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CHAPTER V.

THE TEXTS OF § AND OF (.

THE application of our ancient Mss to the correction or the
confirmation of the Greek text of the Gospels is the ultimate aim
for which they are studied, but before the readings of such mss as S
or (- can be profitably so applied many preliminary questions have to
be settled. In the previous chapters a sketch of the history of the
version to which S and C belong has been attempted: we have now
to consider how far S and C preserve the original form of that version.
The Evangelion da-Mepharreshe, as it left the translator’s hands, may
have been a fairly faithful representative of the Greek text current at
Antioch about 200 AD ; but the Evangelion da-Mepharreshe, as known
to us, consists of the text of S and of C. If these Mss represent the
Evangelion da-Mepharreshe as revised at some later period from the
Greek, we cannot use them with confidence as evidence for the text
current at Antioch at the end of the second century.

The need of some such investigation is all the more pressing,
because of the frequent serious divergences between S and C. The
most obvious explanation of these divergences is, of course, the Syriac
Diatessaron, and doubtless in most instances it is the true explanation.
But we must not always assume that, where S and C differ, the
reading which is not that of the Diatessaron is the original ‘Old
Syriac.” It is possible that in any given case the original ‘ Old Syriac’
may have agreed with the Diatessaron, and that .S or C' may have been
revised at a later period to agree with a Greek ms.

We may take as an example Joh iv 25, where the Greek has ol8a
61e Meaoias épyerar, 6 Aeyduevos Xpiotds: drav éNfy éxeivos, dvaryyeler
nuw dmavra. I give the Syriac texts in parallel columns :
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S C
he Luaxn <m Rh sy A <t
hedy =0 am <hedy =0
Adu wa=m das o= daa ) anam
Lo, the Messiah cometh ; I know that the Messiah cometh ;
and what teme he hath come, and what time he hath come,
everything he will give. he shall explain to us everything.

The Diatessaron (Moes. 141) has: “ Lo, Christ cometh ; and when
he shall come, everything he will give us.” Thus the remarkable
paraphrase found in S is practically identical with the text of the
Diatessaron, while C follows the Greek. It should further be noticed
that syr.vg. which of course agrees with the Greek, has 2l ‘ teacheth’
where C has syam ‘explaineth.” The text of C is therefore certainly
not derived from syr.vg: indeed I may say that I know of no instance
where the text of either S or C has been assimilated to the Peshitta.
The Peshitta often agrees with S or C but in such cases we may be sure
that the text is older than Rabbula.

If it were only asked which is the original rendering of Joh iv 25
into Syriac, the answer is easy : without doubt the bold paraphrase
attested by S and the Diatessaron is more primitive than the literal
version found in C. But it is not so easy to decide which is the
“original reading of the Evangelion da-Mepharreshe. Assuming that
the paraphrase really belongs to Tatian’s Harmony there are -two
possible explanations of what we find in Sand C. We may suppose
that C gives the translation made by Paltt (if it be he) about 200 AD,
while S has been assimilated by some later scribe to the familiar text
of the Diatessaron; or we may suppose that Pallt was content to
accept the Diatessaron rendering in this verse as adequate, and that
what he wrote has been faithfully preserved in S, but that C represents
the work of a later reviser who has brought the text of the Evangelion
da-Mepharreshe into closer agreement with the Greek.

In the particular instance of Joh iv 25 I incline to think that
the first alternative is correct, that C' gives the original rendering
of the Ewvangelion da-Mepharreshe and that S has been altered
to agree with the Diatessaron. But this is not always the case,
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and the two alternatives that I have put forward challenge the
Judgement on almost every page of our Mss. It is therefore necessary
to ask whether S or Cshews any signs of revision from Greek Mss later
than that used as the basis of the translation itself. ,

Out of this part of the inquiry S emerges with flying colours.
There are very few instances where S shews a text which seems to
have been mended from the Greek. In other words, the text of S
is almost always either that of the original Kvangelion da-Mepharreshe
or that of the Diatessaron, with the exception of a few simple blunders
of transcription such as no Ms, ancient or modern, is entirely free from.

It is quite otherwise with C.. There are readings in € that cannot,
be explained from the Diatessaron at all. Foremost among them is
the occurrence of [Mk] xvi 9—20: these verses were present in the
Greek text underlying the Diatessaron, but they could not be re-
constructed from the Diatessaron itself’. Equally convincing is the
occutrence in C' of some, but not all, of the greater < Western
Interpolations.” These Interpolations may be defined as the sub--
stantial additions to the Gospel story which are found in Codex
Bezae (D) and the ¢ African’ Latin, but are absent from Codex
Vaticanus (B). They appear to form a single series, probably derived
from a glossed edition of the Four Gospels issued somewhere in the
West about the middle of the 2nd century. The exact limits of the
series are of course impossible to ascertain, but the twelve readings
given below certainly form part of it, and that the most important.

Two facts about the distribution of the ‘ Western Interpolations’
come out with unmistakeable clearness from this tabular arrangement.
We see in the first place that the ‘Old Syriac,’ as represented by S,
is entirely free from them ; and secondly, that it is the ¢ African’ Latin
which has incorporated the largest number. Had Codex Bobiensis (k)
survived complete, I think it not unlikely that it would have contained
the whole series. The Diatessaron, as might have been expected from
a text essentially Western in origin, contains a large number of the
Western additions to the canonical text. C, on the other hand,
occupies a middle position. The fact that it omits the additions to
Matt xvi 2, 3, and to Joh v 3, 4, which are otherwise attested by
nearly the whole mass of ¢ Western’ evidence, is enough to shew that

1 See above, p. 209.
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the series of Interpolations forms no part of the ground-text of the
Evangelion da-Mepharreshe. The members of the series which are
actually found in C' must therefore have been brought in from some
other source, and from their very nature it is difficult to believe that
the source can have been in every case the Diatessaron itself, The
episode of the bloody Sweat may certainly have come from the
Diatessaron, although even in that case it is remarkable that the
interpolation should have been made in 8. Luke’s Gospel. But it is _
very difficult to believe that ¢ F ather, forgive them,” was inserted in ('
Just before Lk xxiii 34, exactly at the place where the words are
inserted in Greek Mss, if we are to suppose that the interpolator took
them from the Diatessaron. For according to the Arabic Harmony
(lii 6, 7), apparently supported by S. Ephraim’s Commentar , the saying
‘Father, forgive them,” was assigned by Tatian to our Lord’s last
moments, whereas in the mss of the Gospels the saying is always
placed at the moment of crucifixion.

We learn therefore from a consideration of the ‘Western Inter-
polations’ that C has been revised from a Greek ms, and that this
MS contained some at least of the more common Western additions
to the text, besides the “ Longer Conclusion’ to 8. Mark. That such
Mss were to be found in the East from the 4th century onwards is
certain. It was, for instance, just such a Ms that Thomas of Harkel
used for the emendation of the Philoxenian version of the Acts, and
just such a Ms must have been used to correct the immediate ancestor
of Codex Beratinus (®).

The argument from textual ecriticism is, I venture to think, the
strongest proof that C' has been revised from the Greek. But a couple
of instances where theories of textual criticism are not involved may be
brought forward to strengthen the argument.

Matt v 18
’ ibra & 9 pla repala...
For these words we find in S
~is <hadh va.
One Yéd-letter.

This is a complete, though not an .absolutely literal translation of
B. IL 28
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the Greck. rhahee means a letter of the alphabet. That it can
be appropriately used for repaia is proved by the fact that plov
kepalav in Lk xvi 17 is rendered by w3 ~had both in S and in
the Peshittal. If then redadwe corresponds to kepain and acs to
i6ra, all the essential elements of the Greek are ‘represented in S.
But in C we find

in ain ard as < Ahadh ra.
One Yod-letter or one horn.

Here kepalo is doubly translated, the reviser not having seen that
it was already represented by ~hadr.. Aphraates and Ephraim
agree with S, so that no doubt the rendering of the Evangelion
da-Mepharreshe is ultimately due to Tatian, the translator accepting
Tatian's paraphrase as an adequate representation of the meaning of
the Greek? But the text of C is only a piece of later patching.

Joh 1v 24

~ e ’ \ \ ~ 3 N\ b ] Y d \ 3 ’
mvedpa & Oeds, kal Tods wpPoTKYPOIYITAS QUTOV €V TVEUNATL Kol a\nleia
8¢l mwpookvvew.

For this C has
Moo .~eais M) ea\ o plhio am ool a3 ~n\r<]
) pI\® ~itrsa soisd td..r(.k [da o om)

[For God us a spirit, and they that worship him i spirit and to
~ worship them 1t behoves] them that in spirit and in truth worship him.

“Quae quidem,” as Tischendorf very truly observes, “mire confusa
sunt.”

S omits the words enclosed in brackets®. It should also be noticed
that :;_\m:n&c\ in C, though by the original hand, is written over a
word that has been washed out, a circumstance of transeription that
may be held to indicate that the scribe had some difficulty in repro-
ducing correctly the text of his exemplar.

Tt is very difficult to invent a satisfactory theory which will account

1 ¢ is missing in Lk xvi 17.

2 The Peshitta of Matt v 18 has «& A 2w o w20 Aas One Yéd or one line, rejecting
< hodhe< altogether.

3 § also reads tA.-n-.ﬁ instead of vA.n(A
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for all the features of S and Cin the above passage, but the general
impression I have formed is that S represents the original rendering of
the Hvangelion da-Mepharreshe, a rendering based on a defective
Greek text; C on the other hand, is a doublet, and the unnatural
order of the words placed above between brackets is due to the
reviser, who translated the verse afresh on the margin of his Syriac Ms.
But in the process of transcription ‘in truth’ has fallen out between
‘in spirit and’ and ‘to worship.’ |

The remarkable omissions in .S do not stand alone. There is little
doubt that the ordinary text of Joh iv 23, 24, is in essentials the true
text, but the repetition of rods mpoorkwodvras adrdv seems to have
given great trouble to scribes in early times, and a mutilated form
of the verse must once have been widely current. The following
variants are actually found

Balka epyerar wpa kar vwv eaTw, ore oL alybwor TPOTKVVYTAL
TPOTKVINOOVTW Tw Tatpt e wr Kat oalpfear “kar yap o mwaryp
TowvTovs {nrer Prove wpookuvowwrac avror® ¢ gya o Os ko’ Tovo

TPOTKUVOVVTOG QUTOV €V TVl Kol a)vqﬁaa dSEL 7TPOO'KUV€LVd.

a2 om. 1-118-209 22 beesd om. G 69 229 131 ept*
© 4 ev mm 124% @ b rushw 44 gpogkuvew e R¥D g ppi&f' (syr. C)
om., WPOGKUVGLV e
om. wpookurvew de 131 g
Of these authorities ¢ is the Cod. Sangermanensis, which has occasional remarkable

affinities ‘with the Diatessaron. The authorities which add e 7w at the end of ». 23
imply a text that omitted the first part of v. 24, like G 69 and 131.

It would be a grave omission if I failed to quote here the remarkable
Judgement passed on C by Dr Hort a dozen years before the Sinai
Palimpsest was brought to light. He said (Introduction, § 118):
“The character of the fundamental text confirms the great antiquity
of the version in its original form ; while many readings suggest that,
like the Latin version, it degenerated by transcription and perhaps
also by irregular revision.” It is not often that pronouncements of this
kind are so signally sustained by later discoveries.
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S C and the Diatessaron.

The irregular revision to which an ancestor of C has been subjected
has had the effect of making C itself more commonplace. Unfortunately
it is impossible to detach the work of the reviser from the rest of the
text of C by applying any stylistic test. For the most part the
additions and alterations are themselves small in bulk and the general
usage of the Evangelion do-Mepharreshe is well maintained in the
choice of words. In some of the longer insertions, such as that at
the end of Matt xx 28, it seems probable that the wording is to a
great extent taken from Tatian’s Harmony. The reviser’s justification
for inserting the passage in the ancestor of C at that particular place
may have been that it was so inserted in a Greek Ms used for purposes
of revision ; but the general cadence of the words was already familiar
to him from the Diatessaron, so that he naturally adopted the style of
the Syriac Bible. To such an extent is this the case, that at the end
he finishes off the interpolation with ‘and thou shalt have more glory
in the eyes of the guests’—the very words of Lk xiv 10, though the
Greek on the authority of which the passage was inserted doubtless
read Kkai €oTar oou TobTO XprioLpov, as in Codex Bezae.

The use of the Diatessaron does not appear in the fragment of
[Mk] xvi 9-20 which is preserved in (' in fact, the Peshitta text
of these verses is much more closely than that of C allied to the
Diatessaronl. This fact in itself supplies a proof that C' has been to
some extent revised from a Greek Ms later than the original translation.
Nevertheless it is exceedingly probable that in the great majority of
cases where S and C differ, the cause of variation is not that one or
other Ms has been altered from the original reading of the Evangelion
da-Mepharreshe in order to make it agree with some Greek Ms of the
Four Gospels, but in order to make it agree with the Syriac Diatessaron.
In such cases of variation between S and C, the reading that does not
agree with the Diatessaron is the original reading of the Evangelion
da-Mepharreshe. In other words, the reading that does not agree
with the Diatessaron is that which represents the Greek text current
at Antioch about 200 AD.

1 See the Note on the passage.
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It will be useful to give some instances in illustration. In
Lk xi 2-4 S has the short form of the Lord’s' Prayer, beginning with
o Instead of ~fimne =y e_oo, and ending without ‘Deliver us
from the Evil One’: it differs in language from the Peshitta, notably
in the rendering of émwodawr. C, on the other hand, has these two
clauses and has sa=axa instead of (23 paar., as in S. Matthew.
Here I suppose every one would acknowledge that S preserves the
original form of the Hvangelion da-Mepharreshe and that C gives us
a text partially assimilated to the Diatessaron.

Again, S preserves a very peculiar recasting of Lk xi 85, 86, which
is otherwise only known from the inferior Old Latin Mss f ¢, but C
assimilates the text to Matt vi 23, as do also Codex Bezae and the
leading Mss of the Old Latin.

But besides this class of variation, in which the singularity of S
affords us an unmistakeable indication that it has preserved the true
text of the ‘Old Syriac,’” there is another important class in which
assimilation to the Diatessaron has produced the opposite result.
The Diatessaron, as has been pointed out in the previous Chapter,
pp- 191 ff, was based on a ¢ Western’ text, Western in the geographical
as well as in the textual sense ; moreover, a translation of a Gospel
Harmony offers more scope for variation of every kind than a translation
of the Four Gospels. Speaking generally, therefore, the text of the
Syriac Diatessaron differs more widely than that of the genuine text of
the Hvangelion da-Mepharreshe from the renderings found in the
Peshitta, notwithstanding the fact that here and there the Peshitta
(like other late texts) has adopted Western readings found in the
Diatessaron but absent from the Greek text that underlies the < Old
Syriac.” There are many places throughout the Gospels where the
‘Old Syriac’ and the Peshitta agree together against the Diatessaron ;
in such cases, if C has been assimilated to the Diatessaron, we get S in
agreement with the Syriac Vulgate, while (' and Tatian agree in a
variant, which is perhaps further supported by a quotation in Aphraates
or Ephraim. These passages demand special notice, because we may
be at first sight tempted to regard them as passages where S has been
assimilated to the Peshitta, though I believe there is no real justification
for this view. For example, in Lk xxiil 43 év 7§ mapadeloe is rendered
~w.1ias ‘in Paradise’ by S and the Peshitta; but C, together with
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Aphraates (twice), Ephraim (twice) and also in the Diatessaron Com-
mentary (Moesinger 244), have o_3as. du\o ‘in the Garden of Eden.’
Here we have two originally independent translations from the Greek.
It is clear that ¢ Garden of Eden’ belongs to the Diatessaron, but there
is no reason why we should not assign ‘Paradise’ to the original form
of the KEvangelion da-Mepharreshe. On this hypothesis we must
assume that the text of C has here been assimilated to  the
Diatessaron. B e

In Lk xix 44 the same explanation also holds good. In this verse
‘the time of thy wvisitation’ (ris émokomis oov) is properly rendered
»aisowy by S and the Peshittal. But C and Aphraates have
sadhasia, ie. ‘of thy greatness” A translation so singular as this
is certainly very old, and the circumstance that it is attested by
Aphraates makes it highly probable that it really belongs to the
Diatessaron. But there is no necessity to suppose that it really
belongs also to the Evangelion da-Mepharreshe in its original form,
and the agreement between C and Aphraates is completely accounted
for when we regard C as having been assimilated here also to the
Diatessaron?

Another good instance of a picturesque expression in C' that has
probably been introduced from the Diatessaron is to be found in
Lk viii 31; in fact, these readings (though perhaps more frequent in
S. Luke than in the other Gospels) may be picked out from almost
every chapter. In not a few cases S has been assimilated to the
Diatessaron, while C has preserved the true text of the Old Syriac
intact : an example from Joh iv 25 was quoted above, p. 214. There
may, of course, be cases in which both S and €' have been independently
assimilated to the Diatessaron, and such cases would be very difficult
to detect, but the great differences between S and C, coupled with
their frequent agreement against the Diatessaron, make it improbable
that they have suffered the same corruptions to any great extent.
Where S and C agree we may be confident that we have the original
text of the Evangelion da-Mepharreshe, the earliest translation of the
Four separate Gospels into Syriac; where S and C agree together with

1 Spelt in § ,=jax00n,
2 For an attempt to explain the use of «hasa in this phrase, see the Note on Lk xix 44,
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the Diatessaron, we must believe that the translator of the Evangelion
da-Mepharreshe was content to adopt the rendering of the Diatessaron
into his Syria¢ text of the Four Gospels?,

The textual affinities of the Old Syriac version.

We have now to attempt to discover the textual affinities of the
Old Syriac; that | 18, to find out which of our Greek mss agree with
the Greek Ms from which the E'vangehon da-Mepharreshe was trans-
lated. The problem before us is a little different from that which
confronts the investigator who is studying such a late document as
one of the Ferrar-Group, or even the common origin of the ¢ Ferrar-
Group,’—to name but one problem out of many. When we study a
comparatively late document, we may feel sure it contains many
late features, and our aim 1is to isolate its ancient ¢ Western’ or
‘ Alexandrian’ elements. But the Greek Ms that underlies the Old
Syriac would be, if it were in our hands, a primary authority. If it
were possible to retranslate the Old Syriac into the Greek that it
really represents we should be able to estimate the amount of
divergence it presents from the great Uncials or the texts constructed
by modern critical editors. Retranslation, however, is a very dangerous
proceeding. It sometimes happens that a Greek variation cannot be
represented in a foreign language, and on the other hand the Syriac
idiom sometimes introduces variety where no Greek variant ever
‘existed. Or again, there are cases where the Syriac might represent
either of two rival readings in the Greek. Under these circumstances
grave doubt must always hang over conjectural restorations of the
Greek text represented by the Old Syriac, except where the Old
Syriac is in literal agreement with some mMs or group of Mss with which
it habitually keeps company. To give the most obvious illustration,
in Matt i 16 the evidence of the Ferrar Group and the Old Latin
makes it certain that the text of the Old Syriac represents the clause
@ wnorevdeica [fv] wapfévos Mapudp (or @ éuwnoredfn), and that it

1 An exception may perhaps be made in the case of the story of the Last Supper according to -
S. Luke. Tt is possible that there both § and € represent independent mlxtures of the true text
of 8. Luke ‘with the narrative of the Diatessaron.
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is not a mere paraphrase of the 7ov dv8pa Maplas of the ordinary
text ; on the other hand, in the absence of subsidiary attestation, we
cannot be quite sure that the doubled ‘Joseph’ stood in the Greek
text from which the Old Syriac was translated, still less that it read

rov “lwod: ‘loongp 8¢, ¢ kr.\.

7 The following lists of various readings have been drawn up to help

in finding out which documents contain an early-Antiochian element,
i.e. a text akin to the Old Syriac. It has simply been compiled from
Tischendorf and other obvious sources, but I have not inserted readings
where the apparent agreement between S or C and some other text
might reasonably be regarded as the result of accident. No attempt
has been made to evaluate the differences between S (or C) and such
Mss as 565 or the Latins : the aim of the list is to establish points of
contact, not to estimate the amount of early-Antiochian matter in the
various late and mixed texts The agreement of S or C with the
Peshitta, the Armenian, the Ethiopic, or the later Syriac texts, is to
be regarded merely as evidence of the influence of the ‘Old Syriac’
on these Oriental versions. But it is not yet proved that the ¢Old
Syriac’ ever had any reflex action upon Greek mss. The agreement
of S or C, therefore, with 28 or 565 or with the ‘Ferrar Group’ may
still be generally considered as indicating that the Greek Ms in
question has preserved an ancient reading which existed in the ms
from which the FEvangelion da-Mepharreshe was translated.

The Notation is that of Gregory’s Prolegomena to Tischendorf.
In all cases where only S or only C is quoted on either side of a
variant, it may be presumed that the Ms which is passed over is not
extant at that point.

Crass L
S C and the Antiochian text.

The text called ‘Syrian’ and ¢ Antiochian’ by Westcott and Hort,
of which the so-called Received Text is a very fair representative,
has but little affinity with the Old Syriac Version. This is best
shewn by the absence from S and C of the characteristic conflate
readings, but the fundamental separation between the Old Syriac
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‘and the ‘Syrian’ Greek text is evident on every page of the Gospels.
There must have been a great break of continuity between the earlier
and the later Greek texts current at Antioch, a breach which may
have begun with the deposition of Paul of Samosata in 274 Ap. The
Old Syriac often represents a different exegetical tradition from that
of the later Antiochenes: for example, in the punctuation of Joh v 27,
28, C agrees with Paul of Samos~ta and the ancient tradition generally,
while Chrysostom joins ér 1 is dwlpdmov éorlv (v. 27) with py
Oavualere TovTo (v. 28), and - f,this he is followed by the Peshitta
and even by the Armenian - gate.

In a few cases, some of - .em of considerable importance, the Old
Syriac does agree with the later Greek Mss against the early Western
and Alexandrian evidence. Thus in Lk ii 14 S reads edokia, not
ebdokias (as in NB and D latt); and in Lk xiv 15 S C, in company with
the great mass of later Greek mss, give dpuworrov instead of dprovl,
Readings such as these have no greater and no less claim on our
attention than singular or subsingular readings of the Old Syriac: the
extra attestation given_to them by the late Greek mss only tells us
that in these particular cases the leading eclectic text of the end of the
4th century adopted a reading current in the East in preference to that
favoured by the Western texts or the Origenian tradition.

In nearly all these cases of combination between the Old Syriac
and the later Gieek texts the reading so attested is clearly wrong.
It is pretty certain, for instance, that S. Luke wrote “ Blessed is he
that shall *eat bread in the kingdom of God,” and not “breakfast.”
Almost the only instance where a good case can be made out for
accepting the Oriental against the combined Western and Alexandrian
tradition is the reading dvaBoroas, instead of dvaBds, in Mk xv 8.
And here the Western texts are not quite unanimous, for the word is
passed over altogether in k.

>

! Note that Clem!® reads &prov not dpioror (Barnard’s Biblical Text of Clement, p. 48).



226 The Texts of S and of C.

L

Crass IT.
S C and the NXB-text.

The Old Syriac has some striking agreements with the two great
4th century Bibles 8 and B, the texts of which form the basis of
Westcott and Hort’s edition. A glance at the Table printed above,
p. 216, shews that S omits all, and € more than half, of the ‘ Greater
Interpolations,” which have been recognised as such and consequently
removed from the text by critical editors on the authority of N and B.
Nor is this coincidence between S C and RB confined to the rejection of
a few extensive and easily recognisable passages. All through the
Gospels S, and to a certain extent C also, agrees with XB in omitting
words and clauses found in most extant documents. Sometimes these
authorities stand almost alone in their omissions, sometimes they are
supported by a number of other texts.

The question therefore arises whether there may not be some special -
connexion between NXB and S, which would deprive their agreement
of special significance. Put in a more concrete form, is there any
reason for supposing that the Sinai Palimpsest omits the ‘ Western
Interpolations,” because they had been excised from its ancestor in
order to make it agree with the recension of Origen and Eusebius ?
The answer to this must be, I am sure, in the negative, quite
independently of any theory of the genesis of the NB-text. Besides
the difficulty of explaining the omissions attested by C if the text of
S had been produced by excision, this hypothesis does n  account for
the clauses which actually form part of the text of St/ igh they are
absent from N and B. Instances may be found in Ma v 10, v 292,
x 28, xx 16, xxv 1, Mk x 24, xiii 8, Lk xx 34, xxiii 48, « oh iii 6, xi 39,
xil 12, xx 16, and elsewhere. It is immaterial here to discuss whether
these words and phrases are genuine or not: they are absent from the
NB-text, and a hand that would have cut out from S the so-called ‘last
twelve verses’ of S. Mark on the authority of the ¢ Eusebian tradition’
—to use the well-known question-begging phrases—would not have
been likely to leave all these passages standing.

Apart from the omitted passages there is not a very close affinity
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between the Old Syriac and 8B. What we may call the Origenian
text does not get much support from S or C. Neither fwdoper in Mk
vi 20, nor 7od MAiov éxhelmovros in Lk xxiii 45, nor wovoyerys feds in
Joh 118, is attested by the Old Syriac. It is of course natural that
two such ancient lines of transmission as the text underlying 8B and
the text underlying the Old Syriac should often coincide; but the only
kind of agreement between documents that shews community of origin -
is community in error, a1 1 of thi¢ there is to the best of my belief very
little. The fanlts of & re not the faults of NB, and the reader need
only go over any list ¢ dleged monstra drawn up by opponents of the
NB-text to see how fe of them are shared by S or C. Other instances
of characteristic readmgs of B or 8B not supported by S are to be
found in Matt vi 8, xi 19, xxvii 49; Mk iii 14, 16, vi 22, xiii 33;
Lk i1 14, x 41, 42, xiv 5, xv 21, xvi 12, xxi 24; Joh ix 4, x 22.

But if the lines of transmission now represented by 8B on the one
hand and S C on the other be practically independent, their occasional
agreement becomes of the greatest weight. Thus in Lk iv 44 the
agreement of S with NB and others (including the group 1&c.) makes
it certain that S. Luke wrote ‘Judaea’ and not ‘Galileel.” And
I venture to “think that the force of the agreement of these two
groups is very little weakened if either ¥ or B deserts its companions
to join the mass of ordinary codices. Thus .S supports B all through
the complicated series of variations in S. Mark about the double cock-
crowing, which was chosen by Dr Hort (Introd. § 323) to illustrate the
unique character of the Vatican ms. In Lk viii 43 and xi 11 B and S
join in omitting words which are undoubtedly interpolations though
found in most Mss: in the former passage iarpols mpocavaldoaca dhov
7ov Blov is a mere adaptation of Mk v 26 and in the latter the words
about the Bread and the Stone belong to Matt vii 9 only. It may be
remarked. in passing, that both in Lk viii 43 and in xi 11 ' follows
the harmonistic reading of the mass of later documents,  perhaps
under the influence of the Diatessaron, while B is supported by the
Sahidic and S by the Armenian. Other notable places where B and
the Old Syriac go together are the ‘many stadia’ of Matt xiv 24 and
the ‘Seventy-two’ disciples of Lk x 1.

The passages where the Old Syriac sides with N against B are

1 See the Note on Lk iv 44.
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fewer in number. Instances are undéva (for undév) in Lk vi 35, and
‘the Chosen of God’ (instead of ‘the Son of God’) in Joh 1 84. In
Joh viii 57 S reads with ¥ and the Sahidic édpaxé(v) oe, where most
documents, including the Diatessaron, read édpaxas. Here B¥* halts
between the two variants and reads eopakec.

The Western ¢ Non-Interpolations.’

A few words must here be said about the passages called by
Westcott and Hort ¢ Western Non-Interpolations.” These are certain
passages contained in B and for the most part in X, but passed over by
D and the Old Latin: the passages are regarded by Westcott and Hort
as no part of the original text and accordingly are placed by them
between double brackets ([ ]). A few other passages somewhat
similarly attested are placed by Westcott and Hort between ordinary
square brackets. ‘

The consideration of these passages is necessary, because our estimate
of the value of the Old Syriac as an independent witness for textual
purposes depends largely upon the view we take of them. If these
passages be really interpolations wrongly inserted into the text of the
Gospels, then all the documents that contain them have at least in part
a common origin—they have, in fact, been at least influenced by a
common interpolated recension. We have therefore to ascertain to
what extent these passages are attested by the Old Syriac, and to
examine how far Westcott and Hoift are right in treating them
practically as a single series by giving them a common name.

The following List of the ¢ Western Non-Interpel-tions’ has been
compiled from Hort's Introduction §§ 240 and 383

The Table below tells us at the first glance that the Old Syriac is
divided upon the question of the Western Non-Interpolations, and this
alone 1s enough to shew that the 27 readings here cited are not
homogeneous. They cannot be all the result of one critical process,
whether we decide in favour of retention or omission. There are, it
must be remembered, two questions of textual criticism before us,
which should be kept distinct. The question with which we are more
immediately concerned 1s the relation of S and C to the NB-text; this-
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question is indeed intimately connected with the question of the origin
and propagation of the ‘ Western Non-Interpolations,” but it is not
identical with it. Even if we accept the view that certain passages
(such as Luke xxiv 12) are interpolations, it may be that they were

Omitted by
Syr.vh D lat.vt
, —— | escept as
thorities quoted...... B N s ¢ S | stated below
1. Matt vi 15 [ra TaparTata avTdv] B |lom| s | C — b
2. Matt vi 25 [ ={ ‘n'L/v)re]l : B |om| s |om —
3. Matt ix 34 [oi 8¢ Qapurato...Sapdvia. ] BIXN|s |— om b
4. Matt xiii 33 [éAdAyoer avrols] B N | s |om om| (ea)d
5. Matt xxi 44 [xal o rerdv. . Akpijoe adrov. ] BN |s |C om
6. Matt xxiii 26 [kat s mapoyridos] BINX|s |— om
7. Matt xxvii 49 fin. [+ dAdos 8¢...alpa.] B | N |om|— om.
8. Mark 11 22 [ti)\/\d ooV véov eis dakovs Kawoﬁq] B | N s | — N e
9. Mark x 2 [wpoce)dovres Papioaiod] BIN|s | — om
10. Mark xiv 39 [T(\)V adTov }\6}/01/ eimﬁv] B | N s | — S
11. Luke v 39 [Oddeis...... XpnoTos éoTw. ] BIX|s |— —
12. Luke x 41 f [uepypras...... 7 éros] B | N |(s) (C) om.| (D)
13. Luke xii 19 [«eipeva...... paye, wie] B|IN|s | C S
14., Luke xi1 21 [O{;'ng ...... els Oedv m\ovrcﬁv.] B | N s C S e
15. Luke xii 39 [éypyydpnoev dv xal] B lom| s |om om.
16. Lukexxii19® 20 [0 bmep tudv...éxxwvopevor. ]| B | N | & ©) (8) (e, b)
17. Luke xxii 62 [«ai...... ¢khavoey TKkpds. | BIN|s | C S |D
18. Luke xxiv 8 [[rod kuplov Incod] B X | s |(O) (S
19. Luke xxiv 6 [odx éorw &8¢, dAld nyép0n.] BIN| s C S
20. Luke xxiv 9 [drd Tob prnpueiov) BiN|s | C S
21. Luke xxiv 12 [0 8¢ IIérpos...... 0 yeyovos.] | B | N | & c S
22, Luke xxiv 36 [«al Aéye avrols Eiprvy wiv]] | B | N | s C S
23. Luke xxiv 40 [xal rolro eirawv...... m6das. ] B|IN| s |om om
24. Luke xxiv 52 [kal dvedépero els Tov ovpavev]] | B |om.| s | — (om.)
25. Luke xxiv 53 [rpookvvijoavres adrov] BIN|s | — om
26. Joh iii 31, 82 [érdvew mdvrwv éotlv & TobTo] B |om.| s |om (S)
27. Joh iv 9 [o¥ yap...... Sapapeirass. | Biom| s | C (S5)

inserted so generally and at so early a period in the texts current East
of the Adriatic that their presence in .S and C as well as in XB proves
little as to any special connexion between the Caesarean Library and
the Old Syriac Version. It should therefore be pointed out at once
that in Nos. 7 and 12, the two cases where X and B are not backed up
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by the mass of later Greek texts, no support is given to the reading of
NB by the Old Syriac. In Lk x 41 f (the answer of Jesus to Martha)
S agrees with the Latins in omitting the disputed words, while C has
been revised to agree with the Textus Receptus, and not with 8B. In
Matt xxvii 49 the Syriac joins with the Latin and the Textus Receptus
in rejecting the notorious interpolation from Joh xix 34 found in NB
and a few other authorities. This interpolation is a true peculiarity of
the NB-text, and documents which contain it have either been emended
from the NB-text or contain an emended form of the NB-text. Its
absence from S goes some way to clear that Ms from any suspicion that
it has been revised, at least to any considerable extent, by means of
Mss akin to NBL

The divergence between the Old Syriac and the 8B-text is by no
means confined to these two passages. In about half of the whole
* twenty-seven ‘ Interpolations’ the Old Syriac is on the side of omission,
sometimes, as in the case of Luke xxiv 40 (No. 23), against the whole
mass of extant Greek mss except Codex Bezae. In other cases, such
as Luke xxiv 3, 52 (Nos. 18 and 24), the Old Syriac hus an interpolated
text, but the interpolation or alteration differs from the 8B-text : here,
therefore, the Old Syriac manifests its independence of the NB-text as
much as in the passages where it supports simple omission of the
disputed words. Among these we must reckon No. 16 (the account of
the Last Supper in S. Luke): at this point both S and C have been
harmonised to agree with the other Gospels, perhaps under the influence
of the Diatessaron, but certainly not by way of assimilation to what is
found in X and B and the ¢ Received Text.’

