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Quotations in the Doctrina Apostolorum. 107

Tae Svriac DocrriNa ApostoLoruM ( Wright 27).

This document is the only work of its kind which has a Syriac
origin. It has been published by Cureton in Ancient Syriac Documents
ss—em\ (Engl Tr., pp. 24-35) from a Ms of the 5th or 6th cent. It
had previously been printed as the “Doctrine of Addai’ in Lagarde’s
Reliquiae Juris Ecol. Antig., pp. 32-44, from an inferior Ms of the
.9th cent.

The quotations from the Gospel are as follows:

1. A.8.D. ma =Matt xxiv 27.
~iam otaml omias Redona i (o o101 oo vxr(

XY miny mduhd= <omd
Vartants of S and syr.vg _
init.] |3m N\ o=l KinuawZ §; mal Keioa | Wanaw syr.vg
<=3\ Relig (sic)

Thus the Doctrina Apost. agrees with S in reading »i= (¢f dorpd-
rrovoa Lk xvil 24), while syr.vg has mai (=éépxerar Matt xxiv 27).
But it is in still closer accord with Ephraim’s Commentary (Moes. 211),
which has As the lightning that lighteneth... '

2. A.8.D. Na =Lk xvi 15°
Quoted in agreement with S and syr.vg.

3. A.8.D. 2\ =Matt xxviii 20.
~oaly mlvy ons <O o aasas
Variants of A 120, 484 and syr.vg :
coansn] g, WL L syr.vg K=an] pr. Whemas L om\s syrovg
<=\ —p\wa] 50 also 4 120 <oAsa ;s Nax) gyr.vg A 484 (and Reliq)

S is not extant, but of the two quotations from Aphraates one agrees
word for word with the Doctrina Apost., while the other (though
agreeing in the two characteristic omissions) follows syr.vg and the
Greek in the final clause’.

1 It may be conjectured that 4120 gives the text of the Diatessaron, 4 484 that of the
Evangelion da-Mepharreshe. ‘
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4. AsD. 8, ¢f Lk x 1.
Addai, the evangelist of Edessa, is here said to have been one of the

72 disciples. In Lk x 1 S Cread 72, but syr.vg reads 70.
The ms from which Lagarde printed the Reliquiae has here again
been conformed to syr.vg.

5. as8.D. ), ¢f Joh xiv 26.

hnox er(a e 0moy rloia uail Qom ~oaw ) eoml
Sduroaml o K o <oasa (.;\m - OmNards

For to them [sc. the Apostles] sufficient was the Spirit, the
Paraclete that was wn them, that, as it appointed by thewr hand these
laws, it should lead them lawfully.

Here the Paraclete is feminine, to agree with Spirit, as in
Joh xiv 26 S C, but not of course in syr.vg. In the Reliquiae (pp. 38,39)
the feminines have all been changed into masculines, as we might have
expected.

Earlier in the Doctrina Apostolorum (A.s.D. ma, Reliquiae p. 34)
the verse is alluded to with the masculine pronouns and verbs.

omy rﬁlv.Lni.& <00 .,\QAX A 11 o hal Sulor m

eaxtodo o axada Lasl amy mimla | aaals

What time I have ascended wunto my Father, I will send you the
Spirit, the Paraclete, who will teach you everything that it is right for
you to know and to make known.

Though the genders are here masculine the characteristic phrase
“the Spirit, the Paraclete” recurs. It is found in Joh xiv 26 S, the
first part of the verse being lost in C. But syr.vg has “the Paraclete,
the Holy Spirit,” with the Greek.

The Doctrina Apostolorum speaks elsewhere of Luke and John as
Evangelists, and of Mark the Gospeller (~23io0=n). But there is no
express direction to read their Gospels: though the Acts are expressly
assigned to S. Luke, the Gospel is always spoken of impersonally in the
singular and no author is ever named for it. It is therefore almost
certain that the coincidences with S C against the Peshitta noted above

imply the use of the Diatessaron.
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AprrAATES ( Wright 31-33).

The surviving works of the school of Bardesanes supply nothing for
our present purpose, unless indeed we include among them the Acts of
Thomas'. We therefore come to the Homilies of Aphraates, composed
in the years 837, 344, and 345 AD. The numerous quotations from the
Gospel in these Homilies are given in their place in vol. i, so that it is
unnecessary for me to go through them here in full. I need only point
out that the striking coincidences between the language of Aphraates in
quoting the Gospel with the text of S and of C are not balanced by
agreements of like weight between Aphraates and syr.vg.

The following remarkable agreements of Aphraates’ quotations with
S or C against the Peshitta may be here brought forward :—

Matt ii 20 seeking the lad’s life: 4 405 and C (not S) add to snatch
away.
v 18 idra & 1) pia xepala: A 30 and S (C) have one Jod-letter,
C further adding by conflation or one horn.
vi 19 where moth and rust doth corrupt: 4 389 and C have where
the moth falleth and corrupteth.
Lk vi 24 your consolation : 4 390 and S (sic) have your supplication,
an alternative rendering of v mapdc\now vpdv.
xii 19 and I will say to my soul: 4 381 and C (not ) have and
he saith to has soul. '
xix 44 the day of thy visitation: 4 412 and C' (not S) have the day
of thy greatness.
xxii 43 in Paradise: 4 266, 437, and C (not S) have in the Garden
of Eden. '
48: A 271 has the words Woe to us! What hath befallen us!
which are added at the end of this verse in S and C.
Johil4: A 120, 167, and C have The Word (fem.) became a body
and it sojourned among us®.
1‘1 g)f the Mechitarists’ Latin translation of S. Ephraim’s Commentary on the Pauline Epp,
p. 119.

2 Or, “4n us.” The Peshitta has the same verb and preposition, but the Word is treated as
masc. and odpé is rendered ¢ flesh’ instead of ¢ body.” 8§ is not extant.
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There are very few coincidences in Aphraates with syr.vg against
S C united. An instance is to be found in Matt v 16, where 4 14 has
‘your good (m3Y) works’ with syr.vg, while .S C have ‘your faur
(<3ax) works” But this distribution of the evidence is almost
isolated. On the other hand the combination of Aphraates with S and
syr.vg against C, or Aphraates with C' and syr.vg against S, is often
- found. But this does no more to prove the use of the Peshitta by
Aphraates than the occasional agreement of ¢African’ authorities
with the Latin Vulgate proves that S. Cyprian .was acquainted with
S. Jerome’s revisionl. Such a grouping as S 4 syr.vg against ' (as in
Matt v 15) means that the Peshitta text has here followed that branch
of the ¢Old Syriac’ now represented by S, and not that branch now
represented by C.
A more interesting class of variants is well illustrated by the Syriac
texts of Matt v 44.

Aphraates 34, 35 . Peshitta (and S C)
o) Aha ) anisa aon) L \a =) and=o

o on\ i .\.>-A Jaar.n anamsa
cons el G L:\lso v4'hlvn:: won) pimmn pl M c\lso

e 0n) u=nda : o) usaia
ans ‘..‘Qév&:nn] 45 _an\ a3\ o 48 S has a=wd for amwwl
S € omit the words overlined
Love your enemies, and bless Love your enemies, and bless him that curseth
him that curseth you, and pray you, and do well to him that hateth you, and
for them which use violence to pray for them which treat you with compul-
you and persecute you ston and persecute you
use violence to you] A?; accuse you 4* S € omit the words in italics.

The omissions correspond to a well-known variant in the Greek.
The shorter text found in S C is that of X Bk, while syr.vg (and
Aphraates) attest the reading of most Mss. The words in question are
read by all authorities in the parallel passage Lk vi 27. For our
present, purpose it is important to notice that the text of Aphraates
cannot have been taken from thence, because the Syriac corresponding

1 E.g. in the Latin texts-of Matt v 45 we find orire facit in £ Cyp %/3vg, but oriri wubet inabegm.
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to tév émqpealdvrov vpds is in the Peshitta ~<ta\ao eaal wisax
(as in Matt), while in S we find o aal arsy ie ‘that oppress you’
The text of Aphraates therefore is not derived from the Peshitta nor
from the Bvangelion da-Mepharreshe: if we exclude the improbable
supposition that it was derived by direct revision from the Greek, we
must assume that it faithfully represents the original text of the
Diatessaron. | .

In this passage then the three Syriac texts are for once clearly dis-
tinguished by their independent renderings of émpedfew?!. Difference
of rendering implies the use of different Greek exemplars : here at least
neither of the three Syriac texts can have been derived directly from
the other. It is of course hazardous to maintain with any confidence
that the ancient Diatessaron of Tatian really attests the longer form of
Matt v 44, for in a Harmony constructed out of all the Gospels the
apparent deficiency of Matt would naturally be supplied from Lk.
What is of greater importance for the immediate question, viz. the use
of the Peshitta in early Syriac writings, is that mere agreement with
Greek readings attested by syr.vg against S C'is not always a decisive
proof of the use of syr.vg. In the present instance Aphraates and the
Peshitta have words corresponding to rav émnpealévTov vpds while S C
have none, but the grave differences of rendering between the two
texts shew that Aphraates is not dependent upon the Peshitta.

Similarly in Matt x 5 els 686v éfvdv is rendered ‘In the way of
the peoples (~masas.)’ by S, but we find “In the way of the pagans
(~2as)’ in syr.vg and 4 42. Yet nothing about the quotations of
Aphraates is more certain than that the long string of allusions on
pp. 41, 42 are taken from the Diatessaron, not from the Gospels®:
here again, therefore, the agreement with syr.vg does not imply the
dependence of Aphraates. These results should be borne in mind when
we are considering some of the quotations in S. Ephraim, notably the
combination of Lk xii 54 and Matt xvi 2, 3.

1 The reading of 42 (r‘\"\;":’) looks like a corruption of (a-x*\,&\:: under the influence

of the «3a\m of syr.vg.
~ 2 See next chapter, p. 181.
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S. EparAM ( Wright 33-37).

The surviving works of S. Ephraim, commonly called Ephrem Syrus,
are considerably more voluminous than all the rest of pre-Rabbulan
‘Syriac literature, and till lately they have been the rallying ground of
those who claimed a very high antiquity for the Peshitta N.T. The
importance of his quotations for the history of the Syriac Bible led
me to make a special study of the Ms sources of the works which
have been printed as his. This has been published in the Cambridge
‘Texts and Studies’ under the title of S. Ephraim’s Quotations from
the Gospel (Cambridge, 1901), and the favourable way in which the
little book has been received, both in this country and in Germany,
saves me from the necessity of clearing the ground again. I shall
therefore confine myself here to the quotations from the genuine
works of S. Ephraim, as given in my book, together with those from
Dr Lamy’s fourth volume since published. I cite my book by its pages
as ¢ Quotations.’

The Genwine Writings of S. Ephraim (‘ Quotations’ 23 ff).

The following list of genuine works by S. Ephraim has been drawn
up on the principle of admitting only those which are extant in Mss
earlier than the Mobhammedan invasions. A mechanical rule such as
this no doubt excludes some genuine writings, but the list at least
escapes the charge of having been constructed to suit a pre-determined
critical theory.

The Commentary on the Diatessaron—an undoubtedly genuine
work—has not been included, because it is only extant in an Armenian
translation. Besides, we may regard this Commentary as being, so to
speak, on its trial. We know that S. Ephraim wrote a Commentary
on the Diatessaron, while on the other hand there is absolutely no
evidence which even suggests that he wrote upon any of the separate
Four Gospels. It is therefore the Diatessaron, and not the Four
Gospels, which we should naturally expect to find quoted in his genuine
works. Yet it has been actually asserted (Studea Biblico iii, p. 115) that
very few of S. Ephraim’s quotations accord with the Diatessaron where
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they differ from the Peshitta! No more striking instance could be
given of the result of trusting to uncritical editions in matters of textual

criticism.

List of the Genuine Writings of S. Ephraim.

Prose WrITINGS :

(1) The Commentary on Genesis and Exodus' £d. Rom. iv 1—115, 194—235
(2) The Homily on our Lord Lamy 1 145—274, 1i pp. xxi—xxiii
(8) The fragments of the Homily on Johi1  Lamy ii 511—516
(4) The fragments of the Treatises addressed
to Hypatius against False Doctrines® Overbeck 21—13
(5) On the Fear of God, or De Misericordia -

Divina : » 105—112
(6) Letter to the Monks in the Mountains »  113—131 :
[(7) Letter to Publius B.M. Add. 7190 (¢ Quotations,’ p. 70)]

MerrICAL WORKS (including both “ Hymns” and * Homilies”) :

(1) ¢ Sermones Ezegetici’ on Adam, ete. Ed. Rom. v 318 c—330
(2) » on Jonah " v 859 p—387 A
(8) De Nativitate x111 (see below, no. 20) . v 896—436
(4) Sermones Polemict LVI » v 437 ad fin.
(5) De Fide adv. Scrutatores LXXXVII ’ vi 1—164
(6) De Libero Voluntotis Arbitrio 1v ” vi 359 A—366
(7) ¢ Paraenetica,’ no. 1 ’ vi 367—369 B
(8) s no. Xx » vi 450 D—451 F
9) ’ nos. LXXV, LXXVI . vi 555 F—561
(10) De Paradiso Eden (see below, no. 15) ”» vi 562—598
(11) ¢ De Diversis Sermones,” no. 1t » vi 603—604 E
(12) ’ no., Iv—X11 ' vi 608 ¢—629 B
(13) " no. XVIII ” vi 654 F ad fin.
(14) On Julian the Apostate Overbeck 3—20
(15) De Paradiso Eden (supplement to no. 10) s  339—354
(16) The Cwrmina Nisibena (see below, no. 19)  Bickell's Edition
(17) Hymni Azymorum Lamy 1 567—636
(18) ,,  De Crucifizione ' ., 1637T—T714

1 The text in the Roman Edition must of course be corrected by Pohlmann’s collations (Journ.
of Theol. Studies i 570).

2 The Commentarit (w(::}do&\% edited as Ephraim’s by Overbeck, pp. 74-104, are inten-
tionally omitted from this List,

B. II. 15
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19) Sermo de Reprehensione 1° ‘ Lamy 11 332—362
P Y

(20) Hymni de Nativitate (supplement tono.3)  ,, 1 501—510
(21) Hymns on Fasting, Virginity, etc. , 1 647—678, 685—694, 718—
814
(22) Sermones Rogationum, nos. 11, V—X , 111 37—44, 65—114
(23) Hymns on the Confessors , 111 643—696
(24) ,, on Abraham Kidunaya and on
Julian Saba _ ,, 11 741—936 .
(25) Hymns de Ecclesio et Virginitate yy 1V 497—670
[(26) Hymns on the Epiphany ., 1 5—144 (“ Quotations,’ p. 67)]
[(27) Hymns de Virginitate, ete. ., 11773—824 (‘Quotations,’p.69)]
[(28) Sermones Rogationum ,, 111 3—126, iv 867—454 (‘ Quo-
' tations, p. 69)]
[(29) The Testament of Ephraim Overbeck, Duval)

This may not be a complete list of the genuine extant works of
S. Ephraim, but there can be little doubt that all those which are
included are genuine. Fach of them [except Nos. 7, 26-29,] is attested
by at least one Ms not later than the 7th century, and several are found
in two Mss of the 5th or 6th century. Together they make up a very
considerable mass of writing, certainly enough to settle the question
whether S. Ephraim used the Peshitta text of the Gospels. It is, to
say the least, exceedingly improbable that works which are assigned
in later Mss to S. Ephraim should, if genuine, present.a different type
of text in the Biblical quotations and allusions from that found in
these 350 separate poems, not to speak of the many pages of prose.

Examination of S. Ephraim’s Quotations (* Quotations’ 28-57, 67-72).

[Matt iii 16 = Lamy i 127 (‘ Quotations’ 67 ff.)

wemle AL mimar alinwe .o\e <resio <xais ases

The Holy one was baptized and tmmediately came up, and His light
Slamed wpon the world.

1 This discourse (,_A Slv( izl o n) appears to me to be one of the missing

numbers of the Carmina Nistbena (either xxii, xxiii, or xxiv). It deals with the abandonment
of Nisibis to the Persians by Jovian in 363 AD. A verbose Greek paraphrase of this discourse
is printed in Ed. Rom. i 40-70. The second Sermo de Reprehensione (Lamy ii 363-392) is not,
as stated on col. 312, taken from a Ms of the 5th or 6th century. It is written on the fly-leaves of
B.M. Add. 12176 in a hand of about the 9th century. It contains no quotations from the N.T,
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Neither the Peshitta nor the Evangelion da-Mephaorreshe have any
allusion to the Light at our Lord’s Baptism, but it clearly had a place
in the Diatessaron. Not only does Ephraim himself speak of ‘the
shining of the light which was on the waters’ (Moes. 43), but the
‘Syriac text of the Diatessaron itself was quoted by the common source
of Tsho‘dad and Barsalibi for the sake of the addition. Barsalibi is
still unedited, but the quotation from Isho‘dad is given by Dr Harris
in his Fragments of the O’ommentwry of Ephrem Syrus upon the
Dratessaron.

The passage from Barsalibi’'s Commentary on the Gospels runs as

follows (B.M. Add 7184, fol. 37)

e hmar K\ @ _odedpmn _adsgod am@n o Kauma

LA ® «molis awho LKooy Kin mahl Cimta pries S A

Cwio amah amthdd <\ aa @duris (o et Tme AKS puneshn,
om a¥a =hd o ‘<=uoa:=

And immediately, as the Gospel of the Diatessaron (i.e. the Mixed) testifies, a mighty
light flashed wpon the Jordan and the river was girdled with white clouds, and there
appeared kis many hosts that were uttering praise in the air; and Jordam stood still
Sfrom its flowing, though its waters were not troubled, and peleasqnt odowr therefrom was
wafted. :

Isho‘dad gives this curious passage in almost the same words: it
may be conjectured to have been taken from some early Hymn, perhaps
one of S. Ephraim’s own. Dr Harris remarks (p. 44): “It is not
necessary to suppose that the whole of the extract...is from Tatian,
Probably the quotation is contained in the first clause, or, at most, in
the words

oMo A AN (W] Lima W,

I have added <. from Barsalibi, though it is omitted by Isho‘dad
and Dr Harris, as ~te1s. ~icmas corresponds to the Old Latin readings
in Matt iii 16, where we find ‘lumen ingens’ in @ and ‘lumen magnum’
in g. It may be remarked that g (Cod. Sangermanensis), where it
differs from the majority of Latin Mss, in several instances presents us
with readings attested for the Diatessaron.]' |

1 Quotations from works of S. Ephraim, which are certainly genuine but are only preserved
in Mss later than the 7th century, are marked off from the rest by the use of square brackets.

¥
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Matt iii 17, Mk i 11, Lk iii 22 = Rom. v 545 4, vi 16 ¢ (‘ Quotattons’ 28)

»oum AR 30 1) cam (v5454)
“ Thas 1is my son, yea my beloved. |

aunee 3o am (vil6e)
This is my son and my beloved.

For sasawma (‘and my beloved’), Pesh. has ~asn (‘the beloved’)
in accordance with the Greek 6 vids wov 6 dyamnrds, but saunwa is the
reading of S C in Matt iii 17 and of S in Lk i 22, ie. of syr.vt

wherever it is extant!.

The evidence of Ephraim in v 545 is all the more striking, as the
quotation forms a 7-syllable line (hdnou lam bér d¢ habbif); smunwa
has only two.syllables and so could not stand, but Ephraim instead of
using the Peshitta habbifSd, which would have satisfied both sense and

metre, preferred to expand y2ans0 INt0 s2uas A

Matt iv 5, Lk iv 9 = Lamy iv 525 and ii 815 (‘ Quotations’ 69)
uom o 38 30 Wi s L i a\ad <om 15 eX A
Now who had looked and saw thee, our Lord, on the head of the

corner when thou wert standing ?

The ‘pinnacle’ of the Temple is rendered by r3a ‘corner’ (lut.
‘horn’) in C (Matt) and S (Lk). But the Peshitta has rZaua ‘wing’
in both Gospels, in agreement with S in S. Matthew. The ‘pinnacle’
is also called ~£3%o in a somewhat similar allusion Lamy iv 511.

Matt iv 6 (& Lk iv 9) = Lamy iv 523
<am ul lay ime mlo sisas
(Satan) who dared and said to Him © Fall from hence.’

This widely differs from all our Syriac texts, except that of S in
S. Matthew, which has rZa=m =n la. The other Syriac texts all

1 See also Matt xii 18 ¢, xvii 5 (' Lkix 85C. In Mk ix7 and Lk ix 35S has other ren-
derings, but never the v&=ua=uy of the Peshitta.
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have  Cast thyself down’ (or ‘from hence’) in agreement with the
Greek Bd\e geavrdv [évredbfer] rdrw.

In his Hymns on the Temptation Ephraim follows the order of
S. Matthew, adding at the end that the tempter departed from our
Lord for a time, as in 8. Luke (Lamy iv 517). But these words are
added to the text of Matt iv 11 in S and C, so that no stress can be
laid on them.

[Matt v 18 = Overbeck 149, Duval, p. 87 (* Quotations’ 67)

Aaldh =\ wdhod zcua eI Ao )\ ~asmy
For heaven and earth pass away, and not a Jod-letter will pass away.
The general turn of the sentence is taken from Matt xxiv 35, but
“one Jod-letter” is the peculiar rendering of iGra & 7 uia repala found
in Aphraates and in S at Matt v 18, while C has the double
rendering ‘ one Jdd-letter or one horn’ (~1%s). But the Peshitta has
~\i® 3 o 3w vas ‘one J6d or one line,” an independent rendering
which follows the wording of the Greek.
It is right to add that this passage of the Zestament is absent from
the short recension in B.M. Add. 14582, but it is accepted by M. Duval.
It comes in the last strophe of the genuine work.]

Matt v 39, Lk vi 29 = Nus. 72'% (* Quotations’ 28)
m\ oh~ nas ALY v?& AV -.n% LAy
“ He that smuteth thee on thy cheek, thine other check present to him.’

A paraphrase, partly caused by metrical considerations, but omitting
‘right’ as an epithet to ‘cheek,’ in agreement with .S and C against the
Peshitta.

[Matt vi 11, Lk xi 8= Lamy iii 53 (‘.Quotations’ 70)
oI é Sm L sl . aQel meael A VYK

As the Serpent’s bread is constant, constant bread give us, my Lord !

This is an evident allusion to the “daily bread’ of the Lord’s
Prayer. ‘Constant bread’ (~wme ~=ssl) is the rendering of dpros
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~ émovoos found in all Old Syriac authorities wherever they are extant,

including the Acts of Thomas (see above, p. 105); it even survives in
the Homily upon the Lord’s Prayer by Jacob of Serug (B.M. Add.
17157, fol. 38). But the Peshitta has both in S. Matthew and S. Luke
“the bread of our need’ (paiows rmnsd).]

Matt ix 17 = Rom. v 538 ¢ (‘ Quotations’ 28)
Aoy oo K&\m‘ i 1o )
They do not set new wine wn bottles that have worn out.

Pesh. and S both have =3 ‘put’ for p=n.e ‘set,’ and ~dils for
J\ox.  The second variation is no doubt occasioned by the metre.

Matt x 5= Lamy iv 545
aiznr dusy aial laa ey esiods o alied @)

< Ye shall not go wn the woy of the pagans, nor wn a town of
the Samaritans land.’

The insertion of dum before ~aisax., like that of m\ in the first line
is caused by the metrical necessities of an 8-syllable verse. In ~Zals
‘pagans’ Ephraim agrees with Pesh. against S, which has rZ=asas
‘peoples’ for éfvév, but in this particular rendering we may be practically
certain from the evidence of Aphraates that the Diatessaron also had
~a1i : see next chapter, p. 182. On the other hand Ephraim agrees
with S against Pesh. in having ~Zaia ‘town’ instead of ~du.x= ‘city,”
although iy dusy ~duam) o would have made an unex-
ceptionable line in the required metre. ‘

Matt xi 19, Lk vii 84 = Lamy ii 747 (* Quotations’ 29)

el aure (Lo A laard auxe K\ 0d 0
By the dissipated He was thought an eater...by the drunkards He
- was thought a drinker.

The opprobrious words ¢dyos and oivomdrys seem to have offended
the later translators, both in Syriac and Latin. ¢dyos of course could
not be avoided ; it means uoreax and had to be so translated, while
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the Syriac equivalent 1s ~\aare literally ‘an eater’ but practically
meaning ‘glutton.” But oivomdrys could be softened by translating it
etymologically. Accordingly the Latins used bibens uinum and potator
wini to replace the older winaria preserved in £ and Augustine, while
the Peshitta (followed by the Harclean) has ~i=as &= “drinking
wine. The scandal of calling our Lord a wine-bibber was thus avoided.
But instead of ~imas <&z we find .ot ‘a drunkard’ in Lk vil 34
S C, and ~.dqr (shattdyd) ie. “a drinker,” ‘one given to drink, in
Matt xi 19 8 C: this latter is the word used by Ephraim.

Matt xiv 28 ff. = Overbeck 27 : ¢f also Lamy i 263 (‘Q@tations’ 29)

This is a reference to the story of S. Peter walking on the water,
textually interesting because he is twice called wat\a (Il 7, 27) and
only once o_as=ar (L 18). The name comes twice in the narrative,
and Pesh. has rcarea ie. Cephas, while S and C' have ‘Simon
Cephas. The Greek form ‘Petros’ is very uncommon in the Syriac
text of the Gospels: it occurs only in such places as Johi42 S. In
somewhat similar allusions to the same story in Lamy i 263, 1v 439,

the name Simon alone occurs.

Matt xv 27 = Rom. vi 585 D (‘ Quotations’ 29).
This is best taken in connexion with the quotation of Mk vi1 28.

Matt xvi 2, 3; see on Lk xii 54—56 (* Quotations’ 30).

Matt xvi 18 = Overbeck 352 (* Quotations’ 30)
laury mlaash pe= PANTACEIRUC T F TR NN R, £ mdi=...

‘ .RIQA VY

...the word of our Lord, that of His Church He spake, that ‘the
gate-bars of Sheol shall not be able to conquer ot

The *gate-bars of Sheol’ (wihar ¢dov) occur again in Eus. Theoph™”

iti 27, iv 11, v 40, and in HE®" 417. The same graphic phrase 1s also

found in a passage ascribed to Ephraim in the Severus Catena and

in Lamy iv 673, 687. In Matt xvi 18 C and Pesh. have dauxx =ik
“the doors of Sheol’: S is unfortunately not extant.
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Matt xvi 19 = Lamy i 267 (‘ Quotations’ 30)
aihy wule A v.% eassarl ime

He sard to Simon, * To thee I unll give the keys of the doors.

The Peshitta has here, in accordance with the Greek, ‘the keys
of the kingdom of heaven,” but C' has ‘the keys of the doors of the
kingdom of heaven.” Thus Ephraim’s text agrees with C against Pesh.
in an addition for which no other authority is known. §'is deficient ;
Aphraates 141 has ¢ Hear ye also, that hold the keys of the doors of

heaven.’

