏ܚܝܫܡ ”, and not the quotation according to Against Damian, which says “the

Lord Christ” ( 焏ܚܝܫܡ焏ܝ犯ܡ ), following in turn the original Greek (ὁ δεσπότης

Χριστός). The following comparative table shows this important element:
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Abū Rāʾiṭah’s text Original Greek Florilegium’s text Against Damian’s text

12 ءامساهللاذاو

اهبىمسمةريثك

تاوبنلاوصصقلايف

انبرضفوسومانلاو

اراصتقااهلكحيسملا

رثكاةفرعملاىلعهنم

…ناميالاكلذ

πολλῶν γὰρ ὄντων

καὶ ἄλλων ὀνομάτων,

οἷς τὸ θεῖον διαση-

μαίνεται ἐν ἱστορίᾳ

τε καὶ προφητείᾳ καὶ

νόμῳ, πάντα κατα-

λιπὼν ὁ δεσπότης

Χριστὸς ὡς μᾶλλον …

犯ܝܓܐ焏ܝܓܣ煟̈ܟ
ܐ煿ܡ̈ܫܘܢܘ煿ܝ狏ܝܐ
ܐ煿ܠܐܢܘ煿ܒܕ焏ܢܪܚܐ
ܐ狏ܝܥܫ狏ܒ:ܥ煟ܝ狏ܡ
܆焏ܣ熏ܡܢܒܘܐ̣ܬ熏ܝܒܢܒܘ
ܢ犯ܡ犟ܒ̣ܫܢܘ煿ܠܟ煟ܟ
爯ܡ燿̇ܝܐ:焏ܚܝܫܡ
爯ܒ犯ܩܢܕ熯ܟܫܡ狏ܝܐ犯ܝ狏ܝܕ

犯ܝܓܐ焏ܝ̈ܓܣ煟ܟ
ܐ煿ܡ̈ܫܘܢܘ煿ܝ狏ܝܐ
ܐ煿ܠܐܢܘ煿ܒܕ焏ܢܪܚܐ
ܐ狏ܝܥܫ狏ܒ܆ܥ煟ܝ狏ܡ
܆焏ܣ熏ܡܢܒܘܐܬ熏ܝܒܢܒܘ
焏ܝ犯ܡ犟ܒ̣ܫܢܘ煿ܠܟ煟ܟ
爯ܡ燿̇ܝܐ܆焏ܚܝܫܡ
爯ܒ犯ܩܢܕ熯ܟܫܡ狏ܝܐ犯ܝ狏ܝܕ

i) in some cases, as in quotations 8 and 16, the introductory rubrics to the quo-

tations are closer to Peter’s texts than that of the florilegium, as shown in the

following table:

Abū Rāʾiṭah’s text Florilegium text Against Damian text

8 يذلارهاطلا[سويليسابنامث

ضرالاراطقابهتيانعتطاحا

نيبةئلتمماهرسابتراصىتح

ناميالايفهبتكرميميف]هينيع

هللاكارداتوافتهيففصو[

:لاق]كردلكنعهئالتعاو

܆ܣ熏ܝܠܝܣܒ]焏ܫܝ煟ܩܕ[
爏ܥܕܐ犯ܡ焏ܡ爯ܡ
܀ܐܬ熏ܢܡܝܗ

:ܐܬ熏ܢܡܝܗ爏ܛܡܕ]爏ܝܟܗ[ܐ犯ܡ焏ܡܒ
焏ܢܟܗܕܩܕܙܢܐܬ焏ܝܐ犯ܝ狏ܝܦܐܕ焏ܢܟܝܐ[
爯ܝܥܡܫܕ爯ܝܠܗܕܐ狏ܝܥܪ狏ܠܕ牯ܝ犏ܝ:犯ܡ焏ܢ
ܢܐ狏ܝ煿ܠܐܘܐܬ犯ܝ犯ܫܐ狏ܥ煟ܝܬ熏ܠ

̇
܆焏ܠܥ

煟ܟ܆焏ܝ煿ܠܐ焏ܡܝܟܚ[ܣ熏ܝܠܝܣܒ]ܒ狏̣ܟ
]犯ܡ̣ܐ焏ܢܟܗ

16 لضافلاسويروغيرغانامث

فصوينابجوتسايذلا

هقطنمقدصبتايهلالاقطانب

هبتكهلرميميفهفرشوهللاىلع

ةوعد[رهاطلاحصفلاتعنيف

مهنمناكلوقدعبهتيعرلهنم

].هيلا

ܣ熏ܝ犯ܓܝ犯ܓ焏ܫܝ煟ܩܕ
爯ܡ܆ܣ熏ܓܠܐܬ
焏ܝܡ煟ܩܐ犯ܡ焏ܡ
ܝܗܘ狏ܝܐܕ[.焏ܚ犏ܦ爏ܥܕ
]ܐ狏ܡܝܩܕ焏ܡ熏ܝ煿̣ܫܝܪ

ܥܐܕܗܕ爯ܝܕ焏ܡ煟ܥ[
̇

ܢ܆煟ܒ
̇
煟ܢܥܛܠܩܫܒܥ焏܆[

ܐܬܘ煿ܠܐܬ熏ܠܠܡܡ爯ܡܕܘܗ̇ܒܘܬ焏ܢܡܕ
狏ܫܡܘܥ煟ܝ狏ܡܐܬ狏ܝ狏ܚܘܐ狏ܝܠܥܡ

̇
܇煿ܡ

ܣ熏ܝ犯ܓܝ犯ܓ爯ܠܐܪܕ焏ܡܝܣ̣ܕܝܗ爏̇ܛܡ
焏ܝܥܪܕܘܗ爯̇ܝܕܢ熏ܠܡ܇ܘ熟ܢܝ熟ܢܐܕܘܗ̇[
爏ܝܟܗܒ狏̣ܟ].ܐܘ̣ܗ爏ܝܒܬ煿̇ܠܟܕ焏ܢܦܠܡܘ
ܝܗܘ狏ܝܐܕ[.焏ܚ犏ܦ爏ܥܕ焏ܝܡ煟ܩܐ犯ܡ焏ܡܒ
ܐ犯ܒܠܘ焏ܒ焏ܠ煟ܟ܇ܐ狏ܡܝ̣ܩܕ焏ܡ熏ܝ煿ܫܝܪ
ܐܬܘ煿ܠܐܢܘ煿ܝ狏ܝܐܐ煟ܚܕ焏ܫܝ煟ܩ焏ܚܘ犯ܠܘ
]焏ܢܟܗ牯̣ܠܡ焏̇ܠܝܚܘ

j) Abū Rāʾiṭah’s comment on Ps.-Dionysius’ quotations, i.e. quotations 1 and 2,

is similar to the one made by Peter on the same quotations:
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Abū Rāʾiṭah’s text Against Damian’s text

Don’t you see in the saying of this virtuous father

that he describes the whole of the most hight

Godhead, that is, the three hypostases, as life and

he affirms it? If the hypostases were not the God-

head, how could he affirm that the whole of the

most hight Godhead is life, since the Father, the

Son, and the Holy Spirit are all life? And more-

over, how the Godhead [who is] above all would

be three if they [scil. the Melkites] affirm that it

is something else than the hypostases?163

For Dionysius, hearer of the apostolic voice and espe-

cially rich in the knowledge of divine and profound

thoughts, who had felled with exact theology most

of the absurd heresies before they appeared, clearly

destroyed this one too, their queen (so to say), the old-

est of them and even perhaps indeed the wickedest of

them all, for could anyone discover a worse blasphemy

against God? For saying: “The whole Godhead possesses

lordship over all”, and professing it Father, Son and Holy

Ghost, is nothing but uprooting from the very founda-

tions the new-fangled insanity which godlessly makes

the Godhead in the full sense ‘something other’ than

Father Son and Holy Ghost. Look, then at what he says:

“But because the whole Godhead possesses lordship

over all by virtue of Godhead, whether paternal or filial,

it would, I think, be impossible to say how often in the

theology the word ‘Lord’ is resoundingly proclaimed

of the Father and of the Son: but the Lord too is the

Spirit”. And let us look at the other passage: “There-

fore, he says, thought the all-transcending Godhead is

glorified as unity and trinity”. And in what way is the

all-transcending Godhead a trinity when (according to

the dangerous teaching of the wise in themselves) it is

something other than the three hypostases, since they

can nowhere show us any Trinity except Father, Son

and Holy Ghost?164

All these observations led us to the following hypotheses concerning the

sources of Abū Rāʾiṭah’s patristic quotations in his Refutation of the Melkites:

1) Abū Rāʾiṭah had more than one source; 2) it is plausible that he was in direct

or at least in indirect relation with the copyist(s) of the Trinitarian florilegium

attested in ms bl Add. 12155 and copied in other manuscripts in a shorter ver-

sion;165 and therefore, 3) he knew the text of Against Damian, which is one

of the main sources of this florilegium, and he used it for the purposes of his

163 The English translation is mine.

164 Peter of Callinicum, Against Damian, 4: 340, 85–105.

165 It must bementioned that during Abū Rāʾiṭah’s life, that is, during the patriarchate of Cyr-

iacus, his city was a center were manuscripts of different theological, ascetical, liturgical,

and other content were produced and copied; for more details, seeWood, The Imam, 125–

126.
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polemical work. This hypothesis can be supported by the fact that in his argu-

ments, syllogisms, and analogies, Abū Rāʾiṭah uses the content of the chapter

titles of the florilegium, and indirectly refers to some patristic material con-

tained in these chapters. The following table compares some of Abū Rāʾiṭah’s

statements with the titles of some chapters of the florilegium166 and the con-

tent of their patristic quotations:167

Abū Rāʾiṭah’s statement Chapter title in

Florilegium

Quoted Fathers and

works

Main topics of

quotations

سيلةثلثانمفوصوملادحاولانال

هتينادحونال.هتدحويفدودعمب

اهدوجوواهنيعبميناقالاةيهام

تاذماوقلددعلااهيلعيرجييتلا

راصهبيذلااهنمدحاولكهصاخ

168.ادودعم

Because the One, described by

us as three, is not numbered as

far as his unity is concerned,

since his oneness is the con-

stitutive substantial element

(quiddity) of the hypostases

themselves and of their exis-

tence. The number is applied

to the hypostases because each

has its own property through

which it is subsistent and

becomes numbered.

Chapter 31 (fol. 14rv)

煟ܟܘܗ̣ܕܝܗ爏̇ܥ
爯ܢܚ爯ܝ犯ܡܐܘܗ̣
煟ܝܚܡܕ.ܝܗܘ狏ܝܐܕ
煟ܚܐ狏ܠܬܘ.ܫ犯ܦ̣ܡܘ
煟ܚܘ܆ܐܬܘ煿ܠ焏ܒ
.ܐ狏ܝܠܝ煟̈ܒܐ狏ܠܬ
熏ܠܘܝܗ̣ܘ狏ܝܐ煟ܚܕܘ
ܘܗ煟̣ܟܘܗ̣ܘ.煟ܚ
爯ܡܩ犯ܥܘ焏̣ܢܡ狏ܡ
܀焏ܢܝܢܡ

We say that what is

united and what is

separated are the

same, and that the

three are one accord-

ing to Godhead and

the one is three

according to prop-

erties and that He is

one and not one, and

that the same is num-

bered and escapes

from number.

Basil of Caesarea, Let-

ter 38

Basil of Caesarea, Let-

ter 38

Gregory of Nazianzus,

Oration on the Holy

Spirit (Or. 31)

Gregory of Nazianzus,

Third Oration on Peace

(Or. 23)

Gregory of Nazianzus,

Oration to Hero the

philosopher (Or. 25)

Gregory of Nyssa, Refu-

tation of the Confession

of Faith of Eunomius

Gregory of Nyssa, Refu-

tation of the Confession

of Faith of Eunomius

Gregory of Nyssa, Cate-

chetical Oration

Severus of Antioch,

Cathedral Homily 70

Severus of Antioch,

Letter to John and John

the Priests and Abbots

Severus of Antioch,

Letter to John and John

the Priests and Abbots

God has paradoxically

union and division.

For as to the concept

of substance God

is one but by virtue

of the properties,

which are indicative

of hypostases, He is

divided into Father,

Son and Holy Spirit:

inseparably divided

and un-confusedly

united.

The same thing (God)

is both numbered and

yet avoids number.

The Trinity is

numerable as to the

hypostases but out-

side number because

it is one and the same

substance.

166 The English translations are mine.

167 This table is based on Ebeid, “Metaphysics of Trinity,” 100–109.

168 Abū Rāʾiṭah, TheWritings, 113–114 (text).
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(cont.)

Abū Rāʾiṭah’s statement Chapter title in

Florilegium

Quoted Fathers and

works

Main topics of

quotations

نازوجياليتلاتافصلاامرظننلف

كرابتهللاىوسدحااهبفصوي

اليقيقحلايوبرلاهجولاىلعهمسا

ةراعتسابالوهريغةكراشملاحل

ةيقيقحلاهللاةفصنمف.لوقلانم

مليحطيسبرهوجهنااهيلعقفتملا

دودحمريغلكىلعلازيالولزي

ئرابقلاخميكحميلعءيشنم

.لكلاكلامديريامللاعفريخرون

نمبنذنعنوحفصتامكيأرامف

امىلعتافصلاهذهبميناقالافصو

…يوبرلاهجولاىلعاهبهللافصو

هذهبميناقالافصونعمتحفصناف

قدصلكلذبمتنانوفلتخمفتافصلا

امانيرمالادحاف.اهباهايإهفصو

هسفنرهوجلايهميناقالانوكتنا

اهنيعبكلذنمريصيلميناقالارهوجلاو

رهوجلاريغنوكينااماو.ةثلثودحاو

…169ةعبرأةهلاكلذبريصتف

هللاتافصلكبةفوصومميناقألاف

زوجيىذلاوحنلاىلعاهبةتوعنم

اهكارتشاواهيفهدوجولهباهفصو

170.هيف

Let us see the attributes with

which nothing except God

(his name be praised!) can be

described according to [his]

being truly Lord and

Chapter 77 (fol. 26rv)

熏ܢܩ爯ܡ煟ܚܠܟܕ
̈

܆焏ܡ
ܐ狏ܠܡܒܦܬ熏ܫܡ
ܐ熏ܓܒܘ焏ܝܣܘܐܕ
܀焏ܝܣܘܐܕ

That each of the

hypostases partici-

pates in the concept

(λόγος) of the sub-

stance and in the

common [concept]

of the substance.

Severus of Antioch,

Against the Grammar-

ian

Basil of Caesarea, Let-

ter 214

Severus of Antioch,

Against the Grammar-

ian

Each hypostasis par-

ticipates in the con-

cept of the substance,

that is, manifests the

common characteris-

tics of the substance

to which it belongs,

and in addition man-

ifests the particular

properties.

Hypostasis is not the

substance, since the

latter comprehends

all hypostases belong-

ing to it.

Chapter 78 (fol. 26v)

焏̣ܝܣܘܐܕܐ狏ܠܡܒܕ
܀ܢܘ煿ܝ狏ܝܐ煟ܚ

As far as the concept

(λόγος) of the sub-

stance is concerned,

they are one.

Gregory of Nyssa,

Against Eunomius

Gregory of Nazianzus,

Oration on the Holy

Lights (Or. 39)

Gregory of Nyssa, Refu-

tation of the Confession

of Faith of Eunomius

The hypostases that

participate in the

same concept of

substance have as

common the same

natural characteris-

tics but differentiate

through the particular

properties.

The participated

concept of sub-

stance is seen in all

its hypostases; there-

fore, they are equal.

God is three accord-

ing to the hypostases,

but one according to

the concept of sub-

stance.

169 Abū Rāʾiṭah, TheWritings, 116 (text).

170 Abū Rāʾiṭah, TheWritings, 117 (text).
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(cont.)

Abū Rāʾiṭah’s statement Chapter title in

Florilegium

Quoted Fathers and

works

Main topics of

quotations

not according to [his] shar-

ing [attributes] of the other

[beings] nor according to

allegory. Among the true and

agreed-on attributes of God are

the following: that he is sim-

ple substance, living, eternal,

unlimited, knowing everything,

wise, creator, light, good, acting

as he wants, and omnipotent.

What do you think, then, would

you forgive the error of those

who described the hypostases

through these attributes by

which God is described accord-

ing to his being Lord? … If

you forgive the description

of the hypostases through

these attributes, you would

be contradictory, for in this way

you would have validated the

description [of hypostases]

through these [attributes].

Thus, [you have to choose]

one of two things: that the

hypostases are the substance

itself, and the substance is the

hypostases, and therefore he

is one and three [at the same

time], or that the substance is

not the hypostases and there

are four gods …

The hypostases, then, are

described with all the attributes

of God according to the

way God is described with

them, since he exists in the

[hypostases] and because the

[hypostases] share in him.

Chapter 41 (fol. 17r)

焏ܝ̈ܢܙܕܝܗ爏̇ܥ
܆ܐܬ熏ܝܠܝܕܕ焏ܢܝ熏ܚ̈ܡ
ܐ̣ܬ熏ܛܝܫܦܕܐ狏ܠܡܠ
.爯ܝܦܓܣܡ焏̇ܠ
焏ܝܣܘܐ爯ܡ犯ܒܠܕܘ
ܢ狏ܡ

̈
ܐ狏ܝܠܝ̈ܕ爯ܒܣ

܀ܐ狏ܝܢܢܩ̈ܝܡ

On the fact that the

indicative modes of

the property do not

damage [God’s] con-

dition of simplicity

and that the charac-

teristic properties are

understood outside of

the substance.

Basil of Caesarea,

Against Eunomius

Peter of Callinicum,

Against Damian

The characteris-

tics and properties

with which God is

described, like light,

goodness and so on,

are understood out-

side of the substance,

therefore God is sim-

ple and not composite

or compounded.

The same is applied

to the properties of

the hypostases, but

not to the hypostases

themselves.

Therefore, those

who acknowledge as

hypostases the char-

acteristic properties of

the hypostases must

say that the Father,

the Son or the Holy

Spirit is not light, life

or goodness at all,

but accompanies the

light, being under-

stood outside the

substance.

Chapter 47 (ff. 18v–19r)

爏ܟ狏ܣܡ爯̇ܟܝܐ̇ܕ
ܐ熏ܓܠܣ熏ܝܠܝܣܒ
焏ܝܣܘܐܕ

How Basil conceives

of the common of the

substance (τὸ κοινὸν

τῆς οὐσίας).

Basil of Caesarea,

Against Eunomius

Basil of Caesarea,

Against Eunomius

The three divine

hypostases share

the same substance;

therefore, the char-

acteristics of the

divine nature, like

light, goodness and so

on, may be said of all

three.
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4 The Patristic Florilegia as the Main Source for Abū Rāʾiṭah’s

Introductory Letter

It is known that, between the years 815 and 817, the Melkite bishop of Ḥar-

rān Abū Qurrah went to Armenia on a mission to convince the Armenians

to abandon the Miaphysite teaching and accept the doctrine of Chalcedon.171

According to Michael the Syrian172 and some other Armenian sources as the

Chronicle of Vardan (1271),173 the Armenian prince Ašot Smbāt Msaker asked

for an advice from the Syrian Orthodox patriarch Cyriacus, who chose a close

relative of Abū Rāʾiṭah, the archdeacon Nonnus of Nisibis, to be sent to the

Armenians. According to another version, however, the same Ašot asked Abū

Rāʾiṭah to come and defend the Miaphysite teaching in the presence of Abū

Qurrah, but Abū Rāʾiṭah, for some unclear reason, refused to go to Armenia174

and sent Nonnus of Nisibis instead. In any case, since Nonnus was young and

without great experience in disputing and confuting other Christians, he asked

for aid from his relative and teacher Abū Rāʾiṭah, who wrote a letter of intro-

duction for him to read before Ašot. In this letter, our author apologises for not

coming in person and exposes his defence of the Miaphysite doctrine against

the teaching of the Chalcedonians represented by Abū Qurrah. The meeting

took place sometime between 813 and 817. After hearing Nonnus and the letter

from Abū Rāʾiṭah, the prince, Ašot, who had initially accepted Abū Qurrah and

his Chalcedonian doctrine, was won back to Miaphysitism and rejected Chal-

cedonianism. In addition, it is known that, after this event, Abū Rāʾiṭah wrote

another work against the doctrine of the Melkites and, as he says, against the

false claimsmadebyAbūQurrah.175 A careful examination of the topics in both

171 We know that, in the year 812, the Patriarch of JerusalemThomas (d. 820) asked Abū Qur-

rah to write a letter to be sent to the king of the Armenians, which was also sent to the

Byzantine emperor and translated into Greek. After this event, we know that the same

Abū Qurrah started a mission among the Miaphysites in Egypt, Syria and then Armenia

to convert them to Chalcedonianism. Formore details, see John C. Lamoreaux, “Theodore

Abū Qurrah,” in Christian-Muslim Relations: A Bibliographical History Volume 1 (600–900)

(ed. D. Thomas and B. Roggema; HCMRhips 11; Leiden: Brill, 2009), 439–491, here 439.

172 For details, see Keating, Defending, 38–40.

173 Cf. Keating, Defending, 36–38.

174 For possible reasons, see Keating’s opinion in Defending, 36.

175 According to one tradition, Abū Rāʾiṭah met and discussed with Abū Qurrah and one

Nestorian theologian, a Metropolitan from the Church of the East whose name was

ʿAbdīšūʿ (probably ʿAbdīšūʿ ibn Bahrīz), at the court of an unnamedMuslim vizier. If such

an event truly occurred, it should probably be dated to 820, cf. Keating, Defending, 348–

351.

Emiliano Fiori and Bishara Ebeid - 978-90-04-52755-3
Downloaded from Brill.com02/26/2023 10:52:37AM

via Aletheia University



290 ebeid

letters shows that, in the first letter, AbūRāʾiṭahdealswith someof the topics on

whichAbūQurrah hadwritten in his Epistle to the Armenians176 before hismis-

sion toArmenia, a fact that demonstrates that our author had some—probably

indirect—knowledge of the content of Abū Qurrah’s letter.177 At the meeting

before Ašot, it seems that Abū Qurrah treated further doctrinal points, espe-

cially the addition Miaphysites made to the Trisagion hymn,178 and therefore,

once Abū Rāʾiṭah knew about these topics from Nonnus, he wrote the second

letter where he dealt with them.179

As Sandra Keating notes, it might be true that Abū Qurrah’s mission to

Armenia had a political dimension. The Armenian prince Ašot, who managed

to obtain a level of autonomy for his country and thus controlled his lands

between the years 804and826by showing loyalty to theAbbasidCaliphate, had

himself started to worry about the increasing number of conversions to Islam

among the Armenians; therefore, he probably saw in Abū Qurrah’s mission a

good step to improve relations with Byzantium and ask the Byzantine emperor

for help and assistance.180 Such a fact, with the support of other elements,181

led Keating to suggest that Abū Rāʾiṭah had expected that his Introductory let-

ter “would be heard by Muslims as well as Christians, and perhaps even by

those Christians whowere being swayed by themessage of Islam”.182 In conclu-

sion, she leaves the reader with the idea that Abū Rāʾiṭah’s aim was not simply

to refute the Chalcedonian doctrine but also to convince his readers that the

“Cyrillian Christological formulation is less vulnerable to Islamic critique than

that of Chalcedon”.183

I do not entirely reject Keating’s opinion on the Introductory letter;184 how-

ever,my analysis highlights the importance of reading our author’s intra-Chris-

176 For anEnglish translation of this letter to theArmenians, see JohnC. Lamoreaux,Theodore

Abū Qurrah (Eastern Christian Texts 1; Provo, UT: Brigham Young University Press, 2005),

83–95.

177 Cf. Keating, Defending, 44.

178 See Abū Qurrah’s polemics against the Theopsaschism of the Miaphysites, where he also

refutes this addition, Lamoreaux, Theodore, 115–117.

179 Cf. Abū Rāʾiṭah, The Writings, 73–87. See also my analysis of this letter in Ebeid, “Mia-

physite,” 237–269.

180 Cf. Keating, “Habīb,” 41.

181 Cf. Keating, “Habīb,” 45–47 and footnote 30 on p. 47.

182 Cf. Keating, “Habīb,” 47.

183 Cf. Keating, “Habīb,” 53.

184 In fact, her remark on the presence of some Islamic andQuranic terminology in the Intro-

ductory letter is a very important element, cf. Keating, “Habīb,” 47–49, which reveals, inmy

view, the reciprocal influence betweenMuslims and Christians and the attempt to create

a common linguistic (and even philosophical) code.
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tian polemics against the Melkites, and in this case, the Introductory letter,

within theMiaphysite tradition of controversy against the Chalcedonians from

the sixth to the eighth century, particularly in relation to the florilegia. In fact,

this had already been partially noted by Keating and especially by Benevich,185

when they affirmed that, in order to better understand some of Abū Rāʾiṭah’s

doctrines, one should take into consideration Abū Qurrah’s polemics against

the Miaphysites. Only within this tradition is it possible to discover the theo-

logical, philosophical, and more generally intellectual purport of Abū Rāʾiṭah’s

writings. In particular, I would like to show that some of the elements con-

sidered by Keating as “revealing keys” of the hidden anti-Islamic agenda of

Abū Rāʾiṭah’s Introductory letter, as his attention for Trinitarian topics, are in

fact traditional theological elements used by Miaphysites in their polemics

against Chalcedonians, clearly connecting our author to his patristic sources,

especially to the Trinitarian florilegium. Moreover, the fact that Abū Rāʾiṭah

wrote a second letter on the addition to the Trisagion hymn (considered by

the Chalcedonians as a sign of Theopaschism) does not support Keating’s

hypothesis, since Abū Rāʾiṭah provides liturgical and patristic material as a

proof; this was of no interest at all to Muslims, and it deals with a doctrine

which was unacceptable a priori for them,186 that is, the death of God in the

flesh.

The Introductory letter has two main polemical aims against the Melkites

and their objections to the Miaphysites, also clearly found among the argu-

ments of Abū Qurrah’s Epistle to the Armenians:187 1) the substance is the

hypostases, and the hypostases are the substance; 2) the divinity in Christ is

perfect even if the incarnate was one hypostasis of the Trinity. It must be men-

tioned that, from a Miaphysite perspective, the second topic was the reason

for developing the metaphysical ground of the first. As Krausmüller notes,188

Severus of Antioch started reflecting on this topic in his Against the Grammar-

ian, which led him to develop the concept of the substance as the sum total

of its hypostases. However, he could not make a clear distinction between the

intensional and extensional meanings of the substance, that is, between the

substance as a “common concept” and the substance as the “sum total of all

hypostases”. The dilemma on the intensional and extensional understanding

185 Cf. Keating, “Habīb,” 42–44; Benevich, “Christliche Trinitätslehre,” 161–162.

186 On this topic, Abū Rāʾiṭah wrote twowoks, see Abū Rāʾiṭah,TheWritings, 73–87 and 88–93

(text). See also my analysis of their content in Ebeid, “Miaphysite,” 237–245.

187 See Lamoreaux, Theodore, 84–89.

188 See Krausmüller, “Properties Participating.”
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of the substance was also a major topic in the controversy between Peter of

CallinicumandDamianof Alexandria;189 as shown inmyanalysis of the shorter

version of the Trinitarian florilegium,190 the dilemma was solved with the doc-

trine of the “Monarchy of the substance”, i.e., by developing a dialectical rela-

tionship between the extensional and intensional understanding of the sub-

stance.

Concerning the first point, Abū Rāʾiṭah writes as follows:

God is one substance, one glory, one power and one action and [one] in

the rest of his substantial attributes.He is threehypostases, subsistent and

established in their properties, the Father in his fatherhood, the Son in his

sonship and the Spirit in his procession. Therefore, and without a doubt,

the one is the three and the three are the one, which is a paradox, as the

pure Gregory the Theologian and other Fathers have said, on which there

is agreement and not disagreement.191

It is evident that Abū Rāʾiṭah’s arguments here are similar to those presented in

his Refutation of the Melkites. In addition, and as a proof of the correctness of

his opinion, hementions that his argument is based on the doctrine of Gregory

theTheologian and other universally recognised Fathers.192 As previously seen,

Abū Rāʾiṭah applied this criterion, that is referring to Fathers accepted by both

Melkites andMiaphysites, to his selection of patristic quotations in the Refuta-

tion of the Melkites. Upon observing the relationship between our author and

theTrinitarian florilegium, I examined the quotations fromGregory Nazianzen

in the florilegium and came to the following conclusions.