It must not be forgotten also that it remains an open question
whether all the twenty-seven readings are really interpolations. Inter-
polation is not the only fault of Western texts, and there is little
doubt that Western editors sometimes omitted what they did not like
or understand. Thus in Lk xii 19 (No. 138) I have very little doubt
that the words retained by NB and the Old Syriac are genuine, and

1 Another characteristic interpolation, which is absent from .S and €' as well as the Old Latin,
is to be found in Lk xv 21, where ‘Make me one of thy hired servants’is added from ». 19 by D
as well as by NB.  The addition of ‘And no man gave to him’in Lk xvi 21, an interpolation
similar in character, is found in Aphraates, the ‘Ferrar Group’ and some late Latin textg, but
not in ,§ or NB. (' is missing here and in Matt xxvii 49,
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that the cause of the omission was failure to understand how a soul’
'(cmzmo&) could ‘eat’ or ‘drink.’ I venture to think that the Old Syriac
is quite right in retammg the dlsputed words in Lk xii 19, 21 (Nos. 13
and 14) and also in Mark xiv 39 (No. 10). In the latter passage
T0v adrov Moyov elwdv introduces a petty verbal discrepancy with
Matt xxvi 42, and by retaining these words in Mk S shews at this
point notable independence of the influence of the Diatessaronl, Some-
what similar is Mk ii 22 (No. 8), where the short form of the saying
without a verb, found in NB, is probably genuine. Here S has been
assimilated to Matt ix 17, as is natural and proper in a translation?
To these passages I would provisionally add Lk v 39 (No. 11). Neither
S nor C is here extant, but it is quite as likely that the verse was
omitted because of its difficulty and its absence from the parallel
passages, as that it is the interpolation of a later hand.

Nevertheless, when all allowances have been made, there still
remain some passages at the end of S. Luke where S and C join with
NB in supporting additions to the text, which cannot be regarded as
genuine. It is very difficult to suppose that Lk xxiv 12 (the visit of
Peter to the empty grave) is a genuine portion of the Third Gospel.
Accidental omission of the verse is highly improbable, and it is
impossible to conceive why it should have been intentionally cut out.
On the other hand, ». 24 might seem to call for some explanation, and
the narrative in Joh xx 8—10 supplied materials for the insertion.
The wording of .S and C in the verse differs from the Peshitta, so that
their text cannot have been derived from that source, nor can it have
come direct from the Diatessaron, for in a Harmony the verse is
naturally swallowed up into the fuller narrative from S. John. The
verse therefore, as we read it in S and C, must come directly from the
Greek. At the same time the wording differs in one important point
from that of the general usage of the Evangelion da-Mepharreshe, for
Hérpos is here rendered Stmon and not Kepha as in the rest of 8. Luke
(see Chap. 11, p. 96). This marked difference of usage makes it con-
ceivable that we are here dealing with an interpolation in the Old
Syriac which has invaded S as well as C. .

The result is of the greatest importance for our estimate of S,

L ¢f Diatar xlviii 13.
? The English Revised Version has done the same.
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What has happened in one place may have happened in several. It
has probably happened in Lk xxiv 6 also, and the hypothesis of
interpolation is the simplest explanation of the text of §in Lk xxii 62
and xxiv 36. But there is nothing to lead us to believe that this
element in S is of any great extent. Probably it is confined to a few
well-marked readings which became familiar to Syriac scribes through
revised texts such as that of C, and so ultimately invaded even purer
types of text like S.

That some of these widely spread interpolations were foisted into
the text of the Evangelion da-Mepharreshe is evident from Matt xxi 44
(No. 5), which is read by C, but omitted by .S, and from Lk x 41 f
(No. 12), where as has been already remarked C has the longer reading
in the form in which it appears in the majority of Greek mss, and not
in the form characteristic of XB. The general results, therefore, of a
consideration of the readings called by Westcott and Hort ¢ Western
Non-Interpolations’ are: (1) that the Old Syriac, like the Old Latin,
was free from these xtraneous additions to the text; (2) that in a
few cases the Syriac evidence helps us to revise the list furnished by
Westeott and Hort by establishing the genuineness of some readings
omitted on Western evidence only; (8) that some of the ¢ Western
Non-Interpolations’ which were originally passed over by the Old
Syriac are now found in C, and in a few cases even in S; (4) that
these insertions in our Old Syriac Mss appear to have been ultimately
based on Greek Mss nearer akin to the Textus Receptus than to the
type represented by N8 and B.

In the above discussion no notice has been taken of the two
readings from S. John. In Joh-iii 81, 32, C supports the shorter text,
while S is said to contain part of the longer reading. The photograph
is nearly illegible at the decisive point and I am of opinion that the
text of S has not been correctly represented in this edition!. The case
of Joh iv 9 will be dealt with below among the independent readings
of the Old Syriac version.

1 See vol. 1, p. 434.
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Later elements in ¥ and B.

Before leaving the NB-text it may be well to ask how far it is
homogeneous. The question is not out of place even in a discussion
upon the value of a Syriac Version. No one can compare the text of
S with that of Westcott and Hort without noticing that .S is much
more strongly ‘ Western’ in S. Matthew than in S. Luke. The critic’s
first impulse, in the case of a new document like S, is to suspect that
the two Gospels were translated into Syriac by different hands, perhaps
at different times, or that S. Luke has suffered revision while
S. Matthew has escaped. But it is only fair to ask whether the
standard of comparison itself be homogeneous. The text of Westcott
and Hort is practically the text of XB. The Old Syriac sometimes
supports the true text of the NB family, where X singly or B singly’
deserts the family to side with a later variation: is it not therefore
possible, and indeed likely, that in some instances ¥ and B may both
have deserted the reading which they ought to have followed, and that
they and not S are inconsistent ?

That X and B occasionally are inconsistent with themselves appears
certain in several places. Carefully as B is written, now and again it
~ presents an ungrammatical reading, which proves on examination to be
a fragment of the rival variant. Thus in Matt xxiii 26 most Greek
documents read kabfdpioor mpdTor 70 évTos Tob woTnpiov Kal TS
TapoyiSos, a yémrar kal 75 ékrds aidrTdv kabapdy. Here wal 9s
mapofidos is omitted by D L&e 700 e, as well as by syr.vt, all these
authorities reading adrod instead of adradv. But in B¥, together with
E* 13&c 28 157 al? Bas '/, we find kal 77s mapoyibos supplied, while
atrov is left standing. It is not necessary to suppose that all the mss
that support B* here represent a common tradition: it was easy to
supply ‘the platter’ from the preceding verse. But the presence of
avrod in B¥, coupled with the occurrence of the shorter reading in the
Old Syriac, leads me to claim it as really characteristic of the NB-text
as well as the various - Western’ texts. The presence of adrod in B is
exactly analogous to the use of Simon by S and C in Lk xxiv 12: the
irregular reading shews us in each case that our Ms is not giving us the
true text of the family to which it belongs.

B 30
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Other instances from B of the same kind are the employment of
Jorepos (instead of éoyaros) in Matt xxi 31, the presence of the article
before BapaBBdr in Matt xxvii 171, and the reading mdvrev instead of
macér in Lk xix 37. In all these instances B presents us with what is
evidently a doctored text. We are able in a few cases to detect the
patch by an imperfection in the joining, where the words added or
taken away involve by their presence or absence a consequential change
in the text, But in many cases of the insertion of words no further
change is caused in the body of the text, and we have no means of
knowing how often B has suffered in this way. An obvious instance
in point, the insertion of od8¢ dmo 7ov uédwor in Lk xi 83, is noticed

- below.

Crass III.
S C and Western texts.

By ‘Western texts’ I mean here the texts which are properly
called Western as belonging geographically to the West of the Adriatic
—in other words Codex Bezae (D), the texts of the Old Latin version
and the Latin Fathers. The frequent agreement between the Old
Syriac and these Western texts had been a subject of comment ever
since Cureton’s publication of C, but it was not until the investigations
of Zahn and Bithgen upon Tatian’s Diatessaron that any steps were
made towards a rational explanation. A careful and independent
examination of the textual phenomena has brought me round to the
view first enunciated in 1885 by Bithgen in his Evangelienfragmente
and supported since 1895 by Zahn? wviz. that the Diatessaron was the
earliest form of the Gospel in Syriac, earlier therefore than the Old
Syriac, and that the translator of the Old Syriac, which on this view
dates from about 200 AD, knew the Diatessaron and adapted its
language to a very considerable extent®. The Diatessaron itself was
made in Rome, or at least was the work of one who had lived there
many vears; it is not surprising therefore to find that the text of the
Diatessaron is predominantly Western. And when 1t is acknowledged
that much of the text of the Old Syriac is direct- adaptation of the

‘ 1 See the Note on the passage.

2 Theol. Litteraturblait 1893, ii 17-—21.
3 See above, pp. 208 7.



Western Texts. 235

Diatessaron an easy explanation of the origin of the Western element
at once offers itself: the Western readings do not necessarily represent
the text of the Four Gospels as read in Antioch about 170, but the
text of the Diatessaron; and the text of the Diatessaron in turn
represents the Four Gospels as read in Rome about 170 ap. In such
passages, and they are very many, we cannot take the agreement of
East and West as instantly decisive. It is almost safer to regard the
Eastern text in these passages as non-existent, and to treat the Old
Syriac evidence as one element in a group belonging to the West.
The Western reading may be purer than the Alexandrian reading in
any given case, but where S and C give us the Diatessaron text the
independent consensus of East and West disappears; what is left is
group against group, not two very early groups against one.

It is a pity that we know so little of the continuous text of the
Diatessaron. At every turn we find ourselves confronted with reason-
able suspicion that the special features of an Old Syriac reading may be
due to the influence of the Diatessaron, while at the same time we are
without direct information as to the reading of the Diatessaron in the
passage in question. In giving examples of the definitely Western
element in the Old Syriac I have therefore divided the lists into three
classes: in the first class are given some striking agreements of the
Old Syriac with Western texts against the Diatessaron, in the second
class agreements of the Old Syriac with Western texts including the
Diatessaron, and in the third a selection of passages where the reading
of the Diatessaron is not definitely known. '

Agreements of S or C with Western texts against the Diatessaron.

Matt i 18 700 8¢ xpiorod] S C=d (hiat D) latt.omn

700 8¢ ’Incod Xpuorod Moes. 20 = Gr.rel (incl. the Oxyrhynchus
Papyrus), but B has 709 8¢ Xpiorot ‘Inoov.

The phrase used in Moesinger does not agree with the Armenian
Vulgate. It is possible that the text of the Diatessaron was
assimilated by Tatian to Matt 1 1: the personal name ‘Jesus’ is
almost necessary when the narrative of Matt 1 18 ff is placed
immediately following the first chapter of S. Luke instead of after
a genealogy such as Matt 1 2-17. At the same time it is quite

-
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possible that the text of S and ' was here not derived from the
West at all, for the reading of B suggests that a text agreeing
with the Latins was current in early times in the East also.

Matt iii 17 o €l 6 vids pov] SC=D a Iren®™ (heat k)
0971ds o 6 vids pov Moes. 99 &e = Gr.rel.
For a further discussion of this important variation, see the
Note on the passage.

Matt xviii 20 ‘ For there are not two or three gathered together in my
name, that I am not in the midst of’ S=D (g) (Clem 541)

The ordinary text is supported by C Aphr 69 and all other
authorities: 1t appears to be implied in Moes. 165. Whatever be
the origin of this curious reading, it does not seem to have come
into S through the Diatessaron.

Lk xx 34 ‘The sons of this World beget and are begotten, and take
wives and become the wives of men' S C. This agrees with
a Iren 168 and Clem 551 (103, 230). D and some Latm Mss have
“are begotten and beget,” the best Latin (incl. Cyp ?/, and ce)
omitting ‘marry and are given in marriage.” Most documents
omit ‘beget and are begotten.’

It is not easy to ascertain the exact text of the Diatessaron at
this point, but it appears that it did not contain the clause beget
and are begotten. According to Moes. 194 the reply of our Lord
begins ““Much do ye err, for the sons of the times of this world
take wives, etc.” According to Aphraates 167, a quotation which
seems to represent a text of the Diatessaron, the reply begins
“Much do ye err, and ye know not the Scriptures nor the power
of God. For they that are worthy of that world...,” i.e. Matt xxii 29
followed by Lk xx 35, omitting v. 34 altogether. Thus neither
text has beget and are begotfen so that the presence of this
so-called ‘Western’ reading in S and C cannot be due to the
influence of Tatian’s Harmony.

Joh x 8 ‘all that came’] S (followed by syr.vg)=R* all® lat.vt-vg
+‘before me’ Moes. 200 = BDAR®al™ fos gat Lucif!® Faust - Au
Hieron %/,
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I quote this passage mainly for the remarkable distribution of.
reading. Is it conceivable that the gloss is really due to Tatian
himself? See above, p. 195.

Joh xi 25 ‘I am the Resurrection’] S=a* (?) I* Cyp 310
+ ‘and the Life’ Moes. 202 = Gr.rel Lat.rel
In this striking variant S agrees with Cyprian against the
Diatessaron and practically all other texts.

Besides these passages, where the Diatessaron is definitely ranged
“on the opposite side to S, there are some others where the Diatessaron
from its very nature cannot have served as the channel of connexion
between .S and the Western text. |

Matt viii 5 (before ﬁpoaﬁ)\@ev avTy éxaTovTdpyns)
(a) pera 8¢ ravra S=k
(B) eloeNddvros 8¢ adrod els Kadapraovu NBC &clat.vg syr.vg
(y) pera 8¢ radra eloerd. ad. els Kap. C=lat.eur  (hrat D)

The words ‘ when he entered into Capernaum’ would naturally
have a place in the Diatessaron, because they stand in all
authorities as part o’ Lk vii 1. Thus the omission of these words
in S and % cannot be due to the Diatessaron, though it may be
the source from which the words were inserted in C. I have a
strong suspicion that (a) is the true reading in Matt, while (8) is
an early harmonistic variant and (y) is a conflation of (a) and (8).
The fact that pera 8¢ 7Tadra is not elsewhere used by the compiler
of the First Gospel is not necessarily fatal to this view, as it may
possibly have stood in the source from which Matt and Lk drew
the story of the Centurion!.

1 Besides, there is a special reason for perd 8¢ raira here. It may be, so to speak, the voice
of the compiler of Matt expressing his belief that his new arrangement of the story of the Leper
is satisfactory. A comparison of Matt vii, viii, with the parallel in Lk vi, vii, leaves little doubt
that the story of the Centurion followed in the common source immediately after the great
Sermon. The story of the Leper, on the other hand, comes in Mk i 40 j, after the healing of
Peter’s wife’s mother ; its new place in Matt viii 2-4 is certainly due to the compiler, not to his
source.  We should naturally have assigned the mention of Capernaum to the common source
of Matt and Lk but for its omission by § and £ It is also omitted by ¢ in Joh iv 46. Possibly
therefore the place was not indicated in the source and the connexion of the story with Caper-
naum may be due to S. Luke’s own information or conjecture,
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Matt xxi 44 (Whosoever shall fall on this stone, &c)] om. S=D 383

r

Joh

abejf Orig

The verse is read by. C with NB &ec.

The Diatessaron (Moes. 193) retains the verse, as was almost
inevitable in a Harmony, but there is nothing to shew that 1t 1s
not merely the equivalent of Lk xx 18.

xii 8 (For the poor ye have always with you, but me ye have not
always)] om. S=D

All other authorities have the verse. It doubtless stood also in
the Diatessaron, but as the equivalent to Mk xiv 7 = Matt xxvi 11.
Here again it is difficult not to believe that S and D have
preserved the true reading: the sudden verbal agreement of
Joh xii 8 with the Synoptic Gospels occurring in the midst of so
much real difference is suspicious, and it is better to regard the
verse as an interpolation, so far as the Fourth Gospel is concerned.

Agreements of S or C with Western texts including the Diatessaron.

Matt ix 84 (‘ But the Pharisees said : By the Prince of the devils,...")

This verse is omitted by S with D a £, and it is passed over in
Diat™ xii 41, 42. | |

Matt xi 5 wal wrwyol ezja'y'ye)\fgovral,] om. S=k and Clem. 151. Tn

C the clauses are transposed: ‘the deaf hear and the poor are
sustained! and the dead arise.’

In Moes. 100 we read “The Lord began from those things that
seem more easy...The blind see and the lame walk and the lepers
are cleansed and the deaf hear, and in the end as the seal of all he
said this: The dead arise.” This is followed almost immediately
by a quotation of Matt xi 6. It is evident that the Diatessaron
agrees here with S, and that C represents an attempt to replace
the missing clause. : "

Internal evidence is very strongly in favour of the omission
of kai wrwyol edayyelilovrar. The verb edayyelileafar 1s not
found in Matt outside this passage; on the other hand, it is one

1 ¢ has ei:;..&\m:: (sic): see the Note on Matt xi b.
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of the favourite words of Luke and actually oceurs in Lk xvi 16
with the same passive use as here. Probably therefore its intro-
duction into this context is due to the evangelist: ‘the dead arise’
in the reply of our Lord to S. John’s messengers has no doubt the
same significance as ‘raise the dead’ in Matt x 8. In other words,
the true text of the First Gospel, as preserved in S and the
Diatessaron, supported by % and Clement, gives us the words of
Jesus; ‘the poor have the Gospel preached to them’ is 8. Luke’s
interpretation of the words, an interpretation which we may safely
accept. '

The text of the Diatessaron as preserved in Moes. 100 is also
notable in that it adopts one of two parallel accounts instead of
combining them. Similar instances are to be found in Diat iv 44
(Moes. 44) where there is no mention of the 40 nights, Lk iv 2
being preferred to Matt iv 2; also in Diat xxix 9 (Moes. 88) the
seven-fold of the Western text of Lk xviii 80 is preferred to the
hundred-fold of Mk x 80 or the manifold of some texts of
Matt xix 29 and Lk xviii 80. In the last instance (Lk xviii 80)
S and (' have ‘an hundred-fold’: we must therefore refrain from
ascribing all the harmonistic readings in the Old Syriac to Tatian’s
influence, while at the same time we must not assume that the
‘Diatessaron always combined the variations of the Gospels instead
of selecting between them.

Matt xxi 81 6 doyaros S=D lat.vt, i.e. the Pharisees say that the son
who said he would go into the vineyard, and did not go, obeyed
his father?,

The Diatessaron (Moes. 191) supports 6 éoyaros, but there is
room to believe that Tatian transposed the order of the two sons,
as in B 18&c and the Armenian, whereby the sense is the same as
that of the ordinary text with & mpéros, which is supported also
by C. If this be really the case the agreement of .S and the early
Western text is independent of the Diatessaron, but in view of

! This reading is also implied by Iren 280 ad Jin, who says : ‘alter quidem contradixit patri et
postea poenitetur guando nikil profuit ei poenitentia, alter autem pollicitus est statim promittens
patri non abiit autem, quoniam omnis homo mendax et uelle quidem in promptu adiacet non
inuenit autem perficere.’
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the doubt I have inserted the passage here and not above on
p. 236L

Matt xxvi 73 kal yap 7 Aahd oov Spowdler S=D latt, and also
Diat* xlix 12. Most documents, including syr.vg, have éj\év oe
moier for dpordler. The words kai 3 Aahid oov opowdle are added
at the end of Mk xiv 70 by most late texts, including syr.vg, but
they are omitted by S with the best Greek and Latin authorities.

Mk viii 81, 82. For é\d\et, S reads Aahetv (or possibly éxhalew) with
k and Diat®™ xxiii 42, so that the announcement of the Passion
runs He had begun to teach them that the Son of man was about to
suffer much...ond they will kil Him and the third day He will rise
and openly speak the word.

As this striking reading had a place in the D1atessaron—for all
the readings of the Arabic Diatessaron that do not agree verbally
with the Peshitta are doubtless genuine survivals of Tatian’s
Harmony—we must not claim the agreement of S and % in its
favour as an independent consensus of Kast and West2 At the
same time there are very few, if any, traces of the influence of the
Diatessaron in the African Latin, so that the reading represents a
very early strain of the Western text, and there is much to be
said in its favour from internal evidence. '

Mk ix 3 (after ‘and his garments became glistering exceeding white’)
(a) ‘so as no fuller on earth can whiten them’ NB 1&c alP
d k arm
(B) ‘assnow’ S=Xan
(y) ‘as snow, so as no fuller on earth can whiten them’

Gr.rel. Lat.rel
D& and syr.vg practically agree with (y), but substitute no one

1 Tt is perhaps worth while pointing out that no mMs except B has dorepos for €ryaros.
Ephraim’s words (Hoes. 191) are : ‘How,’ saith he, ‘seemeth this to you? A certain man had two
sons.’” And that he called them ‘sons’ was that he might stimulate them to his work. *Yea,
saith he, ‘Lord!’ He called him ‘Son,” and he called him ¢ Lord,” instead of calling him ¢ Father’
and accomplishing his word. ‘Which of them did the will of his father?’ And they decided
rightly and say ‘The second.’

2 In the Jowrn. of Th. Studiesii 112 and Enec. Biblica 4992 1 fear that I emphasised the
mere agreement of East and West too strongly in discussing the passage.
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for no fuller. There can be little doubt that (a) is the true text :
the naive simile in Mark provoked alteration from the time of the
first and third Evangelists down-to the fourth century. The
introduction of ‘as snow,” which is also inserted in Lk ix 29 by
e and C (not S), may possibly have been due to Tatian. According
to Diat*™ xxiv 4 he wrote ““ His raiment became [exceeding] white
as snow and as the brightness of lightning, so that nothing on earth
can become so white.” As this does not agree verbally with the
Peshitta, it may very well represent the true Diatessaron.

Mk xvi 8, 4. The clause % yap péyas addpa is placed in most docu-

ments, including %, at the end of xvi 4, so that it is a remark of
the Evangelist. In S, with D565 lat.vt (exc. k) Eus and Diat™
lii 47—49, the clause is put at the end of the women’s speech, and
épxovtar kal ebpiokovow dmrokekvhouévor Tov Mbov is read instead
of avaBNépacar Gewpotow St dvakexiliorar 6 Mos. Thus we get

NB etc.

...they were saying one to
another, * Who will roll away
for us the stone from the door
of the tomb ?’

And looking up they see
that the stone is rolled away,
for it was very great.

[Le., it was so large that
they could see its position at
some distance. ]

© Diat® lii 47-—49.

...they were saying one to another,
“Who will roll away for us the
stone from the door of the tomb,
for it was very great?’ [And
WHILE THEY SPAKE THUS, there was
a great earthquake, and an angel
descended from heaven and come
and rolled away the stone from the
door.] And they came and found
the stone rolled away [FrRoM THE
TOMB, and the angel sitting on the
stone. |

The words in italics come from Matt
xxviii 1, 2. The words in small capitals
appear to be connecting links added by the
harmonist.

Were it not for the accessory attestation, we might be tempted to
conjecture that the transposition was due to the harmonist himself,
But %, which does not transpose the clauses, also attests &yovrar and

B, II.
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dmokekvhiauévor Tov Mfov, and the Gospel of Peter also puts péyas yap
W 6 Aiflos into the women’s speech—in fact, it is put into their mouths
before they start for the tomb. The reading of S and the Diatessaron
was therefore very widely spread in one form or another. .Yet it can
hardly be original. The text of S. Mark, indeed, at this point invites
change. It is easy to miss the meaning of fjv ydp péyas odddpa, though
such a remark is exactly in the style of the man who wrote 6 yap kaipos
otk 7v avkev (Mk xi 13). Still more unsatisfying to the taste of the
ond century was the absence of a ‘sign from heaven’ on the Resurrec-
tion morning. It is here that % brings in a sudden darkness and the
descent of angels from heaven. A similar prodigy is related in the
Gospel of Peter, and we have seen that Tatian joined these verses from
Mk with the appearance of the angel in Matt xxviii 1—3. In fact, the
wording of Matt xxviii shews a similar treatment of the sober narrative
of S. Mark.

May we not conjecture that the interpolation in Mk xvi 3, now
found only in %, was once far more widely spread? On this view the
text represented by D 565 lat.eur and the Diatessaron represents a
revised text from which the apocryphal addition has been cut out.
The transposition of the clauses and the obliteration of dvaBAéfacar
would then be regarded as scars arising from imperfect surgery.

In any case we may feel safe in saying that S is here dependent on
the Diatessaron : either the ancestor of S had been assimilated to the
Diatessaron by transcribers, or more probably the translator of the Ew.
do-Mepharreshe was himself here influenced by the familiar wording of
Tatian’s Harmony.

Agreements of S or C with Western texts, where the reading
of the Duatessaron 1s not known.

Matt v 11 Pevddpevor] om. S=D lat.vt; C has the word, with Gr.rel.

Lk x 41, 42. S, with lat.vt, has only Martha, Marthea, Mary has

chosen for herself the good part that shall not be taken from her.

Here C in v. 41 has been corrected to agree with the received

‘text, but no yap is added in v. 42. D has fopvBdly added after .
the second Mdp0a.
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Lk xi 35, 86. D and all the best Old Latin Mss simply substitute the
parallel passage Matt vi 23" for these somewhat obscure verses.
S and C both have Lk xi 35 (‘see lest the light that is in thee
be darkened’), but in C this is followed by Matt vi 23" (omitting
v. 36). S, on the other hand, has the same curious recasting of
the verse which is attested by f and ¢, Latin mss that usually
present quite commonplace readings. This grouping is most pecu-
liar; in fact, it can hardly be accounted for, except on the
supposition that f and ¢ here preserve the true Old Latin rendering
and that D a b e ff r have been assimilated by later transcribers to
the more familiar wording of Matt. For details, see the Note on
the passage. |

Lk xi 53, 54. Both S and C give support to the Western text of this
passage, C agreeing exactly with Codex Bezae (which we may
conjecture here to represent the Greek text underlying the Dia-
tessaron). - But S omits va elpwow karyyopfoar adrod, probably
because there was nothing corresponding to these words in the
Greek Ms from which the Ev. da-Mepharreshe was mainly ren-
dered, i.e. it agreed with NB and the text adopted by Westcott
and Hort.

Lk xiv 5. vids 9 Bovs B (and most Gk mss) efq sahsyr.vg; dvos 4
Bots XL 1&c 33 al? lat.eur-vg arm ; wpdBarov 4 Bovs D.
Here S and aeth have his ox or his ass’; € has ¢his son or his
ox or his ass.’

Lk xvii 11 ‘through the midst of Samaria and Galilee'] + ‘and Jericho’
lat.vt. C, but not S, has an addition which may be translated
<and Jericho’ or ‘to. Jericho. Diat® omits the half-verse. For
the linguistic details see the Note on the passage.

Joh viii 34 < He that doeth sin is -a slave of sin’] so most documents ;
D b Clem*® Cyp* and S omit ‘of sin.” This interesting reading 1s
now further attested in Latin by the so-called Tractatus Origenis,
pp- 25, 94.

It will be noticed that the agreements of S and C with the Western
texts is of the most varied kind, ranging from passages where the whole
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mass of Old Latin and allied documents is arrayed on the one side to
passages where the Old Syriac, or one branch of it, is found to agree
with a single Western text such as & or Cyprian. Agreements with
Codex Bezae are frequent, but S and C shew no greater tendency to
agree with it than with any other of the leading representatives of the
Old Latin.

On the whole, I venture to thlnk it is reasonable to suppose that
most of the distinctively Western readings in the Evangelion da-
Mepharreshe are due to the influence of the Diatessaron. At the same
time we have seen that there are some readings of the Evangelion
da- Mephowreshe otherwise only attested by Western authorities, which
yet are not in the Diatessaron. The genealogical interpretation of such
readings is that they represent the primitive agreement, of Rome and
Antioch in rejecting a distinctively Alexandrian corruption. But the
extant attestation does not differ from that of readings where S and C
have received a Western corruption through the Diatessaron. One of
the chief guides in this puzzling labyrinth is, I believe, to be found in
the African text, i.e. Cyprian and £ or e. The Africans have their own
faults, but I do not think they seem to have been much influenced by
Tatian’s Harmony. If this be conceded, it follows that the agreement
of Carthage and Edessa has a much stronger claim to our acceptance
than the mere agreement of Rome and Edessa. The latter grouping
may represent little more than a text locally current in Rome towards
the end of the second century. The agreement of Carthage and Edessa
may take us back a generation earlier.

Before taking leave of the Western texts, we may once more remind
ourselves of the large non-Western element in the Kvangelion do-
Mepharreshe. Many of the most characteristic Western readings find
no place in it. Thus the quotation of Ps ii 7 in Lk iii 22 and the
omission of the name ‘Philip’ in Matt xiv 3 are not attested by the
Old Syriac, and in Matt v 4, 5, S preserves the Eastern order of the
Beatitudes. Other passages where S rejects a well-marked Western
variant are Mk ix 35, xiv 25, Lk ix 62, xii 38.
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Crass IV.
S C and secondary Greek MSS.

We have examined the nature of the agreements between the Old
Syriac and the two chief strains of text found in our ancient authorities.
But all the readings of the Old Syriac cannot be grouped under agree-
ments with NB and agreements with the Western texts. There remain
these readings, in some respects the most interesting class of all, where
the Old Syriac agrees with neither of these groups, nor yet with the
text current in the mass of later Greek Mmss. These readings are not
preserved in any Greek Ms which is generally regarded as of primary
importance, but they are actually extant in Greek. The secondary
Greek attestation shews us that the reading in question is not a mere
trick of Syriac rendering, while the witness of the Old Syriac in favour
of the reading declares its antiquity and its claim on our serious con-
sideration.

The Mss which contain noteworthy readings attested by the Old
Syriac are ,

The group 1-118-131-209, here called 1&c

The Ferrar-group 13-69-124-346-543 (and others), here called 13&c

565, called by Tischendorf 2P

28 . |

700, called by Scrivener and Hoskier 604.