Matt xviii (12,) 18, Lk xv 4, (5) = Overbeck 114 (‘ Quotations’ 30)
mam= ) oM  ~ia\s ~haus m) durdy easi= ml ai=l
~ho iialmo ™ Wioas't ardo paid ant ) ine <ois

...... smaasazay s ey o™ s

~axrdha idh . am Ldh .mo i masrsy ml ~ma
CAL \‘ tm

as) ~\x

< Who s there of you that hath beasts in the hill-country, and one
sheep stray from him,—doth he not leave the ninety and nine in the plain
and in the hill, and come and seek that which strayed until he find 16 2’...

‘And what time he hath found it, he rejoiceth over it more than those
ninety and nine that did not stray.

It is difficult to believe that a mosaic such as this can have come
from anywhere but the Diatessaron. There is nothing in the wording
which definitely indicates the use either of the Peshitta text or of that
found in S and C, except that «ass as a rendering for mpéBara
occurs in Joh x 3ff in S, but never in the Peshitta. The Arabic
Diatessaron (xxvi 4, 5) gives us Lk xv 4 followed by Matt xviii 13,
which is practically what we find in Ephraim, but without the charac-
teristic phrase wia\ma == which combines the év ) éprjug of
Lk xv 4 with the émi 7a dpn of Matt xviii 12.
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Matt xviii 22 = Nus. 72'® (‘ Quotations’ 31)
paay A ):A LAY Say V\C\ur(.& N-7.X_L &

Forgive thy brother (he saith) by sevens seventy times over.

The idiomatic As. which is here used something like the English
“for’ (“in batches of seven, for seventy times’) is found in S C and
Aphraates 85 and 298. And as if to remove all doubt as to the exact
meaning the number is stated in Aphraates 298 to be 490 times. But
the Peshitta, in more literal accordance with the Greek, has ‘unto
seventy times by sevens’ (aar anr S paarl woas)l

Matt xx1 8 = Rom. iv 108, 109 (‘ Quotations’ 32)
pandn o amimly o aml aimee (sic Ms)
Sowy ye to them that for thewr Lord they are requured.

So also C has pasdn o amima) for 6 kipios adrav ypelav éxer.

This quotation, short as it is, presents several points of difficulty
and interest. It comes from the Commentary on Genesis, a genuine
prose work of S. Ephraim, and was assigned by Mr Woods (in Studia
Biblica iii, p. 126) to Mk xi 2, 3. The text of the quotation which
Mr Woods had before him (Ed. Rom. iv 108, 109) runs thus :—

pined o [amooiue ode Aoy Kl | cdud punes] | il
Kanhs o ass\h _gml oin .om PANY ,_ga'ud el LN _Q:A

For He soaud [Ye will find a colt tied; loose him and bring him.]
that if they say to you < Why are ye loosing that colt 7’ say to them thot
Jor our Lord 1t 1s required.

The brackets are my own insertion,

Mr Woods called the quotation a combination of Mark and Matt.,
and noted that while C (the Curetonian) had many verbal variations
from the Peshitta, yet in the only ‘important variation’ it differed from
Ephraim’s quotation where the quotation agreed with the Peshitta.

The ‘important variation’ concerns the words which in the Greek

1 The addition of sy in Pesh. is not significant, as both § and 4%/, add sy after

B. I1. ' 16
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of Matt xx1 3 run
[ ’ > ~ /’ ¥
(0] KUPLO? avTwy XPELG.V GXEL

(Mk xi 3 and Lk xix 34 have of course adrod in the singular). The
extant Syriac readings are

1 ‘For our Lord they are (or it is) required’ Pesh. (Matt) (Mk, Lk).

2a ¢ For their Lord they are required’ C (Matt).

2b «For its Lord it is required’ S C (Lk) S (Mk)™.

It is evident that we have here two independent interpretations of
the Greek. According to the Peshitta ¢ x?¥pios is used absolutely of
Christ (as so often in Lk, so rarely in Matt and Mk): according to S
and C, on the other hand, adrov or adrov is taken with «ipios, so that
it means the ¢ master’ of the animals, either as Lord of all creatures or
as their legal possessor.

Thus the quotation in S. Ephraim’s Commentary on Genesis, as
given in the Roman Edition, presents quite a striking agreement with
the Peshitta. The passage printed above within brackets agrees
verbally with clauses in the Peshitta text of Mk xi 2 and 3, and the
last two words agree in a characteristic variation with the Peshitta
against the Mss of the Ewangelion da-Mepharreshe.

But the fact is that the text of the Roman Edition does not in the
least represent the text of the ms upon which it is based. The Ms
(Vat. Syr. cx) was examined some time ago by Dr A. Pohlmann, who
published a tract upon it in 1862-4. The practical result of this
investigation is that you can never trust a Biblical quotation in the
printed text of the Commentary where it verbally agrees with the
Peshitta. In the present instance the bracketed passage is not in the
Ms at all, having been added de suo by the editor (Pohlmann, p. 52) ;
while for the last two words the s actually has (Pohlmann, p. 54)

t;;:&\:u ..&mi:ﬂa

in exact accordance with the Curetonian text of Matt xxi 8! The
translation therefore of S. Ephraim’s reference to the Entry into Jeru-
salem should run

! In Mk xi 8 S reads mi::ln, as is clear from the photograph, not a3\ as was edited in
the Syndics’ Edition. S is not extant for Matt xxi 3, and C is not extant for Mk xi 3.
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‘For He said that if they say to you ¢ Why are ye loosing that
colt 2’ say to them that for their Lord! they are required.’

1 may add that if the quotation was taken by S. Ephraim from the
Diatessaron, as seems probable, it was only to be expected that it
should give us the text of S. Matthew (who alone mentions two
animals) rather than that of S. Mark and S. Luke?

Matt xxi 40, 41 = Lamy i 253 (* Quotations’ 34)
Zaald ._&&A Zoaia isn aas) W\ m) s
e QI 315Q) D TDT .. OmIA) Ay o e o m tn’.:m-(“
osys ans @l psamy el il ~=mia zeaia

For * What (quoth He) will the master of the vineyard do to those
husbandmen ?

£ But they say to him concerning themselves that evilly he will destroy
them and will let out the vineyard to husbandmen which roase Jfor ham
the produce tn its season.’

Two points deserve notice in this quotation, which comes from the
,prose Homily on our Lord. The only part of it which appears to be
intended for a real quotation is the answer of the Pharisees : that this
is a real quotation is certain from the occurrence in it of the peculiar
Syriac rendering of Matt xxi 413, But the final clause in Ephraim
differs altogether both from the Syriac Vulgate and the Evangelion da-
Mepharreshe. At the same time Ephraim’s ‘raise for him the produce’
is as good a representation of dmoddrovow adr@ Tovs kapmovs as ‘ give
to him the fruits’ (~<9r¢a e\ @=ods), which is the rendering found in
8 C and the Peshitta.

1 Qr, ¢ for their master.’

2 This quotation of S. Ephraim was discussed by the present writer in the Journal of
Theological Studies 1 569 fF.

8 The clause referred to is _ el 3amay xa= =, which corresponds to kakods kaxds
amoNérer abrots in § € and Pesh., as well as in the quotation of Ephraim. Judging by the phrase
PSS XA XD, which so often stands for xaxas &xovres, this rendering might be held to
imply the omission of kakovs, but it is more likely to be nothing more than an attempt to give
the effect of the alliteration in the Greek. JMoes. 192 has ‘malos per mala perdet’ (grepul
puwplop wunnwlbugk), but this Armenian rendering may have been influenced by the Armenian

vulgate which has gaupul swpue...
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The other point concerns the rendering of éSdoerar in Matt xxi 41.
In asas ‘he will let out (on hire)’ Ephraim and Pesh. agree against
S C. This word is used in all the Syriac texts of Mk xii 1 and Lk xx 9.
But in the passage before us S has A& ¢he will give’ (as in Mk xii 9
and Lk xx 16), and C has mlxs ‘he will deliver’ (as in Matt xxi 33
SC). Thus the text of S. Matthew as given in S and C seems to
avoid the word ssaw, though its occurrence in S. Mark and S. Luke
shews that it was the natural one to use; it is therefore clear that
'S. Ephraim’s quotation cannot be explained by the use of the Evangelion
da-Mepharreshe. But neither can S. Ephraim’s quotation be explained
by the use of the Peshitta alone, as in the final clause the quotation
differs as much from the diction of the Peshitta as from that of S and
C. It may reasonably be conjectured that here as in other places
S. Ephraim is giving us the text of the Diatessaron, and that the
agreement in this single point between the Diatessaron as represented
by Ephraim and the Syriac Vulgate is merely the result of literally
rendering the Greek. But instances of this agreement are so rare
compared with those where the renderings of the Diatessaron agree
with the Evangelion da-Mepharreshe against the Syriac Vulgate that
it is worth while to draw special attention to those which make the
other way. The case is in every way similar to that of durdewid in
Lk vii 43, to be discussed later on.

Matt xxii 18 = Nis. 84* (* Quotations’ 35)
~om mham miNal .fia\_ adl ,moiaa
They fettered that man, whose body was defiled.

The reference to the Parable of the Wedding Feast is quite clear
in the context, and S. Ephraim has just explained that the body is the
wedding-garment, which ought to be kept bright and clean.

S. Ephraim obviously supports the reading of the better Greek mss
Sjoavres adrod midas kal xewpas éxBdlere avrov..., which 1s also the
reading of Pesh.; while S and C have ‘ Take hold of him by his hands
and by his feet and put him forth,” which seems to represent dpare
adTOV TodAY Kal XELpDY kai Bd\ere avrov..., the reading of D and lat.vt.
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But whereas Pesh. here uses the ordinary word jee~ for bind,
Ephraim has iaa to ‘fasten’ or ¢fetter, a word which only occurs
once in the N.T. Peshitta, viz. Ac xxii 29. It might naturally be
thought that Ephraim’s use of iaa was a mere paraphrastic alteration
of the Biblical text, but the same word occurs in the quotation of
Matt xxii 13 in the Syriac Theophanta iv 16, and in an express allusion
in the Syriac Acts of Thomas (Wright, p. 815)1. A version of this
passage, therefore, containing the word iaa instead of 3eor~, must have
been once current, and from this version and not from the Peshitta
was S. Ephraim’s quotation made. It is unfortunate that no allusion
to Matt xxii 13 is made in the Commentary on the Diatessaron.

Matt xxiii 8 = Rom. v 491 B (‘ Quotations’ 36)
< otod &\ Ao o
Ye shall not call (any one) o g'redt one on earth.
This agrees with S C, which have »=1 \m&\ <\ o adurie.
‘but ye, ye shall not call (any one) Rabbi’; Pesh., on the other hand,

has o«_oiodd instead of o aind, making the sense to be ‘but ye, ye
shall not be called Rabbi,” in accordance with the Greek.

Matt xxvi 18 = Lamy i 257 (‘ Quotations’ 36) -

ishodr ihr las .rataor <ima x| n)l @) ~oma

BN A ET

For “ There shall be to her (quoth He) o name and this memorial
everywhere that my Gospel shall be announced.’

There is no trace of this recasting of the verse either in the
Peshitta or-in the Evangelion da-Mepharreshe, so that it is possible
that Ephraim’s words are a conscious paraphrase®.

1 See above, p. 102 f
2 «en (i.e ¢ this’) is omitted in B M. Add. 14654.
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Matt xxvii 46 = Rom. v 558 A (* Quotations’ 36)
cmdonr Y L Jaee (sic)
Eli, El, why hast thou left me?

For the first words S has \\w¢ ,\e¢ (ie. “Eli, Eli’) in Matt and
yonlr¢ ol (i.e. ‘My God, my God’) in Mk. Pesh. has L L
both in Matt and in Mk. I owe the correct transcription of Cod. Vat.
Syr. exi (p. 263 a), given above, to the kindness of Dr G. Mercati, of

the Vatican Library.

Mark iv 89 = Lamy 1 268 (* Quotations’ 37)
ahtaam 1-!-\ 75\3 RT3
For < Be quiet ! (quoth He) thou art muzzled !’

B.M. Add. 14654 (Lamy's B, but not cited by him here) has
yhia\y =\ JMr <Be quiet! thou art stilled!’” But both the mss of
S. Ephraim’s Homily agree in having a feminine participle, so that
the rebuke is addressed to the wind. S and C are unfortunately both
missing, but Pesh. has dur¢ 1a\y »lx. (with masc. verbs and pronoun),
~and the rebuke is addressed to the sea. Here again therefore
S. Ephraim shews his independence of the Peshitta.

Mark vii 28 (Matt xv 27)=Lamy i 163 (¢f Rom. vi 585 D)
(‘ Quotations’ 37)

aam alay 2o joha on ~hohia =1 o i adody

That thow shouldest sotisfy them from the crumbs that from the sons
table were fulling.

(Rom. vi 585 D has

.\oqx....’i.:v:u O [ Aaaala e TN
Dogs from the crumbs of their masters are satisfied.)

The second quotation occurs in the Hymns De Paradiso and is
obviously a paraphrase. It is however noteworthy that both quotations
agree in having a form of the verb ase ‘satisfy.” The first quotation
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is from the prose Homily on our Lord, and is remarkable for containing
the phrase “the sons’ table,” which is not found in any Greek Ms or
in the Peshitta, but does actually occur in Mk vii 28 according to
S and arm.vg. That it was also the reading of the Diatessaron is
probable from Moes. 138, where Moesinger’s cod. B has “Yea, Lord,
even dogs eat of the crumbs of the children’s tablel.” Here again
therefore Ephraim, the Evangelion da-Mepharreshe and the Diatessaron
unite in preserving a singular expression, of which the Peshitta has no
trace® :

The allusion in Rom. vI 585 D to this saying of Christ is chiefly
remarkable for the word r&aaaia ‘crumbs.”’ This word is synonymous
in meaning with the word ~&adia used in syr.vt-vg, and is also
metrically equivalent. The fact that it is found in the Harclean (both
in Matt xv 27 and Mk vii 28) is curious, but the circumstance is too
isolated to have any special significance.

Mark vii 33 = Lamy i 171 (‘ Quotations’ 38)
oM Erisy ,mAnEs Rwa mindes nl o1

‘ He spat on his_fingers and put (it) i the ears of that deaf-mute.

The variants in Mk vii 83 are particularly interesting: there are
four rival readings extant in Greek, and three of these (if not all four)
are represented in Syriac, or in translations from the Syriac.

(@) mx\\ =ino ;mia amaris m&\g’as »nae Pesh.

He laid his fingers in his ears, and spat and touched his tongue.

This is the reading supported by most Greek Mss, including B (N)
and the ‘Received Text’ (é8akev Tods Sakrrilovs alrob eis T, BTA AVTOV
kol Trvoas MpaTo Ths yAdoamns adTod).

1 The other M8 has “their masters’ table,” in agreement with Matt xv 27.
? The actual fexts found in syr. vt-vg are :—

ima LHodhe o e‘i&un <haodia o> (.\Lﬁd ila ol

Mk vii 28 § A
 Kama hobia da hohe fund o K3la e
Mk vii 28 Pesh. :
@wa _amsiz wHioha ¢ [plann Lhodia =] pla Lsla a
Matt xv 27 Pesh. (S) (0)
[S omits the bracketed words, € adds 3aX\_after <<=\, ]
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(b)) @A\ =ioe smans =i m&m:s o §
He put his fingers and spat in his ears and touched his tongue.

This is the reading of the ¢ Ferrar Group’ and of the very importa,nt
minuscule 28 ([ér]éBaler Tods Sakridovs adrov m'vaas €is To. aTa avTOU
Kal mbwro ™s yAdoons avrod).

(c) ailad Luoly auid! L_;’ gan, azzlo! gkc <& Diater xxi 3

He spat on his fingers and put (i8) in his ears and touched his .
tongue.

This agrees with Ephraim’s quotation, and is attested in Greek by
‘the uncial fragment called W? (énrvoer eio 1ovo dakrilove durov: kat
eBaler €ic Td wTa TOU KoL - KdL TPaTo ™o YAwoTad Tov moyyihdiov).
The passage is not quoted in Ephraim’s Commentary, but the fact that
“ the Arabic Diatessaron does not agree with the Peshitta makes it
certain that the Arabic has here preserved the ancient Syriac text
substantially unaltered?. '

In this passage, therefore, Ephraim follows the transmitted text
of the Diatessaron, while both the Peshitta and the FEvangelion da-
Mepharreshe differ from it and from each other.

Mark xii 42 = Nis. 91%% (“ Quotations’ 39)
~h=is moiaw maamra deamal

The pound and the mate of the widow he increased.

S has ~as0l o omaduwt iamr id ‘two mites which are

a quarter’ for Aewra 8¥o, G éorw kodpdvrys. But the Peshitta has

I o omadury t'“"’ pid ‘two pounds which are mites.” This
is obviously the rendering followed by S. Ephraim.

. It seems to me very probable that in this case as in many others

the Peshitta has™ retained unaltered a previously existing Syriac

1 The fourth reading, found in D (565) lat.vt, puts wrigas before €3akev, but otherwise agrees

with (a). By a curious coincidence this reading is found in the Discourses of Philoxenus (Budge
i45). His words are

wrin admn wmiana m&m: —pwa =t

Whlch looks like a conflation of the Evangelion da- Meplzarreslze with the Diatessaron, as Philoxenus
can hardly have derived his text direct from D and the Latins.
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rendering. For it is wholly unfair to equate the uvd (Mina or Maneh)
of the Parable of the Pounds with the Aemrdv of the poor widow, and
the later Syriac scholars were quite incapable of originating such a
mistakel. My friend Professor A. A. Bevan suggests that the original
rendering may have been essh, in which case we must read pdid
and poadurs, as s (a small coin, Heb. gera) is feminine?

- We may notice that the widow’s mites are called asax peid in
Rom. vi 677 E and in Lamy iv 541, 579. \

Luke ii 30 = Lamy i 259, 261 (* Quotations’ 40)
)I.:I.L [y} )l ~<m
“ Lo, mine eyes have seen thy Mercy !’

This agrees both with S and the Peshitta. The regular equivalent

.

for 76 owripidy cov, according to Syriac Biblical usage, would be waiss

“‘thy Life,” and “thy Mercy’ looks like an intentional alteration

of this. But if so, the alteration must have taken place before
S. Ephraim’s day.

Luke ii 34 = Lamy i 267 (‘ Quotations’ 40)
~=anla ~&laam) s 0 ;ul am
“ This one 1s set for folling and for rising.’

The same words (and no more) are quoted in a passage of the
Severus Catena (Rom. iv 129, 130), on which Mr Woods remarks :
“The use of this expression without any further limitation is certainly
curious. Now in the translation of the Commentary on the Dia-
tessaron (see Zahn, 11. ii. § 4 [ Moesinger 28]) we have Hcce hic stat in
ruinam et in resurrectionem et in signum contradictionss, and Ephrem’s
comment shows that this is not an abbreviation but a real variant.
It seems likely therefore that we have in this quotation an omission
of the words ‘of many in Israel’ influenced by the Diatessaron.”
Mr Woods’s argument is certainly strengthened by the passage quoted

1 The Harclean has v@vél\, i.e. the Greek word transliterated.

2 The very same corruption also occurs in the Jerusalem Targum to Exod xxx 13, which has
191 where Onkelos has V0.

B. IL 17
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above from the undoubtedly genuine Homaly on our Lord. Tn this
verse, the Peshitta has the ordinary text ¢ This one is set for the falling
and for the rising of many in Israel’; but S presents us with the
curious order ‘This one is set in Israel for the falling and for the rising
of many.’

Luke ii 86 = Lamy iii 818 (* Quotations’ 41)
ham hom .. A anary .hads haail .asy iy
| AN B
How like s the modest one (i.e. Julian Saba, who deserted his wife)

to that most modest of the modest, who ‘ for seven days had been with a

husband.’ 4
According to the Peshitta, as in the ordinary text, Hanna the

prophetess had lived seven years with a husband, but S alone among
Mss and versions makes it into seven days only, and in so doing is
followed by Ephraim.

Luke iii 22; see on Matt iii 17 (‘ Quotations’ 41).

Luke iv 29 = Nus. 592, Lamy i 613 (‘ Quotations’ 41)
Ans @l sia .<ialy = ,morsr aa (Nis).
When they threw him from the hill, he flew in the air.

wia), wi = ,monar =0k va (Lamy)
When again they threw him from the top of the hill...

It is clear from these phrases that S. Ephraim used a text which
represented @ore karakpyuvicar adrdv, and took these words to imply
that the people of Nazareth actually threw our Lord over the cliff.
This is also the view taken in the Commentary on the Diatessaron
Moes. 180, 212), which no doubt represents the text as read in Tatian’s
Harmony. But it is not supported either by S or the Peshitta. S has
“go that they might hang him’ (i.e. dore [karacpepdoar adrdv), while
the Peshitta has ‘that they might throw him from the cliff” (i.e. eis 70
karakpnpvicar adrdy, the reading of the ‘ Received Text’).
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Luke vi 29 ; see on Matt v 39 (¢ Quotations’ 41).

Luke vii 14 = Nis. 727 (“ Quotations’ 42)

ol s duml <io e aax.
Now Jesus called to the dead man © Youth, youth !’

This remarkable reading is expressly attested by Aphraates, who
says (p. 165): “And with two words He raised each one of them.
For the son of the widow, when He raised him, He called twice, saying
to him ‘Youth, youth, arise!’—and he lived and arose. And the
daughter of the chief of the Synagogue He called twice, saying to her
“Girl, girl, arise!’!—and her spirit returned and she arose.” Thus
Ephraim’s reading (which is also that of D and of a jf of the Old Latin),
was that which was alone familiar to Aphraates, and we may safely
conjecture that it stood in the Diatessaron. But it is not the reading
either of the Peshitta or of S,

Luke vii 34 ; see on Matt xi 19 (* Quotations’ 42).

Luke vii 41-43 = Lamy ii, p. xxiif. (supplying the lacuna in i 249)

(¢ Quotateons’ 42 f.) '
om aus 1) e .aaiam i)\ aom durd s By Lih#
) ~aw..... AT FiL el aise redmirsas Wiy
Brdo ) any ._@u'i&\\ ymaan i o omam el dul 3a
Al O0 o QaTay @) 1=t ,marna Lduy v%-.;m e
A dureid o i @l i WA\ @ m) ashecy adn
1< Tho debtors there were to a man, o money-lender. One was in
debt for five hundred denars, but the other for fifty denars.’...  Finally,
24phen not one of them had aught to pay him, he forgave them both.

Which dost thow set in thy mind will most love hum 2’ *3Symon sauth to

him I suppose it is he to whom he forgave much.’ Our Lord sath to
hem < Correctly hast thou judged.’ -

1 Or we may regard it as a transliteration and render it ¢ Talitha, talitha, cumi.’ Traces of
this reading also are to be found in D and the Latin texts of Mk v 41.
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~ It will not be necessary to give in full all the trifling variations
between Ephraim’s not absolutely accurate quotation and the Biblical
Mss. The three significant readings are: (1) in ver. 41 Ephraim with
S has ~hara= 12\ ‘a man, a money-lender,” while C' and the
Peshitta have rZoaw 1= an ‘a certain creditor. That the reading
of S and Ephraim was also that of the Diatessaron is clear from
Moesinger, where however what appears in the Latin (p. 114) as uns
domino creditors should be translated wviro curdam fenerators (umi
nepni i pnfaunnnch).  (2) In the beginning of ver. 43 both § and C
have with Ephraim ‘Simon saith to him,” while the Peshitta has more
in accordance with the Greek ¢ Simon answered and said.” The simpli-
- fication of these introductory sentences in dialogue is one of the
characteristics of the Old Syriac, while the Peshitta tends to follow
the Greek wording. It is therefore noteworthy that Ephraim here
agrees with S C and not with the Peshitta. (3) At the end of ver. 43
Ephraim has durdeaid “correctly’ in agreement with the Peshitta,

while S C have naax ‘well” The word in the Greek is épfads, which is
translated by &m\’_s..i&\ in Lk x 28, xx 21, by S and C as well as Pesh.

In this passage the agreement of S and C shews us that t.ax was
really the reading of the Ewvangelion da-Mepharreshe, which is there-
fore not the text from which Ephraim is quoting’. :

Luke ix 62 = Overbeck 127 (‘ Quotations’ 43)

~<omo mihamal isa ey ot L mr oy i =\
ey haalsal  saxs

No one putteth his hand on the plough-share and looketh behind him,
and becometh fit for the kingdom of heaven.

Here again Ephraim does not exactly reproduce any of the Syriac
Biblical texts, for both S C and Pesh. have ‘ God,” not ‘heaven.” But
the insertion of ~fam ‘becometh’ is attested by S C.

L A parallel case is the rendering of ékddaera, which has been discussed above on Matt xxi 41.
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[Luke xii 16-20 = Letter to Publius, B.M. Add. 7190, fol. 191 v, sic
(* Quotations’ 72)

AL mair @) Mary aml @) xay <im dux e
sunddida shea Sadw xan . emxan) iSaen Aan 1 L AN
Zar¥l sl (.L;:l» htinge <AL wmx N2 :mesdeo
Qis ~hom <l m=maas mil=n 3ny hesar ) hea o

[ [l

ol 1 1Ay Jhom Aamadhe ;i oass .hiism s
ﬂsa gt T UY&J <all ims Ko Fimwo Jhom Lis m)

~am =1\ dhalll mam .l pasdh

Dost thou not see what befel him whose land brought in to hvm much
produce? Because he said to his soul: « My soul, eat and drink and
rest and be merry, because lo, much produce s stored up for thee for
mamy years,—hast thou not heard that while yet his word in his mouth
was sweet, the bitter Voice was recewed in the bosom of hus ear, which
was calling him < Senseless one’ and saying : ¢ Lo, wn this might thy
dear soul—from thee they require it ; that which thow hast made ready,
whose will it be?’

This Parable is quoted in Aphraates 381 in very close agreement
with the extract from the Letter to Publius. In common with
Aphraates and C against S and Pesh. it has ‘he said to his soul’
instead of ‘I will say to my soul” In common with Aphraates and S
against C' and Pesh. it has Ja=i ‘stored up’ instead of asé laid
up.” In common with Aphraates and Pesh. against S and C'it prefixes
the vocative ‘Soul’ to the rich man’s meditation, and it has \\aar
“eat’ instead of the synonym ,eas. But it also has in common with
Aphraates against S C and Pesh. the remarkable phrase ~al ~z\x
‘senseless’ (lit. ‘ without heart’) instead of ~Ziis.i tame ‘lacking in
mind’ as a rendering of d¢pwr, and it also has the singular instead of
the plural in the last clause. It is difficult to assign any sufficient
cause for this marked agreement between the ‘ Letter to Publius’ and
Aphraates against Syriac Biblical texts, except a common use of the
Diatessaron. ]
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Luke xii 49 = Overbeck 124, 126 (‘ Quotations’ 44)

SEAIED NI S i
Fire I came to cast in the earth.