189 Regarding this, see Zachhuber’s analysis inThe Rise, 170–183; see alsomy analysis in Ebeid,

“Metaphysics of Trinity,” 119–120.

190 See Ebeid, “Metaphysics of Trinity,” 121–125.

191
تايرهوجلاتافصلانمكلذريغودحاولعفوةدحاوةوقودحاودجمودحاورهوجدحاوهالا”

ةثلثلاوئرتماالةثالثلاوهدحاولاف.هقاثبنابحورلاوهتينبابنبالاوهتوباببالاةتباثاهصاوخبةثلثميناقا

عمتجملاءابإلانمهريغورهاطلاسويروغيرغايهلإلاقطنلاوذلاقامكابجعمالوقكشالبدحاولايه

“اهيلعفلتخملاالواهيلع

Abū Rāʾiṭah, TheWritings, 68–69 (text). The English translation is mine.

192 Even if Keating considered the presence of patristic references in Abū Rāʾiṭah’s work and

tried to identify some passages, she did not make an in-depth analysis in this regard; cf.

Keating, “Habīb,” 50–51.
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In chapter 31 of the florilegium, there are three quotations fromGregory that

agree with the argument presented above by Abū Rāʾiṭah. In addition, the quo-

tation of Basil the Great in the same chapter, just to give one example, could

be one of those quotations to which our author alludes referring to the Fathers

accepted by both Melkites and Miaphysites:

Chapter 31 ( ܢܘ焏ܠܦܩ焏ܠ )

Title Quoted Fathers, works and main topics

ms bl 12155, fol. 14rv

ܘܗ煟̣ܟܘܗ̣ܕܝܗ爏̇ܥ
.ܝܗܘ狏ܝܐܕ爯ܢܚ爯ܝ犯ܡܐ
ܐ狏ܠܬܘ.ܫ犯ܦ̣ܡܘ煟ܝܚܡܕ
煟ܚܘ܆ܐܬܘ煿ܠ焏ܒ煟ܚ
煟ܚܕܘ.ܐ狏ܝܠܝ煟̈ܒܐ狏ܠܬ
煟ܟܘܗ̣ܘ.煟ܚ熏ܠܘܝܗ̣ܘ狏ܝܐ
爯ܡܩ犯ܥܘ焏̣ܢܡ狏ܡܘܗ̣
܀焏ܢܝܢܡ

We say that what is united

and what is separated are

the same, and that the

three are one according

to the Godhead and the

one is three according to

properties and that He is

one and not one, and that

the same is numbered and

escapes from number.193

Basil of Caesarea, Letter 38:194

But do not be surprised if we say that the same thing is both united and

divided.

It is paradoxical to affirm a united separation and a separated conjunction.

Basil of Caesarea, Letter 38

Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration on the Holy Spirit (Or. 31):195

Three are one as to the Godhead, and one is three as to the properties.

Gregory of Nazianzus, Third Oration on Peace (Or. 23):196

The paradox in the Godhead is being one separately and separated unitedly.

Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration to Hero the Philosopher (Or. 25):197

There is one unity adored in a Trinity and a Trinity in a unity, having at the

same time, paradoxically, division and union.

Gregory of Nyssa, Refutation of the Confession of Faith of Eunomius

Gregory of Nyssa, Catechetical Oration

Severus of Antioch, Cathedral Homily 70

Severus of Antioch, Letter to John and John the Priests and Abbots

Abū Rāʾiṭah did not cite these three passages by Gregory Nazianzen in his Refu-

tation of the Melkites, but he did cite other passages from the same chapter 31

193 The English translation is mine.

194 Section 4, 87–91.

195 Section 9, 12–16.

196 pg 35: 1160, 30–38.

197 pg 35: 1221, 43–46.
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(e.g., those fromBasil andGregory of Nyssa). The fact that he refers indirectly to

the content of these passages of the Nazianzen in the Introductory letter proves

again that his source was either chapter 31 of the florilegium or the sources

fromwhich the compilers of the florilegium had drawn their materials. In fact,

here too as in the Refutation of the Melkites, Abū Rāʾiṭah concludes that if the

hypostases and the substance were not the same thing, the Father, the Son,

and the Holy Spirit should be three different things and the substance a fourth

thing, which leads one to affirm four gods, i.e., a quaternity.198

In addition, by affirming that the three hypostases are the same substance,

that is, the extensional understanding of the substance, one might avoid any

idea of division in God. According to Keating, this affirmation is an answer to

the Islamic accusation of Tritheism against Christians. In her argumentation,

she also affirms that Abū Rāʾiṭah’s aim is to confirm the oneness of the divine

substance and that the hypostases are not to be regarded as individual gods,

but as eternal properties.199 However, if we read Abū Rāʾiṭah within the con-

text of his tradition, we will reach a different conclusion. Firstly, one should

note that Abū Rāʾiṭah bases his argumentation on the concept of “māhiyyat al-

ǧawhar”,200 which literally means “the whatness of the substance”.201 I think

that, with this expression, he is referring to the “common of the substance”,

in other words, the “constituent element of the substance/being”, that is, the

intensional understanding of the substance. With this argument, our author

adopts the dialectical relationship between the twoways of understanding the

substance proposed by the Trinitarian florilegium for the (re-) formulation of

the Miaphysite metaphysical system.202

Moreover, Abū Rāʾiṭah refers to Basil the Great to better support his posi-

tion and affirms that the three hypostases are one as to light but three as to the

persons.203 Then, he goes on to say the following:

Light and light and light without division or separation in light, and the

light itself is three persons. That each one of them is subsistent does not

198 Cf. Abū Rāʾiṭah, TheWritings, 69 (text).

199 Cf. Keating, “Habīb,” 50–51.

200 Cf. Abū Rāʾiṭah, TheWritings, 69–70 (text).

201 Note that Sidney Griffith, following Georg Graf, translated this technical term as “what-

ness” (cf. Griffith, “Ḥabīb,” 180), whereas Keating translated it as “quiddity” (cf. Keating,

“Rationality,” 165). See also Benevich’s comment on this term, in Benevich, “Christliche

Trinitätslehre,” 162–163, who considers it, correctly, as the abstract reality and translates it

with “essence”.

202 See Ebeid, “Metaphysics of Trinity,” 121–125.

203 Cf. Abū Rāʾiṭah, TheWritings, 70 (text).
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mean that the unity of their light or their sameness is divided, as well as

their sameness and their unity do not cancel that each one of the persons

is subsistent.204

Once again, an examination of theTrinitarian florilegium reveals its direct rela-

tionship with our author. Indeed, in chapter 46 of the florilegium, we find two

quotations, one from Theodosius of Alexandria’s On the Holy Trinity, where he

refers to Basil the Great, and the other from Basil’s Against Eunomius. In both

quotations, Basil uses the same arguments that Abū Rāʾiṭah presents, shown

above, and attributes to this Cappadocian Father:205

Chapter 46 ( ܢܘ焏ܠܦܩ熏ܡ )

Title Quoted Fathers and works

ms bl 12155, fol. 18rv

爯ܢܝ犯ܛܢ爯ܟܝܐܕ
煟ܚܕܐ狏ܝܕܘܬ
ܐ狏ܠܬܕܘܐ煿ܠܐ
熏ܢܩ

̈
܀焏ܡ

How we pre-

serve the con-

fession of one

God and of three

hypostases.206

Gregory of Nazianzus, On Theology (Or. 20)

Theodosius of Alexandria, referring to Basil in his On the Holy Trinity, i, 157–161:207

God is one substance and three hypostases.

Each hypostasis is distinguished from the other hypostases through its own property.

The confession of one substance and the properties of the persons.

Basil of Caesarea, Against Eunomius:208

The substance is common, the properties are characteristics and modes of existence

for the hypostases.

Light is the Father, light is the Son, unbegotten is the Father, begotten is the Son.

Light is common, begottenness and unbegottennes are proper.

The properties do not divide the unity of the substance.

The properties do not indicate that each hypostasis is different, as to the substance,

from the other hypostasis like bird, pedestrian animal, rational being and irrational

being.209

204
اهنمدحاولكماوقسيلو.ةثلثصاخشاهنيعبرونلاوةعضبتمالورونلايفةئزجتمريغرونورونورونف”

“صاخشألاماوقلطبييذلاباهديحوتواهقافتاالواهقافتاواهرونديحوتىزجيىذلاب

Abū Rāʾiṭah, TheWritings, 68–69 (text). The English translation is mine.

205 Graf could not identify any passage similar to what Abū Rāʾiṭah attributes to Basil, cf. Abū

Rāʾiṭah, TheWritings, 88, n. 1 (text).

206 The English translation is mine.

207 154, 163–170.

208 pg 29: 637, 21–44.

209 This last topic was also used in Abū Rāʾiṭah’s argumentation in TheWritings, 69 (text).

Emiliano Fiori and Bishara Ebeid - 978-90-04-52755-3
Downloaded from Brill.com02/26/2023 10:52:37AM

via Aletheia University



296 ebeid

Therefore, thanks to the double understanding of the concept of substance,

Abū Rāʾiṭah could answer the main Christological issue that Chalcedonians

usually highlighted in their polemics against the Miaphysites, which, as I men-

tioned, had led Severus of Antioch to start reflecting on the meaning of the

concept of substance. However, if one affirms that the substance is the three

hypostases and professes that God became man and that Christ is perfect

God and perfect man, he consequently affirms that either the three divine

hypostases were incarnate, which is a blasphemy that contradicts the Holy

Scriptures, or asserts that one third of the Trinity was incarnate, and therefore,

the divinity in Christ was not perfect, which is one of the accusations made

against the Miaphysites by Abū Qurrah.210

According to Keating, Abū Rāʾiṭah considered theMelkite dualistic Christol-

ogy as risky, since it could confirm the Islamic view of Christ as a simple man

and prophet.211 However, I think that it is impossible for a theologian like Abū

Rāʾiṭah, who knew very well the Chalcedonian doctrine, to see such implica-

tion inMelkite Christology. His Introductory letter rather focuses on answering

the traditional Chalcedonian accusation just mentioned. To realise his goal,

Abū Rāʾiṭah first deemed it necessary to presentMiaphysite Christology clearly

and plainly: 1) One of the three hypostases, the Son, became incarnate; 2) He

became man without change and remained one; 3) He is one composite sub-

stance fromdivinity andhumanity, that is, the Logos and a rational body; 4) one

person, one hypostasis, one Christ.212 Then, as a proof of the correctness of this

type of union, which destroys every kind of duality in Christ, Abū Rāʾiṭah refers

to the analogy of the union between body and soul213 and explicitly says that

this analogy and this Christological doctrine are based on the teaching of Cyril

of Alexandria,214 whose authority was acknowledged by the Melkites and who

was also quoted by Abū Qurrah in his Epistle to the Armenians.215 Moreover, it

must be noted that one of the most quoted Church Fathers in Syriac Christo-

logical florilegia is indeed Cyril of Alexandria. It is also worth mentioning that

the analogy of the union of soul and body is present in Syriac Christological

florilegia.216 This may be another indication that Abū Rāʾiṭah probably had a

210 See, for example, Lamoreaux, Theodore, 84–89.

211 Cf. Keating, “Habīb,” 44–45.

212 Cf. Abū Rāʾiṭah, TheWritings, 70 (text).

213 On this analogy and its use, see, for example, Ebeid, Tunica, 367–370, 493–494, 621–623.

214 Cf. Abū Rāʾiṭah, TheWritings, 70–71 (text).

215 Although Keating was aware of Abū Qurrah’s use of Cyril of Alexandria, cf. Keating,

“Habīb,” 44, she preferred to read Abū Rāʾiṭah’s thought in an anti-Islamic perspective.

216 See, for example, the quotation from Cyril’s second letter to Succensus, in the patristic

Christological group number 68 ( 熯ܣ ), cf. ms London, British Library Add. 15432, fol. 14ra.
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direct relationship with the compilation movement, or, to put it better, with

the activity of copying patristic florilegia among the Syrian Miaphysites.217

It is interesting to understand how Abū Rāʾiṭah applied the double under-

standing of the concept of substance, as developed in the Trinitarian flori-

legium, to his Miaphysite Christology against the Melkites. In order to affirm

that Christ is perfect God (and perfect man), and that perfection in this case

does not necessary imply the extensional meaning of the substance (i.e. the

sum total of its hypostases), Abū Rāʾiṭah underlines that there are two kinds

of perfection on metaphysical level: 1) the perfection of the māhiyyah (com-

mon of the substance) and the wuǧūd (existence), which is seen either in each

one of the hypostases alone or in all the hypostases of the same substance

together; 2) the perfection of ʿiddah (number), that is, the sum total of the

hypostases together.218 In Christ, the perfection of God (and man) indicates

the perfection of the māhiyyah (common of the substance) and not that of

217 For the relationship of Abū Rāʾiṭah and the Christological florilegia diffused among the

Miaphysites, see Ebeid, “Miaphysite”.

218 In other writings, Abū Rāʾiṭah affirms that God is perfect according to his substance since

nothing is like him, and that he is perfect according to his hypostases since the number

three of the hypostases is the perfection of number, which includes both species of num-

ber, i.e., even and odd:

تلمكدقف.ةثلثميناقالايفىاددعلاىفهنالددعلايفالرهوجلايفاًلماكدحاوهفصندقمكـللاقي”

هنالفددعلايفو…هقلخعيمجنعهئالتعالفرهوجلايفًادحاوهايإانفصواما.اعيمجنيهجولايفهتفص

ناعونلاناذهلخددقفَادرفوًاجوزنيعونهعاونانوكتنااودعيالددعلانال.ددعلاعاونأعيمجلماع

ً“ائيشلامكـلاهتفصبلدعيملهانفصوءاحناىابف.ميناقالاهذهيف

Abū Rāʾiṭah, TheWritings, 7 (text). See also Abū Rāʾiṭah, TheWritings, 18–19 (text):

هناحبسهللارهوجناولو.دحاورهوجةثلثميناقاهايإمهفصوللثموهيبشتلكهنعتفنفىراصنلااماف”

ولو.ةروصلاىاعونلاوهلالاىاىلويهلانينثانموهىذلاقلخلارهوجنمطحاناكاًدرفًاددعناك

هيبشتلكنعهتفصتلتعادقفدحاورهوجميناقاةثلثهنادجوذاف.ريظنهلوهيبشهبناكلنينثاناكهنا

هللاةفصهذهو.هتاوذعيمجيفهنيعبوهةثلثميناقادحاورهوجقلخلايفدجويناىلاليبسالهناللثمو

ءاحنالكيفاهقافتالفددعلايفاما.نيهجولالكيفهتفصتلمكدقفناصقنالوةدايزالبةيقيقحلا

ددعلاعاونأنال.ددعلاعاونألامكـلواهنمدحاولكتاذماوقدارفنالفةثلثلايفاماواهتاوذهبةفوصوم

لقاوددعلايفراركتةثلثلانمرثكاف.ةثالثلاهذهيفنادوجومامهوً.ادحاوًادرفوًادحاوًاجوزناعون

.“هللاةفصىفىأرلاوذهلبقيالامهنمناصقناهنم
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number.219 We found yet another instance of this argument in the Trinitarian

florilegium, where the patristic quotations, although focusing on the Trinity,

also contain a reference to the fact that the divinity in Christ, even if perfect, is

not considered as the (sum total of the) three divine hypostases:

Chapter’s title in Florilegium Quoted Fathers and works Main topics of the quotations

Chapter 32 ( ܢܘ焏ܠܦܩ焯ܠ )

ms bl Add. 12155, fol. 14v

煿̇ܠܟ熏ܠ܆焏ܡ熏ܢܩ煟ܚܕܝܗ爏̇ܥ
.ܝܗܘ狏ܝܐܐܬܘ煿ܠܐܘ焏ܝܣܘܐ

On the fact that one hypostasis

is not the whole substance and

Godhead.220

Severus of Antioch, Against the

Grammarian221
Severus of Antioch, Against the

Grammarian222
Severus of Antioch, Against the

Grammarian223

Each hypostasis participates

perfectly in the common of the

substance but it is not the whole

substance.

Christ is one of the three divine

hypostases, comprehended in the

substance of the Godhead. He is

not the whole Godhead and sub-

stance which comprehends the

three hypostases. He is perfect

God and perfect man.

Chapter 33 ( ܢܘ焏ܠܦܩ焿ܠ )

ms bl Add. 12155, fol. 14v

ܐ̣ܬܘ煿ܠܐܕ焏ܝܣܘܐ煿̇ܠܟܕ
܀煿ܝ狏ܝܐܐ狏ܫܝ煟ܩܐܬ熏ܝ狏ܝܠܬ

The whole substance of the God-

head is the Holy Trinity.224

Severus of Antioch, Against the

Grammarian225
Severus of Antioch, Against the

Grammarian226
Severus of Antioch, Against the

Grammarian227
Severus of Antioch, Against the

Grammarian228.
Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration on

Baptism (Or. 40)229

Father, Son and Holy Spirit are the

one Godhead.

The whole substance of the God-

head, which is the Holy Trinity, is

not incarnate.

219 Cf. Abū Rāʾiṭah, TheWritings, 71 (text).

220 The English translation is mine.

221 Severus of Antioch, Against the Grammarian, 3:163 (text).

222 Severus of Antioch, Against the Grammarian, 3:162 (text).

223 Severus of Antioch, Against the Grammarian, 3:167 (text).

224 The English translation is mine.

225 Severus of Antioch, Against the Grammarian, 3:172 (text).

226 Severus of Antioch, Against the Grammarian, 3:174 (text).

227 Severus of Antioch, Against the Grammarian, 3:212 (text).

228 Severus of Antioch, Against the Grammarian, 1:8 (text).

229 pg 36: 424, 3–7.
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(cont.)

Chapter’s title in Florilegium Quoted Fathers and works Main topics of the quotations

Chapter 34 ( ܢܘ焏ܠܦܩ煟ܠ )

ms bl Add. 12155, fol. 14v–15r

煟ܚܠܟܦܬ熏ܫܡܕ爏ܛܡ熏ܠܕ
煿̇ܠܟ܇焏ܝܣܘ焏ܒ焏ܡ熏ܢܩ爯̈ܡ
܀ܝܗܘ狏ܝܐ焏ܝܣܘܐ

Not because each one of the

hypostases participates in the

substance is it the whole sub-

stance.230

Severus of Antioch, Against the

Grammarian231
Severus of Antioch, Against the

Grammarian232

Each hypostasis, because it par-

ticipates fully in the substance, is

not the whole substance which

collectively comprises all the

hypostases.

God theWord is a hypostasis

and not a substance in the com-

mon sense (all the hypostases

together), even if He possesses the

Godhead’s substance perfectly.

It is again evident that reading Abū Rāʾiṭah within the context of his tradition

helps one to understand his argument, and the sources on which he based it,

more than finding a reference to Islam. The topic of the perfection of God in

Christ in a letter addressed to refute the Melkite accusations against the Mia-

physites has nothing to do with Keating’s claim that this topic has its origin in

Qurʾan 5:73, a verse that accuses Christians to have considered Christ one of

three, and therefore, the divinity in Christ as partial and not perfect, i.e. as one

third of the Godhead.233 My conclusion can be further supported by the fact

that, in his apologetical treatise On Trinity,234 Abū Qurrah explains to his non-

Christian opponents that calling each divine hypostasis a perfect God does not

imply Tritheism, and that perfection is a property of the common nature, but

he does not relate this to the Islamic accusation just mentioned above.

Conclusion

With this contribution I tried to fill a gap in the studies concerning the thought

of Abū Rāʾiṭah al-Takrītī. I analysed his polemics against theMelkites and their

understanding, after Chalcedon, of the metaphysical concepts of nature/sub-

230 The English translation is mine.

231 Severus of Antioch, Against the Grammarian, 3:164–165 (text).

232 Severus of Antioch, Against the Grammarian, 3:203 (text).

233 Keating, “Habīb,” 51.

234 See an English translation of this work in Lamoreaux, Theodore, 174–193.
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stance and hypostases/person, within the general context of the Miaphysite

tradition of controversy from the sixth to the eighth century, whenMiaphysite

theologians progressively realised that making a wrong use of these concepts

could entail risky consequences on the Trinitarian level. In this polemical lit-

erature, the reference to the Church Fathers as a proof of orthodoxy was an

important controversial tool. This was one of the reasons why different Chris-

tian confessions created their own collections of patristic florilegia.

In fact, in two of his polemical writings against the Melkites, the Refutation

of the Melkites and the Introductory letter to Ašot, Abū Rāʾiṭah deals with meta-

physical topics and their impact on the Trinitarian doctrine. In both works, the

patristic tradition is crucial to prove the correctness of theMiaphysite position.

Next, I compared the direct patristic quotations brought forth byAbūRāʾiṭah in

his Refutation of theMelkiteswith theTrinitarian patristic florilegiumproduced

by the West Syrian Church and copied in ms bl Add. 12155, which allowed me

to outline a close relationship between Abū Rāʾiṭah, this florilegium, and the

sources the compilers of the florilegiumhad in their hands. The analysis of Abū

Rāʾiṭah’s thought, the syllogisms he uses, and the content of his explanations,

shows that he shares the doctrine of theTrinitarian florilegium and its patristic

content.

Moreover, through another comparative analysis, I showed that this same

patristic background was used by our author in his Introductory letter, where

he dealt with the same metaphysical issues and their relationship to the Trini-

tarian doctrine in order to answer some Christological questions. In fact, the

florilegium and Abū Rāʾiṭah had linked the same metaphysical problem, i.e.,

the relationship between the substance and its hypostases, with Christology,

andmore precisely, the question of how Christ is perfect God and perfect man,

and how this does not mean that the whole Trinity was incarnate.

Consequently, since the main patristic material to which Abū Rāʾiṭah refers

in these two writings, both directly and indirectly, basically comes from chap-

ters 30, 31, 32, 33 and 34of theTrinitarian florilegiumcopied inmsblAdd. 12155,

it is more than likely (considering that this as well as other florilegia were com-

piled in the seventh century and copied in the following centuries) that Abū

Rāʾiṭah al-Takrītī was one of the copyists or, at least, had a direct relationship

with them and their work.

Finally, this chapter highlighted the importance of the thought of Abū

Rāʾiṭah and its close connection to his tradition, to which he remained faithful

despite the new challenges set by Islam. Therefore, in order to better under-

stand his teaching, one must read him within the context of his tradition and

its sources, for him to take his adequate place among Miaphysite theologians

and the development they offered to Christian theology and philosophy.
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chapter 7

Beyond Abbreviation: The Reception of Gregory of

Nyssa, Severus of Antioch, and the Song of Songs in

a Syriac Exegetical Collection (bl Add. 12168)

Marion Pragt

1 Introduction

Syriac exegetical collections present interpretations of scripture based on the

works of Syriac andGreekChristian authors. This chapter focuses on the recep-

tion of Gregory of Nyssa’s Homilies on the Song of Songs in the London Col-

lection, a West Syrian exegetical collection that has been dated to the seventh

century. Gregory interprets the Song as recounting the ascent of the bride (the

soul or church), who longs for spiritual union with her bridegroom (Christ or

God). The present chapter concentrates on the interpretation of Song 5:2–4 in

the London Collection, in which the bridegroom and bride enter into a nightly

dialogue. After a brief overviewof the structure and content of the LondonCol-

lection, I will examine howGregory’s interpretation of the bridegroom’s words

in Song 5:2 was abbreviated. Next, I will argue that Gregory’s explanation of the

bride’s response in Song 5:3–4 was replaced with that of Severus of Antioch for

exegetical reasons.

Compilations are increasingly studied not only for the access they provide to

earlier sources, but also as literary works in their own right. This development

has so far been especially visible in the fields of western medieval studies1 and

classical andByzantine literature.2 By approaching the LondonCollection from

1 See, for example, the ‘Storehouses ofWholesomeLearning’ series, especially Rolf H. Bremmer

and Kees Dekker, eds., Foundations of Learning: The Transfer of Encyclopaedic Knowledge in

the EarlyMiddle Ages (MediaevaliaGroninganaNewSeries 9; Leuven: Peeters, 2007). See also,

more recently, Sabrina Corbellini, Giovanna Murano, and Giacomo Signore, eds., Collecting,

Organizing, andTransmittingKnowledge.Miscellanies in LateMedieval Europe (Bibliologia 49;

Turnhout: Brepols, 2018).

2 Several important contributions are:MarriettaHorster andChristiane Reitz, eds.,Condensing

Texts—Condensed Texts (Palingenesia 98; Stuttgart: Franz Steiner, 2010); Peter Van Deun and

Caroline Macé, eds., Encyclopedic Trends in Byzantium? Proceedings of the International Con-

ference Held in Leuven, 6–8 May 2009 (ola 212; Leuven: Peeters, 2011); Jason König and Greg

Woolf, Encyclopaedism from Antiquity to the Renaissance (Cambridge: Cambridge University

Emiliano Fiori and Bishara Ebeid - 978-90-04-52755-3
Downloaded from Brill.com02/26/2023 10:52:37AM

via Aletheia University

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


308 pragt

this perspective, the chapter aims to contribute to our knowledge of the role of

compilations in shaping and transmitting interpretations of scripture among

late ancient and early medieval Syriac Christians.

2 Gregory of Nyssa’s Homilies on the Song of Songs in the London

Collection

The London Collection is a West Syrian exegetical collection that was most

likely compiled in the seventh century and is extant in a single eighth- or ninth-

century manuscript (London, British Library Add. 12168).3 As a ‘multiple-text

manuscript’,4 it consists of biblical commentaries mainly based on the works

of Greek Christian authors and contains occasionalmaterial of a historical and

moral character.5 Its compiler operated in twoways. He included abridged ver-

sions of Cyril’s Glaphyra, Athanasius’ Exposition of the Psalms, and Gregory’s

Press, 2013); Sébastien Morlet, ed., Lire en extraits: Lecture et production des textes, de l’Anti-

quité à la fin du Moyen Âge (Paris: sup, 2015); Reinhart Ceulemans and Pieter De Leemans,

eds.,OnGoodAuthority: Tradition, Compilation, and the Construction of Authority in Literature

from Antiquity to the Renaissance (lectio 3; Turnhout: Brepols, 2015); Stephan Dusil, Gerald

Schwedler, and Raphael Schwitter, eds., Exzerpieren—Kompilieren—Tradieren: Transforma-

tionen des Wissens zwischen Spätantike und Frühmittelalter (Millennium-Studien 64; Berlin:

De Gruyter, 2017).

3 Themanuscript is described inWilliamWright, Catalogue of SyriacManuscripts in the British

Museum Acquired Since the Year 1838 (3 vols.; London: Trustees of the British Museum, 1870–

1872), 2:904–908. As Wright and Bas ter Haar Romeny have noted, the Collection was com-

piled after the year 616/617 because it uses the Syro-Hexapla. Wright dates the work to the

first half of the seventh century because of a note in which it is assumed that the last Sasa-

nian king, Yazdgerd iii, was still alive,Wright,Catalogue, 2:905–906. Romeny has noted that it

is possible that the Collection was created slightly later: Bas ter Haar Romeny, “The Greek vs.

the Peshitta in a West Syrian Exegetical Collection,” in The Peshitta: Its Use in Literature and

Liturgy. Papers Read at the Third Peshitta Symposium (ed. R.B. ter Haar Romeny; Monographs

of the Peshitta Institute 15; Leiden: Brill, 2006), 298. Romeny discusses possible references

to contemporary events in the London Collection, which speaks of war and upheaval. Bas

ter Haar Romeny, “The Identity Formation of Syrian Orthodox Christians as Reflected in Two

Exegetical Collections: First Soundings,”PdO 29 (2004): 111–112.

4 The term ‘multiple-text manuscript’ was introduced by Michael Friedrich and Cosima

Schwarke, “Introduction—Manuscripts as Evolving Entities,” in One-Volume Libraries: Com-

posite andMultiple-TextManuscripts (ed.M. Friedrich andC. Schwarke; Studies inManuscript

Cultures 9; Berlin: DeGruyter, 2016), 8–11, 15–16, andmay be understood as a ‘production unit’

planned by the same persons as part of a single process to create a new work out of two or

more independent texts.