Of these the most important is the group 1&c. This group has been
long familiar to scholars through its chief representative Codex 1, a
ms used by Erasmus himself. Codex 1 has often been collated, and
in 1902 its text was published in full by Mr Kirsopp Lake (now
Professor in Leiden), together with its special allies (Texts and Studies
vii 8). It will however be convenient to take all the Mss above
enumerated together, as their textual affinity to the Old Syriac seems
to be derived from their common remote ancestry rather than from
their special composition. We are now, in fact, trying to gather
readings from the Greek text of the Gospels as read in Syria before
the 4th century. No Greek Ms survives which has such a text even
in approximate purity, and to collect our material we must use an
eclectic method. '
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The few variants collected below have been brought together as
examples of the help given us in this quest by 1&c 18&c 28 565 and
700. It must be remembered at the outset that we are dealing with a
different class of evidence from what we have been hitherto considering.
The RB-text and the ‘ Western’ texts (including the Diatessaron) are
practically contemporaneous in origin with the Old Syriac. They are
‘authorities’ on the same textual plane. Now we are dealing with
inferior mixed texts, the antique elements of which are essentially fiag-
mentary and often mutilated. K They are in no sense rivals of the Old
Syriac, like the Greek Ms B or the Latin Ms %: none of their readings
when definitely contradicted by the ancient texts can be entertained as
genuine. Their whole textual use is subsidiary.

At the same time the part that they may legitimately be made.to
play is considerable, when they preserve the Greek text which underlies
the Old Syriac Version. The Old Syriac Version is one of our chief
textual authorities, but its witness to the type of Greek text anciently
current at Antioch is liable to suspicion from two sides. Like all
versions, the Old Syriac may give us merely a translator’s paraphrase
where it seems to differ from the transmitted Greek: in such cases
subsidiary Greek attestation, if it agree literally with the Syriac, tends
to shew ‘that the Syriac is preserving a real Greek variation. But
besides this ordinary source of uncertainty, from which the Old Syriac
suffers in common with other versions, there is the special uncertainty -
arising from the influence of the Diatessaron. -And here the subsidiary
Greek attestation plays a most important part. The Old Syriac is
wholly ancient, but it is open to the suspicion that many of its readings
are nothing more than a translation from the Diatessaron, nothing
more than a translation of a text current in Rome. The subsidiary
Greek attestation, on the other hand, is taken from a text full of late
elements, but it is substantially free from the suspicion of mixture
with the Diatessaron or the special Roman text of the end of the
2nd century. Readings, therefore, which are supported both by the
Old Syriac and by these subsidiary Greek texts escape both accusations.
Such readings must be really ancient, for they are found in the Old
Syriac; and they are not mere Syriac adaptations of the Diatessaron,
for they are extant in Greek Mss not specially connected with the
West of Europe. In other words, like almost all the Old Syriac
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readings which are neither due to the exigencies of translation nor
rendered directly from Tatian’s Diatessaron, these variants must have
been found in the Greek text of the Gospels as read at Antioch about

200 AD.

Matt vi 6 7¢ 2°] om. syr.S C Diat™ ix 27 (sic) Aph 67 =D al? (latt) 1

13&c 700

By this omission the sense becomes ‘Pray in secret to thy
Father’ instead of ‘Pray to thy Father which is in secret.’ The
addition of 1 18&c 700 to the authorities for omission shews us
that we cannot be sure that the Old Syriac took over this reading
from the Diatessaron against the evidence of the text known to
the translator. The use of 7§ & 7¢ kpvdaie in Matt vi 18
instead of év 7 xpunrd (as here), when the Evangelist wishes to
indicate ‘the Father who 4s in secret’ makes it not unlikely that
the article has been wrongly inserted by most texts in ver. 6.

Matt xxii 85 els €€ adrdv vopuxds] om. vopixds syr.Sarm=1&c e Origh

Here C has the independent insertion ~iac (=vypapuareds).
The words vouuds and vopoSiSdorahos in the Gospels are. charac-
teristic of 8. Luke alone, so that wouwkds is out of place in
Matt xxii 85 and should be omitted. In this passage, then,
the only Greek text that preserves a good reading attested by the
consensus of the best extant representatives of the most ancient
versions is the family 1&e.

Matt xxv 1 700 vvpgiov]+ kal Tis viudys syr.S-vg arm=D X* 1%
209% 124* al® latt | ,
There is no evidence for ‘and the Bride’ in any of our more
ancient authorities for the Diatessaron text, but this may be
merely accidental. The erasure of kail 4s viugns from every one
of the late Greek documents which do contain the words saves
these documents from the suspicion of having been conformed to
the Latin Vulgate.

Matt xxvii 16, 17 BapaBBav....... Bapa,B,B&v] Inoody BapaBBav......
‘Inoovv 7ov BapaBfav syr.S arm=I1&c. See the Note on this
passage for the inconsistent reading of B.
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Mk i 13 ékel év vy épripe (so s)] om. év 7y ép. syr.S arm = 1&c 28% 565
700 69-124 al™®; om. éxex NABDL 33 13-346&c latt aeg Orig
Here is a clear instance of conflation in the Constantinopolitan
text, but instead of its elements being made up of an Alexandrian
reading on the one hand and a Western reading on the other, it is
made up of an Alexandrian and Western reading added to an
Eastern reading!.

Mk ii 27 éyévero] ékriafn syr.S-vg=1&c 700
This curious reading, viz. ‘ The Sabbath was created for man,’ is
not attested for the Diatessaron (Moes. 62, 148, and see the Note
on the passage). There is no real ground for supposing that  was
created’ is a Syriac paraphrase for éyévero. It is to be noted that
no ancient Western text of this passage survives, ver. 27 being
omitted by Daceff(r).

Mk iii 17 Boawypyés] B'nai R'yesh? syr.S-vg, Baneregés arm = Bawy-
peyes 565, Bavnpeyel 700
It is exceedingly improbable that 565 and 700 have here got
their text through the Syriac.

Mk v 1 Tepacnriv] Tepyeonrédv syr.S arm aeth =8LUA 88 al® 1&c 28
565 700 ‘ o
It is to be noted that neither S nor C reads ¢ Gergesenes’ in
Lk viii 26, 37.

Mk vi 22, 28 ‘And the king said unto the girl : “ Ask of me whatsoever
thou wilt, and I will give it thee” *And he sware unto her:
-“ whatsoever thou shalt ask of me I will give thee, unto the half
of my kingdom.’] “And the king said to the girl: “Ask of-
me [what thou wilt], and I will give to thee ®unto, the half of
my kingdom.” And he sware unto her’ syr.S=1-209.
Here D (28) 565 lat.vt arm have the common text, but add
mol\d after kal dupoger avry).

1 The full list of Greek authorities which according to Hoskier have éxei without év 73 eprjpo
Is KIT¥ 1 4 9 11 12 28% [42] 50 69 72 114 124 131 209 253 300 474 489 565 700 ; add syr.§ and
arm, together with the Book of Kells. '

2 Written ,»N\3A ,as5. The vocalisation here adopted is that of syr.vg according to the
Jacobites.
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Note that in the early part of wer. 22 syr.S-vg arm aeth agree
with 1&c bef in reading +7s Ouvyarpds 7is ‘HpediudSos, where
NBDLA 565 have 7vs 8. avrov ‘Hpwdiddos and most documents
have 77js 0. adrijs s “Hpwdiddos.

Mk vii 33. In the complicated variations found in this verse, syr.S
agrees with 18&c 28, while D 565 side with the Old Latin. For
details, see above, p. 127 f.

Mk viii 10 €is ta pépy Aarpavovdd] to the hill of Magadan syr.S=eis
T0 Opos paryeda 28 (sic).

The name Dalmanutha is almost certainly corrupt, and there is
much to be said for Dr Cheyne’s suggestion (Ency. Bibl. 1635)
that the place meant is Migdal-nunaya, a suburb of Tiberias.
N BWJD, 1.e. ‘Tower of the Fishes,” is mentioned in Talmud B.
Pes. 46 b. On this hypothesis the name was miswritten in a very
early copy of S. Mark (¢f ‘Boanerges’) and the various texts,
including S. Matthew’s Gospel, give more or less independent
attempts at emendation®.

But be that as it may, the agreement here between 28 and
syr.S is of considerable interest for the history ofthe text. If
syr.S had not been supported by Greek evidence, it might have
been assumed that the Syriac rendering was a mere paraphrastical
harmonisation ; if 28 had stood alone, the reading it supports
would be set aside as the lapse of a mediaeval scribe. As it is,
we must recognise that even singular readings of the group of
minuscules which we are considering, viz. 1&c 13&c 28 565 700,
may be genuine relics of a Greek text akin to that from which the
Old Syriac was translated.

Mk ix 43 els ™y yéevvav] om. syr.S=1&c 28 al _
In wver. 45 syr.S with the best authorities omits eis 70 7wvp 70
doBearor, and also vv. 44 and 46 which are identical with ver. 48.
Thus instead of the repetitions of the ordinary text, repetitions

1 In Mk vili 10 codex B has AaAmaNoyn@s, which is a step nearer to the hypothetical
MAFAAANOYNES, Or Maydahvovvaia, conjectured by Dr Cheyne. The Armenian Dalmanouneq is
still nearer,

B. II. . ' 32
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which in ver. 43 have invaded even the text of Westcott and
Hort, we get the series “...the unquenchable Fire...Gehenna...
(Gehenna, where neither their worm dieth nor is their fire
quenched.”

That the doubled eis in the ordmary text of ver. 43 is not
original is also suggested by the fact that the second eis is changed
into émov éoriv by D and the Old Latin.

Mk x 11, 12. In syr.S and 1 these verses are transposed, so that the
prohibition of the wife leaving her husband comes before that o
the husband leaving his wife. In 209 the latter clause is omltte(g
altogether. Is it not possible that the reading of 1 and syr.S is
the original ? Later editors would be more likely to put the man
before the woman than the woman before the man ; moreover the
order supported by 1 and syr.S brings out more strongly the unmis-
takeable reference to Herodias and Herod Antipas, which underlies
the whole story as told in the primitive narrative of S. Mark. {

Mk x 14 jyavderpoer kai elmev adrois] after kal syr.S adds e’mnmy’o-ézg .
=1&c 138&c 28 565 (and arm). A cleally recensional variant.

Mk x 20 épvhaédauny (or egbv)\afa)] émoinoa SyT. S arm = 1&c? 56 5.
‘Done’ instead of * kept is also read in Aphraates 892, but there
is no evidence for éroinoa in Matt or Lk.

Mk x 50 dmoBaldw] émBakow syr.S aeth=565. Another instance -of
an early variant preserved in Greek only in a single minuscule.

Mk xvi 8, 4. On the transposition here found in D 565 lat.eur as well -
as in syrS and Diat* lii 47, see above, p. 241. I mention this
reading again here because it is supported by 565 as well as by
Codex Bezae. .

Lk vi 48 ‘because it was well builded’ (so NBL&c)] om. syr.S =7b0.
Most documents read ‘ for it was founded upon the rock,’” in agree-
ment with Matt vii 252 ?

1 Note that syr.S does not omit 8iddokake in x 20, as is done by KII 1-209 al’. :

2 Tt is interesting to note that so conservative a gcholar as Mr H. C. Hoskier ventured in. 11890
to suggest that in this instance the reading of a single minuscule preserved the ongmal’text
(Hoskier's Codex Evangelium 604, p. cxvi).
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Lk xi 83 098¢ ¥md 7ov pddwov] om. syr.S arm =LI'E 1&c 69 700. The
words are inserted in syr.C in such a way that the ‘bushel’ comes
before the concealed place’: ¢f cod. Fuldensis, p. 46. The im-
portant fragments edited by Amélineau in Not. et FExtr. xxxiv,
which represent a type of Greek text current in Upper Egypt, also
omit the clause in agreement with LE.

Joh i 28. See the separate Note.

Joh ix 34 6hos] Shws syr.S arm = 1&c al’.  The reading implied by S is
certain : ¢f Matt v 34 S C.

Joh xix 13 TaBBald] xardafs 1 19™ 22 188 565 and the Armenian.
Unfortunately both S and C are missing, but the agreement of
1 and 565 with the Armenian leaves little doubt that the Ho. da-
Mepharreshe had here haa Kapphdthd, i.e. ‘ Arch.” The Peshitita
has weaaa)_, a word a little nearer I'a8Bafd in sound, but mean-
ing ‘coved, ‘having a niche.’!
It is worthy of special notice that 565 in Joh xix seems to
present the same type of text that it has in Mk, though in the
greater part of Joh it differs little from the run of late mss.

Crass V.
Noteworthy singular readings of S and C.

The singular readings of the Old Syriac must always lie under a
certain amount of suspicion, because it is always possible that such
readings never existed in Greek, but were mere mistakes or simplifica-
tions due to the translator. At the same time we should expect to
find a certain number of valuable singular readings. To take the most
obvious instance, there are several ancient readings preserved only by
the Old Syriac and the African Latin: where the best representatives
of the African Latin fail us we may expect to find some equally ancient
readings preserved by the Old Syriac alone.

1 Romance of Julian 139%: a < M < finss was suitable for an extemporised altar.
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The singular readings of the Old Syriac, about which we may have
the most confidence that they represent ancient Greek variants, are
those which supply one element of a variant, otherwise only attested as
part of a conflation. -The famous conflate readings upon which so much .
of Dr Hort’s textual theory is founded are combinations of an ancient
Alexandrian—Dr Hort would say  Neutral’—text with its almost
equally ancient Western rival. The normal Greek attestation of such
readings is B for the Alexandrian side, D for the Western side and the
mass of codices for the combination of the two rival variants together.
In these readings the Old Syriac goes sometimes with B, sometimes
with D. _ :

But there is another class of conflate readings in which NBD and
the Latins are all grouped on the one side, the opposing group being
mostly made up of the minuscules 1&c 13&c 28 565 700, the readings
of which we have just been considering. But these minuscules, valuable
as they are, are not nearly so true to type as Codex Bezae. It often
happens that they present the ordinary Constantinopolitan reading,
especially in Matt Lk and Joh, and so the Old Syriac is often left alone
as the representative of the ancient variant. In such cases the text
attested by the Old Syriac survives only in those parts of the longest
reading which are not attested by the Alexandrians and the Latins. It
will be found that most of the examples given below illustrate this state

of things.

Matt xxiii 28 radra 8¢ édew motjoar, kdketva i) dpewat.

Here Westcott and Hort follow BCL al* a d & syr.vg boh in reading
reeder, while erer alone (without 3¢) is read by s 8 D# al? Jat.e-vg arm.
But syr.S C have

e_odaax 2\ % ‘.-.I\crm e_odiaas wa (.Am
But these ye have done, but these ye hawe not left.

This is evidently a rendering of a Greek text in which d¢ was
present but éde. was omitted.

I venture to think that there is good reason to believe that the
reading implied by the Syriac is the original. The Syriac as it stands
is, of course, almost incoherent unless we supply a note of interrogation
at the end, but the Greek implied by the Syriac sounds to me like a

literal rendering of an Aramaic original. rafra 8¢ woujoar kdkeiva
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p) adetvar might very well stand for

pawmb b &5 Taysb 1o

where the infinitives with Shave the same force as m:ntj mn 2 Kixiil9
Heb. The sense is the same as when ée: is supplied, but the rhetorical
effect is stronger without it.

A New Testament parallel to this construction is to be found in
2 Cor xii 1, where we ought to read with X (D,*) al boh aeth xavyaofa
0é—od ovupépor pév—ekeoopar 8¢ els dmracias k.7.\., a broken con-
struction that well suits the impassioned style of the context.

Lk xix 37 wepi maodv &v eldov dvvduewr.

For this, syr.S C have simply mepl wdvrov v €dov, while D 7 have
wepl mavTwy wv €idov y(e)woudvwr, the whole clause being omitted by
cffvls. The chief interest of this variation consists in the fact that
the great codex Vaticanus has TTEPITTANTWNWNEIAONAYNAMEWN, & false concord
which suggests that its ancestor attested the shorter reading, now found
only in the Old Syriac.

Lk xxiv 46 ovrws yéypamrar] The note on these words in Westcott
and Hort’s Notes on Select Readings ran as follows :—*“ 4 kai ovrws édet
Syrian (Gr. Lat. Syr.): also ovrws éder omitting ovrws yéypamrar kal
cut arm Eus.Theoph. syr. iv 2 (Epiph): also <ovrws ce Cyp. Probably
three independent corrections of the (in the sense.intended) abrupt
phrase odrws yéypamrrar malbetv ; though the Syrian reading might be a
conflation of text and the second, had the second more substantive
attestation: é8ev comes from the similar v. 26.”

The suggestion thus made has been confirmed by the discovery of
syr.S, which omits odrws yéypamras kai while retaining ovrws &ea. C is
not extant, but the evidence of the Armenian shews that S here pre-
serves the genuine Old Syriac reading. The four Greek minuscules
are 72 237 240 244: I have not noticed that any of them shew any
tendency to agree with the Old Syriac, so that their reading here may
be due to the accidental dropping of a clause.

Joh iii 18 70D povoyevods viod Tob Peov] See the Notes on this passage
and on Joh i 34, where it is suggested that. S (which reads ¢ the Chosen
Son,’ i.e. 700 ér\exTov viod) may alone have preserved the true reading.



254 The Texts of 8 and of C.

Joh iv 9 ywvawds Sapapitidos ovons] om. syr.S. The following
words o yop ovrxpavras "Tovdalor Sapapeirars are omitted by R*D abe:
is it possible that this gloss arose as an explanatory paraphrase of
ywwawkos SapapiTidos ovoys, i.e. that it was intended to round off the
woman’s speech ? If so, syr.S preserves an earlier stage than the
mass of Greek mss.

The main object of this chapter has been to shew that, when all the
necessary deductions have been made, we may learn a great deal from
the Old Syriac as to the type of text current in Antioch about the end
of the second century. It is useless to attempt to sum up the results -
of so tentative an investigation as has been here made. One thing,
however, remains—to point out the great gap that still exists in our
knowledge of the early history of the text of the Canonical Gospels.
Speaking generally, we learn the Roman text from Justin Martyr, from
Tatian, from D and the Latins, the special variety current in Carthage
being preserved with great purity in £. We learn the Alexandrian
text from N and B, so far as the evidence is not directly contradicted
by the puzzling witness of Clement. We learn the early Antiochian
text from the Old Syriac. But of the texts current in the fourth great
centre of early Christendom, Ephesus and Asia Minor, we know very
little. It is almost certain that the manuscripts of this part of the
Christian world must have exercised some influence on the texts which
have survived to our times, but at present this question is almost
untouched and the ancient readings characteristic of Asia Minor and
the Mss that preserve them remain alike unidentified.
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Copex S, fol. 238 v, as now bound (Mk xvi 1—8; Lk i 1—3).



S. MATTHEW

i1-16 On the general correctness of the spelling of Hebrew proper names see
Introduction, p. 202 /. For ‘Shala’ (vv. 4, 5), see Ruth iv 20, 21 syr.vg. It is remark-
able that the earlier Syriac tradition so often has % at the end of these names where it
ought to be v, e.g. 3=ox Ober (for ‘Obed’) in O 4% o Abior (for ‘Abind’) in
S C, and 3o Elior (for ‘Eliud’) in C'; similarly we find 3==23« for Arphaxad in
Lk iii 86, on which see the Note. These mistakes, for such they are, afford a welcome
proof that the earliest Syriac version of the New Testament was made before the diacritic
point which distinguishes » from d was in general use.

i 8 The insertion by ' of the three kings of Judah omitted by the Evangelist has
some historic interest, as it was long supposed to be the only variant of the Old Syriac’
supported by Syriac patristic evidence. But it is really nothing more than an inter-
polation due to the misplaced erudition of a scribe who did not pay attention to the
‘fourteen generations’ expressly counted in ». 17. What Barsalibi says is: ‘There
was once (y=v=) found a Syriac Ms conflated (»a=3) from the Hebrew, which inserted
the Three Kings in the Genealogy’; there is nothing else to shew that this Ms was a
copy of the Ev. da-Mepharreshe. ‘

i18 _a=imdu &\ 3= in ¢ must surely be wrong. The first letter is illegible
in 8 and Bus. HE®" 60 has o a=ads <\ 2 ‘before ever they came near.” The
imperfect after v&\ 2~ is regular and idiomatic in Syriac (Noldeke § 267), while v 2=
with the imperfect in the sense of ‘ though they had not...,” would be harsh. An instance
seems to ocour in A* 340 («Lhes &\ 3= but probably that also is a blunder.

Perhaps however v\ 3= was substituted by € in Matt i 18 for v&\ 2~ to exclude
the so-called Helvidian theory that the ‘ brethren’ of our Lord were the younger children -
of Joseph and Mary. In that case the irregularity of the grammar really arises from
dogmatical considerations. ‘ '

i 21 <s\a) ¢; @) § and syr.vg (= vov Aadv adrod). We may compare
Lk ii 10, where § and syr.vg have v\ @\=a\ for mavri 7§ Nag. It is always
tempting to assign confusions of w=\s ‘world’ and «=x ‘people’ to a Syriac
origin, but in Matt i 21 the variation in the suffix shews that the change was not due
to a simple graphical error. In view of the far-reaching variations of § from syr.vg in
this chapter (including the addition of V\l to 30 in this very vérse, noticed on
p. 200), it is hardly likely that e is a mere correction from the Peshitta. See
also on Lk ii 10. :

B. IL 33
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§ 16-25 The variations of S and Cin these verses from the ordinary text are best
taken together; and contrary to the usual custom, I think it will be better to begin with
historical and dogmatic considerations and then go on to the details of the transmitted
text. I do this from a firm belief that no fresh light upon the historical events of the
Nativity has been thrown either by the discovery of § or by the publication of the
Dialogue of Timothy and Aquila.

The belief that Jesus Christ was born from a virgin mother was not a constituent
part of the earliest preaching of Christianity. Even if credence was given to the dogma
by those who had heard of it, the silence of S. Mark, of S. John, and of 8. Paul, is
enough to shew that to them, and to the circles for which they wrote, the theory of the
birth of Jesus from a virgin was either unknown or was at most an unessential
accompaniment of the Incarnation of the Messiah. In the case of S. Paul we may even
claim that the words which he uses to assert the true humanity and Israelite nationality
of God’s predestined Son, born of woman, born under Law (Gal iv 4), imply rather that
His birth was essentially natural rather than peculiar. The phrase Man that is born of
o woman is found in Job xiv 1, and that passage may even have been in S. Paul’s mind,
though doubtless it had been used for ‘a human being’ in many a verse and proverb
‘before the author of Job enshrined it in Hebrew literature.

We do not know what led to the propagation of the dogma of the Virgin-birth. The
evidence for it rests upon the narratives in the First and Third Evangelists and the
general belief of the Church in the second century. It is difficult, if not impossible, to
harmonise the details of Matthew and Luke, but the fact that the two narratives are
absolutely independent of each other shews that the points upon which the writers agree
were not their own invention. The tradition or belief, therefore, known to the First and
Third Evangelists and accepted by them, was that Joseph the husband of Mary was a
descendant of King David, that Jesus the Messiah was born at Bethlehem, having been
conceived by Mary while she was yet a virgin, and that afterwards the Holy Family
lived at Nazareth. It is certain that this much was believed by Matthew (as I shall for
convenience call the First Evangelist) and that he did not invent it. The matter in
hand is the question of textual criticism, and for that purpose this very bare conclusion
is quite sufficient.

I must now indicate very briefly the arguments that lead me to believe that the
first two chapters of the First Gospel are the work of the same hand as the rest of the
Gospel. In common with the majority of modern scholars I believe that our First
Gospel is based on a document identical with, or very closely akin to, the Gospel
according to S. Mark, while another document has supplied the material for the long
Discourses, such as the Sermon on the Mount, &c. Besides these two main sources the
Evangelist had access to some other traditions, possibly written, possibly oral, which
supplied peculiar features like the earthquake at the crucifixion and the story of the
guard at our Lord’s tomb. To the Evangelist himself may be assigned the character-
istic quotations from Old Testament prophecy, by which he intends to shew that all the
stages of Christ’s life on earth, and not only the events of the Passion, were fulfilled
according to what the Scriptures had foretold. The Greek style of Matthew is marked ;
he has a fondness for certain words and phrases, so that almost every passage of
considerable length contains some of them.
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When we come to Matt i, ii, and ask ourselves whether these chapters belong to the
rest of the Gospel, or whether they are to be regarded as a later insertion, we find that
the internal literary evidence is extraordinarily strong in their favour. The two
chapters contain no less than five of the O.T. quotations, accompanied by the regular
Matthaean formulae; we find also the same machinery of dreams which is employed
later on in the story of Pilate’s wife (xxvii 19), itself an incident peculiar to Matthew.
The linguistic peculiarities of these chapters are conveniently tabulated in Sir John
Hawkins’ Horae Synopticae, pp. 4-17; it is sufficient here to note that in the short
compass of Matt i and ii—only 48 verses in all, 16 of which are taken up with a
genealogy—we find of the characteristic Matthaean words dvaxwpelv, Aeydpevos (with
names), vap, wAnpovciu, fnbév, opédpa, tére, dpaivecbar. We may say, in fact, that if
the Nativity Story (Matt i 18~ii 23) be not an integral part of the First Gospel, it must
be counted one of the cleverest of literary adaptations, a verdict that is not likely to be
passed on it by a sane criticism. The literary evidence for the authorship of the
Genealogy (Matt i 1-17) is in the nature of things slighter. Yet even here we have the
characteristic Aeyduevos in v. 16, and the objective way that the writer speaks of ‘the
Christ’ in ». 17 is quite in the manner of Matt x1i 2.

The contents of Matt i and ii, apart from the intrinsic interest of the events related,
events which in the view of the Evangelist were even in their details the direct
fulfilment of prophecy, fit in excellently with the general scheme. The Gospel according
to Matthew may well be called T%e Book of Jesus Christ, the son of David. Under this
title our Lord is recognised by the two blind men (ix 27), by the multitudes (xii 23), by
the Canaanitish woman (xv 22), by the children in the Temple itself (xxi 9, 15). Heis
the King of the twelve tribes of Israel (xix 28), who is ultimately to reign over all the .
nations (xxv 34). The special aim.of Matthew, in one word, is to represent our Lord as
the legitimate Heir of the royal house of David. This aim is strictly pursued in
Matt i, ii. The Genealogy exhibits the royal descent of Jesus Christ, while the Nativity
Story shews us the alarm of the usurper Herod, when he learns that the legitimate ruler
has been born within his dominions. As Saul tried to kill David, so Herod tries to
kill Jesus; and Jesus finds a refuge in Egypt, as David found a refuge among the
Philistines. '

1 believe therefore that Matt i and ii form an integral part of the First Gospel. We
have now to consider what view of the Nativity the Evangelist wishes to set before us.
There can in the first place be no doubt at all that Matthew wishes us to learn that
Jesus Christ was conceived by Mary while yet a virgin. This is not a question of
textual criticism, of the omission of a word here or there. The whole paragraph i 18-25
is absolutely based on this assumption. Joseph finds his betrothed with child, but on
the authority of Divine revelation he learns that this has taken place not éx wopveias but
ék mvedpatos dylov.  Accordingly he accepts Mary as his wife, and on the birth of the
child he accepts the child as his son by naming him, in obedience to the command of
the Angel. :

I do not know what view the learned Sir Robert Filmer took of this question (see
Patriarcha 1 9), but to me the position taken up by the Evangelist seems as logical as
the necessities of the case allowed. If the Messiah be the son of no earthly father and
at the same time the legitimate heir of David, it is difficult to see what else he could
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have said. That the Messiah should be merely a son of David was not enough. There
were doubtless many sons of David alive at the time; but the Evangelist wanted the
legitimate Heir of the Divine promises made to David. That the infant Jesus was the
legitimate Heir was proved for Matthew by the miracles which were performed on His
behalf and by the prophecies which were at once fulfilled by the circumstances of His
childhood. The points which Matthew wishes to impress on his readers are the physical
reality of the birth of Christ from a virgin and the legality of the descent from David.
The physical reality of the descent from David was, as I understand him, a matter of no
moment so long as the legal conditions were satisfied.

To come at last to the Genealogy. A great deal has been written since the discovery
of the Sinai Palimpsest about the original form of this Genealogy, about supposed
Temple registers, &c. I cannot believe that any document underlies it. On the -
contrary, I believe that it is the composition of the Evangelist himself. It is a
statement of claim that ‘Jesus called Christ’ is the heir of David, but I do not believe
that it is meant to be a statement of physical facts, any more than in the case of the
corresponding lists in Chronicles upon which it is so closely modelled. The con-
temporaries of the Evangelist knew their Bible at least as well as we do. They knew
that there were more than 14 generations between David and the Captivity, that Joram
did not beget Uzziah, and that Josiah did not beget Jeconiah. Nor would the fact that
the Evangelist had followed the statements in 1 Chron iii 17 allow them to forget the
tremendous curses that Jeremiah had pronounced upon this same Jeconiah: Harth,
earth, earth, hear the word of the Lord! Thus saith the Lord, Write ye this man
childless,...for no man of his seed shall prosper, sitting upon the throne of David, and
ruling any more in Judah (Jer xxii 29/.). As S. Irenaeus says, adv. Haer. 111 xxi 9,
Super haec autem nec rex esse posset si quidem loseph filius fuisset, nec heres secundum
Hieremiam.

Throughout the whole Genealogy the Evangelist appears to be telling us in an
audible aside that the heir had often been born out of the direct line or irregularly.
Thamar the daughter-in-law of Judah, Rahab the harlot, Ruth the Moabitess, and the
unnamed wife of Uriah, are forced upon our attention, as if to prepare us for still
greater irregularity in the last stage. This again is no matter of textual criticism and
‘various readings’: just as we cannot emend the miraculous conception out of the
Nativity story, so we cannot get rid of the essential and intentional artificiality in the
Genealogy. The Genealogy in S. Luke is quite different: I know no reason why the
series in Lk iii 23-81 may not be the names of the ancestors of Joseph up to David, and
there can be little doubt that S. Luke believed himself to be giving the true names.
But I cannot believe that the Genealogy in Matt 1 2-16 rests on any previous list of
Joseph’s ancestors. It is artificial from beginning to end, and meant to be so, as
artificial as the lists of the twelve thousand sealed out of every tribe of Israel except
Dan in the Book of Revelation'.

1 1 rejoice to think that this view of the Genealogy in 8. Matthew was also held by so orthodox
a theologian as the late Bishop Westcott. He says in his own note on Matt i 16 (Westcott and
Hort's Introduction, 2nd ed., Appendix, p. 141) ;: “it is scarcely necessary to add that éyévvnoer
in this genealogy expresses legal heirship and not physical descent.”
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From what has been said it is evident that no light can be thrown by any statement
in this (enealogy upon the physical facts of the Nativity. If the Genealogy had ended
with the uncompromising statement ‘and Joseph begat Jesus’ it would not prove that
the Evangelist believed that Joseph had been the natural father of Jesus. All that the
Evangelist cares about is that Joseph accepted Jesus as his son; and further, that Joseph
was justified in so doing, because of the exceptional circumstances that had been
revealed to him by the Angel.

It has been necessary to discuss these questions at length, because our judgement
upon the various readings that are actually found in Matt i 16—25 must be influenced
by the general view we take of the passage, i.e. whether we are looking for a document
with a different tendency underlying the text, or contrariwise hold that no such
document ever existed.

The important points of variation are four, viz.

(i) the omission in i 24.
(i1) the addition of ‘to thee’ by the Old Syriac in i 21.
(iii) the nominative to be supplied to édAeoer in i 25.
(iv) the variations in i 16.
(i) Matt 1 24, 25, runs as follows:—
“Now when Joseph arose from sleep he did as the angel of the Lord commanded
him; and he took his wife and [knew her not until] she bare a son, and called
his name Jesus.” .

