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(continuation)
Christians an EWS AT Antıoch

ın the ate Fourth an arly Fıifth Genturıies
Ihe VECLY S\a’N1ne sıtuation 15 rellecte ıIn the A Kıch Discourses agalınst

the Jews, — del1vered DYy John Chrysostom AT Antıoch In 380
“Many‚“ he Sa yS 1n the first d1scourse, **OE those enNrTOolle ın (MI}E ranks an PTrO-

fessing tO share OUT beliefs betake hemselves TO the 5Synagogue; S5SOME, doubt,
merely tO loo0k AT the festivals, but others actually feast wıth the Jews and ]Jo1n 1ın
theır fasts hıs evıl CusSstom iıntend 110 LO banısh from the Church 48,844)  29
E tear. he SaysS agaıln, ‘ lest SOTI11LE OUT. otf 1ZNOTranNCe partake of theır transgress1ion
(1ıbid. 849).

Chrysostom SOCS tO attack the Custom otf wearıng charms an amulets
TIhese amulets KcEIMN tO have been much used Dy the Antıocheans and Chry-

SOStom had SONE far &S to SaVy that the 1129  a wh: tell vıctım LO d1isease through
refusıng tO a  V uch thıngs about hım ought LO be counted Christian Martyı:“*

ome interesting lıterary polnts of sımılarıty between Isaac of Antıoch
A scholars of the Jewiısh tradıtıon AT provıde by number of
1n Isaac Ya closely resemble oun 1ın rabbınıc lıterature

T ’he negatıve golden rule recelves the Tollowıng formulatıon 1ın Isaac:®$

bpäasigata llepnah lagmiruta dnamoösa
dayda lam da‘layk San ya Ihabräk lagmar 15 te‘bed

In brief have earned
Ihe teachıng otf the law.
What 15 hateful tO VOU,
Do NOt do unto VOUT ne1ghbor AT all

In )jl'l2  Qı  1& drabbi N atan,“* the negatıve golden rule 15 ciıted ın the aAaIinle
of Rabbı Aqılba, m. sSsane Igarmak Ihabräk 15 ta°®bid. In
SLe,; thıs Samine rule 15 attrıbuted tO Hıllel

Pırge 0006 5:206 reads: ‘ BEN He He SaVy>S ‘According tO the paın-
stakıng, the reward', “ (Ipum sa°*ra ’agra) In A  | O“  Qı  1 drabbt N atan ,* the

Er ÖOrChr 1961) 20—55, 406 1962) 87-98, 1963 89—-07
271 48, 544-—-942, quoted from KL C1It SI
DA Büufrkıtt. ıbıd S82

Bıckell, cıt IL 194 —0I
Schechter (New VYork °19045), VEeTS B'

lext, Hertz. Daıly Pyayer BooR (New Vork 1948) 702 , translatıon,
Goldin, he Livıing Talmud entor KRelig10us Glassıc (New VYork 1957) 224
26 Vers. A,
5*
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statement AaPPCAaIs the aAaine of Hıllel 1L1eberman®” DO1NTS Out that
thıs statement 15 oun word tOr word amarıtan SOUTCES He concludes
that the Savy1nıs attrıbuted tO the mMYySter10uUs ben e— He Was popular
adage cCurrent 111 Palestine an Varlous WEECIC Credıite ıth 1T ADp-
parently, thıs popular SaV111$ known Chrıstian cırcles at Antıoch
the Aifth CEHÜHN, it oun Isaac dkulnäs ak amile agreh

ST paralle WOT ment10nN1ng Pırge >°abot K reads

ngad 088 S1112
wdila INOS1D1
wdila yalep atala hayyab
wdi-ıstammas btaga halap
‘(A Alille made grea destroyed; he that 0€eSs nNnot

he that 0€eSs not learn deserves tO die; an he that PUuts the
tTO hıs OW. uUuse perısh. >?799

Ihe pasdasc Pırge >°abot ı mentioned the aine of Hıllel 71 UuSUÜu-

ally interpreted referring tTO the study of OTa OWEeVer polıtical
interpretation suggested by the comment > Abo drabbiı N atan 30

((A made grea a1Ille destroyed h1s eaches that ONeE Aalille

should not COINC TO the attentıon of the Rulıng Power For (cE 112  —

tO the attention O1 the KRulıng Power the end 15 that 1T CAaSsts
IR CVC uDOI hım slays hım and confNiscates hıs wealth

In Isaac otf Antıoch®1 find passasc VeCLY simılar LO the OlIle found
rabbıinıc lıterature OWever the interpretatıon of thıs passSase 15 nOot

clear Irom the Oontext

kul aVyIıa drähem taga huüyu 11 aktusi
kul aylıa dbä’e klıla hüyu INJaVy VM
He who loves the
Stirs up CONTrOVerSY
And he whn: desıires the dıadem
Kalses strıfe

It not suggested that ese Tee ıterary parallels between Isaac and
the rabbıinıc tradıtıon necessarıly indıcate interdependence OWEeVer the
fact that the three aforementioned rabbıinıc for IC find
paralle. Isaac AT somehow connected ıth the aAaIinle of Hıllel
INa V be INOTE than IHCTE colncidence CerTtatniy, the IIN DICSSIOIL 15 strength-
ened that ese Sa VINSS attrıbuted tO ValilOUus EWIS scholars the

27 (G(ıVeeR Jewısh Palestine (New York 1942) 16 11
Lamy I1 420

29 oldın CI1ITt 07
Vers 56 translatıon ( oldin loc C1ITt
Bedjan Homuialıae Isaacı 303 6/7
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Mishnah and Talmud WECIC popular Sayıngs known tO Christians and
Jews alıke

The fourth CENTUCY wıtnessed the trıumph of Christianıty through the
conversion of Constantıne. Pagans turned LO Christianıty, the
newly establıshed relıg10n of the kKoman Empiıre. Ihe 40 of ese “haltı
Christians’’$% waned 1ın t1imes such 0OSe provıded bDy the brief, though
sıgnıfıcant, re1ign of Julian the Apostate,” an they became SOUTITCE from
which the Jews actıvely sought proselytes. Ihe partıalıty whiıich Juhlian
had shown the Jews, Oopposed LO hıs OPCNH hostilıty towards Christianıty,
made Judaısm AaDPCAl particularly attractıve tO the “halfzChristians
especlally ıIn aASC of rel1g10uUs syncretism such the fourth CENTUrCY
produced. hıs Strong syncretist1ic mMmoOovement OUnN: its most un1ıque
pression iın Christianıty 1ın the veneratıon of the Maccabean brothers
anıd elr mother.®* ese Martyrs, nNOot TO be confused ıth the heroes
of the War of liıberatıon 1ın the second pre-Chrıistian CENTUTY, had long
een venerated Dy the Jews at the sıte of SYHhasOSUC 1ın Antıoch hıs
SYNASOSUC Was en OVer an converted into Chrıstian shrıne, and,
hence{forth, ese Saille Maccabean TOTtLNers and mother WCIC venerated
DYy Christians part of the Christian cult Ihe necessity tO adop thıs
cult and TO practice 1t ät prec1ısely the Samine place where EWS had PTE-
viously practiced IC indıcates the strength of the Jewısh proselytisıng
movement S1iım on® suggests that when Chrysostom, 1n hıs eıghth
dAiscourse agaınst the Jews, Says, ‘‘When (10d tests VOUu through illness,
do not SO tO the house of Hıs enem1es, the Jews, but rather LO the house
of the Martyrs, hıs riends 6 he do not tO the SYNASOSUC,
but rather tTO the shrine of the Maccabean mMartyrs wh Ca  a CTE yYoOu It
15 agaınst thıs historical background that MUST understand the
discourses of Chrysostom and the wrıtings of Isaac of Antıoch agaınst the
Jews

32 or 1LLLOTG about ese ‘“half-Christians , Sn Guignebert, Les dem1-
chretiens el Ieur place AdAans l’eglıse antıque Revue de L’hıstolire des relig10ns
1923) 5—102

On Julian’s attempts to urn the Chrıstians towards paganısm, S am e Pıga-
n10J1, L’empivre chretien 325-—395) (Parıs 1947) 130/1} 137 On Julian AanN! the Jews,
SCE OrChr 46 1962 96