5 For example, the London Collection recounts the story of the translation of the Septuagint

and its revisions, contains a section from Eusebius’ Ecclesiastical History, and illustrates the

importanceof prayer:Wright,Catalogue, 2:904–907andBas terHaarRomeny, “LesPères grecs
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Homilies on the Song.6 In other cases, the compiler created commentaries con-

sisting of extracts from various authors alternated with summaries of the bib-

lical books under consideration.7

The abbreviated version of Gregory’s Homilies on the Song of Songs is the

longest section devoted to the Song in the London Collection.8 It is introduced

as a ‘collection in short’ ( ܐ狏ܝܪ熏ܥ熟ܒܕ焏ܫܢ熏ܟ ) and is based on the full Syr-

iac translation of his work, which was done at the end of the fifth or in the

sixth century.9 The London Collection presents abridged versions of each of

the Homilies, in which the citations of the Song have been brought into accor-

dans les florilèges exégétiques syriaques,” in Les Pères grecs dans la tradition syriaque (ed.

A. Schmidt and D. Gonnet s.j.; es 4; Paris: Geuthner, 2007), 70.

6 The abbreviated version of Athanasius was edited and translated by RobertW. Thomson, ed.

and tr., Athanasiana Syriaca iv: Expositio in Psalmos (csco 386–387, Scriptores Syri 167–168;

Leuven: Secrétariat du CorpusSCO, 1977). On the use of Cyril’s Glaphyra in the London Col-

lection, see Romeny, “The Greek vs. the Peshitta,” 303–305.

7 On the London Collection as building a West Syrian exegetical tradition mainly based on

Greek Christian works of biblical interpretation, see Romeny, “The Identity Formation,” 106;

Romeny, “The Greek vs. the Peshitta,” 297–298; Bas ter Haar Romeny, “Greek or Syriac? Chap-

ters in the Establishment of a Syrian Orthodox Exegetical Tradition,” sp 41 (2006): 89–96;

Romeny, “Les Pères grecs dans les florilèges,” 70–73; Bas ter Haar Romeny, “The Formation of

a Communal Identity amongWest Syrian Christians: Results and Conclusions of the Leiden

Project,” Church History and Religious Culture 89 (2009): 1–52 (13–20).

8 Add. 12168 fol. 118r–135r, reaching up to Song 6:9. I am currently preparing a critical edition

and English translation of the text.

9 As has been established by CeslasVan den Eynde, La version syriaque du Commentaire de Gré-

goire de Nysse sur le Cantique des Cantiques: Ses origines, ses témoins, son influence (Louvain:

Bureaux du Muséon, 1939), 50–56, Gregory’s Homilies are extant in the manuscript Città del

Vaticano, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana Vat. Syr. 106 dated to the sixth century, Sinai, Saint

Catherine Syr. 19 and its membra disjecta dated to the eighth century and (olim) Diyarbakır,

Chaldean Archbishopric 20 dated to the twelfth century. Van den Eynde provides an overview

of the manuscripts: Van den Eynde, La version syriaque, 9–15. On the Sinai manuscript, see

also SebastianBrock, “Mingana Syr. 628: A Folio fromaRevision of the Peshitta Song of Songs,”

Journal of Semitic Studies 40 (1995): 39–56 and Paul Géhin, Les manuscrits syriaques de par-

chemin du Sinaï et leurs membra disjecta (csco 665, Subsidia 136; Leuven: Peeters, 2017),

58–60. Van den Eynde was mainly interested in the materials that were transmitted together

withGregory’sHomilies in Syriac but arenot extant inGreekor havenoGreek counterpart.He

edited and translated the interpretation of Song 6:10–8:14 based on thework of a certain Sym-

machus, as well as two letters in which the Syriac translation of the Homilies was requested

and the translator explained his rendering of Gregory’s scriptural references: Van den Eynde,

La version syriaque, 69–126. On the Syriac translation of Gregory’s Homilies and its reception,

see also Marion Pragt, “Sacred Spices. The Syriac Translation of Gregory of Nyssa’s Homilies

on the Song of Songs,” in Caught in Translation: Versions of Late-Antique Christian Literature

(ed. D. Batovici and M. Toca; Texts and Studies in Eastern Christianity 17; Leiden: Brill, 2020),

104–121.
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dance with the Syro-Hexapla. Gregory’s interpretations are not presented in

the formof separate extracts but as a running commentary. The narrative struc-

ture developed byGregory in hisHomilies, which describes the bride’s ascent to

the divine, is retained to some extent. In the abbreviated version of the Homi-

lies, the transition between different interpretations is oftenmarkedwith short

summarising statements. For example, Song 3:6 (‘Who is this coming up from

the desert …’) is explained as containing praise of the bride’s beauty by the

bridegroom’s friends. The interpretation is then followed by a short account in

which these friends show the bride a beautifully adorned royal bed so that she

would desire even more the ‘divine participation with the king’.10 This section

functions as an introduction to the next passage, where the bed of Solomon of

Song 3:7 is interpreted (‘See, the bed of Solomon …’). Phrases such as ‘Next, let

us also see …’ and ‘It is time that we also hear …’ smooth the transition from

one interpretation to another.

The abbreviated Homilies also contain marginal notes, which indicate the

homily numbers and the subjects they address. The notes which indicate sub-

jectsmaybedivided into two categories.11 Someof themsummarise the themes

of Gregory’s spiritual interpretation, reading, for example: ‘Why God is incom-

prehensible in essence’,12 or: ‘Concerning the angelic powers and (why) it is

right to become like them’.13 In other cases, thewords of the Song explained in a

specific section are highlighted, as in Song 3:7: ‘Concerning the bed of Solomon

and the warriors that surround it.’14 In a similar vein, slightly longer notes iden-

tify, in staccato fashion, the spiritual significance of the Song’s imagery. For

example, Gregory’s interpretation of Song 2:11–12 describes rain and winter as

idolatry and temptation which have passed, after which the voice of John the

Baptist points to the ‘flowers’ of virtue and announces the coming of Christ.

The note in which this is summarised allows the reader to quickly capture the

sense of Gregory’s explanation: ‘Winter: error. Rain: temptations. Flowers: the

excellent life. The turtle dove: John the Baptist.’15

The practice of indicating themes in marginal notes is not a general fea-

ture of the London Collection. It seems likely that the notes were regarded as

an especially useful addition to longer works referring to a single author, such

10 bl Add. 12168 fol. 126r outer column l. 34–fol. 126v outer column l. 6.

11 On different types of glosses and their importance for tracing the development of Syriac

florilegia, see the contribution of Moss in this volume.

12 bl Add. 12168 fol. 121r.

13 bl Add. 12168 fol. 131r.

14 bl Add. 12168 fol. 126r.

15 bl Add. 12168 fol. 124r.
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as the abbreviated Homilies, whereas the Collection’s commentaries on other

parts of scripture often consist of brief extracts from different authors which

already have their own headings. The notes seem to have functioned as reading

aids, guiding users through the abridged version of the Homilies and enabling

them to navigate to sections of particular interest.16

To examine howGregory was abbreviated in the London Collection, the fol-

lowing two sections concentrate on two contrasting examples. In the first, the

London Collection follows Gregory relatively closely, whereas in the second it

deviates from his views.

3 Gregory’s Interpretation of Song 5:2 and Its Abbreviation in the

London Collection

In his eleventh homily, Gregory takes his audience on a night-time journey as

he interprets the bride’s encounter with the bridegroom of Song 5:2–4.17 In

the homily’s opening section, Gregory focuses on the importance of keeping

watch and being ready for the return of the bridegroom, like the angelic and

heavenly powers.18 The Song’s bride exemplifies these qualities. Gregory then

emphasises that her ascent to God is without limit, as each further stage she

reaches indicates a new beginning.19 Both parts are accurately and succinctly

summarised in the London Collection. However, the compiler has chosen to

leave out sectionswhich repeat previousmaterial or further illustrateGregory’s

16 The origin of the marginal notes is unknown, and it is unclear at present whether they

were introduced by the compiler of the London Collection, or already part of his source

material, or a later addition.

17 Overviews of Gregory’s interpretation are given by Franz Dünzl, Braut und Bräutigam: Die

Auslegung des Canticum durch Gregor von Nyssa (Beiträge zur Geschichte der biblischen

Exegese 32; Tübingen:Mohr Siebeck, 1993), 167–171 and,more briefly, GiulioMaspero, “The

In Canticum in Gregory’s Theology: Introduction and Gliederung,” in Gregory of Nyssa:

In Canticum Canticorum Analytical and Supporting Studies. Proceedings of the 13th Inter-

national Colloquium on Gregory of Nyssa (Rome, 17–20 September 2014) (ed. G. Maspero,

M. Brugarolas and I. Vigorelli; VChr Supplements 150; Leiden: Brill, 2018), 15. The interpre-

tation of Song 5:2–4 is part of homily eleven (ormemra twelve, according to the full Syriac

translation and the London Collection, in which Gregory’s preface is counted as the first

homily). For reasons of clarity, I follow the numbering system of the Greek edition.

18 Gregory of Nyssa, Song of Songs, 315 l. 15–319 l. 5. All references to the Greek version of the

Homilies are from Hermann Langerbeck (ed.), In Canticum Canticorum (Gregorii Nysseni

Opera vi; Leiden: Brill, 1960). Gregory refers back to the final verse treated in homily ten:

‘I am asleep but my heart is awake’ (Song 5:2a).

19 Gregory of Nyssa, Song of Songs, 320 l. 8–321 l. 5.
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views, such as an excursus onMoses’ encounter with God in the darkness as an

example for the bride’s meeting with the bridegroom.20

Next, the London Collection follows Gregory’s interpretation of Song 5:2, in

which the bride becomes aware of the bridegroom’s voice and cites his words:

‘The voice of the son of my sister21 knocks at the door: “Open for me, my sister,

my close one, my dove, perfect one. Because my head is covered in dew and

my curls with the drops of the night.” ’22 The following table includes Gregory’s

interpretation both according to the Syriac translation of the full Homilies,

based on its oldest manuscript, Città del Vaticano, Biblioteca Apostolica Vati-

cana Vat. Syr. 106, and in the abbreviated version of the London Collection:

Syriac translation of Gregory’s Homilies23 London collection24

‘For if you want the door to be opened and the gates of

your soul to raise their heads so that the king of glories will

enter,25 it is right for you to become a sister to me, while

you receive my will inside you,’ just as he says in the gospel,

that everyone who does his will is his brother and sister.26 ‘It
is also right for you to come near to the truth to genuinely

become close to it, while there will be nothing

‘If you want the door to be opened and the

gates of your mind27 to raise their heads so
that the king of glories will enter,28 you ought

to become for me a sister while you receive

my will inside you,’ just as it was said in the

gospel that everyone who does his will is his

brother and sister.29 ‘And you will also

20 Exod. 20:21.

21 Inspired by the Syro-Hexapla, the London Collection refers to the bride’s belovedwith the

term ‘son of my sister’ ( ܝ狏ܚ犯ܒ ), which renders Greek ἀδελφιδός. On the use and reception

of the termἀδελφιδός, seeLucBrésard,HenriCrouzel andMarcel Borret, ed. and trans.,Ori-

gène: Commentaire sur le Cantique des Cantiques, Livres iii–iv (sc 376; Paris: Cerf, 1992),

774–776 and Jean-Marie Auwers, L’interprétation du Cantique des cantiques à travers les

chaînes exégétiques grecques (Instrumenta Patristica et Medievalia 56; Turnhout: Brepols,

2011), 44–47.

22 Verses from the Song of Songs are cited as they appear in the London Collection, which

reads the Song according to the Syro-Hexapla. The full Syro-Hexaplaric version of the Song

of Songs is preserved in Codex Ambrosianus C. 313 Inf. Antonio Maria Ceriani, ed., Codex

Syro-Hexaplaris Ambrosianus photolithographice editus (Monumenta Sacra et Profana 7;

Milan: Biblioteca Ambrosiana, 1874), fol. 70r–72r.

23 Vat. Syr. 106 fol. 130v inner column l. 50–fol. 131r outer column l. 19. In the translations, quo-

tation marks are used for direct speech, scriptural citations are indicated in italics, and

brief additions to clarify the Syriac are placed between square brackets. Unless otherwise

indicated, the translations are my own.

24 Add. 12168 fol. 131r outer column l. 20–fol. 131v outer column l. 16. Small differences in word

choice in the London Collection when compared to the full Syriac translation are indi-

cated in the footnotes.

25 lxx Ps 23:7, 9.

26 Mark 3:35.

27 The London Collection reads 焏ܢܘܗ , whereas Vat. Syr. 106 has 焏ܫܦܢ and Gregory ψυχή.

28 lxx Ps. 23:7, 9.

29 Mark 3:35.
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(cont.)

Syriac translation of Gregory’s Homilies London collection

which divides you from it like an obstacle. And next, you

will imitate the nature of the dove while you possess per-

fection, that is, you will not be lacking in anything, but will

be filled with complete perfection and purity. When, there-

fore, you will accept these names like keys, O soul, open

with them an entrance for the truth, because you have

become sister and close one and dove and perfect one.

become to me a close one, when there is

nothing which interferes and separates you

fromme. And next you are likened to a dove

with perfection and purity from every evil.

Your profit from having received me and letting me dwell

in your house will be this dew of which my head is full

and the drops of the night which drop frommy locks.’ We

plainly learn that dew like this is a medicine of the soul

from the prophet who said to God: ‘The dew which is from

you is a medicine for them.’30 The drops of the night pos-
sess the meaning shown to us before with these things

which were said.31

The profit to you, from receiving me and let-

ting me dwell in your house, will be the dew

of my head’ which, according to the expres-

sion of the prophet, is a medicine,32

For it is not possible for someone who enters the sanctu-

ary, where the invisible things are, to be worthy of the rain

or the desire of knowledge, but he is blessed if his intellect

will be sprinkled with the gentle and subtle drops of the

knowledge of the truth, which is accomplished by means

of holy, inspired persons, who pour out spiritual drops. For

the locks which are arranged and placed on the head of

the All are called, as I believe, prophets, apostles, and evan-

gelists. Each one of them draws and takes as much as he is

able from the hidden, concealed, and invisible treasures.

These ones are rivers full of water to us, yet in respect to

the truth they really are drops of dew, even though they

overflow with an abundance and multitude of teaching

like a flood.

‘and the drops of the night, [which are] the

divine visions33which enlighten your intel-

lect with true knowledge, these [with which]

you were enlightened through the apostles

and messengers of the gospel,34which are

the adornment of my head.’35 These [apostles
and messengers] who, while to us they pour

out the divine drink like rivers, are drops of

dew as in respect to the source of truth.

30 Gregory bases his association of dew and healing on the appearance of dew as a sign of

the divine in the Hebrew Bible, with specific reference to Isaiah 26:19 (ἡ γὰρ δρόσος ἡ παρὰ

σοῦ ἴαμα αὐτοῖς ἐστιν). Gregory of Nyssa, Song of Songs, 325 l. 17–20.

31 Gregory refers to a previous section in which he described Moses as encountering God in

the darkness. Gregory of Nyssa, Song of Songs, 323 l. 1–9.

32 Isa 26:19.

33 The ‘divine visions’ ( ܐ狏ܝ煿̈ܠܐ爿ܝܪܘܐܬ ) have no direct counterpart in Gregory.

34 WhereasVat. Syr. 106 has 焏ܢܪܒܣܡ for ‘evangelists’, the LondonCollectionmore explicitly

reads ܢ熏ܝܠܓܢܘܐܕ焏ܢܪܒܣܡ , ‘messengers of the gospel’.

35 The phrase ‘adornment of my head’ ( 營ܠܝܕ焏ܫܪܕܐ狏ܒܨ ) in the London Collection is not

used by Gregory at this stage. However, it is similar to Gregory’s interpretation of Song

5:11b (‘his locks are fir trees, black like ravens’) in homily thirteen, where he understands
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(cont.)

Syriac translation of Gregory’s Homilies London collection

In like manner, the blessed Paul was a river, who was lifted

up and elevated above the heaven on the waves of the mind,

until the third heaven, until paradise, until ineffable words

not subject to the voice.36 And although he utters the

riches of the message with all this greatness of speech37
like a sea, he indicates again that this word is a drop of dew

in comparison to the true word with these things which he

says: ‘We know a little of a part and we prophesy a little of a

part.’38 And next: ‘If someone thinks that he knows some-

thing, he does not yet know as he ought to know.’39 And: ‘I do
not think about myself that I have understood.’40 If, there-
fore, a drop of dew and a sprinkling from the locks are

found to be rivers, seas, and billows when they are com-

pared to our capacity of understanding, what ought one

to think about the wellspring which says: ‘Let all who are

thirsty come to me and drink?’41 Let everyone of us who
listens, then, consider the wonder when estimating these

things which were spoken. For if a drop was enough to

bring forth rivers, what should one think the river of God

to be as from the comparison of this drop?

Just like even Paul, who was elevated until the

third heaven and gained from there the great-

ness of expression of the divine message,42
says that he sees as in a mirror and symbol.43

Gregory’s interpretation consists of two elements. Firstly, he explains that the

names of sister, close one, dove, and perfect one applied to the bridemean that

she should carry out Christ’s will, make sure nothing separates her from the

truth, and become pure and perfect. In the London Collection, attachment to

the truth is notmentioned; instead, the bride is urged byChrist to become close

the bridegroom’s hair as the apostles. In the abbreviated version of homily thirteen, the

London Collection describes them as ‘the adornment of the church on the bridegroom’s

head’. Add. 12168 fol. 133r inner column l. 23–24.

36 Cf. 2Cor. 12:2–4.

37 FranzDünzl takesGregory’smention of μεγαληγορία as a reference to the boasting (καυχά-

ομαι) noted by Paul in the vision account of 2Cor 12:1–5. Franz Dünzl, tr., In Canticum can-

ticorum homiliae/Homilien zum Hohelied (3 vols.; Fontes Christiani 16; Freiburg: Herder,

1994), 3:590–591, n. 26.

38 1Cor 13:9.

39 1Cor 8:2.

40 Phil 3:13.

41 John 7:37.

42 Cf. 2Cor 12:2–4.

43 Cf. 1Cor 13:12. Gregory refers to the ‘mirror’ (ἔσοπτρον) and ‘riddle’ (αἴνιγμα) in the preface

to his Homilies. Gregory of Nyssa, Song of Songs, 6.
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to him. Secondly, the bridegroom tries to persuade the bride to let him enter

by noting that his moist head and hair will be profitable to her. According to

Gregory, dew refers to healing, while the drops of the night indicate knowledge

of the divine. He emphasises that although the promised knowledgemay seem

like a river from a human perspective, it amounts tomere drops in comparison

to the true, divine wellspring, which is unimaginably greater and deeper. Here,

the LondonCollectionpartly replacesGregory’s imagery of drops, rivers, floods,

and springs with that of seeing and light, speaking of the ‘divine visions’ which

will ‘enlighten’ the bride’smind. Finally, Gregory uses Paul as example par excel-

lence to illustrate his point: even Paul, who was elevated to heaven, only gained

partial knowledge. The London Collection again uses the imagery of seeing by

introducing a new, different reference to Paul who sees indirectly and incom-

pletely as in a mirror. In this way, the London Collection represents the main

elements of Gregory’s interpretation, while at the same time also expressing

some of Gregory’s ideas in its own words.

4 Song 5:3–4 according to Gregory and the London Collection

In the second half of homily eleven, Gregory focuses on the bride’s response

of Song 5:3, who says: ‘I have taken off my tunic, how shall I put it on? I have

washed my feet, how shall I soil them?’ Gregory understands this somewhat

mysterious answer as indicating the ways in which the bride opened the door

for the bridegroom.44 To him, the tunic indicates taking off the old human and

putting on Christ as one’s new garment.45 Gregory also relates the new tunic

to the bright and shining garment of Christ during his transfiguration on the

mountain.46 As to the bride’s feet, these are now cleaned fromall earthly defile-

ment, which Gregory associates both with baptism and Moses taking off his

sandals during his encounter with God.47

44 Gregory of Nyssa, Song of Songs, 327 l. 18–19 (διὰ τούτων ἤνοιξεν ἐπὶ τὴν ψυχὴν τῷ λόγῳ τὴν

εἴσοδον) and 332 l. 3–4 (ταῦτά ἐστι κατά γε τὸν ἐμὸν λόγον, δι’ ὧν ἡ θύρα τῷ λόγῳ παρὰ τῆς

νύμφης ἀνοίγεται).

45 Hans Boersema, Embodiment and Virtue in Gregory of Nyssa: An Anagogical Approach

(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013), 89–90.

46 Cf. Matt 17:1–2; Mark 9:2–3; Luke 9:28–29. Gregory of Nyssa, Song of Songs, 329 l. 10–12,

where he speaks of putting on: τὸν ἡλιοειδῆ τοῦ κυρίου χιτῶνα τὸν διὰ καθαρότητος καὶ ἀφθαρ-

σίας ἱστουργηθέντα, οἷον ἐπὶ τῆς ⟨ἐπὶ⟩ τοῦ ὄρους μεταμορφώσεως ἔδειξεν. According to this

aspect of Gregory’s interpretation, Christ’s humanity may be seen as a ‘tunic’ with which

he covered his divinity: Boersema, Embodiment and Virtue, 90–91.

47 Cf. Exod. 3:5.
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Gregory offers a double interpretation of Song 5:4 in which the bridegroom

extends his hand through the door. Firstly, he notes that the bride does not

yet fully encounter the whole bridegroom, but only his hand. To him, this

shows that the intangible and infinite divine nature exceeds the limits of

human understanding and is only known through its working or effect (ἐνέρ-

γεια, ܐܬ熏ܢ煟ܒܥܡ ) in theworld.48 Secondly, Gregory relates the hand reaching

through the door into the bride’s house to Christ entering human life.49 With

the term ‘hand’, the bride prophetically (προφητικῶς, ܐܬ熏ܝܒܢܒܕ燿ܝܐ ) points

forward to the mysteries of the gospel.50 Gregory leaves it up to the hearer

to choose which of these two options,—perceiving God through creation or

through the incarnation already foretold in the Song—best fits the context of

Song 5.51

At this stage, the London Collection contains a surprise. The introduction to

the interpretation of Song 5:3 still follows Gregory:52

ܢܥ焏ܢܟܝܐ爯ܝܕܐ熟ܚܢ
̇
焏ܚ狏ܦ焏ܢܟܝܐ.ܐ狏ܫܝ煟ܩܐ狏ܠܟܝ̣ܗ焏ܢ狏ܚܠ煿ܠ焏ܝ

.煿̇ܝܫܒܠܐ焏ܢܟܝܐ營ܠܝܕ焏ܢܝܬ熏ܟ爟ܠ狏ܚܠܫ̇.ܐ狏ܠܥܡܠ焏ܥܪܬ煿ܠ
.爯ܝܢܐ焏̈ܡܛܐ焏ܢܟܝܐ營ܠܝܕ焏ܠܓܪܠ狏ܓܝܫܐ

Let us see how the holy bride answers the bridegroom, how she opens the

door to him for [his] entrance: ‘I have taken off my tunic, how shall I put it

on? I have washed my feet, how shall I soil them?’

48 Gregory of Nyssa, Song of Songs, 334 l. 15–335; Vat. Syr. 106 fol. 133r middle column l. 37.

49 Gregory’s christological interpretation of Song 5:4 is discussed in further detail by Miguel

Brugarolas, “The Incarnate Logos: Gregory of Nyssa’s In Canticum Canticorum Christolog-

ical Core,” inGregory of Nyssa: In CanticumCanticorumAnalytical and Supporting Studies.

Proceedings of the 13th International Colloquium on Gregory of Nyssa (Rome, 17–20 Septem-

ber 2014) (ed. G. Maspero, M. Brugarolas and I. Vigorelli; VChr Supplements 150; Leiden:

Brill, 2018), 212–215.

50 Gregory of Nyssa, Song of Songs, 338 l. 15–16; Vat. Syr. 106 fol. 133r middle column l. 28–29.

51 Gregory of Nyssa, Song of Songs, 339 l. 9–11. Gregory’s Homilies are characterised by a

certain multiplicity in which different interpretations can be juxtaposed. See Joseph Ver-

heyden, “Polysemy and Repetition in Gregory of Nyssa’s Homilies on the Song of Songs:

Two Short Comments,” in The Song of Songs in its Context: Words for Love, Love for Words

(ed. P. Van Hecke; Bibliotheca Ephemeridum Theologicarum Lovaniensium 310; Leuven:

Peeters, 2020), 577–592 on Gregory’s interpretation of Song 2:15, 4:1–4 and 6:4–7.

52 Gregory of Nyssa, Song of Songs, 327 8–9 (Ἴδωμεν δὲ καὶ πῶς ὑπακούει τῷ λόγῳ ἡ νύμφη, πῶς

ἀνοίγει τῷ νυμφίῳ τὴν εἴσοδον) and Vat. Syr. 106 fol. outer column l. 19–23 ( ܦܐ爯ܝܕܐ熟ܚܢ
ܐ狏ܠܥܡܠ焏ܥܪܬ煿ܠ焏ܚ狏ܦ焏ܢܟܝܐ.ܐ狏ܠܟܐܕܗ焏ܢ狏ܚܠ煿ܠ焏ܝܢܥ焏ܢܟܝܐ ).
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However, the London Collection then offers a new interpretation, which

focuses on the bride’s caution ( ܐܬܘ犯ܝܗܙ ):53

ܘܗ焏ܢ狏ܚܕ煿ܠܩ煟ܝܒܐ狏ܠܟ狏ܥܡ̣ܫ煟ܟܘ
̇

焏ܢ熏ܝܗ煿̇ܡܫܕ:煿̇ܥܪ狏ܒ犿ܩ̣ܢܕ
焏ܣܟܛ犯ܛܬ̣ܕ焏ܥ煟ܝܘ:ܐ狏ܝܠܡܫܡܘ爯ܝܕܐ煟ܚ燿ܝܐ:ܐ狏ܒܝ犯ܩܘܐ狏ܚܘ
焏ܫܢ犯ܒܠ煿̇ܢܝܬ熏ܟ狏ܚܠܫܕܝ̇ܗ܆ܐ狏ܡܝܟܚ燿ܝܐ焏ܢܪܥ熏ܣܕܘܐ煿ܡ̈ܫܕ
ܐܬܘ焏ܡܛ爯ܡ煿̇ܝܠܓܪ狏ܓܝܫܐܘ:ܐܬܪܟܫܡܗܬܘܪ熏ܥܣ爟ܥ焏ܩܝ狏ܥ
爯ܡ焏ܢ狏ܚܠܐ狏ܒܝ犯ܩܘܐ狏ܚܬܘܗܘ:ܐ狏ܫܝ煟ܩܐ狏ܚܣ煟ܝܒܐ狏ܝ̣ܛܚܕ
焏ܚܘܪܕܐ狏ܒܗ熏ܡ爯ܡܐ狏ܝܟܕ焏ܢ熏ܝܘ:ܐ狏ܝܕ熏ܡܥܡܕ焏ܝܟܕ焏ܢ熏ܢܓ
焏ܡ̣ܚܪܬ熏ܥܝܦܫܠܐܙ犯ܟܡܘܐܬ熏ܒܝܛ焏ܝܕ熏ܡܘ焏ܠܒܩܡ܆焏ܫܝ煟ܩ
焏ܒ̈ܛ焏ܠܡ̈ܥ煟ܝܒܕ焏ܢ犯ܥ熏ܣ:ܐ狏ܝܠܡܫܡ煿̇ܝ狏ܝܐܕ爯ܝܕܝ̇ܗ.ܗ̇ܬ熏ܠܕ
熏ܦܕܐܬ狏ܝ狏ܚܐܬܪ熏ܛܢܘ焏ܒܪܘܪ焏ܠܡ̈ܥܒܘ:ܨܪܬ狏ܡ

̈
ܐܕ煿ܠ܆焏ܢ煟ܩ

狏ܥܡ̣ܫ.煿̇ܡ熏ܢܩܒܐ犯ܝܗܙ煟ܟ焏ܠܒܩܡ焏ܠܐ狏ܥܫܕ
̇

焏ܚܝܫܡܠ犯ܝܓ
ܘ犯̣ܡܐ܆ܢ熏ܟܠܢ煟ܝ̈ܩܦܕ爯ܝܠܝܐ爯ܝ煿ܠܟܢܘ狏ܢܐܢܘܬ煟ܒܥܕ焏54ܡܕ܆犯ܡܐ̇ܕ
ܘ煿ܠܘܒܘܬܬܘܗ焏ܥ煟ܝ.ܢ煟ܒܥ煟ܒܥܡ̇ܠ爯ܝܘܗ爯̇ܝܒܝܚܕܡ煟ܡܕ

̇
ܐܬ熏ܡ犯ܒܕ

爯ܡ犟ܦܐ̣ܘ營ܥ̣ܛܐ焏ܝܡ煟ܩ焏ܫܢ犯ܒܠܦܐ煿̇ܒܘ܇焏ܝܡܫ爯ܡ爏ܦ̣ܢ
ܢܘܐܪ煿ܫ狏ܝܐ犯ܝܥ煟ܟ焏ܢܗ爏ܛܡܘ.焏ܣܝܕ犯ܦ

̇
܆ܐ犯ܡܐ煿̇ܫܦܢܐ犯ܛ

ܐܬܘ焏ܡܛ爯ܡ營ܠܓܪ狏ܓܝܫܐ̇:ܐ狏ܝܡ煟ܩܐܬ熏ܫܝܒ營ܢܝܬ熏ܟ狏ܚܠܫ
煟ܟ.燿ܦܗܬ̣ܬ犿ܝܪ煟ܢܡ爯ܝܠܗܬ熏ܠܐܬܘ犯ܝܗܙ焏ܠ爯ܡ焏ܢܟܝܐ܆ܐ狏ܝܛܚܕ
ܘܗ܇焏ܫ̣ܝܒܕܐܬ熏ܢܝܟܡ爯ܡܐܘ煿ܢܐܪܝܗܙܕ܆爯ܠܦܐ焏ܦܠܡܐܕ煿ܒ

̇

ܢܣܘܘܗ焏ܟ熏ܫܚ煟ܟܕ
̇

焏ܢܠ熏ܣܡ܇ܐܪܗ狏ܟ爟ܒ煟ܡ熏ܢܕܐܬ熏ܝܐܐܪܗ燿
ܥܛܢܕ

̇
焏.ܟܘ煟ܒ煿ܝܠ爯ܠ熏ܟܝܟܡܬ熏ܝܥܪܬܬ狏ܡܝܟܚܐ焏ܝ狏ܣܦܩܬܐ狏:

ܐܪ熏ܥܙ焏ܒܩܢ爯ܡܕܝ̇ܗܗ煟ܝܐ狏ܠܒܩ܆ܬ煟ܒܥ煿̇ܢ狏ܚܠ焏ܡܝܚܪܕܝ̇ܗܘ
狏ܝܐܐ狏ܢܡܒ焏ܫܗܕܐܕܗܐ狏ܝ犯ܒܕܐ狏ܥ煟ܝ煿̇ܝ狏ܝܐܕ܇煿̇ܠ熿ܫܘܐ
焏ܣܟܛܒ煿̇ܢܡܕܘ:ܪ煿ܢܬܢ狏ܝܥܪܬܕ焏ܩܡ熏ܥܦܐܕܡ犯ܒ焏ܩܦܣ̣ܕ܇爯ܠ
狏ܢܐܕ熏ܒܥܘ焏ܢܡܘܐܬ熏ܠ

̇
.焏ܠܥ

And when the bride heard through the voice of the bridegroom who

knocked at her door that he called her dove and sister and close one as

well as perfect—and she knows that she will guard the order of names

and actions as one who is wise, who has taken off her tunic, the old

human with its disgraceful actions,55 and has washed the uncleanness of

sin from her feet through the holy bath and has become sister and close

53 This theme is also introduced in a marginal note placed next to the passage, which reads:

‘Concerning the carefulness of the church’ ( ܐܬ煟ܥܕܗ̇ܬܘ犯ܝܗܙ爏ܛܡ ).