The words between brackets are omitted by £ and S. They are, I believe, right in
so doing. According to the view of the whole matter which has been explained above,
the shorter text expresses the meaning of the Evangelist. He was only concerned at
this point to assert that Joseph publicly accepted Mary as his lawful wife and publicly
acknowledged her son as lawfully born in wedlock. The domestic arrangements which
their piety may have suggested to them were not a matter of concern for the world at
large. But it is easy to see how later generations of Christians, more impressed with
the significance of the physical miracle and less anxious to assure the legality of our
Lord’s title to be Heir of David, might find difficulties in the shorter text. Accordingly
most documents insert the words which I have enclosed in brackets; while the
Diatessaron, here followed by C, inserts lived purely with her until in the same place.
C also changes ‘his wife’ into ‘Mary,’ still further to remove the impression that they
might have lived together as man and wife. The reading of C and the Diatessaron
presupposes the shorter text of # and 8, for the ordinary text does not provoke
alteration in that sense. From the point of view of textual genealogy, the agreement of
the African Latin (£) with the original form of the Old Syriac (8), virtually supported
as it is but not caused by the Diatessaron, carries us back to the earliest stage of the
Canonical text.

(1) Inw. 21 both § and € make the Angel say of Mary to Joseph She will bear
thee' a son, as if it were réferar 8¢ vidv goi, kai kahéoes .7\, just like Lk i18. 'The
addition is interesting, inasmuch as its presence in (' as well as S makes it certain that
in this whole series of variations it is § that preserves the original form of the
Frangelion da-Mepharreshe, and that the variants of C are later attempts at emendation.
Similarly, in v. 25, S has ske bare him a son, but here C omits, in company with the
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rest of our witnesses. It is tempting to suppose that the pronoun is genuine, as it is
quite in harmony with the point of view of the Evangelist. But its absence from % and
the other Latins makes it on the whole more probable that it is a mere stylistic addition
to the Syriac by the translator of the Ewv. da-Mepharreshe and that it never had a place
in the Greek text.

(i) éxdheoev in Greek and Latin may refer either to Joseph or to Mary, but in
Syriac and in English we are bound to take a side. The command of the Angel as to the
naming of Mary’s Child is given to Joseph (v. 21), so that we can hardly doubt that
the English versions both of 1611 and of 1881 are right when they make Joseph the
nominative of the verb in ». 25. By naming the Child, Joseph accepts Him publicly as
a lawfully born member of his family. It is therefore thoroughly satisfactory to find
this view confirmed by S, which has a masculine verb in ». 25. But C and the Peshitta,
apparently following Tatian, adopt the other view, and make the verb in ». 25 feminine.
This was all the more tempting in Syriac, because w<3mdio, the form of the verb required
in ». 21 and used both by S and the Peshitta, may mean either ‘and thou (masc.) shalt
call’ or ‘and she shall call” In such a case it is legitimate to interpret the doubtful
tense by what follows; probably the scribe of § wrote «3a& in ». 21 for the 2nd sing.
masc., while the Peshitta wrote it for the 8rd sing. fem. But € goes still further and
* reads wimduo, so that the clause reads ‘and his name shall be called.’” Here again the
object of the change is to minimise the part played by Joseph.

It is worth notice that Cod. Sangermanensis (g), the ‘mixed’ Latin Ms that has so
many affinities with the Diatessaron, has in . 21 not wocabis but wocabit, in agreement
with the interpretation of the Syriac implied by the Peshitta.

" (iv) The textual problems involved in Matt i 16 are exceedingly complex, and I
cannot claim to have arrived at a solution that satisfies all the elements of the puzzle.
But if what I have said above be accepted, as to the general aim and composition of-the
Geenealogy, the intrinsic interest of the determination of the original text in this passage
is considerably lessened. Whatever our decision be, the question is only a matter of
literary criticism, not of historical fact.

The distinction is important, because some critics, believing that this Genealogy
must have been based on an earlier document, have acclaimed the texts that contain or
seem to contain the statement "Twov¢...éyévnaev Tov Tyoodv as the representatives of an
earlier form than the received text, and as genuine relics of the (supposed) naturalistic
account of the birth of Jesus which they conjecture to stand behind Matt i and ii. But
if the Genealogy be the composition of the Evangelist himself, it will reflect his own
point of view.

The two readings of Matt i 16 which are extant in Greek Mss are

(o) ’IakdfB 8¢ éyévvmoer Tov Twong Tov dvdpa Maplas, ¢ 9s éyernibn Tyoods 6 Aeyduevos
Xpiords. » 7

This is the reading of XB and most Mss, and it is definitely attested by Tertullian,
De Carne Christi §20.

¢ (B) lakef 8¢ éyémoer tov Tworg, ¢ pryorevleiva mapbévos Mapiip éyénmaer "Inoody
T0v Aeyouevov Xpiardy. ‘

This is the reading attested by the ‘Ferrar Group. It is also implied by the
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various forms of the Old Latin and by the text which underlies the extant Armenian
version’,
In Syriac we find

Kurs Linhsn aar L Sienn dinN | Swa) Mol sans,

Jacob begat Joseph the husband of Mary, from whom was born Jesus called the
Messiah. :
This is the reading of syr.vg., agreeing with (a).

L IE\VERI D72 ' P S TR @)\ Qom Cunmn om .2was) 1lawd Sanss
uursn soaxa

Jacob begat Joseph, kim to whom was betrothed Mary the Virgin, she who bare Jesus
the Messiah.

This is the reading of C. The double relative shews that this text cannot be °
primitive: it looks to me like an attempt to rewrite the text of .

Naowd & \ohs i @) hom Kuamn smas awma) 2o mans.
Ky Cindhena soava)

Jacob begat Joseph; Joseph, to whom was betrothed Mary the Virgin, begat Jesus
called the Messiah.

This is the text of §. It is with genuine regret—I must ask my readers to excuse
- this expression of personal feeling—that I find myself unable to derive the reading of
the Sinai Palimpsest from anything but 8. I believe that § accurately preserves the
original text of the Old Syriac version in this passage and that all the other Syriac
variants (in O, in Aphraates and elsewhere) are derived from that of S. But the reading
of 8 itself T have come to regard as nothing more than a paraphrase of the reading of
the ‘Ferrar Group,’ the Syriac translator taking ¢ to refer to éyévwyoer as well as to
pynorevleioa. :

The main consideration that has led me to this conclusion is the impossibility of
rendering the text of § into Greek in such a way as to run harmoniously with the rest of
the Genealogy. The text of S implies TakaB 8¢ éy. rov Tuoijd: "Twoye [8¢] ¢ pmoravfeica
[v] = M. &éwwnoev L 7ov Aey. X. This as it stands, whether we read éuvporedfy with
Westcott or pvmorevfeioa 7v with Blass, is much clumsier than the rest of the Genealogy.
The practice of the writer is to interpose no words between the name and the verb
éyévmoey, 5o that the clause ¢ pvyor. mwapf. M. ought to follow the first mention of
Joseph, not the second. 'There is of course no grammatical objection to assuming that

1 The more important Old Latin texts here extant are ;:—
...Josef . cui desponsata - uirgo - Maria genuit Yesum Christum %
...Joseph cui desponsata - uirgo Maria peperit Christum Tesum d (D#* is lost)
...Joseph cui desponsata uirgo Maria genuit Iesum qui dicitur Christus o
...Ioseph cui disponsata uirgo Maria genuit Iesum qui wocatur Christus ¢
...JToseph cui desponsata erat uirgo Maria - nirgo autem Maria genuit Tesum... &
...Joseph cui desponsata uirgo Maria; Maria autem genuit Iesum qui dicitur Christus ¢
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the original had simply

TaxdB 8¢ éybvwnoer 1ov locjp: Tuoid de dyévmoer Tov Tyoolv tov Aey. XptoTov
but in that case there would be no mention of Mary at all. It is inconceivable that the
Evangelist, who thought it served the purpose that he had in hand to mention Thamar,
Rahab, Ruth and Uriah’s wife, should leave the step containing Joseph bare. No
evidence exists, as a matter of fact, for omitting all reference to Mary. Had we such a
text as Tax. 8¢ &yévv. 7ov 'lugid Tov dvdpa Mapias® Twoyd 8 éyévimaer k.T.\. the case
would have been different, but the evidence does not point that way. And in that case
also the reading of § would be further from the original than that of 8B and Tertullian.

'As T have explained at length in the earlier part of this Note I believe the question
to be only one of literary and textual interest. But what is to me a very serious matter
is this. If the clause ¢ pwnorevfeica maphévos Mapiap be not genuine, even in the
connexion in which it appears in S, then all the authorities which contain it agree in
error, and therefore they must have some common origin later than the autograph. In
the case before us I must regretfully own that S and £ agree in a common corruption.
It becomes once more possible to speak of the Western text in the singular number.
This is the real lesson of the variation in Matt i 16, and I do not see how to evade the
difficulty, except on the supposition that Theodoret was mistaken and that the
Genealogies had a place somewhere in the Diatessaron, perhaps as an Appendix. On
that hypothesis the agreement of & and 8 would be regarded as one of the numerous
cases where the Evangelion da-Mepharreshe deserted the true old-Antiochian Greek text
to follow a Western reading embedded in Tatian’s Harmony. But I must offer this
rather as an excuse than as an explanation.

There still remain some pieces of evidence that must not be passed over in silence,
although I am unable to regard them as contributing any new element to the solution of
the problem.

(i) In both the Sinai mss of the Palestinian Lectionary (Mrs Lewis’s B and C) we
read :
wam Ndie @i Ry @iny Sl
Joseph the husband of Mary, kim from whom was born Jesus.

The Vatican Ms (A) has =N and =, now changed into ém=a.  No doubt the
reading of the Sinai Mss is only a mistake for ém=mn (i.e. her from whom), but its
occurrence should warn us not to assume too hastily that later orthodox scribes might

not blunder into statements that look heretical.

(i) The Genealogy added at the end of the Borgian ms of the Arabic Diatessaron
(Ciasca’s B) contains no ancient element of text, as I have learnt through the kindness
of my friend Dr Guidi. The Vatican Ms (Ciasca’s A) is a more interesting document,
inasmuch as some of the kings’ names come ultimately from a Greek and not a Syriac
source, e.g. olgammy} (= Pofodu), Sl (= Acd¢). In Matt 116 we find

C*‘“'” gama s Lo () ozpo Jay gy Ny Deix
Jacob begat Joseph, who from her begot Josus the Messiah.
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It is from general considerations most unlikely that any peculiarity in this Arabic MS
should be really old, unless the reading stood in the immediate Syriac original. Even
in the Genealogy, although the spelling of some of the names shews a Greek influence,
others like <sge) (i.e. Ruth) are clearly derived direct from the Syriac. Now syr.ve.

has ~ax b =, and Cm' Wy Lie (gt is surely more likely to be a
blundering translation of this (pointing JJ;) than of a hypothetical Nawd ém=nn, We

have seen from the example of the codices of the Palestinian Lectionary that orthodox
scribes do not always produce an orthodox reading. I doubt therefore if Ciasca’s A
brings us here back to anything but what is found in the Peshitta.

(iii) More important are the variations found in the Dialogue of Timothy and Aquila,
edited by F. C. Conybeare (Oxford, 1898). In this Dialogue Matt i 16 is quoted three
times. The third of these (p. 88) is obviously based on the common text, and is inter-
esting only as an example of how loosely and inaccurately the writer quotes the N.T.:
it runs iax. 8¢ éyévv. 1ov lwong Tov pymorevaduevor papdp, € s éyeibny 6 xpuoTos 6
vios od feol. The second quotation is in a rapid recapitulation of the genealogy (p. 76)
and runs iakef 8 ov lwojp, § prmorevbeiva popia: & 7s éyevniy Ino. 6 Aey. Xpiaros.
This is chiefly interesting as affording an actual proof that the phrase ‘husband of Mary’
was liable to change. The first quotation (also on p. 76) is more striking. It is put
into the mouth of the Jew, and to gain an idea of the context it is necessary to quote
more fully.

The Christian says: “Yes,...from Abraham [Jesus] derives his flesh.”

The Jew says: “How was he born? Tell me his genealogy.” _

The Christian says: “Thine own mouth hath declared it when reading the Old and
New Testament, and dost thou not know this?”

The Jew says : “There is a genealogy in the Old Testament, and in the New there is
one in Motthew (év 7¢ xard Marfala, sic), and it runs thus, Jacob begat Joseph the husband
of Mary, from whom was born Jesus that is called Ohrist. And [so] Joseph begat Jesus
that is called Christ, about whom we are talking, it says he begat [him] from Mary.”

The Greek is laxeB...Aeyduevos xa, xai lwone éyévmoer Tov w 1. Aey. x. wepl ob viv
6 Aéyos, ¢noiv éyévimaer ék s paplas. :

I do not believe that xai lwofjp éyévwnoer x.r.\. is meant to be a quotation ; it is the
inference of the Jew, who is represented as on the way to conversion. The use of xai is
much the same as on p. 81, last line, where we read pdpTupa 8¢ mapoTduey ToV mpodyTyy
noaiay Aéyovra, i8od 7 mwapbévos & yaorpl &e kal téferar vidv, kal 4 piTnp adrod dvdpa
ob yvdoera.. Here the last seven words are evidently no quotation but the inference of
the speaker. We may almost paraphrase this xai in English by  well then.” The Jew
quotes the Genealogy and then draws his inference, which is of course repudiated by the
Christian disputant. It is the simple fact that the Genealogy, as it stands according to
the ordinary text, is consistent with the statement *lwav¢ éyévwyoer ov “Iyoodr, and it
is only because of what comes afterwards in the following verses that we see that *J oseph
begat Jesus’ was not the Evangelist’s meaning. The Jew in the Dialogue had a perfect
grammatical right to take the intentionally ambiguous language of Matt i 16 as he did ;
1t is only by examining the context that we can confute him.

B, II, 34
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* With this passage in the Dialogue of Timothy and Aguile we may finally compare
a remarkable passage from the still unpublished Commentary of Barsalibi (on Matt i 18:

of Dudley Loftus, Trans. p. 83):—

3meod &) (W las fasean gy <K 2l Loine mdas Ky <=am
ol hed 3m0 oms Wunas Koosala o aldss Kusn Lwosusa
Cwrmn oz —a) @maaa el ECE EN AT Curs) Vol Il 2mos

om hw QA alLb Kzadn Kaie v‘-v{ = o @ Kom Kinm
m\ama &y

Here the manner of His corporeal birth (the Hvangelist) teaches. When therefore
thow hearest the word < husband’ do not suppose that He is to be born by the Law of
Nature, who Himself prescribes the Law of Noture. And when it comes to Joseph it
says ‘ Who begat the Messiah, and for that reason afterwards it says ‘ The birth of Jesus
the Messiah was thus, i.e. ‘not as the rest of mankind was He born, but « new thing is
the manner of His birth.

Whether this be Barsalibi’s own comment on the Peshitta text, or a quotation from
some ancient writer who had before him a text like that of S, it is after all a sound
exposition of the general meaning of the passage Matt i 16 £, a question which should
be kept quite distinet from the criticism of the general Christian tradition as to the
Nativity.

ili 4 On «5aY, the Aills, in the sense of ‘the open country,’ see p.v 82.

iii 16 On the mention in the Diatessaron of a great light at the Baptism, see
pp- 1154 and 191.

When Rabbula, the future bishop of Edessa, became a Christian he betook himself to
the Holy Places in Jerusalem. From thence he went down to the Jordan “and
immediately he persuaded the priests and repeated the Faith before them, and they
anointed him and baptized him. And immediately as he came up from the water, the
cloth that was wrapped round his body, according to the custom of the spiritual
bridegrooms of the Messiah, appeared flashing all over it from all sides with the single
colour of the blood of the Messiah in the sign of Crosses. And all that were there when
they saw this great wonder, they saw and were amazed...and were glorifying God”
(Overbeck 165).

iiit7 On the rendering of ¢ vids pov ¢ dyamyrés by ymamva wi= ‘My Son and My
beloved,” see pp. 116, 156: in this peculiar translation it is evident that the Diatessaron
and the Bv. da-Mepharreshe were agreed. But they differ in what immediately

precedes.
According to all authorities, the Voice from Heaven said * T%is is My Son’ at the
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Transfiguration. At the Baptism according to Mk and Lk, the Voice said ¢ Thou art My
Son.” In Matt, according to the ordinary text, the Voice says ¢ This is My Son,’ as at
the Transfiguration; and this reading is followed by the Diatessaron against the witness
of the other Synoptic Gospels. The evidence is singularly full, including Ephr.
Bom. vi 16 ¢ and Moesinger 99, Marutha (see above, p. 156), and even the Arabic
Diatessaron: all these have ‘ This s My Son’'. But 8 and C here read * Thow art My
Son,” in agreement with D @ and Irenaeus Haer. iii 9, according to the Greek text as
preserved in the very ancient fragments from Oxyrhynchus®. Here therefore S and ¢
agree with the best extant Western texts in supporting a reading opposed by the
Diatessaron.

I venture to think that the balance of internal evidence is in this case in favour of
the reading ‘Thou art My Son’ attested by S and €. The general harmonistic
tendencies of transcribers familiar with the Gospel text cannot be cited in favour of
either reading, for the impulse to assimilate Matt iii 17 to Matt xvii 5 would be at least
as strong as the impulse to assimilate it with Lk iii 22 and Mk i 11. But the same
tendency which led Tatian to prefer the ‘This is My Son’ of his text of Matt to the
‘Thou art My Son’ of Mk and Lk would lead an over-orthodox scribe to change ¢ Thou
art’ into ‘This is.” For ‘This is My Son’ is an announcement to the bystanders or to
John the Baptist: it does not imply the act of Adoption, any more than the Voice at the
Transfiguration implied it. But ‘Thou art My Son’ is addressed to Jesus Himself: we
even find that most of the older Western texts, including D ¢ ahd § € (but not Iren),

~add mpds adrév after Aéyovoa, and in any case the reference to Ps ii 7 could not be
missed. For these reasons I prefer to think that the First Evangelist here followed
his source Mk i 11 without making any alteration (unless indeed mpds adrév itself be
genuine), and that the true text of Matt iii 17 contained the words oV € ¢ vids pov, not

r_ 7 € er
OVUTOS €TTLY O VLOS MOV,

v 4 _o<asdu ‘shall be comforted’ S and syr.vg; the Diatessaron had
-95"33“ eom) (or ‘as:_'_s&e» Qo ._ﬂmx) 1e. ‘to them folk will make sup-
plication,” if we may trust Aphraates 41: see Introduction, p. 181, note. The sense of
this alternative rendering of wapax\nfijcovrac is the same as in Lk vi 24, xvi 25 (see
pp- 109, 135 1), but the verb there used is ¥<s= not ~sxadeL,

In rendering the Syriac text of the Beatitudes into English we are met with the
difficulty that =, like the English ‘that,’ is used both for a conjunction and for the
relative pronoun. Thus Matt v 4 may mean ‘Happy is it for mourners who will be
comforted,” as well as ‘ Happy is it for mourners because they will be comforted.” As a
general rule the true English rendering of such passages in a version may be ascertained
by referring to the original Greek, but here the question is complicated by the very
strong probability that the original Aramaic saying corresponded in form and therefore
in ambiguity to the Syriac before us.

1 I do not include Ephr. Rom. v 545 4 (see above, p. 116), as the context shews that the
Transfiguration was in S, Ephraim’s mind.

? See Oxyrkynchus Papyri iii 10 f, and the restoration of the fragments by Dr Armitage
Robinson in the Athenaeum for Oct. 24, 1903. Note that Cod. Bobiensis (%) is not extant here.
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v13 K\ =eho ek C: a double rendering of pwpavff, betraying the hand of
the reviser, who was probably the same as added «a w3 o in v 18: see p. 217/
For «\x- as a rendering of pwpaivesfar, see Rom i 22.

v 22 The forensic conception of guilt in this verse is so genuinely Semitic and
therefore alien to our phraseology that it is difficult to find a satisfactory translation.
It is desirable to. get a terminology which will fit Matt xii 41, 42 and Matt xx 18 as well
as this verse. We distinguish between ‘guilty’ and ‘sentenced’: the Semitic idiom did
not. Further there is a common error that ‘judgement’ in this verse and in Matt xii
41, 42, means the Last Judgement; this error was at any rate not shared by the Syriac-
speaking commentators, as may be seen from Barsalibi on Matt xii 41. ‘To stand up in
judgement with’ means little more than ‘to be judged in comparison with’: the Court
and the penalty are unspecified. But this idiom has ‘passed over into the Greek Gospel,
and the & 7 xploer of Matt xii 41 is taken even by Grimm and Thayer to refer to the
Last Day. On this see Wellhausen in GGN for 1895, Hef? 1, p. 11.

v 3¢ On _o==nan for dhws, see p. 59 and also Joh ix 34.

v 39 On -=3o, see p. 8 note. In S. Ephraim’s Commentary (Moes. 65, 133) we
find ‘slap for slap’ quoted almost as if it formed part of the text before him. The
passage in his mind is evidently Bxod xxi 25 where the Syriac has <o aly as,
The word v<== means (1) ‘the cheek’; (2) ‘a slap on the cheek.’ It is therefore
curiously appropriate as an illustration of Matt v 39, and may possibly have had a place
in the Syriac Diatessaron after ‘eye for eye, tooth for tooth.” But the play upon words
does not seem to be repeated in any form of Palestinian Aramaic, so that it can hardly
have anything to do with the original form of the saying.

v 44 On the Diatessaron text in this passage, see pp. 110/,
vi1l On <1, meaning ‘else,’ see p. 67.

via On <=« for ,oe, see p. 47.

vi7 On <&\\=, see p. 81.

vi 11, 12 For the text of the Lord’s Prayer according to the Acts of Thomas, see
pp. 105/ The metrical Homily of Jacob of Serug on the Lord’s Prayer is still
unpublished : it is a work of some interest as shewing that the pre-vulgate text of the
Prayer still to some extent survived in popular if not in liturgical use so late as the
6th century. I give the text from B.M. Add. 17157 (ap 565), with various readings from
B.M. Add. 14515 (ap 893) and B.M. Add. 14584 (6th or 7th cent.). Jacob of Serug
died Ap 521 at the age of seventy.
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The actual quotations in the following extract are dlstmgulshed in the trans-
lation by difference of type.

Hary «om ava ® C\A-S.ml‘* e aliy sl alrex
o o odurd c\l nl ~iam ® . =la =\ ,;malee

® vy.in Ay "Y'( vfu. xyody Liazoy —aor ® FAS’"
r\’nm" o cuduy ta > v\é\c\ﬂm ar o hal whredib

s ol & om ® rZi=axoy VY‘!‘( wu=g A e s
W pmlld ~ase wsds sasra e Y dus = ~maun
—ga A ¢ paliwmy Jadd @\ Gaucala ® s (oavy
iras ,mod.r v%..aa A\ ° V\Lu" om 2% N e

¢ o mlal’ whairia a\lar aw e whaalsn an

* 00w _addin 14515, <l o\<e mxfnx o el 14584 _
P Lheddia 14515 . °wLomma 14515, Enads wam v‘hzs v 14584
T MAh 14515 : 2read plsd (i.e. ta‘ellain, Nold. § 190 ¢)

e W\ 14515 fas\s S\ 14515 : for the last two lines 14584 has

e <hoim\ o whaals .o V‘Lna Aoy

The disciples asked that He should teach them to pray—And as He knew that
well they asked Him, He did not restrain them—*Thus (quoth He) pray ye, when they
are praying:—OQur Fother in heaven, Thy name be hallowed even as it is holy,——T/zy
kingdom also come to us from where it is,—Thy will also be done in earth, as in heaven.—
Give us the continual bread of the day from Thy treasury,—And forgive our debts and
pardon our sins, as we have forgiven,—And into temptation do not make us enter, who
are feeble,—But deliver thou us from the Hwvil One, for that Thy power is great.—
Because Thine is the mlght also the kingdom, also the authorlty and the principality
Jor ever, Amen.

Thy kingdom] pr. ‘and’ 14515 Thy will} pr. ‘and’ 14515 Thy power] the power 14515

For the last two lines 14584 has ‘Because Thine is the kingdom and the heroism-—also the

authority with the glory for ever and ever.’ :

Note that for rov dprov nudv 7ov émodowoy 8os nuiv orjuepov the Peshitta has
Kimas gmtawn Ko \ mm Give ws the bread of owr necessity to-day.

vi 24 See p. 67.
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vii 17, 18 See Note on Lk vi 45.
viii 4 On the omission of ww, or some similar word, before >\, see p. 5./
viii 5 For Euseb. leeopk. iv 2, see p. 1;70..
viii 16 On the sign < in C, see p. 13 and also p. 29.

¥ 2-4 The variations in the names and the order of the Twelve Apostles are
somewhat complicated and confusing, but for the consideration of the sources which
have contributed to mould the text of Matt x 2—4 in § several of the lists may be left
out of account. In the first place a tabulation of all the lists in our various authorities
brmgs out at once the curious and noteworthy fact that neither the list in Mk nor the
list in Acts has exercised any influence. We may also neglect the lists in the Arabic
Diatessaron and in Cod. Fuldensis, for both of these have been assimilated to the list in
Lk vi 14-16. The Syriac list published by Goussen from Cod. Sachau 311 (see Harris
101), which professes to give the Diatessaron list according to Isho‘dad, has on the other
hand every sign of genuineness. It is obviously a harmonised list, such as the text of
the Diatessaron might be expected to present and at the same time it contams clear
points of resemblance with the text of § in Matt' x 2-4.

All the lists in Matt and Lk agree in the first six names and end with Iscariot. It
is therefore only necessary to take the remaining five names. I have not noted the
inclusion or exclusion of titles, except to point out that all three Syriac lists add ‘the
Publican’ to Matthew’s name, thereby clearly shewing on which Gospel the list is
primarily based.

(In the Table, Ravenna stands for the order attested by the 5th century mosaics in the
great Baptistery at Ravenna (Battistero degli Ortodossi), in which the Eleven and 8. Paul
stand round a circle thus:—

PAVLVS PETRVS
THOMAS ANDREAS
MATTHEVS TACOBVS ZEBEDEI
TACOBVS ALFEIL IOHANNIS
SIMON CANANEVS FILIPPVS
IVDAS ZELOTES BARTOLOMEVS

The same seb of mosaics attest the ‘Western’ order of the Gospels, Matt ok Le Me.)

NB lat.vg Thos. Matth.  James Alph. Thaddaeus Simoh Canan.

Dk Thos. Matth.  James Alph. Lebbaeus - Simon Canan.

Isho‘dad Thos.  Matth. Jaﬁei Lebbaea Simon Canan. Jude s. of James
ph.

Acts of Thomas Thos. Matth.  James Alph. Simon Canan. Jude s. of James
S Thos.  Matth. James Alph. Simon Canan. Jude s. of James
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Ravenna Thos. Matth.  James Alph. Simon Canan. Jude Zealot
gk gat (mm) Thos. Matth.  James Alph. Jude Zealot Simon Canan.
abgq Maitth. James Alph. Jude Zealot Thomas Simon Canan.
Luke Matth. Thos. James Alph. Simon Zealot  Jude of James
(and Diat.arab

and Cod. Fuld)

From the above Table we see at once that the list in the Acts of Thomas follows that
in S, both where it agrees with the Diatessaron. (as in introducing Jude son of James
from S. Luke after Simon and in omitting Thaddaeus), and also where it differs from the
Diatessaron (as in the use of the ordinary name of James son of Alphaeus). The name
‘James Lebbaeus son of Alphaeus’ appears to shew the influence of the ancient Western
text now represented by D and %, which put ‘Lebbaeus’ instead of Thaddaeus, and not
the later European Western text which put ‘ Judas Zelotes’ instead of Thaddaeus.

x 5 On the Gospel references in Aphraates 41, 42, see pp. 111, 197.

x 32 ‘and before his angels.” This addition is also found in the verse as quoted
in the Acts of Guria and Shamona (ed. by Rahmani, Rome, 1899, p. 1) and the Syriac
text is confirmed by the Metaphrast. These Acts are certainly genuine, but our present
knowledge of them rests on a much later Ms than that of the companion Acts of Habbib,
so that it is not always safe to use them for minute textual points.

- x38 On Syriac renderings for cross,” see on Mk ix 12, Lk xxiv 7.
xi 1 On =[3] <aomo, see p. 68.

xi 2 ‘despatched...sent word’: ¢f Matt xxvii 19, Lk vii 6, and Acts of Thomas 18A75
xam @) wlro e LN\pe oo hal Kal=h e ‘The king despatched
messengers unto Judas and sent word to him thus (saying)...’

On «om\h for wmonsh\y see p. 46.
xi 5 For the reading of 8, see p. 238/, The reading of ¢ el sustained
must be a mere error for ebé\m evangelized, as the Greek is edayyedilovrar, but like

other scribal errors or conjectural emendations in Syriac Biblical texts it makes singu-
larly good sense. Compare the Note on Lk ii 30. :

xl 21, 22 _ong for o3¢ must be a mere blunder of transcription in 1893:
see vol. 1, p. 543.

xii 9 TFor the construction, see pp. 69, 70.

- xii 24 On the spelling of the word  Beelzebub,” see p. 204,
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xii 40 The occurrence of «3=\2 @m3= in Aphraates 222 shews that the phrase
actually had a place in Syriac ecclesiastical terminology, but it is difficult to imagine in
what sense it was understood. The Syriac for wir is «3=X_; but komo is <o A=
(a word also written <=d=), the plural being eyl i or weans,  The word
wx L by itself is used for ‘some folk,” and similarly w8« is also used. The ¥3N =2
of Dan vii 13 is translated in the Peshitta by p®i« 3=, and the rendering is attested
by Aphraates and other early writers. <=2 @3= does not occur in Syriac, except as
a rendering of the Gospel phrase & vids To¥ dvfpdmov—in fact, it exactly corresponds to
the English rendering ‘Son of Man,” which is in itself meaningless. You cannot say in
English ¢Son of Jew’ or ‘Son of Roman.’

But «3=_is also used for ‘individual, as in Matt x 36, where «ma=m=als:s
mdum o w32\ corresponds to éxfpoi Tob dvlpdmov ol oikwaxol adrot. Hence
some early translator, probably the earliest of all, translated & vios T0d dvfpémov by
=N @mi=.  We can only suppose that the meaning of the Greek was incompre-
hensible to him, that he was in possession of no traditional explanation of the title,
and that under the circumstances he thought it best to give what he considered a literal
rendering. '

It is not surprising that «35\2 ®3= did not find favour, and now it has almost.
entirely disappeared, the meaningless but inoffensive = sen @3 taking its place.
w32\ a ®mi= is now only found in Edessene Syriac in the passages mentioned in
vol. 1, p. 67, wiz. Matt xii 40 4, Mk viii 38 §, Lk vii 34 §C, Lk ix 26 O (§ illegible),
Lk xxii 48 ' (for &S, see the Note on the passage), Joh xiii 831 8. But curiously enough,
it is quite common in the Christian Palestinian texts.