On thıs CHIE. C Cardınal Rampolla, Martyre el sepulture Ades Machabees
kKevue de lL’art chretien, 1899 290—305 , 7 457-65, aas, IDDie
Maccabäer Aals chrıstlıche Heılıge Monatsschrift f{ür Geschichte und Wissenschaf{it
des Judentums 1900 145-—50, Obermann, he Sepulchre of t£he Maccabean
Martyrs Journal of Bıblical I ıterature I931I) 250-—065, Gutman, The
Mother AN her Seven S0onNns ın £he Agadah ANı ın the 00 0} Maccabees and
(Hebrew) SeDEr YoOöhänäan LewI1 (Commentatıiones Judaico-Hellenisticae ın
memor1am Johannıs Lewy) ( Jerusalem 194.9) a

30 Annuaire . 418/9 For 1LLLOÖOTC detailed analysıs of thıs ‘‘ Judaising” 1LLLOVG-

ment whiıich have sSummarızed brieily, ST i >51mon, 1bıd 3—21, Anl Baron,
CIE:: I} 40O1, (n ‘ Judaisıng" 1ın the Church ın general, Sl Simön, Verus Israel

350—93



Kaz A 11

Lucas behleves that the SVYNaAaSOSUC served the center irom which
the Jews, who traced theılir settlement back LO the tıme of Seleucus
Nicator.? proselytised fOor Converts the Christian populatıon. Ihe
drama of the SYNASOSUC SErvVvICEe when the Jews turned In PIayCI owards
Jerusalem,” and the fascınatıon of the Jewısh law®? captured the imag1-
natıon of the Christian 11aAasses But perhaps the sıngle most sıgnıfıcant
factor ın drawıng the Christians LO the SVYNAaASOSUC Was the reputatıon
whiıich the rabbiıs en]oyed diıiviners and healers.%0

In short, the wrıtings of Isaac of Antıoch agaınst the Jews for the
ex1istence of sStrong Jewiısh proselytisıng movement. Ihe discourses of
John Chrysostom suggest the AI conclusıon. And, examınatıon of
the hıstorıical sıtuation strengthens the assumptıion that Jews WCIC e_
ytısıng AaINONS Chrıstians al Antıoch 1n the late fourth and early fifth
centurIies.

Chapter
aCo of arug

aCcCo of arug (d 521), ‘“the Aute of the holy spiırıt and the harp of the
belıeving Chureh * Was OIl of the mMOst illustri0us and earned wrıters ol
the 5Syrlac-speakıng Church Hıs works ave een published In five
lumes by Bedj] an® He wrote homıiılıes agaınst the Jews ın oUu
the VCal 500° which AI preserved ın Vatıcan SyriaCc manuscrıpt*. How-
GCVELS the eventh homily 15 incomplete: manuscrıpt whiıich contaıns the
first five homıiılıes 15 OUnN: ın the Brıtish Museum manuscrıpt collection?.
However, homi1ly LWO 15 incomplete contaınıng only the begınnıng an
the VCLY end, whıle homily five 15 m1ssıng LLOTITE than two columns GT the
en Homuly OILE 15 also preserved ın another Brıtish Museum manuscrıpt®.

ZUV Geschichte der /uden ıM IR Beıträge Z  an Geschichte der Juden
(Berlın 1910)

an On the Jewısh cCommunıty of Antıoch, S Krauss, Anmntıoche Revue des
etudes ]Ju1ves 4.5 1902 D7 A Kraelıng, Ihe Jewish Communıty al Antıoch

Journal of Biıblical Laterature 51 1932 130—00, addad, Aspects 0} S0c1al
Late a2N Antıoch (Chicago 1949) 509—67

Lucas, 10Cc Ciıt
39 I1bıd
( OrChr 1963) 96 16

TOM AaHOMNYINOUS bıography publıshed Dy Assemanı, Bıblıotheca Orzentalıs
8

Homuialıae Selectae Mar- J acobı Sarugensts (Parıs 1905-—10).
FKFol 347 D col B, lınes S—9, 8 ınNfVa, SUMMAL Y of Homuly
Vatıcan Dyr1aC manuscrı1ıpt E*7, tols 339  —350  Y Assemanı, CLE 110 12L
22172
British Museum ad L BOI:. fols 31b-43b, Wriıght, Catalogue 44

037 506
6 Brıtish Museum ad 14,0605, fols 982-—107 D, Wright, ıbıd., 700, 723
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Baumstark' makes mentıon of thıs manuscrı1pt 1n hıs hıstory of
Syriac lıterature 1-h8 Jacobite Monastery of St ark has manuscr1ıpt
contaınıng homily five 1n ıts collection® Homuily S1X 15 preserved 1n
manuscr1ıpt ın the Natıonal Lıbrary in Parıs?. Martınl® has sSummMarız-
ed thıs homily from the Parıs manuscrıpt, and has quoted Iirom ıt
Cosgrove” has edıited homıilıes ONGC, ree, an four usıng all the known
manuscrI1pts, an he has provıded er1tical apparatus He has also
translated ese homilıes into Englısh ıth NOtTesS It Was through thıs
work that earned of the manuscrıpt of homily OTE which Baumstark
had overlooked Cosgrove has summarızed the maın points of dıiscussion
ın ese ree homilıes. He has traced ese polnts through the wrıitings
of the TrTee and atın Church Fathers, Justin Martyr, Tertullian,
Cyprıan, Novatıan, an ÖOrıgen, an through the wrıtings of the Syrlac
Church Fathers, Aphraates and Ephraem yrus He has Iso shown how
the early Jewısh scholars of the Talmudıic per10d efuted ese arguments.
In the followıng aSCS, the maın points of all homıiılıes ave een
summarızed1?

The rıtıngs of aCo of arug agalınst the Jews
In Homily K ““On the Trinıty an the incarnation “ tols 339 col B,

36—341 b col A, 365 aCo of arug AarSuUuCcs that both Scripture al
nature ear wıtness TO the trınıty He maıintaıns that (1zenesI1ıs 206.
Daniel 4268, an Isa1lah allude tO the trınıty, and that natural pheno-
InNneNa such the S11  — which manıftests ıtself SUull,i an heat, an fire
1Ce manıfests itself nıre, I an heat, typıfy the Tee PEeTSONS of
the Godhead® As Pro0 of the Incarnaton. aCcCOo of arug draws
paralle between the lıves of Moses and esus and, then, second parallel
between the lıves of aCo and Jesus He concludes that the Jews walt

cC1t 15%,
C Baumstark, LOcC cC1ıl
DSyriac manuscr1pt E9Ö6, fols Z03—205, ZOteNDeLE, Manuscraıts OVıeNLau X:

Catalogue des MANUSCYLES SYV1LAqUES el sabegenes (mandaıtes) de /a bıblıotheque nalıonale
(Parıs 1674); 46, 142

Un Eveque Vve el VIE s1ıecle Jacques de Saroug, VLE, SO  _ EM  S,
SCS (EUUVES, SES5 CVOVANGCES Revue des SCLENCES ecclesiastıques 1876 3209

15r Three Homalıes agaınst £he Jews DV AaCo of Sarug (Unpublished Doctoral
dissertation, University of London, LÖ31) exceedıingly grateful tO the author
Aan! to the Goldsmith Library of the Uniıiversity otf London for makıng avaılable
TO mıcrofilm of thıs valuable work 15 regrettable, that, LO the est of
knowledge, part otf thıs work has VT been publıshed.

have contined al refiferences o the Vatıcan DSyr1aCc manuscr1ıpt Kr
CF Dionysius bar Salıbhı, ınfra. For iıdentical analogy drawn between the

Godhead an the SUL 1n Englısh Lıterature of the Rena1lssance per10d, cf
Patrıdes, ( OSMILC (Order durıng the Englısh Renaıssance S1S 1958 302
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1ın aın for the comıng of the Mess1iah because the prophecy has already
een ulfilled ıth the advent of EeSus who “DOPN! an sealed prophecy  7
(Iol 3413 col B, lınes 40—5 1

In Homuily {} ‘“On Circumcısion , tols 341 D col B E3 col
aCo of Sarug ArSUuES that the Jews c  are DProu of CITrCcUuMCISION of

of cho1l1ce gold” (fol 341b col 5 lınes 28—20 because they do not
understand that faıth, righteousness, and the circumcısed ear A1ie close
tO (10d Melchizedek Was not CIrcumcIised, yvet he Was hıgh prliest, INOTeEe

important EVRH than Abraham who brought hım tıthes (fol 341 col D
:} (Arcumcısıon Was nNnOot g1ven LO the first generat1ons, the Cirst twenty

generatlions eing uncircumcised, 1LLOT1 15 1t NECESSaAL V {Or the latter CI-
atıons, from the tıme of theeof esus 1It Was only gıven tO the m1ıddle
generat1ons (Iol 3423 col 5! 5 1n order tO separate them irom idol-
atry which had the ear (fol 3423 col B, 2741.) (G(10d placed
seal UDOLL Abraham C  SO that the PUTr€ OTlLE WO11 not become mıngled
ıth the unclean” (fol. 342a col C lınes I19—-20 Now that the Messiah
has COINE, CITCUMCISION 15 longer NECESSATYV.