54 bl Add. 12168 reads 煟ܒܥ in the singular, instead of the second masculine plural form one

would expect.

55 Cf. Col. 3:9.
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one to the bridegroom through the pure marriage bed of baptism, and

pure dove through the gift of the holy spirit—she receives and acknowl-

edges the grace and proclaims the abundance of mercy towards her. But

that she is perfect—the effect which is reached through good toils and

with great toils and the exact observance of the commandments—she

does not accept this now, because she is careful about herself. For she lis-

tened to Christ who said: ‘When you have done all the things which were

commanded to you, say: “What we owe to do we have done.” ’56 Next, she

also knew the one who had fallen from heaven in pride and with it also

deceived the first human and sent [him] out of paradise. And because

of this, while she keeps watch vigilantly and guards her soul (saying: ‘I

took off my tunic, the first evil, and I washed the uncleanness of sin from

my feet’), how could she turn again to these things out of carelessness,57

when she also teaches us with this that we should keep away from the

harmof evil,which,while it is dark andhates light, assumes the likeness of

light in order to deceive?Andwhenbecause of these things she prudently

receded to humility of mind and did what is pleasing to her bridegroom,

she accepted his hand which he stretched out to her through the small

opening,58 [the hand] which is the knowledge of this creation which we

now have in part, but which suffices to illuminate even the depth of our

mind, so that by it we will also be elevated in an orderly way to the Crafts-

man and Maker.59

This pericope contains several parallels with Severus of Antioch’s Cathedral

Homily 108, suggesting that Gregory’s interpretation was replaced with that of

Severus.

56 Luke 17:10.

57 By ‘these things’, the text refers to the tunic and the uncleaned feet of before, to which the

bride would not carelessly return, as she is more advanced now.

58 Cf. Song 5:4.

59 bl Add. 12168 fol. 131v outer column l. 22–inner column l. 37. In themanuscript, the begin-

ning and endof our pericope aremarkedwith series of alternated black and reddots. After

the passage, the Collection cites Song 5:5 and Gregory’s interpretation of the verse as part

of the abbreviated version of homily twelve.
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5 ‘Because She Is Careful about Herself ’: Severus of Antioch and the

London Collection

Severus addressedSong5:2–4 inhisCathedralHomily 108 aspart of his response

to a deacon named Philip, who had asked Severus to explain four difficult pas-

sages of scripture.60 The question he grapples with is how tomake sense of the

bride’s response after the bridegroom knocked at her door; what do her refer-

ences to the tunic and feet indicate and why did she not open at once?61

In the same way as our pericope in the London Collection, Severus inter-

prets the tunic that has been taken off as the old human with his actions62 and

relates the washing of the feet to the ‘divine bath’, that is, baptism ( ܐ狏ܚܣ
ܐ狏ܝ煿ܠܐ ).63 According to Severus, the bride was called a dove because of the

grace of the holy spirit.64 She also became the bridegroom’s close one because

60 The Cathedral homilies of Severus were transmitted in Syriac in a translation from the

sixth century attributed to Paul of Callinicum and in a revision by Jacob of Edessa. In

this paper, I cite Severus according to the edition of Maurice Brière in the po, which

is based on Jacob’s revised translation. As Severus’ interpretation of the Song is quite

extensive—taking up approximately 238 lines of Syriac in the po—it is not cited in full

here. Instead, the following section offers an overview of his interpretations, indicating

the correspondences with the London Collection. On Jacob’s revision, see Christopher

J.A. Lash, “Techniques of a Translator: Work-Notes on the Methods of Jacob of Edessa

in Translating the Homilies of Severus of Antioch,” in Überlieferungsgeschichtliche Unter-

suchungen (ed. F. Paschke; Texte und Untersuchungen 125; Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 1981),

365–383 and Lucas Van Rompay, “Jacob of Edessa and the Sixth-Century Syriac Transla-

tor of Severus of Antioch’s Cathedral homilies,” in Jacob of Edessa and the Syriac Culture

of His Day (ed. R.B. ter Haar Romeny; Monographs of the Peshitta Institute 18; Leiden:

Brill, 2008), 189–204. The attribution of the earlier translation of the Cathedral homilies

to Paul is uncertain: Van Rompay, “Jacob of Edessa and the Sixth-Century Syriac Trans-

lator,” 190–191. Paul’s significance as a translator of Severus and his translation technique

are studied in Daniel King, “Paul of Callinicum and his Place in Syriac Literature,” lm 120

(2007): 327–349. The earlier translation of Cathedral Homily 108 is extant in manuscripts

Città del Vaticano, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana Vat. Syr. 143, dated to the year 563, and

Vat. Syr. 256, from the sixth century. Van Rompay, “Jacob of Edessa and the Sixth-Century

Syriac Translator,” 190.

61 On Severus’ interpretation of the Song, see René Roux, “Severus of Antioch at the Cross-

road of the Antiochene and Alexandrian Exegetical Tradition,” in Severus of Antioch: His

Life andTimes (ed. J. D’Alton andY. Youssef; Text and Studies in Eastern Christianity 7; Lei-

den: Brill, 2016), 163, 175, and René Roux, L’Exégèse biblique dans les Homélies Cathédrales

de Sévère d’Antioche (Studia Ephemeridis Augustinianum 84; Roma: Institutum Patris-

ticum Augustinianum, 2002), 57–64.

62 Severus, Cathedral homilies, 108, 710 l. 7.

63 Severus, Cathedral homilies, 108, 710 l. 9.

64 Severus, Cathedral homilies, 108, 708 l. 1–2. According to the London Collection, the bride

became a dove by the gift of the holy spirit ( 焏ܫܝ煟ܩ焏ܚܘܪܕܐ狏ܒܗ熏ܡ ). This is similar to
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she was purified by the ‘bath of the rebirth’ ( 犿ܝܪܕ爯ܡܕܐ煟ܠܝܕܐ狏ܚܣ ).65 The

phrase ‘pure marriage bed of baptism’ of the London Collection has a counter-

part in the beginning of Severus’ homily, when he emphasises that the relation-

ship betweenChrist and the church recounted in the Song is pure and spiritual.

There, he identifies themarriage bed ( 焏ܢ熏ܢܓ ) onwhich they have intercourse

( ܐܬ熏ܦܬ熏ܫ ) as the ‘source of the bath of the rebirth’ ( ܐ狏ܚܣܕܝܗ焏̇ܢܝܥܡ
犿ܝܪܕ爯ܡܕܐ煟ܠܝܕ ).66 The phrase of guarding ‘the order of names and actions’—

which has no precise parallel in Gregory or Severus—perhaps indicates that

the bride stays true to the names of sister, dove, and close one and the realities

they reflect.

While she thus accepts the first three names given to her, the epithet of ‘per-

fect one’ troubles her. According to the London Collection, the bride is careful

and recalls the words of Christ to his disciples in Luke 17:10, implying that she

has only done what is expected of her and therefore deserves no praise. This

section has a clear parallel in Severus who states:

But when she heard the one who says: ‘Open for me, my sister, my close

one, my dove, my perfect one,’ concerning the termperfection, she became

weak and tarried as she was now called this for the first time, and she

thought what is moderate and humble and recalled the bridegroom and

teacher who said to his disciples: ‘When you do all the things that are com-

manded to you, say: “We are useless servants, because that which we owe to

do we have done.” ’67

Furthermore, just like the London Collection, Severus states that perfection is

reached ‘through the toils of virtue’ and ‘through great works and the exact

observance of the commandments’.68 Yet, the bride does not wish to put on

again the old tunic and soil her washed feet by claiming something of which

Severus, who calls it a ‘gift from above’ ( 爏ܥܠ爯ܡܕܐ狏ܒܗ熏ܡ ) that the bride has become

a dove and close one. Severus, Cathedral homilies, 108, 708 l. 4.

65 Severus, Cathedral homilies, 108, 708 l. 2–7. In an earlier part of his homily, Severus has

already explained that the bride is also called ‘sister’ because she has become related to

the bridegroom through baptism. Severus, Cathedral homilies, 108, 703.

66 Severus, Cathedral homilies, 108, 701, l. 11–13.

67 Luke 17:10. Severus, Cathedral homilies, 108, 707 l. 9–14. The London Collection’s descrip-

tion of the bride as ‘careful about herself ’ is not used by Severus here, although he

describesher as acting carefully andwatchfully throughouthis homily, e.g., Severus,Cathe-

dral homilies, 108, 709 l. 10.

68 Severus, Cathedral homilies, 108, 708 l. 8–9 ( ܘܗ爯ܝܕ焏ܡܫ
̇

焏ܠܡ̈ܥ煟ܝܒܕ܇ܐܬ熏ܝܠܡܫܡܕ
煟ܒܥ煟ܝܒܘ܇ܨܪܬ狏ܡܐܬܘܪ狏ܝܡܕ

̈
熏ܦܕܐܬ狏ܝ狏ܚܐܬܪ熏ܛܢܘ焏ܒܪܘܪܐ

̈
焏ܢ煟ܩ ).
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she falls short.69 She therefore cannot accept that she is called perfect.70 She

fears that she is deluded by the devil, who fell because of pride,71 deceived

( 營ܥܛܐ ),72 and drove Adam and Eve out of paradise.73 Accordingly, the Lon-

don Collection warns against the one who ‘assumes the likeness of light’, while

Severus speaks of ‘the Adversary who changes his appearance into an angel of

light’.74

By behaving carefully ( 狏ܝܐ犯ܝܗܙ ) and not opening her door immediately,

the bride escaped deception and did what pleased the bridegroom.75 Acting

wisely76 andwithhumility of mind,77 shewaits for a clearer sign from thebride-

groom, who then extends his hand to her in Song 5:4. The London Collection

and Severus note that as a result, even the depths of humanminds will become

enlightened.78 The London Collection’s identification of the hand as partial

knowledge of the created world is reminiscent of Gregory’s interpretation,79

while in his homily Severus defines the hand as the divine sensation perceived

by the bride which confirms the bridegroom’s presence.80

The final phrase of our pericope, according to which humans will be ‘ele-

vated in order to our Craftsman and Maker’ appears not to have been used

by Severus. Perhaps it was formulated on the basis of his threefold division of

believers. Severus distinguishes between 1) the category of the servantswho are

beginners and obey out of fear, 2) those who do what is commanded to gain

their promised reward like mercenaries or people who are ‘hired’ ( ܐܪܝܓܐ ),

and 3) the most advanced category, those who do good for the sake of good-

69 Severus, Cathedral homilies, 108, 710 l. 11–12.

70 Severus, Cathedral homilies, 108, 709 l. 10–11 ( ܐܬ熏ܝܠܡܫܡܕܐܬܘܕ煿ܣܠ焏ܠܒܩ̇ܡ焏ܠ煟ܟ ).

71 Whereas the London Collection reads ܐܬ熏ܡܪ , Severus has ܐܬ熏ܠܩܫܡ . Severus, Cathe-

dral homilies, 108, 710 l. 12–14.

72 Severus, Cathedral homilies, 108, 709 l. 5.

73 Severus, Cathedral homilies, 108, 709 l. 7–9.

74 Severus, Cathedral homilies, 108, 709 l. 5–6 ( ܟܐ
̇

爏ܩ犯ܘܗܐܨ
̇

煿ܡܟܣܐ牯ܠܚܫ̇ܡܕ
ܐܪܗ熏ܢܕ焏ܟ焏ܠܡܠ ).

75 Severus, Cathedral homilies, 108, 709 l. 13–14.

76 London Collection: 狏ܝ焏ܡܝܟܚ . Severus, Cathedral homilies, 108, 709 l. 10 ( 狏ܝ焏ܢ狏ܠ熏ܟܣ ).

77 London Collection: ܐ狏ܝܥܪܬܬ熏ܟܝܟܡ . Severus, Cathedral homilies, 108, 709 l. 3

( 焏ܢܝܥܪܬ熏ܟܝܟܡ ).

78 Severus, Cathedral homilies, 108, 712 l. 9–10 ( ܘܗ犯ܝܓܘܗ焏ܢܟܗ燿ܝܐܕ
̇

焏ܒܩ̣ܢ煟ܝܒܕ焏ܡ
ܥ
̇

焏ܢܡ̣ܠ煿ܦܣ̇ܘ܇ܪ犟ܒ犯ܥܠܦܐܕܡ熏̈ܩܡ焏ܝܥܪܬܕ狏ܢܢ
̇
ܪ煿ܢ ). The London Collection

reads ‘depth’ in the singular. Also, while the subject in the London Collection is the hand,

which is knowledge, in Severus it is the bridegroom.

79 See section 4 above.

80 Severus, Cathedral homilies, 108, 711 l. 5.
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ness itself.81 The idea of elevation to God ‘in order’ may reflect this hierarchical

division of believers according to their spiritual state.82

Severus concludes his interpretation of Song 5:3–4 with a lesson not in-

cluded in the London Collection. Humans should not think too quickly that

they are favoured with special revelations from God or saints.83 Like the bride,

they should remain prudent and not open the door too quickly to avoid letting

in a foe in the form of a friend.84

6 The Syriac Translations of Severus’ Cathedral Homilies

Severus’ Cathedral homilies were transmitted in Syriac in an initial translation

from the sixth-century and in a revised version by Jacob of Edessa.85 Some pre-

liminary observations may be made on the version of Homily 108 used in the

London Collection and the stage at which it may have been included in the

abbreviated version of Gregory’s eleventh homily.

As the London Collection has used and rewritten Severus’ interpretations

rather freely, some of the differences reflect the activity of the compiler rather

than dependence on one particular Syriac translation. For example, when the

bride fears that it is not Christ but the devil who is addressing her, the sixth-

century translation reads Satan ( 焏ܢܛܣ ),86 whereas Jacob’s version refers to

the Adversary ( ܟܐ
̇

爏ܩ犯ܐܨ ).87 However, the London Collection avoids any

direct mention and merely introduces the devil’s actions with ‘the one who’

( ܘ煿ܠ
̇

ܕ ). In other cases, the two Syriac translations do not differ from each

other. For instance, while the London Collection uses ܐܬ熏ܡܪ for the devil’s

81 Severus, Cathedral homilies, 108, 715 l. 3–10.

82 Severus does not refer to a particular verse of the Song here. Early Christian authors com-

monly divide believers into thosewho act out of fear of punishment, hope for reward, and

love of goodness when interpreting the queens, concubines, and young women without

number of Song 6:8. Such interpretations are for example given by Gregory of Nyssa, Song

of Songs, 460–461 and Theodoret of Cyrus, Commentary on the Song of Songs, pg 81: 172.

83 Severus, Cathedral homilies, 108, 713 l. 9–14.

84 Severus, Cathedral homilies, 108, 711 l. 13–14. Severus’ interpretation also has a polemical

aspect. He directed himself against ‘the abominable Lampetius’ by emphasising that even

if a person has been changed for the better, they may lapse into sin, so that caution and

fear remain necessary. Severus, Cathedral homilies, 108, 716 l. 14–717 l. 9. This polemical

aspect has not been included in the London Collection.

85 See note 60.

86 Vat. Syr. 143 fol. 38r outer column l. 26. As Vat. Syr. 256 has several displaced folios; I mainly

refer to Vat. Syr. 143.

87 See note 74.
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pride, both full Syriac translations read ܐܬ熏ܠܩܫܡ .88 Also,whenSeverus states

that perfection requires toils andworks, both of these translations read 焏ܠܡ̈ܥ
and 煟ܒܥ

̈
ܐ , whereas the London Collection reads ‘toils’ ( 焏ܠܡ̈ܥ ) twice.89 Fur-

thermore, according to the London Collection, the devil takes on the likeness

( ܐܬ熏ܡܕ ) of light, while the two translations note that he changes his appear-

ance ( 焏ܡܟܣܐ ) into that of an angel of light.90

In another instance, however, it seems that the text of the London Collec-

tion is closer to the sixth-century translation than to Jacob. In the final phrase

of our pericope in the London Collection, it is noted that the bridegroom’s

hand suffices even to illuminate the depth of human minds ( ܡ犯ܒ焏ܩܦܣ̣ܕ
ܪ煿ܢܬܢ狏ܝܥܪܬܕ焏ܩܡ熏ܥܦܐܕ ). In Jacob’s revision, this phrase has a male

subject.91 However, the sixth-century translation, like the London Collection,

takes the hand as the sentence’s female subject and includes female verb forms

( ܡ犯ܒ焏ܩܦܣܘ܇ܐܪ煿̣ܢܡ焏ܠ焏ܥ焏ܒܩ̣ܢ煟ܝܒܕܝ̇ܗ܇煿̇ܝ狏ܝܐ犯ܝܓ焏ܢܟܗ燿ܝܐܕ
ܪ煿ܢ̣ܬܢ狏ܝܥܪܬܕ焏ܩܡ熏̈ܥܦܐܕ ).92

It is a matter for further research, but if it could be shown that the pericope

based on Severus in the London Collection indeed contains traces of the sixth-

century translation; this could indicate that Severus was already introduced at

an early stage93 by the person responsible for the abbreviation of Gregory or

the compiler of the London Collection.94

88 See note 71. Vat. Syr. 143 fol. 39r inner column l. 1; Vat. Syr. 256 fol. 30v l. 3.

89 See note 68. Vat. Syr. 143 fol. 38r inner column l. 19–20.

90 See note 74. Vat. Syr. 143 fol. 38r outer column l. 28.

91 See note 78.

92 Vat. Syr. 143 fol. 39v outer column l. 5–10.

93 If, in contrast, the passage based on Severus showed the influence of Jacob’s revision, this

would suggest that the section was introduced at a later stage in the Collection’s trans-

mission, in the course of the eighth and perhaps ninth century. The London Collection

may have been compiled in the first half of the seventh century (also see note 3), whereas

Jacob’s revision, at least of homilies 44–91, was completed in 700/701: Van Rompay, “Jacob

of Edessa and the Sixth-Century Syriac Translator,” 189.

94 It seems likely that the abbreviation of Gregory and the compilation of the LondonCollec-

tion were not carried out by the same person, but rather that the compiler of the London

Collection used already existing abridged versions as the basis for his commentaries. See

Romeny, “The Greek vs. the Peshitta,” 305, with particular emphasis on the abridged ver-

sion of Cyril’s Glaphyra in the London Collection.
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7 An Exegetical Motivation for Replacing Gregory

This leaves us with the question why Gregory was replaced by Severus in the

London Collection. It seems likely that the changewasmade for exegetical rea-

sons. Severus offers a way of understanding the bride’s surprising response in

Song 5:3, in which she seems to hesitate. This is something Gregory did not

recognise. In contrast, a key element of Severus’ explanation is that the bride

deliberately delayed her response, at first speaking to the bridegroom ‘as to a

stranger’ ( 焏ܝ犯ܟ熏ܢܬ熏ܠܕ燿ܝܐ ).95What is more, Severus gave a positive expla-

nation for her hesitation as indicating her caution and humility: ‘The bride

limped and therefore did not run at the voice, because she had learnt humil-

ity.’96

Severus’ elaborate discussion of the bride’s caution thus offers a new per-

spective. According to Gregory, the bride accepted the names of sister, dove,

close one, and perfect one as keys with which to open her door. He emphasises

that God is not wholly perceivable and intelligible and that the bride, how-

ever eager she is to meet the bridegroom, only gains partial knowledge of him.

To Severus, the central issue is rather that, because the bride always remains

humble, she will remain close to God. By focusing on the bride’s point of view,

Severus departs from the interpretations of other Greek Christian authors,

doing justice to the dialogical character of the Song, as René Roux has noted.97

95 Severus, Cathedral homilies, 108, 709 l. 11.

96 Severus, Cathedral homilies, 108, 709 l. 2–3.

97 Roux, L’Exégèse biblique, 63; Roux, “Severus of Antioch at the Crossroad,” 175. The possi-

bility that the bride might let in opposing powers is acknowledged by Origen. However,

to him, the bridegroom’s explicit request to open the door ‘for me’ seems to have served

as sufficient reassurance that the bride would only let in Christ: Origen, Fragments on the

Song of Songs, fr. 47, 202 l. 9–10 (Ἀναγκαίως τὸ μοι προσετέθη τῷἌνοιξον· ἔστι γὰρ καὶ ἀντικει-

μέναις ἀνοῖξαι δυνάμεσιν). As seen above, Gregory of Nyssa understood the bride’s reaction

not as reticence, but as indicating the ways in which she opened her door for the bride-

groom. Like Severus, Theodoret of Cyrus comments on the bride’s reluctance; however, in

contrast to Severus, he interprets it as unwillingness. Theodoret concludes, according to

Hill’s translation: ‘The lesson we learn from these verses, then, is to set aside all hesitancy

and immediately open up to the bridegroom when he knocks, lest he go off and we are

forced to roam everywhere and seek the one we desire.’ Theodoret, Commentary on the

Song of Songs, pg 81: 153; Robert C. Hill, tr., Theodoret of Cyrus. Commentary on the Song

of Songs (Early Christian Studies 2; Brisbane: Centre for Early Christian Studies, 2001), 89.

Nilus of Ancyra also interprets the bride’s hesitation negatively. Although she was willing

to open, she hesitated because of the trouble she took to remove the tunic of worldly anx-

iety and to withdraw her feet from the earth. According to Nilus, the bridegroom’s hand

of Song 5:4 indicates punishment, as, despite her high ascent, the bride was blamed for
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In this way, Severus’ interpretation may also have served to remind the audi-

enceof theLondonCollectionof theneedof humility andprudence in spiritual

matters.

Collecting interpretations from diverse authors in a compilation can lead

one to a certain sense of polyphony. This is decidedly notwhat happened in the

case of Song 5:3–4. Severus’ interpretation, various parts of which are brought

together in the London Collection, was perhaps deemed too long to enrich the

abbreviated version of Gregory in the form of a marginal note or additional

extract. Although the interpretation of Severus was favoured, it was transmit-

ted under the name of Gregory, so that its origin may not always have been

apparent to later audiences.

Finally, that Severus was preferred in the London Collection does not mean

that Gregory’s interpretation of Song 5:3–4 was generally rejected as wrong or

unsuitable. Its inclusion in the Collection of Simeon, a West Syrian exegetical

collection from the late ninth century, is testimony to its continued circulation

in Syriac.98

Conclusion

Studying exegetical collections can reveal surprises. This chapter examined

part of Gregory of Nyssa’s Syriac afterlife by focusing on his reception in the

London Collection, in which his long Homilies are made available in a shorter,

more easily accessible form.

As the case study of Song 5:2 showed, the compiler represented the main

elements of Gregory’s interpretation of the bridegroom’s words, all the while

excluding Gregory’s illustrations, summarising statements and excursus. By

introducing the imagery of light and adding a reference to Paul, the compiler

also expressed some of Gregory’s ideas in his own way. As I have attempted

this delay in opening the door. Procopius of Gaza, Epitome on the Song of Songs, 278–279,

282–283 (scholia 225 and 228); Auwers, L’interprétation du Cantique, 208–209, 231.

98 The Collection of Simeon, preserved in themanuscript Città del Vaticano, Biblioteca Apos-

tolica VaticanaVat. Syr. 103, contains the Commentary of the Monk Severus together with

additions in themain text, aswell asmarginal notes added by Simeon of ḤisnManṣur. The

title ‘Collection of Simeon’ was proposed by Romeny, “The Identity Formation,” 107. For

Gregory’s interpretation, see Vat. Syr. 103, fol. 179v l. 1–8. On the commentary on the Song

in the Collection of Simeon, see Marion Pragt, “Love forWords in a Ninth-Century Syriac

Commentary on the Song of Songs,” inThe Song of Songs in its Context:Words for Love, Love

forWords (ed. P. VanHecke; Bibliotheca EphemeridumTheologicarum Lovaniensium 310;

Leuven: Peeters, 2020), 509–522.
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to demonstrate, Gregory’s interpretation of Song 5:3–4 was then replaced with

that of Severus of Antioch. With this creative adaptation, the London Collec-

tion served new exegetical needs. On the basis of Severus’ Cathedral Homily

108, the Collection provided an attractive explanation of the bride’s hesitation

in Song 5:3, a matter which Gregory left unaddressed.

In Gregory’s case, the abbreviated version of the Homilies did not replace

the transmission of his complete work in Syriac.99 It seems both could exist

side by side. Perhaps, it was even because Gregory’s interpretation of the Song

was available in a short and accessible form that his work remained known,

which may in turn have positively influenced the continued transmission of

the complete Homilies.100

In conclusion, the short version of Gregory’s Homilies in the London Collec-

tion shows that in the reception of their Greek Christian predecessors, Syriac

authors and compilers could go beyond abbreviation.
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chapter 8

A Syriac Monk’s Reading of Ephrem of Nisibis:

A Perspective on Syriac Monastic Miscellanies

Grigory Kessel

Ephrem is mostly known today—at least in the academic world and scholar-

ship—as an author of poetic compositions (madrāšē) who customarily em-

ployed such poetic tools as contrast, metaphor and many other types of im-

agery, including paradox—seemingly incongruous poles of that which assists

inmaking possible the comprehension of divine truth.* Paradox did not bypass

Ephrem himself, namely his biography and literary corpus.1

As highlighted by scholars in the second half of the twentieth century,

Ephrem’s Life—known not only in Syriac but also in Greek—laid the foun-

dations for the creation of the so-called “Ephrem Byzantinus”, in contrast

with “Ephrem Syrus”, the real fourth-century author of madrāšē.2 Tradition-

ally, Ephrem was—and indeed still is—known, in both Byzantine and Syriac

milieux, as being a solitary, even a recluse, who left the world to concentrate

on performing permanent contrition for his sins. It is exactly this image that

appears when one reads not only the corpus of Ephraem graecus but alsomany

Syriac works attributed to Ephrem. It comes as no surprise, therefore, that

* This is a revised version of the article Grigory Kessel, “Св. Ефрем Нисибинский в круге

чтения сирийского монаха: наблюдения о содержании сирийских аскетических сбор-

ников [St. Ephrem of Nisibis in the reading curriculum of a Syriac monk: some observations

on the contents of the Syriac monastic miscellanies],” in Преподобный Ефрем Сирин и его

духовное наследие. Материалы конференции [Saint Ephrem the Syrian and his Spiritual

Heritage. Proceedings of the Conference] (ed. Metr. Hilarion of Volokolamsk; Moscow, 2019),

50–72 (in Russian).