That the expression W=y @i= seemed to Syriac ears to have a meaning not
unlike vz < 3= appears from a comment of Ephraim on Lk v 21 (Lamy i 191, from
the great Homily on our Lord):— '

.‘m&\ Bxal wom wih wridn mIs L3 ol 2y «Cimman o
00m umorms wald mhr. Lol pe\d K\ an imasoalan

This is the marvel, that while our Lord was calling Himself son of Man there,
His enemvies without perceiving it had made Him God the Forgiver of sins.

xii 48 On w¥& e o ,=»< =, the grammatically curious reading of
S, see pp. 42, 58.

xiii 5 On <ond see p. 83.

xili 6 @ is fem.; with what does it agree? I rather incline now to suppose
that my translation is wrong and that the sun is not said to shine on the ‘land’
(>3« fem. understood), but upon the young plant. Both § and ¢ are so para-
phrastical at this point that the Greek gives very little help. At the beginning of
ver. b they agree in having the masc. sing. for the seed which fell on the rock. Here
they agree in having fem. sing. for that upon which the sun shone. But all the other
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verbs in v, 5-8* are masc. sing. in & and fem. sing. in €. Thus both Mss are inconsistent
with themselves. w<dise in € (vr. 7% 8%) is inconsistent with vy (v. 5%), and
@\ here in S is inconsistent with wax- and =¥, unless the forced construction indi-
cated in my translation be adopted. Under these circumstances is it not better to-
suppose that the translator used masc. for the seeds, fem. for the young plants ? In the
first case v&>%1 is understood, in the second an impersonal fem. sing. (Noldeke § 274).
In S the verbs were all corrected to agree with day «3ue in wer. 5% but ands was
overlooked. In ¢ the d=u 3w at the beginnings of vv. 7 and 8 were made fem.,
as well as [®]=mma in ver. 8, under the influence of the fem. verbs in ver. 6.

f=ena in ver. 8 might grammatically be taken to refer to the &=, i
but both in § and in Aphraates 301° it is referred to the seed sown in the earth.

xiii 35 On the relation of the text of § and ¢ to the Peshitta rendering of
Ps Ixxvii 2, see p. 204. ~ ’

Xiii 48 &), @i\ n <8 aam\ . These words correspond to cvvédefay & kadd
els dyyn (or eis dyyeia) in the Greek: see p. 57. On the construction my friend Prof.
Kennett writes to me: “I am inclined to think that the repetition is due to a semi-
adverbial, or perhaps one should say predicative, use, viz. ‘they chose out fishes as good’.”

In any case the doubled Y, is not superlative in meaning and has nothing to do
with the Old Latin use of optimus in this passage, though doubtless the latter is the
cause why D& reads r& xdAMora for 7a xaAd, meliora in d being a further attempt to
produce an equivalent for Der.

xiv 22 wa\<=,  (ompare p. 78.

Xiv 27 oaoih S The equivalent for Odpoe, Oopoeire, in syr.vg, wherever it
occurs in the Gospels, is -==\hw< or am=\he, but this uniformity does not appear
to be primitive. -==\he< is never used either by § or €. In Matt xiv 27 C has
oLswde (like syr.vg in Acts xxiii 11), and in the other passages it is not extant. The
usual rendering in S, found in Matt ix 2, Mk x 49, Joh xvi 33, i1s ‘Fear not,” the
primitive Semitic greeting, of which 6dpoe is one of the regular LXX equivalents.
But here _olvad &\ is unsuitable, because uy doBeicfe almost immediately follows
fopoeite, and so we find acodd in 8, an adaptation of the Greek word not elsewhere

found in Syriac.
In Matt vi 26, Lk xii 24, veoads occurs in ¢ and syr.vg in its ordinary sense of
Tpéder, but S substitutes d=scam for it in Lk and in Matt it 1s not extant.

xiv 32 For the construction, see pp. 69, 70. The verb «mx. ‘to calm down’
(e.g. of a fever), is the opposite of ¥ and n&w,

xiv 86 On v<&\ad, lit. ‘blue-purple, see p. 84.
B. 11, 35
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XV 2 p=&y <iadian means ‘the commandments of our greybeards,” not ‘of the
greybeards.” Similarly in Lk xxiv 20 € pe¥no «ddn =5 means ‘the chief priests
and our elders,’ i.e. the word is to be read with the suffix of the st pers. plur. I
mention this only because both Cureton and Mrs Lewis (in Some Pages) have translated
the word as if it were the ‘plur. absolute,” without a suffix. Similarly in the Acts
(e.g. i 15) wiivd wimx_, corresponding to drdpes ddeAdoi, should be pointed with a
suffix, so as to make ‘O men, our brethren'’ .

xv 26 For the construction of =% in §, see p. 64 and 65 note.

xvi 1 If § really has poa=>, and not pea=no as C, the construction of the
participle will be parallel to that in Lk xviii 11 §, on which see p. 64.

xvi 18 On the ‘Gate-bars of Sheol,” see pp. 119, 156, 170.
xvii 20 For the construction of S, see p. 74.

xvii 26, 27 The remarkable addition quoted in the foot-notes from Moesinger and
- the Arabic obviously belongs to the text of the Diatessaron. It is found in the Greek

minuscule 713.
In the Acts of Thomas (Wright 312) our Lord is called

amoalua paly rd Smno <oas _ads
Giver of toll and head-money for us and for Himself,

or, as the Sinai Fragments read in agreement with the ancient Greek translation
(Bonmet, p. 250) wmommdh a\sa wmas\s for Himself and for His disciples.
This is obviously an allusion to this passage of S. Matthew’s Gospel, but it affords
no evidence as to the reading in xvii 26.

xviii 8 For the construction of § in this verse, see p. 77 and p.' 70.
xviii 10 For Aphraates 43, see p. 183 /.

xviii 17 The use of «heain here by S to render ékxAnoia is in every way
remarkable, The Syriac for ‘Church’ is v<&as and for ‘Synagogue’ s,
The words are used just as in English, so that in Theophania iv 11, where Eusebius
makes a point of the foreknowledge of Christ in calling the Christian. assemblies
¢ Churches’ and not ‘Synagogues,” the Syriac translator is able to employ the regular
antithesis between «<&as and «&e.can,  Both words mean by derivation ‘assemblies,
and both are probably derived from Jewish terminology, but by usage ha s appro-
priated to Christian and vwCheoan to Jewish assemblies. This is the case even in

1 The only Peshitta edition which here has the correct vocalisation (_._;‘74 is De Sacy’s Syriac
and Carshuni N.T. (Paris 1824), but Erpenius’s drabic has (Sea! Jlawyd! L2l L.
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Acts vii 38, where ‘the Church in the wilderness’ (73 éxxAnoia év 17 éprjue) becomes
in Syriac wimams hemn ie ‘the Synagogue in the wilderness.

The rendering of S does not imply a various reading in the Greek of this verse,
any more than in the case of Acts vii 38 syr.vg. We must therefore suppose that the
translator understood our Lord to mean by éxxAgeia not Holy Church, but some less
angust assembly appropriate to the social organisation of the day (¢f Matt v 22), a piece
of exegesis as surprising as it is refreshing. It is a pity that § is not extant for
Matt xvi 18. :

xviii 20 On the reading of S, see p. 236.

xviii 22 On e sihe usoe M (see p. 60), Prof Kennett remarks:
“The Syriac expresses addition and multiplication by much the same words, and
likewise subtraction and division. 1 should take the reduplicated -~=we. as an
adverbial use, signifying ‘seven times,’” and understand the phrase to mean ‘add to
seventy (its like) seven times.’”

xix 11 On = for =ums, see p. 53 /.

xix 28 Alluding to this passage 4 280 has
fus < ahasna (4* whasan waoid) Lhaalma aodd b ‘n&m
ua paas KAEs) pum | owden Loi (JS.\"‘&\ R <%}

There is prepared the Throme of Royalty (A* has ‘of Greatness’), and judgement is
made ready in the Judgement-place; for the righteous seats are arranged, who judge the
wicked in the day of Judgement.

This agrees with € (and syr.vg) in reserving the transliteration of the Greek 6pdvos
for the Throne of the Son of Man: S on the other hand uses the Syriac v<se3a= both
for the great Throne and the seats of the Apostles. In Matt xxv 81, where wavad
occurs again both in Aphraates 289 and in syr.vg, § is not extant.

xx 28 jfin. Lomho. dmeia,. i .wn oL For the construction, see
pp- 71, 72, where it is pointed out that the apodosis may be placed at either of the last
three words, i.e. the sentence may be translated

either “But if...there will come...and [he] will say...and thou shalt have...”
or “But if...and there come...then [he] will say...and thou shalt have...”
or “But if...and there come...and [he] say...then thou shalt have....”

The second of these alternatives is that which is actually found in D and the Latins,
which support épef not «al épel.  But the fact that (' ends the saying by ‘thou shalt have
more glory in the eyes of the guests’ (i.e. Lk xiv 10°) instead of «ai Zrrar oo obro
Xpjowov shews that the Syriac is by no means a literal rendering of the Greek, and
passages such as Matt xii 44, 45 (= Lk xi 25, 26) make it clear that the Syriac often
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places the apodosis differently. "I have therefore not scrupled to put the apodosis in my
translation at the last clause. As a matter of fact the Greek Ms @ (Cod. Beratinus)
reads w 8%..émé\fy...¢p€0...kal ora, putting the apodosis at éréhfyp, and leaving

épel k..M to follow as a detached sentence.

xxi 3 On the rendering, see pp. 121 ﬂ

xxi 9 This passage as given in C consists of Matt xxi 9+Joh xii (12%)
13% + Tk xix 37*. In Diat™ xxxix 81-85 we read :—“Ixxix37 And when he drew near his
descent of the Mount of Olives, all the disciples began to rejoice and praise God with a
loud voice for all the mighty works which they had seen, saying Mxx9 “Glory n the
highest, Matt xi9 Glory to the son of David, blessed is he that cometh in the name of the
Lord, Mkxi10 gpd blessed is the kingdom which cometh, even our father David’s:
Lk xix 3 pegce in heaven and glory in the highest. Johxiil2 Apnd a great multitude......

13, went forth to meet him.”

xxi 21 On the construction of S, see p. 72.

xxi 31,32 On the reading of S, see pp. 239 /. Throughout this complicated series
of variations § sides with Codex Bezae. The Old Latin Mss ¢ b f /& r, as well as ¢ and ¢,
have quod non credidistis for Tod moreloa in ver. 32.

xxi 41 For Ephr. Lamy i 253, see p. 128

xxii 2 TFor the references in Aphraates, see p. 101 /.

xxii 13 For the use of 32 in this passage, see pp. 102, 124 £, 170.
xxii 23, 28 On «¥uzh duv, see p. 82.

xxiii 13 The rendering of S, i.e. ‘ye kold the key of the kingdom,’ is obviously a
(wrong) interpretation of haaln _odud pmwwd. The word aww< means either
‘o hold’ or “to shut,’ the Greek being dr xhelere. The phrase quoted in Moesinger 211
is “Woe to you, lawyers, for ye hide the key’: this suggests that the Diatessaron did not
speak of the scribes or lawyers as “holding the keys,” but as having ‘shut the doors.’
The passages from Aphraates which speak of ‘holding the keys’ may therefore be
conjectured to have been derived direct from the Ev. da-Mepharreshe.

xxiii 28 On <=m3m, see p. 81. On the reading implied by the Syriac in the
latter half of this verse, see p. 252f.

xxiv 1 The construction adopted in the text implies the use of a historic present,
which is somewhat rare in Syriac, though several instances occur in § (including
Matt xx 11): see p. 63. But it is not unlikely that what is intended is “ And when
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Jesus went forth..., his disciples drew near, shewing him (i.e. fo shew) the bﬁilding.’
For am3ma...a%a, see pp. 69, 70; for pousn, . a=imo, see p. 64 and 65 note: on this
view the construction of Matt xxiv 1 affords a parallel to that of §'in Matt xv 26.

xxv 1 On the reading, see p. 247.
xxvi 47 For the construction, see p. 69.

xxvi 50 The reading of §* is correct (see vol. i, p. 544), i.e. § really has
Yuheda s M for 27 8 wdpey, a rendering of the Greek which, like fudedn uin M
in syr.vg, seems to leave an anacoluthon. Barsalibi understands the saying to mean
“Because thou hast come [I call thee not my disciple, but] my associate [l.e. my
adversary],” but this is explanatory paraphrase not a translation of the Syriac, which is
as obscure as the Greek of which it is a word-for-word rendering.

xxvi 60 As explained in vol. i, p. 544, § seems to read ~<Nuie ;n-'@, i.e.
“they could not fake the truth.’ Compare D & [k, which attest odx ebpov 70 é&7s.

xxvii 16, 17 “Jesus bar Abba.” The Greek text of these verses is ' elxov 8¢ Tore
Séopwov Emiaqpov Aeydpevov [Inoodv] BapafBBav. 7 guvpypévor ody adrdv elmev avrots o
Tle\Gros Tiva Gékere dmordow duiv [Incody Tov] BapaSBav 7 "Inootv Tov Aeydpevov Xpiordv;

The bracketed words are omitted by all authorities except syr.S with 1*¥-118-209*
arm syr.pallet and some marginalio: also B and Orig™ *® have 7év before BapaBfav, but
without "Incodv in either place. '

Furthermore 1¥-~118-209 add 7év 3o to dmoddow uiv, while other authorities,
including Origen arm and syr.pale prefix dv 8o (or dwo Tdv 8t0) t0 droliow Tuiv,
This addition seems to be derived from ver. 21 and is not countenanced by syr.S.

The main object of this Note is to point out the reasons why the reading of syr.S
should be adopted as the original text of Matt xxvii 16, 17, on the ground of
transeriptional probability, textual authority, and internal appropriateness.

As regards transcriptional probability there can be no doubt. There is little
likelihood that the various reading originated in a mere seribal error, for no suggestion
yet made has explained the presence of 7ov in ver. 17 between “Inootv and BapafBSav on
the hypothesis of a mere accidental reduplication of letters, and this 7ov is an integral
part of the longer reading. If both the prisoners in Pilate’s hand bore the name Jesus,
it is natural that he should distinguish them, one as 7év B,, the other as Tov heyopevov X,
Moreover the ordinary reading has in it nothing to induce change, while the fact that
nearly all the supporters of ‘Jesus bar Abba’ have had the name erased is in itself
enough to shew that it was only too likely to provoke alteration.

Westcott and Hort rejected the reading ‘ Jesus bar Abba’ very largely on the ground
of authority. “It is against all analogy,” they say (Notes, p. 20), “that a true reading
should be preserved in no better Greck Ms than the common original of 1-118-209, and
in none of the more ancient versions.” But this is no longer an accurate presentation of
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the textual evidence. The definite statement of Barsalibi and Bar Bahlul as to the
reading of the Hvangelion da-Mepharreshe (see above, p. 178) has now been confirmed by
the direct evidence of 8. Thus the Old Syriac is on the side of the reading rejected by
Westcott and Hort. D and the Latins are, as a matter of fact, for the ordinary reading
and their evidence shews us why no evidence for it comes from our Diatessaron texts:
right or wrong, the omission here of the name ‘Jesus’ is attested by the Western texts,
among which must be counted Tatian’s Harmony. On the other hand, the presence of
rov before BapaBBav in B and in Origen shews the neutrality of compromise (see above,
p- 2837). The word =ov is an integral part of the reading Jesus bar Abba,” and its
presence in B tells us that B is descended from a Ms which once had had the longer
reading, but from which 'Incodv had been intentionally deleted. The same is almost
certainly true of Origen’s ms, though here his own comment suggests that he cut the
name out himself on considerations which seemed to him to commend themselves on
internal grounds, though the omission was not supported by most of the mMss known to
him. He says In multis exemplaribus non continetur quod Barabbas etiam Iesus
dicebatur et forsitan recte, ut ne nomen lesu conueniat alicwi iniquorum. In tanta enim
multitudine scripturarum neminem scimus Iesum peccatorem....... Lt puto quool in
haeresibus tale aliquid superadditum est.

As regards internal evidence, we may consider the reading in the hght of the general
Synoptic problem and from the point of view of style. It has always been conceded that
calling Barabbas ¢ Jesus’ gave point to wv. 16, 17, but it was held that this could not be
the true reading because the antithesis in vv. 20 and 26 is between rov BapaBBav and
mov "Iyoodv. Is not this to ignore the fact that the First Gospel is, in the Passion at
least, a secondary document based on S. Mark with additions inserted here and there ?
S. Mark knows nothing of the name Jesus Barabbas, consequently in Matt xxvii 26 we
read dwrélvoev adrois Tov BopafBBav, Tov 8¢ ’Iyoovv...wapédwkev, in agreement with
Mk xv 15. But it is in accordance with the first Evangelist’s practice occasionally to
insert names where none were given by his source. The obvious instances are the
introduction of the name Matthew for Levi the publican (Matt ix 9), and the name
Caiaphas for the High Priest (Matt xxvi 8, 57). If the Evangelist really got the name
*Jesus Barabbas’ from an independent source, it may very well have been the source
which furnished him with the story of the dream of Pilate’s wife, an episode inserted by
him into the Marcan narrative only two verses away from the passage we are considering
(Matt xxvii 19). As for the antithesis between rov BapafBfBav and rov Inaodv in vv. 20,
926, it is not surprising that to the Christian narrator the antithesis should be between
¢ Barabbas’ and ‘ Jesus’: the point of the antithesis in ver. 17, between ‘Jesus Barabbas’
and ¢ Jesus called Christ,” is that it is placed in the mouth of Pilate. Pilate asks in fact
¢ Which of these two Jews with very similar names do you want me to let go?’ This is
an appropriate remark for the Roman Governor, but it would not be used by the
Evangelist in his own person.

It only remains to add that NAN =23 W' ‘Jesus bar Abba’ is a perfectly
appropriate name for a Jew living in the 1st cent. Ap. Several persons mentioned in the
Talmud have the name Joshua or Jesus, and several are called Bar Abba after the name
of their father. For instance, XAN "2 N1 is cited in Talm. B. Berachoth iv 3, ete.
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xxvii 48 Tor «am M\ad om I conjecture the true reading of S to be
“om Mada om _«<: see vol i, p. 544, vol. ii, p."76. The photograph of § is
here unfortunately blurred.

xxvii 50 In the Martyrdom of Habbib (asp 84) we read: “they brought faggots
and set them in order and placed them on all sides of him, and when the fire burnt up
and the flames ascended fiercely they called out to him ‘Open thy mouth’ And the
moment he opened his mouth mx= hom dew his soul had mounted up.” '

The Peshitta has here mwad m=w. a literal translation of dgixev 76 mvedpa, The
idea underlying the story of Habbib and the avad q=Mw of § in this passage seems to
be that touched upon in Ecel iii 21, xii 7.

xxviii 19 In the Commentary on the Diatessaron (Moesinger 226), in the middle
of comments on the promise of the Paraclete (Joh xvi 7) Ephraim observes: And that
he saith ¢ Go ye into all the world, and baptize them in the Name of the Father and of
the Son and of the Spirit.” And he said not ‘In the Name of the Father and in the
Name of the Son and in the Name of the Spirit’ that he might make it manifest that
They are One Nature, who in one Name there named Three Persons.”

The last clause is rather confused, but manifestly the evidence of Ephraim confirms
that of Addai 20 (quoted in vol. i, pp. 172, 173), and that the Diatessaron attests the
ordinary text of Matt xxviii 19. The evidence of the Syriac Theophania (see above,
pp. 171, 172) seems to indicate that the ordinary text was also generally current in the
Ev. da-Mepharreshe.



S. MARK.
i18 & ‘there’ On the reading, see p. 248.
i 41 On the reading, see p. 1921

ii 27 ‘created.” On the rendering, see p. 197.

iii 17 ,*\3 ,»= is the consonantal spelling of the Syriac transliteration of
‘Boanerges,’ both in § and in syr.vg. How »*\3 was intended to be vocalised it is
impossible to say with certainty. It has no meaning in Syriac; the Nestorian
pronunciation is Raysh (with final y mute)’, but the Jacobite is R'yesh. At the same
time it is hardly likely that a ¥ would be added at the end, which was neither intended
to be pronounced nor represented a letter in the Greek.

It is, I venture to think, conceivable that the Syriac translator connected Boanwprec
(or Banwperec) with waeaN as used in 1 Kings xviu 41 by the Peshitta, where
<3\ Kax.od3n Ao stands for the ‘sound of abundance of rain’ »¥A3, on
this supposition, may have been intended to be pronounced R'yushai, the theoretical
‘agbsolute’ of sea\Ad (Duwal, §253a): ¢f “pa durom Matt xxvii 8 S. In making
this suggestion as to the origin of the Syriac transliteration, nothing is assumed as to
the real meaning of the word or the spelling originally used by the Evangelist.

iv 11 On the form -=as for —=ums, see pp. 53/ The reference to Dan vii 14
should be deleted from the foot-note to vol. i, p. 182; it is explained in vol. ii, p. 54,
that —=e is not really a passive form but a contracted participle.

iv 17 The reading of S is certainly m= (as in Matt xiii 21), but here as elsewhere
there is no diacritic point to distinguish the fem. dd@4 from the masc. bek. It is evident
however from the pointing of € in Lk viii 13 that bd@h is intended here. The shallow
folk receive the Word but have no root in it—a curious inversion of the figure of the
Parable, because the Word is what is sown, not the soil.

v8 haal <uod mox is the reading of S, making the false concord of a
masculine verb with a feminine adjective. In the parallel passage Lk viii 29 both § and
( have «=u\, wuad o, in the mase. It is of course possible that in that verse vua4
has replaced an original «aw<x. and that in Mk v 8 ma= is a mere slip for ,mas, but
elsewhere in the Gospels v<vo?d is so generally feminine that it is worth while to call
attention to the exceptions.

1 Mr Gwilliam gives ,z.{\ (i.e. Raysht) as the reading of the Nestorian Massoretic Ms, but

the dot under the x may be only a sign of interpunction.
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vi 49* umaow is probably a mere blunder of transcription for «maows ag suggested
on p. 55.

vi 49> The use of w2 ‘devil’ as an equivalent for ¢drracua has a curious echo
in the famous saying of our Lord quoted by Ignatius and taken according to Jerome from
the ‘Nazarene’ Gospel iSere 67 otx eini datpbviov dodparov, It is obvious that the
saying goes back to a Semitic origin and that the original word corresponding to Sauéviov
was’ "!"?/"- The same may be said of wvetua in Lk xxiv 89: in fact all three Greek

words, wvedpa, Sayudviov, pdvracpua, exactly represent our popular use of ‘ghost’ for a
disembodied but more or less visible spirit.

In Mk vi 49 and Matt xiv 26, however, the Peshitta rejects this popular usage of
$pdvracpa in favour of the etymologically correct signification, i.e. the ‘appearance’
of something not actually there. - No doubt it seemed an offence, both here and in
Lk xxiv 89, to use wale. of our Lord.

vii 4 The abruptness of ar dyopds éuwv py Bamriwvrar otk éoflovow invites
paraphrase and addition. The usual interpretation, adopted even by the English Bible,
18 ‘when they come from the market-place, except they wash themselves, they eat not.’
This is followed by D 472 and the Old Latin, together with the Armenian; it is also
implied by S and the Peshitta, for wass has only a middle or passive sense. On the
other hand, the Arabic Diatessaron (cap. xx 20) has ‘they used not to eat what is sold
from the market, except they washed it.’ .

The natural inference is that the Arabic Diatessaron here preserves the independent
interpretation or paraphrase of Tatian, but closer investigation will shew that this view
is hardly tenable. In the first place the Armenian evidence raises a presumption that
the usual view of the construction was that current on Syriac-speaking ground in early
times. What is more cogent still is the fact that the interpretation found in the Arabic
Diatessaron is that found in all the Arabic Gospel-texts of the middle ages, e.g. in-
.Erpenius, in Lagarde, and even in De Sacy’s bilingual Syro-Carshunic edition (Paris, 1824).
From the Arabic, no doubt, it has found its way into Aethiopic, in strict accordance with
Guidi’s theory. v )

The source of this Arabic interpretation of the passage may have been the Egyptian
versions, for the Bohairic has ‘if they do not wash them from the market, they do not
eat,’ and the Sahidic ‘but what is from the market, except they sprinkle them, they do
not eat.’ In these sentences the word ‘them’ may refer either to what.is brought from
the market or the ‘hands’ mentioned in the preceding verse. Inany case the interpretation
adopted in the Arabic Diatessaron was the natural one for a mediaeval Arabic writer to
adopt, and until some Syriac evidence appears to confirm it, there is no reason why we
should imagine it to have had any real connexion with Tatian or his Harmony.

vii 19 s> @dan, 1 have marked the end of this verse in my translation
as possibly corrupt, but perhaps there is no mistake. The common word for ‘meat’
or ‘food’ is «dNaaw=n  The word here used (= A=aw=) cannot be the absolute of
<3 daaw= because A is fom. and anhsn, like M, is mase. Besides,
after mMa= the absolute state would hardly be used. I find, however, that the much
rarer masc. word v \=sw<= which stands for Bpoars in Rom xiv 17, is actually used in

B. II, ' A 36
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the sing. for Bpdpera in Hebix 10. It is probably therefore intended here. In any case
it is clear that the Old Syriac did not read xafapifwy, though it is not easy to see how a
* passive meaning can be extracted from any of the recorded variants.

vii 26 «wd\=mae ‘widow’ is of course a Syriac miswriting of < da=ma ‘Gentile.’
<humaw is literally ‘Aramaean,” but the word is regularly used for ‘Gentile’ or
‘Heathen,’ as opposed to ‘Jew.” Thus in Rom i 14 "EXMyoiy Te xal BapBdpois is rendered
sdmima wads (4t ‘Tonians and Barbarians’), but in Rom i 16 "Tovdaly Te kai "EAAqwt

is rendered Wamied ¢ L xLo...anos » wx< (lit. ‘whether Jews or Aramaeans’).
The confusion in Mk vii 26 between ‘widow’ and ‘Syrian’ becomes of particular
interest in view of Wellhausen’s conjecture (GaN 1895, i 12), that when we read in
Lk iv-26 that though there were many widows in Israel in the days of Elijah, unto none
of them was he sent but only to Sarepta, unto a woman that was a widow, we are to
believe that in the original Aramaic our Lord had said that unto none of the widows
in Israel was Elijah sent but only to Sarepta, unto the woman that was @ heathen

(Nh‘?bﬁx for NWHINR).  Tor other instances of apparent palaeographical confusion
in the Syriac Bible, see on Lk ii 30.
The Svpopowikiooa 7§ yéver is rendered in S by
maen a0 < = anh IC

i.e. Svpo- was derived from Sor, the Hebrew and Syriac name for Tyre, which appears
in some parts of the Lxx as 3ép. This of course is impossible etymology, though
it agrees very well with Matt xv 22. The district called Supodowvixy in the 2nd century
was sufficiently large to include Damascus (Justin, Tryph §78), but doubtless the
Evangelist meant nothing more than that the woman was neither a Jewess nor one
of the Greek-speaking townsfolk. The Peshitta has arowr onax o from Phoenicia
of Syria, i.e. ‘from that part of Syria which is called Phoenicia.” This is necessarily
vague, like the Greek. Later Oriental students of the Bible tried to be more precise.
The usual Arabic texts of the Gospel (e.g. Brpenius’s and Lagarde’s) say that the woman
was a Greek Syrian from the Jordan Valley (;a2)! (o Lwian), possibly through some
confusion with the woman who had an issue, whom Eusebius asserts to have come from
Paneas. Barsalibi, on the other hand, understands the Peshitta to mean the district known
‘in early Byzantine times as Syria 11, between Apamea and Caesarea (mod. Shaizar). A
similar line is followed in Dia#* xx 48, which says the woman was A Lo o from
Emesa of Syria, i.e. from a district which was also called Phenice Libani as distinguished
from Phoenicia proper on the sea coast. That this would be a natural interpretation
from the 4th century onward may be seen from the Note upon the relics of apostles, etc.
in the Cod. Fuldensis (6th cent.), where we read

caput iohannis baptistae in prowincio phenicae ciuitate emetza.

Thus there is no reason to suppose that the statement in Dia#* xx 48, connecting the
Syrophoenician woman with Emesa, rests on ‘tradition’ or that it ever stood in the
Syriac Diatessaron. It is merely an interpretation of the geographical expression
by which the Peshitta rendered the Greek Suvpopowixiooa (or 3lpa Powixwoa).

vii 33 For a discussion of the readings, see pp. 127/.
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viii 28 The photograph is here illegible and 8% has wwh& % % W=,  Prob-
ably this is nothing more than a mere error of transcription, and we should read
<w " =) g sufficiently good rendering of & T BAémes;

viii 25 With regard to the word to be supplied, the Greek is «ai SiéBlefer xai
dmexaréory kol &véBlemev for which & has et widit et restitutus est wt wideret. 'The
Armenian has ‘he pierced and was seeing, he recovered and was seeing’; in fact, the
Peshitta stands practically alone in omitting a verb to correspond with SuéBreaper.

viii 32 ‘as if pitying him,’ or.‘as if sparing him.” The reading of § was also
current in the Diatessaron, for Ephraim (Moesinger 156) says ‘And when he was pitying
him, as at the first when he said Be it far from thee!..’ The confusion between covy
and xv<s belongs -therefore to the Arabic Diatessaron only, not to the earlier Syriac
form.

It should be noted that there is really a confusion between three words, viz. (1) cav,
i.e. absit, a word corresponding to the Arabic Wile ./ '¥M; (2) cox<lv, pres. part. of
can ‘to pity,” or ‘spare, ./ DY; (3) x<v, pres. part. of xs, ‘to suffer, WM. If
any other evidence were forthcoming, we might perhaps take cowls, the reading of &S,
to be a denominative from caw absit, and translate s@als covlyn V\aé ‘ags if saying
Be it far from Thee! over Him.’

Dr Edwin Abbott has most appropriately pointed out to me that a similar confusmn
between these roots is found in Eccl ii 25, where the mysterious ¥\/* is rendered
¢peloerar by Aquila and Symmachus and some texts of Lxx, but in the Targum by

NPER S ANT N

ix 1 pouna olm, ie. ‘those that stand’ (= rév éorgeérev). A comparison with
Joh xi 41* makes it clear that the sense intended is simply ‘the by-standers,” for in that
verse fpav oty ov Afov is rendered by § mads omim psuoy _avm Kyl pum
o=\ ie. ‘then those folk standing by drew near and lifted the stone” A similar
instance is to be found in Joh xviii 22. But the use of ¢>utia for évesrdra in 1 Coriii
22 seemed sufficiently near to justify a reference.

ix 12 On Syriac renderings for ‘cross,” see on Lk xxiv 7.

ix 15 For a discussion of the reading of Diat® xxiv 26, see p. 193.

ix 50 @235 must be a miswriting of éasmasy, and perhaps it would be better
to take it as 1st pers. pl, i.e. ‘ wherewith shall we season it ?’

x 11,12 On the readmg, see p 250, and the present writer’s Note in the Journ.
of Theol. Studies v 628—630.

x 25 The use of M\~ by A® is very curious : it is one of the many proofs that
this Ms often preserves the text of Aphraates better than the slightly older Ms 4P+A4°,
preferred by Wright. In this passage, is it possible that M=~ is conmected with the
raxeov which is substituted for edxordrepov in D& ?
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x 50 On the reading, see p. 250.

xi 3 On the reading, see p. 122, note.

xii 14 On x4 2= see p. 82.

xii 42 On the Syriac renderings, see pp. 128, 129, and the Note on Lk ii 30.

xiii 28 o233 § (sic): see pp. 46 and 51, note.
In o. 25 read «holis for maliv, and in ».,27 read ;e for «=d: see vol. i,
p. 547, and vol. ii, p. 45, ' '

xiv 24 This is the only place where a pre-Peshitta text has ‘my blood oF the new
covenant.” In Matt xxvi 28 S and A4* 221 have ¥ odua = axm, and the
same words are added by S to Lk xxii 17. No other Ms of Aphraates is extant at .
Wright 221 except A®*: the reading <odunn in Wright's text is conjectural only.

In Matt xxvi 28 Gwilliam’s 20, and in Mk xiv 24 Gwilliam’s 14 15, have <ndun for
<nduan,

xiv 63 ‘our witnesses’: see on Matt xv 2.

xv 8 On the reading, see p. 225.
XV 29 On o<, see p. 29 and Noldeke §9.

xvi 8, 4 On the reading of S, see pp. 241 £.,-250.