This agrees with Pesh, against S C, which add t.\_ om after
«iay (For fire it 1s that I came to cast...).

Luke xii 54-56, [Matt] xvi 2, 3= Rom. v 320 B (‘ Quotations’ 44 t.).
__adure St ary A Lty ) SA N a\ re..sclsi.s 56
ar b = <om &= <ijas ad Ldena?’

1
O -KMS L

For the face of the earth and of the heaven too ye know, and when

there wnll be a sirocco and when there will be rain ; prophecies are made
also about fine weather.
* This stanza is not a quotation, but is as Mr Woods called it (p. 122)
a ‘mixed paraphrase’ of Matt xvi 2, 8, and Luke xii 54—56. As a
matter of fact it is only the last clause that seems to be taken from
Matt., but the word ~awme ‘fine weather’ is decisive. S. Ephraim’s
Gospel text therefore included the interpolated verses, which are read
in the Peshitta, but not in S or C. This quotation, therefore, is not
taken from the Evangelion da-Mepharreshe. But neither is it from
the Peshitta, for the word used corresponding to xavowr (Lk xii 55) is
not ~Z=nass ‘heat,” as in the Peshitta, but ~2a%aa ‘a sirocco.” This is a
somewhat rare word, ultimately derived from an Assyrian name for an
oven. But it is used in this place by C and by S also?.

Ephraim’s quotation here, therefore, presents similar features to
those which we have noticed elsewhere ; viz. it has the language and
style of the Evangelion da-Mepharreshe or Old Syriac, but an inde-
pendent text: in other words, it has the characteristic features of
the Syriac Diatessaron. From this passage we further gain the very
interesting information that the Diatessaron, like every other text
known to be connected with the West, recognised the interpolation

1] give the text from B.M. Add. 14571, fol. 33 va. The Roman Edition has ._g&u‘-{ LS
before wasnw a 2w, and inserts o before <3\ 50 as to make «fenedaa two syllables.

2 The reading of § given in Mrs Lewis’s Some Pages is ‘4;;.\»'., but -Mrs Lewis’s transcript
had «4a=a and the edited reading was merely the result of misapprehension.



 Quotations in 8. Ephraim. 135

dias yevopérys .7\ in Matt xvi 2, 3, which is absent from the best
Greek texts (N B and Origen) as well as from the Old Syriac codices €
and S.

Luke xiv 31 = Rom. v 487 A (* Quotations’ 45)

na .m) 3aasel ‘.&\f.f oidn .Zalsh e 0m Ly SLda
| .oins Lie Lals

It is written < Who among kings goeth to do battle with another king
has fellow 2’ |

This is quite different both from Pesh. and from S C, and we really
possess no evidence to shew whether Ephraim’s wording is anything
more than a paraphrase arranged to suit his 7-syllable metre. But as
the quotation is expressly introduced for the sake of the word iz
which means his ‘fellow’ or ‘comrade’ (though in this case used of an
enemy), it is evident that the word must have stood in Ephraim’s text.
In Lk xiv 31 S C both have s al=n, while the Peshitta has
mine ~al=m,

Luke xv 4 f. ; see on Matt xviii 12 f. (* Quotations’ 45).

[Luke xvi 25 = Letter to Publius, B.M. Add. 7190, fol. 189 r (* Quo-
tatrons’ 711.) ‘ '
maheis lan dwnla U\&\C\.“C\ v‘u:.: K&\:}v M.?.na 2 i

-

UYL:S ~<am rZaoy v\...r( V\-n_;.n masn i as am
» duse ~\a ;i da

. “ My son, remember that thou receivedst good things in thy life and

thy folly, and Lazar recewed his evil things and his afflictions before-
hand ; and now he cannot come and help thee in thy torments, because
thou didst not help him in torments amd his infirmities.  Therefore.thou
dost beseech of him to help thee, as he had besought of thee to help hvm,

and thou wouldst not.

<hear marm )l Krmo meis o2 maleddno
smamiase ouids ,oedin! <dx = ut:uu_&\:

1 Cod. amshaama
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’ This is a free paraphrase, but one point is perfectly clear: in the
last clause mapaxaleiras is not rendered as in our Bibles “he is com-
forted” (or “resteth”), but “he is besought.” The former rendering
is that of the Peshitta and of .S, while the latter is found in Aphraates
and we may well believe it to be the rendering characteristic of the
Diatessaronl. The actual words of Aphraates (Wright, p. 383) are

Cimas . afss Ao e u‘uu: u\&zx\, MNemn (v 1. ‘x:aé\‘{) ams I

e Ao o huss e

“ My son, recollect that thou receivedst thy good things in thy life, and Lazar received his
ovil things : but to-day thow dost beseech of him, and he doth not help thee.

The only other passage I know where this view of mapaxahetrar is
taken is Cyprian Test 111 61, in which according to the better Mss we
read : Commemorare quoniam percepistt bona in wita tua, Eleazar
autem male: nunc hic ROGATUR, tu autem doles. The rest of the Latin
texts have consolatur?

Note also that the word used in the letter to Publius for the yxdopa
of Lk xvi 26 is w&sa as in Aphraates 383, but in Pesh. and S
we find- the synonym ~&am. Curiously enough, the Harclean has
<hsa and a similar word is used in the Palestinian Lectionary.

In Lamy iv 381 there is a reference to the story of Dives and
Lazarus in which ~&uwsa is again used, together with the picturesque
detail that the rich man in torment asks that Lazarus may dip in
water mias w1 ‘the tip of his litle finger’ and come and refresh him.
Here S C and Pesh. have simply ‘the tip of his finger’ in accordance
with the Greek. ] '

Luke xvii 31, 32 = Overbeck 127 (* Quotations’ 451.)
owio Jasy ) duas ,maihe <oars ,modu Bl raw o«
Aalar odhdut) Bl oams L

«If any one is in the street and his things in the house, let him not
enter and take them. Recollect the wife of Lot.

1 The leaf of ¢ which contained this passage is missing. It is also probable that Aphraates
and Ephraim read 8¢ mapaxakeirar with the Latins and the ¢ Textus Receptus,’ while § and the

Peshitta (with the great majority of Greek mss) support ¢d¢ mwapakaheiras.
2 For the rendering of mapdkAnow in Lk vi 24 by § and Aphraates 390, see p. 109 : in that

verse ¢ has postulationem and Tertullian aduocationem. Compare also ‘expectans praecem
Isdrahel’ Lk ii 25 e.
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Here again the wording is different both from Pesh. and from S C,
and the text of the Diatessaron is not given for this passage in
Moesinger. But the quotation from Ephraim is taken from a prose
work, so that it may not be a simple paraphrase. The chief differences
are that Ephraim has ~saxs ‘in the street’ for éml Tov ddpatos,
where the Syriac Biblical texts have <iNe<s ‘in the roof’ (Pesh.)
or riNee I ‘on the roof’ (SC); and that Ephraim has axms
‘recollect,” where the Syriac Biblical texts have aiax&e ‘ remember.’
The omissions made by Ephraim at the end of xvii 31 are probably of
no importance, as he speaks of ¢our Lord telling us not to turn back ’
(cf ver. 31%), just before his more formal quotation begins.

Luke xviii 13 = Overbeck 28 (* Quotations’ 46)
~om sitam ) sl amiz) smauis mdleyr WN\=

He [the publican] because of his fear was not daring to luft has eyes
to heaven.

The Greek has odi 7fehev...émGpas, and accordingly S and the
Peshitta have he was not willing to lift. But C agrees with Ephraim,
against the Greek.

[Similarly in Lamy iii 63 (see * Quotations’ 70) we find

asars w) <om iaama .wim &l o a®

That sinner (it says) did not dare to be looking to heawen. |

Luke xxii 43, 44 = Lamy i 288, 655, Nus. 59 (¢ Quotations’ 46 f.).

The passages from Lamy i 665 and Nis. 59 only shew in a general
way that S. Ephraim's Gospel text contained the incident of the bloody
sweat. In this it agrees with C, the Peshitta, and  Moes. 235, but
differs from S. The passage from Lamy i 233 goes more into detail
and is worth quoting:

) i W artlsn m) rededt cada

Tt s written that there appeared to him an angel strengthening hvm.

Here C and Ephraim agree in omitting ¢ from heaven’ after * angel,’
B. 1L v 18
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against the Peshitta and all other authorities, except a few patristic
quotations (including Arius and Caesarius of Nazianzus). Wherever
therefore C' and Ephraim got their common text of this passage, it was
not from the Peshitta.

Luke xxiii 38 = Lamy i 667 (* Quotations’ 47).
Happy art thou, O tablet !

The same word ~Za\a, a Syriac adaptation of murrdiiov, is used
also in S and C for the érvypad of the Gospel text. But the Peshitta
has ~Zoda, which must have been regarded as a more literal trans-
lation, as it is here found also in the Harclean.

Luke xxiii 43 = Lamy 1 667, 669 (¢ Quotations’ 47)
Aso sdha el s (667)
From thee [ Golgotha] he opened und entered Eden.

-5 v\zmc\‘ e 1= Anx (669)
 Our Lord took and set thee [the thief ] in Eden.

It is evident from these passages that Ephraim read ‘in the garden
of Eden’ with C, Aphraates, and the Diatessaron (Moes. 244, 245) not
‘in Paradise’ with S and the Peshitta.

Joh i 1= Lamy ii 513 (* Quotations’ 48)
~&l= am ,modu duris
In the beginning He was the Word.

This agrees verbally both with (' and Pesh., but the English
translation here given (which is demanded by the context) assumes
&= ‘word’ to be feminine as in C, not masculine as in Pesh. Sis
deficient until Joh 1 25,
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Joh i 8= Rom. iv 18 & (* Quotations’ 48)

ax smossloa .<om mo mam laxr \mlNa ymals. 1=
 hom <as 2

The Evangelist saith of him < Everything was in Him, and aport
from Him not even one thing was.’

This exactly agrees with the Hvangelion da-Mepharreshe as repre-
sented by C, but the Peshitta has <om mi.s A4, ie. ‘all was
through Him’ (following the Greek mdvra O adrod éyévero), instead of
~om ms wxsn Aa.  The rendering of €' and Ephraim is also found
in the Syriac Theophania i 24. Here Ephraim quotes the ‘Evangelist’
for his own statement, just as in the following words the authority of
the ‘ Apostle’ is brought forward. Dr Mercati has in this passage also
kindly verified for me the reading of Cod. Vat. Syr. cx (fol. 15 ).

Joh 1 3%Lamy ii 5181 (corrected from B.M. Add. 12164) (‘ Quo-
tations’ 48 f.) '

»IL  .m=aleD .@,.\:joon pob Sodhan Q. u\l; .caley
......... By lda 100« mradox 1 A iDd MmOIXD el m\

cont¥am HIAK Myalon B aml e liam manx

From the same [S. Ephraim] For John started to write that
which our Lord endured in Himself. * Now he begamn with the hnstory
of the Son from where (it says) that * Through Him had been created
everything’...... John therefore left (the consideration of ) that which
through Him had been created...”

These words, as may be seen from the opening formula, are taken
from a collection of extracts. The collection is that made by Philoxenus
at the end of his great and still unedited work on the Incarnation,
written to prove ‘that One Person of the Trinity became Man,” which
is preserved in a Vatican Ms and also in B.M. Add. 12164, a Ms of the
6th century. It is perfectly clear that the version of Joh * 3 agrees
with the Peshitta, and differs from C and Ephraim’s quotation else-
‘where, in having ma.ra for 8 ad7ov. At the same time, it differs
both from € and the Peshitta in having ,t=o&« ‘created,” instead of
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~am ‘was,’ to render éyévero. This is not unparalleled in Syriac .
texts of the Gospel; in Mk ii 27 ,3.oq« seems to stand for éyévero
in S and the Peshitta, but curiously enough not in the Diatessaron
(Moes. 62); nor is there anything in the opening section of Ephraim’s
Commentary on the Diatessaron (Moes. 6) to suggest that it had
»3odw in Joh 1 3. Finally, Ephraim has wa= \s in each place in
agreement with C, where Pesh. has Aa. The texts used by Ephraim
in the beginning of the Fourth Gospel are thus diverse and their source
is not at all clear, but none of them can be explained from the use of
the Peshitta.

Joh i 14 = Lamy ii 743! (* Quotations’ 49 f.)
e oass I\ dizala moas =0 hdw ~ont mdl=
V\ai.a ai) ods @iz almo .o <oas) ~oas
2 Ly
The Word of the Father came from His bosom, and clothed tself

with a body wn another bosom ; from bosom to bosom it went forth, and
pure bosoms hawve been filled from ot : blessed vs He that dwelleth in us!

It 1s obvious that this is a reference to Joh 1 14 and 18, the
reference to ‘bosoms’ shewing that the Biblical statement is in the
mind of the writer and not a generalised reference to the Incarnation.
But the diction in two very important particulars is that of C' and
not of the Peshitta; the Word is feminine, and It puts on not flesh
(<iwo), but a body (~«iN\a). For 6 Myos oapé éyévero Pesh. has
wom iws &\, but C has hom g - ~3l=n, and Aphraates
twice quotes the verse in agreement with C. That the Peshitta gives
the revision and C the original Syriac rendering is made highly probable
by the fact that even the Peshitta has =i\ in all seven places where
oapé occurs in the sixth chapter of S. John. It is not necessary here
to examine the reasons which led to the original adoption of the term
‘body’ in Joh i 18, 14, or to those which led to the subsequent rejec-
tion of itein favour of a more literal rendering of the Greek? - But I

1 Repeated in Lamy iv 751.
2 See Isho‘dad as quoted by Dr J. R. Harris in Fragments of the Commentary of Ephrem

Syrus wpon the Diatessaron, p. 25. The Armenian altogether. fails us here, for in Armenian
Loupdfts mormin stands indifferently for oapé and for odpa.
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may remark that there is no surer test of the Biblical text used by a
Syriac author than the phrase used for the Incarnation. On the one
hand the Acts of Thomas, the Doctrine of Addai, Aphbraates and
S. Ephraim, constantly speak of our Lord having ‘clothed Himself
with a body’; on the other, Isaac of Antioch and the biographer of
Rabbula agree with the Peshitta in speaking of the Word made flesh,
a phrase which (so far as 1 know) never occurs in Syriac literature
before the 5th century.

This passage also is quoted by Philoxenus (B.M. Add. 12164,
fol. 131 ra), with the reading <i\&a doma “and became a body.’
This reading is exactly what is found in C, and as it is metrically
satisfactory it may very well be the actual wording used by S. Ephraim.

Joh iii 34 = Lamy i 267 (* Quotations’ 50 £.)
~not ymas< ml oo KMA: ~om =&\ ~am l\,m
Therefore not by measure gave his Fother to hum the Spurat.

This passage presents several interesting- variants in Syriac texts,
which can best be exhibited by quotation in full. We have

<s0d aman @ sa Lhlan Lom @‘Ep/w' Aph 122

din) ol <vodr = . ” , Aph 123

‘Pan) ol A} VN ;;\‘40(; <\ C (partly torn away)
Lo Lol mam Lhluan "h\.{(\m <\ grid

© Lyod Ll mme Ay " ’ ,, Pesh.

As to S wmlre is not legible in the photograph. Moes. 105 has
And not by measure gave he to his Son.’

The Greek of this passage is od ydp éx pérpov $t8wow [0 Oeos] 7o
mvedpa, followed by ¢ marip dyamq rov vidv. If «ml be really the
reading of S, it looks almost like a conflation with syr.vg; but the
independence of Ephraim in this passage needs no further comment'.

1 Note that « \am is peculiar to syr.vg, as it has now been definitely ascertained that §
reads wZ¥\ao= (Hzpositor for Aug. 1897, p. 117).
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Joh vi 52 = Rom. vi 102 F (* Quotations’ 51)

A ddur mizne <iw e el
How can this man his body give us ?

This is a mere allusion, with Mare=a\ ‘to eat’ at the end of the
verse left out and o= a.r¢ (3 syllables) substituted for the
Biblical ssax=n- ~aaar¢ (5 syllables), doubtless for metrical reasons.
At the same time it agrees in giving the order found in Pesh. against
@iNa A Jdus in SC The order here preserved in Pesh. and

Ephmlm is that of cod 69, and partially that of other mss of the
‘ Ferrar Group.’

Joh xii 2 (Luke x 40) =Lamy i 255 (* Quotations’ 51 f.)
hrmrds ham s himn aa
When Martha was occupied wn serving...

This sentence belongs properly to Lk x 40 (7 8¢ Mdpbfa mepreamaro
mepl oMy Swakoviav), but it appears in Ephraim as part of the story
of the supper given by Lazarus and his sisters to Christ. Thus it
corresponds to Joh xii 2 (kai 9 Mdpba diyxdver), a clause which is
literally translated in the Peshitta. But S actually has in Joh xii 2
Rhxrmrdo dom ~uas Ly <dhi=

What makes the agreement here of S and Ephraim all the more
remarkable is that the Diatessaron, as represented in Moes. 99, 204,
and also in the Arabic, kept the two incidents quite distinct. But in
Ephraim they are completely confused.

Joh xiii 5 = Lamy i 657 (* Quotations’ 52)
Hha.ard 197 et <anls iy r(.:nr..c\*& mlly —3

Owr Lord purified the bodily frame (y‘ the brethren, wn a dush which
18 the symbol of concord.

For eis 7ov mmrijpa in Joh xiii 5 the Peshitta has ~<d\xsas ¢in a
washing-bason,” but S and Aphraates have h\ax 3 ~anls ‘in a
dish for washing.’ This is evidently the text known to Ephraim.

\
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The case is therefore exactly similar to Lk xxiii 38. There Ephraim
and S C agreed in having ~a\a, a word derived from mrrdxiov, but
used as a translation of émvypagr. Here Ephraim agrees with Aphraates
and S in having [<&\ara] ~1a), where =210\ is derived from \exdw,
but is used to translate virrijp.

Joh xiv 28 = Lamy i 273 (‘ Quotatrons’ 52)
as mhal oo pe ehi mdal L) meiz xl =

¢ He that loveth me, unto him we come, and an abode with him we
wll make.’

The latter part of this verse is quoted also in Aphraates 130. The
one Ms of Aphraates (Wright's A) agrees with Ephraim and with S in
having xasy ‘we will make.” The other Ms of Aphraates (Wright's B)
has psas ‘we make’ with the Peshittal. C, on the other hand, has
<A <hee ‘I come’ and xase ‘I will make,’ in agreement with
Codex Bezae and the Old Latin Ms e. I have but little doubt that
the true reading of the Hwvangelion da-Mepharreshe is given in C, and
the reading of the Diatessaron is given in S, in Aphraates and in
Ephraim.

Joh xv 1= Lamy i1 859 (cf ¢ Quotations’ 53 f.)
ity Z=aia
The Vineyard of Truth.

A number of indications combine to shew that this is a reference
to Joh xv 1; or rather, that this is a reference to the -passage in the
Diatessaron corresponding to Joh xv 1, and that the Diatessaron had
I am the true Vineyard...and ye are the VINes. ‘

The context of the passage quoted is not in itself quite demswe
S. Ephraim says of the loss of Nisibis to the heathen Persians: “ The
vineyard that belonged to my Beloved in a corner of fertile land
(Isaiah v 1), that vineyard hath the oppressor rooted up, and planted

1 This is not the only occasion where cod, A of Aphraates gives a better reading than that
of Bor B,
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a new one in its stead. The vineyards of time are worked more than
the Vineyard of Truth: wrath hath made all vineyards desolate, that
in the Vineyard of verity we may work.” No doubt Ephraim has also
in mind the Parable of the Vineyard (Matt xx), but the phrase in
S. John is the only one which connects either Vine or Vineyard with
“truth.” Vine of Truth is of course only the Semitic turn of expres-
sion for True Vine. The word ~=sia is the ordinary Syriac word for
‘vineyard’; it sometimes appears to be used in the sense of rdral
‘vine, but the passages quoted below from Aphraates and Cyrillona
make it clear that ‘vineyard’ is here meant and not ‘vine.

Parallels to «1ix3y ~Z=nia are to be found in the second Hymn on
the Epiphany (Lamy i 21), nearly identical with that printed as the
thirteenth Hymn de Natwitate (RBom. v 434). I give the text from
B.M. Add. 14506, fol. 170~

ot hraoy rmia .o i) ha) <rod aare fwaa durs
D0 ADmel 3ia Siea Tia il r(&\.-:‘s.: werd i
‘o miaas. vsiL::
and from B.M. Add. 14512, fol. 25 v

=ial asy e alawa hay «iod anio jesy <durs
mia izl irda oida ,maira Ao .;mxas slay .hraoy
' 0. cmpla “*.:';

In the seventeenth year let the Vine giwe thanks to our Lord; the
Vineyard of verity—the souls were as the plants: He gave peace to the
Vineyard and latd waste the vineyard, for that they bare wild-grapes
—Blessed be «ts Uprooter !

In the seventeenth year let the Vine give thanks, which the wild boar
of the wood hath eaten ; the Vineyard of verity that husbanded itself
and kept its fruats, and brought the fruits to the Lord of the Vineyard—
Blessed be 1ts Husbandman !

Here the reference to Joh xv 1 is as clear as that to Psalm lxxx 13.
~hraoy &=ia was doubtless chosen as being a syllable shorter than
ity Z=ia. The two stanzas appear to be alternatives. They are
combined in Rom. v 434, but the phrase Vine of Verity is avoided by
an unmetrical variation,
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The verse is quoted again in a tract ascribed to S. Ephraim, which
is extant only in Armenian (Ephr.Arm ii 288). After a quotation of
Matt xxi 83, we read: ““And again in another place He says I am
the Vineyard, and ye are the vine.”?

Besides these passages from Ephraim we find other instances of the
same rendering in early Syriac literature. The quotation of Cyrillona
which includes the words =iy ~<=mia ¢ are is given below?
And Aphraates says, with unmistakeable reference to Joh xv 1 (Wright,
p. 288) :

PONS = 10 <oy pnwo Kula umanwa Kiieas <ia asom

He is the Vineyard of Truth, and His Father the husbandman, ond we the vines
planted within kim.

And again ( Wright, p. 981.)
M > phes _ad iad\oe <Kula imenwo om Kurm ) Kmia

For the Vineyard is the Messiak, and His Fother the husbandman, and the vines
are they that drink of His cup.

3

This curious translation is not found in S or the Peshitta, though
otherwise these two texts differ considerably in the opening words of
Joh xv, nor is there any trace of it in the Acts of Thomas. It is there-
fore probable that it never found its way into Biblical Mss, but there
can be little doubt that it was a characteristic feature of the Syriac
Diatessaron.

Joh xvi 11 = Rom. iv 87 F ( Quotations’ 54)

Qm Y ~am <lay miaaidy 1) muy Al imawo
And he said. ‘About his judgement, that the ruler of this world s
Judged.’
Here S agrees with Ephraim in having &nmin’a, where Pesh. has
~aairs, but both S and Pesh. have ~f.x ‘judgement’ not miax

1 The word translated “Vineyard’ is wyqfr (28 in Matt xxi 33 arm.vg), that translated ¢ Vine’
is npfd (as in Joh xv 1 arm.vg).
z See p. 151.

B. II, . 19
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‘his judgement.” How likely an early Syriac text was to have the
suffix here is shewn by Joh xvi 8, where S has ‘ He will reprove the
world in its sins and about his righteousness,’ agamst the Greek and
_ the Peshitta.

Joh xvii 11 = Rom. vi 122 ¢ (‘ Quotations’ 54)
\ - 1..\7 D0 o
| My Father, take (and) keep them.
B.M. Add. 12176 reads ¥\ ‘and keep.’” Pesh. has ~rarn o
e~ 1), ‘Holy Father, keep them,” while S has a® ~v.an ,or
e_qu< 1Y, ‘ My holy Father, take (and) keep them.” 2230 had of

course to be dropped: in making a 5- syllable verse, and its omission
leaves just five syllables both in S and in Pesh. It is therefore
significant that Ephraim should give the reading of S and not of the
Peshitta.

Joh xix 80 = Lamy 1 229 (‘ Quotations’ 55)
a2 la nlrsn o Iy 1A
As he said * Lo, everything s finished.’

Neither S nor C is here extant, nor is the verse quoted in Moesinger,
but the Arabic Diatessaron (lii 4) and the Armenian vulgate have
Everything has ‘been finished.” The Peshitta has only smlx= e,
so that here again Ephraim appears to be following the Diatessaron.

Joh xx 24 = Rom. vi 16 F (‘ Quotations’ 55)

oach <romala
And Judas Thomas.

This is the reading of the Vatican Ms on which the Roman Edition
professes to be based, as given in Bibliotheca Orientalss 1 101, and 1t
is also the reading of B.M. Add. 12176 ; the printed text changes it
into ~=nadh odalo, whereby both the metre is spoilt and the
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connexion with Old Syriac nomenclature is lost. Judas, or Judas
Thomas, is the regular namie for the apostle in the Acta Thomae, and
the ‘Judas not Iscariot’ of John xiv 22 appears as ‘Judas Thomas’
in Cand ‘Thomas’in S. The name Judas Thomas also occurs in the
Syriac Doctrine of Addai, and it was doubtless from a Syriac source
that Fusebius got the ’Iovdas 6 kal Gwpas of HE i 13.

On the 50 (or 55) passages quoted and discussed in the preceding
pages must rest the decision as to what text of the Gospel was used
by S. Ephraim. For my own part, I ‘cannot think that the occasional
coincidences of language with the Peshitta agamst the Sinai Palimpsest
and the Curetonian, amounting to eight in all, are of a character to
suggest the actual use of the Syriac Vulgatel. Most of them occur in
passages which otherwise present notable coincidences with the Sinai
Palimpsest or the Curetonian, or else differ widely from all known
Syriac texts of the Gospel.

Against these are to be set at least three times as many agreements
of 8. Ephraim with § or C against the Peshitta, some of them of most
striking and unmistakable character. The phrases ‘My Sou and My
beloved’ at the Baptism, ‘the sons’ table’ in the story of the Syro-
Phoenician- woman, the statements that Hanna the prophetess had
lived only seven days with her husband and that the publican in the
Temple did not dare to lift up his eyes to heaven, the words used for
the tablet on the Cross and for the dish which Christ used to wash the
disciples’ feet, the promise of Eden to the penitent thief, the name of
Judas Thomas, and last but by no means least the statement that the
Word became o body—all these S. Ephraim shares with ¢ Old Syriac’
Mss, and with Old Syriac Mss or the Diatessaron alone.