1 Paradox in the writing of Ephrem has been explored by Phil J. Botha: e.g., Phil J. Botha,

“Antithesis and Argument in the Hymns of Ephrem the Syrian,”Hervormde Teologiese Stud-

ies 44 (1988): 581–595; Phil J. Botha, “The Structure and Function of Paradox in the Hymns of

Ephrem the Syrian,” Ekklesiastikos Pharos 68 (1990–1991): 50–62; Phil J. Botha, “Contrast and

Contrivance in Ephrem the Syrian’s Hymn De virginitate xliv,”Acta Patristica et Byzantina 12

(2001): 30–40.

2 Sidney H. Griffith, “Images of Ephrem: the Syrian Holy Man and his Church,” Traditio 45

(1989/90): 7–33; Sidney H. Griffith, “A Spiritual Father for the Whole Church: The Univer-

sal Appeal of St. Ephraem the Syrian,” Hugoye 1:2 (1998): 197–220; Joseph P. Amar, “Byzan-

tine Ascetic Monachism and Greek Bias in the Vita Tradition of Ephrem the Syrian,” ocp 58

(1992): 123–156; SebastianP. Brock, “St. Ephrem in theEyes of Later Syriac LiturgicalTradition,”

Hugoye 2:1 (2010): 5–25.
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the famous Russian theologian Filaret Gumilevsky (1805–1866) writes about

Ephrem in the following manner: “What else could the soul seized by such

deep contrition talk about if not the contrition of heart and tears, by means of

which we should cleanse our sins? It is about humble contrition that Ephrem

wasmost often talking. All hismoral admonitions exhale the fragrance of hum-

ble contrition. Onmore than one occasion does Ephrembegin his composition

thus: “Repent my soul […]”. This contrition encompasses all the subjects of

Ephrem’s works: repentance, recollection of death and judgement, the fear of

God, attention to oneself, humility and others. In this contrition, Ephrem turns

often to himself, reproaches his life and entreats others to pray on behalf of

him”.3

It is this Ephrem that is known and venerated by the Christian ecumene, not

the one who spent most of his life in Nisibis and in his last ten years was active

in Edessa. Thanks to the study of ancient manuscripts containing Ephrem’s

works, and also their critical editions by Dom Edmund Beck, we have discov-

ered a completely different Ephrem, one who is open to the challenges of the

world and the demands of his community, and is steady in fighting for Ortho-

doxy.

The starkest contrast consists in the fact that the historical Ephrem never

moved away from the world and the church community. It is most likely that

this ideal of monasticism, which had appeared in Egypt, began to spread

throughout Syria during Ephrem’s lifetime; nonetheless, it had not yet replaced

the specific forms of Mesopotamian consecrated lifestyle—now usually desig-

nated as “proto-monasticism”—that was practised by “the sons and daughters

of the covenant”.4

The distortion of historical memory has affected not only Ephrem’s biog-

raphy but, which is perhaps even more tragic, his literary heritage. As already

3 Archbishop Filaret Gumilevsky, Историческое учение об Отцах Церкви [The Historical

Study of the Church Fathers] (3 vols; St. Petersburg, 1859), 2:84.

4 For Ephrem’s ascetic ideas, see Alison Salvesen, “Imitating thewatchers: Restoring the angelic

life of Adam in early Syriac thought,”PdO 46 (2020): 315–339. The development of asceticism

as reflected in a cycle of hymns on Abraham of Qidun—some of which belong to Ephrem,

while otherswere composed a little bit later—was traced in the recentmonographof Andrew

Hayes, Icons of the Heavenly Merchant: Ephrem and Pseudo-Ephrem in the Madrashe in Praise

of Abraham of Qidun (Gorgias Eastern Christian Studies 45; Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias Press,

2016). For Syriac proto-monasticism: Griffith, SidneyH. “Singles in God’s Service; Thoughts on

the Ihidaye from theWorks of Aphrahat and Ephraem the Syrian.” The Harp 4 (1991): 145–159

and Sidney H. Griffith, “Asceticism in the Church of Syria: The Hermeneutics of Early Syrian

Monasticism,” in Asceticism (ed.V.L.Wimbush andR.Valantasis; NewYork: OxfordUniversity

Press, 1995), 220–245.
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mentioned, the image of the historical Ephrem is accessible to us thanks exclu-

sively to the extant early Syriac manuscripts, which have preserved a fairly

significant part of his authentic corpus. However, just as the historical Ephrem

needed a certain amount of readjustment to conform with the new ideals

of Christian monasticism, in the same way, his writings were ripe for the

inevitable fate of re-thinking and re-editing.

One of the earliest indications of changing attitudes towards Ephrem’s lit-

erary and theological heritage can be detected in the works of Philoxenos of

Mabbug (d. 523), one of the most influential theologians of the Syriac Ortho-

dox tradition. His extant writings testify to an ongoing process of dissociation

from Ephrem’s influence and authority.5

On the one hand, in an appendix to his theological treatise against Ḥab-

bib (written around 482–484), Philoxenos placed a florilegium to support his

theological position.6 The fragments included were borrowed almost exclu-

sively from works of Greek patristic authors, with only one exception, namely

Ephrem.7 Indeed, the largest number of excerpts come from his works, 105 to

be precise, almost half the total number. As a matter of fact, most of these can

be identified as original works by Ephrem, which is an important testimony

to the accessibility of manuscripts bearing Ephrem’s original works in the first

half of sixth century.

On the other hand, there is yet another florilegium in Philoxenos’ letter to

the monks of Senun, written near the end of his life in 521. This time, however,

the florilegium features only a scattering of excerpts from Ephrem, and those

are not prominent in thewhole.8Moreover, in the same letter, we find a charac-

teristic attempt to interpret Ephrem’s figurative language and imagery with the

aim of making it appropriate to the requirements of post-Chalcedonian theol-

ogy (in Philoxenos’ case, of the miaphysite tradition).9

5 For a detailed study of Philoxenos’ changing attitudes to the heritage of Ephrem, see Lucas

Van Rompay, “Mallpânâ dilan Suryâyâ. Ephrem in the Works of Philoxenos of Mabbog:

Respect and Distance,”Hugoye 7:1 (2004): 83–105.

6 Edition: Maurice Brière and François Graffin, Sancti Philoxeni episcopi Mabbugensis disserta-

tiones decem de uno e sancta trinitate incorporato et passo (Mēmrē contre Ḥabib) (po 15.4, 38.3,

39.4, 40.2, 41.1; Paris: Firmin-Didot / Turnhout: Brepols, 1920–1982).

7 François Graffin, “Le florilège patristique de Philoxène de Mabbog,” in Symposium Syriacum

1972 célébré dans les jours 26–31 octobre 1972 à l’Institut Pontifical Oriental de Rome (ed. I. Ortiz

de Urbina; oca 197; Rome: Pontificio Istituto Orientale, 1974), 267–290.

8 Edition: André de Halleux, Philoxène de Mabbog. Lettre aux moines de Senoun (csco 231,

Scriptores Syri 98; Louvain: Peeters, 1963).

9 Van Rompay, “Mallpânâ dilan Suryâyâ,” 94–99.
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However, changing attitudes towards Ephrem’s literary heritage are even

more eloquently testified by the manuscripts containing his works. These

therefore provide us with the material evidence for the ongoing transforma-

tion.10

Ephrem’s authentic works have come down to us in a particular type of

manuscripts, which can be described as collections of works by a single au-

thor.11 One of the characteristic features of these manuscripts is the fact that

they contain solely works by Ephrem, and usually complete cycles of madrāšē.

By way of example, one might mention the contents of a fewmanuscripts dat-

able to the fifth–sixth centuries:

London, British Library Add. 12176

(fifth–sixth c.)

Cycles of madrāšē on Faith, Against Heresies,

Nisibene Hymns

Dublin, Chester Beatty Libraryms 209

(fifth–sixth c.)

Commentary on the Diatessaron

Città del Vaticano, Biblioteca Apos-

tolica Vaticana sir. 111 (522ce)

Cycles of madrāšē on the Church, on Virgin-

ity, on Faith, on Heresies and on Paradise

Città del Vaticano, Biblioteca Apos-

tolica Vaticana sir. 112 (551ce)

Cycles of madrāšē on Paradise and on the

Nativity

Città del Vaticano, Biblioteca Apos-

tolica Vaticana sir. 113 (552ce)

Cycle of madrāšē on Faith

This group of valuable manuscripts dates back to the fifth–sixth centuries,

and their preservation is due to Mushe of Nisibis, abbot of the Dayr al-Suryān

monastery in Egypt, who—on returning from Baghdad in 932ce—brought

with him some 250 Syriac manuscripts. Mushe went to Baghdad to obtain per-

mission for the monks of Dayr al-Suryān to be exempted from the poll tax.

He spent about five years in Mesopotamia and not only did he successfully

deal with his mission, but he also assembled a large collection of manuscripts,

some of which he acquired himself, whilst the others were donated to him as

10 AaronM. Butts, “Manuscript Transmission as Reception History: The Case of Ephrem the

Syrian (d. 373),” Journal of Early Christian Studies 25:2 (2017): 281–306.

11 Sebastian P. Brock, “The Transmission of Ephrem’s Madrashe in the Syriac Liturgical Tra-

dition,” sp 33 (1997): 490–505, at 490–491; Sebastian P. Brock, “A brief guide to the main

editions and translations of the works of St Ephrem,” in Sebastian P. Brock, Singer of the

Word of God: Ephrem the Syrian andhis Significance in lateAntiquity (Sebastianyotho 1; Pis-

cataway, NJ: Gorgias Press, 2020), 301–362, at 331–332; Butts, “Manuscript Transmission,”

288–292.
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a gift to the monastery.12 As highlighted by S. Brock on a number of occasions,

without the efforts made by Mushe to gather these manuscripts, our present

knowledge of early Syriac literature and Syriac Christianity in general would be

completely different, since they often constitute unique copies of the works by

authors from the so-called golden age of Syriac literature (i.e., fourth–seventh

centuries). These include Ephrem, Aphrahaṭ, Philoxenos of Mabbug and John

of Ephesus, as well as numerous early translations from the Greek.13

Paraphrasing the title of Sebastian Brock’s article dealing with the signifi-

cance of Mushe’s collection, one might ask the following question: “Which of

Ephrem’s works would we have without Mushe of Nisibis?”. This question is

far from rhetorical, as it is possible to reconstruct rather accurately Ephrem’s

corpus as it was known during the Medieval period.

On first acquaintance with the late manuscripts, the total absence of man-

uscript copies containing full cycles of hymns, and of those containing only

works by Ephrem, is striking. S. Brock has shown that at the turn of the second

millennium there occurs a shift in the transmission of Syriac literature, there

is a gradually moving away from manuscripts containing the works of a sin-

gle author towards various types of collections containing selections of texts

extracted from the corpus of one or more authors.14

If single-volume collections of Ephrem’s works were not created and copied

during the secondmillennium, then in what kinds of manuscripts are his texts

to be found?The re-use of his poeticworks in liturgical texts is particularly rele-

vant in this case.15 Among the large number of liturgical manuscripts that con-

tain works attributed to Ephrem, one may distinguish two types. One of them

includes collections of Ephrem’s poetic texts selected for liturgical usage (along

with works by other authors), whilst the other type includes manuscripts con-

taining the services of the liturgical year (hymnaries) in which poetic works

are embedded, again attributed not only to Ephrem but also other early Syriac

authors.

12 Sebastian P. Brock, “Abbot Mushe of Nisibis, Collector of Syriac Manuscripts,” in Gli studi

orientalistici in Ambrosiana nella cornice del iv centenario, 1609–2009: primo dies academi-

cus, 8–10 novembre 2010 (ed. C. Baffioni et al.; Orientalia Ambrosiana 1; Roma: Bulzoni /

Milano: Biblioteca Ambrosiana, 2012), 15–32.

13 Sebastian P. Brock, “WithoutMushē of Nisibis,WhereWouldWe be? Some Reflections on

the Transmission of Syriac Literature,” JEastCS 56 (2004): 15–24, at 23–24.

14 Brock, “Without Mushē of Nisibis,” 18–21.

15 Brock, “The Transmission of Ephrem’sMadrashe,” 494–503; Jean Gribomont, “La tradition

liturgique des hymnes pascales de S. Éphrem,” PdO 4 (1973): 191–246; Butts, “Manuscript

Transmission,” 298–302.
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The total number of such liturgical manuscripts is in the dozens; the ear-

liest of them dates back to the eighth–ninth centuries. Despite their relative

antiquity, research shows that, as a rule, they do not contain the full text of

a particular madrāšā but only selected stanzas. Nevertheless, as S. Brock has

shown, the value of thesemedieval liturgicalmanuscripts should not be under-

estimated, since they allowgaps to be filled in those texts that havenot survived

in their complete form.16 At the same time, to use liturgicalmanuscripts as wit-

nesses for works by Ephrem unattested by ancient manuscripts is somewhat

problematic, since the very attribution of liturgical texts requires a careful and

critical examination, not to mention that any of these texts could easily have

undergone some kind of modification or additional editing.17

To return to the main subject of this chapter, we may now add that, besides

liturgical manuscripts, works attributed to Ephrem are also preserved in mo-

nastic miscellanies, or collections of ascetic or mystical works; these types of

manuscripts also exist in other Oriental Christian traditions. Before turning to

a consideration of Ephrem’s works that can be found inmonastic miscellanies,

I will briefly present the miscellanies themselves.18

More than a hundredmanuscripts that can be classified asmonasticmiscel-

lanies are known today. Dating from the sixth to the twentieth centuries, they

are direct witnesses to the development of Syriac monasticism from the early

period into modern times. Although most of these manuscripts represent the

Syriac Orthodox tradition, there is no doubt that monastic miscellanies were

no less popular in the East Syriac and Melkite traditions. The quantitative dif-

ference in this case is rather a reflection of the deplorable fact that the East

Syriac and Melkite traditions lost far more manuscripts during the Medieval

period.

16 Brock, “The Transmission of Ephrem’s Madrashe,” 501–502.

17 Brock, “The Transmission of Ephrem’s Madrashe,” 495; Butts, “Manuscript Transmission,”

298–302.

18 For some preliminary observations about Syriac monastic miscellanies, see Herman

G.B. Teule, “Les compilations monastiques syriaques,” in Symposium Syriacum vii: Upp-

sala University, Department of Asian and African Languages, 11–14 August 1996 (ed.

R. Lavenant; oca 256; Roma: Pontificio Istituto Orientale, 1998), 249–262; Grigory Kessel,

“Syriac Monastic Miscellanies,” in Comparative Oriental Manuscript Studies. An Introduc-

tion (ed. A. Bausi et al.; Hamburg:Tredition, 2015), 411–414. For a broader context of monas-

tic book culture and reading, see Joel Th. Walker, “Ascetic Literacy: Books and Readers in

East-Syrian Monastic Tradition,” in Commutatio et Contentio: Studies in the Late Roman,

Sasanian, and Early Islamic Near East in Memory of Zeev Rubin (ed. H. Börm and J.Wiese-

höfer; Düsseldorf: Wellem Verlag, 2010), 307–345.
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Monastic miscellanies are important documents for the study of the his-

tory of Syriac monasticism, since they provide a snapshot of the state of Syr-

iac monasticism at a certain moment and in a certain place. Through them,

one can observe how monastic works translated from the Greek were gradu-

ally replaced by native Syriac literary compositions. One can likewise observe

which authors, so to speak, set the tone and formed the mainstream in the

intellectual traditionof Syriacmonasticism, andwhich authors remained little-

known and rarely read.

An important feature of the Syrian monastic miscellanies—which is rel-

evant to the present study—is the phenomenon of re-attribution. In study-

ing the content of miscellanies, it is often observable that the same text is

attributed to different authors. This feature presents considerable difficulty for

researchers who are trying to form a judgment about the authenticity of a text

unattested elsewhere.19

Monastic miscellanies include works of the majority of Greek and Syriac

monastic authors and it would be difficult to list them all. It is worth men-

tioning only some of the most popular, at least on the basis of the number of

manuscripts that contain their works: Basil the Great, John Chrysostom, Abba

Isaiah, Mark the Monk, Macarius of Egypt, Evagrius, John Climacus, John the

Solitary, Jacob of Serugh, Philoxenos of Mabbug, Gregory of Cyprus, Isaac of

Nineveh, Joseph Ḥazzāyā and John of Dalyāthā.20

Looking through the contents of the miscellanies, it is immediately clear

that most of them are ascetic and mystical treatises in the strict sense of the

word. This already raises a question: what kind of authentic works by Ephrem

could have interested Syriac monks who had Evagrius and Abbah Isaiah as

their handbooks? Indeed, as mentioned earlier, in Ephrem’s time, the ana-

choretic monasticism of the Egyptian type had not yet been adopted in the

regions of the Syriac Church, whereas the Gospel ideals were realised there

only in forms of proto-monasticism, which emphasised such ascetic practices

19 This applies, for example, to the brief compositions attributed to a certain John Nāqar

(Herman G.B. Teule, “Jean Nāqar, auteur ascétique Syro-occidental,”PdO 23 (1998): 61–78).

20 For detailed description of two miscellanies see Herman G.B. Teule, “A Fifteenth-Century

Spiritual Anthology from the Monastery of Mar Ḥannanyā,”Het Christelijk Oosten 49:1–2

(1997): 79–102, Sebastian P. Brock, “A Monastic Anthology from Twelfth-Century Edessa,”

in Symposium Syriacum vii: Uppsala University, Department of Asian and African Lan-

guages, 11–14 August 1996 (ed. R. Lavenant; oca 256; Roma: Pontificio Istituto Orientale,

1998), 221–231. Amutilated fragment of onemonasticmiscellanyhas been recently studied

in Forness, Philip M. “Reading Early Christian Authors in Medieval Monastic Communi-

ties: A Syriac Monastic Miscellany from Ṭur ʿAbdin (Harvard University, Syr. 108/18).” Le

Muséon 134 (2021): 79–102.
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as celibacy, fasting and vigil. Thus, it is easy to imagine that Ephrem’s authen-

tic works would not have been regarded as relevant or useful, if not in terms

of monastic reading in general, then at least with respect to their inclusion in

special monastic miscellanies. However, it would be rash to jump to any firm

conclusions, since monastic miscellanies, in addition to traditional monastic

writings, frequently contain writings by authors such as Jacob of Serugh and

John Chrysostom. Although the selected texts of these two authors can be best

described as admonitory, homiletic or moralising, it seems that it was not at all

problematic for the compilers to include such works among ascetic treatises

in sensu stricto. Furthermore, there are also featured texts of other genres—

theological, dogmatic, and hagiographic. Therefore, taking into account the

general veneration of Ephrem in the Syriac tradition, one would rather expect

the presence of his texts in the miscellanies, even though they are not strictly

monastic and ascetic in their content.

Indeed, the study of miscellanies shows that nearly half of the total number

contains works attributed to Ephrem; that is to say, every second manuscript.

Recalling the previously mentioned motif of paradox, one cannot but be sur-

prised by the fact that theworks of Ephrem, who lived andwrote outside of the

context of classicmonasticism, were so popular among the later generations of

Syriac monks. However, the situation is less straightforward than it may seem.

By way of example, I would like to offer a brief overview of the kinds of texts

attributed to Ephrem which are present in several miscellanies from different

periods.

Let us then begin with one of the earliest miscellanies, London, British

Library Add. 14605, which can be dated to the first half of the sixth century.21

One of the notes found in the manuscript informs us that in the year 653ce

the manuscript was purchased by the monastery of Psilta (located between

Edessa and Nisibis, near modern Viranşehir). At a later date, the manuscript

came to belong to another monastery (the name is erased), as well as to a cer-

tain stylite, whose name and location are also erased. Thus, we can easily see

that the manuscript circulated in a monastic milieu.

Regarding its contents, the miscellany is defective, and today it contains

works attributed to John Chrysostom and Jacob of Serugh, and also a number

of monastic apophthegms. There is only one text ascribed to Ephrem in this

miscellany, which, as it turns out, is not authentic.22

21 WilliamWright, Catalogue of Syriac Manuscripts in the British Museum, acquired since the

year 1838 (3 vols; London: Trustees of the British Museum, 1871), 2:715–717.

22 Here and henceforth, I provide—if available—the standard title of the works under con-

sideration. The actual wording present in a manuscript may vary.
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fol. 41r–49v: On the saying of the prophet Isaiah, “All flesh is like grass” (Is.

40:6) [no. 1 in the appendix]

Title: ܐܬ熏ܢܝܬ犯ܡ爏ܥܕ爟ܝ犯ܦܐܝ犯ܡܕܐ犯ܡ焏ܡ
Incipit: … 煿ܠ犯ܒ̇ܥܕ焏ܡܠܥܠܐܘܗܝ煿ܝ熟ܚ焏ܝܥܫܐ焏ܚܘܪܕ焏ܢܝܥܒ

This text is known in ten manuscripts but it is attributed to Ephrem only in

one of them, namely the miscellany under consideration, whereas in all other

manuscript copies we find the attribution to another early Syriac author, Isaac

‘of Antioch’,23 whose identity is still a matter of scholarly debate.24 The corpus

of texts attributed to Isaac most probably includes works written by different

authors of the same name. The text was edited by P. Bedjan as part of the cor-

pus of Isaac’s works; the same text was also edited by Th.J. Lamy among the

works by Ephrem. The oldest manuscript containing the text with attribution

to Isaac, likewise, goes back to the 6th century. Due to the considerable differ-

ences in content and style in comparison with genuine works by Ephrem, the

text has been tacitly treated as non-authentic.

The next manuscript, London, British Library Add. 18817, is not dated; but it

was assigned to the ninth century on palaeographic grounds by W. Wright.25

The miscellany consists mainly of works by John the Solitary; but it also in-

cludes fragments from Basil of Caesarea, Philoxenos, Abba Isaiah and others.

The manuscript contains three texts attributed to Ephrem, as follows:

1. fol. 122v–128r:On solitaries,mourners and hermits [no. 2 in the appendix].

Title: 焏ܝ煟ܝ̈ܚܝ爏ܥܕ爟ܝ犯ܦܐܝ犯ܡܕܐ犯ܡ焏ܡܒܘܬ
Incipit: … ܐܪ熏ܛ爏ܩܬܕܐ煿ܠܐ

2. fol. 128r–130v: On the perfection of the brethren [no. 3 in the appendix].

Title: 焏ܚ̈ܐܕܐܬܘ犯ܝܡܓ爏ܥܕ煿ܠܝܕܒܘܬ
Incipit: … ܟ焏ܒܪܩܒ

̈
焏ܢ焏ܝܡܪ爯ܢܐ狏ܢܘ

23 Edward Mathews kindly shared with me his unpublished census of Syriac manuscripts

containing the works attributed to Isaac of Antioch (Edward G. Mathews Jr., The Manu-

scriptWorks of Isaac [draft]); for the earlier version, see EdwardG.Mathews Jr., “TheWorks

attributed to Isaac of Antioch: A[nother] Preliminary Checklist,”Hugoye 6:1 (2003): 51–76.

24 For the problem of differentiation between different Isaacs, see the studies of Tanios Bou

Mansour: Tanios Bou Mansour, “Une clé pour la distinction des écrits des Isaac d’Anti-

oche,” Ephemerides Theologicae Lovanienses 79:4 (2003): 365–402; Tanios Bou Mansour,

“La distinction des écrits d’Isaac d’Antioche: les œuvres inédites,” JEastCS 57:1–2 (2005): 1–

46; Tanios BouMansour, “Les discours à caractère christologique et leur appartenance aux

Isaac (d’Antioche),” Oriens Christianus 89 (2005): 8–42; Tanios Bou Mansour, “Les écrits

ascétiques ou “monastiques” d’Isaac dit d’Antioche,” JEastCS 57:1–2 (2007): 49–84.

25 Wright, Catalogue of Syriac Manuscripts, 2:803–806.
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3. fol. 130v–133v: On the vigil which makes the soul shine [no. 4 in the

appendix].

Title: ܐܪ煿ܫ爏ܥܕܐ犯ܡ焏ܡ爟ܝ犯ܦܐܝ犯ܡ焏ܫܝ煟ܩܕ煿ܠܝܕܒܘܬ
Incipit: … ܐܪ煿ܫܐ狏ܢܫ熏ܓܒܘ.爯ܝ煟ܝܨܬ狏ܡܐܪܫܢ焏ܚ̈ܦܒ

W.Wright, who catalogued the manuscript, had already recognised two of the

texts (no. 1 and 2) as attributed elsewhere to Isaac of Antioch.26 However,

whereas the third text—attested exclusively by the monastic miscellanies—

has not attracted scholarly attention, and the attribution of the second one to

Ephrem appears not to have been discussed (apparently due to themore prob-

able authorship by Isaac),27 the authorship of the first one has been disputed.

A. Vööbus argued in favour of Ephrem’s authorship, whilst embedding the con-

tent of the text within his peculiar—and no longer accepted—interpretation

of the early history of Syriac monasticism.28 His position was challenged by

E. Beck, who showed that the forms of monasticism depicted in this text

belong rather to a later period, and therefore he considered the text to be non-

authentic.29 Modern scholarship treats the text in the same vein.30

The manuscript London, British Library Add. 14615 (tenth–eleventh c.) con-

sists of 89 folios in its present form, but initially it was larger.31 The title of this

miscellany has been preserved: “Admonitions from the holy books of the teach-

ers” (martyānūṯā d-men kṯāḇē qaddīšē d-mallpānē). It opens with five texts by

Ephrem, which are followed by Evagrius’ Gnostic Chapters and Letter to Mela-

nia, and works by Basil the Great, Ammonius and Abba Isaiah.

26 Wright, Catalogue of Syriac Manuscripts, 2:805.

27 For this text see Bou Mansour, “Les écrits ascétiques,” 58–67.

28 Arthur Vööbus, “Beiträge zur kritischen Sichtung der asketischen Schriften, die unter dem

Namen Ephraem des Syrers überliefert sind,”Oriens Christianus 39 (1955): 48–55, at 51–54,

Arthur Vööbus, Literary, Critical and Historical Studies in Ephrem the Syrian (Papers of the

EstonianTheological Society in Exile 10; Stockholm: EstonianTheological Society in Exile,

1958), 75–79; ArthurVööbus,History of Asceticism in the SyrianOrient: AContribution to the

History of Culture in the Near East, vol. 3 (csco 500, Subsidia 181; Lovanii: Peeters, 1988),

43–44.

29 Edmund Beck, “Ascétisme et monachisme chez saint Ephrem,” L’Orient Syrien 3:3 (1958):

273–298, at 291–292.

30 Joseph Melki, “Saint Éphrem le Syrien, un bilan de l’édition critique,” PdO 11 (1983): 3–88,

at 80. For a detailed study of a group of texts to which it belongs, see Edward G. Mathews

Jr., “On Solitaries: Ephrem or Isaac?” lm 103 (1990): 91–110; Bou Mansour, “Les écrits ascé-

tiques,” 58–67. For the criteria of authenticity of Ephrem’s works, see Blake Hartung, “The

Authorship and Dating of the Syriac Corpus attributed to Ephrem of Nisibis: A Reassess-

ment,”Zeitschrift für Antikes Christentum 22:2 (2018): 296–321.

31 Wright, Catalogue of Syriac Manuscripts, 2:840–842.
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1. fol. 2v–4v: On silence [no. 5 in the appendix].

Title: 焏ܩ狏ܫܘ焏ܝܠܫ爏ܥܕܐ犯ܡ焏ܡ爟ܝ犯ܦܐܝ犯ܡ爯ܡ
Incipit: … 燿ܫܦܢ焏ܚܬ熯ܟܫܬ煿ܒܕ.ܐ煟ܝܡܠܬ焏ܝܠܫ焯ܚܐ

2. fol. 4v–8r: On the perfection of the brethren [no. 3 in the appendix].