In Homuly 111 ‘(n the 5abbath , tols 343 col A, 2434538 col A,
I8, aCo of arug by sayıng that the Jews interpret lıterally
(zenesI1is D nd He rested the eventh day firom a ll Hıs work whiıich
He had ;  done when it should be understood symbolically. Since 306
reated the WOT. Dy the word alone, utterıng S1X words ın S1X days, He
performed tırıng aCcts 1C necessitated an y rest 1 herefore, the
must be interpreted symbolically reiferring tO ESUS who rested from
hıs suffering the (fol 34533a cols. B) aCcCo otf arug, then,
pPassecs tO hıs sSsecond argumen which constitutes e:burden of thıs
homily. A# the time of Moses, the ear Was ıth paganısm. erTre-
fore, (Ü0d brought OWnNn the law Irom S1ina1l tO eaCc Israel that ere 15

CrCAtOT., an i that 190028  en should STTaVy er OILS TO them (fol
343 D col A) I he PUTDOSEC of the Sabbath Was purely ıdactic, tO remınd
Israel of the OILC (z0C Abraham ell the er ancılents d1d nNOot
observe the Sabbath because they WT riıghteous Hen (Iol 3443 cols.
A, C) an the law Was UNNCCCSSaAL Y for them ESsSuSs Cainle an abolished
ıdolatry from the ear and brought the natıons TO the (;0Od of Abraham
J herefore, the law 15 UNNECESSaLYV today Jews ave only LO aCCept CSUS

the SO  n} of (10d
Homuily L “On the Advent of the Messıah’, fols 3453 col X

340 D col Z ıth argument advanced by the Jews { (10d
has SOIlL, why dıd He not reveal hım tTO the early generatiıons (fol 3259
col aCo of arug rephıes that (+0d kept Hıs (}  — untıl the ear Was

completely ıth ıdolatry, then He revealed hım that he m1g
W ıdolatry irom the face of the ear Furthermore, the Jewısh al SU“
ment has substance because G(Ü0d revealed the Noachlan laws
tO oah and not LO dam, CITCUMCISION tO Abraham and not tO dam
and Noah, and the law tOo Moses and not tO h1ıs predecessors, and ST1 the
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Jews aCccept all ese bındıng (Tfol 3453a col A (10d made five Coven-
ants ıth mankınd, the cCovenant of the torbıdden TUH ıth dam, the
covenant of the Noachlan laws ıth Noah, the COovenan of CITCUM-
C1s1o0nN ıth Abraham, the COovenan of the law ıth Moses, an the last
and most ımportant Covenant ıth eSsus (fol 34532 col A) AÄAs eacher
( D7 instructs chıld ıIn stages, progressing irom the sımple to the INOTE

dıffıcult, d1ıd G0d progressively reveal Hıs TU tO mankınd beginnıng
ıth the COovenan ıth dam and culmınatıng ıth the COvenan ıth
eSsSus (fol 345 b col C) aCcCo of Sarug ArSUECS that the WOT. has een
worsh1ıpping esus, the SOI, for five hundred ’ and ST1 the Jews
refuse tO acknowledge hım despite the fact that Scripture plaınly reveals
h1s comıng an despite the tact that the magnıtude of hıs accomplısh-
mMents 15 plaınly vıdent tO all He concludes Dy callıng uDON the Jews to
aCCept Jesus the SOIN of God

Homily N4 “n the Advent and Passıon of Christ *9 fols 3406 D col
C 25—348 b col B Z m1g better be called ”On Rejection
of the Jew:  2;5 aCo of arug AISUCS that the Jews ave een rejecte by
(10d and scattered throughout the ear because they shed the innocent
blood of the Mess1iah Jerusalem, beautıfully portrayed 1n her former
Q10TYV, 110 hes esolate because of the CrucC1fix10N, and the spiırıt of
prophecy has een en from Israel because of her efusal tO accept
eSus aCcCo of arug AdISUCS ıth force and clarıty that the Jews should
realıze thıs al aCCept ESus as the SOM of (+0d

Homily VL Debate between the Church and the 5Synagogue ,
tols 348 D col B, 30—350 b col A, I eals ıth the question of
whether the Jews the Christians ATC chosen people. Ihe Syna-

AarsSueES that (Ü0d performed wonders for the ch1ıldren of Israel ın
e1Ir antıquity, thereby, showıing that they 1E the chosen ONeSs The
Church ASTCECS that G0d dıd perform ese wonders an EVEN concedes
that ıt Was 1ıdolatrous 1n ıts antıquıity (Tol 3493 col A) but insısts that
the Messiah has TeEeE 1t irom ıdolatry through the and has raised ıt
LO the posıtion of pre-eminence. The ynagogue contıinues by arguıng
that 1t stems irom iıllustri10us ancestors (fol 3499 col B) an 1S, therefore,
worthy because of the meriıt of ıts forefathers T Church admıts that
Israel’s ancestors WE grea and CVEN concedes that 1ts OW.: ancestors
WerTe eviıl, but insısts that through the comıing of esus the Church has
become worthy and has succeeded Israel Ihe 5Synagogue proceeds LO
advance ıts thırd and last argument, that (10d made Covenant ıth
Abraham (Iol 349 b col B, 40), and SINCE Hıs word cannot be revoked,
Israel 15 od’s chosen people Ihe Church replıes that the promıi1se tOo
Abraham W ds>. ın the CONqueS of Canaan DYy Joshua (fol 3502
col I1 and, furthermore, that promise tOo Abraham Was

The wrıtıng 15 blurred photostat. (1 Dıonysius bar Salıbh1, INfVA,
hıs 15 the tıtle gıven 1n Assemanı, 0 cC1ıl 322
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that He would make 1m S ftather of INa V natıons’” (Genes1s I 4_5) ,
not ON natıon the Jews claım (fol 3508a col C} lınes 8_9) 16

Homily Vil tols 350 b col A, 1 C6=CO C 15 incomplete. 1% begıns “1f
the natıon WOU read clearly irom SCcHpture; 1t WOU learn concerning
the SOIl of God” aCo of arug contends that the Jews do not uNnder.
STAanN: Scripture because they interpret 1t lıterally rather than symbolı-
cally (+0d 0eSs not eed anımal sacrıfices an lıbatıons, 1101 0€S He
desıre them He demands that INa  — the law of rıghteousness. 1he
00 of the sacrıfices WaSs symbol of the 00 of the erucıfix10n through
whıch ESUS redeemed the world Now that the Mess1ah has COINC, the
law of sacrıfices has een uprooted, and (0d has scattered Israel through-
out the natıons that Jews WwWOUu longer hbe able tO bring anımal
sacrıflces 1n Jerusalem.

From the contents of ese homıilıes agaınst the Jews 1t 15 ditficult
LO establısh the historical sıtuatıon that INAaV ave Occasıoned e1Ir COIN-

posıtion. Ihe tone of aCo of arug restraıned. He AaPPCaIs tO be
thoroughly convınced Christian who Cannot understand whvy the Jews

ref{use tO aCCcept the divinıty of esus He AaISUCS ıth the Jews attempting
tO CONvVvINCEe them that they misınterpret and mı1ısunderstand Scr1ipture,
the phenomena of nature, and the AGES of hıstory which all clearly po1n
LO the ON conclusıon, that esus, the Messıah, 15 the SO  = of Per-
haps the efusal of the Jews LO convert tO Chrıistianıty despite Christian
M1SS10NAar y efforts IA Y ave Ooccasıoned ese wrıtıngs, but ere 15
evidence ın ese homıilıes tO suggest eıther thıs conclusiıon the COINl-

clusıon that they AT AaNSWETr tLO Jewısh proselytisıng attempts.
Ihe CONtTeNTS and tone of ese homilıes do suggest, however, that ın

Jacob’s OW. COUNTTY, Christianıty Was not eıng ser10usly threatened Dy
Jews and Judaısm Bor when ere onflict between Christians
an Jews 1ın remote OUutpost of the Near Kast, aCo of arug reacted
vilolently. He Was longer, In the words of Hartın: “Of sweet,
sympathetiıc, kındly disposiıtion }®.