There are not wanting also marked differences between S. Ephraim
and these Mss, and these differences suggest that it was not the Old
Syriac version of the Four Gospels, the Evangelion da- Mephaweshe
that S. Ephraim was using, but the Diatessaron. Whatever the origin
of the Syriac Diatessaron may have been, and I see no reason to doubt

I The coincidences referred to are Matt xvi 2 (‘44\» ) Matt xxi 41 (mew), Mk xii 42 (i),
Lk vii 43 (X\..dsn&), Lk xii 49 (om. 2a\_om), Lk xiv 31 (qn:m), Joh i 3 (maw=) and Joh
vi 52 (order). '
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the correctness of . the tradition that it was the Harmony made by
Tatian the disciple of Justin Martyr, it is certain that in S. Ephraim’s
day the wording of the text was very largely the wording of the
Evangelion da-Mepharreshe. The agreements of S. Ephraim with S
and C are all explicable on the supposition that he was using the
Diatessaron, while in many of the differences the reading attested by
S: Ephraim is known on other grounds to have been that of the
Diatessaron. This is the case with the curious statements that our
Lord spat on His fingers when healing the deaf man, that He was
actually thrown down from the cliff by the people of Nazareth, and that
He said at the end ‘Lo, everything is finished.’ 8. Ephraim also
agrees with the express testimony of Aphraates, who seems to have
used the Diatessaron habitually if not exclusively, that Christ said to
the widow’s son ‘ Youth, youth, arise !’—a form of the saying otherwise
only found in the West. ‘

I do not shrink from going yet further, and using the testimony of
S. Ephraim to establish the presence in the Diatessaron of the saying
about the Face of the Sky and the episode of the Bloody Sweat, neither
of which belong to the true text of the Old Syriac version of the Four
Gospels, though found in the Peshitta. The latter of these passages is
quoted in the Commentary on the Diatessaron and has found its way
~ into the Curetonian ms, but the former one does not happen to be
mentioned in the Commentary and it is omitted in the Curetonian Ms |
as well as in the Sinai Pahmpsest Thus it is only by the chance
quotation of S. Ep}nalm that it is attested for any ancient Syriac text.
At the same time in each of these two important passages the text as
quoted by S. Ephraim has marked divergences from the Peshitta, so
that these quotations in S. Ephraim cannot be employed to prove his
use of that version. |

These quotations, in fact, are exactly parallel to what we have
already noticed in Aphraates. Just as in the quotation by Aphraates
of words corresponding to Matt v 44, Lk vi 27, we find an ‘inter-
polation’ supported by Aphraates and the Peshitta but rejected by .S
and C, where nevertheless the Syriac renderings of Aphraates and the
Peshitta seriously differ; so also Ephraim and the Peshitta agree in
having words corresponding to Matt xvi 2, 3, which are omitted by S
and C. In each case also the explanation is the same: S and C are
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taithfully reporting the Evangelion da-Mepharreshe, while Aphraates
and Ephraim are reporting the Diatessaron. And, if I may be allowed
to wander ‘into a subject which belongs more properly to another
chapter, in each case it is a question of a ‘ Western’ reading. The
Diatessaron contains Western elements, brought by Tatian from Rome,
the Evangelion da-Mepharreshe represents in the main an Eastern
text. The Western elements in the Peshitta are of course not drawn
from the Diatessaron, but from the mixed Greek texts current all over
the Greek-speaking world from the middle of the 4th century onward.

Tae CoMMENTARY OF ABBA ( Wright 38).

Abba (or Abhd) was a disciple of S. Ephraim, and the writer of a
Commentary on the Gospel. A few extracts are preserved from this
work in B.M. Add. 17194, which have been edited by Dr Rendel Harris
in his book called ¢ Fragments of the Commentary of Ephrem Syrus
upon the Diatessaron,” pp. 92-94. |

B.M. Add. 17194, fol. 48 v=Harris, p. 93

e qal\gort ~orad =m maiaw iz musld <o i
DY Ord .IMmAY K Tans0 K.m;\vz ~am EmEm 1A 3 <am

cAnYy otas oams Ay ,m 7 e IND o I o .

Out of S. Abba, the disciple of S. Ephraim, from the Explanation
of the Gospel.

Now 1t came to pass when he was serving in the order and wn the
custom of the priests (Lk 1 8, 9), etther for a month of days or from
time to time, from the fuct that he brought in incense in the seventh
month......

Here we find several agreements with S against the Peshitta.
Abba and S have to bring in incense; Pesh. has to put (jseax) incense.
Abba and S (ver. 9) speak of the priests, where Pesh. has the preesthood.
Still more significant is the word for serving. Abba and S have
y=ar>, ie. ‘ministering.” But in the language of Ritual this means
doing the work of a deacon: Zacharia was a priest, so the Peshitta
uses the technical word . cmam, i.e. acting as a ~Zima or priest. Is
not this liturgical precision a mark of post-Nicene times ?
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B.M. Add. 17194, fol. 74 v = Harres, p. 94
..\Qf&nda <.araa [t:va] WA 9 M A o 1
P10 RN I? o amid <l ~ali\ ~<rvan —alhh =\
‘ e .'ia [ XYY
Out of S. Abba, the disciple of S. Ephraim, from the Explanation
of the Gospel.
Gwe not a holy thing to dogs, neither cast pearls before swine...
This 1s word for word with Matt vii 6 as read in C and as implied
in the Martyrdom of Habbib quoted below. The Peshitta, in accor-
dance with the Greek, has o aadqua\3= ‘your pearls,” but it is worth
noting that three of Mr Gwilliam’s Mss drop the suffix—one of the few
examples of * Old Syriac’ readings surviving in the codices of the Syriac
Vulgate.

The third paésage cited by Dr Harris (p. 94) does not keep
close enough to the Biblical text to be of value for our present
purposes.

CyrILLONA ( Wright 39-42).

The works ascribed to Mar Balai (Wreght 39) do not appear to
contain any quotations of textual value from the Gospels, but the
surviving poems of Cyrillona, edited by Bickell in the Zeitschrift der
Deutschen  Morgenlindischen Gesellschaft, vol. xxvii, pp. 566-598,
contain several noteworthy allusions.

Lk xxii 15 = Cyrillona ii 361-364 (p. 574)

S " W N 2 Y- Lned .o Qasas daawn .,.)&\\i AN

I have indeed longed to eat with you this Passover before ever
I suffer.

This agrees word for word with C, except that C omits =taem. S differs
from C only by reading »\ &\J for sad\&. On the other hand, Pesh.
has A\ J instead of N\3-=, it puts s o8 ~<am before o_aams laar,
and reads 3 wan for =) as. The preference given by Cyrillona to
~\ asn, and his insertion of ~m, admit of explanation as due. to
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metrical necessities; but A= and < &\J are both of two syllables,
and the change of order does not alter the rhythm, so that in these
points there is a true agreement with the Evangelion da-Mepharreshe.

Joh xiii 5 = Cyrillona i 6 (p. 566)
~h\ary ~anl 9\7‘“
And He carried a dish for washing.

Here Cyrillona agrees with Aphraates, Ephraim, and S, in the word
used to translate mmrrip. See above p. 142.

Joh xiv 26°= Cyrillona 1ii 158-161 (p. 579) _
-;mcd.A.\ y- T .K.!vlnisc\ somaax) na .~nat heda

The Spirit shall come with His tongues, and the Paraclete with His
revelations. |

This is not a quotation, and the reference is as much to Acts ii 3 ff.
as to Joh xiv, but it is worth notice that the Spirit is masculine. In
this point, therefore, the theological language of Cyrillona agrees with
that of the Peshitta, against S C and the Doctrina Apostolorum (see
above, p. 108).

Joh xv 1= Cyrillona 1ii 289-290
alad ,madur am soa IR Tia KA and
I am the Vineyard of truth ; and my Father, He is the husbandman.

In reading ~=n1a instead of weda)_Cyrillona agrees with Aphraates
and Ephraim against S and the Peshitta. Moreover he makes it quite
clear that by ~=sia he meant ‘vineyard’ and not ‘vine’ for in
iii 321 f. we read: ¢ The robbers have euntered the vineyard—they stole
leaves and touched not the grapes,” and again ‘ The foxes tore between
the vines (~1ady), and one only of them withered,” i.e. Judas. And
again, in ii 256 (p. 573), Cyrillona says of the disciples after Judas had
left, that there remained ~toois la =nia jaady_ ‘the vines of the
vineyard without a wild-grape.# 1t is therefore certain that the words
of Christ familiar to Cyrillona were ‘I am the Vineyard and ye are the
vines,” and not ‘I am the Vine and ye are the branches.” .
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Joh xvii 11 = Cyrillona iii 395 (p. 582)
Qi ) oo o
My Father, take (and) keep them.

This is identical with the quotation of Ephraim (Zom. vi 122c¢),
already discussed on p. 146, and to it the same remarks apply.

Tae DocTRINE OF Appar (Wright 43).

The historical, or legendary, work known as the Doctrine of Addas
is our chief authority for the early history of Christianity in Edessa.
In its present shape, with which we are here alone concerned, the
Doctrine is a product of the latter half of the 4th century, contem-
porary with S. Ephraim and Cyrillona. The Gospel allusions are
quoted by the pages of Phillips’ edition.

Matt xviii 10 = Phillips o=
Fehen Ay oy :n.esczsis e ._\om;:.relma Nlar i
The little lambs, whose angels see the countenance of the Father who

18 N0t seen.
This agrees with C' and Pesh. in having maoaia ‘countenance,’

while S has ,maa ‘face.

Matt xxiii 88, Lk xiii 35 = Phallips va
Ot o asdus suar ~m
Lo, your house 1s left a desolation.

This agrees with S%j,and C in having asax where Pesh. ?/, has
ashx=s. It agrees with S?%, against C and Pesh. %/, in omitting
«aa\ after muax. It agrees with Pesh. 2/, in having ~Z=1s which
omitted by S2/,; but C has =3 ‘desolate.’

Matt xxvii 52 = Phillips va
oo ardA 00w Al ra was Kom AT

And not by o man had come the resurrection of upright and
righteous persons.
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This is an allusion to Matt xxvii 52, where we read that ‘many
bodies of the saints arose.” In agreement with the Greek the Peshitta
has ~x.3n ‘holy ones,” but S (followed by the Ethiopic) has rZnaiy
‘righteous ones,’ alone among our authorities. The Doctrine of Addar
goes on to say that the Veil of the Temple was rent il rei >
“from end to end.” This recalls the singular phrase ysi sy = of
Matt xxvii 51 S, much more than dwdl ~=as A\ ¢, the some-
what commonplace rendering of dn’ dvwfer évs kdre adopted in the
Peshitta.

Matt xxviii 19 = Phillyps u\
crz.:u..:..o'.(_m t.ai:d::ao t..}.-\'x.s:o e QX liam r(..\m_&
P X0 Qs pa=i=mi: mbomiy <oaila e AX smase)
IR AN (.A..r{X QA0 ITNAY A .\.1.::.3&\# <aiama l)vra Y

riany r€poia ino o Rnro

This Jesus the Messiah, therefore, we preach and amnounce, and
with him his Father we praise and his Spirit of Godhead we exalt
and worship, because this we were commanded by hvm, that we should
baptize and sanctify then. that believe in the Name of Father and Son
and Holy Spirit. |

This passage is of importance, as it distinctly refers to Christ the
command to baptize in the name of the Trinity. We may therefore
conclude that the ordinary text of Matt xxviii 19 had a place in the
Diatessaron.

[Mk] xvi. 15 = Phillips s
<dio mlas mhioo 11max. o dnadK
We hawe been commanded to preach His gospel in all the creation.

This passage clearly proves that the Doctrine of Addar agrees with
Aphraates, the Peshitta, and C, in recognising the ‘longer conclusion’
to S. Mark’s Gospel, omitted by S.

A reference to Lk ix 62 in Phillips ;> proves that the Doctrine,
B. IL. 20
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like all other Syriac documents, supports the ordinary text in that
verse. More interest attaches to

Lk xxiil 48 ad fin. = Phullips va f.
lL wom <\ aw .cam piiam o amdamy oias oo )
t e
.a0m ‘.LASV::-: sl o _Omyan

(If the Jews had not known Jesus to have been the Son of God,)
they would not have proclovmed the desolation of their city, nor would
hawe let fall the Woes against themselves.

This is a reference to the o _am == \ »o ‘Woe to us! what hath
befallen us?’ added at the end of Lk xxiii 48 by S and C' against the
Peshitta and the Greek. But it also contains a phrase about the
desolation of Jerusalem which is not added in either S or C, but is
found in Ephraim’s Commentary (Moesinger 246) and reappears in the
Latin Cod. Sangermanensis (9), a Ms of mixed text that certainly
contains an element akin to the text of Tatian’s work.

In this instance, therefore, the Doctrine is based neither on the
Peshitta nor on the Evangelion da-Mepharreshe, but on the Diatessaron.

Joh xiii 31 = Phullips v\
wolre ~Krawy mio sohr s wma é i amy VJYK

~himadoa <liss @l wars mos
As he himself said to us ‘Lo, henceforth hath the Son of Man been
glorified, and God who glorifieth Hémsclf wm ham by miracles and by

wonders.’ A
This quotation agrees 1na1kedly with S against Pesh. In agree-

ment with S it has Miaws for <r.m and inserts a relative after ~em\ee.
But it has the ordinary phrase ~<xar's mis for ‘Son of Man,” and not
the rarer form w32\ mio here retained by S.

Joh xiv 2, 28 = Phillips m=
smadlal ay L wm asam... . Ay sl haide)
' Ao o

The Places that the Son hath gone to make ready....He, lo, 1s gone
to make ready for his worshippers blessed Abodes.
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For povd in Joh xiv 28 all Syriac authorities have ~ar, but in
xiv 2 S has ~<haihee, followed by Aphraates 437. It would be
difficult to say which of the two words was really implied by the
allusion in the Doctrine of Addax.

TeE MarTYRDOM OF HABBIB (Wright 43).

The Hypomnemata. of Sharbel and the Martyrdom of Barsumya
contain no textual allusions to the Gospels, but there is one quotation
in the Martyrdom of Habbib published by Cureton in Ancient Syriac
Documents. ' '

Matt vii 6 = ASD 2a ™1
hal\im s o Lredlal <rras M dn L ot
A .t n1o
Tt +s written for us that we should not give a holy thing to dogs, nor
cast pearls before swine.

<dha) i= is also read by C, but Pesh. has ._\c\:;&u.\\'i.m ‘your
pearls.’

MARUTHA AND THE Book oF Martvrs (Wright 44-46).

The Book of Martyrs, containing accounts of those who suffered
for the Christian faith in the Persian Empire under’ Sapor IT and his
successors during the latter half of the 4th century, was compiled by
Marttha, bishop of Maipercat or Martyropolis, early in the 5th century.
It was edited by S. E. Assemani in 1748, and again in 1891 by Bedjan,
Acta Martyrum et Sanctorum, vol. i, pp. 57-396. Prefixed to the
Acta in Bedjan’s edition is a preliminary discourse, which contains
several quotations and allusions to the Gospel, and it is from this
discourse that most of the passages quoted below are taken.

Matt i1 18 = Bedjan ii 743
FhLim haihe <aane <l L ambex <dis wl ~\o

‘A wvoice in Ramtha was heard, wailing and weeping and bitter
groamning.
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This is partly accommodated to the Peshitta text of Jerem xxxi 15,
in that it has =&=t= before asadr, and ‘bitter’ instead of ‘much.’
But neither in Jeremiah nor in the Peshitta text of S. Matthew is
there anything corresponding to the ‘groaning’ («uasid) found in S C
and Marutha. Moreover they agree in having ‘wailing and weeping,’
while Pesh. has ‘ weeping and wailing.’

Matt iii 17 = Bedjan i1 1201
3\.-.:.3?5"( MmO »2uana 10wl am
“ This ws my Son and my Beloved, in whom I am well pleased.

The Voice from heaven at the Baptism is quoted in exact agreement
~with Ephraim (see above, p. 116) and with Moesinger 99. It agrees
with the Peshitta and the Greek in having the second person, but like
S and C, wherever extant, it renders 6 vids pov 6 dyamrnrds by < My Son
and my Beloved.’

Matt vi 24 = Bedjan i1 66*°
e amuih 1l ls e 017 tai&\l wlasal e odusax= ml <
~aammale wlam) wmlet) Codusars <) L ciwd <atucla
“ Ye cannot serve two lords: else the one ye will love and the other

ye will hate.  Ye cannot serve God and mammon.’

This agrees with C'in Matt vi 24 and S in Lk xvi 13 in having the
characteristic ~\x ‘else,” instead of two clauses separated by ar ‘or,
as in the Peshitta.

Matt xvi 18 = Bedjon i1 81%
) laursr <lad=o admn) @uor <ada wl im Ls
N ST-XT TR
“On this Stone I will build my Church, and the gate-bars of Sheol
shall not overpower t.’ ‘
This exactly agrees with Eus. Theoph™®” iii 27. S is here not extant,

and C and the Peshitta have Mdasxy ~s.3& “the doors of Sheol,’” but
Ephraim also attests ‘ gate-bars’ (see above, p. 119).
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Matt xviii 7 = Bedjan ii 673
N L5 ~ldzam = ~=ls) wml @\ e
 Woe to the world from the offences that come !’

This agrees exactly with S and C, and they are the only known
texts which add ‘that come’ to *offences.’

Lk xii 16, 19, 20 = Bedjan ii 313 (Assemani 1 127)
A\ ®» AL mai m) Qi <hda omy <asdax @
&l jnlc\z.:o st Rheo .&\LKO ,\a;r( s exald yardy L 3=ada
v\m o\ t.‘a;:'a&\ m{_m e\ i ~m .real ~\3 wm) immhe
~<am (:a.\ Shau)x ;= <am

...that which is written of that Rich Man, whose land brought in to .
him much produce, and he said <O my soul! eat and drink and be
merry.  And at the conclusion of his word it was savd to hwm .
“ Senseless one! Lo, in this might thy soul they require of thee; this
which thou hast made ready, whose will 1t be?’

This quotation is taken not from Marutha’s preliminary discourse,
but from the main body of the Book of Martyrs, so that it is also
to be found in S. E. Assemani’s edition. The text is in very close
agreement with Aphraates 381 and with 5. Ephraim’s Letter to
Publius (quoted above, p. 133). This is especially marked in the
rendering of agpwr by a2\ ~\r, instead of the ~£ais§ Yacs found
in S C and Pesh.

Lk xii 47, 48 = Bedjan 1i 647
UYK m\ t.s:;&\ <\a mi=n Mo e Aty Koy 1A "\":’m
duiasy als S w2l Lo R\ han= Slo LS.

And our Lord said © The slave that knoweth the will of his lord and
prepared not for him according to hus will s Sflogged with many stripes,
and he which knoweth not 1s flogged with few.

o& ¢prepared’ is the word used in Lk xii 47 by S and C, but the
Peshitta has =a), ‘made ready.’
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Lk xxi 14, Matt x 20, Lk xxi 12, 183 =Bedjan 1183
AT AD1 RIS R o asidd =y - iy <afay Wi aaw
~wai A tallmm o adu Rom A3 W\= . aml L at=ad
oty iz o o lao o asialy <llmm ~<raaos
n(u\}v:lc\ ~hrdial . asvamlrio Lo amiasrtie et ._\cx_ul;
hosmml mrs o aiaady aaR\mo alH wmas o asvodaa

Jesus, the Lord of the Prophets, who said < Do not meditate before
the time what ye shall say to them, because not ye are speaking, but the
Holy Spirit speaketh jfor you.' And concerning our persecution He
said < They will lay hands on you and persecute you, and will deliver
you up to the synagogues and to keepers, and they will bring you before
kings and governors, that ye may deny my Name for o testimony.

This differs considerably both from S and C and from the Peshitta.
No other authority has «3a\p ‘keepers’ for ¢uvhaxds, instead of
<o~ dus ‘prisons,’ nor is there any other trace of the curious
paraphrase in the last line. But the first part of the quotation,
corresponding to Lk xxi 14, Matt x 20, Mk xiii 11 is quoted in
Aphraates 415, with some striking points of resemblance to the text
before us. Aphraates has

<o Kood _amad inna . ollmb s sy oo o> _asadd <\
N> ._onnmn) _omumsala s Caunes K\ Lhenawo Kmoa _an) A
o wp _omaswdy Kreaaoa <uot AL oo | cdud om W \n

QI

Do not meditate before the time what ye shall speak and how ye shall make excuse,
and I will give you o mouth and wisdom that your enemies will not be able to conquer
you, because not ye are speaking but the Holy Spirit of your Father—it speaketh in you.

This is on the whole nearer to Lk xxi 14, but there is the same
combination of parallel texts, and the same elaborate rendering of
wpopeleray is common to Marutha and Aphraates. We can hardly
doubt that it was also found in the Diatessaron.

1t is worth a passing note that in this same passage of the Acta
Martyrum (Bedjan ii 118) Marutha, while quoting the Gospel for our
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Lord and the Epustles for S. Paul, only quotes Acts iii 19 for S. Peter.
The Catholic Epistles apparently formed no part of the New Testament
" as known to him. This agrees with what we know from other sources
about the Canon of the New Testament in the early Syriac Church.

Lk xxiii 48 = Bedjan ii 58°
| -_Oom e rk ’Q
Woe to us! What hath happened to us ?
This is not a formal quotation: it goes on to say ¢ For our eyes have
seen the slaughter of the saints.” But it agrees exactly with the words

put into the mouth of the spectators of the Crucifixion by all Syriac
texts ‘except the Peshitta. .

Joh x 29 = Bedjan ii 120"
' Al &N am o a3y m) o
“ The Father who begat me 1s greater than all.

This singular misquotation has no parallel elsewhere and seems to
Ye due to a reminiscence of Psalm ii 7.

Joh xiv 1 = Bedjan ii 119"
QLM .20 Rmlis 7:.3 SS . IY.
‘ Believe in Glod, and wn me believe.’

This gives the text as printed by Bedjan, and it agrees with the
Peshitta. But in his notes he gives the reading of another ms (probably
that in the Vatican), which has pm.m= am yoa r(cn&r\’:: n) ai.m

eodur, ve ‘Believe in God and ye will believe in me.” This is what
S also has, and doubtless 1t represents what Marutha wrote.

We have now passed in review practically all the quotations found
in the extant remains of Syriac literature before the end of the first
quarter of the 5th century. On the one hand, no clear instance of the
use of the Peshitta has presented itself; on the other, these quotations
and the Mss of the Evangelion da-Mepharreshe often agree against
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the Peshitta, while the differences between the quotations and the
Evangelion da-Mepharreshe all point to a use of the Diatessaron.

I do not propose to examine the witness borne by the secondary °
Oriental Versions, viz. the Armenian, the Georgian, and the Ethiopic,
to the original form of the Syriac N.T. A considerable body of evidence
exists, which shews that all three versions were originally made from a
Syriac text, but so far as I am aware it has never been discussed
whether this text was a Ms of the Four Gospels or of the Diatessaron.
In any case it was certainly not the Peshitta, for the coincidences of
text which are still visible, notwithstanding later revision from the
Greek, are all with the Evangelion da-Mepharreshe and not with the
Syriac Vulgate.

For the Armenian Version, see J. A. Robinson’s FEuthaliana (Texts
and Studies iii 3, pp. 72-98), and F. C. Conybeare in the American
Journal of Theology for October, 1897.

For the Georgian Version, see the same paper by F. C. Conybeare.

For the Syriac elements in the Kthiopic Version, see Gildemeister’s
Note in Gregory’s Prolegomena to Tischendorf’s N.T., p. 895 ff.

RasBULA (Wreght 47-49).

Rabbula, the great organiser and regulator of the Syriac-speaking
Churches, was bishop of Edessa from 411 aDp till his death in 435. His
biography was written soon after his death by an admiring disciple,
and is printed in Owerbeck, pp. 159-209. Two quotations from the
Gospel in this work will be enough to shew the text used by the

writer.

Matt vi 11, Lk xi 3 = Overbeck 1682
e omimiooy ma) o aml dirr <rmr oiam <hanu,
Grace at the setting of the Sun sent them the bread of thewr need.

In the Lord’s Prayer dprov émwodoiov is rendered rfiasnard rongsl
‘continual bread’ in S and C, in the Acts of Thomas and in Ephraim,
But the Peshitta has RELTLE =), as here.
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Joh 1 14 = Overbeck 197%
© Ao <am <iws ~&lmr .pdhines aram aeas

John explains tn his gospel that the Word - became flesh and
sojourned among us.

This agrees with the Peshitta against C and Aphraates and
Epbraim in making ‘the Word’ masculine, and in using the term
~ims ‘flesh’ instead of ~iNa ‘body. S is not extant for this
passage. ,

It is unnecessary to multiply instances: these two crucial pas-
sages make it quite evident that the writer of the Life of Rabbula
‘knew and used the Syriac Vulgate. And his testimony is borne out
by that of later Syriac literature. Here and there a diligent search
may pick out a rminiscence of the Diatessaron, or of texts akin to S
and C, but from the time of Rabbula the Syriac Vulgate holds a
position of absolute supremacy. Before Rabbula, no trace of the
Peshitta : after Rabbula, hardly a trace of any other text. What, we
may ask, is the cause of this sudden and decisive change

The answer is to be found in a sentence which describes the doings
of Rabbula immediately after he entered into possession of the see of
Edessa (Overbeck 1727%):

asjoml < ¢ ~&Hie oduy .moy <l denans e axa
hom daduy = < dudude caliar WN\=

Now he translated in the wisdom of God that was wn him the
New Testament from Greek into Syriac, because of s VATIOLIONS,
exactly as it was. '

These words I believe to be an account of the first publication of
the Syriac Vulgate. Rabbula found the Diatessaron in general use;
the Four Gospels were little read and there was no standard text of
them. To bring the Syriac-speaking congregations into line with
Greek thought and Greek praxis it was necessary to get rid of the
Diatessaron. His flock read the Diatessaron, but the other Churches
of God had no such custom, and he resolved to get rid of it. The

Evangelion da-Mepharreshe was therefore revised by him into greater

B. 11, 21
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conformity with the text current in Antioch at the beginning of the
5th century, and the use of this revised Evangelion da-Mepharreshe
was enjoined by him?!. His efforts were eminently successful in this as
in all his other undertakings. The Diatessaron was suppressed and
the revised text of the Four Gospels soon attained a position of
unassailable supremacy.

Two objections to the identification of Rabbula’s revision of the New
Testament with the present Syriac Vulgate must here be considered.
In the first place I can imagine that the incompleteness of the Peshitta,
canon might be used as an argument against dating the version so late
as 411 Ap. The Peshitta, as a matter of fact, does not include the
Apocalypse and the four shorter Catholic Epistles. It is true that
some evidence for all of these books exists at the beginning of the 5th
century in certain parts of the Christian world. But it is just these
books and mno others that are passed over in the quotations of
S. Chrysostom and of Theodoret. Moreover the canon of the Peshitta,
in which James, 1 Peter and 1 John are included, is really a nearer
approximation to the full Greek canon than anything that can be
traced earlier in Syriac. Neither in Aphraates nor in the genuine
works of S. Ephraim is there a single reference to any of the Catholic
Epistles, and the Doctrine of Addai says expressly: ¢ The Law and
the Prophets and the Gospel...and the Epistles of Paul...and the Acts
of the twelve Apostles...these books read ye in the Church of God, and,
with these read not others?’ This is the ancient Canon of the Syriac-
speaking Church. " The Canon of the Peshitta, so far from being in the
late Bishop Westcott’s unfortunate phrase ‘the earliest monument of
Catholic Christianity,” is only a half-way stage, which represents the
custom of Antioch at the beginning of the 5th century, both by what it
includes and what it leaves out.