Title: 焏ܚ̈ܐܕܐܬܘ犯ܝܡܓ爏ܥܕܐ犯ܡ焏ܡ爟ܝ犯ܦܐܝ犯ܡܕ煿ܠܝܕ
Incipit: … ܟ焏ܒ犯ܩܒ

̈
焏ܢ焏ܝܡܪ爯ܢܐ狏ܒܝܒ̈ܚܢܘ營ܠ焏ܦܪܬܬ熏ܢ

3. fol. 8r–10r:On the saying of the prophet Isaiah, “The sinner shall be taken

lest he see the Glory of the Lord” (Is. 26:10) [no. 6 in the appendix].

Title: 焏ܝܛܚ爟ܝܪܬ狏ܢܕ焏ܝܥܫܐ犯ܡܐܕܝ̇ܗ爏ܥ爟ܝ犯ܦܐܝ犯ܡܕ煿ܠܝܕ
ܐ熟ܚܢ焏ܠ焏ܝ犯ܡܕ煿ܚܒ熏ܫܕ

Incipit: … ܟܒ爯ܝ犯ܩܕ爯ܝܠܝܐ
̈

狏ܒ焏ܝܥܡܫܘ爯ܝܨ狏ܝ爯̈ܝܠܡ煿ܢܘ

4. fol. 10r–12v: On martyrs [continuation of preceding text].

Title: ܐܕ煿̈ܣ爏ܥܕ爟ܝ犯ܦܐܝ犯ܡܕ煿ܠܝܕ
Incipit: ܐܗ爯ܝ̈ܝܚ焏ܠܕ犯ܫܢܕ熏ܢܡܘܐܕ煿̈ܣܕ焏ܡܪܓܒ焏ܝ̈ܚܐܗ

… ܐ狏ܝ̈ܚܐ狏ܡܝ̈ܣ

5. fol. 12v–19v: On magicians, charmers, diviners, and on the end and con-

sumption [no. 7 in the appendix].

Title: 爏ܥܘ焏ܡܘ犏ܩ̈ܘ焏ܫ熏ܚ̈ܠܘ焏ܫܪܚ爏ܥܕ爟ܝ犯ܦܐܝ犯ܡܕ煿ܠܝܕܒܘܬ
焏ܡܠ熏ܫܘܐܬ犯ܚ

Incipit: ܟܕ焏ܢܝ犯ܩ爯ܡ
̈

狏ܒ焏ܡܘ爯ܦ熏ܩܫ焏ܝܠܡ̈ܕ煿ܡܘܢܘ爯ܢܒ̈ܙ焏
… 熏ܫܘ

̈
ܢܘ煿ܝܦܠܚ

The first text, entitledOn silence, is known froma large number of manuscripts,

many of which are monastic miscellanies. Most copies attribute it to Ephrem

but none of them are particularly old. The givenmiscellany is the oldest known

copy bearing the attribution to Ephrem; however, the same text also occurs

with another attribution, to Isaac, for example, in London, British Library Add.

14582, dated to 816ce. The text is considered non-authentic and probably for

that reason remains unedited.

The second text, On the perfection of the brethren, was treated earlier.

The third and fourth texts arenothingother than twoparts of onemēmrā,On

the saying of the prophet Isaiah, “The sinner shall be taken lest he see the Glory

of the Lord (Is. 26:10)”. The manuscript tradition of the text goes back to the

tenth century, and the manuscript under consideration constitutes its oldest

manuscript witness. Despite the fact that the text is known only with attribu-

tion to Ephrem, it is unlikely that it is genuine. The text was edited by Beck,
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who considered it to be non-authentic but surmised that it may contain some

original Ephremian material.32

Lastly, the fifth text, On magicians, charmers, diviners, and on the end and

consumption, is known in a number of late manuscripts, always with attribu-

tion toEphrem.Despite this unanimity, Ephrem’s authorshipwas rejected early

on by Burkitt, who, on the basis of internal and external evidence, showed

that this text could not have been composed earlier than the fifth century.33

Importantly enough, Burkitt drew conspicuous parallels with one of Isaac of

Antioch’s works. The text was edited by Beck, who advanced additional argu-

ments in favour of non-authenticity.34 Today, it is regarded as belonging to the

corpus of Isaac.

Let us turn now to a fifteenth-century miscellany from Ṭur ʿAbdin, Mardin,

Church of the Forty Martyrs ms 417 (1474ce, Qarṭmin monastery).35 The con-

text here is the active development of monastic life in the second half of the

fifteenth century, supported by the patriarchs of Ṭur ʿAbdin, who not only

promoted the copying of manuscripts of monastic content but also authored

ascetic and mystical works themselves. About a dozen monastic miscellanies

are preserved from the second half of the fifteenth century, the most popular

texts being the writings of Isaac of Nineveh, John of Dalyāthā and Evagrius.36 I

will focus on the works attributed to Ephrem in this manuscript.

1. pp. 516–520: On silence [no. 5 in the appendix].

Title: 焏ܣܠܩܡ焏ܝܠܫ爏ܥܕܐ犯ܡ焏ܡ爟ܝ犯ܦܐܝ犯ܡܕ煿ܠܝܕܒܘܬ
煿ܠ爯ܝܒܚܡܕ爯ܝܠܝ焏ܠ

Incipit: … 燿ܫܦܢ焏ܚܐܬ熯ܟܫܬ煿ܒܕܐ煟ܝܡܠܬ焏ܝܠܫ焯ܚܐ

2. pp. 532–533: Paraenetica lviii [no. 11 in the appendix].

Title: ܐܬ熏ܠܨܦܐܐ犯ܡ焏ܡ爟ܝ犯ܦܐܝ犯ܡܕܒܘܬ
Incipit: … 焏ܢܝܥ熏ܓܒܕܐ狏ܒܒ燿ܝܐ營ܢܝ犯ܛܢܝ煿ܠܐ焏ܝ犯ܡ

32 Melki, “Saint Éphrem le Syrien,” 63.

33 Francis C. Burkitt, S. Ephraim’s Quotations from the Gospel (Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-

versity Press, 1901), 79–86.

34 Melki, “Saint Éphrem le Syrien,” 68.

35 Philoxenos Y. Dōlabānī, Mḥawwyōnō da-ktōbē srīṭē d-bēt arkē d-Mōr Marqōs / Catalogue

of the Syriac Manuscripts in St Mark’s Monastery (Dairo dMor Marqos) (Syriac Patrimony

8; Damascus: Sidawi Printing House, 1994), 52–62.

36 For another fifteenth-centurymiscellany, seeTeule, “AFifteenth-Century SpiritualAnthol-

ogy”. This manuscript features several texts attributed to Ephrem, likewise known with

attribution to Isaac of Antioch and today considered as belonging to the corpus of the

latter.
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3. pp. 533–534:OnGod’s care for us and on the solicitude that is in him [no. 8

in the appendix].

Title: 爏ܥܘ爯ܝܠܥܕܐ煿ܠܐܕܗܬ熏ܦܝ犏ܝ爏ܛܡ爟ܝ犯ܦܐܝ犯ܡܕ煿ܠܝܕ
煿ܒܕ焏ܝܢܪ

Incipit: … 煿ܠܫ焏ܒܡ爏ܟܒܐ煿ܠܐܐ煿ܠܐܕ焏ܝܢܪ犟ܒܫܕ

4. pp. 534–537: On a person living in stillness and self-emptying [no. 9 in

the appendix].

Title: 爏ܥܘ焏ܝܠܫܒܒ狏ܝܕܘܗ爏̇ܛܡܐ犯ܡ焏ܡ爟ܝ犯ܦܐܝ犯ܡܕ煿ܠܝܕ
焏ܢ煟ܩ熏̈ܦ爏ܥܕܐܪܗܘܙܘܐܬ熏ܩ犯ܣܡ

Incipit: … 煿ܒ熏ܚ爏ܛܡ爯ܟܣܡܬܐܘܟ犯ܡ爏ܛܡܩܪ狏ܣܐ

5. pp. 541–548:On the solitariness of the solitaries [no. 10 in the appendix].

Title: ܝܪܡܥܘ焏ܩܪܣܡܘ焏ܝ煟ܝ̈ܚܝ爏ܥ爟ܝ犯ܦܐܝ犯ܡܕܐ犯ܡ焏ܡܒܘܬ
ܐܪ熏ܛܒ

Incipit: … 焏ܫܘܪܦ爯ܝܥ犯ܠ犯ܒܢܓܡ焏ܚܝܫܡܕ煿ܠܝܚܘܗܒܪ

6. pp. 548–552: Another fragment from the mēmrā on the solitaries [con-

tinuation of preceding text].

Title: 爏ܥܕ爟ܝ犯ܦܐܝ犯ܡܕܐ犯ܡ焏ܡ爯ܡ焏ܢ犯ܚܐ焏ܩ熏ܣܦܒܘܬ
焏ܝ熟̈ܓܡܘ焏ܠܝ̈ܒܐܘ焏ܝ煟̈ܝܚܝ

Incipit: … ܐܬ熏ܝ̈ܡܕܐ狏ܝܡ焏ܡܠܥܒ煿ܢܝܢ犏ܒ狏ܝܡܕ焏ܝ̈ܚܘܐ

The first text corresponds to the first item in the preceding manuscript.

The second text was edited in the eighteenth-century edition by P. Mubarak

and S.E. Assemani within a group of texts under the collective title Parae-

netica.37 This is a very diverse group of texts and includes, besides genuine

hymns, the texts preserved inMaronite liturgical manuscripts with attribution

to Ephrem.38 Some of these are also knownwith attribution to Isaac of Antioch

(e.g. Paraenetica 74).39 The text under consideration can often be found in late

Syriac manuscripts and is not regarded as authentic.

The third text is known in a number of late manuscripts, always with attri-

bution to Ephrem. Nevertheless, the text is not considered authentic.

The fourth text, On a person living in stillness and self-emptying, is attested

with attribution to both Ephrem and Isaac inmanuscripts no older than the fif-

37 Petrus Benedictus and Stephanus E. Assemanus, Sancti Patris nostri Ephraem Syri opera

omnia, ser. 2, vol. iii (Romae, 1743), 367–561.

38 Burkitt, S. Ephraim’s Quotations, 19.

39 For the analysis, see Burkitt, S. Ephraim’s Quotations, 8–22; Brock, “A brief guide,” 307–308.
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teenth century. ForVööbus, this text could not have been composed by Ephrem

due to its moderate ascetic ideas, which are at odds with Ephrem’s genuine

works (as reconstructed byVööbus).40 According toMatthews, the text belongs

to the corpus of Isaac.

The last text—present here in two parts—possesses a very special title that

deserves to be reproduced in full: “Mēmrā about the solitariness of the soli-

taries and the destitute life of the mourners, of the dwellers in the caves, on

the mountains, in hollows, in the rocks and the clefts of the ground, and of

the roaming ones”. The very title of this composition does not allow it to be

associated with the genuine works of Ephrem. This text presents a slightly dif-

ferent case because it occurs with attribution, this time, not to two authors,

but three: Ephrem, Isaac of Antioch and Isaac of Nineveh. Ephrem’s author-

ship was defended by Vööbus,41 but Beck’s counter view has been upheld in

scholarship.42 At present, the text is assigned to the corpus of Isaac, although

there is only onewitness that attests to suchattribution. Equally, the attribution

to Isaac of Nineveh occurs in only one manuscript. Furthermore, it should be

noted that the earliest knownmanuscript witnesses of this text were produced

during the second half of the fifteenth century in Ṭur ʿAbdin, where there was

substantial interest in the works of Isaac of Nineveh. It was also pointed out

above that the reattribution of texts was a common feature of monastic mis-

cellanies, and it therefore comes as no surprise that the text was re-attributed

to Isaac of Nineveh.

Conclusions

The manuscripts presented in this study constitute only a small part of the

total number of monasticmiscellanies containingworks attributed to Ephrem;

nevertheless, they represent well enough the character of works that can be

found in manuscripts of this genre. Thus, beginning with the earliest monas-

tic miscellanies dating back to the sixth century, in general, we do not come

across unambiguously authentic works by Ephrem; that is, those that would

have belonged to one of the known cycles and thereby would be attested by at

least one ancient manuscript. As this survey of texts has shown, most are also

known with attribution to another Syriac author, Isaac ‘of Antioch’, the ques-

40 Vööbus, Literary, Critical and Historical Studies, 86–88.

41 Vööbus, Literary, Critical and Historical Studies, 69–72; Vööbus, History of Asceticism,

42–43.

42 Melki, “Saint Éphrem le Syrien,” 70–71; Bou Mansour, “Les écrits ascétiques,” 67–79.
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tion of whose identity/-ies has not so far been settled. In the case of suchworks

as those known with a double attribution to Ephrem and Isaac (nos. 1, 2, 3, 5,

10), there are no sufficient grounds for considering evenoneof these as securely

belonging to Ephrem. The main distinguishing criteria are the characteristics

of ascetic teaching (namely, emphasis on repentance, contrition, mortification

and spiritual introspection), as well as a certain literary form (a preference for

mechanical repetitions and a lack of imagery characteristic of genuine works

by Ephrem), and finally, particular traits pertaining to the linguistic develop-

ment of the Syriac language. Besides this group of texts, for which affiliation

to Isaac’s corpus is supported by the corresponding attestations by ancient

manuscript witnesses, there are others of less clear origin (nos. 6, 7, 8, 9, 11).

Given their spurious character and the fact that the manuscript tradition of

some of them goes back to the fifteenth century, they have been excluded from

the corpus of authentic works of Ephrem, in most cases without proper exam-

ination.

This survey of selected miscellanies calls for two more observations. Firstly,

one cannot help but notice the gradual augmentation of this pseudo-

Ephremian material over the course of time. Whereas the sixth-century mis-

cellany provides only one work attributed to Ephrem, by the fifteenth century

we find six. In addition, if the sixth-century miscellany contains a text that is

confidently attributable to the corpus of Isaac, in the fifteenth-century miscel-

lany we come across not only texts belonging to Isaac’s corpus but also texts of

obscure origin. Secondly, the twomiscellanies—blAdd. 14615 (tenth–eleventh

c.) and Mardin, Church of the Forty Martyrs ms 417 (1474ce)—contain a text

that is provided not in full but divided into two parts. This fragmentation phe-

nomenon is oneof the characteristic traits of monasticmiscellanies; as amatter

of fact, it is often possible to trace how the original text was initially copied in

full and divided later (as well as supplied with a new title); moreover, if the

divided parts had first been copied in the right order, they might have been

placed in different parts of a manuscript or copied separately at a later time.

Finally, it would be an exaggeration to say that Ephrem’s authentic works

were completely inaccessible to Syriacmonks, not least becausemany of them,

though selectively, were integrated into liturgical manuscripts; besides, one

should not forget that the ancientmanuscripts containing genuine works were

still available in monastic libraries. However, the study of monastic miscella-

nies clearly demonstrates that the original corpus of Ephrem did not match

the intellectual taste of Syriac monks, whose reading curriculum was mainly

focused on the perusal of ascetic and mystical works. In trying to comprehend

the causes that led to the oblivion of Ephrem’s corpus, one should bear inmind

the branches of Syriac Christianity, whose theological and dogmatic sensibility
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eventually replaced Ephrem’s authority—which had undoubtedly dominated

during the early period—with that of theGreek fathers, such asCyril of Alexan-

dria in the Syrian Orthodox tradition and Theodore of Mopsuestia in the East

Syriac tradition.

Viewed against this background, it is not surprising that, in the texts of the

monastic authors of the seventh–eighth centuries, one cannot find any signif-

icant signs of familiarity with the Ephrem’s authentic works. Thus, according

to Sabino Chialà’s observations, there is not a single quotation from Ephrem

in the works of Šubḥālmāran, Symeon d-Ṭaibūthēh, or John of Dalyāthā, and

there is only one citation in the works of Sahdōnā and Joseph Ḥazzāyā, and

two quotations in the First Part of Isaac of Nineveh.43

To sum up, we may conclude that, paradoxically, and despite the univer-

sal estimation and veneration of Ephrem as a saint, his literary corpus was

unable to pass through the spiritual lenses of Syriacmonasticism.44 This aligns

with the statement of Andrew Palmer: “each culture constructs a picture of

Ephraim according to its own lights”.45 Hence, the Syriac monastic tradition

construed its own figure of Ephrem; that of the idealmonk, extolling seclusion,

mortification, self-condemnation and repentance, which are all anachronis-

tic topics for the historical Ephrem. As a result, generations of Syriac monks

over the centuries did not read, along with texts by Evagrius, Abba Isaiah, Isaac

of Nineveh and other monastic fathers, the genuine works by the “harp of the

Holy Spirit” but rather, they favoured the admonitions of the “teacher of repen-

tance”.46
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Appendix

table 8.1 Texts attributed to Ephremmentioned in the article.47

Text Incipit Attribution Earliest

manuscript

witness

Author-

ship

Edition Refer-

ences

1 On the saying of

the prophet Isa-

iah, “All flesh

is like grass”

(Is. 40:6)

焏ܢܝܥܒ
焏ܚܘܪܕ
焏ܝܥܫܐ
ܐܘܗܝ煿ܝ熟ܚ
焏ܡܠܥܠ
煿ܠ犯ܒ̇ܥܕ

Ephrem bl Add.

14605

(sixth c.)—a

single known

witness

Isaac ‘of

Antioch’

Ephrem’s

corpus:

Lamy ii,

313–334

Den

Biesen

60 (50)

Isaac of Anti-

och (majority of

manuscripts)

bl Add. 12166

(sixth c.)

Isaac’s cor-

pus:

Bedjan

408–420

Mathews

56 (55)

2 On solitaries,

mourners and

hermits

ܐ煿ܠܐ
爏ܩܬܕ
ܐܪ熏ܛ

Ephrem bl Add. 18817

(ninth c.)

Isaac ‘of

Antioch’

Ephrem’s

corpus:

Lamy iv,

147–186

Den

Biesen

124 (106)

Isaac of Anti-

och (majority of

manuscripts)

bl Add.

12166; Dayr

al-Suryān Syr.

27A (both

sixth c.)

Isaac’s cor-

pus:

Bedjan 49–

70

Mathews

26 (25)

47 The titlesmay vary inmanuscript copies. Abbreviations used: Beck i—Edmund Beck, Des

heiligen Ephraem des Syrers Sermones i (csco 305, Scriptores Syri 130; Louvain: Peeters,

1970), Beck iii—Edmund Beck, Des heiligen Ephraem des Syrers Sermones iii (csco 320,

Scriptores Syri 138; Louvain: Peeters, 1972), Beck iv—Edmund Beck, Des heiligen Ephraem

des Syrers Sermones iv (csco 334, Scriptores Syri 148; Louvain: Peeters, 1973), Bedjan—

Paul Bedjan, Homiliae S. Isaaci Syri Antiocheni, vol. i (Paris–Leipzig: Otto Harrassowitz,

1903), Den Biesen—Kees den Biesen, Annotated Bibliography of Ephrem the Syrian (s.l.,

2011) (number in parentheses refers to the first edition, Giove in Umbria, 2002), Lamy ii—

vol. 2 (1890) of Thomas J. Lamy, Sancti EphraemSyri hymni et sermones (4 vols.;Mechliniæ:

H. Dessain, 1882–1902), Lamy iv—vol. 4 (1902) of Thomas J. Lamy, Sancti Ephraem Syri

hymni et sermons (4 vols.;Mechliniæ:H.Dessain, 1882–1902),Mathews—EdwardG.Math-

ews Jr., The Manuscript Works of Isaac (draft), Raḥmani—Ignatius E. Raḥmani, Lūqāṭē

da-mkannšīn men sāyōmē ʿattīqē, vol. ii ([Sharfeh], n.d.), Roman Edition Syr. iii—Petrus

Benedictus and Stephanus E. Assemanus, Sancti Patris nostri Ephraem Syri opera omnia,

ser. 2, vol. iii (Romae, 1743), Zingerle—Pius Zingerle, Sancti Patris Ephraemi SermonesDuo

(Brixen:Weger, 1869).
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table 8.1 Texts attributed to Ephremmentioned in the article. (cont.)

Text Incipit Attribution Earliest

manuscript

witness

Author-

ship

Edition Refer-

ences

3 On the perfection

of the brethren

焏ܒܪܩܒ
ܟ
̈

焏ܢ焏ܝܡܪ爯
ܢܘ狏ܢܐ

Ephrem bl Add. 18817

(ninth c.)

Isaac ‘of

Antioch’

Ephrem’s

corpus:

–

Den

Biesen

–

Isaac of Anti-

och (majority of

manuscripts)

bl Add.

17164 (sixth–

seventh c.)

Isaac’s cor-

pus:

Bedjan

296–305

Mathews

58

4 On the vigil

which makes

the soul shine

焏ܚ̈ܦܒ
ܐܪܫܢ
.爯ܝ煟ܝܨܬ狏ܡ
熏ܓܒܘ
ܐ狏ܢܫ
ܐܪ煿ܫ

Ephrem

(attested only

in monastic mis-

cellanies)

bl Add. 18817

(ninth c.)

? Raḥmani,

pp. 38–47

Den

Biesen

129 (114)

5 On silence 焏ܝܠܫ焯ܚܐ
.ܐ煟ܝܡܠܬ
熯ܟܫܬ煿ܒܕ
燿ܫܦܢ焏ܚܬ

Ephrem

(majority of

manuscripts)

bl Add.

14615 (tenth–

eleventh c.)

Isaac ‘of

Antioch’

– Den

Biesen

–

Isaac of Antioch bl Add.

14582

(816ce)

– Mathews

11

6 On the saying of

the prophet Isa-

iah, “The sinner

shall be taken

lest he see the

Glory of the Lord”

(Is. 26:10)

爯ܝ犯ܩܕ爯ܝܠܝܐ
ܟܒ
̈

狏ܒ焏
爯ܝܥܡܫܘ
爯ܝ狏ܝܨ
ܢܘ煿ܝܠܡ̈

Ephrem (exclu-

sively)

bl Add.

14615 (tenth–

eleventh c.)

Isaac ‘of

Antioch’?

Ephrem’s

corpus:

Beck i/vi,

80–95

Den

Biesen

85 (72)

– – – Mathews

18 (–)

7 On magicians,

conjures, divin-

ers, and on the

end and con-

sumption

焏ܢܝ犯ܩ爯ܡ
ܟܕ
̈

狏ܒ焏
爯ܡܘ
焏ܩܫ熏ܦ
ܢܘ煿ܝܠܡ̈ܕ

Ephrem (exclu-

sively)

bl Add.

14650

(875ce)

Isaac ‘of

Antioch’?

Ephrem’s

corpus:

Lamy ii,

393–426

Beck iii/ii,

12–27

Den

Biesen

90 (77)

– – – Mathews

138 (–)
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table 8.1 Texts attributed to Ephremmentioned in the article. (cont.)

Text Incipit Attribution Earliest

manuscript

witness

Author-

ship

Edition Refer-

ences

8 On God’s care

for us and on the

solicitude that is

in him

焏ܝܢܪ犟ܒܫܕ
ܐ煿ܠܐܕ
ܐ煿ܠܐ
爏ܟܒ
煿ܠܫ焏ܒܡ

Ephrem ? Mardin,

Church of

the Forty

Martyrs

ms 417

(1474ce)

? Raḥmani

36–37

Den

Biesen

81 (67)

9 On a person

living in still-

ness and self-

emptying

ܩܪ狏ܣܐ
ܟ犯ܡ爏ܛܡ

Ephrem

(majority of

manuscripts)

? Mardin,

Church of

the Forty

Martyrs

ms 417

(1474ce)

Isaac ‘of

Antioch’?

Ephrem’s

corpus:

Zingerle

29–36,

Raḥmani

48–52

Den

Biesen

82 (69)

Isaac of Antioch BnF syr. 197

(sixteenth c.)

Mathews

34 (33)

10 On the soli-

tariness of the

solitaries

ܘܗܒܪ
煿ܠܝܚ
焏ܚܝܫܡܕ
犯ܒܢܓܡ
爯ܝܥ犯ܠ
焏ܫܘܪܦ

Ephrem

(majority of

manuscripts)

Vat. sir. 566

(1472/3ce)

Isaac ‘of

Antioch’

Ephrem’s

corpus:

Beck iv/i,

1–16

Den

Biesen

125 (107)

Isaac of Antioch BnF syr.

215 (seven-

teenth c.)—a

single known

witness

Mathews

167 (–)

Isaac of Nineveh Mardin,

Church

of the

Forty Mar-

tyrs ms 56

(1481/2ce)—

a single

known wit-

ness

11 Paraenetica lviii 焏ܝ犯ܡ
ܝ煿ܠܐ
營ܢܝ犯ܛܢ

Ephrem ? Mardin,

Church of

the Forty

Martyrs

ms 417

(1474ce)

? Roman Edi-

tion Syr. iii.

P. 525

Den

Biesen

36 (–)
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chapter 9

Meandering through Monastic Miscellanies from

Turfan to Iraq: First Remarks on the Comparison of

Sogdian Manuscript E28 with Syriac Ascetic

Collections Referable to It

Vittorio Berti

1 Structure of the Collection

Through some focused insights, I hope tomake a small contribution to the con-

textual background of the Sogdian ascetic miscellany E28 of the Turfan Collec-

tion, a set of paper sheets and fragments recovered from the Bulayïqmonastery

during the second and third German expedition to Turfan led by Von Le Coq

in 1904–1905 and 1905–1907. The text was recently published by Nicolas Sims-

Williams with an English translation.1 Here, I shall offer a tentative analysis of

its composition criteria andwhat we can infer from the Syriac tradition of each

text included in the collection.

First, we must take as a starting point the philological and codicological

reconstruction provided by Sims-Williams. He states that the entire E28 might

be ascribed to the hand of one single copyist, but that, at the same time, this

material should possibly be subdivided into three separate groups belonging

to three different manuscripts originating from the same scriptorium. I shall

assume this to be so. The group of texts already identified belongs to a single

manuscriptwhose foliomeasures are “28–29.5×19–21cm,with awritten area of

24.5–26.5 × 16–18cm”.2We should ascribe folios 1 to 10 of E28 to thismanuscript,

with the possible addition of folios 11–13.

This manuscript certainly included the following texts:

a) An excerpt from the logos xxvi, 10 of the Asceticon of Abba Isaiah

b) Selected sayings of Simon of Taibuteh

c) Excerpts from the first and secondpart of theHomiliesof Isaac of Nineveh

1 Nicholas Sims-Williams, An Ascetic Miscellany: The Christian Sogdian Manuscript E28

(Berliner Turfantexte 42; Turnhout: Brepols, 2017).

2 Nicholas Sims-Williams, Iranian Manuscripts in Syriac Script in the Berliner Turfan Collection

(Mitteliranische Handschriften 4; Stuttgart: Franz Steiner Verlag, 2013), 128.
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d) Excerpts fromDadishoʿQatraya’s Commentaries on the Asceticonof Abba

Isaiah and on the Paradise of the Fathers.

e) The History of Mar Awgin.

Let us start by saying that, with our current knowledge, a single Syriac manu-

script containing all these texts does not exist. This entails two alternatives:

either a hypothetical Syriac model has been lost, or, most likely, such a com-

position is an original product of the Turfan Christian monastic community.

This option—which will certainly remain little more than a suggestion—must

not dissuade us from making a comparative analysis with similar Syriac mis-

cellanies. In fact, only a close dialogue between Syriac and Sogdian can help us

outline the communal context and the institutional recipients of Turfan textual

repositories more precisely.

2 Adapting Simon of Taibuteh

The above-mentioned Selected sayings of Simon of Taibuteh are a translation

of Simon’s so-called Profitable counsels. On this text, wemust refer to the results

achieved by Grigory Kessel and Nicholas Sims-Williams3 and try to gather from

them some additional remarks. The Syriac text of the Profitable Counsels came

to us through two Syriac manuscripts. The first, Seert 109 (ad1609), was lost

during the First World War, and only a description of it, provided by Addai

Scher, has come down to us,4 whilst the other, Šarfeh Rahmani 80, is possibly a

copy of the first, and, according to Kessel, it might date back to the early twen-

tieth century.5 In both cases, the volumes preserving Simon’s text are defined

熏ܠܕ焏ܒ狏ܟ
̈

焏ܛܩ “book of gleanings” = “anthology”, “florilegium”. An earlier

example of this formula is found in the Syriac title of the Book of the Bee by

Salomon of Bosra,6 ܐ狏ܝܪ熏ܒܕܐ犯ܩ狏ܡܕ焏ܛܩ熏ܼ̈ܠܕ焏ܒ狏ܟ . It does not seem to

describe a particular type of manuscript, but a general collection of various

texts that may not coincide with the entirety of a codex, thereby indicating a

veritable miscellany.