In hıs ‘4 etter of Consolatıon TO the Hımyarıte Christians 19 ear
aCO of arug speakıng ıth bıtter anımos1ity agaınst the Jews

16 Aphraates ofters the VCILV amne argument, rıght,; Aphvraates , ZU  P SCC

CT Dıionysıius bar Salıbhi, INfVA.
a In Jacob’'s ‘‘ Poem LO the Vırgın Mary.,  r publıshed Dy Abbeloos, De 11a

el Scrvptis Jacobı, Batanarum Sarugı un Mesopotamıa E p1iscopı (Louvaın 1867
262, SW he speaks of the Jews whı blaspheme the chıld ot Mary Dy claımıng
“na: he 15 nNnoOot of the father’.

cC1t 340
19 Schröter, 1 vostschreıben ] acobs O  S arug AL dre hımyarılıschen Chrısten
12 Z 1877) 360-—405. hıs letter 15 also ımportan lıterary document,

SINCEe i represents OLLE of the few examples of Jacob’s Ö wrıtiıngs that have
SUurvıved. On the authenticıty of thıs letter, SS SCHTöter. I0C ELE Bell, he
Orıgin 07 I_ sliam ıN N Chrıstıan Envıronment London 1926) 306, Hırsch-
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If yVOou WEeei®e being persecuted by the Pasalıs, there would be au LO VOUTF
paıns AaAn tOo VOUIL sufferiıng. Now that the Jews, the enemı1es of the
O:  9 AT arrayıng (themselves) agaınst YVOU, VOUI paıns AL greater than
(ordinary) pa1ıns, an VOUTL 11L1LOTE trıumphant than (the Ordınary)
hıs murderous natıon stirred quarrel agaınst yOou h1s (natıon) 15 raıned
1ın kıllıng and instructed 1n bloodshed; an 15 ıch 1n CHVVYV, an ıts heart 15 filled
wıth deceıt; an 15 wI1se 1n persecuting, An knows how tO cruc1ıfy; an 15 PTe-
pared tO kıll an ready tO stone; and Sets ambushes for the innocent, an ıts
dagger 15 sharpened for the necks of the good Ahel 1ts SWOTd 15 drunk wıth the
blood of the PUTr®e, an iıts blade 15 drawn agaınst the ack of the bel1ıevers®9.
TIThe pasgans ate VOU because they do not know VOUT lord Ihe Jews, Out of
hatred of VOUI lord, AaIrTaNsSe sufferiıng for yOou An ancıent enmi1ty turns wıthın
them tO persecute the discıples of the 10OS$S5 Ehey want tO how that they ATe
the rıghtful heirs of Annas an Ca1aphas an the raıned discıples otf Judas,
the traıtor®1.

Ihe CONTLENTS an tone of thıs letter strongly suggest that aCo Was

VCLY much concerned ou the Jewısh persecutıon of the Hımyarıte
Christians®? Placıng the homiılıes alongsıde the letter of consola-
t1on, INAaV conclude that the homilıes WTG wrıtten under far less
compelling CIrcumstances than OSse I6 Occasıoned the letter of COIN-
solatıon.

Chrıistians an Jews ın Sdarug and Envırons

aCo of Ddarug“$ Was orn ın Kurtam the Euphrates, and he Was
raıned in the ‘“Persian Sch: ın Edessa In 02/3, he Was already the
periodeutes** of Haura iın arug, and ın O; he became the bıshop of
Batnan, the capıtal cCıty of arug He diıed In 52L Concerning the or1g1n
of the DyrlaCc Church ın ese places, NOW hlıttle TE lıkely that
arug, S1TLUAatLEe CL E.dessa, Wads m1ss1on1zed firom thıs fountaınhead of
Eastern Christlanity.

Rabbinic (T GCES make ment1on of AIı V arge Jewısh communıty AT
Ddarug 1ın the time of aCo of arug Martın®* consıders that 1ın the Afifth
CENTULV, the Jews WEIC VCLY poweriu 1n certaın Syrian vıllages where
they made elr strengt felt agaınst the diısunıted an ıunarmed CÄfST-

Derp ZsSVQ@7El ba‘4rab (Tel-Avıv 1946) 8S0—82, Vasılıev, Justin the (ırvealt Cam-
bridge 1950 AanNn: yckmans, La persecutıon des chretiens hımyarıtes
SIXLEME sıecle (Istanbul 1956 5 406

Schröter. cC1ıt ZUILZ,
21 Ibid AT

On the history of the per10d, Z MHirSCHDETE, C1t x  ’ yckmans,
0 cCıt who 15 maınly concerned wıth chronology, and 6 Derg: TIhe BooR
Of Ihe Hımyarites (Lund 1924)

Baumstark. 0 c1ıl 145-58; Bardenhewer, 0, 4 , 412/6; lısserant,
Jacques de 5Saroug Dictuonnarure de theologıe catholıque (Parıs 1924) 300/5

24 Wm W.Edenht C hronıcle 0} Joshua the Stylıte (London 1882)
20 cC1ıt 320
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A1Nls, but ere 0€Ss not SCEI1 to he al y evidence for thıs statement -
fortunately, the historical SOUTITCES of thıs per10d AI rather SParse and
indec1s1ıve. Ihey offer lıttle of value 1n determinıng possıble motive for
the composıtion of the homilıes agaınst the Jews

Chapter
Dionysius bar Salıbh1i

The Treatıse agaınst the Jews
Dionysius bar Salıbhı - (d. 1171 Was ONE of the outstandıng ıterary

hgures of the acobıte movement He WwWTOTEe treatıse agaınst the Jews*
In 1477 of the Seleucıd CId, correspondıing TO 1166/7 hıs work has
een sSummarızed by ı1ıllams?® It contaıns the AaNSWEeTSs tO
sSer1es of objections ralsed by Jews agalınst basıc tenets of the Christian
A}

Chapter ıth definıtion of the terms ierael. an NJCW‚  I7
and descr1iption of the dıfferent Jewısh SECTS Ihe author continues DYy
suggesting that (+0d destroyed the temple an dıspersed the Jews be--

they erucıhed eSsus 1Io the Jewısh objection that the temple Was

destroyed by INCI, nNOot God, Dionysius bar Salıbhi1 ımplies that the
destruction of the temple Was undoubtedly the W1 of (zad SiINCE the
miracles assoclated ıth the sacrıficlal SysSstem an the temple cult had
ceased er ıts destruction hus (+0d had wıthdrawn the magıcal
pDower of the urım and thummım, an had held back the heavenly fire
whıch descended LO COMNSUIMINC the sacrıflces offered UDON the temple
altar.4

In Chapter IL he remıiınds the Jews that they Ca  $ longer observe
elr feasts and sacrıflces SINCEe they INAaV be observed In Jerusalem only
He PasSSscS tO the subject of CITCUMCISION. He observes that the ancıents
dıd not practice CITrCUMCIsSION. dam and hıs SONS, Noah, an Melkızedek
WEeEeTeEe NOt CITrCUmMCISEd, yet they WEeEIC consıdered rıghteous IHE  S Concerning
the Sabbath, he AISUC> that the Jews WT commanded LO irom
work 1n order tTO study the diıvyıne law 1C. remınded them of
commandments. Had they worshıpped Hım aıly, the observance of the
Sabbath would ave een UNMNECCSSaI V, Turning tO the question of why
(10d SaVC COoOovenan and then invalıdated 1t he aNSWEIS, usıng the

De Zwaan, T’he [T reatıse of Dionysıus har Salıbhı agarnst the Jews.
[b1d., @, SC 7) ct C CO E I8, SC D L SC  O
Adversus Judaeos, LU SI 3;
According to the Jewısh tradıtion, hıre descended from heaven LO COLLSUINEC

the sacrıfices offered uPDON the temple altar, ctf Voma 21 D. ‘“even though Cire
escends Iirom heaven, ıt 15 cCcomMmmMmandment TO brıng ordınary (fıre)
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illustratiıon of eacher instructing child, that (10d INa V g1ve cCovenant
an then invalıdate 1t when the people ave OUtgrown it.?