Another objection which may be raised to regarding the Peshitta
as the work of Rabbula is the acceptance of it by the Nestorians.
How should the Nestorians accept a revision set forth by ‘the tyrant
of Edessa’?

! See Overbeck 220% and see the discussion in the following Chapter, p. 177 /.
%z Doctrine of Addai a=» (Eng. Tr., p. 44): see above, p. 159,
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This would indeed be a grave difficulty, if in the time of Rabbula
the Nestorians had been, what they afterwards became, a definite sect
of Syriac-speaking Christians. But at the epoch we are now considering
the Greek Nestorians were as prominent as those who spoke Syriac,
and it was not till 449 Ap, fifteen years after Rabbula’s death, that
Nestorian doctrines were formally condemned. The pro-Nestorian
school, as much as their opponents, derived their doctrine from Greek
theologians; they would be as anxious as any party to possess a
translation of the Bible which agreed with the Greek. As a matter
of fact, very few ¢various readings’ favour Nestorianism against its
opponents, or vice versa ; the chief exception is Hebrii 9, and in that
verse “the variation between ywpls feod and ydpure feod is actually
reflected in the Mss of the Peshitta. Manuscripts of Nestorian origin
support ywpls feod in agreement with Theodore of Mopsuestia, while
Jacobite Mss have ‘God in his grace, a strange rendering which
possibly represents ydpure feos.

As regards the most striking feature of difference between the
Peshitta and the ancient use of Syriac-speaking Christians, the heads
of the Nestorian party were at one with Rabbula. Rabbula ordered
that in every church there should be a copy of the Separated Gospels
and that it should be r:ad, meaning by this (as I believe) a copy of his
own revisionl. But it was Theodoret, the partisan of Nestorius, who
withdrew over 200 copies of the Diatessaron from circulation in his
own diocese, and substituted in their place the Gospels of the Four
Evangelists. Indeed Rabbula’s change of front with regard to the
doctrine of our Lord’s Nature may have helped to spread the version
that he recommended. If the heads of the Nestorian party had been
persuaded to give up the Diatessaron before Rabbula went over to their
adversaries they would not return to its use after he left them. A body
of Christians in the 5th century who had once given up the Diatessaron
would hardly revert to their heretical Harmony. Meanwhile Rabbula’s
defection to the anti-Nestorian party, as we may call the Orthodox
and the future Monophysites, must have helped to recommend his
Biblical policy to these also. Clear traces of the Peshitta text appear
in the Biblical quotations and allusions in Isaac of Antioch, who died

! See the discussion in the next Chapter, p. 177.
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about 460 AD after a long literary careerl. It is noteworthy, however,
that Monophysite scholars appear to have been less satisfied with the
Peshitta than those of the other party. The fact that all later attempts
at the revision of the Syriac Bible, such as the Harclean version, were
the work of Monophysites may perhaps be taken to indicate that they
had not adopted the Peshitta so early or so willingly as other divisions
of Syriac-speaking Christians.

One point remains to be noticed. If my conjecture be correct, that
Rabbula in ordering the use of the Evangelion da-Mepharreshe had
really in view the substitution of his own revised Peshitta for the
Diatessaron, it follows that the Diatessaron was the only serious rival
that the Peshitta had to face at the time of its publication. That the
‘Old Syriac’ version of the N.T. had had a long and complicated
literary history is proved by the extensive variation between the texts
of the two surviving mMss. The Sinai Palimpsest and Cureton’s Ms are
clearly representatives of one and the same translation, but they differ
in some places very widely from each other, almost as widely as Mss of
the Old Latin version of the Gospels. But the Patristic evidence that
has been collected in this Chapter does not suggest that the version to
which the Sinai Palimpsest and Cureton’s mMs belong enjoyed a wide
circulation in the Church during the 4th and 5th centuries. Whatever
may have been the state of things with regard to the Acts and Epistles,
about which we know very little, it is evident that when Rabbula
became bishop of Edessa the form in which the Gospel was practically
known to Syriac-speaking Christians was Tatian’s Harmony. This
explains the success of Rabbula’s efforts, and the absence of Gospel Mss
containing the Peshitta text mixed with readings derived from the
‘Old Syriac’” The Latin Mss with mixed texts are descended from
‘Old Latin’ Mss corrected, but not quite thoroughly, to the official .
Vulgate. But you cannot correct a copy of the Diatessaron into a
copy of the Four Gospels. It was not a question of changing the
readings, but of substituting one book for another. Wherever the

! E.g. Isaac speaks of the Word made Flesk (wLh0a=): see Bickell’s Ed, i 274 (p. 14). Ina
Metrical Homily printed in the Roman Edition of S. Ephraim as Paraenesis Ixxiv, but really
by Isaac of Antioch, Lk xvii 21 is quoted in agreement with the Peshitta, against both the
Evangelion da-Mepharreshe and the Diatessaron (‘ Quotations,’ pp. 21, 22).
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change was made, and we learn from Theodoret that the change was
made wholesale, no mixture of texts took place. The Diatessaron
codex was taken away and a copy of the revised Peshitta was put in
its place. |

Meanwhile the copies of the unrevised Evangelion da-Mepharreshe
remained where they were. The two which survive contain no early
liturgical marks in the margins, as is generally the case with books
intended for service. They are, so to speak, library volumes. To us
they are inestimably precious as survivals from a previous age, relics of
the time before the Syriac-speaking Church became the servile imitator
of Greek Christianity. But to the contemporaries of Rabbula, who
allowed them to rest undisturbed on their shelves, they were neither
recommended to be used nor condemned to be suppressed by Church
authority : they were simply old-fashioned books to be left alone and
forgotten. Thus it has come to pass that two Mss of the Evangelion
da-Mepharreshe have survived, while not one single copy of the once
popular Syriac Diatessaron has reached the hand of modern scholars.

THE GREAT TWIN COLUMNS ON THE CITADEL OF EDESSA



APPENDIX TO CHAPTER IIL
THE GOSPEL QUOTATIONS IN THE THEOPHANIA OF EUSEBIUS.

The quotations from the Gospel in early Syriac translations from the Greek form
a class by themselves. They cannot be accepted without further examination as
evidence for the Biblical texts current among Syriac-speaking Christians. As a
general rule we find that translators render the quotations afresh from the original
without paying much heed to the current version of the words, while at the same
time the use of a word or phrase betrays their acquaintance with the Biblical text in
the vernacular. Consequently, where the wording of such a quotation differs from
all vernacular renderings we learn little or nothing about the texts known to the
translator ; it is only from striking agreements with other texts, agreements either
too peculiar or too extensive to be accidental, that we are able to draw our inferences.

The works of Eusebius were very quickly translated into Syriac, possibly during
the lifetime of the author. FEusebius died in 338 ap, and tle Nitrian Ms of the
Theophania is dated 411 ap. This Ms is itself a copy, so that we are at once carried
into a very early period. It is likely that the various works were translated by the
same school, though not, I think, by the same hand, the Ecclesiastical Hlstory being
much less slavishly literal than the Theophania.

The quotations in the Eeclesiastical History are for our purposes only two, but
each of them contains an agreement with the ‘Old Syriac’ against the Peshitta. In
HE 1i 2 (Wright and McLean, p. 60) there is a reference to Matt 1 18 :—

reaaoy <Kuod (zaw(\)vz\ funhew s da) 2 o:'u:}u <\ as

This is word for word with S and C, except that C has an for a>, perhaps by a
clerical error. For wpiv 79 owelfeiv adrovs the Peshitta has nsoéur_\ <\ o
while the Diatessaron (Moesinger 20) had ‘Before she was given to a husband.’ The
agreement of the translator of Busebius with the Ewangelion a’a-]![ep]zaﬂeske n
rendering this phrase by ¢ Before ever they drew near one to the other is too marked
and too extensive to be accidental.

In HE 1 3 (p. 8) we find <om —pam Lla smoslso - Lom @ A
This is unbiblical phraseology, for both the I%. da-Mepharreshe and the Peshitta
have fom s Ao, But the theologically interesting rendermg m= ‘in Him’
agrees with C and S. Ephraim against @<= ‘through Him’ in Pesh. On the other
hand A= “all’ agrees with Pesh., as ¢ and Ephraim have —ps= da ‘everything.’
Upon such a point as the last it is obvious that no stress can be laid. Unless the
translator was deliberately copying a Syriac version he was equally likely to choose
An or —pa= da: it is ouly when the rendering is elaborate or striking, as in
the former example from Matt i 18, that the text of these quotations can prove
anything.
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The quotations in the Zheophania demand more attention. At first sight they seem
to promise very valuable textual help. There are many formal citations of the Gospels
by name, the quotations often extending over several verses together, and there can
be little doubt that the passages thus incorporated by Eusebius in his work represented
the text of the codex he used. But the quotations in the Syriac translation of the
Theophania neither represent accurately the text used by Eusebius nor the readings
of any ancient Syriac text. They refn‘esent a mixture of the Eusebian text with
the Biblical text as known to the translator, and it is almost impossible at times
to disentangle the two elements. For example, take Theoph iv 6 =Lk v 5.

Theoph Syr.vg N
@\ A=l ama =3 ) AmeLa =3 ) AmLa
o) A\ \aama o) @la A\ o) mla <\
ware &\ pama et &\ —pama wared <\ —pama
u\L:\ @ v\&d.:al; e u\é\l:al; U\E\Lﬁol;‘..n <.
.4&\.1;::1 L~ .véé\m_g:: <l =i ‘4&\::..533 A=

Here we have (1) an agreement between Theoph and S in wae< ‘found,’ for
w3 ‘taken’ (=é\dBope); (2) an agreement of Theoph and syr.vg in not having
the addition v<x-m ‘now,’ which is a peculiarity of &S, and (8) not less than five
peculiarities of Theoph, where it differs both from S and from the Peshitta. These
are the insertion of om before 3=nw<, the omission of »=9, the order of DARRARLEY
the addition of v»e-m, and the word «Zax~Z ‘I will throw,” where Pesh. has v <=

‘T cast’ and & has 3=m ‘we will put out.’ In other words, the translator has done
just what might have been expected : he has translated the Greek of Busebius directly,
not rendering Eusebius’s quotations by the corresponding passage of the Syriac N.T.
At the same time the occurrence of wax< suggests that he has been influenced
here and there by the familiar words of the vernacular version, even where that version
is an inaccurate or paraphrastic rendering of the Greek.

More definite results can be obtained from examining the quotations which occur
in those parts of the Theophania covered by the extant fragments of the Greek.
These were first published by Mai in the Nova Bibliotheca Patrum, vol. iv 109-156,
310-312. The Greek fragments consist of extracts, and only a few of the Biblical
quotations are contained in them, but enough remains clearly to shew the method of
the translator. Below is given Matt xxi 33-43 in the Greek as quoted by Eusebius,
and in the Syriac as printed by Lee from the Nitrian ms.

Theoph iv 13 Mas NBP iv 122
s i Lam dud w LISNE B"Ayfpends Tis Gy oikodeamdrys, doTis
ew @iwa K =g ¢pirevoey dumeldva, kal ppaypdy adT@ wepLébnxe,
<& S @ 3aua kal dpvlev év adrg Anviv,

D@m= ima xkal @kodounae mwipyov,
Aro <ula\ ;s\ La kal ¢£é8oto avTov yewpyols, kal dmednunoey:
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Theoph iv 13 Maz iv 122
wikan imp o e an¥ Hire §& Jyyiger § kads Tdv kapmdy,
<la da) umalima dax amérreke Tods Sovdovs avrod mpds Tovs yewpyods
ika @\ _odun Aafety Tovs kapmovs avToD*
~amoima) Wila | v ansMa¥® Byl AafBévres of yewpyol Tods SovAovs abrod,
ow _ aam=la ov pev depav,
C\ﬂvn oMo .o\ _omnm\a ov 8¢ dmékrewav, Sv 8¢ EboBiAnaav
ims o Aar ooha®  Brdlw dréoreler dhovs Sodhovs
R DURC N AT wAelovas Tov mpoTLY,
\ 3 g 3 ~ € ’
imm _om) aamsa kal érolnoav aidtols GoavTws'
. . &‘. 37 37 @ R4 \ > \ \ L3N > A
@im Ame e Kdde) voTepov 8¢ améaTet\e wpos avrovs Tov vidv alrod,
N s odmmy 3maa Amelo Aéywv: évtpamiocovrar TOV viev pov:

@1n) Lmowdn an Kile e o P® Bof 8¢ yewpyol 8dvres Tov vidw

mhin ad omu= ol elmov & éavrols: ovTds éoTw 6 KAnpoviuos,
e(TJ(\-A—\,Dl ol dedre dmokTelvoper adTov
-‘L“.\ <hodi <amha kal xordoxwpey TNV kAnpovoplav odrod:

<=in o Im) umoemawo wmona® B ygl Aafovres avTdv ééBalov éfw Tob dureddros
...mc.\ﬂvno kal dmékrevay:
Kmian @i Mam L&t KD 9500y ol Iy & kiplos Tob dumeAdvos
RIANTN cam) ama s 7{ woujoeL Tols yewpyols éxelvois;
ool Ima xym xymn AN eI U\bovow oTg: kakods xaxds omolérer avrovs

s el 7:\&!_3 emina xkal T0v dpmeddve, éxdooeral dANos yewpyols,

3 » £ ~
<ika @) poain _aé olTives dmodprovew aUTG TOVS KapToVs
* ~ ~ 3 A
o Qmimim év Tols Kapols avTev:

Sax a@ L o@m) I P )\dye avrols ¢ Tyoods:
<adhas _3&'\.-1:: ?c&\:ma <\ ovbémore avéyvoTte & Tals ypadals:
iin ool Kawdan Aifov by dmedoxipacay of oixoSomodvres,
Kuima dm xi) hop wo obros éyerln els kepalyy yovias;
~am hom aimm dal e mapa Kuplov éyévero alry,
Ll <hiamad qnduwo kol ot QavpasTy év Splaluols Huay ;
_&:\3 <1 ihel i A\,:rﬂ “8a Tolro Aéyw Tuly
LalZa Lhaals, e Qo Aodiedia ot apfjoerar dp’ tudv 7 Bocthela ToD Geod,

ie oy Koaa\ _—_:m.\&\&\cu kal Sofncerar éve worotyTt TOdS Kapwovs avTis.
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Here we have a passage of sufficient length to exhibit the characteristic phenomena
of the quotations in the Theophania. First of all, it is evident that the Syriac text was
translated direct from the Greek as quoted by Eusebius. It is far less idiomatic in
style than either the Evangelion da-Mepharreshe or the Peshitta : contrast, for example,
the wmaau=n duwd of § ¢ and Pesh. with the stiffer and more literal ouss _ amus\
of the Theophania. Characteristic also of the Eusebian translator is —~a®s a@ for
6 ‘Inools. Moreover on=) (for amww) in o. 35 and <n=a <3a (for dua) in
v. 42 depart entirely from the traditional vocabulary of the Syriac Bible.

A rendering so literal as that in the Theophania could hardly fail to present some
agreements with the Peshitta which are not shared by the Kv. da-Mepharreshe, a
translation marked by great freedom. Thus Z%eoph and Pesh. have the Greek order
in v. 33 ; they have the same word for ‘inheritance”’ in ». 38, though the construction of
the clause is different ; and in ». 40 they both begin the verse with Mam <dheda on,
Against these we may set the omission of doris in v 33 by Zheoph and C; the
translation of ééoro avrov in v. 34 by @m=\eL in Theoph and S C'; the omission
of avrob at the end of v. 34 by Theoph and SO, where Pesh. has @m=»3=a ‘of his
vineyard’; the rendering of xal xardoywper ™y xAypovopiev avrod in ». 38 by ‘and
the inheritance will be ours’ in Theoph and S C, where Pesh. is literal; and the
translation of éddoerar in ». 41 by —a\m in Theoph and C.

It is especially noteworthy that the quotation in the Theophanie shews no points
of contact with that of 8. Ephraim discussed above, p. 123. In v. 41 S. Ephraim,
who'is probably reproducing the renderings of the Diatessaron, has awas (with Pesh.)
for =A\=m, and K== woes against all other Syriac texts, for w3l u=an’,

An examination of the quotation of Lk xix 41—d44* in Zheoph iv 19 would lead
to similar results, except that in this case the divergence from & € and Pesh. is more
marked. This quotation is also preserved in the Greek (Mai NBP iv 129); the fact
of its occurrence in the Greek extracts shews that the series of formal quotations found
in the Syriac of the TZeophania was really characteristic of the work as Eusebius
left it, and has not been added de suo by the Syriac translator. When therefore the
Syriac text of the Theophania is a literal rendering of the Greek Gospel text, the
translator may be merely rendering the Greek as quoted by Eusebins, without following
any existing Syriac version of the Scriptures.

The importance of this caution will be seen when we consider the quotation of
Matt viii 5 ff in ZTheoph iv 2, 3. This passage is extant in Greek (Mai, p. 116 f),
but it differs widely from the Syriac and the quotation from the Gospel is less formal.
The Syriac quotation therefore may tell us what version of the Gospels was known to
the translator of Eusebius. We actually find moigoor rofro Matt viii 9 rendered by
o= a= “do so much’ in Theoph as in S C, while Pesh. has the ordinary w<am a=
“do this” 'The pronoun Q= is quite rare in literature, so that its use in the Syriac
Theophania is very likely due to a reminiscence of the Ev. da-Mepharreshe.

! The influence of the Evangelion da-Mepharreshe upon the Syriac text of the quotations in

the Theophania was first noticed in a review of Cureton’s text published anonymously in 1859

. by the Abbé Lehir, under the title of Etude sur une ancienne Version Syriaque des Evangiles,
Pp. 22—25.

B. IL 22
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But we cannot press the agreement of the Theophania with S in a much more
striking point. Both in § (in S. Matthew) and in Zheopk iv 2, 3, the Centurion
is promoted to the rank of Chiliarch. All other authorities, including C and also
S itself in Lk vii 2, 6, call the man a Centurion'. He is also called ékarovrapyns in
Mas iv 117, in the portion of text which does not correspond literally with our Syriac.
But a little lower down (at 1. 32 of the same page, in a passage of Theoph iv 3 which
reappears literally in the Syriac) we read ws 7ore pev els popalos Jv & 7¢ cwtipt
mpocednivfos xihiapxos. Thus the true text of the Greek Eusebius also called the
man a Chiliarch, and the faithfulness of the Syriac translation is vindicated. But
just for that very reason we cannot claim the agreement of the Syriac Zheophania
in this point with § as a proof that the translator is borrowing from a Syriac version.

Yet even after all deductions have been made there remains an appreciable number
of cases, like the use of Q=1 mentioned above, where the translator does appear to
have been influenced in his choice of renderings by his familiarity with a Syriac version,
and that version a form of the Evangelion da-Mepharreshe such as we know it in
S and C. Thus in Theoph i 24 we find Joh i 8 rendered by <om m= —pas\a
‘ Everything was in Him,” just as in C'; in Theoph iv 30 the rpiBolor of Matt vii 16
is rendered as in C by <533 ‘brier(s), while Pesh. has «=\Hanm ‘thistles’; in
Theoph iii 27, iv 11, v 40, for the milac §8ov of Matt xvi 18 we fnd dowrn Klmg=
‘the gate-bars of Sheol’ as in Ephraim and Marutha, though not in Pesh. or in C.
All these coincidences with § or O, or with early Syriac Patristic evidence, cannot

be accidental.

In one passage it is tempting to suppose that the Syriac Theophania may preserve
the genuine reading of the Heangelion da-Mepharreshe, where both S and € have
followed a different text. In Matt xxii 13, according to the Peshitta and the text
followed by modern critical editors of the New Testament, the King in the Parable
says to his servants about the Man who had not on a Wedding-garment: “Bind him
hand and foot and cast him out” (8joavres avrod wdédas kal xeipas éxBdlere avTov),
For the first word the Peshitta has odow«<L the ordinary word for ‘bind.’ But the
Acts of Thomas (Wright, p. 815), a work which uses the Ew. da-Mepharreshe, as
we have seen above (p. 102), has a reference to the passage implying the use of the
verb 32 ‘to fasten.” The whole Parable is quoted in Theoph iv 16, and the word
used In ». 13 1s ovam= in agreement with the text that seems to underlie the
Acts of Thomas. But S and O read «mal\iso smon<ls wmaomaed “Take hold
of him by his hands and his feet,” a reading which recalls the reading dpare adrov
moddv kai xewpdv, found in D and the Old Latin texts. If we make the conjecture
that the reading of Sand Cis really that of the Diatessaron, and that in this passage
the Acts of Thomas and the Theophamia give us the genuine text of the K.
da-Mepharreshe, we have an explanation of the textual phenomena. But it must
be remembered that this is a mere conjecture, and the translator of Eusebius may

! The Diatessaron, as represented by Aphraates 20, appears to have called him Bagihixds, as
in Joh iv 46 ff.
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quite easily have been following the Greek that lay before him without any thought
of the current Biblical texts. It is certain that in some of the previous verses of this
Parable he has paid little regard to the Syriac Bible in his rendering of the Greek.
Moreover this theory hardly accounts for the use of 3= by Ephraim (see above, p. 124).

The reader who has been persuaded by the foregoing argument will understand
why I have omitted to record the ZTheophania readings in my apparatus to the
Evangelion da-Mepharreshe. 1 believe there is no certain sign of acquaintance with
the Peshitta or the Diatessaron on the part of the translator of the Theophania,
and I believe there are signs of his acquaintance with the FEv. da-Mepharreshe.
The translator translates for himself from the Greek, and it is only very occasionally
that we can venture to assert that he is influenced from any other source. The only
exceptions to be made occur when we know that the Syriac actually differs in text
or in meaning from what BEusebius wrote: of this there are a few instances, one of
which is important enough in itself to demand separate notice.

My friend Mr F. C. Conybeare has made it abundantly clear that in the Zheophanic
and in several other works Eusebius could not or would not quote the command
to baptize in the name of the Trinity'. This very curious fact is quite distinct from
the dedactions which Mr Conybeare and others have drawn from it. It might,
I suppose, be maintained that Eusebius considered it unseemly to publish in a work
intended for the general heathen reader the magic words of a sacramental ritual. Be
that as it may, the fact remains that Eusebius in the Theophania (v 17, 46, 49) represents
our Lord as telling His apostles to make disciples of all nations in His Name, without
any mention of baptism. When therefore we find the full text quoted in the Syriac
of Theoph iv 8 with some noteworthy variants, but including the command to baptize
in the name of the Trinity, we feel sure that the translator is not giving us the text
of Busebius. It was therefore taken from the text of S. Matthew as he knew it,
ie. from the Ewvangelion da-Mepharreshe. In this way we arrive at the exceedingly
important conclusion that some wmss at least of the Evangelion da-Mepharreshe had
the command to baptize in the name of the Trinity, as in the ordinary text. The
evidence of the 7Theophania is all the more important as neither S nor C is extant
at the end of S. Matthew, and the Diatessaron is represented by an ambiguous allusion
in the Doctrine of Addai and a still more ambiguous quotation in Aphraates. - At
the same time this evidence from the Syriac Theophanie, important as it is, must
not be made to prove too much. We have two mMss of the Evangelion da-Mepharreshe :
one contains the Longer Conclusion to S. Mark, the other does not do so. In the
case of the peroration of 8. Matthew’s Gospel it is quite likely that one ms might have
the ordinary text, while the other had something different. If 1 may venture the
conjecture, the impression I have formed from a study of S and €' leads me to feel
confident that ¢ had the command to baptize in the name of the Trinity, but I do not
think we should be justified in making any guess as to what may have been contained
in the missing leaf of S.

! See Preuschen’s Zevtschrift f. d. N Tliche Wissenschaft 1 275-288 ; Hibbert Journal i 102-108,
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The text of the quotation of Matt xxviii 16—20 in the Syriac Theophania iv 8
runs as follows.

—om) by [Kinu] Kma _amden Lhim fus @31 @hsun Aha o
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After His resurrection from among the dead all of them together [as] was commanded
them went to Galilee where He said to them, "and when they saw Him, some of them
worshipped Him and some of them doubted. “Now He drew near by them and spake
with them, and said : ¢ There hath been given to me from my Fother all authority that s
in heaven and in earth. '°Go ye and make disciples of all the peoples, and baptize
them in the Name of the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit. * and teach them to
keep whatsoever I have commanded you; and lo, I am with you all the days even unto
the consummation of the world.



CHAPTER 1IV.

THE DIATESSARON AND THE OLD SYRIAC.

WHEN we leave the Peshitta and go on to investigate the literary
history of the Gospel among Syriac-speaking Christians before the time
of Rabbula’s eptscopate, we leave the region of comparative light and
certainty for that of darkness and conjecture. The main question to be
considered is the relative dates of the Diatessaron and of the Hvangelion
dea-Mepharreshe. Was the earliest version of the Gospel in Syriac a

‘translation of Tatian’s Harmony or a translation of the Four canonical

Gospels ? This question is exceedingly important for our estimate of
the Evangelion da-Mepharreshe, because the appearance of the Diates-
saron in Syriac can be dated with some certainty. Tatian left Rome
for the Fuphrates Valley soon after 172 aAp and seems to have died
in the Fast a few years afterwards, so that the first publication of the
‘Syriac Diatessaron cannot be later than 180 ap. If the Evangelion da-
Mepharreshe preceded the Syriac Diatessaron, then it cannot be dated
later than the middle of the second century. But if the Diatessaron
preceded the Evangelion da-Mepharreshe, it will not be very easy to
prove that any Syriac version of the Four Gospels existed before the
third century.

Notices of the Diatessaron in Syriac Laterature.

The principal notices of the Diatessaron in Syriac writings, or of its
use among Syriac-speaking Christians, are collected below.

TaE DoCTRINE OF ADDAT, which gives the traditional account of the
foundation of Christianity at Edessa, is in its present form a work of
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the early years of the 5th centuryl. The outline of the story, part
of which is told by Eusebius (HE 1 18), is doubtless much older, and
M. Tixeront thinks it had assumed a literary shape during the third
century? This earlier form of the tale has been incorporated in our
Doctrine of Addai, but the text has been altered here and there?.
It is important to insist on these details, because the only definite
allusion in the work to the Diatessaron occurs in a single passage in a
rather harsh grammatical construction.

We read (Doctrine of Addas, ed. Phillips, p. al)
~hasoe hmds ~odurla .hzmrda r(&n:\.\s\ pdo coa @xia
.00 WTLm=: U= duwsa SR AW T

[ Now much people day by day] were gathering together and coming
to the prayer of (Dwine) Service and to the Old Testament and the
New of the Diatessaron; and in the Resurrection of the dead they were

believing... ,

The mention of the Diatessaron comes in very awkwardly, and the
phrase ¢to come to the Old Testament’ is as strange in the Syriac as it
is in English. Tt is evident that the passage has been ‘retouché et
interpolé, but I do not think we ought to assume that no mention
of the Diatessaron was originally made here. Possibly the earlier form
had o ate\ea3 ~ain\ ‘to the reading of the Diatessaron,” and this
phrase was altered by a reviser who thought some mention ought to
have been made of the Old Testament. On this supposition ~1sis
dropped out when wéisa ~hoadin rioduy came in.