[Mk] xvi 17—20 That the original form of the Bv. da-Mepharreshe omitted the
‘Longer Conclusion’ to.S. Mark, viz. xvi 9—20, is proved by the absence of the verses
from S: see Introd. pp. 194, 208 /. The object of this Note is to point out that the
renderings in the Peshitta text of [Mk] xvi 9—20 shew the influence of the Diatessaron,
while O represents an independent rendering from the Greek, a rendering in which
the style of the Ev. da-Mepharreshe has been to a considerable extent abandoned.

vor. 17 Sapéma] v&aod ‘demons’ € ~Eae. ‘devils’ syr.vg and Aphraates 21.
The word v&soa never occurs in the Bv. da-Mepharreshe except in 8. John, bub it has
been occasionally substituted for «CavZe. in syr.vg. The tendency in later times was
thus to introduce vZsan and: to get rid of wawCx.: the presence therefore of < a<le in
syr.vg suggests that the text of syr.vg is here an adaptation from a previously existing

Syriac text, and the guotation in Aphraates shews that this text was the Diatessaron.
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ver. 18 BAdyy] W= ‘hurt’ ; 9w ‘injure’ syr.vg. In Lk iv 35, the only other
passage in the Gospels where BAdwrew occurs, § has 3@« while syr.vg has a3, The
rendering of syr.vg in this verse thus agrees with Old Syriac usage against that of C.

ver. 19 dvediudfn] Asdw ‘he was taken up’ C; =\ ‘he went up’ syr.vg and
Aphraates 406, 409. N\>&e< only occurs in the Bv. da-Mepharreshe in Lk xiv 10 (and
in the parallel Matt xx 28 ), where it corresponds to mpocavaBaiverfair. But ‘he went
up’ is also found in an Old Latin text of this verse, viz. the fragment called o, which is a
‘supply’ of the 7th cent. to Cod. Sangallensis (z) and represents, as I venture to think,
the same type of text.

ver. 20 Tob kuplov ovvepyodvros| € has ACEN e ommn waisn 3 ‘the Lorp being -
with them in all’; syr.vg has . om) wom Aan= o 3=a ‘and our Lord was helping
them.” This is much too free a rendering to have been coined for the first time in the
age of Rabbula, and we may conjecture the phrase to have stood in the Diatessaron.
Here again the rendering can be paralleled from Western authorities, for all the Old
Latin texts of this passage which survive, ¢, 0 and ¢, have Domino adiuuante, not
Domino cooperante as in the Vulgate

Finally we may notice a curious turn in the Peshitta of [Mk] xvi 11 which must have
been derived from a Gospel Harmony The Greek has xdxeivor akova'awes ore {ff xai
éedln i adris ywioryoav, but in syr.vg we find :

v cmm ) pm) awhea Y e aneme. an | admoa
o e

And they, when they heard that the women soy that He was alive and had - appeared
to them, did not believe them.

Thus, instead of a reference to Mary Magda,lene alone, the text is made to speak
of the other women also. But the alteration was .almost unavoidable according to the
scheme of the Diatessaron, which placed [Mk] xvi 11 between Lk xxiv 10 and 112, verses
which speak of Joanna and Mary the mother of James as well as of Mary Magdalene.
No Old Latin text has here been influenced by the Diatessaron, but Cod. Fuldensis adds
eis at the end of the verse.



S. LUKE.

i 1-4 8. Luke’s Preface, as might be anticipated, affords evidence both of the
common origin of the Peshitta and the Hv. da-Mepharreshe and of their frequent
divergence. The opening words o= ¢ i\ wn M=o are a sufficiently bald rendering
- of "Emeadjmrep mollol éwexelpnoav to establish at once a literary connexion between
“gyr.vt” and “syr.vg,” but the two differ as to the meaning of werAypodopnuévay &
#uiv. In 8 this is rendered by ‘completed among us,’ as in the text of the English
Revised Version; syr.vg has . om= gv poa=n awd wlaw, ie. ‘the things of which
we are fully persuaded,” in agreement with the English Bible and Rom xiv 5.

i46, 56 Who spoke the Magnificat? According to most authorities, comprising
all Greek mss and many Latins, including Tertullian D¢ Anima 26 (expressly), it was
spoken by Mary ; according to @ b I* and Irenaeus™®® 235 (not 185) the Magnificat was
spoken by Elisabeth'. In favour of this view might be urged the airyj of wer. 56: we
read there that ‘ Mary’ remained with ‘her,” a use of the pronoun which indicates that
Elisabeth and not Mary was the previous speaker. It is therefore important to notice
(i) that S and A 180 and syr.vg read Mary in 1 46; '
(i) that S and syr.vg get rid of the difficulty in i 56 by reading ‘ Mary remained
by Elisabeth.’ )
No other authorities follow the Syriac here, but the fact that the Syriac has inserted
the proper name for the pronoun in ver. 56 helps to recommend the conjecture that the
true text of ver. 46 had «al elrev without Mapuap.

i 49%, 50 The translation given on p. 249 is inaccurate: it should read ‘He, whose
Name of mercy is glorified and holy unto ages and for generations to them that fear
Him’ (or ‘by them that fear Him’). :

It is remarkable how different the rhythm of the Syriac is from that whieh is
familiar to us: the impression left on my mind by the text of S is that the translator of
the Ew. da-Mepharreshe was not accustomed to any liturgical use of the Magnificat.

i1 10 <=\ @\ to all the world: Gr. mowvri 7¢ Mag. This translation recalls
the Babylonian-Jewish Aramaic ND‘?;} "?p, meaning ‘every one’ (Dalman’s Worte
Jesu 144), just as els Shov Tov xéopor is used in Mk xiv 9 in the same sense. The Greek

itself, like the Galilean Aramaic R} “73, means ‘every one,” as in Lk viil 47, xviii 43,
xx 6, 45. The fact that in none of these latter cases the Syriac has <=\~ makes
it likely that «&=\~ in Lk ii 10 is only a corruption of v, or rather that it is one

1 Niceta of Remesiana, the author of the 7' Deum, also ascribes the authorship of the Mag- '
nificat to Elisabeth in his tract De Bono Psalmodiae (ed. Burn, pp. 76, 79).



S Luke i 1-4—ii 30. 287

of the curious set of more or less intentional changes discussed in the Note below.
Matt i 21 is different, for there € differs from S in the suffix as well as in having AT

for
ii 14 <haxieLo §: see pp. 41, 80.

ii 30 wie Thy Mercy is the reading of 8, of syr.vg, of Ephraim (see above, p. 129,
and Moes. 28). 'The Greek is 70 comjpidy oov, so that according to Syriac Biblical usage
we should have expected u‘u-\l Thy Life (see p. 81). The correction is easy and obvious,
and yet it is not made by any extant Syriac text.

The fact is that the substitution of for wiaw in this passage is only one of a
series of readings, which taken together make up one of the most curious features of the
Syriac version. The ample attestation of the phrase from the Numc dimittis in our
Syriac authorities makes it a convenient point for noticing the general question.

In the following passages a slight change in the transmitted text of the Ev. da-
Mepharreshe would bring it into conformity with the Greek. Passages marked with *
are those in which the Peshitta follows the Ew. da-Mepharreshe against the Greek.
Proper names such as desedw (Lk iii 86) are not included.

* Matt viii 4 @\ o the priests: Gr. ¢ iepet. The plural points do not happen
to be legible in /S, but they are found in € and in all the mss of syr.vg.

* Matt ix 36 32 lof loose: Gr. épyupévor.  The obvious correction, viz. pa®- ‘cast,” is
made in the Harclean but not in any ms of syr.vg. Compare w3=a Ps ii 3 (sic), -
according to all the mss.

Mk vii 26 ¥\l widow: Gr. EAgvis. Instead of the obvious correction
L &u=AvL heathen, syr.vg reads < daay ‘pagan.’

Mk xii 88, Lk xx 46 «o\@<= in porches: Gr. & orokals. Here syr.vg has
< W= in robes, as we should expect.

Mk xii 42 15» @3 fwo pounds (so syr.vg and Ephraim): Gr. Aewrra 8%o. Here S
is different. The reading of syr.vg, which is doubtless that of the Diatessaron,
appears to be a corruption of e>=h t’&‘%‘ two jforthings, according to Professor
Bevan’s suggestion, given above on p. 129. )

* Lk ii 10 <o\ a2 20 all the world: Gr. movri 7@ Aag (see the Note above).

* Lk 31 30 e Thy Mercy: Gr. 7 corjpidy aov (see above). v

Lk iv 19 22~ S, o33\ syr.vg, [to] strengthen: Gr. dmooreidai. We should have
expected adax=n\ fo send, as in the Harclean. Here S and syr.vg actually differ in
the form of the verb, and yet agree against the Greek in what, if it had stood alone,

we should have dismissed as the mere blunder of a Syriac scribe: see further the
Note on Lk iv 19 and the remarkable parallel afforded by Ps xliv 2 syr.vg.

* Lk xix 20 vana=s in g cloth: Gr. & covdople (not & owddwe). In the other three
places where covddpiov oceurs (Joh xi 44, xx 7; Ac xix 12) it is rendered by
«ana0, while <o should correspond with owddv, as in Mk xiv 51.
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Lk xx 46, see above on Mk xii 38.
*Lk xxiv 82 3ams foavy: Gr. xaopéry. The obvious emendation is Mo burning,
which is adopted by the Harclean.

I have not included in this list the confusions between §3a fo inkerit and 2&w 2o
gain, which are to be found in Matt xviii 15 €, Mk viii 36 S, and apparently in
Mk x 17 syr.vg, because in these passages the Mss are not unanimous. ,

The common feature of the eleven passages quoted above is that the Syriac presents
a reading which gives a plausible sense but is not a translation of the Greek, while a
very slight change in the Syriac letters would produce a reading which is a literal
translation of the Greek, though in most cases the translation would read somewhat
harsh. It is difficult to avoid the supposition that the original Syriac version of the
Gospel, i.e. the Diatessaron, was corrected here and there before publication without the
help of a Greek ms, and that some at least of the corrections then made in the interests
of a smoother diction passed unchanged from the Diatessaron into the Hv. da-
Mepharreshe, and from the Ew. da-Mepharreshe or direct from the Diatessaron into the
present Syriac Vulgate. The minute care of Thomas of Heraclea eliminated all these
readings from his revised text, but in most instances they leave a trace behind in the
citation of the actual Greek words on the margin of the Harclean version.

There is a curious parallel in English to this smoothing down of a Biblical text for
the purposes of public worship. - When the Psalms first were printed from Coverdale’s
Bible in the Book of Common Prayer several changes were made, which held their own -
till 1662. The most striking is that whereby in the 68th Psalm, instead of “ praise him
in his Name JAH,” we read “praise him in his name, yea, and rejoice before him.”
- This ingenious emendation, which is of course entirely destitute of any ancient
authority, appears to me to afford a very close resemblance to the readings here
collected from the earlier Syriac texts.

ii 48 <\ Waial=o <& oo, the reading of €, stands for dduvdpevor kal
Mvmovpevor as in D a e fFglqrgot. ~Ldoax is used for Ay in Lk xxii 45 by all
Syriac texts, so that «homss e “in trouble,” corresponds to Avrodpero. But when
this word was inserted into the ancestor of C' it was natural to put it before wada\ =,
not after it, because v is fem. To put it after vvZadew would spoil the rhythm
and to put it before w<v<iNgo would sound like a false concord.

For a similar instance, see the Note on Lk xx 34.

iii1l somus=. On the reading of 8%, see vol. i, p. 548. The spelling wu\sm
(with @ not «<), both in ancient and modern times, seems to rest on a popular
derivation which connects the name with that of the Patriarch Abel (see G. A. Smith
in Bncy. Bibl. 17). ' '

iii 6 On <m\ea wmasii in 4, see pp. 81, 205.

il 7 ‘coming unto him’ €, ‘coming to him to be baptized’ . The Peshitta has
s\ mha) e it agrees with § except in the preposition. The ordinary Greek
text has Bamriofijvor on adrod, the same phrase as in Matt iii 6 and Mk i 5, for which
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we should expect in Syriac . e amn>an, or (less probably) mv= —onmasdun as in
Lk vii 30. Possibly therefore the disturbing cause is the Western reading Barricfivar
&dmov atrod, found in D b ¢ {* ¢ ». This uncommon phrase is very likely to be
genuine: possibly even it stood in the source from which S. Luke took Lk iii 10-15.
It seems to present a view of Jewish Baptism in which the penitent administered the
rite to himself, as Naaman did.

iii 23-88 For the general bearing of the Genealogies upon the date of the Syriac
N.T., see p. 202. Two names call for special mention here, viz. ‘Arphaxad’ (v. 36) and
“‘Jared’ (v. 37). With regard to the latter, I thought I saw =3 in S, but the Ms is
very indistinct and if § really has this reading it can be nothing more than a scribe’s
mistake. More likely it is my own blunder. Aphraates 473 has %, and this is the
constant spelling in all other Syriac authorities, both in the Old Testament and in the
New. The end of the name corresponding to ¢ Arphaxad’ is illegible in S, but we
cannot doubt that the final consonant was ‘v’ (mot ‘d’), as in Aphraates and the
Mss of the Peshitta, both in O.T. and N.T. The case is somewhat similar to o=
Matt i 13 S C, though there both 4 and syr.vg have aau=«<L.  In the case of 1xadel
the N.T. Peshitta no doubt retained the (incorrect) final 4 which it had inherited from
the Old Syriac under the influence of the O.T. Peshitta, in the same way that it retained
‘Beelzebub’ with final ‘b.’ .

It is necessary to emphasise the fact that the Peshitta text of Lk iii 36 really has
3xaaied, because Mr Gwilliam has edited sx=a=awL against the evidence of his mss,
under the influence of a single ‘Masoretic’ Codex (Mas. 2=B.M. Add. 12178), which
gives in this Genealogy not the Peshitta tradition, but a sophisticated accommodation to
Greek spellings. The Nestorian Masoretic Codex (Mas. 1=B.M. Add. 12188) bas
AgasAv, i.e. Arpaxshdr, and the same spelling and vocalisation is attested by the other

- Jacobite Masoretic Ms. None of the ancient codices of syr.vg has any vocalisation by
the original scribes, but they all have  at the end and not d, a fact which Mr Gwilliam
has unaccountably failed to record.

The Syriac vocalisation of the name we call ‘Jared’ is ‘:1"1:, i.e. Yard, with hard d.
ny

This is a correct transliteration of the Hebrew ™. Mr Gwilliam retains ?f"b, an

impossible form, apparently because his favourite Mas. 2 reads ALl (sic). Yet
3= (®dpes v. 83) he correctly transliterates * Pharts’ (i.e. Pars). ’

iv 2 On the text of the quotation from the Acts of Thomas, see pp. 103, 104.

. iv 18 The clause dmooreéhar refpovapévovs &v dpéoe is an adaptation of Isaiah Iviii
6, inserted into the quotation of Isaiah Ixi 1ff. As is usual with quotations from the
O.T. peculiar to S. Luke, the wording is that of the rxx. The O.T. Peshitta of
Is lviii 6 is quite different, consequently the various Syriac translators and revisers from
Tatian to Rabbula had nothing to influence them but the Greek. Now a perfectly
literal and natural rendering of the Greek into Syriac would be

Kinmars hnd) adres\o

and to send (away) the broken ones in remission.
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This is not so poetical a rendering as that of the English Bible in Lk iv 18, Whicli
has  to set at liberty them that are bruised,” but it is & far more literal version of the
awkward Biblical Greek. Consequently when Widmanstadius in the Ed. Princeps of the
Peshitta printed ;

¥ Winmars s addesn\a

‘and to strengthen (or, confirm) the broken ones in remission,

it seemed obvious that there had been an error of the press. Following Schaff, therefore,
the common editions have a%ax=\a, which is also the reading of the Harclean. Bug
the mMss of syr.vg support Widmanstadius, and Mr Gwilliam has very properly restored
od3x=n\a to the text. No doubt there is an error somewhere, but it is older than our
Ms tradition, i.e. it goes back to Rabbula.

The evidence goes beyond Rabbula, for S has 33=~<Lo, i.e. and I will strengthen (or,
confirm), a reading which looks like a variation of o33r=\o made without consulting
the Greek. In any case S attests the root 43x- and not the root 43®-. Thus the ‘error’
is really primitive and can be traced into the 2nd century, into the very beginnings of
the Syriac N.T. '

In the Note on Lk ii 30 it was shewn that this error does not stand alone, but that
it is one of a series of plausible corrections which taken together seem to indicate that
the original Syriac Gospel text was here and there smoothed down before publication.

The same phenomenon also occurs at least twice in the Psalms, in passages which
greatly resemble what we find in Lk iv 18. At the end of Ps xliv 3 the Hebrew has

DHL)WN ‘and Thou didst send away them (i.e. the heathen),” and with this agrees the
Greek «ai éééBales adrovs. But the mss of syr.vg, instead of reading . el faaro ns
we should expect, all have . ey &33ea ‘and Thou didst strengthen them (i.e. the
Israelites).” Similarly in Ps ii 3 HJ"?D’Jj (Gr. xai dmoppljouev) is rendered «3xaa by
all the Mss of syr.vg, not «ax3a as we should expect: this is exactly parallel to
Matt ix 36.

iv 29 On o3, see p. 79.
On aaldus u‘n‘ﬁ and the corresponding words in the Diatessaron, see pp. 130,
183, 197/, ,

iv 44, v 1 The text of § here rests on Professor Bensly’s transcript, as emended by
Mrs Lewis from what seemed visible in the MS in 1895, the photograph being almost
entirely illegible. The text as printed in Some Pages runs thus:

Lhraas Lom 1inma
< 1o Lom r0@man
Sy an wam xanwl an
Calda adls aas
2 b om po ama

Ao\ when,
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Of this only the first four words were marked by Professor Bensly as certain. Some

of the rest he had not made out, and some he had only transcribed tentatively. The
“certain words, however, reach ‘to the end of Lk iv 44 and include the very interesting

reading Tovdaias instead of Talilalas (see above, p. 227).

But I cannot believe that Professor Bensly’s more or less tentative vCam in line 2
can be the reading of the ms, or that line 3 has been correctly deciphered by Mrs Lewis.
The photograph seems to indicate that line 8 began with = (or w), where Some Pages
has ®a=< 2, I have no suggestion to offer, and the exact wording of S in Lk v 1 is
not a matter of prime importance; but it seemed worth while to point out that the
doubt which overhangs the transcription of Lk v 1 does not extend to Lk iv 44.

v 21 For Ephraim’s comment on this passage, see the end of the Note on Matt
xii 40.
vi 20 For the rendering, see on Matt v 4.

vi 24 ;gaé:\n.;: ‘your supplication’ : for this rendering of ™y wapdxdyow ‘f}lu,c;l/,
see p. 196 and the Note on Matt v 4,

vi 835 hami, uSea=n ‘the ungrateful for kindness’: Gr. robs éxapiorovs, The
same rendering is found in the Apocalypse of Baruch xiii 12, where piad _oduom
<ha=u\ = corresponds to 7xapwreire in the Oxyrhynchus fragment (0. P. i, p. 5).
The Syriac version of this Apocalypse thus appears to belong to the school of translation
that produced the Ev. da-Mepharreshe. ‘

vi 43-45 The agreement in order between Aphraates 303 and the Diatessaron can
best be exhibited by quotation in full :

4 303 Diat* x 35-38
They do not pluck from MI;%tvéi?%.bﬁb ...and no one doth pluck
thorns grapes, nor figs from thorns figs, nor gather
from briers ; because the Matt vii 17 from briers grapes. So every
good tree giveth good good tree bringeth forth good
fruits and the bad tree giveth B fruit, and the bad tree bringeth
bad fruits. The good tree i forth bad fruit. The good tree
cannot give bad fruits, nor cannot bring forth bad fruit, nor
the bad tree give good fruits. ' the bad tree bring forth good fruit.
;l‘he good .maﬁl. frt?m i:;he good 1&‘;;’553?5 ;I‘he good -mailr} f;lom Ehe good
reasures in his hear reasures in his hear
bringeth forth and speaketh : bringeth forth
good things, and the bad good things, and the bad
man from the superfluities man from the bad treasures
of his heart bringeth forth in his heart bringeth forth
and speaketh evil things, evil things,
because from the 1\{1;1& ‘;;iifgzﬁ and from the
superfluities of the heart superfluities of the heart

the lips speak. the lips speak.
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Roughly speaking, this is Matt vii 16-18 followed by Lk vi 45. Here, as elsewhore,
it must be remembered that the wording of the Arabic Diatessaron has heen almoa
wholly assimilated to the Peshitta, so that the comparison with Aphraates can only be
made as far as the order of the passages is concerned. o

vii 14 On the rare word <a«L ‘a bier, see p. 80. On the doubled va(cx;c;;‘%
attested by Aphraates and Ephraim, see pp. 131, 194. o

¥

vii 39 On A=, contracted in § for «m &, see p. 42, note.
’1
viii 27 TFor the construction of +wom s o s o= damo, compare

om —pen —pan=» daa ‘and was always bellowing’ (Life of Simeon Stylites 398"
quoted in Noldeke § 217). : f

viii 29 =a), <uaod acn) S0, a clear instance of v<ua% being treated as 080,
when used of an unclean ‘spirit’ (le. a wa<x): see further p. 44 and the Notes on:
Mk v 8, Joh iii 6. It is possible that ~Cavlx. was the original reading here of tho.
Ev. da-Mepharreshe, as D and e actually attest Sapoview for mvedpars.  Yet Sawpovip con
hardly be the original reading, because the Sawudviov is never personally addressed a8
such; it is always spoken fo as mvelua. P

viii 31 There can be little doubt that the mention of Gehenna in C, together with
the other striking coincidences in this passage with Moesinger 75, comes from
assimilation to the Diatessaron, and that on the whole the text of S preserves the
genuine text of the Ewv. da-Mepharreshe: see also p. 222.

viii 43 On the reading of S, which is that of B and the Armenian, and practically-
also of D and the Sahidic, see p. 227. '

viii 45 On the punctuation in C'*, see p. 15.

viii 46, 48, 50 On I=»wLo ax in §, see p. 91.

viii 40 «hran =3 duma o O (=syrvg) is obviously right, and should have
been translated ¢ from the household of the chief of the synagogue’: the Greek is mapd

T0D dpxtovvaydyov.

ix 10 The best text (i.e. 8B LXE 33, the Bgyptian versions, and practically D)
puts the Feeding of the 5000 els méhw xarovpévyy Bpfoaidd. Instead of this we find in
N* & (69) 157 and C es rérov dmpov without any mention of Bethsaida, i.e. the clause
is assimilated to the parallel in Mk vi 81 =Matt xiv 31. (asca’s Arabic Diatessaron
xviii 21 is equally silent as to Bethsaida, so that we may conjecture that. C here
reproduces the text of Tatian. Most documents combine the two readings, elt.hel' by
adding the name Bethsaida to eis mémov &muov (lat.vt-vg syr.vg), or by reading with the
majority of Greek Mss and the later versions els rdmov éuov wokews kaAovpévns Brfoa

The most natural and obvious way of regarding the text of S, which has 1

éms s <aohoon ‘4}\.\;1:-:1 <~ ad)
to the gate of a city called Beth Saida,

S T SO e S
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is to treat it as an independent attempt to avoid “the difficulty of associating the

incident with a ‘city’” (Westcott and Hort’s Introduction §143). 1 do not think it

probable that the translator of the Ev. da-Mepharreshe confused mvdny and mwdAw, or

that he worked from a Greek text in which the confusion had been made. It is more

likely that the text of S has been misread, or that the scribe of S miswrote the first

word, and that instead of w<>3a&\ the Av. du-Mepharreshe really had L3\,

Codd. 1-118-131-209 and cod. 700 read els 7émov mélews kaX. B. 'This group of mss

often preserve a Greek text agreeing with that from which the £v. da-Mepharreshe was
translated, and if we read «ad <)\ § will agree verbally with them here.

The reading is important textually, because it is the nearest approach to an
attestation by an ancient version of any of the ‘conflate’ readings which occupy so
prominent a position in Dr Hort’s theories about the history of the text of the New
Testament. The very qualified support which § here seems to give to the ‘received
text’ only throws into stronger relief its marked disagreement with the ‘received text’
in all the other seven cases of conflation which Dr Hort brought forward.

ix 23 On the spelling +3&w= in §, see p. 51.

The phrase ‘take up his cross daily’ seems to have caused difficulty in ancient
times. It is omitted by D @/, while the decisive word daily,” by which the passage in
S. Luke differs from the parallel passage in the other Gospels, is omitted by the large
majority of Greek mss and by every Old Latin text. It is therefore not surprising to
tind that ‘daily’ is omitted by S, though found in € and syr.vg.

The presence of ~pasl= in syr.vg of course explains the insertion of ‘daily’ in the
Arabic Diatessaron. In the absence of any serious evidence to the contrary, such as a
quotation from Aphraates or Ephraim, we may conjecture that the earlier texts of
Tatian’s Harmony followed the Old Latin in omitting ‘daily,” that S in omitting the
word is following the then current text of the Diatessaron, and finally that € here gives
us the true reading of the Ev. da-Mepharreshe. That C' is not corrected from syr.vg is
certain, for it has —poada= for kaf’ fuépav while syr.vg has —pasla without = ; moreover
C has ;=) ¢ for “his cross’ while syr.vg (with §) has the more ordinary term easamy
(see the Note on Lk xxiv 7). One ms of syr.vg, Mr Gwilliam’s 13, omits —pa\s, a fact
in which some may be inclined to detect a last echo of the use of the Diatessaron. -

The retention of ka8 juépav in Lk ix 23 is one of the few passages where the so-called
‘received text’ does not reproduce the reading most current in the later Byzantine
Empire. It was doubtless S. Jerome who first introduced in the West the phrase ‘ take
up his cross daily’ (Hier. ad Principiam 1 955), and it was probably the presence of
cotidie in the Vulgate which led Erasmus to admit xaf’ juépav into the printed text, in
agreement with cod. 1 but against the evidence of the common run of Greek authorities.

ix 85 The reading of S, «a=)\_ w3, represents 6 vids wov 6 éxheleypuévos, found
here in NB LE (1) & f ! gat awr sah boh arm. Most documents read ¢ vids pov ¢
dyaryrds as in Matt and Mk, and at the Baptism. The reading of C, ,m=wa wi=
‘My Son and My Beloved, is evidently derived from a reminiscence of the parallel
passages in the Syriac (if not from the Diatessaron itself), rather than from a direct
comparison with Greek mss. '
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Here, as in Joh 1 34 and perhaps in Joh iii 16 the expression ‘¢ Chosen Son’ has been
removed in many texts, so as to avoid a form of words which might favour an
‘adoptionist’ theory of our Lord’s Nature.

ix 58 [For a justification of rendering o« in § by ‘if’ or ‘though’ (and not
‘“verily "), see p. 78 and the other examples of similar constructions there collected.

ix 61 go and shew it] The Greek has dmordfacfa:, but it is difficult to avoid the
suspicion that § and C get their rendering from the Latin renuntiare or ire nuntiare.
The verb aworaooesfar is translated in Syriac texts by «3e ‘dismiss’ in Mk vi 46,
2 Cor ii 13; by wm=». ‘leave’ in Lk xiv 33; and by <=\ .=m. ‘give salaam (or,
greeting)’ in Ac xviii 18. In Lk ix 61 itself syr.vg has —a\z~< M, ie. “that I go
and make my salaam,” an admirable rendering of the Greek. In Latin texts of the
Goospels nuntiare and renuntiare (in the sense of ‘send back a message’) are used where
the Greek has amayyéMiew and the Syriac =ov ‘shew,” e.g. Matt ii 8, xi 4, xiv 12,
Mk vi 30, Lk vii 22; while here and in Lk xiv 33 renuntiare (in the sense of ‘renounce’)
is used for dmordooerfar. Several Latin texts, including g, have here ire nuntiare,
which is still nearer § and C. I venture therefore to suggest that the Hv. da-
Mepharreshe in Lk ix 61 reproduces the text of the Diatessaron, and that the
Diatessaron may have been based in this passage upon a text that had been altered to
suit the supposed meaning of the current Latin version’.

ix 62 For Ephraim’s quotation, see p. 132.

x 6 For e 8 wiye, S has M\ < (sic, see vol. 1, p. 550). On this use of v a
for ‘else,” see pp. 67, 68 note.

X 17 On p>s=ax (§%) see p. 48.
x 8¢ On <haum, see p. 43.

x 41,42 Apart from general considerations derived from N.T. textual criticism,
there can be little doubt that § gives here the true reading of the Kv. da-Mepharreshe.
The text of C appears to be the work of the same clumsy hand that tried to patch up
Johiv 24, ,aha) fue ,Ln K=dalo whe ¢ is an unnecessarily awkward rendering
of pepuuvds kat TvpBdly. The words look like a marginal note (perhaps <=al0 s <)
yado\ &), which was misread by a scribe when incorporated into the text
=4aY, is a mere transliteration of tvpBa({ew): 1t is not a Syriac word.

It should be noted that the 8¢ or yap after Mapiiu at the beginning of wver. 42, which
is an integral part of both the longer readings, is not represented in C any more than in
S. . See also pp. 219, 242.

xi 8 On the construction implied in S see p. 72.
xi 15 On the spelling of ¢ Beelzebub,” see p. 204.

xi 25f. The text of § can be taken in two ways: either (1) ‘when the unclean
spirit came, it found the house swept. 2 Then it goeth,” &c.; or (2) ¢ when the unclean

1 See also pp. 208, 234, and Dr Rendel Harris’s Study of Codex Bezae, p. 255.
pp ) Y
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spirit came and found the house swept, * then it goeth,” &c. The change of tense at the
beginning of ver. 26 shews that the apodosis comes there, and that (2) is the right
construction.

The general meaning of the whole passage is surely “This is what happened once
upon a time to a certain person: even so shall it be to this evil generation,” to adapt
the phraseology of Matt xii 45*. But when it was regarded as a revelation concerning
demoniacs and evil spirits it seemed necessary to accentuate the negligence of the un-
fortunate patient, in order to justify his second seizure. The First Evangelist had
added the word oxod{ovra, and this is interpolated into Lk xi 25 by many Greek mss,
including B, and apparently Origen. The E%. da-Mepharreshe escaped this corruption,
but attained the same result by giving a hypothetical turn to the whole figure, both
here and in Matt xii 43

xi 33 On the reading of §, see p. 251. This passage is one of the few where the
mosaic of the Diatessaron appears to be better preserved in the Latin Codex Fuldensis
than in Ciasca’s Arabic. The Arabic (viii 42) presents only a simple transcript of
Matt v 15, but fuld (p. 46) has Neque accendunt lucernam et ponunt eam sub modio
neque sub lecto NEQUE IN LOCO ABSCONDITO neque sub naso sed super condelobrum ut et
luceat omnibus qui in domo sunt. 'The foundation of this also is Matt v 15 (¢talics), but
what is in small capitals comes from Lk xi 83 and what is in ordinary type corresponds
to Lk viii 16. 'The ‘bushel,” the ‘bed,” and the  concealed place’ are mentioned by 4 14
inthis order, which is doubtless that of Tatian. The ‘bushel’ is rightly omitted by §
in Lk xi 83: it is a detail that belongs to Matt and Mk, not to Lk. It has been
interpolated into C as into most Greek Mss, but the Greek Mss put it after the ¢ concealed
place,” while in € it comes before.

xi 35, 36 'The best Western Mss (D a b ¢ ff ¢ r) simply substitute Matt vi 23° for
these somewhat obscure verses. C has Lk xi 85, but substitutes Matt vi 28 for the
following verse. The Latin Vulgate and / have the ordinary text, but / adds at the end
a form of Lk xi 36 agreeing with §. The remaining Latin Ms ¢ agrees with S. '

The three aberrant texts run as follows :—

S q S
Thy body also, therefore si ergo corpus tuum si enim corpus quod in te est
what time there is in it no lucernam non habens lucidam lucernam non habuerit lucentem
lamp that shineth, tibi
becometh darkened; obscurum est* tenebrosa est:
80 quanto magis quanto magis autem
what time thy lamp be- cum lucerna luceat lucerna tua fulgens
cometh bright, ‘
it ghineth for thee. inluminat te, lucebit tibi.