In Chapter HY “ J)n the Worship of the Messıah, ” Dionys1ius bar
Sahıbhı ment10ns several objections ralsed by Jews concernıng the
divinıty of Jesus, Al why Christians worshıp hım er answerıng
ese, he refers at length addıtional prophecı1es dealıng ıth the a bo-
hlıtıon of the Jewish sacrıfi1ces and feasts

Chapter I ‘“On the Advent of the Messıah, “ agaın es number
of objections raised by Jews When the Jews I ‘“circumciısıon has
een gıven S  27 (D Z SE  O 4) he AaNSWETIS that ıts PUrpOsSC Was tO 11!1er-
ntıate the aNCEeSTOTrS irom whiıich the Mess1iah Was tOo COINE irom the other
natıons.® Now that he has COINC, ere 15 LEA4SOIN for CITrCcUumMCIsS1ION. He
concludes Dy drawıng analogy between the S11 an the trınıty Just
A the Sl  — manıtests itseli 5Su brightness; an heat, ä 15 st1ill
OILC, 0€S the Godhead manıftfest iıtseli ree personalıtıies, an 15
GT1 one.‘

Chapter eals ın greater detaı1l ıth the doctrine of the trınıty, an
presents 1NOIEC quest10ons raıised bDy Jews ıth regard tO the incarnatıon.

Chapter VE ‘On the Passıon, Crucifix1ion, and Ascensıion of the
Messıah, ” attempts tO sShow that the passıon of eSuS Was foretold ın the
Old 1 estament 1Io the quest1ion, why Was EeSUS circumcı1ısed, he ansWeILs,
C  SO that they should not Sa y that he Was LTaNSZgTrESSOT of the law
(D 35; SC  O EÖ)} He continues Sayıng that Circum«cIisıON Was g1ven tO the
prophets 1le baptısm Was g1ven tO the apostles, for the New Testament
has replaced the Old

Chapter VIL “ the Resurrection of the Messı1ah, : Presents SOINE

Old 1Testament whiıch, he insısts, spea of the burı1al, the
surrect1on, an the ascensi10n of eSsSuSs He dA1ISCUSSES the Christian behief
that the Jews ave een rejected DYy G(Ü0d an the Christians chosen tO
replace them He ment1ons agaın the virtuous Melkızedek LO whom
Abraham brought tıthes EVECI) though he Was uncircumclsed.

Chapter 111 enumerates several prophecies which Dionysıus bar
Salıbh1 SULLESTS refer tO baptısm He speaks, well, of the worshıp of
the the relics of Christian saınts, and the veneratıon of Martyrs.

Chapter repeats 0AaS attrıbuted TO the Jews, that they are the
chıldren of Abraham anı the chosen people ot (10d He replıes that God
prom1ısed TO make Abraham ‘“tThe father of INAaLLYV natıons (°amme)  27
| Genesi1s I I4-I15|.° hıs refers tTO the Chrıistians who A1iC INalıy natıons,
anı not tO the Jews who AT Just OM natıon.? Dionysıus bar Salibhi

GE SUDYVA, Jacob of 5arug, Homuily
I1bh1 AN. £Ihe Tradıtion 0} Ephraem(* ınNfra, Chapter V 9 ““ Dionystus Rar Sa

5SYYuSE”
GF UWDYVA, Jacob of S5arug, Homily

S  x GGE U  VA, Jacob oft Darug, Oomı1ly
Cf OrChr 1961 31 1,
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concludes hıs work by callıng uDON the Jews tO acknowledge EeSUSs and
LO embrace Christianıty

17 hıis chroniıcle Michael the Syrian?® informs us that Dionysıus bar
Salıbh1 wrote TeIUTtTAatLIiONSs agaınst ‘al the SECTS an heres1i1es’”” that attacked
the CC  orthodox faıth Ahe TEAaATUISE agaınst the Jews must be tudıed
the ontext of ese er polemi1c works Baumstarki: enumerates the
followıng polemi1Cc wrıtıngs 1C COINE from the pCHI of OUL author
agaınst sSiam agalınst the Jews agalnst the Nestor1ans agaınst the
Chalcedonıians agaılnst the Armenı1ans and agaınst the eathens 1D
which INAaV be the polemi1c agalnst the Melchites

E: hard LO beheve that al ese SECTS and heres1ies constituted real
hreats tO the €&  TCtAhOdCdOX faıth of Dıonysıus bar Salıbh1 an that he
Was forced DYy hıstor1ic CITrCUMSTANCES TO defend hıs SCT165S5 of
polemi1cs agalnst each of them urthermore examınatıon f the
arguments contaıned hıs Wwr1ıUuNgs agalınst the Jews agalnst the AAyı
ECENNAaNS and agaınst Islam1* leaves the 1INDICSSIOI that ese reiuta-
10NS AI purely theologıca character e1Ir tone 15 rather moderate
and they do not SCEIN LO be concerned ıth CONCTrTEeTie hreats tO the
wrıter rel1g10us PEISUASION Apparently, tradıt1ıon had developed
the Eastern Church of wrıtıng polemi1cs agalnst CONLFarYy theological
POS1TL10NS and cholar of the tature of Dionysıus bar Salıbh1 who

also TO ave had the USeEe of A VL EextTeNSsS1IvVe lıbrary, Was emıinently
sulted tO WT1Te ese polemi1cs

( Ahrıstıans AN fews
Northern yrıa and Asıa M1ın 0Y the T welfth Century

Fkrom the introduction of Dionysıus bar Salıbh1i LO hıs Ecclesiastical
Hostory,? learn that the Christians ol Northern yrıa lıved ı troubled
tımes {Ihe Seljuk Turks 16 almost incessant wartfare ıth the

10 (3a BOt Chronıque de Maıchel Le Syrıen (Parıs 1905) 141 344
11 C1l 207

Mıngana W oodbrooRe Studıies (Cambrıdge 1927) I 05
Mıngana W oodbrooRe Studıes (Cambrıdge 1931

Mıngana DSyT1aC manuscr1ıpt 89, fols 39a-84 D
Mıngana Catalogue 07 the Mıngana G‚ollecthon Of Manuscrıvpts vol SVrı1aC AN:
G(Garshüunı Manuscrrpts (Cambrıdge 1933) col Zı d S 4ne thırd chapter of thıs work
has been translated by vAn Ancıent Syrıan Iranslatıon of the Kur
exhibıting New V erses an Varıants 3 } Bulletin Of Ihe John Kylands Lıbrary,
1925) 18 Z

15 Mentioned CH2 D4 C1l PE
Tbıd 248 250 On the Seljuk Turks Northern S yrıa and Asıa NMlınor

SN Houtsma ( Seldjuks, ” Encyclopaedıa 0f I slam 708 Z13;
(1 5D SCcHuUkSs; Encyclopaedıia Brıttanıca ed 1057,; 308 A1LO

Wıttek ‘‘Deux chapıtres de L’hıstoılre des LUrCcs de Roum Byzantıon
1936 285—-302 AaN! (jAahen AA 3001 penetratıon turque Asıe 1111111-

UTE 5B yzantıon IS 1946--48 O7
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Franks, wreaked VENSCAMNCE uDON the Chrıistian populace. Marfsas,}“
Melitene,}$ an Edessa1® captured, pıllaged, an destroyed. In the
face of persecutıion, the faıth of INallYy Chrıistian waned. We A1C not
surprised, there{fore, toO find Dionysıius bar Salıbhi exhorting hıs
relig10n1sts to be humble and D10us before the inscrutable 11l of
(10d.%0

It 15 clear Irom Barhebraeus%! that ere WaSsS ONTtTaACT between Christi1ans
and Jews 1n tH1is per10d. (‚hüurch ordınances WEeTe promulgated prohıbiting
bıshops and er eccles1astıcal offic1als irom partıcıpatıng 1ın Jewısh
festivals,““ from observing the Jewısh Sabbath, and Iirom eatıng
leavened Tea ODTAaINe {irom Jews

( In the sıtuatıon of Syrıan EWTY durıng the first Crusade, ave
letter Iirom unıdentihed Syrıan communı1ty of DDamascus. Ahe author
speaks o1 He approachıng misfortune, because of the fear of the (Jer-

who AI ou tO CNCAIMMD agaınst u  9 and because of the bad LUILNOTS

IC rıghten us  27 On the Jewiısh communıtıes of yrla and Asıa Mınor
In the welfth CENTUTY, CODI1OUS SOUICE 15 the ıtınerary of Ben]Jamın of
al  ela from ou IO On the leg of hıs ]Journey Irom Aleppo LO
osul, Ben]jamın found Jewısh communıt1ıes varyıng 1ın S17 e {irom twenty
In Harran,“° LO OUSAaN: ıIn Mosul. 26 eppo27 contaıned Jewısh
populatıon of five thousand, Nısıbıs, *8 ON ousan an Jazirat Ibn
Immar, *9 four OUSsan All ese communıtı1es, ocated 1ın tWO
hundred mıile radıus of Amıd, where Dıionysıius bar Salıbhi served ASs

metropolıtan irom 1166, en]oyed favorable condıtions under Muslım rule.