Elsewhere the Doctrine of Addar does not mention the Diatessaron,
but .simply speaks of the ¢ Gospel’ (e_calNaar): “the Law and the
Prophets and the Gospel from which ye read every day before the
people, and the Epistles of Paul that Simon Cephas sent us from the
city of Rome, and the Acts* of the Twelve Apostles, that John the son
of Zebedee sent us from Ephesus—from these books be ye reading in
the churches of the Messiah and besides these do not read any other”

1 See L.-J. Tixeront, Les Origines de Z’E'glz'se o Edesse, Paris, 1888. The Abbé Tixeront (p. 134)
considers the date to be between 390 and 430, with a certain probability for the year 408. It is
clearly older than the episcopate of Rabbula, which began in 411 AD.

2 Jbud. p. 156. 8 ¢ Légérement retouché et interpolé,’ Jbid. p. 117.

4 eanis, ie. Ipdfes.
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(p. a=). And again we read concerning certain Edessene converts
that Addai “associated them with him in the Service, while they read
from the Old Testament and the New, and upon the Prophets and the
deeds of the Apostles! every day they were meditating,...” (p. ).

From the. first and second of these quotations it is evident that
“Gospel’ and ‘Diatessaron’ are interchangeable terms. The author
of the Doctrine of Addaz, who no doubt represents the popular tradition
of Edessa at the end of the 4th century, does not seem to recognise any
form of the Gospel other than the Diatessaron.

Euseprus’s Cuurce History may be mentioned here, as affording
a curious illustration of the popularity of the Diatessaron among Syriac-
“speaking Christians. The Church History must have been translated
into Syriac not long after its original publication in the 4th century,
and the translator more than once slightly modifies the original in
matters about which he had special knowledge. Eusebius (HE iv 29)
had said '

‘0 ,ue'vrouye 77p67'€p09 avTov apynyos 6 Tariavos avvdgbewiv Twa Kal
O'UVa’)/CO')"Y)V OUK OL8 OTTCUg T(DV EUay’}/E)\.LO)V O'UVHEIS TO ALa. TG(TO'G«IO(UV TOU’TO
: WPOU@VOH(ZO"ﬁV O KU..L ’n’apa TLOWY ELO'G'TL V'UV q')epGTaL

- But in the Syriac (ed. M*Lean, p. 243) we read:

smsize _adNaowd pwa i xis hoim _omed waul) <am @3 op

amodud Kimal Kman Kine dolr <m <K\ lusha t"’" am . avca\sn
Now this some Tationus their former chief collected and mized up and composed a

Gospel and called it Diatessaron ; now this is (the Gospel) of the Mized, the same that
15 in the hands of many unto this day.

To Eusebius the Diatessaron was a work composed he was not quite
sure how, to the translator the Diatessaron was a well-known work,
current among many people. He is also able to add the vernacular
name by which it was known in Syriac, viz. =\l L asl\ar,
Evangelion da-Mehalldté or © Gospel according to the mingled Evan-
gelists,” a name which it bore in contradistinction to the Separated
Gospel, the Evangelion do-Mépharréshé?.

- 1 Luddwa _omaisocas. I have adopted the punctuation of Cureton’s Syriac text,
p- % ad fin.
? See also Hjelt’s Altsyrische Evangelieniibersetzung, p. 23, note.
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To this notice in the Syriac Eusebius hardly any further information
is added by later Syriac writers, except the statement of Dionysius
Barsalibi, in the preface to his Commentary on the Gospel of S. Mark,
that S. Ephraim wrote an Exposition of the Diatessaron and that its
first words were In the beginming was the Word. Barsalibi died in
1171 AD: it is not likely that he ever saw the Diatessaron or even
S. Ephraim’s Commentary. Asin most other instances where he makes
an interesting statement, it is probable that he is quoting from an
earlier and better informed writer. The reference to Tatian in the
preface to the Nomocanon of ‘Abd-ishé‘ (Mai, Scrvptt. Vet. Nova Coll.
x 191) is a mere rhetorical comparison between the general plan of the
Diatessaron and that of the Nomocanon itself. There is no reason to
think ‘Abd-ishd‘ was really acquainted with the Diatessaron.

TreODORET, bishop of Cyrrhus, N.E. of Antioch, from 423 to 457,
discovered as many as 200 copies of the Diatessaron in his diocese of
eight hundred villages!, a circumstance that shews that the use of the
work was by no means confined to Edessa. He says: “Tatian also
composed the Gospel called Diatessaron, removing the genealdgies and
all the other passages which shew that the Lord was born of the seed
of David according to the flesh. This was used not only by the
members of his party, but even by those who followed the Apostolic
doctrine, as they did not perceive the evil design of the composition,
but used the book in their simplicity for 1ts conciseness. And I found
also myself more than two hundred such books, which had been
received with respect in our churches; and having gathered all together,
I caused them to be laid aside, and introduced in their place the Gospels
of the four Evangelists (ra 7év rerrdpwv edayyehiordv avreworyayov
edayyéhia)?.”

Thus a few years after the publication of Rabbula’s revised version
of the Four Gospels we find the Diatessaron being actually suppressed
in a neighbouring diocese. From the time of Theodoret and his
contemporaries it ceased to be a living feature of Syriac Church life.

1 Gibbon vi 111, note.
2 Theodoret. Haeret. Fab. 1 20 (Migne lxxxiii 379f). The Greek is also given by Westcott,
Canon 1iv § 10, by Credner, Beitrige, 1 442 and by Ciasca, p. ix. .
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Notices wn Syriac writings of the Evangelion da-Mepharreshe.

The name EBvangelion da-Mepharreshe has been used throughout
this book to designate the trauslation of the Four Gospels preserved
in the Sinai Palimpsest (S) and in Cureton’s ms (C), as distinguished
both from the Diatessaron and from the Peshitta. This use of the
term 1s sufficiently justified by its occurrence in the colophon of S and
in the title prefixed to C. But though Evangelion da-Mepharreshe
has for us a quite definite textual meaning, it is not by any means:
certain that those who used the Ewangelion da-Mepharreshe ever
called it by that name to distinguish it from what we call ‘the
Peshitta,” 1e. the revised version of the New Testament made and
published by Rabbula. There are only two real references by name
to the Hvangelion da-Mepharreshe in Syriac literature; the success
of Rabbula’s revision put the Old Syriac’ at once out of use, and
as soon as it was out of use.it was forgotten.

The most famous allusion to the Ewangelion da-Mepharreshe, the
passage which in Syriac literature corresponds to S. Augustine’s notice
of the ‘Itala,” occurs in the Canons of Rabbula himself. He gives
orders (Overbeck 220):

a0 whis pmlasy irsarsila <nagal ~dali\s <om&
»iodma du <oy ~riamy
Let the priests and the deacons have o care that in oll the churches

a copy of the Evangelion da-Mipharréshé shall be kept and read.

What did Rabbula mean here by Evangelion da-Mepharreshe?
It is inconceivable that he was recommending the use of such a Ms
as S in preference to, or even in conjunction with, the Syriac Vulgate,
although we may well believe that he would prefer the use of the Four
Gospels in however inadequate a version to the use of a book like the
Diatessaron, the work of one whom the Greeks classed as a heretic.
- I suggest therefore that Rabbula meant by Evangelion da-Mepharreshe
a copy of his own new Revised Version, ie. a codex of the Gospels
according to what we now call the Peshitta version. When he became
bishop of Edessa it is evident that Tatian’s Harmony was practically
the only form of the Gospel in circulation. Individual scholars
certainly, and the Bardesanian heretics probably, used the Four Gospels

B. II. 23
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in a translation akin to S and C, but the Church generally was familiar
with the Diatessaron alone. The new revision of Rabbula and the
“0ld Syriac’ version on which it was based shared with such Mss
as S or C the title Evangelion da-Mepharreshe, in contradistinction
to the Diatessaron, or Evangelion da-Mehallete as it was also called.
But when the Diatessaron disappeared from circulation the term
“Gospel according to the Separate Fvangelists” became unmeaning.
It was simply now the ‘“Gospel” sans phrase. The presence of the
title ~<xr3amox ._&;\.Mon’ in S and C is in itself almost a certain
indication that the Diatessaron was still current at the time of their
transcription and in the districts where they were transcribed.

The Itale has become a name for the < Old Latin,” and with greater
justice the Ewangelion da-Mepharreshe has become a name for the
“Old Syriac’ version of the Gospels. But just as I believe that
S. Augustine meant by ftala what we call the Vulgate, so I believe
that Rabbula in his Canons meant by Kvangelion da- M@phmrcske
what we call the Peshitta.

The other reference in Syriac literature to the Kvangelion da-
Mepharreshe is a statement identically repeated in the Commentary
of Barsalibi (on Matt xxvii 16, 17) and in the Lexicon of Bar Bahlul
(s.v. <o ¥2). I give the Syriac text from Bar Bahlul (Duval, col.
243) and the English translation from - Barsalibi in the vigorous
language of Dudley Loftus (p. 18 of the second fasciculus of S. Matthew):

Bar Bahlul
<inhon sax. @ Ko A
oo Ko s <o Lom
___0;3*30\4_—.: =& el
—aod aama  <Lrjasmn
RVTAN A VERE ToE e QI
Cur = iohma saxda
exh @) e K
o saw Lo 3o
‘<_3vm.\3¥o\< ‘Q::S Lo Laom
el . =&E ol Koaran
Lor. Kahan Laom & \a
o3\ msnes

Barsalibi

Called Barabba. > Jefus was his
Name, who is here called Barabba ;
for fo it is written in the Go/pel
of the Jeparated; and it is more
evident from what Pilate faid, in
the 22d. Verl. What fhall I do with
Jefus, who is called Chrift? Where-
fore he was called Jefus; and the
Evangelift was unwilling to Write
his Name, that none might in his
Book bear the fame Name with the
Lord Jefus.
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Barsalibi wrote in the 12th century and Bar Bahlul in the 10th
century; but their verbal agreement in the above sentence shews us
that they are copying from a common source. What that source was
we can only guess. It was not S. Ephraim’'s Commentary on the
Diatessaron, for S. Ephraim has no remark upon the other name
of Barabbas!. Indeed it is remarkable that although the name Jesus
Barabbas is given by Syriac writers such as Isho‘ddd? Barhebraeus?,
and Solomon of el-Basra, this reading is never assigned by them to the
Diatessaron. The statement of Barsalibi and Bar Bahlul may therefore
have been taken from a writer who was contrasting the reading Jesus
Barabba with the text of the Diatessaron, and not with the text of the
Peshitta. As a matter of fact Jesus Barabbas is the reading of Sin
Matt xxvii 16, 17, and it was doubtless characteristic of the ¢ Old Syriac’
text of those verses. If this view of the source of the statement
of Barsalibi and Bar Bahlul be taken, the phrase FEvangelion da-
Mepharreshe retains its natural sense of “the Syriac translation of
the Four Gospels as distinguished from the Diatessaron”; there is no
necessity to take it as meaning ““the ‘Old Syriac’ as distinguished
from the Peshitta®.”

There is one other occurrence of the phrase rZr.3a=nx e culNar
which may be mentioned here. Inthe year 1496 oD Ignatius Philoxenus,
112th bishop of Antioch, sold some books to defray the cost of the
restoration of certain churches which had been destroyed by Tamerlane.
The first and third of these were ordinary service books, but the second
is described as Evangelion da-Mepharreshe in the deed of sale. At
that late date a copy of the ¢Old Syriac’ Gospels would have been
a curiosity; it certainly would not have been sandwiched between
ordinary books for liturgical use. Assemani, who quotes the deed of
sale (B O il 230), supposes the book to have been a Lectionary, ie.
a book the correct title of which would have been = inx o calNaarw

I He only says: “Ad hunc autem agnum verum suas blaisphemia,s converterunt, eoque repu-
diato Barabbam homicidam sibi postularunt” (Hoesinger 239).

? sy wom Soaxs ) ol 3= (Camb. Univ. Libr, cod. add. 1973, fol. 133 b).

3 Comm. on S. Matthew, ed. Spanuth, p. 63.

4 Tt is not improbable that the source of the quotation may have been the lost Commentary
on the Gospel by Mar Aba, the disciple of S, Ephraim, extracts out of which have been given
above from Harris, Ephrem, p. 93 1.
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riam Gospel-book with separated Lections, and this is obviously
the true sense. Indeed the tenor of the document in which it occurs
suggests that this Ms which was sold was in the handwriting of John
of Mardé, who died in 1165. In any case it can have nothing to do with
what was called Evangelion da-Mepharreshe in the time of Rabbula.

The Quotations of Aphraates.

The earliest dated evidence we have as to the use of the Gospels
or the Diatessaron among Syriac-speaking Christians is derived from
the actual practice of Aphraates. In other works the dates of the
original compositions, or of those recensions which have come down
to us, are disputed or unknown. But in the Homilies of Aphraates
we have the undoubtedly genuine works of a writer who lived in
the diocese of Seleucia and wrote between the years 337 and 345.
I propose therefore in the following paragraphs to exhibit passages
which may throw light upon the document or documents he used when

quoting from the Gospel.

Aphraates names neither the Diatessaron nor any of the four
Evangelistsl. But it is clear that he very often is using the Diatessaron.
Thus it is probable that he is quoting the opening words of Tatian’s

Harmony when he says (Wright, p. 13):
¥a3o udan U\.u-( 0@ aars Ll misact=o mdlmn aca

il <om ,madu darisy ey odiso

And also the Word and Speech of the Lord 1s the Messiah, as

is written in the beginning of the gospel of our Life-giver, thot in the
beginning He was the Word.

The quotation is not however quite decisive, except to shew that

Aphraates’ copy of the Diatessaron did not begin with Matt i 1 or

Lk i 1-4, for the word used is not «_aaslNgar ¢ Gospel-book,” but

~&inw ‘the good tidings. The phrase used by Aphraates might
easily, if it had stood alone, have come from one who used our separated

Gospels. )
But it is only one piece of evidence among many others, of which

1 The ‘John’ mentioned in vi 12 ( Wright 123) is not the Evangelist, but the Baptist.
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the clearest and most decisive is the long summary of the Gospel
preaching at the end of the Homily on Love. Of all the quotations
of Aphraates this most surely rests on the Diatessaron and the
Diatessaron alone. I therefore give a translation in full, setting down
at the side the corresgonding passages in the Diatessaron, according
to Mr Hamlyn Hill's numeration of the Arabic Harmony, together
with the corresponding (ospel references. It will be seen that the
. references follow the order of the Diatessaron almost without a break.

Diatessaron Aphraates, Hom. 11 (= Wright, pp. 41—43) Gospel Moes.
viii 27  In His great love 27 He called happy the poorin ~ Matt v 3 62
33 their spirit, 33and promised to the peace-makers 9 63

that they should be brothers to Him and should be

29 called sons of God ; 22and He assured the meek that 5

28 they should inherit}he land of life ; 26and He pro- 4
mised the mourners that they should be entreated

30 for’'; 30and He preached to the hungry satiety in (6)

38 His kingdom, 3 and them that weep He rejoiced by Lk vi 3}2

31 His promise; $and He promised to the compas-  Matt v 7

32 sionate that they should be compassionated, 32and 8
to them that are pure in their heart He said that

34 they should see God. 3*And He promised again to 10
those persecuted for righteousness’ sake that they

35 should enter the kingdom of heaven, % and those 11
persecuted for His name’s sake He assured happi-

40 ness and ease in His kingdom. % And He changed 18 64
our nature of dust and made us the salt of truth,
and delivered us from being the Serpent’s food.

41 4 And He called us the light of the world, that He - 14
might deliver us from the authority of death. And

' ._93—"3&“ womMn, g rendering of mapax\pdfjoovrar independent of what is found in §C
and Pesh.
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Diatessaron
of ix 14 1%
x 38

xi 41
33 ff.
39 ff.

xii 7 ff.

11 ff.

33 ff.
42

xiii 3
20
XV 9

45

xvi 7.

“the superfluity of his heart.
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Aphraates, Hom. u (= Wright, pp. 41—43)
He made us good instead of evil and fair instead

of hateful, and gave us love instead of hate. 38And
He associated us with the good man that bringeth
forth from his treasures good things, and delivered
us from him that bringeth forth evil things from
And because of His
abundant love He made whole the wounds of
the infirm, ¢for He healed even the son of the Cen-
turion because of his faith; 33 and He silenced the
storms of the sea from us by His power 39and
chased away from us the devils of Legion because
of His kindness. 7And in His compassion He saved
alive the daughter of the chief of the synagogue,
and He cleansed moreover the woman from the
impurity of blood *#and opened the eyes of the
two blind men that drew near to Him. % And He
gave also to His Twelve power and authority over
every pain and infirmity, and to us also through
them. % And He restrained us from the way of the
pagans® and of the Samaritans, and gave us power
in His compassionateness that we should not be
afraid 3when they bring us up before the authori-
ties of the world. 20And He cast a division in the
earth because of his great tranquillity. %And He
forgave many debts to the sinful woman because
of His compassion ; ¥and He made us worthy be-
cause of His kindness that we should build the

tower at His expense, 7and He cast forth from us

Gospel Moes,
(Matt v 45)
¢f Lk vi 85
Lk vi 45
Matt viii 5 ff.
Lk vii 2 ff. 4
Matt viii 24 ff. 75
Lk viii 28 .
(Magtt viii 28 £1.)
Lk viii 27 ff.
Matt ix 18 ff.
Lk viii 41 ff.
Matt ix 20 ff.
Lkviii 45 16 ff.
Matt ix 27 .
Matt x 1
(Lk ix 1) 90
Matt x 5 91
(Matt x 17)
Lk xii 7, 11 (95)
. Matt x 34
Lk xii 51 97
Lk vii 48 114
Lk xiv 28 118
' .
(Matt xii 43 ff.) 120

Lk xi 24 ff,

! Zaiy: thus agreeing with Pesh. against .S, which has wsahan “nations.’
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25 ff.

xvii 27

51

xviii 38

43

xx 47 fT.

xxi 2 ff.

xxiii 4

xxiv 2 ff.

31
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Aphraates, Hom. 11 (=Wright, pp. 41—43)
unclean spirits, and made us a guest-chamber for

His Godhead. 23And He sowed in us the good seed,
that we might give fruit an hundred-fold and
sixty-fold and thirty-fold ; 2and He was set in the
midst of the world in the likeness of the treasure
set in the field.
His majesty when He was thrown from the height
into the depth and was not hurtl. 38And He
satisfied the hungry in their fatigue from five
loaves and two fishes, ¥even five thousand men
besides children and women, and He shewed the
majesty of His glory. And because of His great
love ¥"He heard the Canaanite woman and raised
up her daughter from her infirmity ; and by the
authority of Him that sent Him 2He loosened the
tongue of the stutterer, the man whose ear was
hard of hearing. %And the blind saw His light,
and through Him they glorified Him that sent
Him. 2And when He went up to the hill to pray
the r@ys of the sun were overcome by His light;
and He manifested His excellent power 3lin the
lad on whom the spirit came suddenly, and the

demon of lunacy by His word He removed.

xxv 10 1And He gave us a type and likeness that we

xxvii 28

.should be in the likeness of children and enter the

kingdom of heaven; 2and He said and shewed

Gospel
Matt xiii 4 f1.
Lk viii 5 ff,

Matt xiii 44

51 And He shewed the power of Lk iv 29 (sic)

Matt xiv 18

Matt xiv 21
Lkix 17
Joh vi 13

Mat xv 22 ff.
Mk vii 25 ff.

Mk vi1 32 ff.

Matt xv 81

Matt xvii 1 ff.
Mk ix 2 ff.
Lk ix 28 ff.

Matt xvii 15
Lk ix 39

Matt xviii 8

-Matt xvill 10

183

Moes.

124

131

132

138

(153)

156

(160)

165

1 It is evident from the remarks of 8. Ephraim (Moes 131) and his allusions to the passage
elsewhere that Tatian took dore xarakpiurvicar adrév to mean that the Nazarenes actually threw

our Lord over their cliff. .S on the other hand implies the reading

to Aang him.

dore kpépaoar adriv, ‘80 as
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Diatessaron

xxii 13 fI.
(cf xxvii 41)

xxviii 49 ff.

xxix 13

xxviii 36 ff.

xxix 14

18, 19

The Diatessaron and the Old Syriac.

Aphraates, Hom. 11 (= Wright, pp. 41—43)

concerning the little ones that no one should
despise those whose angels at all times see the
Father in heaven. 13And He shewed moreover
His perfect healing in that man who thirty and
eight years was infirm and He increased His mercy
unto him and made him whole.

9 Again He gave us a command that we should
leave the world and turn unto Him, 13and He
revealed to us that he whom the world loveth
cannot please God 36in the demonstration of the
rich man that trusted in his property, %and in
that man who had delight in his good things

1Band his end was in Sheol ¥and he asked for

~ water on the tip of his little finger and no one gave

27 ff.

xlvi 17

(xlv 20)

(xxxiv 31)

to him. 27And He hired us in the likeness of
labourers that we should toil in His vineyard,
1"He who is the Vineyard of Truth.

All these things our Life-giver because of His
great love did for us. And we also, my beloved, shall
be consorts in the love of the Messiah 20when we
love one another, and we shall perform those two
commandments whereonv hangeth all the law, and

the prophets also.

Gospel Moes.

Johvofl, 145ff

Matt xix 21 ff.
Tk xviti 228, 170 .

Lk xv1 15

Lk xii 16 ff. 174
Lk xvi 19

23, 24
Matt xx 1 . 175
Joh xv 1
(Joh xiii 84)

(Matt xxii 40)
ete.

s

This long series of allusions speaks for itself. Either Aphraates was
turning over the leaves of his Diatessaron as he wrote, or (as is more
probable) the Diatessaron was so deeply engraved on his mind that in
epitomising our Lord’s ministry he naturally followed the peculiar order
adopted by Tatian.” Even at the end, where his dependence on the
Diatessaron is less marked, we have the Parables of Dives and Lazarus



Aphraates and the Diatessaron. 185

(Lk xvi) preceded by the Rich Fool (Lk xii) and followed by the
Labourers in the Vineyard (Matt xx), as in the Diatessaron.

There are many other passages where Aphraates evidently takes
his Gospel quotations from the Diatessaron, as in the combination of
Matt vii 18, Lk vi 45 in 4 803 (= Diat x 37, 38), and the story of the
Rich Young Man told in 4892 (=Diat xxviii 42ff). But mere
confusion of the text of one Gospel with another does not in itself
prove the use of a Harmony, and it must be remarked that some
of the composite quotations present a different mixture from the
Diatessaron as represented by S. Ephraim’s Commentary and the
Arabic. In any case it is evident that the writer who could make
the statement that “Judas who betrayed our Saviour fell into the
sea with a mill-stone about his neck ” (4 253) was capable of inventing
fresh combinations for himself. And if the remarkable agreement of the
passage quoted above from A 41-43 with the order of the Diatessaron
proves the use of the Diatessaron, there is another passage somewhat
similar which almost as strongly suggests the use of the separate
Gospels. Towards the end of the long Homily on Obedience, sent
out as a synodical Letter in 344 Ap, we read (Aphraates, Hom. 14
= Wright, pp. 801, 302):

And we, beloved,...nothing outside the law have we written to you, nor have we
sent to you a treasure stolen, save from the seed and germ of the holy Secriptures.
Counterfeit -silver wherever it may go is not to be received, and old leaven is not to
be kneaded with good flour. For *worn out wine-skins do not receive the power
of wine and ®a new patch when it lieth on a worn-out garment teareth it; and
°the vine that receiveth cultivation giveth fruit and not wild grapes. And ‘the
heart that is hard as a rock withereth the seed, and °the building which is set on
the sand—the rain washeth it away and it falleth from the blast of the wind. And
fthe salt that hath lost its savour—the Serpent doth eat it, and fthe inferior fish
the fisherman doth cast out. For Mthe tares in their season are rooted out, and
the chaff from the wheat at the last is separated. 'And the inferior labourers in time
despise hire; and ithe foolish virgins whose oil fails—when the bridegroom cometh
they are not able to buy. And *the steward who doth beat his fellow-servants—
his lord cometh and doeth judgement upon him. And !the evil slave that hideth his
lord’s silver—he that gave it to him cometh and reckoneth with him for interest. And
mthe door-keeper that loveth slumber in the time of watchfulness is deprived of life.
nThe wise king while y&t the battle is far off sendeth ambassadors and seeketh peace.
These few reminders we have written to you, beloved, efc.

B. IIL 24
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a. Diat vii 35 Matt ix 17 Mk ii 22 Lk vi 37 1.
b. 34 16 21 36
c. Isaiah v 2
d. Diat xvi 26 Matt xiii 5 Mkiv 5 Lk viii 6
e. x 471 Matt vii 26 f. (Lk vi 49)
f viil 40 Matt v 13 (Mk ix 50) (Lk xiv 34)
(xxv 24)
g xvii 30f. Matt xiii 48 f.
h. xvii 1ff Matt xiii 24 ff.
L xxix 27 ff. Matt xx 1 ff.
J- xlii 9ff Matt xxv 11f.
k. xliii 2 ff. Matt xxiv 45 ff. Lk xii 421,
1. xliii 32 ff. Matt xxv 24 ff. (Lk xix 20 ff.)
(xxxi 45ff.)
m. xlii 84 - Mk xiii 34
n. xv 48 1. Lk xiv 81, 32

Here we have a string of passages from S. Matthew’s Gospel quoted
one after the other, followed by one from S. Mark and another from
S. Luke. It is, I venture to think, unlikely that Aplraates had here
only the Diatessaron in view, and if the selection of passages was made
from memory it argues great familiarity with the text to have kept the
Gospels so distinct. It may be added that on the next page ( Woight
803) Aphraates clearly quotes the Diatessaron. ‘

S. Ephraim’s use of the separate Gospels.

There cannot be a question that S. Ephraim habitually quoted from
the Diatessaron. At the same time his voluminous writings contain
some clear indications that he was aware of the existence of the
separate (rospels, and he seems occasionally to have quoted from them.

The clearest instance is to be found in Adv. Scrutatores xxxv

(Ed. Rom. vi 62 A)

cwad _omiam xaisd e e Krasm) K=o dunis) fusids sna
ram Ao Kru) Chdn LAY P 2 duus ardam LHom)
asha _cmitw xais Kot _omiady K Lada) Lhdn Laa)

Like is the one ‘In the beginning’ to the other, and like to Moses is John also,
wn that at the beginming of their volumes they rebuked the scribes who disputed with
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evil intent. The one preaches the God that came to suffering, and Moses also preaches
the Nature that came to grief: it was in order that their hearers should not be made
weak that in the beginning of their volumes they wrote the excellencies of them.