From a linguistic point of view, according to the analysis by Kessel and Sims-

Williams, Simon’s Sogdian witness is particularly valuable as it is much older

3 Grigory Kessel and Nicholas Sims-Williams, “The Profitable Counsels of Šemʿōn of Taibūtēh.

The Syriac Original and its Sogdian Version,”lm 123 (2011): 279–302.

4 Addai Scher, Catalogue des manuscrits syriaques et arabes conservés dans la bibliothèque épis-

copale de Séert (Kurdistan) avec notes bibliographiques (Mosul: Imprimerie des Pères Domini-

cains, 1905), 77–79.

5 Kessel and Sims-Williams, The Profitable Counsels, 283.

6 Salomon of Bosra, The Book of the Bee,ܓ.
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than the oldest surviving Syriacmanuscript. This led Kessel and Sims-Williams

to regard the Sogdian variants as possible bearers of an older stage of the writ-

ing.7 However, I should like to note that some elements emerging in the com-

parison between Syriac and Sogdian are more conveniently understandable in

the opposite direction, coherently with the process of translation from the first

language to the second. First, three Syriac terms— 焏ܫܢ犯ܒ “man”, 焏ܝ煟ܝܚܝ “soli-

tary” and 焏ܝܢ熏ܥ “ascetic”—which indicate the specific addressees of three

different counsels, are translated by the single Sogdian word swgb’r ܪ焏ܒܓ熏ܣ
(once swqb’r ܪ焏ܒܩ熏ܣ ), meaning “monk”. Again, the difference between the

Syriac 煿ܒܝ犯ܩ “his neighbour” and Sogdian br’t “brother” concurs to empha-

sise that, for the Turfan translator, the context in which such counsels were

put into practice had to be strictly confined to a monastic microcosm. Thus,

it is easier to think that, passing from Syriac to Sogdian, the text was simpli-

fied. Lastly, it is worth noting the presence of an expression repeated twice in

Sogdian, “makes himself without desire”, which suggests some kind of concep-

tual shift whenwe compare it to the corresponding Syriac verb ܐ犏ܳܥ “to resist”.

The Sogdian formula (r3–4: wyspw swgbr qỵ xwty γryw r’mnty nwryžỵ̣ wnỵ̣, r15:

wyspw qy r’mnty nwryžy wny xypθ γrywy)8 should be understood as a rewording

of the same commonplace phrase (“tomakehimself without desire”) belonging

to Sogdian monastic jargon. Similar solutions to express analogous concepts

appear to be indeed used elsewhere in manuscript E28, that is, in the transla-

tions of Dadishoʿ Qatraya’s works.9Wemust further add that the characteristic

term nwryžy (“without desire”) which recurs here and there in the fragmentary

section of the codex10 can also be found in other Christian monastic texts in

Sogdian translation,11 as well as in a Sogdian Buddhist text from the library of

the Mogao Caves near Dunhuang.12

7 Kessel and Sims-Williams, The Profitable Counsels, 289.

8 Simon of Taibuteh, The Profitable Counsels (Sogdian version), 294; text and transl. in Sims-

Williams, AnAsceticMiscellany, 10–11: “r3–4: Everymonkwho alwaysmakes himself with-

out desire; r15: Everyone who always makes himself without desire”.

9 r25: c’nw nwryž wnty ’dy xypθ; v23: qt (nwry:ž) w(n)’t mrt(x)my xypθ (Dadishoʿ Qatraya,

Commentary on the Second Homily of Abbā Isaiah [Sogdian version], 62–63).

10 Sims-Williams, An Ascetic Miscellany, 279.

11 Émile Benveniste, “Études sur quelques textes sogdiens chrétiens i,” Journal Asiatique

243 (1955): 319. Olaf Hansen, Berliner Sogdische Texte ii (Abhandlungen der Geistes- und

Sozialwissenschaftlichen Klasse 15; Mainz: Akademie der Wissenschaften und der Lite-

ratur, 1954), 910. Nicholas Sims-Williams, The Christian Sogdian Manuscript C2 (Berliner

Turfantexte 12; Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1985), 130.

12 Émile Benveniste, Textes Sogdiens (Mission Pelliot en Asie Centrale 3; Paris: Geuthner,

1940), 124, line 122.
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All these examples help us figure out the translator’s way of understanding,

reading and adapting Syriac ascetic mentality by means of shared cultural cat-

egories of the broader Sogdian area. They provide vivid clues for imagining the

social and cultural dynamics involved in the translation and the work attitudes

of the scriptorium.

3 A Clue from Isaac of Nineveh

Moving on to the presence of extracts of both the first and second part of

Isaac’s writings, one can observe a characteristic element related to what I

noted above, which is the question of the audience to whom the content of

these extracts was addressed. The first part of Isaac’s writing focuses on ascetic

life, whilst the second addresses monks who live between the first and the sec-

ond step of the ascetic path; the latter aremonkswho have partially conformed

to the daily work of asceticism and prayer, but still need instruction and dis-

cernment on the ultimate results of the solitary life. This appears particularly

truewhen reading the text identified by Adrian Pirtea in E28 / 14, which derives

from chapter 1 of the second part of Isaac’s writings.13 The text depicts the pos-

sibility of a vision of God that can happen to a more experienced monk, filling

his eyes with tears and enrapturing him in a spiritual union. At the same time,

the text advises brothers who have not been long on their ascetic path against

reading profane books unrelated to the monastic tradition, a cautionary warn-

ing that might be germane to issues typical of the so-called psychical step. This

is coherent with the renowned three-step partition of monastic life according

to the teaching of John the Solitary,14 which was certainly known by themonks

of Bulayïq, as shown by an anonymous homily from the sameTurfan collection

published by Sims-Williams.15

13 The second Part, still unedited, is “preserved in the Oxford Ms Bodl. Syr. e.7, fol. 10r–

12r” (Sims-Williams, An Ascetic Miscellany, 19, quoting Adrian Pirtea). There is an English

translation by Sebastian Brock, “St. Isaac the Syrian: Two Unpublished Texts,” Sobornost

19, no. 1 (1997): 7–33. See also Adrian Pirtea, “Isaac of Nineveh, Gnostic Chapters,” in From

Liturgy to Pharmacology: Christian Sogdian texts from the Turfan Collection (ed. Nicholas

Sims-Williams; Berliner Turfantexte 45; Turnhout: Brepols, 2019), 118; idem, “St. Isaac of

Nineveh’s Gnostic Chapters in Sogdian: The Identification of an Anonymous Text,” in

Caught inTranslation: Studies onVersion in Late Antique Christian Literature (ed.Madalina

Toca and Dan Batovici; Leiden: Brill, 2020), 89, n. 4.

14 On the teaching about the three steps of the Monastic Life in John the Solitary see: Paul

Harb, “Doctrine spirituelle de Jean le Solitaire (Jean d’Apamée),”PdO 2 (1971): 225–260.

15 Nicholas Sims-Williams, “Syro-Sogdica i: An Anonymous Homily on the Three Periods of

the Solitary Life,” ocp 47 (1981): 441–446.

Emiliano Fiori and Bishara Ebeid - 978-90-04-52755-3
Downloaded from Brill.com02/26/2023 10:52:37AM

via Aletheia University



meandering through monastic miscellanies from turfan to iraq 357

4 Translating the Monastic Interpreter of a Monastic Authority:

Dadishoʿ and Abba Isaiah

Setting aside the reference to Dadishoʿ’s commentary to the Paradise of the

Fathers,16 additional suggestions for describing the monastic concerns of the

E28 scriptorium might be inferred from the presence of extracts of Dadishoʿ

Qatraya’s Commentary on the Asceticon of Abba Isaiah.17 This seventh-century

East Syrian monastic exegesis of the Syriac translation of a fifth-century Greek

monastic work has reached us through five modern manuscripts, all of them

depending from a lost thirteenth-century manuscript once preserved in the

archiepiscopal library of Seert. The lostmanuscript of Seert disappearedduring

the First World War. According to the description given by Addai Scher, it was

a small volume of 17×12cm, with 19 lines per page. The edition by Draguet is

based on the ms Alqosh, Notre-Dame des Sémences 239, which is a nineteenth-

century copy. To my knowledge, there are no Syriac extracts from this com-

mentary in Syriac manuscripts bearing anthological collections. Although we

know for sure that other writings by Dadishoʿ were anthologized—for exam-

ple, in the famous ms Alqosh, Notre-Dame des Sémences 237, some passages

from Dadishoʿ can be read alongside writings by other East Syrian spiritual

authors—nevertheless, this does not happen for theCommentary on theAsceti-

con of Abba Isaiah.

As regards the relation between the Syriac original and the Sogdian ver-

sion of Dadishoʿ’s commentary, I will not deduce all the contextual sugges-

tions that can be gained from the linguistic apparatus provided by Nicholas

Sims-Williams, except for one point, which in my opinion is one of the most

intriguing clues emerging from his analysis. By considering the fact that the

Sogdian version of Dadishoʿs commentary quotes logos 14 of Abba Isaiah’s

Asceticon, we can observe two things. On the one hand, some readings in the

Sogdian version are closer to the autonomous Syriac version of Isaiah than

the corresponding texts inserted into the Syriac commentary of Dadishoʿ;18

on the other hand, the wording of Isaiah’s text in the Syriac commentary of

Dadishoʿ is sometimes closer to the Syriac autonomous version than the Sog-

dian translation of the commentary. Unless one postulates an unknownbranch

16 We can read the Syriac text of the quotation in Nicholas Sims-Williams, “Dādišoʿ Qaṭrāyā’s

Commentary on the ‘Paradise of Fathers’,”Analecta Bollandiana 112 (1994): 33–64.

17 The related Syriac texts are in Dadishoʿ Qatraya, Commentary on the Asceticon of Abba

Isaiah, 54–56, 60–63, 214–215, 228–230 (t.); 41–43, 46–48, 165–166, 175–177 (v.).

18 See, for example, the references in Sims-Williams, AnAsceticMiscellany, 47, n. 7, 49, nn. 15,

17, 19.
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of Syriac tradition of the Commentary of Dadishoʿ, this event could become

immediately comprehensible and telling when considering that the Sogdian

manuscript also contains an isolated quotation from Abba Isaiah’s Asceticon,19

which can either belong to the lost second part of Dadishoʿ’s commentary or

an independent anthologised section of Abba Isaiah’s writings.20 Therefore, we

can hypothetically infer from all these elements that the Sogdian compiler, in

this case, was not a mere copyist but someone working with multiple texts

and possibly in a comparative way, selecting and improving them authorita-

tively.

5 Suggestions from the Syriac Manuscript Tradition of the Life of

Mar Awgin

In searching for parallels of E28 in Syriac, I became convinced that the manu-

script London, British Library Add. 14653 could be profitably related to our

topic.21 First, it is the oldest witness containing the History of Mar Awgin, not

used by Bedjan in his edition of the text.22 Furthermore, as Erica Hunter has

shown in a recent contribution,23 it is one of the two oldest witnesses preserv-

ing the prayer to Thomasius, known to us also by way of an exemplar from the

Syriac Turfan collection. Two Turfan texts in a Syriac miscellany suggest that

we should consider it a good candidate for our inquiry.

bl Add. 14.653, whose beginning is lacking, is a codex written in Estrangelo

script dating to theninth-tenth centurywhichdisplays a heterogeneous compi-

lation of texts. In the final colophon, one can read a note by the compiler/copy-

19 Syriac text in Abba Isaiah, Asceticon, 410 (t.); 455 (v.).

20 Abba Isaiah, Asceticon (Sogdian version), 10 (t.); 11 (v.). See Sims-Williams, An Ascetic Mis-

cellany, 15.

21 Description in William Wright, Catalogue of Syriac Manuscripts in the British Museum,

Acquired since the Year 1838 (3 vols.; London: British Museum, 1870–1872), 2:807–809.

22 The related passage in Syriac is in History of Mar Awgin, 431–433. Sergey Minov is now

being dedicated to a new, more complete edition of this text. A previous and relevant

study and edition of the text preserved in add. 14653 is found in Александр П. Дьяконов,

“К истории сирийского сказания о св. Мар-Евгене,” Христианский Восток 6, no. 2

(1918): 107–174, republished in АлександрП. Дьяконов,Иоанн Ефесский и его церковно-

исторические труды. Библиотека христианской мысли: Исследования, Издатель-

ство Олега Абышко: С.-Петербург, 2006, 581–654.

23 EricaHunter, “TraversingTimeandLocation:APrayer-Amulet toMarTamsis fromTurfan,”

in From the Oxus River to the Chinese Shores: Studies on East Syriac Christianity in China

and Central Asia (ed. Dietmar W. Winkler and Li Tang; Orientalia Patristica Oecumenica

5; Salzburg: Lit. Verlag, 2013), 23–41.
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ist, named Saliba, who at the end of the transcription work says the following:

“this book of the History of the holy Mar Awgin is completed, together with the

other extracts ( 焏ܛܩ熏̈ܠ 煯ܚܐ
̈
焏ܢ ) (which are) in it”. According to his perspective,

the pivot of the collection was the History of Mar Awgin; thus, investigating

what other kinds of writings the manuscript contains may provide a deeper

insight on the ecclesiastic context of use of this hagiographic text. In addition

to the

1. History of Mar Awgin,

the Syriac miscellany contains the following texts:

2. the discourse on Mar Awgin by Jacob Malphana alias Jacob of Serug;

3. a discourse on the parable of the prodigal son according to the meter of

the above-mentioned Jacob Malphana;

4. a prayer for the consecration of a bishop;

5. the history of Paul of Thebes, the one who first lived in solitude in the

desert;

6. a brief excerpt from pseudo-Evagrius from the treatise on masters and

disciples;

7. samples of letter formats to be used with various recipients:

7.1 to a man of rank;

7.2 to a wise and honoured men;

7.3 to a bishop and doctor;

7.4 to an honoured person of the same congregation;

7.5 a letter of thanks to one for whom peace has been re-established;

7.6 another letter to thank those who give alms to the needy;

8. discourse on the resurrection by Malphana Barsauma Huzaya;

9. consolatory discourse for the dead;

10. the prayer to Mar Tamsis.

Michael Philip Penn, who studied and published the aforementioned sam-

ple letter “to the rulers of the world” from this manuscript, in contextualising

this short text into the diplomatic confrontation between the Christian clergy

and Muslim rulers, attributed the manuscript bl Add. 14653 to a Syrian Ortho-

dox Church scriptorium,24 as Baumstark had already suggested before him.25

This opinion disagrees both with the first description provided byWright, and,

as an example, with Paul Peeters’ feeling that the manuscript was “franche-

24 Michael Penn, “AddressingMuslimRulers andMuslimRule,”Oriens Christianus 93 (2009):

71–84.

25 Anton Baumstark,Geschichte der Syrischen Literatur (Bonn: A.Marcus und E.Webers Ver-

lag, 1922), 196.
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ment nestorien”.26 It would appear that both Baumstark and Penn, who do

not provide palaeographic evidence in support of their statements, base their

conclusions ultimately on the mere fact that references to Jacob of Serugh

are found in the manuscript. This argument, however, is not convincing. It is

well known that Jacob’s writings also circulated in dyophysite centres.27 Yet,

on closer inspection, and as already noticed by Wright,28 neither of the two

references to the name of Jacob can be ascribed to the compiler or the scribe

(who are probably one and the same person). One of them was in fact a later

correction of a previous attribution and the other a forcible addition of the

name in themargin of an anonymous text. From the colophon, we learn that at

some point themanuscript reached the Egyptianmonastery of Deyr al-Suryan.

Therefore, we can easily derive that some syro-orthodoxmonk intervened here

and there with corrections and adjustments.

The presence of a treatise on the resurrection by Barsauma Huzaya would

also suggest at first glance an East Syrian milieu.29 Baumstark was at first

inclined to identify this author as Barsauma of Karkha d-Ledan, a personality

of the Church of the East who lived in the seventh century, but, on the basis of

his incorrect understanding about theWest Syrian origin of themanuscript, he

eventually refused this identification, thus supposing that twodifferent authors

namedBarsaumahad to be distinguished. Contrary to this, the identification of

Barsauma Huzaya with Barsauma of Karka d-Ledan is in fact a very plausible

option. The Catalogue of ʿAbdishoʿ30 remembers Barsauma d-Karka d-Ledan,

in particular, as the author of a “book named ‘of the anger’ ”, “several thanksgiv-

ings” ( ܐܬ熏ܒܝ̈ܛܠܒ熏ܩ )—which put him virtually in continuity with Elisha the

interpreter31 (possibly the Nisibene teacher Elisha Bar Quzbaye)32—together

with some consolatory discourses ( ܐ焏ܝ熏̈ܒ ) and interpretations.

What seems particularly important is to portray the possible manuscript

readers. In his edition of the sample letter to “the rulers of the world”, Penn

26 Paul Peeters—“J. Labourt, Le Christianisme dans l’Empire Perse sous la dinastie sassanide,”

Analecta Bollandiana 24 (1905), 130.

27 For example, to quote a study by Sebastian Brock, a strategic text such as the East Syr-

ian Hudra displays a segment of a Jacob of Serugh turgama, generically quoting it as a

“malphonuta”, a “doctrine” (Sebastian Brock, “An Extract from Jacob of Serugh in the East

Syrian Hudra,” ocp 55 (1989), 342).

28 Wright, Catalogue, 2:808.

29 Add. 14653, fol. 82a–90a.

30 Josephus Simonius Assemani, Bibliotheca Orientalis Clementino Vaticana (3 vols.; Rome:

Typis Sacrae Congregationis de Propaganda Fide, 1719–1728), 3.1:173.

31 Assemani, Bibliotheca Orientalis, 3.1:166–167.

32 ArthurVööbus,History of the School of Nisibis (csco 266, Subsidia 26; Louvain: Sécretariat

du CorpusSCO, 1965), 128, and n. 38. See also L. Van Rompay, “Elishaʿ bar Quzbaye,” inGor-
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affirmed that, albeit it might be originally destined to an actual Muslim gov-

ernor, when it came into the hands of the copyist Saliba the real chance of a

confrontation with aMuslim ruler became increasingly remote. Consequently,

the presence of the text in themanuscriptmight havehad a rather limited func-

tion internal to the Christian community, apt at most to suggest the approach

to take towards the rulers.

Penn’s viewpoint seems a little misleading, since, before focusing on the

secular and independent nature of this short text, and thus on its allegedly

“original” function, we should ask why it reached us through such a collec-

tion. The text, in fact, is the second of six template letters adapted in form and

attitude to their potential recipients. Patently, the compiler must have con-

sidered it useful as a rhetorical chancery tool, to handle confrontations and

relationshipswith institutions and personalities inside and outside the church.

Furthermore, a deeper examination of the texts can bring up other significant

clues.The six sample letters that in themanuscript precede the short treatise by

BarsaumaHuzaya are presented as belonging to three different categories. The

first two letters are samples specifically addressed to someone ( ܬ熏ܠܕ ), the sec-

ond two are “answers” ( 焏ܡܓ狏ܦ營ܢ熏ܦ ), and the last two are “thanksgivings”

( ܐܬ熏ܒܝ̈ܛܠܒ熏ܩ ). On the other hand, as mentioned earlier, the text immedi-

ately following Barsauma’s treatise is an anonymous consolatory speech for a

dead person ( ܐ焏ܝ熏ܒ ). This group of texts seems to coincidewith the informa-

tion onBarsauma’swritings provided in the bibliographical notice of ʿAbdishoʿ.

Thus, it will not seem too risky to formulate the hypothesis that some of these

pages could be related to Barsauma himself. If this were the case, they would

testify to a literary rhetoric performance of a hitherto unknown Huzite theolo-

gian during the last days of the Sassanian empire.

Overall, these data suggest that we look beyond the Tigris, in the East Syrian

milieu, to imagine a scriptoriummatching such a manuscript.

Summing up the remarks I have gathered, the lives of two monastic founders

(Awgin and Paul of Thebes) and the discourse on the prodigal son seem to

address the need to train young people on the constitutive reasons of monas-

tic life. The presence of the Syriac translation of a (pseudo) Evagrian text on

masters and disciples—whichMuyldermans described in the following terms:

“une courte instruction de caractère gnomique à l’usage du maître de novices

et des novices”—33may be understood in the sameway. Again, the presence of

gias Encyclopedic Dictionary of the Syriac Heritage (ed. S.P. Brock, A.M. Butts, G.A. Kiraz,

and L. Van Rompay; Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias Press, 201), 141.

33 JosephMuyldermans, Evagriana Syriaca: Textes inédits du BritishMuseum et de laVaticane
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texts like number 8 and 9might clearly be in response to the need of managing

mournful events in an enclosed community.

6 First Impressions

If we compare the results of the analysis of bl Add. 14653 and the questions

raised about E28, we can speculate that these manuscripts were addressed to

two types of audiences thatwere only partially different. The Syriacmanuscript

was probably an educational and administrative device for a schoolmaster of

novices living in a coenobium, whereas the Sogdian miscellany was an anthol-

ogy of good readings for young monks with some experience. The Syriac col-

lection was compiled in a coenobium, but probably in order to open a new

settlement, so it was an “institutional” book, designed to be moved from a

monastery to another. The second text was the final outcome of the translat-

ing and anthologising done by some local Sogdian monk to offer instructions

and teachings to his own community. It goes without saying that this hypothe-

sis needs much more investigating and confirming evidence.
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chapter 10

The Shining Lamp: An Arabic Florilegium of

Conciliar Texts

Herman G.B. Teule

In the year 1888, the well-known Lazarist Father and missionary Paul Bedjan

published a work entitled Sunhādū tebilyātā ḥdaʿsrē b-pasiqātā, to which he

gave the Latin subtitle Compendium conciliorum oecumenicorum undecim. In

the French language introduction, hementions thatMar Joseph (ii) fromAmid

or Diyarbakir translated this work from Arabic into Syriac and that the Arabic

text would have been based on a Latin original. As a matter of fact, Bedjan’s

Compendium is an edition (based on one manuscript, with some emendations

and comments by the editor) of the Lampādānuhrānā (also LampīdNuhrā,The

Shining Lamp or Lamp of Light) by the Chaldean Patriarch Joseph ii, known

for having introduced all kinds of Latinising reforms in the fields of liturgy,

theology and spirituality among the Chaldean Christians under his authority.1

Josephdidnot indicate his exact source, but it could be identified as theMisbāḥ

al-lāmiʿ fi tarjamat al-majāmiʿ (The Shining Lamp concerning the Translation

of theCouncils), composed by the FrenchDiscalcedCarmelite Johannes Petrus

a Matre Dei. This work, a florilegium of conciliar texts, is the subject of the

present study.2

1 The Editor of the Shining Lamp

To better understand the background of the Shining Lamp, I will provide some

information about the author or compiler and the milieu in which he lived.

Johannes Petrus a Matre Dei or Jean Pierre de la Mère de Dieu, born in 1620 in

1 On Joseph’s Latinising tendencies, see Herman Teule, “Middle Eastern Christianity in the

Ottoman Empire and its relationship with the West. The case of the East-Syrians in the

Diyarbakir region between the 16th and the early 18th century,” in Towards a culture of co-

existence in pluralistic societies. TheMiddle East and India (ed. D.Winkler; ProOriente Studies

in the Syriac Tradition 4; Piscataway: Gorgias Press, 2020), 43–57.

2 For an analysis of Joseph’s Syriac translation and Bedjan’s dealing with Joseph’s text, see

Herman Teule, “From Aleppo to Khosrova. Paul Bedjan and his Compendium Conciliorum
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Villefranche in thedioceseof Lyon, is themonastic nameadoptedby JeanChas-

sagne, when, at twenty-one, he entered the order of the Discalced Carmelite

Fathers. At the instigation of Pope Clement viii (d. 1605), the Carmelite Order

had established missions in the Arab Middle East and Persia, and, as was the

case of many other orders and congregations, Aleppo became for them an

important centre, both for developing local activities (the conversion of Chris-

tians bringing them into union with Rome) and serving as a sort of hub for

initiatives further eastwards.3 Being sent to Aleppo was one of the logical con-

sequences of becoming a Carmelite missionary. Unfortunately, we have no

information on how Johannes Petrus was trained for this task. Most prob-

ably, he will have studied De procuranda salute omnium gentium (Antwerp,

1613), which was something like a handbook for future missionaries written

by another Discalced Carmelite, Thomas a Jesu. Both Eusebius Renaudot and

Josephus Simeon Assemani strongly criticised this work, but it must have been

relatively popular since it also circulated in an Arabic translation published by

the Coptic convert and later Oxford and Louvain professor Yūsuf Abū Ḏaqn

(Josephus Barbatus) around the year 1620.4 Renaudot’s and Assemani’s main

point of criticism revolves around the author’s unfamiliarity with the writings

of eastern theologians, due to his lack of knowledge of oriental languages.5

The first Carmelitemissionaries, however, were themselves aware of the impor-

tance of learning the local languages. For example, after his arrival in Aleppo

in 1644, Bruno de Saint-Yves immediately started to study Arabic.6 In 1659, he

OecumenicorumUndecim,” in Pulchritudo tamantiqua et tamnova. Studies in History of Chris-

tianity in Honour of Mathijs Lamberigts (ed. J.-M. Auwers and D. Vanysacker; Bibiothèque de

la Revue d’Histoire Ecclésiastique 107; Turnhout: Brepols, 2020), 179–191.

3 Cf. Hidemi Takahashi, “Aleppo,” in Gorgias Encyclopedic Dictionary of the Syriac Heritage (ed.

S. Brock, A.M. Butts, G.A. Kiraz, and L. Van Rompay. Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias Press, 2011), 14–

16 and especially Bernard Heyberger, Les chrétiens du Proche-Orient au temps de la réforme

catholique (Bibliothèque des Écoles Françaises d’Athènes et de Rome 284; Rome: École Fran-

çaise de Rome, 1994).

4 See Georg Graf, Geschichte der christlichen arabischen Literatur (5 vols.; Studi e Testi 118, 133,

146, 147, 172; Città del Vaticano: Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, 1944–1953), 4:131–133.

5 See Joseph Simonius Assemani, Bibliotheca orientalis Clementino-Vaticana (3 vols.; Romae:

Typis Sacrae Congregationis de Propaganda Fide, 1719–1728), 2: sectio v (no pagination). Asse-

mani also refers here to Renaudot. For the latter’s judgment on Thomas à Jesu, see also Hey-

berger, Les chrétiens, 305.

6 Cf.GuyAlexis Lobineau andFrançois-MarieTresvauxduFraval, Les vies des saints deBretagne

(4 vols.; Paris: Méquignon, 1836–1837), 4:332–334. Bruno de Saint Yves was from Brittany. In a

letter to one of his superiors, he writes that his knowledge of the Breton language had helped

him greatly in studying Arabic, especially the pronunciation!
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wrote that he had composed an Arabic Compendium of oriental heresies.7 He

also wrote an Arabic catechism and a work of disputations seemingly different

from the Compendium, in addition to some liturgical compositions.8 Johannes

Petrus a Matre Dei followed the example of the man who was the superior

of the Carmelite community in Aleppo, which he joined in 1655, and whom

he would succeed as Provincial of the Mission in Syria. The works he wrote,

partly in Arabic, provide some insight into his theological orientations. He

must have been a close observer of the troubles surrounding the election of

Andreas Akhijan as first patriarch of the Syrian Catholic Church, which he

describes in a report (in Italian) sent to the Propaganda Fide.9 Conversion to

the Catholica Romana was close to his heart, as appears from his description

of conversions operated by the Carmelites between 1657–1664 (Breve relatione

delle morti gloriose et attioni generose). In his eyes, recognising the primacy

of the Pope was an important element of the trajectory of the new convert.10

His missionary zeal is also evidenced by other writings of his, including an

Arabic grammar for new missionaries, a work in Arabic on religious controver-

sies11 and guidelines (exercitia) to be observed by Syrian Christians wishing to

receive the sacraments of Penance and Eucharist. According to Cosme Villiers

de St Etienne, author of the Bibliotheca carmelitana, Jean de la Mère de Dieu

would also have known other oriental languages besides Arabic.12 He proba-

bly means Armenian and Syriac, the languages of important communities in

Aleppo, and possibly also Turkish. Johannes Petrus died a victim of the plague

in 1669.