17 Chabot, CHt:. 246
I8 1 b1d., 245 Melıtene (Malatıgah) Was the chıef OWwWn of the eastern provınce
the Kuphrates boundary of the Sehuk urksSs, c Le Strange; T’he Lands of

the Eastern Calıphate (Cambridge, 1905), 147
19 NCe 1n 11406, CGhabot, C1t., 2060, an agaın 1n L1I485, ıbıd., 270

See h1ıs etters of exhortatıon, 1O1d., DL d da LE, 300—3053
21 Kawerau, Die JakRobıtische ırche ıM Zeıtalter der syrıschen Renaıssance

(‘‘Deutsche Akademie der Wıssenschafiten Berlın, Berlıner byzantınısche
Arbeıten, f Berlın  9 1955 04, the authorıity of Barhebraeus

29 € € Whoever ATts drınks wıth the Jews wıll be barred from COoMMUN1ON for
LWO a  , an must fast twıce week durıng thıs 1me  27 Quoted 1ın Kawerau, 0CC
CWE. ISI, irom Barhebraeus.

Mann, AI Mess1anıc Movements durıng the Fiırst Ihree Crusades
(Hebrew), ”” hat-tqupda, 1925 260—261 Cr Baron, C8E:: I LOS—100, AaAn

203, For addıtional documents firom the per10d otf the Crusades found 1ın
the Calro Geniza, ci Golitein, ‘Contemporary Letters the Capture of
Jerusalem bDy the Crusaders, ” Journal of Jewish Studıes, 1952) 102-177, an
‘Obadyah, Norman Proselyte;-. Journal 0} Jewıish Studıtes, 1953 74—84

Adler T’he Itınervary of Ben]Jamın 07 7 udela (London, 1907
23 Ibid., 5

I bid.,
ar Ibıd
28 I bid. ü 4, ın English translatıon
24 TO2@:;
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ere certaınly Was ontact between Chrıistians and Jews ın Orthern
Syrıa an Asıa Mınor 1ın the welfth CEeNTtUTrY. I he polıtical sıtuatiıon of
the Syr1aCc Chrıstian communıty W as dıfficult, 1ıle the sıtuatiıon of the
Jews, the whole, Was favorable. er Eese CIrCcumstances, 1t 15 nNnOot
impossıble that Jews INa Y ave en the opportunıty tO proselytise,
but there 1s5 nothıng 1n eıther Dionysius bar Salıbhı's treatıse agalnst
the Jews, 1ın other documents of thıs per10d, tO suggest that thıs Wds
the Case

Chapter VI

Ihe Iradıtion of the Polemic agaınst the Jews 1ın the Syriac rıters
Ihe polemi1cs agaılnst the Jews 1ın the Syriac anguage wrıtten DV

per10d of eiıght hundred AT character1ı1zed by sımı1larıty of 1deas,
imagerYy, an phraseology. When aCce ıth the necessity of presenting
antı- Jewısh arguments of eıther apologetic polemi1c nature, the
Syriac wriıters utLlıse the tradıtiıon they had een taught ın the acade-
mı1es iın M they had een raıned

Wıllıams! maıntaıns that the simılarıties between ese polemic
wrıtings do not indıcate absence of creativıty and or1ginalıty the
part of the DSyrıaC wriıters, but rather the persistence of COININON method
of Bıblıcal exeges!1s.

Ihe wrıters AIC, 1n tact, NOt LLCTE COPYl1Sts of othe‘r men’s productions. Indeed,
ıt 15 VeIrIYy seldom that AI able tTO trace al Copyıng AT a{l Of COUTSE there
15 often TE sımılarıty 1n the interpretatıion of the Bıblical,which
has gıven 155e tO the rather careless assumptıion the part ot modern wrıters
that the later authors used the earlıer; but 1n realıty, thıs affords Little

evıdence of lıterary CONNEX1ON, but only of the ETMANENCE ot the aAaille
methods of interpreting Scripture which had prevaıled 1n the Church almost

irom the VC. first

Wılliams Justifably tO the defense of the much malıgne Syriac
wriıters. It 15 hard tO bellieve that 1LE who chose to CXDICSS themselves
1ın DOELTY, lıterary form usually assocl1ated ıth creatıvıty an or1gınal-
ıty, elleve that they WeIC SImMpLYy imıtatıng others, especlally SINCE the
metrical forms VaLlYy Irom wrıter tO wriıter. EKphraem Syrus and Isaac of
Antıoch WTOTEe 1ın syllable aCcCo of arug, in twelve syllable
meter 1, then, AT able TO find evidence of close ıterary parallels iın
ese wrıtings, ıt INAaV VECLY ell be due tO the wrıters’ standards of
pPOoeTTY, and not elr lack of ımagınatıon.

In rel1g10us DOELTY, ere 15 Strong endency for the Doet tO CXPTCSS
hımsel{f 1ın tradıtional CONCEDTS and termınology. hıs 0€eSs not indicate

absence of creatıvıty. On the CONTFrAarY, 1t INAaV ell ave een the

CHl., VT
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mark of grea poet1ic ZeENIUS tO be able tO embody tradıtiona phrase,
idea, allusıon 1n one’s OW. TIo CXPICSS the Christian TI ın
erms of tradıtional vocabulary certaınly strengthened the poet’s a_

guments 1ın hıs OW. CYC>S, an enhanced hıs posıtıon 1ın the CYC>S of hıs
co-rel1ig10n1sts wh WeIe impressed by hıs 1ın weavıng the EXDTESSIONS
an mot1{fs of the tradıtion into hıs DOELTYV.

An interesting parallel {rom medieval Hebrew DOEeLTY, Lıterature
contemporaneous ıth the wrıtings of INalı y of the Syriac Church
Fathers, 15 WOT mentıion1ıng. Brody*® makes observatıon the
character of these early Hebrew DOoets IC INa V be equally true of the
Syriac writers.

Generally speakıng, these writers surrendered of theıir OW: al indivıidual
characterıistics 1n theır style an 1LAalLer ot express1on. And the stronger the
desıre for (personal) EeXPreSS1ON, the IOr e they sought TO CAast ıt into the terms
of tradıtiıonal phraseology.

ıllıams, however, CATrrTIies hıs Case t0oo far when he insısts that ere
15 lıttle connectıon between the Syriac polemi1Cc wrıters er than

simılarıty 1ın the interpretation of the S\A”Ille 1D11CAa DTr00 texts.® It 15
entirely possible an ECVen lıkely that there WeIC 00 of test1imon12
M> served SOUTCES for the polemi1c writers, but thıs 0€eSs not xclude
the possıbıilıty of lıterary dependence. In elr wrıtings the trınıty, the
incarnation, the vırgın Ir the advent, passıon and ascensi1o0n of esus,
the SyrlaCc wrıters rely heavıly 1C2a. quotatıions LO valıdate elr
positlion, but ın theır wrıtings agaınst CITrCcUumMCISION they adduce few
scrıptural VeEeISES 1ın Support of their arguments, for the sımple LTEASONMN
that ere aAaTe few Bıblical passages tO 1C. they AB  — turn They INa V
insıst that CIrCcUumMCIsSION of the ear 15 ımportant than CITrCUumMCISION
of the flesh, pointing TO Deuteronomy I8 16 and erem1a 025 Ihey
INAVY 1Iso find whiıich they Cal interpret referring LO baptısm,
but LO the ecruc1al question of why CIrCcUuMCISION Was ordaıned tOo eg1n
wıth they Cal find christological AL 5WET ın the Ihe arguments
they present iın AL SWET tO thıs objection raıised Dy Jews, rest LEASOIN

alone, not 1D11C2a. exeges!1s. When find that all the SyriaC wrıters
offer the Sarine argument, irequently eXpressing iıt 1n the SAaTile magery
an phraseology, must conclude that eıther they borrowed firom OTIlLE
nother that they all epende upDON COININOIN lıterary tradıtıon