It is evident that the writer of this sentence was acquainted with
the Fourth Gospel as a separate work, and not only through the
Diatessaron. Moreover this view of the Gospel is curiously similar
to that found in another passage, quoted by Philoxenus of Mabbog
from S. Ephraim’s Homily on Joh 1 1, a Homily from which other
quotations survive but which unfortunately is no longer extant in full,

Lamy ii 518 f. (corrected from B.M. Add. 12164; Burkitt,
S. Ephraim’s Quotations, p. 59 f.)

v wdlm Lam amatu duris Asn Kok o .l ok
moirm e @) iz omans oo Aoen Spas modman gses N M
A @l MW s b pam M Lind oy da oo WKisn
Sy @aks dmn Kisdied A=y ;mmains womy @l Ao euxs

ammoinm Anhoed hikama ad du Klar Kad\

amen wLhormm) raom) amio «iom ukis e <y o abs
Wmn pmnoss foind dan Loy ks simr o A Kram
2 W ELES? EAY pala 1= s dino —wan o> .emains i dheowda
o) o dinm moor Lharad = Lhrin pals 1mn bl mn <hi\a
Aamainm Amwn —pass od A Kb Liro Lo ind en=n Spas
<shrin @) A Lhdamd Lisd oadsr Lhovmo duiel A
+ hikam nhow amainma

AcaIN, FroM THE SaME [S. Ephraim], our oF THE DISCOURSE UPON ‘IN THE BEGINNING
was THE WOoRrD.'... For John started to write that which our Lord enduwred in His own
person.  Now he began with the story of the Son jfrom where (it says) * Through Him
was created everything, that he might tell in ome sentence comcerning those things
that were through Him and concerning those things that were (done) in His own person ;
so that because of the great things that were through Him we might know to what
lowliness He had descended, against whose person the shameful deeds were performed.

By John therefore saying ¢ In the beginning,’ he hwth in fuct called Moses to witness,
that Doses might give wiiness concerning those things that were through the Son,
that he might induce us accurately to investigate those things that were performed against

1 §i3e. Cod. 12164 (sic).
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His person. Of old, therefore, through Him all good things were done for the universe,
and at the last against Him oll evil things were done by mankind: John therefore loft
that which through Him had been created and began to tell concerning that which
He suffered in His own person. For when the witness began that through Him were
wonderful things created, he started to tell that against His person the shameful deeds
were performed.

The point of view from which the aim of the fourth Evangelist
is regarded in this extract is evidently the same as that of the previous
extract. S. Ephraim therefore not only knew of the existence of the
Gospel according to S. John, but also held a consistent opinion as to
the plan and object of the work.

Moreover in his Commentary on Genesis (Ed. REom. iv 18 D) he
quotes the words of the Evangelist in Joh 1 3. He says

<\ aw smomlsoe om @m= i daa (sic) K\mlNgowd wmala AL
itne=n Wi Lind ;o oo walas Ao gl -753:\.;3::0 Saom
‘..m&\:n PATIA TV e\ﬁ&\:ﬂ A KAa=n Ksma

The Evangelist said concerning Him thot everything was in Him and apart from
Him not even one thing was; and Paul also confirmeth it, and saith that in Him
was created what is in heaven and what is in earth, all that is seen and all that
is not seem.

Here ‘the Evangelist’ is quoted as the authority for a statement,
just as in the next line ‘Paul’ is cited as the authority for the point
of dogma enunciated in Col i 161

Similarly in Lamy iv 659 we read that, just as the sun at the
Creation shone. forth on the Fourth Day,

e o @ AN pitw Kasiks <o
Lo, in Four Volumes hath our Sun shone jforth.

Here the Four Gospels are evidently referred to, in words which
recall the colophon to S at the end of S. John.

These examples shew that S. Ephraim was acquainted at least with
the Fourth Gospel in a separate form. This fact once established, we
are justified in looking out for other indications of a knowledge of the
separate Gospels. The clearest evidence, if it could be admitted, would
be found in a tract preserved in Armenian and printed in the second

! For a similar citation of ‘ the Evangelist,’ see Ephraim on Matt ii 23 (#oesinger 36).
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volurae of the Mechitarists’ edition, pp. 261-346, under the name of
Targamnoutiun Avetarans, < Exposition of the Gospel.” This seems
to be taken from the same Ms as that from which the Commentary
on the Diatessaron is printed, and called by Moesinger A ; it contains
also some Homilies ascribed to S. Ephraim!. That the tract is a
translation from the Syriac seems clear, and some of the quotations
present a text such as would be used by a Syriac writer at the end
of the fourth century? But the style is not very like S. Ephraim’s,
and the number of direct quotations from the Scriptures is far larger
than we should expect to find in a genuine work of his. Moreover
some of the Old Testament quotations follow the Lxx3—a sure sign
that their text has been altered by the translator to agree with the
version with which he was familiar. As in the case of the Commentary
on the Diatessaron itself, where the same state of things to a slight
extent prevails, it is only where the text of the quotations differs from
that of the Armenian Vulgate that we can be quite sure that it
represents the version used by the original Syriac writer. In cases
where the Gospels are quoted by name it is therefore only too probable
that the text has been doctored by the translator, and the ascription

of the quotations to the several evangelists may have been the work
of the same hand*.

References to the Greek wn Ephraim’s Commentary.

The Armenian mss of S. Ephraim’s Commentary on the Diatessaron contain at the
end a paragraph very loosely joined on to the rest of the work, in which the characteristics
of the four Gospels are given, partly from RKusebius HE 1ii 39 (Moesinger 286). Of
more importance are three passages in the body of the Commentary, in each of which
“the Greek” is quoted. It is not quite clear what source is here intended by
- 8. Ephraim, but it may be well to quote them in spite of their obscurity.

1 Ephr. Arm., Preface, p. 7.
2 See especially p. 288, where we read “And again in another place he saith : ‘I am the vine-
yard (eyqp) and ye are the vine (wpfd); every vine that in me is planted and giveth not fruit,

it is plucked up.”” This corresponds to the very peculiar rendering of Joh xv 1 characteristic of
the Diatessaron.

3 E.g. the quotation from Isaiah xlix 14-16, p. 264.

¢ Quotations of the Gospels by name are to be found on p. 328ff. Some of these so-called
quotations are strangely paraphrastic, e.g. on p. 329 we read : “ And again this is what Matthew
says, ‘When ye shall see the filth of corruption that it standeth in the place of holiness in Jeru-
salem—by Daniel the prophet it was announced, let him that readeth lay it to heart.’”
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Moesinger 29 (corrected from Ishé‘dad)’ =Lk ii 35
“ Thou shalt cause a spear to pass, i.e. apostasy : but the Greek clearly says, Thoughts,
it says, will be revealed from many hearts—those who doubted.”

Moesinger 53 =Joh ii 2%, 3

“[Mary] saw that the wine had failed and she knew that not without cause He
had come to this wedding. The Greek writes: He was sitting down and the wine
Jailed.” : '

Moesinger 116, 117=Matt xi 25, Lk x 21
“And this that it says I confess to Thee, heavenly Father ; the Greek says I confess
to Thee, O God, Father, Lord of keaven and earth.”

The one thing that is certain about these tantalizing references is that in neither
case does the (reek tell us anything ‘clearly,” and from such ambiguous materials
no certain conclusions can be drawn. My own working hypothesis is that all three
are citations from memory of the Ewangelion da-Mepharreshe, quoted for a single point,
which is given correctly, while the rest of the quotation is inaccurate. On this view '
the Evangelion da-Mepharreshe is called ‘the Greek,” because it is a translation of the
four Gospels used by the Greek Church, in contradistinction to tiae Diatessaron which
in S. Ephraim’s day was used only by Syriac-speaking Christians.

The question is complicated by the unfortunate circumstance that neither § nor ¢
is extant for Joh ii 2, 8. The text cited by S. Ephraim evidently represents éxAify
(or dvexAifn or Karex)uen) while all our Greek mss and of course the Peshitta have
ékMjfy. It is just possible that the Ewangelion da-Mepharreshe here had v‘:nénmd
by a misreading of éMifm, just as in Lk iv 29 it represents xaraxpyuvicar by a word
which implies [kara]xpepdoar.

In the third passage (Moesinger 116, 117) it is quite conceivable that the addition
of ‘God’ before ‘TFather’ is a mere piece of carelessness and that the point of the
quotation is to assert that the separated Gospels had Lord of heaven and earth, as
indeed is the case. The Diatessaron probably had Futher of heuven [and earth], in
agreement with ¢ ¢ f ¢ / of the Old Latin and some Vulgate codices, which have
in Lk x 21 Domine Pater caeli et terrae.

As to Lk ii 85, it is exceedingly doubtful what the passage from ‘the Greek’is
precisely meant to attest. The words Thoughts will be revealed from many hearts agree
exactly with the Armenian Vulgate in Lk ii 85. It is of course possible, though not
very probable that in all three cases ‘the Greek’is an interpretative rendering of the
Armenian translator of the Commentary, the original Syriac expression actually used by
S. Ephraim having been a different technical term.

1 Isho'dad (Harris' Ephrem, p. 34) says: aninsd 7:..) yaAraas medawd L
oNlahwn | g <unin has) o _aladun Lumad

Probably we should read wZasnd wZva\@ in accordance with the text and order of the
Armenian. It should be noticed that there is no reference in Ish4‘dd to ‘the Greek.’
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Internal evidences of the date of the Evangelion da-Mepharreshe.

The main result arrived at in the preceding investigation has been
to shew that the Diatessaron was by far the most widely used form
in which the Gospel was current among Syriac-speaking Christians
before the 5th century. At the same time, as far back as our evidence
goes, we still find traces of the use of the Four Gospels in Syriac.’
For the solution therefore of the question whether the Evangelion
da-Mepharreshe be older or younger than the Syriac Diatessaron we
must ultimately resort to internal evidence, i.e. to the character of the
texts themselves. _

First of all comes the question of the language in which the
Diatessaron was originally composed. The Evangelion da-Mepharreshe
is a translation from the Greek. Even if the translator knew the
Diatessaron in Syriac and was greatly influenced by it, it is nevertheless
obvious that a text of the Four Gospels cannot be evolved from the
Diatessaron alone. But it is conceivable that the Diatessaron of Tatian
might have been a purely Syriac work, compiled out of the text
of the Four Gospels then current in a Syriac Version. It is therefore
important to shew that in a number of leading variants and n a
number of renderings of noteworthy passages the Diatessaron differs
widely from the Ewvangelion da-Mepharreshe, representing, in fact, a
different type of Greek text and a different style of translation.

Differences between the Ev. da-Mepharreshe and the Diatessaron
in the underlying Greek text.

Matt iii 16 (Zhe Light at the Baptism).

The evidence collected above on p. 115 from Barsalibi and others
makes it quite clear that the Diatessaron contained an account of the
“mighty light’ that appeared at the Baptism of Christ. This light is
referred to by Justin (Dwal. 88) and appears in what seems to be the
oldest stratum of the Old Latin. But in S and C there is no trace
of this addition.

Matt vi 1 (‘Do not your gift before men’).
There is a well-marked various reading in this verse and the Syriac
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texts take different sides. The Diatessaron and C support 8dow
(=& boh); S supports Sikatoodvyy (=x**BD 1&c latt.exc. k); syr.vg
supports \equocvvmy (=<, also k). It is natural to suppose that S
represents the original text of the Evangelion da-Mepharreshe in this
passage and that € has been altered from the Diatessaron.

Matt xvi 2, 3 (‘ The Face of the Sky’).

The well-known interpolation of the saying about the Face of the
Sky is omitted in S and C' (=8B 13&c157arm). But, as we have
seen already on p. 134, S. Ephraim quotes the words and his quotation
contains the characteristically Old Syriac word ~aias (Lk xii 55),
so that there is no room for suspicion that he was using the Peshitta.
The interpolation must therefore have stood in the Diatessaron, which
here again is found in agreement with D and the Latins.

Matt xvii 26 (‘ as tf a stranger’).

The Arabic Diatessaron (xxv 6) in telling the story of the Tribute-
money makes a notable addition. We read

« Jesus said to him ‘The sons then are free?’ Simon said to him
‘Yea!’ Jesus said to him ‘ Give thou also to him as a stranger.””

This addition is attested for the Diatessaron by Ephraim (Moes.
161). It is found also in the Greek minuscule 713, but not in S or C.

Matt xxvii 16, 17 (Jesus Barabbas).

That the Evangelion da-Mepharreshe gave the name Jesus to
Barabbas is definitely asserted by the common source of Bar Bahlul
and Barsalibi (see above, p. 178 f.), and this reading is confirmed by S.
It is found in 1*-118-209%, in the margin of several inferior mss, and
in the Palestinian Syriac Lectionary!. It was also the reading of
Origen and there is good reason for thinking that it stood in the
immediate archetype of B. But there is no trace of it in the Diates-
saron, or in any Old Latin text.

Mk i 41 (‘ being angry’).
When the leper came and begged to be cleansed, our Lord granted
his request, being, according to the ordinary text, moved with compassion

1 Not however in the ancient fragments, published by Land, of a Ms of the Gospels.
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(em\ayymobeis). This is also the reading of S. But the Diatessaron
(Maes. 143, 144) very expressly supports the other reading being angry
(8pyrofels), which is that of D and the Old Latin.

Mk vii 88 (Spitting on the fingers). :

From the evidence collected above (p. 127 f.) we learn that the
Diatessaron supported the curious reading émrvoer eis Tovs SakTvhovs
adrod (He spat on His fingers and put 1t in the ears of that deaf-mute),
found in W4 But S has another reading, which nevertheless differs
from the ordinary text and agrees with cod. 28 and the ‘ Ferrar Group.’

Mk ix 15 (mpoorpéxovres, mpoayaipovres).

The variation between these words may be conjectured to have
arisen from an accidental permutation of letters. The majority of
Greek Mss with S support wpoorpéyovres, while D and the Latins
support mpoayaipovres. The Arabic Diatessaron (xxiv 26) has

Ao 38 tellus lespl obygpw SWI (B9 Inle pomml lpadt Lob Oulls
And the folk when they perceived Jesus were amazed and in the
midst of their joy they ran and greeted him?. |

The regular way to use the Arabic Diatessaron is to compare it with
the corresponding verse in syr.vg: the differences between the two texts
represent readings of the original Harmony. Here there are two such
differences, viz. ‘ Jesus’ instead of ‘him’ in the first clause and the
insertion of ‘in the midst of their joy’ before ‘they ran’ in the second
clause. The first variant is attested by D bcffk, the same authorities
that read mpooyaiporres instead of mpoorpéyovres, and it is evident that
‘in the midst of their joy’ stands ultimately for mpooyaipovres, the
intermediate Syriac stage being, I suppose, was 3a. The Arabic
therefore has a conflate text containing equivalents both for mpoo-
rpéxovres and for mpooyaipovres. This double rendering can hardly be
original.  Doubtless the words corresponding to ‘ran and’ come

1 The Arabic Mss are said to have |g)la., which may either be | 5)(?. they lowed (like an ox),

or | 53{,. they raced, or {4 ))L,. they drew back,—none of which are suitable, or explicable from the
context. The corresponding word in the Peshitta and S is oma&\, and as the substantive &puem
amazement is used in Diat xlii 19 to render <h@mah (Lk xxi 25, sic) I think there can be little
doubt that the word here meant is §g,lam they were amazed. :

B. II - 25
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ultimately from the Peshitta, or the Evangelion da-Mepharreshe itself,
and the true text of Tatian’s Harmony in this passage agreed completely
with the ¢ Western’ authorities. -

Mk xvi 9-20 (The Longer Conclusion).

The so-called ‘Last Twelve Verses’ of 8. Mark are omitted
altogether in S, the Gospel ending at xvi 8, which is immediately
followed on the same column by the beginning of S. Luke. The verses
are found in C. They also form an integral part of the Diatessaron,
‘as is clear from the allusions in Aphraates and in the Doctrine of Adda.
In this most important feature, therefore, the Greek text underlying
the Diatessaron differed from the Greek text underlying &.

And there can be little doubt that S, which omits the verses, more
truly represents the genuine text of the Evangelion da-Mepharreshe
than C, which inserts them. It is impossible to conceive any Syriac-
speaking community suppressing the verses: the mere fact that positive

" evidence for their omission exists is enough to shew that the original
form of the Evangelion da-Mepharreshe did not contain them.

Lk vii 14 (‘ Youth, youth !’).

The doubled Neavioke, which is found in D and in the Old Latin
a and ff, is expressly attested by Aphraates and by Ephraim, but is
not found in S. There is no reason to suspect that S in this passage
represents a revised text, so that here also the Diatessaron and the

Evangelion da-Mepharreshe originally differed.

Lk xviii 80 (‘ Seven-fold’). )

According to S. Mark those that have left their lands and their
amilies for Christ’s sake and the Glospel’s shall receive an hundredfold.
In S. Matthew most authorities have an hundredfold, but a few ancient
texts (including B and Origen) have manyfold. In S. Luke most texts
have manifold, but S and C have an hundredfold, while D and the
Old Latin with the Diatessaron (Moesinger 88) have sevenfold. Here
again we may conjecture that the Huv. da-Mepharreshe and the
Diatessaron originally differed. But it is possible in this particular
case that the text of S and C has been assimilated to S. Mark (or
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S. Matthew). Certainly no authorities except S and C have an
hundredfold in S. Luke, but it would be somewhat strange to find in
our Syriac Mss examples of harmonistic corruption, not in agreement
with the Diatessaron text, but contrary to it.

Lk xxii 43, 44 (The Bloody Sweat) and Lk xxiii 84 (‘Father, forgie
them’). ‘

These famous interpolations have a place in the Diatessaron, but
are not found in S. They are however found in C, so the case is not
absolutely parallel to the omission of Matt xvi 2, 8, Yet there can.
be little doubt that S in omitting these passages preserves the original
text of the Ewv. da-Mepharreshe. The intrinsic interest of the two
passages must generally have afforded a strong motive for-their inser-
tion wherever they were known, and as a matter of fact S. Ephraim
shews his appreciation of them by repeated quotations and allusions.
According to a correspondent of Photius ‘some of the Syrians’ omitted
Lk xxii 43, 44; this is probably a reference to the asterisk in the
margin of the Harclean version.

Joh v 8, 4 (The Angel at the Pool).

The well-known interpolation about the Angel troubling the waters
is absent from C, and though a leaf is here missing from S it is evident
~ from the space that the passage was absent from S also. But it
must have had a place in the Syriac Diatessaron, for Ephraim says
(Moesinger 146): ‘If they believe that the Angel by the water of
Shiloah was healing the sick, how much rather should they believe
that the Lord of the Angels purifies by baptism from all stain ¢’ It is
only in the interpolated form of the story that there is any mention of
an ‘angel.

Joh x 8 (‘those that came before me’).

The words ‘before me’ in this saying of our Lord are omitted in
many Greek Mss (headed by 8*), in all Latin authorities except those
mentioned below, in the Sahidic, and in S and syr.vg. They are found
in many Greek Mss (headed by B and D), in Clement and Origen, in the
Bohairic and the Armenian, in Ephraim’s Commentary (Moesinger 200),
in Faustus (ap. Aug), in Lucifer, in Jerome’s own quotations, in the
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Latin Vulgate mMss got and fos, and in the Ms of syr.vg called by
Mr Gwilliam 36. It is tempting to add this passage to the rest where
S and the Diatessaron differ in the underlying Greek. Gat is one
of a group of ‘mixed’ Vulgate Mss whose readings sometimes agree
curiously with the Diatessaron, the other members being the Sanger-
" manensis (¢g) and the Tours Ms called by Wordsworth M. - On the other
hand, the only direct evidence that the words °before me’ were
contained in the Diatessaron comes from Moesinger 200, where the
verse is quoted in verbal agreement with the Armenian vulgate.
We cannot therefore be sure that the translator of Ephraim’s Com-
"mentary was not adapting his text fo that of his vernacular Bible.
This explanation however does not account for the presence of the
words in an isolated Ms of the Peshitta: it is somewhat difficult to
account for them there, unless they slipped in through a scribe’s
reminiscence of Tatian’s Harmony.

Differences between the Ev. da-Mepharreshe and the Diatessaron
| wm rendering the Greek.

We now give a few.examples of noteworthy divergence between the
Evangelion da-Mepharreshe and the Diatessaron in rendering Greek
words and phrases.

Matt v4 (5) wapak\nficovrad.

‘Happy is it for the mourners that they shall be comforted’
(e—orandu) is the rendering of SC and syr.vg, but Aphraates 41
in a string of allusions taken certainly from the Diatessaron! has
‘He promised the mourners that they should be entreated jfor’
(e_aaxad .\th).

In Lk xvi 25 wapaxaleirar is interpreted ‘he is besought’ by
 Aphraates 383 and Ephraim?, in accordance with the oldest Latin
tradition, but S and syr.vg have ‘he taketh his ease’ (sasden). But
in Lk vi 24 we read both in S and in Aphraates 390 ‘ Woe to you,
rich, that ye have received your supplication,” where your supplica-
tion’ (e_aadass) is a rendering of ™y mapdkdMow Vudv.

1 See above, p. 181. 2 See above, p. 136,
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Matt x 5 éfvéw. .

“Go not in the way of the peoples’ (=) is the rendering of
S, but the Diatessaron (as attested by Aphraates 42)! has ‘Go not in
the way of the pagans’ (~a1s), and this rendering is adopted by the
Peshitta, although ~a1s should represent éfvikdy rather than éfvéw.

' ‘Other instances of a similar nature, where the rendering of the
Diatessaron has been adopted in syr.vg in preference to that of the
Ev. da-Mepharreshe, are :

Matt v 16 kald: ~Faax. S C, but i), Aphraates 1

Matt xxi 41 éddoerar ddu S, xlxs C but xssas Ephr. Lamy i 253

Mk xii 42 lemrd Ooc wmamr wih S, but s [wid] Ephr.
Nis. 91%

Mk xii 42 ko8pdyrns: ~amai S, but ~aa=x. Ephr. Nis. 91%

Lk vii 43 6pfas+ waar. S C, but durdeaid Bphr. Lamy ii, p. xxii.

Mk ii 27 76 odBBarov dia 70v dvfpwmov éyévero.

The Sabbath was ¢ created’ (dui=dwe), according to S and syr.vg;
according to Ephraim’s Commentary (Moes. 62, 148) the word used
was either a literal rendering of éyévero or some word like homade.
The text of S might naturally be put down as a quite permissibly free
rendering of éyévero, but éxriofy is actually found in 1-118%-131-209
and in 700, and it is not very likely that these Mss have been directly
influenced by the Syriac versions. We ought perhaps therefore to
include this instance under the category of those passages where the
Diatessaron differed from the Ev. da-Mepharreshe in text as well as
rendering. ‘

Lk 11 14 eddokia. _
All Syriac authorities support eddoxia, but while S has the rare
word ~has i ‘favour,” the Diatessaron followed by the Peshitta has

£a), 35 ‘ good hope.’

Lk iv 29 dore katakpnuvicar adrdv. ‘

As explained above, pp. 130, 183, the Diatessaron used words which
implied that the people of Nazareth actually threw our Lord over
the cliff. This is not supported by syr.vg, and S has ‘so that they

1 See above, p. 182.
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might hang him.” The reading of S seems meant for wore [kara kpe-
pdoar abrdv, but as there is no trace of this elsewhere it is very likely
nothing more than a translator’s blunder. But be that as it may, the
passage clearly illustrates the independence of the exegetical tradition
of S and the Diatessaron.

Lk vi 28 rav émpealovrov fj,u,&s

These words are translated in S by aal anrsa ‘that oppress
you,” while the corresponding words in the Diatessaron as represented
by Aphraates 34 (see above, p. 110) are o_aa=n (.n.;év&\m1 ‘that use
violence to you.” Neither of these renderings was adopted in syr.vg.

Lk xii 20 ddpawr.
S and C have sy taas ‘lacking in mind’; the Diatessaron had
~a\ &\ ¢ without heart’ (i.e. ‘without sense’): see above pp. 133, 157.

Lk xvii 21 évros dpov. :
This is translated ‘among you’ (e_aaduis) in § and C, but the
Diatessaron (Moes. 209, 211) has within your heart.’!

Joh xv 1 % dumelos 7 dAnfuwj. A

As explained above, pp. 143 f., 151, the Diatessaron rendered this
phrase by ‘the Vineyard of Truth,” but S and the Peshitta have the
Vine of Tluth ’

Lastly we must bring forward the most characteristic differences of
all between the Diatessaron and the Fv. da-Mepharreshe as represented
by S,—those, namely, that concern Joseph and Mary. .

Tatian was an Encratite, who rejected marriage. It is therefore
not surprising that ‘he cut out the Genealogies and whatever other
passages shew that the Lord was born of the seed of David according
to the flesh,’? and that he made certain alterations' in the wording of
the story of the Nativity. It was well pointed out in Baethgen’s
Evangelienfragmente (pp. 93, 94) that these alterations are actually
found in C'; it is not too much to say that the agreements of € with
Tatian in Matt i 18-25 were the strongest features in his argument for

1 Here again the Peshitta agrees with neither rendering, having ¢in the midst of you’

amusn o)),

2 Theodoret, Haer i 20.
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the dependence of the Evangelion do-Mepharreshe upon the Diatessaron.
But the text of S in these verses is animated by a wholly different
tendency, which can best be exhibited by placing the readings of our
two Mss side by side with the Diatessaron fragments.

S

18. Now the birth of

the Messiah was thus:
When Mary his mother

was betrothed to Joseph,
before ever they drew near
one to the other,

she was found with child

of the Holy Spirit.

19. Now Joseph her husband®,
because he was upright,

was not willing

to expose Mary....

©20. ...“Joseph son of David,
do not fear to take®

Mary thy wife,

for that which is being born
from her

is from the Holy Spirit.

21. Now she will bear thee a
son,

and thou shalt call his name
Jesus,

for he shall save alive

his people from its sins....’
24. Now when Joseph
arose from his sleep,

he did as the angel of the
LorDp commanded him,

and he took his wife
95. and

she bare him a son,
and he called his name Jesus.

L.

19 * ;s

b L LA

C

18. Now the birth of

the Messiah was thus:
‘When Mary his mother
was betrothed to Joseph,
before ever they drew near
one to the other

she was found with child
of the Holy Spirit.

19. Now Joseph,

because he wasan upright man®,
was not willing

to expose Mary....

20. ...“Joseph son of David,
donot fear to take?

Mary thy betrothed,

for that which is being born
from her

is conceived from the Holy
Spirit.

21. Now she will bear thee a
son,

and his name shall be called
Jesus,

for he shall save alive

the world from its sins....’
24. Now when Joseph
arose from his sleep,

he did as the angel of the
Lorp commanded him,

and he took Mary

25. and purely was dwelling
with her until

she bare the son;
and she called his name Jesus.