A comparison of these three texts with the ordinary Greek suggests that the common
original may have been e odv 70 odud gov Aixvor durewdr uy Eov éorl arotewdy, ovrws
(or, e paAdov) érav ¢ Adxvos aorpayy dporily oe. But I fear that I cannot claim that
this 1s much more lucid than the obscurity of the Received Text of the verse.

See also p. 243.
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xii 5 The spelling ov< (for we< ‘yea’) here found in § occurs now and then
elsewhere, e.g. in the colophon to the upper writing of the Sinai Palimpsest itself
(p»wLa o< fol. 181). But the normal spelling 2v< occurs several times in S, so that
this passage is not decisive evidence for the meaning of wx<a in Lk ix 58 §.

xii 19 For the readings of Ephraim, see p. 133; for the Book of Martyrs, see
p. 157. :

xii 31 The first letter of Moz appears to me to have been erased from the text
of 8, before the Ms became a palimpsest. It is now quite illegible.

xii 36 The allusion to this verse in Z%os* is discussed on p. 103.
xii 45, 46 On the construction here found both in § and in C, see p. 71.

xii 46 The use of the word Scxorouelv in this verse and in the parallel Matt xxiv 51
affords one of the strongest arguments that the common source of Matt and Lk was in
Greek. Such an exceedingly peculiar punishment as dichotomy is out of place here, and
the word is probably a mere misrendering of some Aramaic equivalent for the Biblical
1N ‘to cut off.’

The difficulty appears to have been felt by § or its ancestor, but the remedy
attempted was to connect Sixoroprfoe. with 70 uépos adrod. But the corrector’s marks
seem to have been misunderstood, and so we get smisnicora m&us wandlaio instead
of musumia @mdu= @mad\dsuo, i.e. feminine suffixes. :

xii 55 On the significance of Ephraim’s quotation, see pp. 134, 148, 192.
xiii 10, 11 On the construction, see pp. 69, 70.

xiii 84 Instances where the contracted forms are used with pronouns of the
2nd person are collected on p. 42.

xiv 15 «Choix ‘breakfast’ corresponds to dpworov. On the reading, see p. 225.
xiv 16-24 For the allusions in Z%0s*® and in Aphraates, see pp. 101, 102.

xiv 3¢ The point in § after m=aah is anomalous. It is possibly meant to indicate
that the final e is audible. In Matt v 13 we find éam=ah so written in €, and
similarly A® in Wright, pp. 271 bés, 833 bis, 335, 457.

Xv 7 ‘more than over.” On this curiously loose Syriac construction, see p. 60.

xv 16 On the ‘husks of the sea,” see p. 82. It should be noticed that in this
verse S supports the ordinary Greek reading yeuioar Ty xothiov adrod, which is also that
of lat.eur, while C appears to attest the xopracOivac of XBD 1-131 13&c ¢ /. The
distribution of the evidence suggests that S represents the text of the Diatessaron in

this passage. See also on xvi 21.
xvi 11 On the particle aa~, see p. 50.

xvi 21 Note that S translates yopracfivor here by ‘fill his belly,” probably under
the influence of xv 16. From the same verse comes the clause ‘No man was giving
to him,” found in Aphraates, in the Ferrar Group and in a few Latin Mss. It is hardly
necessary to postulate direct corruption from the Diatessaron in such a case as this.
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xvi 2& @~=¢ ‘his finger’ is found in § and syr.vg, in agreement with the
Greek Tod Saxrilov airod. A 383 paraphrases, but in A4 43 and in Eph. Lamy iv 381
we find m3 o ‘his little finger,” a picturesque rendering which must certainly come
from the Diatessaron. See above, pp. 136, 184.

xvi 25. On the rendering of mapakadeiras, see pp. 136, 196.
xvil 7 s occurs here only in the Bv. da-Mepharreshe : see pp. 57, T8.

xvii 10 On <= here translated ‘riff-raff,” see p. 82 /.

xvii 11 The Greek has dvjpxero 8id péoov Sapaplas xal T'adikalas, to which the
Old Latin (but not D or lat.vg) adds ez Hiericho. The Syriac for the fown ‘Samaria’
is wise (Joh iv 7), but for the district ‘Samaria’ we find wisne. dus, ie. ¢ the
land of the Samaritans.” Now &us also means ‘between,” so that the loglcally accurate
Syriac for ‘between Samaria and Galilee’ would be W AIA) WKimr dum dusm,
But such a doubling of the du= was felt to be awkward, and the actual reading of
- gyrovg is AN Kione fun om G

If we translate without reference to the Greek we can render this ‘he was crossing
Samaria to Galilee,” which is geographically improbable and is open to the objection that
“to cross’ is generally, though not invariably, followed by —= or M to express over.’
If on the other hand we feel that &= and 8% péror cannot be dissociated we must
render ‘he was crossing between the Samaritans and Galilee,” which is as awkward
in Syriac as in English, so awkward indeed that it can only be regarded as a piece
of patching.

The reading of S C very cleverly avoids the difficulties. By reading

[amid)] KAAN) i, fus om A=
he crossed between the Samaritans and the Galilaeans [to Jericho]

the doubled &= is avoided by substituting in each case ‘Samaritans’ and ‘ Galilaeans’

for ‘Samaria’ and ‘Galilee.” The final word oaws%v\ is absent from S, and so

probably does not belong to the original text of the Eb. da-Mepharreshe. But without

this word the Syriac might very well be translated ‘he crossed Samaria to the Galilaeans.’

To avoid this misconception therefore ¢’ adds from the context a mention of Jericho.
But though it is natural to translate the text of ¢

ke crossed between the Samaritans and the Galilweans 1o Jericho,
it is equally within the rules of Syriac Grammar (Nold. § 251; see above, p. 62)
to render it

he crossed between the Somaritons and the Galildeans AND Jericho,
though this is the less natural construction, because ‘Samaritans’ and ¢ Galilaeans’ are

not co-ordinate with the fown ¢ Jericho.” But this second rendering is in agreement

with the Old Latin.
The natural inference to be drawn, if this variation stood alone, would be that the

B. IL i 38
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reading of the Old Latin Mss was derived from a misunderstanding of the Syriac gloss.
This is highly improbable. On general grounds it is likely that the interpolation
et Hiericho arose in the West, was adopted in the Diatessaron, and carried over
into € (not S); and that it is merely the accident of Syriac idiom which makes the
interpolated text more forcible in Syriac than in Latin. In any case the variant teaches
us not to Jay too much weight on the converse argument derived from Lk ix 61

xvii 17 The reading of § is certain (see vol. i, p. 552) so far as the omission
of Y&\ is concerned ; in other words, 8 and (' agree with D and the Old Latin in reading
oyTo! instead of oyxor or oyyior.

xvii 21 As stated on p. 198, this verse is noteworthy for the fact that the
Peshitta and the Ev. da-Mepharreshe and the Diatessaron are all extant and all
different. It may therefore be not out of place to point out that the Homily ascribed
to Ephraim which contains a quotation of this verse agreeing with the Peshitta
(Ed. Rom. vi 550) is not really. by S. Ephraim, but should be ascribed to Isaac of
Antioch on the sufficient authority of B.M. Add. 14607, a Ms of the 6th century.

xviii 5§ On the construction, see p. 73.

For memdly we C and syr.vg. have ») «C3m=» ‘annoy me,’ a very good rendering.
8§ has paswZd < will take hold of me.’ This must be meant for the alternative reading
Swomdly (G* 183&c al™*). In 1 Cor ix 27 there is a similar variety of reading in the
Greek, and here the Sinai Arabic text published by Mrs Gibson has (e ol
¢TI will take hold of my body,” to render dwomdlw pov 76 cdpa. i )

xviii 25 On 3 (for 3\ ) in &, see p. 51.
xviii 30 On the reading, see p. 194.

xix 44 the day of thy greatness] The Greek is ov kaipov 74s émaromris cov. On
this very curious rendering Cureton remarks (Preface, p. lix): ‘The translator here,
at the same time that he betrays a want of knowledge of the Greek language, seems
also to indicate that he performed his task at a period when the episcopal office was
held in the highest dignity. I cannot but think Cureton right in believing that the
translator here understood émoxomy in the sense of ‘the office of an émioxomos,” but
his inference about the time when the translator lived is indefinite : the ériororos,
wherever. there has been a Christian officer called by that title, has been at all times
the head of the ecclesiastical system, whether as resident Bishop or travelling Visitor.
This word wha=4 is not the conventional ecclesiastical equivalent for érwrxomy, and
so its use points to an early rather than to a late date. As a matter of fact, N129
is actually used in the Targums for the Hebrew MME’t in the technical sense of the
dignity conferred by ordination,’ e.g. Num xviii 8, Lev vii 25 (35). Agreements with
Jewish Aramaic such as these belong to the earliest stratum of Christian Syriac.

On the reading of § and the Peshitta, see p. 222.

1 The greater part of this Note will be found in the present writer’s Supplementary Notes to
the Second Edition of Westcott and Hort’s Introduction (Appendix, p. 145).
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xx 17 On the particle sox., see p. 50.

In the phrase eis xepahiy yovias the last word is rendered «<¥ua1 by all Syriac
authorities in Matt xxi 42, Mk xii 10. This is the natural rendering, as may be seen
from Matt vi 5, and is probably implied in Moesinger 193. But in Lk xx 17 § has
a3\ for els kepadfy yovias, as in the Peshitta of Aciv 11, C has iaama @ed)
a8 in the Peshitta of Ps cxviii 22, while syr.vg has «<Z&uamm <im 23\ 5 conflation of
8 with the rendering found in the other Gospels. ‘

The Book of Acts in syr.vg has been much less drastically revised than the Gospels,
so that we may fairly take the agreement of § and Ac iv 11 as an indication that
S has here preserved the original rendering. The text of C, on the other hand, can
hardly be anything else than an assimilation of the Gospel text to that of the Psalms.

xx 29 The spelling v&><3ax. is quite legible in the photbgraph of 8. Asmentioned
on p. 48 this spelling is characteristic of several forms of Palestinian Aramaic, but in
Edessene it does not seem to be known outside the Sinai Palimpsest.

xx 34 The only correct translation of pama wals, here read by S and C,
is ‘beget and are begotten,’ as Cureton translated it. The first word is masculine and
active ; the second word by itself might be active or passive, but both the context
and the readings of the Greek Mss shew that it is intended for a passive. The
Ev. da-Mepharreshe therefore supports yewdow kal yevvdvrae with @ ¢ ¢ [ Irenacus and
Cyprian, against the yevévrar kal yewdow attested by D f ¢ g.  The accident that the
latter reading is attested by the Greek ms D has given it an undeserved prominence.
The reading of § C and its allies is certainly the earlier form of the Western text, and
I incline to regard it as a genuine clause of 8. Luke’s Gospel.

xxi 11 In view of the many notable variations in the extant Syriac texts of
this verse it is worth pointing out that an allusion to it in the Chronicle of Joshua
Stylites xlix (Wright, p. 45™) contains the definitely Peshitta phrase «a%oma < &\iia

‘terrors and panics.’ : '
‘ At the end of the verse S stands almost alone with D and ¢ among ¢ Western’

authorities in omitting xail xepdves.

xxi 18 This verse is contained in &, but omitted by ¢ and Marcion. The text
of Marcion, however, has elsewhere no special affinity with the Old Syriac, so that the
coincidence here is probably accidental. - :

xxi 25 On the renderings of dwopla, see p. 83.

xxi 35 Both § and € have & )\ _vuss vaw for s mayls yap éreoedeioerat
(or érehedoerar), and the same rendering reappears in the Harclean. It is in fact
a natural and literal translation of the Greek. But the Peshitta has 3\ < LEN < v‘-vﬁ
u= @ ‘for as a springe it shall spring.’ ‘

The origin of this striking and peculiar rendering is quite obscure. The meaning
of the verb u= ¢ is attested by Aphraates 296" v<us EARRCN . the snare closes upon it,’
a phrase independent of Lk xxi 85. It may possibly have stood in the Diatessaron, but
the passage is not extant in any early Syriac authority.
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xxii 3 For the spelling of the name * Iscariot,’” see on Joh vi 71.

xxii 17-20 In agreement with Westcott and Hort I assume that the true text
of these verses is that preserved in Codex Bezae. The reasons for this view are set
forth in Dr Hort’s well-known Note on the passage and do not need repetition here.
Thus we have as the original form from which all the variants start:

“And He received a cup and gave thanks and said: ‘Take this and divide
it among yourselves, Bfor I say unto you I will not drink from henceforth of the
fruit of the-vine, until the kingdom of God shall come.’

1w And He took bread, and gave thanks and brake it and gave to them saying :
‘This is my body.’

[followed immediately by *‘But behold, the hand of him, &e....... 1

The Old Latin Mss a (b) (¢) #¢ ¢ support D, but b and e put ver. 19* before w. 17, 18,
so that the Bread may come before the Cup, as in the other accounts of the Last
Supper. Most mss, including & and B, after ¢ This is my body’ add “*® ‘which is given
for you : this do in remembrance of me.” *And the cup likewise after supper, saying :
‘This cup is the new covenant in my blood, which is shed for you.”” These words are
taken either direct from 1 Cor xi 28*-25, as Westcott and Hort suggest, or from
a liturgical text itself based on 8. Paul.

The Syriac evidence is more complicated. We have to consider, besides the Peshitta
and the Ev. da-Mepharreshe, the texts of the Diatessaron and of the Liturgy. The
Peshitta only differs from the ¢ Received Text’ by the omission of #v. 17 and 18. It does
not agree in language with the Peshitta text of 1 Cor, and its genesis is (I think)
best explained by supposing it to be a revision of a text like that of S, in which ver. 19
immediately followed ver. 16. Very likely wv. 17 and 18 stood in the Greek ms used by
the reviser, but he passed them over either by accident or design.

The kind of text used in Syriac Liturgies during the 4th century is not improbably
representéd by the quotation in Aphraates 221, a combination of Matt and 1" Cor.
It runs as follows:

After Judas went forth from them (¢f Joh xiii 30), He took bread and blessed
and gave to His disciples and said to them: ‘This is my body; take, eat of it all of
you'.

And also over the wine thus He blessed and said to them: ‘This is my
blood, the new covenant that for many is shed to forgiveness of sins: thus be

. ye doing for my memory whenever ye be gathered together.’

The last words are practically equivalent to 1 Cor xi 25% but they agree still closer
with the end of the words of institution as printed in the Nestorian ‘Liturgy of
Theodore,” the present form of which dates from the 6th century®. That the quotation
in Aphraates is not taken straight from the Diatessaron appears from the fact that
it does not contain the portions of our Lord’s words at the Supper which are quoted
by Ephraim (Moesinger 222). Aphraates omits ‘and brake’ after ‘blessed,” and he has

1 For this phrase, see e.g. the Canon Missae, the Anaphora of Nestorius and the Coptic
Anaphora published by Giorgi.
2 Tt was ‘translated’ by Mar Aba the Catholicos. See Canon Maclean’s Syriac edition, p. o,
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nothing to correspond with ‘I will not drink from henceforth of this fruit of the vine
until the kingdom of my Father’ (so Moesinger 222).

The narrative of the Supper in- the Diatessaron, apart from these extracts, is very
hard to ascertain. The Arabic (xlv 12-16) gives Matt xxvi 26-29 (=Mk xiv 22-25)
followed by Lk xxii 19® ‘and so be doing for my memory.’” But we cannot trust the
details where they agree in text with the Peshitta, and possibly the true text of the
Diatessaron contained more elements derived from S. Luke. But obviously S. Luke’s
account, in which the Cup comes before the Bread, was not made the basis of the
narrative. :

We have now to consider how best to explain the text of S and C, on the assumption
that the Diatessaron and probably a liturgical text resembling Aphraates 221 was known
to the translator. Two questions of importance arise: (1) Is the Hv. da-Mepharreshe
more faithfully preserved in § or in € at this point? and (2) What Greek text was
known to the translator?

I have come to the conclusion that € is here the more faithful text, and that there is
no indication that either 8 or € is based on the longer Greek text. The text of S may
be arranged thus:— :

1 Corxi 23, 24 And He took bread **and gave thanks over it and brake and
gave to them and said:

“This is my body that for you [I give];
So be doing for my memory.’

25 *And [after they supped] he took a cup and gave thanks over it and said:

Lk xxii 17* ‘Take this; divide among yourselves.

Matt xxvi 28* [This is my blood, the new covenant.]

Lk xxii 18 [For] I say to you that from now I shall not drmk of this *fruit*,
until the kmgdom of God come.’

The words in brackets are omltted by C, and in line 7 instead of ‘fruit’ € has
‘produce of the vine.’ »

The first four lines practically reproduce 1 Cor xi 23°-25* (in the true text)'. On
the other hand, line 5 is Lk xxii 17° and line 7 is Lk xxii 18". Thus both § and € )
definitely attest Lk xxii 17, 18, which is the passage peculiar to the Third Gospel. The
main reason that I consider the text of C here the earlier is that €' is more faithful both
to Lk and to 1 Cor: this might very well be the work &f an editor combining documents
for the first time, but a later scribe, revising a text by a Greek mMs would have only
assimilated the text before him to one Biblical passage. Assuming then C to be the
more original, the passages in square brackets must be regarded as interpolations in the
Ewv. da-Mepharreshe. In line 2 ‘I give’ comes neither from 8. Luke nor from 8. Paul ;
it is a reminiscence of Joh vi 51, inserted to lighten the syntax. In line 4 ‘after they
supped’ is of course from 1 Cor xi 25, but without doadres, Line 6 ¢ This is my blood,
the new covenant’ corresponds to Matt xxvi 28 and it has a place in Aphraates 221.
In line 7 “for’ is inserted so as to avoid having so many clauses without any conjunction :
it is indeed found in all Mss of Lk xxii 18 but €, but omissions of this sort are very
common both in § and €. In the same line ‘fruit’ is a much more commonplace word

1 The earliest Syriac form of 1 Cor is indicated here by the Armenian version.
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than «®awZ, a term specially appropriate here as is clear from the Peshitta text of
Judg ix 13: probably ‘fruit’ was meant as a substitute for ‘ produce,’ but in the process
of substitution ‘ of the vine’ was accidentally deleted also.

Taking € as our basis, it is not difficult to account for the additions found in &S.
To explain the genesis of € is more difficult; chiefly because the exact wording of the
Diatessaron in its original form is unknown to us. But the words ‘that (is) for you’
after ¢ This is my body ’ definitely belong to 1 Cor xi 24 and not to the interpolated form
of Lk xxii 19. All the mss which have the longer form of Lk xxii 19 have 7o mep Sudv
8:8dpmevor, and it is hardly likely, if C had got this passage from the interpolated form

of Lk xxii 19, that it would have had only . a=ss« M, T conclude therefore that
the words came from S. Paul’s account, probably through the medium of the Diatessaron,
and that the Greek text of the Gospels known to the translator of the Ev. da-
Mepharreshe here agreed in essentials with that approved by Westcott and Hort. The
B, da-Mepharreshe here, as in so many other passages, may be not a simple translation
from the Greek, but an adaptation of the language of the Diatessaron to agree more or
less with the Greek text. At the same time it is quite likely that neither S nor ¢' may
give an uncorrupted text. It is possible that both & and € have been independently
assimilated to the Diatessaron, and that the original form of the Ev. da-Mepharreshe
may have been still nearer that approved by Westcott and Hort.

xxii 37 The » which is inserted by § before wmdia is probably nothing more
than a scribe’s blunder: see p. 69, note.

xxii 48 For a discussion of the meaning and origin of the Syriac phrase
w3=\2 @i, here found in O, see the Note on Matt xii 40. In § we find
eyl 3. There is no doubt as to the reading of the Palimpsest, but of course
_this ungrammatical expression is due to the error of some scribe. . '

I venture to suggest that the vz ae<a 3=\ of § is a mistake, not for the common-
_ place v<eawd @3\, but for e 32\ and that the sense intended was

Judas, with a kiss thow dost betray o man !

Two distinct questions are here raised. There is the question of what S. Luke wrote
and the question of what the original words may have been. . With regard to the first
question, I do not think we can follow the lead of the Sinai Palimpsest. The fact that
there is no various reading in the Greek is not in itself decisive, because the Latin
JSilium hominis is essentially neutral between vidv dvBpdmov and Tév vidv 70d dvbpdmou.
But we should not expect to find vies dvbpsmov used by S. Luke in the sense of
dvbpwmos.

We cannot, doubt therefore that S. Luke wrote ¢idqjuare tov vidv 7od dwbpdmov
mapadidws, and that he understood The Som of Man to have the same meaning that it
has in Lk xxii 69. But assuming the saying not to be the invention of the Evangelist,
what was its original form? To what Aramaic phrase does it correspond ? Here
perhaps the Semitic tact of the ancestor of § may indicate the truth. The technical
terminology of Lk xxii 69 is surely out of place here, and I venture to think that we
shall do well, not to interpret ¢ vids Tod dvfpdmov here in some artificial sense, but boldly
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to substitute for it a simple dvfpeomros when we try to realise the actual scene. The
same I feel sure is true of Matt xii 82 and Mk ii 10, 28. In all these cases the
reference is not to the Messiah gua Messiah, but to man qua man. The Sabbath was
made for man, therefore a man is lord of the Sabbath; to speak against a man is
pardonable, but to resist the Spirit of God is unpardonable. It is the same in Lk xxii
48 : the crime of Judas is not so much that it was the Messiah whom he betrayed, as
that he betrayed a man by means of a kiss. V

xxii 52 orparyyods Tob iepod] The ‘Captains of the Temple’ appear to have been a
kind of Jewish sanctuary police. In Acts we hear of the Captain of the Temple (in the
singular), and his satellites (Ac iv 1, v 24; 26). The ordinary text also has «ai
orparyyois in Lk xxii 4, but the word is omitted there by D lat.vt as well as by § € and
the Athiopic. In xxii 52 the words orparyyods Tob iepod are doubtless genuine, but S
renders them by w\oa\3\ @ under the influence of the Diatessaron, for according to
Tatian the arrest of our Lord was made with the help of Roman soldiery (Diat* xlviii 22,
confirmed by Moesinger 235). This view was apparently founded on the theory
that the owetpav of Joh xviii 3 implied an Imperial. Cohort. The reading of C,
L Anumn &K\ a3\, looks like a conflation of S with the Greek text, made by a
reviser who saw that Tod iepod was left out in the Syriac rendering. But v \auil o,
1.e. orpamidras, is hardly an appropriate rendering of orparyyol. The Peshitta, both here
and in ver. 4, has W \nu@mn &L \af =8,

xxii 54 On the names given to S. Peter by the various Syriac texts, see pp. 92-96.
The Greek here has 6 8¢ ITérpos.

xxii 59 ‘<A.A\ S, meaning ‘ Galilaean’: see p. 46.

xxiii 2 ‘King Messiah.” On the more accurate equivalent for this well-known
Jewish phrase, see p. 58.

xxiii 6 «&\\\_ S meaning ‘Galilee’: see p. 46.

xxiii 9"-12 The omission of these verses is a curious and unexplained phenomenon
of the text of 8. Possibly it is somehow connected with the awkward wording of
xxiii 5, 6, where the omission of necessary words seems to indicate that the ancestor of
S has been mutilated about this point. Unfortunately the African Latin of the verses
has to be gathered wholly from the late Ms ¢, as ¢ seems to have been corrected from a
commonplace source throughout the greater part of Lk xxiii. It is therefore noteworthy
that both at the beginning and at the end.of the great omission in § we find a variation
from the common text in ¢. At the end of xxiii 9 ¢ adds quasi non audiens, which
corresponds to v<aom o4 Lom <L\ am v\av‘ in O, but is not attested by any
other ms, and for xxiii 12 ¢ has Cum essent autem in dissensionem Pilotus et Herodes
Jacti sunt amici in illa die [nam antea inimici erant ad inuicem]. The last clause is
probably interpolated into ¢ from the Vulgate, but the rest corresponds to a well-known
singular reading of D. Thus the passage omitted by S was one in which early Western
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texts presented great variations from the mass of the later Greek mss. But beyond this
it is difficult to make any assertion with confidence, for there can be little doubt that the

passage as a whole is a genuine portion of Lk.

xxiii 19, 25 On hoi\m and wwim see p. 79 7, where it is suggested that the
original word may have been < horo\ o ‘sedition.’

xxiii 21 On the verbal suffixes in S, see pp. 54—56.
- xxiii 34> For the reading of S, see pp. 195, 215 /.

xxiii 38 On <o\ ‘tablet,” see pp. 79, 138, 201.
»

xxiii 43 In this verse § agrees with syr.vg in having ‘in the Paradise’ for & 7¢
mapadeido, while ¢ and the Diatessaron have ‘in the Garden of Eden’: see pp. 109, 138.
S also agrees with syr.vg against C in joining orpepov With per’ éuob &y and not with
"Apsjy cor Méyw, but in this second case the other authorities are divided. Ephraim
(Moes. 244, 245) quotes the words of Jesus three times and each time without the
prefixed ‘To-day,” as in C and in 4 437. But he says also “Qur Lord shortened His
distant liberalities and gave a near promise, To-day and not at the End....Thus through
a robber was Paradise opened.” ‘ : ’

The punctuation attested by C is referred to but not approved by Barsalibi, who says
(in his Commentary on S. Matthew): “Some hold that when He said Zo-doy, it was not
of that Friday that He said that in it the robber should be in Paradise, but at the end of
the world; and they read the passage Amen, amen (sic), fo-day, adding a colon
(Kb wa), and afterwards With Me thou shailt be in Paradise, i.e. ab the end of
the world.” But possibly this is an extract from some Greek commentator, for in Greek
no change would be required in the text if this view were adopted, while in Syriac it
involves the transposition of * from before vi=as to before y==..

xxiif 48 The quotations given in the apparatus from Addas 27 and Moesinger 245
make it evident that some reference to the ‘judgement’ or ‘desolation’ of Jerusalem
stood in the Diatessaron as well as the cry ‘Woe to us! What hath befallen us?’
~ The full reading is preserved in a slightly corrupted form by Cod. Sangermanensis (g),
which adds to the ordinary text at the -end of the verse: dicentes uae wobis quae facta
sunt hodiae propter peccata nostra. adpropinquauit enim desolatio hierusalem. Here
wobis is obviously a mistake for nobis, and 1 have little doubt that kodiae is a corruption
of nobis also.

The same cry of Woe appears in the Gospel of Peter (§ 1) where we read (after Christ
has been taken down from the Cross and His burial): 7ére oi "Lovdaiot kai oi mpeaf3irepot
kai oi iepeis iddvres olov kakdv Eavrols émofpoav fpéavro xowresfor kai Aéyeww Odai Tals
duapriats udv: fyywev 1) xpiots kal 70 Télos "Iepovoasjm. This sentence and the form of
text found in the Diatessaron obviously have a common origin: possibly indeed the
Gospel of Peter is the original source of the reading.
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xxiv 7 _—\33v o. The agreement of S and C with syr.vg makes this a convenient
point to draw attentlon to the way in which ==l “to crucify’ and ‘<-_—._A Cross’ are

constantly avoided in 8, o1 and waaoi being used instead. The noun ‘<=u3 does
not oceur in S, v&aami being used in all the eleven places where S is extant. In Syr.vg
‘<-=-AS occurs 15 out of 17 times, while in ¢ =) ¢ occurs 4 times out of 6, viz.
Matt x 388, xix 21 (an interpolation), Lk ix 28, xiv 27. Its use in Matt xix 21
(=Mk x 21) is supported by Aphraates 392, so that <K=u ¢ appears to have had a
place in the Diatessaron. '

The verb oravpoiv occurs 83 or 34 times in the Gospels. By far the commoner
Syriac rendering is -am, but =\ « occurs here in all extant texts. In Joh xix, where
syr.vg alone is extant, -=\ < is used for ‘crucify, crucify,” in ov. 62, 15%, although
elsewhere in the chapter -ami alone occurs. In Mk ix 12 S has =\ g for éovderyti,
while syr.vg has @&w a word which elsewhere stands rather for dmoSoxyudlew. It
looks almost as if the one Syriac word were derived by mere confusion from the other.
In that case we should suppose syr.vg to have retained the genuine reading of the
Bv. da-Mepharreshe unchanged and the —=\Y, ¢ of & would be a mere corruption of

The avmdance of V<-=-\3 in § is probably nothing more than a translator’s trick,
like the avoidance of ‘453‘4 sh1p and v<>awas ‘resurrection.’ I have been unable to
make out any difference in meaning between v<aumi and = ¢ any more ‘than there
~ 1s between Rood and Cross. Both words seem ultimately to mean ‘a stake.’

xxiv 12 For the reading, see pp. 231/ At the end of the verse mha) Mo
should have been translated ‘and he went to his Aouse, not ‘and he went away’:
¢f Joh 1 39.

xxiv 43, 44 The translation given of the text of § and C is a possible one, but
+ the Latin evidence and that of Clement convinces me that there is no asyndeton at the
beginning of wer. 44 and that the translation ought to run:

“ And they gave him a portion of fish broiled [and of honey-comb]. *And while he
took and ate before their eyes [and took up that which was over and gave to them]
“he said to them...

The square brackets represent the portions of text found in C, but rlghtly omitted by
S with D and ¢ as well as NB and A.

Clement of Alexandria (p. 174) definitely quotes the passage thus: érédwxer airg
ixfos wrod pépos: “xal paydv dvdmov adrdy Yelmev adrols.... Of the Latins b and f
have in wv. 43, 44, Et manducans coram ipsis “dizit ad eos, while ¢ and the text
underlymg ¢ have It accepit coram illis. * Et dizit illis. Possibly therefore D is r1ght
in reading xa! efrev at the beginning of wer. 44, and the Elrev 8¢ of most Greek mss is a
stylistic alteration to make a paragraph begin with wer. 44.



S. JOHN.

i1 We see from the text of €' in i 14 that <8\ Word retains its usual
gender, even when used in the theological sense, and the text of C is borne out by the
quotations of Aphraates and S. Ephraim. At the same time the Subject of the Prologue
is treated as masculine, as is clear from the opening words of the second verse. As,
therefore, in the first clause of the first verse the verb is masculine and <&\ ig
feminine it is best to take &M= as the predicate, not as the subject. The grammatical
subject, who is at the same time the Subject of the Gospel itself, is unnamed; but it is

asserted that He was the Word. .
It is commonly said that <%\~ when it means ‘God, the Word,’ is treated as

masculine, and this is true of later Syriac usage, beginning with Rabbula and the
Peshitta itself. But it is not true of the Ev. da-Mepharreshe or of Syriac writers before
Rabbula.

Now if «<%\= be feminine throughout the Prologue to this Gospel, the reason for
the insertion of ow in the latter clauses of i 1 becomes clear. It is not a mere
equivalent for the Greek article, but the actual nominative of the verbs, and <8\ is
in apposition to it. This indeed is recognised by syr.vg, for the words are pointed
W\ o i.e. hi melléthd, not <S> o ie. hawu mellothd. Mr Gwilliam therefore
is wrong in translating the words by ‘ipsum Verbum’; it should be ‘Ipse, Verbum,” in
each case. ’

The theological doctrine associated by S. Ephraim with the name of the Word is
best illustrated by the long extracts from his (lost) Homily on Joh i 1, which are quoted
in Lamy ii 511 and in my S. Ephkraim’s Quotations from the Gospel, pp. 64, 65.

i 3, 4 On the text of S. Ephraim’s quotations of i 3% see above p. 139. As
regards the vexed question of the punctuation of 1 8% 4, it is evident that C ends v. 3
with 093¢ &, beginning . 4 with & yéyove & odr¢ Loy &orw. Syr.vg corrects & into
#v and otherwise alters the wording, but continues to join & yéyovev with év adrg and not
with the preceding o8¢ &. At a later period the punctuation was changed, but at the
expense of grammar. See the present writer’s Note in the Journ. of Theol. Studies
iv 436, and Mr Gwilliam’s Reply iv 606. I leave it to my readers to judge for
themselves whether in the sentence "

wam vl ;s Lomn 71::: Yo @ Klad amdmloa Wom s A

they will put the stop after Yom with the late Professor R. L. Bensly and the most
ancient Mss, or place it before m= with Mr Gwilliam and the modern custom.