An examınation otf the Syriac lıterature dealıng ıth CITCUuMCISION
Lavors the conclusıon that all the works investigated depend upon
COINIMON lıterary tradıtıon Aphraates, the Persjan Ddage, wrıtiıng ou

Mıbhar has-$1  D,a ha-‘Tbrit, 24 edıtion, ( Jerusalem), of the introduction.
3 See hıs chapter books of testıimon1a, 0 C18., 3733 For of test1-

mon1a found ONS the Dead Sea Scrolls, SEet Allegro, ‘° EFurther Mess1anıc
References 1ın the Oumran J ıterature,” Journat of Bıblıcal Laitervature, 75
174—187
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345 15 the Arst wriıter whose polemi1c works ave COINeE OoOWwn tO Hıs
wrıtiıngs an the wrıtings of Ephraem VTus, VOUNSCI Contemporary of
hıs irom Nisıbis, sShow evıdence of rellance uDON COININON lıterary Tra
dıtion. When Nısıbıs tell tTO the Persians ın 303, Ephraem moved tO
Edessa, where he ounded the ‘Persian Schoo Wıth LEphraem INAV
spea of polemic tradıtlion, SINCE AT able to trace the transmıssıon
of thıs tradıtıon through the wrıtings of Isaac of Antiıoch, raıned DYy
Zenobius, iscıple of Ephraem  S} Jacob of arug, educate 1ın the
‘‘Pers1an School’’ ın Edesse; an Dıonysıius bar Salıbhı, Orn ın Melıtene
wıthın OIleE hundred mıles of Edessa, who wrote almost eight hundred

er the e of E.phraem We call thıs ıterary tradıtıon the
e&  adıtıon of Ephraem Syrus, a  oug LEphraem hımself Was not ıts
or1g1inator.

Aphraates and the T yadıtlıon of E phraem Syrus
Aphraates, the first of the recorded wrıters of SyMaC polemi1cs agalınst

the Jews, shows remarkable simılarıties tO the tradıtıon of Ephraem
oth Aphraates an Ephraem WEIC contemporarIes. Aphraates lıved 1ın
the vicınıty of E.dessa wıthın the conhtines of the Sassanıan EKmpire;
Ephraem 1ve 1n Nısıbıs wıthın the confines of the Roman Empıire. The
fact that Cannnl establısh Case for borrowıng interdependence
between the LWO, strongly e  S that they both relıed UDOIL COININOIN
earher tradıtıon

Aphraates refers tO CITrCUuMCISION OS mark an SIgn of the n_
ANt  27 (7zu$mä Wald daqgyamad) | Wrıight, 2068 @ Ephraem, Rom., ILL,
157 E and aCo 3429 col 5: Z YUSMA C LKphraem, Rom.,
HL 167 D, F, and aCco 342 D col A, L atda|.

Aphraates aAarSuecSs that CITrCUMCISION Was g1ven tO Abraham
that when hıs seed would multıply, ıt would be separated irom the natıons

1n whose mı1ıdst ıt went, 1n order that ıt would NOtT become mıngled (nethlat)
wıth theır unclean deeds (Wright, 206 8—10)

Compare Ephraem:
WAs tfold which mıngled hlat) continually

Among the STray folds (Ed Rom., HL: 187
aCo of arug

Ihe Z00d Ord Cast eal uPOIL Hıs possession
hat the PUIC ONe would NOtTt mıngle (nethlat)

/wıth the unclean that Surround hım
(3429 col C) lınes 16—20

And Isaac of Antıoch:
Ihe natıon Was stamped wıth CITrCUumMC1IS1ON
hat iıt would NOT mıngle (men hultand) wıth /strangers.

(Bıckell, Isaacı 192 : 660—661
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However, ‘“circumcısıon wıthout behief has uSse advantage, because
behlıet precedes Circumcıis1lon. (Wright, 204 :7—0)

1 CiITrCuUumMC1S10N had been gıven for the advantage of everlastıng lıfe, Scrıipture
would have made known that Abraham Ccircumcised (hıimsel{£), AaN! hıs CITrCUM-
C1S10N WAas> consıdered rıghteousness. But 1t 15 wrıtten thus, Abraham be-
leved 1n GOd, and hıs belief Was considered righteousness.' (Genes1s I 6)
OSe, there{iore, wh believed although they WEOEIC NOt cCircumc1sed, Iıved And
(  O0SE) wh: WEeTie Circumc1ısed an dıid NOT belıeve, elr CITrCcumMC1S1ON dıd nNOt

(Wright, 205 12-18gaın them AaILY advantage AT all

Compare the ater Syriac wrıters the ancıents who WCCOCIC consıdered
rıghteous though they lıved wıthout the law (Ephraem, Rom., AL
183F-184A, ]saac, I42a col A, lınes 9_I3; AT aCo 342 col B, 5

Aphraates maıntalns that the law WAds ordaiıned för the members of
gıven generatlion, an Was then changed 1ın accordance ıth o0ds 11l
fOr succeeding generat1ons.

We knOow, then, frıend, 1n truth, that 1n V  Y generation (30d established
laws they mınıstered (Sammes) tOo their ıme and they WEeTC g0o0d for it

(Wright, —3)(1.e the UM6): and, then, they WEOEI® changed.
Compare Ephraem

And observe which commandment
Ministered LO ıts 1me an Was ministered TO

(Sammes zabnen westammas$)
(Zd Rom.., I1 154 F)

But the law of ESUS 15 everlastıng.
In A ASC, the 1aw an the Covenant nas been changed. fiırst, then, (56d
changed the COvenant of Adam and SAaVC another tO Noah And COHHGE agaın
He SAaVC (another) tO Abraham And He changed that ot Abraham, N! He

SAaVC another TO Moses. And when fHhat ot Moses Was NOt observed, He SaVC
another 1n the last generatıon, A Covenant that does NOt change (gyama ALa
meSstahlap). (Wright, 214 4—09)

Compare aCo ive Covenants, SUPDYVA, Homily I and lSaaC; 1916 COVC-

Aant 0€Ss NOt change” (La meStahlaD pugdäneh,) 14 col A, lınes 2—3 |
He CiIircumM«cCIsS1ION has replaced the old, Circum«c1s1oN of the ear

an baptısm
And Jesus, OUTI redeemer, circumcıised the natıons that believed 1n hım,
SeCONd tıme, wıth CITrCcum«C1sS10N otf the heart And they baptısed wıth
baptısm. (Wright, I I  e 5)

Compare EKphraem, Rom., LE I88 A, 1SaaC; 146 D col B, lınes 1522
an aCOo SA1D col B, lınes 313

As INAaV be SCCH, ere AT Maln y strikıng po1ints of1 resemblance between
Homily Z CJn Circumcı1SIoON,..: of Aphraates an the tradıtıon of
Kphraem yrus cCoNncerning CITrCcumMCISION which cannot be explaıned
through uUusSe of the Sailnlle princıples of Biblical exeges1s. Since ere Was

direct Oontact between the LWO of whıich we know, both mMuSst ave
een famıhar ıth COININOIN earher polemi1c tradıtiıon. Un{fortunately,

NOW of Syriac polem1cs before the tıme of Aphraates. I4 CAannot
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be argued that earlhier Greek polemic tradıtion provıded the lınk
between the LWO, SINCE the homiılhlıes of Aphraates A1ie striıkıngly free firom
the infÄuence of TEeEC style an oug: TI here{fore, MUStT AaASSUTNe the
ex1istence of earlıer Christian polemic tradıtıon agalnst the Jews 1ın
Aramaıc dA1alect which, aTt PrYeseEnt, CSCaPDC>

Isaac of Antıoch and the Tradıtion of Ephraem S yrus
({ all the polemi1cs agaınst CITrCUuMCISION investigated ın this study,

‘ Homily Iwo agaınst the Jews,  27 attrıbuted TO Isaac of Antıioch an the
thırd of Ephraem’s ‘“Sermons Faıth’”’ provıde the moOost strıkıng
simılarıt1ies. oth contaın substantıally the Samne arguments CIrCcum-
C1S10N developed and presented 1n much the Sainle INannNner. From lıterary
pomt of v1eW, both AT C wrıtten 1ın the Sarn lle meter., syllables tO the
lıne, wıth fOUr lınes tO the Stanza, and they AT close, ASs well, 1n phraseo-
logy and cho1ice of EeXpress10Ns. Fınally, both AiC ars an vindictive ın
tone agaılınst the Jews

Isaac refers tO the law “"chai (Rebld) T4A2 col A, x cf
Ephraem, Rom., %L I88 "BOnNd. AaSUrA) 142 col E, Z .
ct Rom., 111 ISS E | an ‘heavy yoke  297 (nıra gaSya) 142 col
5.