Moesinger

(p. 20) The birth of
Jesus Christ was thus :
‘When his mother Mary
was betrothed to Joseph,
and before ever she was
given to a husband,

she was found with child
of the Holy Spirit.

(p. 22) Joseph,
becausehe was an upright man,
was not willing

to expose Mary.

(p. 23) ‘Do not fear
to take Mary.’

" (pp. 25, 26) He took her. ...

... purely he was dwelling
with her until

she bare the first-born. -

20 ¢ =) 3o (as o 24)
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- Some estimate of the value of the remarkable text of S for the

criticism of the Greek text of this passage will be given in the Note
on Matt i 16, 25, but the difference of spirit between it and that of the
Diatessaron “springt in die Augen,” as the Germans say. And that S
and not C here represents the original text of the Fv. da-Mepharreshe
is clear from the first clause of v. 21 (‘ Now she will bear thee a son’),
the corresponding Greek being réferar 8¢ vidv. It is inconceivable
that the person who produced C's text of ». 25 should have been the
translator of this clause, but it is quite easy to see how a reviser
altering a text like that of S into conformity with the Diatessaron
should have left unnoticed and uncorrected the tell-tale in v 21.

So far therefore as this passage goes, the argument of Baethgen as
to the dependence of the Ev. da-Mepharreshe upon the Diatessaron is
not confirmed by the text of S; on the contrary, it is seriously weakened,
for it shews<to what a great extent Syriac texts which were originally
different in spirit and in wording have actually been harmonised. )

The main object of this long catalogue of differences between the
Evangelion da-Mepharreshe and the Diatessaron has been to shew
what great divergence in spirit, in rendering, and in the underlying
Greek text, still exists in spite of all the natural tendencies to
harmonisation. The last example from Matt i 18-25 shews the
harmonisation in the act of being accomplished. It is true, and the
fact has been insisted on by all the writers who have occupied them-
selves with these questions, that the agreements between the extant
fragments of the Diatessaron and the text of S and C are too numerous
and too intimate to be explained except by a common origin. But how
far dare we say that the extant fragments of the Diatessaron truly
represent the original text of Tatian’s Harmony ? If the earlier history
of the Diatessaron at all resembled its later fortunes, it will have been
continually suffering assimilation to the current Biblical text. The
Syriac text from which Ciasca’s Arabic was translated had been almost
wholly corrected to the language of the Peshitta ; Victor of Capua’s
Diatessaron has been almost wholly corrected to the language of the
Vulgate. The quotations in Aphraates and Ephraim are the earliest
form of the Syriac Diatessaron that we possess, and these quotations -
agree largely with the Ev. da-Mepharreshe. But what right have we
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to assume that every reading in the codex used by Aphraates or
S. Ephraim faithfully represents the uncorrupted text as Tatian left it ?

These considerations all tend to shew that the Syriac Diatessaron
and the ‘Old Syriac’ version of the Four Gospels were, to a much
greater extent than is generally believed, independent works. And to
that extent all arguments as to the date of the ¢ Old Syriac,” that are
based on the supposed original resemblance in text between the
Evangelion da-Mepharreshe and the Diatessaron, fall to the ground.
Yet it is hard to believe that the resemblances of rendering can all be
made to disappear. He would be a bold man who would assert that
both the Diatessaron and the Ewv. da-Mepharreshe had not always
rendered 6 vids pov 6 dyamnrds by ‘ My Son and my Beloved,” or called
the vurrp in which our Lord washed the disciples’ feet rN\azx 1ol
i.e. ‘a Aexdvy for washing’ (Joh xiii 5), or the émvypa¢dy on the Cross
~a\a, Le. ‘a murdkior’ (Lk xxiii 88). If these renderings be original,
and the fulness of the evidence suggests that they are so, they can-
not be accidental and the translator of the later text must have been
acquainted with the earlier text.

The Ev. da-Mepharreshe influenced by the O.T. Peshitta.

The history of the text of the Old Testament in Syriac in its earlier
stages is involved in obscurity. The Syriac Vulgate of the O.T., to
which the name Peshitta properly belongs, is in the main a translation
direct from the original Hebrew. It is clear that the translators had
a good knowledge of the general meaning of the text and an excellent
acquaintance with Jewish tradition. To such an extent is this the
case that it seems impossible to avoid considering the Peshitta as the
work of Jewish scholars: it will be enough here to refer to J. Perles’s
Meletemata  Peschitthoniane.  With this agrees the oldest Syriac
tradition; according to Jacob of Edessa, the apostle Addai and the
believing king Abgar sent to Jerusalem and to Palestine for men to
translate the Old Testament from Hebrew into Syriac’. This is only
another way of saying that the Church in Edessa at the earliest period

1 R. Duval’s Litterature Syriaque, p. 32
26
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of its existence took over from the Synagogue a vernacular rendering
of the Old Testament.

The Peshitta as we have it now is this Jewish version, slightly
revised from the Septuagint, especially in the Prophets. The revision
was made long before the times of Aphraates and S. Ephraim, probably
at the end of the 2nd century. But it did not alter the essential
character of the version, and where the Peshitta differs from the
Greek we may be fairly confident that it gives the tex} of the original
translation from the Hebrew. In attempting to discover the date of
the Ev. da-Mepharreshe it is therefore most important to ascertain
whether that version of the Gospels shews any traces of the influence
of the Old Testament in Syriac. | _

The answer must certainly be in the affirmative. Inno other way
can we explain the general acquaintance which the translator shews
 with the names and the phraseology of the Old Testament. This
appears above all in the Genealogies, the portion of the text least
influenced by the Diatessaron.

In the Genealogies the names are transliterated correctly into their
Semitic form, an impossible task to one familiar with them only in their
meagre Greek dress. It requires some acquaintance with the O.T. to
know that Nayap in the genealogy given by S. Luke should be written
jas, but Sapody should be Naiw, and Aduey should be \.  Yet
S gets these right, together with all the other puzzling names of the
Patriarchs.. In Matt i 5 he rightly transliterates Boés and 'IwB76 by
tao and wmas ': if in Lk iii 832 we find the unbiblical names x.a= and
Asaq., that is because the Greek here had Booc and (doubtless) 1wsua.
And the accurate rendering of the Patriarchs’ names is not due to
extraordinary skill in recognising a Semitic name in Greek spelling, for
in the names between David and Joseph that are otherwise unknown
to history the Syriac transliterations do not always approve themselves:
it is, at least, open to doubt whether urer (the father of Joseph) should
be rendered ’(7.‘1 as S gives it, and not 9‘7;) or "SN or ’Sﬁn.

But the Ev. da-Mepharreshe does not merely give a scholarly
representation of the names. In several cases it gives the specifically
Syriac representation. - Thus in Matt 1 5 Ruth is spelt dasg in S and

1 (, supported by 4% has 3=ax, a Syriac corruption, which shews however that the lists
have not been revised,
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4, dasi~ in C, with the guttural after the ‘7, in accordance with the
Syriac Old Testament, a spelling which is not suggested either by the
Greek, which has ‘Povf, or by the Hebrew and the Targum, which have
M. Similarly ~le, for Saludy, agrees with the Peshitta text of Ruth
iv 20, 21, but not with the Hebrew or the Greek™.
The dependence of the Ev. da-Mepharreshe upon the Syriac Old
‘Testament affords the explanation of another very curious circumstance,
viz. that S and C are almost the only first-rate textual authorities that
spell the names of king Asa and king Amon correctly®. The Evangelist
spelt these names aca¢ and amwe, following the forms then current in
Greek. ¢Amos’ is still current in the Greek O.T., but ‘king Asaph’
has been corrected to ‘king Asa’ through the influence of Origen’s
Hegapla ;- sufficient evidence however still remains to shew that
“ Asaph’ was once the prevailing spelling both in the Books of Kings
and in Jeremiah. We may therefore safely infer that the Greek Ms
from which the Ewv. da-Mepharreshe was translated had ’Acd¢ and
’Auds, not *Acd and *Audv, and that the reason why we find oo and
e_am in S and C is because the translator knew the true names “of
these Jewish kings from the Syriac Bible.

The influence of the Syriac Old Testament upon the Ev. da-
Mepharreshe is by no means confined to the Genealogles The O.T.
quotations which occur in S and C are of course in general, like the rest
of the text, a translation from the Greek. But now and again Sand C
leave the Greek and agree with the Peshitta, even in places where it
differs from the Hebrew and the LxX. A few instances.are given below.

Matt iv 6 =Ps xci (xc) 12
“ On thetr arms they shall bear thee up’ S C.
This agrees exactly with the Peshitta in Ps xci 12 (o_amas3a ),

the Hebrew being 0'03 (7;7 But the Greek has émi XEprV dpovoiv oe,
and with this agrees Matt iv 6 syr.vg.
Curiously enough the parts are reversed in the parallel passage

1 Another instance, outside the Genealogies, is __asm o for Zion, Matt xxi 5, Joh xii 15.
2 acad is read in Matt i7, 8 by RBCDMe 1-209 543 700 4 ¢ g ¢ sah boh aeth arm, by the
Oxyrhynchus Papyrus (3rd cent) and by the Genealogy in Ciasca’s Arabic cod. A.
amwe is read in Matt i 10 by NBCDe glmult latt (exc @ f vg) sah boh arm and by the
Oxyrhynchus Papyrus.
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Lk iv 11. There syr.vg has on their arms in agreement with the
O.T. Peshitta, while S has on their honds in agreement with the
-Greek. '

Matt x 25, xi1 24, &ec.
¢ Beelzebub.’

In 2 Kings i1 2 ff the Peshitta has sasylas By elzéB0B in agreement
with the Hebrew 2121 ‘7&7‘3 But the Greek has BeelleBov\, with \ at
the end ; so also has the Old Latin, and even the extant Armenian and
Arabic texts of the Diatessaron. The Syriac versions and the Latin
Vulgate stand alone in ending the word with the letter b. In the case -
of the Latin Vulgate this is certainly due to S. Jerome’s knowledge of
the Old Testament in Hebrew ; and similarly the Syriac N.T. shews an
acquaintance with a translation made direct from the Hebrew, which
can be none other than the Old Testament Peshitta itself.

Matt xiii 35 = Ps lxxviii (lxxvii) 2
“ From of old’ (;ns3n ¢a) S C.
This agrees exactly with the Peshitta of Ps lxxviii 2, which is
a translation of DIp 3. But the Greek of Matt xiil 35 is awd kara-
Bo\ijs [kéapov]. There can be little doubt here that the rendering

adopted by the Ev. da-Mepharreshe is derived immediately from the
Syriac Old Testament.

Lk iii 4—6 =TIsaiah x] 8—6
This long quotation is entirely assimilated to the Peshitta text of
Isaiah in S and C. We may note especially the clause in v. 4,

o il lini hanasn czsc\ia\o
And direct in the Plawn paths for our God.

This is word for word with Isai x1 8® in syr.vg. But the Greek N.T.
has edfelas moieire Tas TpifBovs avrov, and neither in 8. Luke nor the
LXX is there anything to correspond with in the Plain (i.e. m27)3). We
see therefore that the O.T. Peshitta influenced the Ev. da-Mepharreshe
in S. Luke as well as in S. Matthew.
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It follows, as an obvious corollary from these examples, that the
Evangelion da-Mepharreshe is later than the translation of the O.T.
from Hebrew into Syriac. The imperfect preservation of the Diatessaron
in its earlier forms makes it practically impossible to discover to what
extent it was influenced by the O.T. Peshitta, but as far as the evidence
goes the tests which prove the Ev. da-Mepharreshe to have been later
than the Peshitta tend to break down when applied to the Diatessaron.
In the first place, the Genealogies are missing ; the lists found in the
23rd Homily of Aphraates cannot -be ascribed to the original form of
Tatian’s Harmony in the face of the definite statement of Theodoret
that the Genealogies had been left out. Then again the evidence, 8o
far as it goes, suggests that the Diatessaron had Beelzebul with the
Greek, not Beelzebub with the Syriac O.T. As for the quotations in
the Gospel from the O.T., it happens that the phrases which supplied
the clearest evidence in the case of the Ewv. da-Mepharreshe are not
preserved in our fragmentary authorities for the Diatessaron text; but
Aphraates 330, when quoting Lk iii 6, ends the verse with \

And oll flesh shall see the Life of God, -

i.e. we have a rendering of xal dyerar wdoa odapé 10 cwrjpov T0b feod,
while on the other hand S and C give us And all flesh shall see it
together, because the mouth of the Lorp hath spoken, in agreement with
Isaiah x1 5. In this quotation, therefore, the Diatessaron is much less
influenced by the Syriac O.T. than the Ev. da-Mepharreshe. At the
same time we must remember that the preceding clause in Aphraates’
quotation agrees verbally with S C' and the Syriac of Isai x1 4" Itis
hard to believe that the text of § C and Aphraates, viz.

<hanal ~oms widwa aarl ~mis oms
the rough shall become a level and the broken country a plain,

can be an independent translation of éorar Ta oxoha els edfeias ral ai

Tpaxeiar els 68ovs \elas. ,
Thus the Diatessaron itself appears to be later than the translation

of the O.T. into Syriac, but its text seems to have been less influenced

1 The N.T. Peshitta of Lk iii 6 agrees with Aphraates (i.e. with the Diatessaron), but
n e maais is changed into wmlela i,
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by the text of the Syriac Old Testament than was that of the Evan-
gelion da-Mepharreshe.

At the beginning of this chapter I confessed that the early history
of the Kvangelion da-Mepharreshe belongs to the region of uncertainty
and conjecture. In offering now a conjecture concerning the historical
circumstances which gave birth to that version of the Gospels 1 am well
aware of its precarious nature in the present state of our knowledge.
At the same time I venture to think that the evidence is sufficient to
enable us to make a guess, which may be useful at least as a working
hypothesis. '

First as to the Diatessaron. The Greek name that Tatian gave to
his Harmony, the fact that he himself was a Greek author, and—most
important of all—the existence of direct though degenerate descendants
of the Diatessaron in the Codex Fuldensis and the medizval Dutch
Harmonies, all these things tell us that the Syriac Diatessaron is not
an original work but a translation of a previously existing Greek Har-
mony. In the absence of evidence to the contrary there is, I consider,
no reason why we should not accept Tatian as the author and compiler
of this Greek Harmony and believe that he brought it with him when
he finally returned to the East about ap 173. Doubtless it was very
soon rendered into Syriac, probably under his immediate supervision.

This part of our hypothesis becomes all the more probable when we
consider the number of Western readings—Western in the strict
geographical sense—which belong to the Diatessaron; but are otherwise
unattested except by Codex Bezae and Old Latin texts.

We come now to the Evangelion da-Mepharreshe. The first intro-
duction of the Four Gospels to a Christian community is surely a very
great event in its history. This is especially the case in a community
where a rival to the Four Gospels exists, even a friendly rival such as
the Diatessaron was. Is there then any known event in the history of
the Syriac-speaking Churches, which might seem to indicate a breach of
continuity, an inauguration of a fresh order of things? At such a time
we might look for changes in the vernacular Bible.

- What do we know of the early history of the Syriac-speaking Church
in 1ts earliest seat, at Edessa? It has been well shewn—and here I
must refer again once for all to the admirable work of the Abbé Tixeront,
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called Les Origines de I'Eglise d’Edesse®—that what we know is the
succession of the Bishops. That succession is

Addai
Aggai

Paltt (about 200 AD).
‘Abshelami
Barsamy4 (about 250-60)

............

Coné (died 3183).

Between Barsamya and Cona there is no real breach of continuity,
but the names of the bishops are uncertain: the Abbé Tixeront (p. 152)
gives some very plausible reasons for supposmg that the names were
Tiridates and Shalula. |

The real break comes between Aggai and Palit. According to the
tradition of the Church of Edessa, as embodied in the Doctrine of
Addai, the evangelist Addai had been sent to Hdessa by the apostle
Judas Thomas, and Aggai was the disciple of Addai. But Paltt was
not, ordained bishop by Aggai. The story goes that the persecution
broke out so suddenly that Aggai was martyred before he was able
to ordain his successor, so that Paltt had to go for his consecration—to
Serapton of Antioch. Thus suddenly we emerge from legend into the
light of history.

Serapion was bishop of Antioch from 190 to 203 AD, and is known
to us from Eusebius (HE vi 12) as the ecclesiastic who suppressed the
Gospel of Peter in the neighbouring Church of Rhossus. There is
absolutely no reason why the Edessene Church should have traced
their succession to him, except that historical fact compelled them so
to do, instead of giving the honour to their somewhat mythical founder
Addai. Not that Addai and Aggai are altogether unhistorical, but the

stories concerning them are obviously legendary in all their details, and

1 See especially pp. 140 ff, 149, 151 ; also the Acts of Barsamya (in Cureton, Asp), p. 72. For
a more extended attempt to fix the succession of the Edessene Bishops I venture to refer the
reader to my book Early Eastern Christianity (S. Margaret’s Lectures for 1904), especially
pp. 17—36 and 75—78.
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most modern scholars believe that Syriac tradition has placed them a
century too early. ,

We have, therefore, as the history of the evangelisation of Mesopo-
tamia a mission in the middle of the second century under Addai and
Aggai, a mission which at first met with success, but later on was
almost stamped out by persecution. Then comes the mission of Tatian
in the last quarter of the second century, in which the Diatessaron
makes its appearance. In a third period the organisation of the
Catholic Church makes a fresh start under Paldt about the year
200 AD, and Paltt derived his commission from Serapion of Antioch,
a prelate whom we know to have been especially active in promoting
the ecclesiastical use of the Four Gospels. It is difficult to believe
that the origin of the Evangelion da-Mepharreshe is unconnected with
the policy of Serapion and the mission of Paltt.

If this theory be adopted, we must think of Paltt as a Christian of
Edessa familiar with the wording: of the Diatessaron, but trained by
Serapion to disregard its authority. The agreements between the
Evangelion da-Mepharreshe and the Diatessaron are in the main
agreements of language, in the choice of words and the style of
translation ; the differences between the Evangelion da-Mepharreshe
and the Diatessaron are differences in the underlying Greek text and
in striking renderings of single phrases. In other words, the influence
of the Diatessaron on the translator was the sort of influence that the
English Authorised Version exercises on the work of an English
scholar. It modifies the phrase and the cadence of a new trapslation,
but does not as a rule affect the result in essentials..

Formerly I thought it a serious objection to this view that the
Evangelion da-Mepharreshe, especially as represented by S, contains
many ‘better’ readings than the Diatessaron. It has been argued
abovel, for instance, that S, which omits the ‘last twelve verses of
S. Mark,” presents an older form of the version than C, which retains
them, because we cannot conceive of an adequate reason for their
suppression. The Diatessaron contains these verses, together with
many other ¢ Western Interpolations’ which are absent from S; must
not therefore S be the older ? . V .

" The answer to this objection is that the two cases are not really

1 See p. 194.
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analogous. In the case of two Mss of the same translation of the
canonical Gospels into Syriac, which nevertheless differ here and there
in text, there is a very strong presumption that the text that has the
critically ¢ better’ readings is the more faithful representative of that
translation. And this is especially true of the particular case of the
retention or omission of [Mk] xvi 9-20, for it is easy to imagine
motives for supplying what would seem a defect in the shorter text, while
it is difficult to imagine motives for cutting these verses out when once
they had been supplied. But the case is different when we compare a
translation of the Four Gospels with a translation of Tatian’s Harmony.
Here there will be differences, intentional differences, from the very
beginning. The fact that the translation of the Four Gospels should
be made at all is in itself a proof that in the mind of the translator the
Diatessaron was not of canonical authority. On every page, in every
paragraph, there were omissions, for the Diatessaron is fuller than
either of the Four Gospels taken singly. Moreover in the ‘last twelve
verses’ of S. Mark we have not to do with a single section omitted in
the middle of a familiar narrative. In the Diatessaron, as was natural,
this section was divided up among passages taken from the other
Gospels; and, as the substance of [Mk] xvi 9-20 is drawn from the
other three Gospels (except the statement about Christ sitting at the
right hand of God), it would require some attention from one who had
never seen the so-called ‘last twelve verses’ to discover their presence
in the Diatessaron®.

When once it is conceded that the Greek texts, upon which the
Diatessaron and the ¢ Old Syriac’ were respectively based, were them-
selves different and came from a different part of the Christian world,
the excellence or inferiority of the readings attested by the two texts
affords no guide to their chronological sequence.

According to the view here suggested, the Evangelion da- Mepharreshe
in its original form gives in essentials a faithful representation of the
text of the Four Gospels as received at Antioch about 200 Ap, The
wording of the translation has been often influenced by the renderings
found in the Syriac translation of Tatian’s Diatessaron, a work familiar

1 There is nothing to suggest that early copies of the Diatessaron had, like Ciasca’s Arabic,

notes indicating from which Gospel the several passages were excerpted.

B. II. 27
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to the translator of the Evangelion da-Mepharreshe ; to this cause also
we may put down the many instances of minor harmonistic readings, so
far as they have not been brought into our Mss by a similar tendency
on the part of Syriac scribes.

The Greek text that underlies Tatian’s Harmony is radically
different from that attested by the Ewangelion da-Mepharreshe. It
represents the Gospels as read in Rome in the third quarter of the
second century. The fundamentally Western character of this text
appears on every page, and it is only by what we may call a historical
accident, viz. the personal history of Tatian himself, that it was ever
found east of Italy. We know something of this type of text from
Codex Bezae and its Latin allies, from Justin Martyr and from
S. Irenaeus. There are probably few readings of the Diatessaron which
are not otherwise represented in our apparatus criticus.

But from our ordinary sources of information we know next to
nothing about the type of Greek text current at Antioch about the
year 200. It is this that makes the Hvangelion da-Mepharreshe S0
valuable to us. It is a textual witness from an otherwise unsurveyed
part of the Christian world. ~All the more, therefore, is it necessary to
use our Mss of this version with the most careful discrimination, and
especially that we may avoid assigning to the Kastern text, which is
the real characteristic of the Old Syriac version of the Four Gospels,
Western readings which have been introduced into our Mss from the
Western text of Tatian’s Diatessaron. This discrimination will be the
main object of the following chapter.

Tt is possible that the date assigned in the foregoing paragraphs to
the Evangelion da-Mepharreshe is too late, and that the version may
have originated in the epoch of the first mission, the times of Addai
and of Aggai. The most probable form in which this view can be held
is, I think, that brought forward by Dr Arthur Hjelt in his book
Drie altsyrische Evangelieniibersetzung und Tatians Diatessaron.

Dr Hjelt regards the Evangelion da-Mepharreshe as older than the
Syriac Diatessaron, but he considers the several Gospels to have been
the work of different translators, that of S. Matthew being the oldest
and 8. Luke the latest. The main support of his theory is that the
same Greek words and phrases are often differently rendered in S
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in the different Gospels. A number of instances are collected by
Dr Hjelt on pp. 96-107 of his book, some of which are sufficiently
striking, and to those who are prepared to regard a text practically
identical with that of the Sinai Palimpsest as the earliest version of
the Gospel in Syriac they certainly present a formidable appearance.
Dr Hjelt does not, I venture to.think, allow sufficiently for the
difficulties of consistency. My own English translation of S and C
is fairly consistent ; but when I call to mind the numerous irregularities
which slipped in, some of which were only corrected in proof and some
of which, alas, still remain, I cannot wonder that irregularities of
rendering are to be detected in the Syriac text of the Evangelion
da-Mepharreshe.. Moreover, some of the most curious irregularities
are not conterminous with the several Gospels. How irregular, for
instance, are the Syriac renderings of ebfis, ebféws! Or again, the
rendering of ’Inoods by et our Lord, one of the most striking
features of /S, is not characteristic of the whole of Matt and Joh, but
only of parts of these Gospels, and it also occurs in Lk viii 401 We
may also bring forward against Dr Hjelt’s theory a number of very
curious agreements between the text of the several Gospels in the
Ev. da-Mepharreshe, which seem to imply a common origin: one
striking example is the rendering of & orokals by ~al\wr= both
" in Mk xii 38 and Lk xx 46, as if it were év oToals.
: It will not be necessary to examine Dr Hjelt’s interesting lists in
detail. If once we admit that the Diatessaron preceded the Kuv.
- da-Mepharreshe, another explanation of the differences between the
- rendering of -parallel passages lies at our disposal. It is simply this :—
* that in one passage the translator allowed himself to reproduce the
already familiar text of the Diatessaron, in another he made his own
_new rendering from the Greek that lay before him. Dr Hjelt observes
" that the text of S. Matthew is more freely rendered in S than the
text of S. Luke: the explanation is, that there are more undigested
fragments of the Diatessaron text in the First Gospel than in the Third.
For instance Dr Hjelt notes (p. 108) that oivomdrys is rendered

1 See above, pp. 85 f., 97 f., and the Note on omad Matt xiv 27 8. Note also that rédos is
“n\ax in Matt xxiv 6, 14, and Mk ii 26, but «< 3w Matt x 22, xxiv 13, xxvi 58, Mk xiii 7, 13,
Lk xxi 9. In Matt xiii 39, 40, xxiv 3, cuvré\ewa is rendered by s \aw., but in Matt xiii 49 by
o,
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by e ‘a drinker’ in Matt xi 19 SC, but in Lk vii 84 S and
C have ~so% ‘a drunkard.’ Here the evidence of Ephraim! makes
it practically certain that ~.w was the rendering found in the
Diatessaron. In S. Matthew, therefore, the translator of the Ev. da-
Mepharreshe adopted the rendering of Tatian’s Harmony, while in
S. Luke he chose to give a literal rendering. It is not necessary to
assume in such passages that the text of both S and C have been sub-
sequently assimilated to the Diatessaron, though this may frequently
have occurred; but I am sure it is only in accordance with ordinary
human nature, that a translator should sometimes follow previously
existing renderings and sometimes translate for himself. It must of
course be remembered that Dr Hjelt regards the original text of the
Evangelion da-Mepharreshe as older than the Diatessaron and there-
fore uninfluenced by any previous rendering of the Gospel into Syriac.
It is naturally impossible to know how long the translator of the
“Old Syriac’ was occupied with his task: for aught we know it may
have been the work of several seasons, and the translator’s style may
have slightly changed in the interval. But if it be granted that the
Diatessaron preceded the ¢ Old Syriac’ version of the Four Gospels and
exercised a decided influence on the wording of the version, it does not
appear to me necessary to suppose that it was the work of more than
one translator or that the translator made use of more than one Greek
exemplar. And that this translator was none other than Bishop Paldt,
the disciple of Serapion of Antioch, I now consider a probable surmise.

On the view here advocated, the view which dates the Syriac
Diatessaron about 178 aD and the FEwvangelion da-Mepharreshe about
200 AD, the earliest Church in Edessa under Addai and Aggai had no -
New Testament. For the first generation of Syriac-speaking Christians
the Law and the Prophets sufficed. It is just this absence of an
available text of the Four Gospels which explains the instant and
continued success of the Diatessaron in Mesopotamia in contrast to its
failure throughout the rest of the Christian world. '

L Lamy ii 747 : see above, p. 118,