114 It has been shewn above on Johi 1 and also on pp. 44, 109, 140, that up to
the time of Rabbula our Syriac authorities always treat <&\ ‘the Word’ as feminine,
and translate odpé by «€32& ‘body,” not wiea= ¢ flesh’; after Rabbula we find «
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in this theological sense treated as masculine, and odpé rendered in this verse by wacas,
although in the corresponding places in Joh vi syr.vg still has w3\ for odpé, like
S and C. _

But all our authorities, including syr.vg, translate éomfrocer & Huiv by = dune<
or = <. [t is difficult to ascertain the exact meaning of this phrase, because
almost all the instances in Syriac literature of A< construed with = are direct
allusions to this very passage. The only exception I can find is a passage in a Homily
ascribed to Ephraim (Zd. Rom. vi 439 A), where we read Wols xim wma\ < e
Make kim rest in the best part of thy bed. This is part of the Christian’s duty to his
brother on a journey.

Here QA< retains its proper transitive force. More often it has the middle sense of
‘causing oneself to rest,’ like ay o) in Arabic, or the English phrase ‘to put up in a
place.” But A< thus used generally takes M after it, as in Acts v 15.

As &< with = is so uncommon, we may fairly conclude that the preposition had
no very definite connotation and we must deduce the meaning from the Greek it
represents and from the context. I have uniformly rendered the phrase sojourned
among us,” but I venture to think that the translator wished to express rather the
dwelling of the Word ¢ a human tabernacle than the sojourn of the Word among
human beings. The verb axyrolv is used elsewhere four times in the New Testament,
viz. Rev. vil 15, xii 12, xiii 6, xxi 3. In Rev xii 12, xiii 6, where it is followed by é it
is used simply for to ‘inhabit’ a country, and the Syriac has «3x. with =. In
Rev xxi 3 it is used of God dwelling with (uerd) men, and the Syriac has « 3= with
=P~ In Rev vii 15 it is used with én{ of the Divine Shekinah, and there we find
o< with M. T have therefore come to the conclusion that o <. <R
means ‘ The Word...sojourned in our nature, rather than ‘sojourned among men,” and
that ‘cast its influence in us’ is wrong.

118 Tor povoyerys, syr.vg has everywhere v smuus, except in Heb xi 17. It also
is used in Lk viii 42, ix 88, by S and €. Here, however, and in Joh iii 16, 18, € has
v, supported by 8 in iii 16. The meaning is the same, but v<saaus passes perhaps -
rather more easily into a substantive and appears to be so used in Joh iii 18 syr.vg,
where for els 76 dvopa ToB povoyevods viod Tod feod We find LMl MiAn ot @mE=s,
which I should be inclined to translate ‘in the name of the Only-begotten, the Son of
God,’ treating vlmaws as a substantive. (' treats povoyevods as an adjective, for it
renders the phrase wauw «wmlZn @i=n msses, with «Cws at the end.  But the
original Syriac rendering of this verse may have been wluws 3= msnes a5 in S,
- Le. “in the name of the approved Son.” No other extant authority supports S here, but
Joh i 84 shews that there was a tendency to eliminate readings which seemed to savour
of ¢ Adoptionism.’

In Joh i 18 there is no question that povoyerijs is genuine; usually we have to choose
between povoyerys ecs and & povoyerys vids. But though ¢ with «i= waaws clearly
supports & povoyerys vids and syr.vg with «CmM& o clearly supports [6] wovoyerns
feds, the Diatessaron appears to have read [d] povoyerfs, without either vids or feds. The
direct quotation in Ephraim’s Commentary (Moesinger 3) is borne out by the allusion in
Aphraates 115, and it is further attested in Latin by ga#, one of the group of Vulgate
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Mss with ‘mixed’ texts that we have elsewhere found to agree with Diatessaron readings;
see above on Joh x 8 (p. 196).

‘It is very unfortunate that the leaf of S which contained the Prologue to the Fourth
Gospel should be missing, but I venture to think it probable that if it had been
preserved we should have found that it read L muws like syr.vg. In cases
where the Old Syriac, or one branch of it, agreed with the Alexandrian text (to call the
non-Western non-Constantinopolitan text by its truer name), we often find that the
Peshitta retains the reading unchanged, but there are hardly any instances of the
Peshitta taking the Alexandrian side when the Old Syriac supports a reading attested
both by the Western and the Constantinopolitan anthorities. In Joh i 18 povoyevis feds
is supported only by NBC*L 83 boh aeth in addition to syr.vg and certain Fathers: the
presence of syr.vg in this group can only be explained on the hypothesis that it retains
unaltered an older Syriac text. At the same time the verse has been otherwise revised
into closer conformity with the Greek; «mamwa Wmaxm smadueda odm does
not sound so primitive a rendering of ¢ dv eis 7ov KkdAwqy 70D warpds as the simple
aman«ln msox oo of O :

The fact that ¢ supports ¢ wovoyevys vids presents no difficulty, as there are many
other examples in € of revision from later Greek texts. What has happened here is
exactly what has happened in Mk xvi 9-20 and Lk x 41, 42, to name the most obvious
instances. Probably the ancestor of € before it was revised had w[s]aaus alone, like the
Diatessaron. - ‘

i28 «i=a dum.  The seydmé marking the plural are here, as in so many other
words, not legible in 8, but there is no reason to suppose that they were originally
absent. Possibly the place-name was intended by the translator to sound significant,
o0 that .
wim @M wmoinas wKhHan du=

would convey the meaning at Overstrand, over Jordan River, rather than a¢ Beth-
‘Bbré or at BethE’bdré In Greek ByfeBapa is found in 13&c and A-262, but the
Syriac pronunciation is more probably indicated by the Armenian PE[Fwppuy, 1e.
Bethabré or Bethebré, without a vowel between b and ». The true Diatessaron reading
is unknown, the Arabic having Bethany in agreement with the Peshitta.

This reading of the Ev. da-Mepharreshe would be hardly worth separate notice but
for the suspicion that the reading BnfafBapd for Bybavig was first introduced into the
Greek text of the Gospel by Origen. It might therefore be urged that the Ev. do-
Mepharreshe was later than Origen, later therefore than about 230 ADp." But this is
extremely unlikely in itself, in view of the general character of the text. It is equally
unlikely that any reading adopted by Origen should have been derived by him from a
Syriac source. ‘

We must therefore assume that Bethabara (or its equivalent) was adopted by the
Ev. da-Mepharreshe and by Origen from a common source. This source seems to have
been not documentary evidence, but local identification. In Origen’s case this is
distinetly stated (Orig. én Joan. iv 140, ed. Brooke i 158): he tells us that he is

1 See Baethgen, Evangelienfragmente, p. 83.
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sure we ought to read not Bethania but Bethabara, yevopevor év Tois rémois émi ioToplav
Tév Ixvév “Inood kal @y pabyrév adrod kai TGV TPOGNTGY. That a similar archaeological
interest underlies the Old Syriac is obvious, otherwise we should never have had the
identifications of Kavd with Odtné, of Nalopér with Ndsrath, or the careful spelling
of the Syriac equivalents for Byfavia, Bnfgayy, Byb{edd, Byboaidd, Xopalelv, and other
comparatively obscure names. Whether the identifications implied are always correct
is another matter; but it is evident that a serious attempt has been made to give the
names correctly, in marked contrast to the Western indifference of the Latin texts.

The Old Syriac version of the Gospels is the earliest evidence we possess for the
beginnings of the cult of the Holy Places, a cult which attained so great a vogue
in the fourth and succeeding centuries. The cult, of course, was not really archaeo-
logical, but was grounded in the wish to obtain the special benefit of each sacred spot.
It is therefore interesting to note that among the first places to attract notice was
the reputed scene of the Baptism of Jesus. It was here that many of the faithful
went to receive baptism themselves, a custom which goes back to the sources of the
Onomastica (Lagarde OS 108, 240), i.e. to the times of Origen. Among those who
were so baptized was Rabbula, afterwards bishop of Edessa.

The identification of the scene of the Baptism with the traditional site five Roman
miles from the mouth of the Jordan does not seem to find favour with modern scholars.
What the tradition was based on it is impossible to say, but in any case it had very
little to do with the literary tradition of the Fourth Gospel. We cannot doubt that
the author of the Fourth Gospel wrote ‘Bethany beyoud Jordan.” On the other hand
we have the cult of ¢ Bethabara,” developed before the time of Origen, perhaps at a
pre-Christian holy place. The cult led to the identification of ‘Bethany’ with ‘Bethabara,”
and finally it influenced some texts of the Gospel.

i 3¢ «an <y aum\_ is the reading both of § and of (), corresponding to
& exhextos Tod feod, the reading of N* al? e. Most documents have & vids Tod feod, the
‘ European’ Latin variously combining the two readings.

The accession of 8 to the list of aathorities for éxhexrds ought, I think, to incline
us to accept it. Its disappearance is only too easily accounted for, as there appears
to have been an unwillingness to call our Lord ‘the Chosen of God.” It appeared to
be an ‘ Adoptionist’ phrase, or at least to imply that there was a time or state in
which He existed before God chose Him. Thus in Lk ix 85 dyamyrés is substituted
for é\eheyuévos in all documents except S and NBLE 1 2747 o T 1 vg.codd aeg
aeth™? arm. L

This evident dislike on the part of later scribes and editors to words which seem
to imply choice or approval of Jesus Christ by the Father may lead us to look favourably
on the reading of § in Joh iii 18 where it has ‘the approved Son’ («hus «Iim)
though all other authorities have ro? povoyevods viod Tod feod. The text now represented
only by § would have provoked alteration, and the language of iii 16, where rov vidw
ov povoyevi) is certainly genuine, contained materials for a safe alternative.

iii 5 ‘from spirit and water’] The Greek is é ddaros wal mvedparos, and this is
followed in Moes. 189. In ». 8, where the best text has é rob mvelparos only (but N
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"and the Old Latin have & 7ob J8aros ral Tod mwvedmaros), S has ‘from water and spirit’
and O has ‘from water and from spirit.’ These variations in rendering, and the
transposition of ‘spirit’ and ‘water’ by §in ». 5, may be explained if we suppose that
the original form of the Ev. da-Mepharreshe (or the Greek text underlying it) omitted
the mention of ‘water’ in each case. See Professor Lake’s inaugural address at Leiden
(Jan. 27, 1904), in which it is argued that ¢ J8aros «al is an early interpretative gloss
in Joh iii 5, and that the text known to Justin Martyr was still free from it.

iii 6 ¢ That which is born from flesh is flesh, because from flesk it is born (o); and
that which is born from spirit is spirit, because God is o spirit (B), and from God it hath
been born (y).” Calling a, B and y the three clauses omitted by virtually all our
Greek mss (D is deficient here), we may arrange their attestation as follows:

aBy =0C aj vgcodd Tert. Carn. Chr§ 18

B(only)=8 m awr Hil %/,
afB = effr vg.cod Amb
a (only) = bl g*

ay = 161*

Nemegianus of Thubunae has 8 y, which we may take as virtually an attestation for all
three glosses, but Cyprian */, omits them all.

It is very difficult to account for the distribution of the evidemce. But for S it
might have been thought that all three glosses belonged together, and this is probably
true so far as the West is concerned. We see from their omission in Cyprian that they
were recognised as accretions and therefore excised from the more careful texts; what
has happened completely in Cyprian has happened more or less with most of the
0ld Latin texts. But we may fairly take the evidence of S to shew that in the East
8 had a place in the text before a and y were added.

As is well known, S. Ambrose (de Spir. iii 11) accuses the Arians of having cut
out the clause quia Deus spiritus est from this verse. The accusation is very likely true
in the sense that some Arian scholars may have excised the clause for the same reason
that S. Jerome suppressed it in the Vulgate, viz. that approved and standard Greek Mss
did mot contain the words. But even if the presence of the clause in S be not held
sufficient to establish its authenticity, we may at least use it to shew that neither
S itself nor its immediate ancestor has been deliberately mutilated at important dogmatic
passages, an accusation that has been actually made on the ground of the unfortunate
loss of the leaves containing the end of 8. Matthew and the beginning of S. John.

In a minor point § may indeed have suffered. It differs from the Western texts
in gloss B by adding the adjective ‘living’ to ‘ Spirit,’ reading

< om <uodt LadZn N\

There is rather an unusual distance between the last two letters, and the photograph
suggests to me that possibly a letter has been washed out. Now vo4 is almost
invariably feminine in the Old Syriac (see on Mk v 8, Lk viii 29), and when it means
the Holy Spirit it is always feminine, save in this passage. Perhaps therefore S read
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originally «C&us to agree with wvod. As the text stands it might be translated
‘Because God the Spirit is living.” See also p. 44, note*.

ifi 18 Note that neither in § or C, nor in the Diatessaron, is there any attestation
for the ordinary form of the clause 6 dv & 76 odpavs.

iii 16 On the rendering of povoyenjs, see the Note on Joh i 18. In reading
“to-send’ instead of ‘to give’ S agrees with ¢ f awr; while Moesinger 258 in omitting
the word agrees with N*, but this is probably a mere coincidence. The wxev of
C and the ordinary text is no doubt genulne In fact it invites change, for it suggests

the question ‘to whom ?’

iii 18 The rendering of o povoyevods viod Tob feod by wius wi= in § is very
curious. There is no trace of the omission of 0% feod elsewhere or of a variant éxhexrod
for povoyevols. The elimination of éxhexrds and éxhedeyuévos elsewhere in the Gospels
when applied to our Lord, together with the occurrence of povoyersjs in Joh iii 16, makes
it not improbable that S has preserved the true reading of this passage: see further

on Joh i 18.

iii 22, 28 The Greek is quite clear: it reads SiérpiBev per’ adrdv rai éBdmrilev.
22y 8¢ kal Todvvys Bamrilwy év Alver, so that'C gives the correct translation. The text of
S is in confusion, caused by the use of A== for darpiBew. 3> ‘to dwell’ and s
“to be baptized’ appear to have been mistaken one for the other in the ancestor of S.
Possibly 0 has been emended from the Greek yet in Joh xi 54 8 also renders diarp{Bew
by wa? he.

A somewhat similar variant is to be found in o. 18, where ——wu= ¢ guilty " s
substituted by C for @2 ‘judged’ (= «ékpirar), perhaps to avoid confusion with en ‘but.’
In this latter case, however, the text of S is both grammatical and correct.

There seem to have been many opinions as to the meaning of Alvdv. § and Arabic
versions generally think of ‘Fish Well, € and syr.vg of ‘Dove Well, Eusebius
(08 177) has myyy dwdpews and Jerome fons eorum. 'The Palestinian Syriac Lectionary
has v,

ili 256 «roms = 8. The plural points are not legible in 8, so that it is
impossible to discover whether § read perd 'Tovdalwv with € or perd ‘Tovdaiov with

syr.vg and the majority of Greek mss.

iii 31, 32 The text here adopted by Westcott and Hort is 6 é 700 odpavoed
épxbpevos [émdve wdvrev éorive] & édpaxev kal tjkovoer [rodro] paprupel, but the words
I have bracketed are omitted by C in company with R*D 1&e 565 latt.

I give below (1) the text of 8%, (2) what I see in the photograph and (3) a

suggested restoration.
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“Words and letters visible :
Sed in the photograph - S conjecturally restored

::aa <o Mo - L 3 Kua ...l z_::n <o A\ o
.\;5 whed Kasme i< a... K hed Tom' asax

- -
% QM ok x D e MO Ssar.a WK P
R N P C N2 S Aa <&\ eharmws
kK E ereeeriereenseiiieeseiieeeas _ Wi Aon—s xal’

It will be noticed that even when we suppose S to have had the shorter reading
found in C there is hardly room for all the words. Probably >=r.o was omitted.
It is impossible to get the words required for the longer reading into the space, so
that in this case also we are justified in supposing that the Old Syriac sides with
N* and D and not with B and the Received Text (see above, p. 232).

iv 1 In the various reading between 6 «ipios and é 'Inoods in the first part of
the verse S.is, strictly speaking, neutral, as in the early part of the Fourth Gospel
S regularly uses ‘our Lord’ for ‘Jesus’ (see above, p. 97). On the other hand, it
clearly attests 4 before 'Iwdvwys, and omits the second 'Ipoods found in the Greek
before mAelovas pabyrds.

The = put before s\ in 8% must surely be wrong. I should be inclined
to omit it and to read

Quas > | e Lom amama | K\ <as\h | 3man ais assea
iv 8 mo=xo. On the construction, see p. 0.

iv 9 On the reading of S, see p. 254.

iv 24 On the texts of § and C, see p. 218/

iv 25 On the relation of § and € to the Diatessaron in this passage, see p. 214.

‘jv 85 "The Sinai fragments of the Acts of Thomas are said to have =3as \mw
for dav «&\ni and Mrs Lewis’s edition does mot recognise the o before oas ¢,
I certainly thought however that the ¢ did not stand on the extreme right of the
line, i.e. that a letter now illegible stood before the =». The form ,s\me (pl.) is not
recognised by Noldeke, and «%avs is a form we should not have expected in so early
a Ms: possibly the - may have been added later, as is so often the case with these
3rd fem. pl. perfects. ’

v 3, 4 On the reading of the Diatessaron, see pp. 195, 215 1.

v 18, 19 On the reading of 8% see vol. i, p. 553. The photograph is illegible
and the doubts I have expressed as to «Cox=no and the end of ». 19 are purely
subjective. But I am confident that S has not been correctly deciphered here, and
that its readings agree much more closely with C than the printed text testifies.
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v 27, 28 The Peshitta has ;= o-x:n&\&\ <\ \(:.h{'\ ©? om @iy,
i.e. it connects the words That He is the Son of Man with Wonder not at this Wthh
immediately follows, instead of joining the clause to the rest of v. 27, as in C

In this view of the passage syr.vg sides with S. Chrysostom,-while the alternative
adopted by €, by the Old Latin and by Origen, was that defended by Paul of Samosata.
. Chrysostom says (viii 264): “Paul of Samosata does not interpret_the passage thus,
but ‘He gave him authority to do judgement because he is son of man.” But it has
~ no coherence punctuated thus, for it is not because He is Man that He received
judicial authority, or why did He forbid all men to be Judges? But since He is Son
of the ineffable Substance, therefore is He judge. Thus therefore we must read : ‘That
He is Son of Man, wonder not at this’.” The Peshitta, and the Armenian also, took
the advice of 8. Chrysostom, but the English versions follow the tradition championed
by the ‘great heresiarch of Antioch.

See also p. 225.

vi & In view of Dr Hort's Note on this verse suggesting that 76 wdoya is an
early interpolation, it is advisable to ascertain as accurately ‘as poss1ble what text
the Synac renderings represent. The transmitted Greek text is 7w 8¢ &yyds 76 wdoya,
7 éopry tév "Tovdaiwy. 'With this O agrees, rendering 7o wdoxa by N\ (see above,

p. 79). In Swe find 76 wdoya 9 & 7év 'I. rendered by \<-'\om.-'\ Liaan v the
Floast of ‘the Unleawened Bread of the Jews, and this is practically supported by
syr.vg, except that syr.vg has v v ¢ Passover instead of ~h\= Unleavened Bread.

At first sight we may be tempted to treat this as a clear case of interpolation.
The word corresponding to 76 wdoya differs in each of our three authorities, so that
we might conclude that it had been separately inserted into each. On reflexion,
however, I do not think that view probable. I now think that § preserves the
original text of the Hv. da-Mepharreshe, and that it is merely 2 characterlstlcally
loose rendermg of the ordmary Greek text.

It is certainly very curious that while ws e occurs in the Synoptic Gospels for
) 7ra0'xa in 8. John & renders it by wHa\». Yet this is the case in Joh ii 23,
vi 4, xii 1, xiii i, xviil 28. & omits the term in xi 55 and i 1s not extant in ii .13,
xix 14. In all these cases o & is substituted by syr.vg. That § should have

LS AN and syr.vg wue in Joh vi 4, where the Greek has o mdoxa, is therefore

normal. At the same time syr. Vg supports S in rendermg 70 wdoxa 7 éopry as if it
were 7 éopry 10D mdoxa. But in sq rendering, S is only doing what it has already
done in Joh ii 28, where é& +¢ wdoxa & jj éoprj is rendered ‘in the days of the
Feast of unleavened Bread.’

Thus 8 in this verse gives a characterlstlc paraphrase of the ordinary Greek text,
Syr-vg gives a more or less revised version of S, while ¢ represents an independent
revision from the Greek. But all three texts go back to a Greek text which contained
70 1racrxa and therefore they cannot add anything to Dr Hort’s ingenious plea for its
omission.

vi 30ff. On the absence of punctuation here in O, see” p. 14 and the plates,
pp. 38, 39.

B. IL - ‘ - 40
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vi 40 On the form wmasun«<a in S, see p. 55.

vi 638 The text of S is obviously an interpretative paraphrase: so far asl know,
no trace is found of it elsewhere. The text of ¢ implies the insertion of # before
% odpf or else the omission of 75 before the first wvelpa (as in 8%). In the latter
case wZvod must be regarded as in the apodosis, so that the meaning is ‘That
which gives life is wvebpa, otherwise odpé matters nothing.’ = o

In S vuaod is certainly in the apodosis: see on Johil and iii 6.. wausnn is fem.
agreeing with vvod, but om is masc. The subject therefore must be understood
from the previous sentence, i.e. it must be the ‘Son of Man’ mentioned in v. 62.

vi 71 The name of ‘Judas Iscariot’ is always spelt w<Yosinw in S. The
name occurs eleven times in the Gospels, but it so happens that only in three places
O is extant. One of these is Joh xiv 22, where ‘Iscariot’ is omitted both by § and
by €. The other two are Lk xxii 3 and Joh vi 71, and in both ¢ has LAWK LT

The mss of syr.vg are divided. ‘4,‘3vmi=°° is much the commonest form, but
< \asinwed occurs '/; in Gwilliam’s 20, and Yy, in Gwilliam’s 14. < Yosinw
occurs %/, in 14, and '/, in 15%, and ¥/, in the very ancient Ms called 18 by Gwilliam.
The form v&\asinwe occurs once in Gwilliam’s 8 4 9 17 19 23 and twice in 36;
of more importance perhaps is the fact that \,asinwe occurs in Aphraates B,
p. 404, where the other mMs has the ordinary spelling <\ cuinw.  There is so little
variation as a rule in the Syriac spellings of proper names, that it seemed worth
while to draw attention to these, but it is difficult to discover any principle under-
lying them. It is fairly evident that the Syriac versions do not profess to interpret
the name *Iscariob.’ : ‘

A vii 37 The point found both in § and in C after <¥&=o shews that the Syriac

exegetical tradition here agreed with that of the English Bible; thus it differed from
that current in early times in the West, whereby ‘ whosoever believeth in me’ was treated
as the subject of ‘let him drink,’ and the latter part of the verse was interpreted of

our Lord, not of the believer.

vii 49 w\ono the mob (so C). As explained in vol. i, p. 554, and vol. 1i,
pp. 81, 83, the reading of & is niow known to be &3 praters, possibly a miswriting
of ¥&ai= outsiders, as in Mk iv 11.

viii 57 On the reading, see p. 228.
ix 3¢ On the use of =aum with suffixes to express dAws, see pp. 59, 251.

x 22 On the phrase <x.ao= fum 3ol as an equivalent for t& évkaivio see
p. 80. »

xi 18 The ‘two parasangs’ which I seem to read in S may be compared with
the description of Bethany in the Itineraries as forsitan secundo miliario a ciuitate
(‘Siluiae Peregrinatio’ §29), or as S. Jerome puts it willa in secundo ob Aelia
miliario (Lagarde OS 108). Two parasangs would be somewhat too far, and in any
case the use of the Persian term would be odd, but the word is certainly not e,
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+ xi 26 On the reading, see p. 287, and vol. i, p. 555. I think there can be little

doubt that 8 reads vC&mnam, not vt as syr.vg, but I thought it right to indicate
the possibility of the alternative. In either case it is certain that S omits xal 5 w,

xi 45,46 The forms exsum in o, 45 ‘and e QLM in v. 46 are both certain :
see p. 51. - '

xii 8 On the omission of this verse in § and Codex Bezae, see p. 238.

xii 48 There is no authority for omitting the second v 8é¢av, but there is no
room for it in S, If we omit the second v<u=ax. we should also probably omit the
2 before wm < : on the curiously loose construction often used in compa,rlsons in Syriac, .
see p. 60. ,

xii 48 The M<x=nn = at the beginning of this verse in 8% corresponds to
o dferav in the Greek. There is no trace elsewhere of a various reading. Of the
corrections of 8¢ which I have suggested, w<\ea=na = is the more natural word,
and is used for dferelv in Gal iii 15 syr.vg; it would more accurately correspond to
drodoxipdlew. Wymm=na ¢ is still nearer the letters of S%, but it would mean xarapyeiv

(yet ¢f Heb ix 26 syr.vg).
xiii 5 On the use of (ml for wurrip, see pp. 79, 142, 201.

xiii 22 ,am (§) is a quite impossible word, and the fact that the = begins a line
in §, ranging exactly with the other letters which begin lines in that column, shews that
S* simply read 3= ,a | o» I3 ‘As suggested in the footnotes to the text,
the writing visible in front of »= is probably part of the word o, inserted to indicate
the grammatical correction = o= or y= om =, instead of = .

xiv 1l The syntactical construction in § s the same as that of. the sentence quoted
by Noldeke § 272 from Cureton’s Spicilegium 13°. ve i caalhma yan wam
means ‘Shew me this and I will believe thee,’ i.e. ‘If you shew me this, zhen I will
believe you.” Similarly ‘

_Jlk\.hé WSu@mm o o0 wWadks asnom

means ‘ [f you believe in God, ¢ken you will believe in Me.’

The Peshitta, on the other hand, takes mworedere as an imperative in each case,
making the sentence two independent commands joined by the copula, véz. ‘ Believe in
God and believe in Me.” That § here correctly reproduces the Old Syriac is clear from
the evidence of Marutha, quoted above on p. 159.

xiv 17 On the gender of vCvod Spirit, see pp. 44, 108. L \p\mi Poraclete is
masculine, but as soon as the Spirit is mentioned all the verbs referring to the Comforter

are put in the feminine.
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xiv 22 On the name Judas Thomas, see p. 146 f.
xv 1, 5 On«<3den i te Vz'neyérd of Truth, see pp. 143 f., 151, 198.

xviii 1 «3aY, _o%3=. This description of ‘ Cedron’ is almost equally surprising
whether we take w3aY, in its ordinary sense of ‘hill,’ or in the sense of dypds, ‘open
country,’ discussed on p. 82. Elsewhere Cedror is always the name of the torrent.or the
ravine through which the torrent flows. Thus <40\, can hardly be an editorial gloss.
Neither can it be a mere peculiarity of S, as is proved by the occurrence of Juadl {19y
in Diat*r xlviii 1. Probably therefore it represents a variation in the Greek 7o? Kedpuv,
3povs Smov k.r.A. But however the reading originated, it can hardly be anything but -
a mistake. i ) i , )

So far as the evidence goes, the Syriac versions seem to favour rod Kedpav. At least
no Syriac text supports either the Western reading 7% Kédpov, followed by Tischendorf,
or that of the Received Text raév Kédpwv, followed by Westcott and Hort. '

xviif 10 For the name Malku, see also on p. 57.

xviii 13-24 In the Jowrnal of Theological Studies ii 141 f. Mr C. H. Turner
suggests that the leaf of ¢, which contained this passage bub is now lost, having
been cut out at some very remote time, may have exhibited the order of the verses now
found in S. There is however one piece of evidence which makes against this view.
In Joh xviii 28 the majority of Latin texts most curiously have ad Caiphan for o Caipha.
This reading is the opposite of that of 8. According to the ordinary text, Jesus is
examined by Annas (vv. 19—28), then taken to the house of Caiaphas (2. 24), and from
thence to the Praetorium ; according to S, Jesus is taken to Annas, sent-on at once to
Caiaphas, the examination by Annas being transferred to Caiaphas, and then sent on to
the Practorium. But according to the Latins who read ad for ¢ in xviii 28, Jesus does
not go to the house of Caiaphas at all, but Caiaphas appears to meet the prisoner outside
the Praetorium. Now, e is among the Latin texts which read ad Caiphan instead of
o Caipha. According to e, therefore, Jesus does not meet Caiaphas until both have
arrived just outside the Praetorium ; consequently in the missing page the examination
must have been conducted by Annas, as in the ordinary text, and not by Caiaphas
himself, as in S.

It is very striking to find this rearrangement in the text of 8, seeing that there is no
trace of it in our Diatessaron authorities.

xx 23 The words om Mol wmals | amwld —oduda =ma correspond to
av Twos (or twwv) kparire KexpdTyVTAL Here both <mals and maweL are in the
singular, so they cannot refer to ‘sins’ = is not often followed by ., but
when it is it has the sense of ‘to shut’ (except in the phrase A ha el
““to have a grudge against’), e.g. Ps Ixix 16

amos Wi s el <A\
, Let not the pit shut its mouth wpon me.

This example -shews that An aueZ may mean ‘to shut in’ as well as ¢ to shut out.’
Thus we might translate in Joh xx 23 ¢ He whom ye shall shut up, he is shut up.’
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xxi 5 On the construction of @= mQ::l 7:1::: see p. 65 /.

xxi 15-17 Neither § nor syr.vg makes any distinction in these verses between
wymrav and ¢helv, but the words for the  Flock” are curiously varied. The Greek words
are dovia in ». 15 and wpdBara or mpofdre in vv. 16 and 17. The Syrlac words are
wished ‘lambs’ (= dpvia), W ‘flock,” «<=dss ‘sheep’ and <hém ‘ewes.”  Either of
the last three might stand for mpdBara, e.g. in Matt ix 36, x 6, S has v where syr.vg
has w=is, oo, like ouwis in Latin, is feminine ; I have regularly translated it by

“ewe,’ but it should be clearly stated that it has not the deﬁmte indication of sex which
belongs to ¢ ewe’ in English. :

The Syriac evidence may be tabulated thus

Syr.vg 8 » ‘4195
16 y i “ham =i (4, Wi (4P)
17 ,A\c'\m ,="i>. q&\(\ﬂl :

Of the Latins, the Vulgate has' agnos—agnos—oues, while acder actually usé
oues in all three places, with which goes D, which has mpdBara ?/,. The main critical
conclusion we can draw from the Syriac evidence is that it gives no support to the
~ reading wpdBara in v. 15, as <= must stand for dpvia pov, and A4 195 which has
A~ is not a formal quotation. An ancient (Greek) source, quoted. by Theophanes
(cire. 800 AD) and by Ambrose' appears to have read dpvia—mpofBdrio—mpdBara, and it
is not unlikely that the Syriac evidence points to the use of these terms.

Subseription of & This is fully discussed on p. 31 . It only remains to add that

S. Ephraim also speaks of the Persons of the Trinity as God and His Messiah and His

Hely Spirit in the Doxology at the end of his Commentary on Genesis (£d. Rom. iv

" 115 D), where the Ms reads musx=aMa and not ‘<m.z=alo as I have ascertained through

. the ever-ready kindness of Dr G. Mercati of the Vatlcan lerary The sentence
therefore runs

mrdany <uollo cwesla @)L e <L n\\
o pmel ‘aﬂ; 7:\;.3(\ (:\3&:0 LX) v4'n=.n4o <usax

To God, then,......... to Him and to His Messiak and to His Holy Spirit
be glory and honowr, now and at all times and for ever and.ever, Amen and Amen.

40—3
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