7 As a matter of fact, this seems no original work, but an edition or reworking of De fide

orthodoxa by John of Damascus which he could read in an extant Arabic translation; see

Graf, Geschichte, 4:245.

8 Ambrosius a Sancta Theresia, Nomenclator missionariorum Ordinis Carmelitarum Discal-

ceatorum (Romae: Apud Curiam Generalitiam, 1944), 81–82.

9 For a list of works written by Johannes Petrus à Matre Dei, see Ambrosius a Sancta There-

sia, Nomenclator, 217–218.

10 Bernard Heyberger, “Les chrétiens d’Alep à travers les récits de conversion des mission-

naires carmes déchaux (1657–1681),” Mélanges de l’Ecole Française de Rome 100 (1988):

461–499, esp. 466.

11 Possibly identical with the kitāb al-najāḥ wa-miṣbāḥ al-falāḥ, preserved in several manu-

scripts; see Graf, Geschichte, 247. The miṣbāḥ al-falāḥ was published before the Shining

Lamp, since the author refers to it in one of the introductions to this work.

12 Cosme Villier de St Etienne, Bibliotheca carmelitana notis criticis et dissertationibus illu-

strata (2 vols.; Aurelianis: Excudebant M. Couret de Villeneuve et Johannes Rouzeau-

Montaut, 1752), 2:75.

Emiliano Fiori and Bishara Ebeid - 978-90-04-52755-3
Downloaded from Brill.com02/26/2023 10:52:37AM

via Aletheia University



368 teule

2 The Shining Lamp

The Shining Lamp does not figure among Johannes Petrus’ works listed in the

Bibliotheca Carmelitana or the Nomenclator. However, judging from the num-

ber of extant manuscripts, several of which were copied in the 17th century,13

and the fact that it was translated into Syriac, this particular work must have

been one of his more popular writings. Before trying to understand the ratio-

nale behindhis selection of the proceedings of elevenEcumenical Councils, i.e.

the classical seven Ecumenical Councils and, in addition, Constantinople iv

according to the Latin tradition (869), Lateran iv (1215), Lyons ii (1274) and

Ferrara-Florence (1438), I shall give a description of the content and a trans-

lation of some characteristic passages. The focus here is on the presentation by

the translator or editor of the Councils, leaving aside the issue of the correct-

ness of his translation or which redaction of the Acts of the Councils he used.14

This study is based onmanuscript Beirut, Université St Joseph, Bibliothèque ori-

entale 521, written in the year 1997 of the Seleucid era (fol. 109r), corresponding

to 1685/6ce, sixteen years after the death of the author. The manuscript con-

sists of 110 numbered folios.15

2.1 Presentation of the Text

Fol. 2v–3r16: Dedication to Mary, written by Johannes Petrus a Matre Dei in a

not very elegant Arabic.17 Here, he indicates the aim of this work: in order to

13 Graf knows of at least seventeen manuscripts, the oldest one of which, Città del Vaticano,

BibliotecaApostolicaVaticanaVat. Syr. 131 (inKarshuni),waswritten in 1676. JosephNasral-

lah,Cataloguedesmanuscrits duLiban (4 vols.; Harissa: Imprimerie Saint-Paul, 1958–1970),

2:58 and 2:204–206, mentions three additional ones, Dayr al-Kreim 75 and Dayr al-Banāt

68 and 70.

14 For the original Greek and Latin texts of these Councils, see Giuseppe Alberigo, ed., Les

conciles oecuméniques. 2. Les décrets. De Nicée à Latran v (Paris: Cerf, 1994), 27–407 (the

first eight Ecumenical Councils), 489–577 (Latran iv), 637–689 (Lyon ii) and 933–934,

1053–1192 (Ferrara-Florence).

15 Accessed through Hill Museum and Manuscript Library. Cf. Louis Cheikho, “Catalogue

raisonné des Manuscrits de la Bibliothèque orientale. V. Patristique, Conciles, Écrivains

ecclésiastiques anciens, Hagiologie,”Mélanges de l’Université St Joseph 11 (1926): 191–306,

here 223–224. Themanuscript has somemarginal notes added by a later hand and ignored

here.

16 We follow the recent foliation in Latin script rather than the original Arabic one.

17 The style is somewhat repetitive, withmany standardised sentences: “know, o reader, that

this Council was not convened unless to combat …”
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defend, as a member of the Carmelite Order (ṭarīqah), the honour of Mary, he

feels it is his duty to refute the Nestorians, who state that “you (Mary) are not

the Mother of God and who divide your Son by confessing two persons (uqnū-

mayn)”, as well as the Jacobites, who say that “your Son is disembodied (ḫayāl)

because of their narrow-minded imagination that in Christ out of (His) divine

nature and his human nature there was only one nature”. To remedy their igno-

rance, he feels it is his duty to translate the texts of the Councils.

Fol. 3v–7v: In a second introduction, he addresses the reader explaining the

necessity of his translation: superficial knowledge of theCouncils or the refusal

to accept all of them. In the same way as the orders issued by a secular king

and his council of ministers cannot be ignored, the orders issued by the Pope,

“the king of the Church, appointed by God”, the patriarchs (of Constantino-

ple, Alexandria, Antioch and Jerusalem), archbishops and bishops should be

obeyed.Not following theCouncils brings about spiritual death.He thenmakes

clear that a particular Council cannot undo the decisions of a general or Ecu-

menical Council convened by the Pope together with the Patriarchs, such as in

the case of the Synod of Dioscorus, patriarch of Alexandria, against Chalcedon,

attended by delegates of Pope Leo. The approval of the Pope and the presence

of threepatriarchs out of four and the great number of attendingmetropolitans

and bishops also testifies to the validity of the Council of Ephesus. At the end of

this section, he gives his name:Ḥanna, of theCarmelite order and a Frenchman

by birth.

Fol. 8rv: List of the eleven selected Councils, with a brief characteristic of

each of them, for example Constantinople iv “against the castrate Photius”,

Lyon ii, “on the union between the Roman and the Greek Churches”.

Fol. 8v–11r: he text continues with a third introduction, emphasising again

the central role of the Pope, the Vicar of Christ, when convoking a council, and

ending with a description of the four Councils of Jerusalem described in the

Book of Acts, with the text of the twelve articles of faith formulated by the

apostles at the fourth meeting. The apostolic Creed is for him the basis of all

later creeds. Subsequent additions were made when, for reasons of heresy, a

new council had to be convoked.

Fol. 11r–16r: The Council of Nicaea (325), indicating the reason why it had

to be convened (the heresy of Arius), the course of the council and especially

the arrangement of the sitting places. It is important that Hosius of Cordoba,

who represented Pope Sylvester, occupied the first place and rank, followed

by the Patriarchs of Alexandria and Antioch (with an explanation that in this

period there were not yet Patriarchs of Constantinople and Jerusalem), arch-

bishops and bishops, and the Emperor Constantine accepting the authority

of the bishops in spiritual matters. This is followed by brief descriptions of
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the various sessions and by the text of the Creed of Nicaea; this in its turn

is followed by a relatively faithful translation of the Nicaean Canons, with an

emphasis on the fact that the first to sign the canons was the representative of

the Pope.

Fol. 17r–20r: The Council of Constantinople i. After discussing the reason

for this council (the condemnation of the pneumatomachian heresy of Make-

donios), the translator emphasises that the Emperor Theodosius convoked

this council after seeking the permission of Pope Damasus. He then gives the

rank and seniority of the participants, in the first place the Patriarchs of Con-

stantinople, Alexandria, Antioch and Jerusalem. Next are the text of the Creed

and a translation of the seven canons. He then raises the issue that no Roman

delegate nor any western personality attended the Council, but the fact that its

decisions were later approved by Pope Damasus makes it a valid Ecumenical

Council.

Fol. 20r–23r: The Council of Ephesus. The description begins with a presen-

tation of the personality, life and heresy of Nestorius. This is followed again

by the indication of the seniority of the participants, in the first place Patri-

arch Cyril of Alexandria in his capacity as representative of Pope Celestinus.

After a brief and, as he acknowledges, incomplete description of four sessions,

the Carmelite monk gives a literal translation of the twelve anathematismoi by

Cyril.

Fol. 23v–31r: The presentation of the Council of Chalcedon follows a similar

pattern, with a short biography of the Alexandrian Patriarch Dioscorus, disci-

ple of Eutyches, and a long description of the preparations of the Council, the

latrocinium of Ephesus and the Council in Chalcedon itself. The emphasis is

entirely on the role of Pope Leo i and his Tomus, and on the involvement of

his three envoys to Ephesus, the “cardinals” Julius, Renatus and Hilarius. With

regard to Chalcedon, it is emphasised that the legates of Pope Leo, Paschanius,

Lucentius and Bonifacius, were the first in rank during the deliberations, which

are only briefly described. This is followed by a translation of the so-called dis-

ciplinary canons according to the Latin tradition. The list given by Johannes

Petrus consists of 26 canons, omitting for some unknown reason the eleventh

canonof theordinarynumbering.18 It is amatter of fact that hedoesnot include

the 28th Canon, on the honour due to the Patriarch of Constantinople, not

recognised in the Latin tradition. This passage ends with extracts from the let-

ters sent by the Synod to Dioscorus and the people of Alexandria.19

18 Cf. Alberigo, Décrets, 200–227, esp. 210–211.

19 Fol. 26r: the section on the order of preeminence; the first lines are in a different hand.
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Fol. 31r–36r: The presentation of the Second Council of Constantinople be-

gins with an introduction describing the events in Alexandria and Antioch

leading to the convocation of this Council. The Council itself, presided by the

Patriarch of Constantinoplewithnopapal delegates attending, is still to be con-

sidered as valid, since, as the translator emphasises, it was convened by the

Emperor with the explicit permission of the Pope. Moreover, since the Pope

(Vigilius) stayed in Byzantium, it was possible to interact directly with him,

when needed. A brief description of the sessions is followed by the fourteen

anathemas of the Three Chapters.

Fol. 36v–49v: The third Council of Constantinople was convened to combat

the heresy of monotheletism and monoenergism, endorsed by five patriarchs

of Constantinople, whose theological positions and political intrigues in the

run-up to the Synod JohannesPetrusdescribes at some length, trying to save the

honour of Pope Honorius, falsely accused of monotheletism. Before discussing

the various sessions of this council, he provides once again the order of preem-

inence of the attending bishops, where the three Cardinals-delegates of Pope

Agathon occupy the first place. Concerning the issue of monotheletism, much

emphasis is placed on several papal documents (such as the Tomus Leonis dur-

ing the seventeenth session) and, for the tenth session, on the letter by Ambro-

sius to Gratianus, interpreted wrongly by Makarios, Patriarch of Antioch, as

supporting the monothelete heresy. As for the end of the Council, Johannes

Petrus mentions the recognition of this council by the newly installed Pope

Leo ii, but he denies the validity of the 102 Canons, issued only ten years after

the closure of the Council, when several Popes, mentioned by their names, had

alreadybeen inoffice.At the end, the translator comesback to thedelicate issue

of the presumed monotheletism of Pope Honorius, attributing it to a shame-

less falsification by the patriarch of Constantinople and emphasising that the

Council had never anathematised Honorius, but had rather accepted the “true

testimony” in the letter of Pope Agathon that the Roman Church had never

erred in matters of faith.

Fol. 49v–58v: SecondCouncil of Nicaea.Thedescriptionbeginswith the icon-

oclastic edict issued by the Umayyad Caliph Yazid ii in 723 at the instigation

of the Jew Sartafqīs (sic), followed by a long and most detailed narration of

the reign and iconoclastic policy of Emperor Leo iii, the answer of the Pope to

letters by the Patriarch of Constantinople Germanos, the Pope’s excommuni-

cation of Leo, the iconoclastic policy of Leo’s successor, the Emperor Constan-

tine v, the latter’s Bulgarian campaigns, the reigns of Leo iv andConstantine vi,

and the icon-friendly policy of the latter’smother Irene. This description serves

as an introduction to the Council itself, which was presided by the delegates of

PopeHadrian i, the archbishop Peter, and the abbot Peter. Next is a brief sketch
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of the seven sessions. For the second session, Johannes Petrus mentions the

letter by Pope Hadrian to the Patriarch of Constantinople Tarsisius, reminding

him that the Church of Rome is the head of all Churches, which was acclaimed

by the whole assembly. This section ends with a list of twelve anathemas dif-

ferent from the anathemas (called canons) found in the Acts of the Council.20

Fol. 58v–68r: Constantinople iv. Asmentioned above, this is the fourthCoun-

cil of Constantinople according to the Latin tradition, convened in 869 in order

to give support to Patriarch Ignatius of Constantinople, who had been dis-

missed by the EmperorMichael iii and replaced by Photius. The text describes

how Photius, with the help of the Emperor, wrote a letter trying to obtain the

support of Pope Nikolaos i, the negative answer of the Pope transmitted by

two legates who were imprisoned upon their arrival in Constantinople, the

organisation of a Council by Photius without the consent of the Pope, and the

forced abdication of Ignatius, prompting the Pope to excommunicate Photius.

The story ends with the murder of Photius’ protector (the Caesar) Bardas and

of the Emperor, and the reinstallation of Ignatius by Basil (the Macedonian),

Michael’s successor. When notified of this situation and receiving letters from

theEmperor, Ignatius, andPhotius, the successor of Nikolaos i, PopeHadrian ii,

decided to hold a council, whichwas convenedby the Emperor inConstantino-

ple. The papal legates were the first in rank during the ten sessions, which are

briefly described. During the first session, Pope Nikolaos’ letter, in which he

had excommunicated Photius, was read aloud, emphasising that the Roman

Church had never erred in matters of faith. Other papal letters were read and

discussed in the subsequent sessions. The description of this council ends with

the abbreviated text of the twenty-seven disciplinary canons as received in the

Latin tradition, emphasising the honour due to the See of Peter (canon 21).21

Fol. 68r–87r: The great Rome (Lateran) iv. Combating heresy (the doctrines

of Joachim of Fiore) and the capture of Jerusalem by the Arabs were the rea-

sons for convoking this Council in Rome, “the Mother of all cities”. The Coun-

cil was presided by Pope Innocent iii himself. As for the previous Councils,

Johannes Petrus also mentions the presence of the eastern Patriarchs, in this

case the Patriarchs of Constantinople and of Jerusalem and representatives of

20 Alberigo, Décrets, 308–329.

21 For this Council, ourmanuscript is defective: three folios are lacking (but with continuous

Latin foliation), fol. 60 is blank; fol. 61 is in a different hand; the next unnumbered folio

is in this same hand. The original manuscript resumes at fol. 62r. For the missing folios, I

used the Syriac text of Joseph ii, as edited by Paul Bedjan, Compendium conciliorum oecu-

menicorum undecim (Paris: Maisonneuve et C. Leclerc, 1888), 137–146, which, in general,

gives a faithful rendering of the Arabic original, see Teule, “From Aleppo,” 189.
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the Patriarchs of Alexandria and Antioch, without mentioning that he had the

Latin incumbents of these sees in mind. The Emperor of Constantinople was

represented by a delegate, but again, he means the Latin Emperor (Henri of

Flanders). The Carmelite monk then describes the Acts of the Council, firstly

with a literal translation of the Catholic Confession of faith read out during

the first session (including the term transsubstantiatus, rendered as mustaḥī-

lah),22 the issue of Joachim of Fiore (section 2), the insolence of the Greeks

(section 4), the preeminence of the patriarchal See of Rome (section 5), and

the plurality of rites (maḏhab, milla, section 9). He gives abbreviated or para-

phrased translations of the complete list of the 71 so-called constitutions or

decisions of the Council, omitting only the last one, the decision to liberate

the Holy Land, a prelude to the fifth Crusade. This issue is however lengthily

discussed in a following paragraph that partly paraphrases the 71st constitu-

tion but is also based on other material. In a marginal note, readers interested

in knowing more about the Crusades are referred to “writings of the Franks”,

since the focus of this work is on the Councils.23

Fol. 87v–96v: Lyon ii.Thedescriptionbeginswith the electionof the archdea-

con Theobaldus as Pope with the name of Gregory x. As reasons for convoking

the Council, the Carmelite monk mentions the necessity of bringing peace to

the lands of Syria and arranging the issue of Jerusalem, as well as the unifica-

tionof theGreek andRomanChurches.He then gives theorder of preeminence

during the sessions: the Pope himself and in the second place the Patriarch of

Constantinople (whose name is given as Nitalah). This is followed by a sketch

of each of the five sessions. For the first one, Johannes Petrus repeats the rea-

sons for this council, mentioned above, while adding the reform of the Church.

For the fourth session,24 he gives the text of the Creed submitted by the Byzan-

tine EmperorMichael viii, including the filioque, followedbyhis acceptance of

the Catholic doctrine of purgatory, the sacrament of the Eucharist performed

with unleavenedbread and the recognition of the authority of the Pope and the

Roman Church over all Churches. The description ends with the well-known

story of the threefold singing of the filioque by the Greek delegation. The fifth

session deals with the arrival of the Mongol delegation and their baptism and

public conversion to the Catholic faith. This is followed by a selection of the

constitutions or canons, where the translator limits himself to those dealing

22 Alberigo, Décrets, 494–497.

23 The Arabic text as found in our manuscript is abbreviated at the end, compared to the

more elaborate Syriac text of Joseph ii, see Bedjan, Compendium, 203.

24 Themanuscript erroneously inserts the heading “the fifth session” before the letter of sub-

mission by Michael viii.
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with the regulations concerning the election of a new Pope (conclave) and

other high ecclesiastical dignitaries.

Fol. 96v–108v: Ferrara-Florence.After indicating the reason for this council—

the unification of the Greek and Roman Churches which had split from each

other about fourteen times resulting each time into territorial losses for the

Byzantines—Johannes Petrus describes the preparations of the Council, the

Byzantine Emperor and the Patriarch of Constantinople accepting the Pope’s

invitation to attend a Council on this issue, their arrival in Ferrara and the cor-

dial reception by Pope Eugenius iv. He then gives a summary of the discussions

on the purgatory and, after the transfer to Florence, of the filioque and the

azyma, the intercession for the souls in purgatory and the primacy of the Pope,

concluding with the full agreement between the Greeks and the Latins. Next

is the Athanasian creed. The last part of the text briefly evokes the agreement

with the Armenians.

Fol. 108v–109r: exordium by Johannes Petrus à Matre Dei, indicating the rea-

son for the compositionof this book: local priests of the various ṭāʾifah-s needed

information on theCouncils, because the textwas not available to them in their

own language.

2.2 Commentary

For the Latin missionaries working in the Middle East on the conversion of

“heretical” Christians in the 17th century, a sound knowledge of the Coun-

cils was of prime importance. In 1669, the Capuchin missionary Justinien de

Neuvy—active in Aleppo between 1664 and 1687 and involved, like Johannes

Petrus a Matre Dei, in the nomination of Andreas Akhijan as head of the

Syrian-Catholic community—is the author (under the name of Michel Feb-

vre) of an important work of controversy, Praecipuae obiectiones quae vulgo

solent fieri per modum interrogationis a mahumeticae legis sectatoribus, iudaeis

et haereticis orientalibus adversus catholicos earumque solutiones, published by

the Propaganda Fide (Rome) in 1679. The Christians of Aleppo could read it

in Arabic and Armenian translations, also published by the Propaganda.25 In

obiectio xxxiii, Justinien reacts to the opinion of certain eastern Christians

having a relativist view of the ecclesiastical divisions, arguing that believing in

Jesus Christ and doing goodworks is sufficient in order to be saved. The answer

25 On the author, see Bernard Heyberger, “Justinien de Neuvy, dit Michel Febvre,” in Chris-

tian-Muslim Relations: A Bibliographical History vol. 9 (ed. D. Thomas and J. Chesworth;

History of Christian Muslim Relations 43; Leiden-Boston: Brill, 2017), 579–588.
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is that this would imply that the Councils and their concomitant condemna-

tions of heresies would not have been necessary. Salvation is only to be found

in the Roman Church.26 It is from this perspective, the condemnation of here-

sies and the establishment of the Catholic truth as formulated by the Councils,

that we must understand the work written by Johannes Petrus. This is already

made clear in the first introduction, which mentions the Nestorians and the

Jacobites. The emphasis on the Jacobite heresy is understandable in the con-

text of Aleppo, where, as seen above, the Carmelite monk had witnessed the

beginning of the Syriac Catholic Church. The refutation of the Nestorians is to

be seen against the background of a Carmelite and general Catholic mission-

ary presence in Eastern Anatolia, Mesopotamia and Persia, the heartlands of

the “Nestorians”, where the missionaries had founded several monasteries and

occupied important ecclesiastical functions.27

In the third introduction and in the exordium, Johannes Petrus a Matre Dei

presents himself as a translator. This is however only partly true. Though large

parts are indeed literal translations of conciliar texts, in other instances he

rather abbreviates the texts at his disposal. It does not seem that he just trans-

lated an original work in Latin on the eleven Ecumenical Councils, a suggestion

given by Paul Bedjan in the French introduction to the Compendium. To my

knowledge, no such work exists. Indeed, hemakes a selection, which raises the

question of the criteria he used.

If Johannes Petrus had the local priests of the Christian communities of

Aleppo in mind, it is obvious that he only had to provide them with the text

of councils relevant for them. This is clear for the Councils of Ephesus and

Chalcedon, condemning the Jacobite and Nestorian heresies. But in order to

win the hearts of the Christians in favour of the nascent Greek-Catholic com-

munity, a presentation of all Seven Ecumenical Councils, authoritative in the

Orthodox tradition, was of prime importance. At the same time, the involve-

ment of the Church of Rome in these Councils taking place in eastern lands

26 Cf. Cesare Santus, Trasgressioni Necessarie: Communicatio in Sacris, Coesistenza e conflitti

tra le comunità cristiane orientali (Levante e Impero Ottomano, xvii–xviii Secolo) (Biblio-

thèque des Écoles Françaises d’Athènes et de Rome 383; Rome: École Française de Rome,

2019), 1.

27 See, for example, Fernando Filoni, L’Église dans la terre d’Abraham. Du diocèse de Babylone

des Latins à la nonciature en Iraq (Paris: Cerf, 2009), 26–30 (Carmelites as Latin bishops of

Baghdad and Ispahan in the period of Jean-Pierre de la Mère de Dieu). For a missionary

presence among the Nestorians in Diyarbakir (Amid), see Albert Lampart, Ein Märtyrer

der Union mit Rom. Joseph i 1681–1696, Patriarch der Chaldäer (Einsiedeln: Benziger Ver-

lag, 1966), 31–38. For their presence in Persia and their efforts to study the local language,

see F. Richard, “Carmelites in Persia,”Encyclopaedia Iranica iv/7: 832–834.
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had to be emphasised, as well as the preeminence of papal authority above

the other patriarchs. This explains the translator’s attention for the seating

arrangements of the attendants where the Pope or his delegates should always

occupy the first place, the approval of the conciliar acts by the various popes

and the reading aloud of papal documents or letters. The affirmation of the

legitimacy of the fourth Council of Constantinople of 869 and its deposition

of Photius is to be understood against the background of conversion to the

Catholic Faith, which was the purpose of Johannes Petrus’ mission of. Knowl-

edge of this council was one of the preconditions for conversion, at least for

members of the Greek-Orthodox community of the Antiochian Patriarchate.

For example, a profession of faith submitted by theGreek-Orthodoxmetropoli-

tan of Tripoli to the Roman authorities in 1698–1699 was not accepted. One of

the reasons was exactly that he was unaware of this eighth Ecumenical Coun-

cil which had condemned Photius.28 The memory of Photius as originator of

the first schism between the Greek and Roman Churches was still very vivid in

post-Trent Rome,29 which explains why this council was part of the Carmelite

florilegium.

After Constantinople iv, the chronological line is interrupted and Johannes

Petrus moves directly to Lateran iv (1215), ignoring three previous Councils

(Latran i of 1123, ii of 1139 and iii of 1179) recognised as Ecumenical by the

Catholic Church. The reason for this seems to be that these Councils discussed

subjects not directly relevant for the Christians of Aleppo in the 17th century.

Latran iv (1215), however, was selected as it dealt directly with issues related

to the eastern churches, such as the stubbornness and arrogance of the Greeks

and the possibility of a plurality of rites in the same place. The same holds true

for Lyon ii and Ferrara-Florence, which discussed the doctrinal divergences

between Greeks and Latins and their unification and, for Florence, the agree-

ment reached with the Armenians, an important community in Aleppo. These

two Councils also make strong statements about the exclusive truth of the

Roman Church.

28 Cf. Aurélien Girard, “Comment reconnaître un chrétien oriental vraiment catholique?

Elaboration et usages de la profession de foi pour les orientaux à Rome (xvie–xviiie

siècle),”L’union à l’épreuve du formulaire. Professions de foi entre Églises d’Orient et d’Occi-

dent (xiiie–xviiie siècle) (ed. m.-h. Blanchet and F. Gabriel; Collège de France—cnrs

Centre d’Histoire et CivilisationdeByzance,Monographies 51; Leuven: Peeters, 2016), 235–

257, esp. 253.

29 Claudine Delacroix-Besnier, “Lectures de Photios du concile de Trente à Vatican ii,”

Mélanges de l’Ecole Française deRome—Italie etMéditerranéemodernes et contemporaines

123 (2011): 253–283, esp. 12–18.
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Once the selection of the Councils was made, Johannes Petrus a Matre

Dei thought it necessary to give the complete text of the Acts of a partic-

ular Council, or at least a complete description of the proceedings, some-

times abbreviating or paraphrasing the original documents. This explains why,

in several instances, we find passages which had no relevance for the Alep-

pine community where he worked. An example among many is the heresy

of Joachim of Fiore and the conflict with Petrus Lombardus discussed in Lat-

eran iv. It is difficult, however, to understand why—even though he wrote

in the 17th century, worked in Aleppo under close supervision of the Pro-

paganda Fide, and had been trained with works like De procuranda salute

omnium gentium by Thomas a Jesu—Johannes Petrus did not include the

Council of Trent. The logical explanation seems to be that the Acts of this

Council were already (partially) available in an Arabic translation. We know

how the Council of Trent and post-Tridentine theology played a role in the

liturgical and ecclesiastical reforms of the Maronite Church in the late 16th

and 17th century.30 When, in 1578, the Jesuits Giovanni Battista Eliano and

Tommaso Raggio were sent as papal delegates to Lebanon to investigate the

situation of the Maronite Church, the later Prefect of the Congregatio Inter-

pretum Concilii Tridentini, Cardinal Antonio Carafa, enjoined them to bring

with them the text of the Council of Trent as well as a summa of the (other)

Councils and also to translate Trent (into Arabic).31 Apparently, Trent is set

apart from the other Councils, and, in Carafa’s eyes, it was necessary to trans-

late the Council of Trent in the first place. However, we have no informa-

tion as to when this first translation was made and how it made its way to

Aleppo. Johannes Petrus took up the challenge to translate the other Coun-

cils.

Conclusion

The conciliar florilegium of Johannes Petrus a Matre Dei is interesting for vari-

ous reasons. The relative popularity of the Arabic text shows that his work was

30 See, for example, Pierre Jabbour, La réforme liturgique maronite sous le patriarche Isṭifān

Al-Douaïhi (1670–1704): allégeance à Rome et fidélité à la tradition syro-antiochienne. Une

étude menée sur les manuscrits Vat. Syr. 310 et 311 (Ph.D. Dissertation; Paris: icp / Louvain:

kul, 2019), 11–17, 294–344.

31 For the Italian text of the Letter of Carafa, see Antoine Rabbath, Documents inédits pour

servir à l’histoire du christianisme en Orient (Paris: A. Picard / Leipzig: Harrassowitz / Lon-

don: Luzac & Co., 1906–1910), 1:140–144 and Jabbour, La réforme, 237.
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well received in the Eastern Catholic circles of Syria and Lebanon, who appar-

ently were impressed by this Catholic presentation of the Councils. It con-

firms the Latinising orientations of the missionaries in ecclesiological matters,

already known from other theological and spiritual works. The Syriac trans-

lation made by Joseph ii is another proof of the close connections between

Aleppo and the more eastern territories, especially Amid-Diyarbakır. This was

one of his earlier works, composed in 1693 when he was still metropolitan of

Amid, which forced him to coin new Syriac terms for the Latin theological

concepts expressed in the Arabic text. In this way, the Shining Lamp is a con-

tribution to the development of a new Syriac theological language and further

Latinisation of the Chaldean Church.
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