Concerning the rıghteous who lıyed wıthout the law, he wrıtes:
Wıth what Was Abel trıuımphant
And hOow Was Enoch cCcrowned
How Noah an the house otf Seth ?

(I429 col A’ lınes Q—13)
Compare Ephraem:

Let the rıghteous be NTtTO VOUuU
An image otf love, an be lıke them
See Abel,5 an become g0o0od 1n Enoch
De lıke Noah, the Ssecond ead (0 mankınd).

(Ed Rom., ILL, 183 F—I184 A)
Circumcıision Was but “Sea]_” (1A0°A) ”stamp atmäd) designed tO

distinguısh Israel irom ıts neighbors,
The natıon Was stamped wıth CITCUMC1IS1ION
hat 1t would NOT mıngle (men hultand) wıth strangers.

Bickell,; Isaacı N A 11  9 192 :660-—661)
Compare Ephraem

The Omniscient ONeEe made it S1gN
For the OoCck that kılled the shepherd.
Lt Was tfold that mıngled hlat continually
mong the Stray folds

(Ed Kom., 11R 1857

Nöldeke, Manddısche (1rammalıR (Halle, 1875), XXI, Gavın, C4E..
L an Düuncan, 0 Dil:. I
(T OrChr 45 1961) L5
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It Was NECESSALY tO guard Israel from outer contamınatıon because
‘“something great‘ (meddem yabba) 14 col 5 O; cf Ephraem,
Rom.., {IL. 157 , meddem | Was being preserved ın ıts mı1ıdst Now that
6  1ıts riıches ave COINE forth. (nDpaq  A“ “utra) 14 col A, I  9 col B:
lınes 5—0; cf Ephraem, Rom.., LIT. 157 F, nDpag meddem |, Israel’s
strength has left ($S0OQ) her 14 col A, 16; cf Ephraem, Rom..,
111 187 F, (50d ““has left (Sabgeh) the oolısh flock | spirıtual CITrCUM-
C1S10N whıich requıres removal from SIN  27 146 b col B, lınes 15722 cf

KEphraem, Rom.., H1L ISS A, ‘“circumcıise the hateful things irom
within’) has replaced circum«c1ision of the fAesh

Ihe eruc1ı1al arguments presented by Isaac of Antioch an Ephraem
yrus concerning the or]1ginal PUrDOSC of CircumcCIs1onN an the TEASON

fOr S invalidatıon, AT almost identical 1n formulatıon and phraseology.
It 15 hard LO avo1ld the conclusıon that Isaac borrowed {irom Ephraem.
T he lınk 1n the tradıtion bindıng Isaac TO Ephraem Was Zenobius, IsaaCc’s
teacher and Ephraem’s discıple.

ACO of arug and the Tradıtion of Ephraem YruSs
The famıliarıty of Jacob of arug ıth the tradıtion of Ephraem 15

3} Havıng eenclearly discernable 1n hıs homily Cn Circumcis1on.
ralıned 1ın the ‘“Pers1an School’”’ 1n Edessa ounded by Ephraem DVrus,
Jacob’s rellance upOonNn the polemi1Cc tradıtıon of the school 15 easıly under-
standable.

Jacob refers tO circum«c1ision “Sign” (dtd) 342 col A, z ci
Ephraem, Rom.., ILL, 167 19 < mark (7uSmMAa) col B,
34, cf Ephraem, Rom.., 111 1857 and “%eeal ab‘A) 342 col .
lınes E Sag 342 b col G, 26 ct Isaac, 145 b col A, lınes f x IO col
B, 2

aCo maıntaıns that
In the youth of the world when it Was ragıng (£a2272Z)

/wıith the love of ıimages,
The ord CAast the painful CITrcum«C1S10N uDOIL S lımbs

3429 col B lınes 27—30)
Compare Ephraem

hat the visıble S1gN whiıich He placed upOoN them
Might the violence otf theır madness (hEDA dYaqrüteh).

(Ed Rom., IT 157
Jacob continues the argument ;

TIhe g00d ord CAast seal uponNn Hıs possession (genyänch),
hat the PUIC OIle would nOot become mingled (nethlat)

/wıth the unclean that surround hım.
»  E a  b  T  =  E EF NT ET AA R U DEr T 1 N A S PE E A UU  .  QRTE TU E R GL N  DL
And the Ord Aast Circumc1s1ıo0n mark (7uSmä) upOoN Abraham
And the fold arda) became (the pOossess1ion OT) the OLE GodO: the natıons.

34 col Cl lınes 18-—20, 26—209)
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Compare EKphraem
'The shepherd ot all made it mark S  A)
or the oolısh told (2Zard) whiıich he had acquıired (gnda)

Was fold which mıngled Alat) contıinually
mong the Stray tolds

(Ld Rom., LT 157 E}
In thıs relatıvely Or aCcCOo passasc, find four obv1ıous parallels

In anguage LO EKphraem, the 9Zara an yuSMÄ, the verbal forms
hlat and nethlat, an INa AT genyanch. oth 4A16 completely
iree irom anı y Bıblıcal allusıon Airect reference that they cannot be
elated through COININON method of Scriptural interpretatıon. We ave
ere strıkıng ev1ı1dence of lıterary borrowıng.

Jacob AISUCS that CIrCcumM«cCIsSION Was NOt practiced by the Mirst SCHCIA-
t10NS, 1LLO1 15 1ıt NECCESS>aaL Y fOr the latter generatıions.

In the youth of the world, He bound theır Llımbs
Which Was UNNECCSSaL V (dia hasha-wäat) 1n i1ts chıldhood AaAn 1n iıts old AaSC
In the beginning, when the world Wa CA11d: IT dıd NOTt ex1st.
And 1n the end, SINCE 1t hasn 1t 15 nNOt needed.
In ıts you when it WAas ragıng wıth the love of ıimages,
The ord AaST the paınful CITrCUMC1ISION uDOIL iıts lımbs

(342a col liınes 21—30
Compare Ephraem

the present tıme, the commandments
Of Sabbath, of CIrCUMC1S1ON, an otf purıficatıon AL iınvalıd.
Ihey AT superfluous for those ot the latter generatıions.
Whıle for those of the mıddle generatıions they WEOEIC NECESSaCY (hashın-waw).
or those ot the rst generatıions, they WEr UNNCCESSaL Y (La hashın-waw),
ECAaUSE they sSsound 1n knowledge.
And neıther A they NECCSSaL V (hAasShın) for the latter generatıons,
ECAauUSsSeEe they A SOUNd 1n faıth

(Ed Rom.., 114  P LS C—D)

gaın W e ind the SAaIille idea expressed ın Jacob al Ephraem In
paralle usıng partıcıples of the FrOOT hsh IC poınts tO
ıterary dependence OT aCo ol arug uDOLIL the tradıtıon of LEphraem
Syrus

Dionysıus bar Salıbl AaN the deitzIon Of E phraem S5Syrus
rıtten almost e1g. hundred er the death of Ephraem

yTUuS, the treatise of Dionysius bar Salıbhı agaınst the Jews manıfests
remarkable afınıtiıes ıth the polemi1c wrıtings öt the tradıtıon of Eph-
1 ACIH 1ın imagerYy, phraseology, an development f theme ®

Wıllıams, 0 C 10’7, sSuggeStTtSs that DIionysıus bar Salıbhiı 99  aS VLdılıgent
1ın the UB of the wrıtiıngs of hıs predecessors, ın particular Ekphraem
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mong the epıthets of der1isıon DYy which Dionysıius bar Salıbhi reiers
LO the Jews find “ehe eircumc1lsed’’ 22Z1VE) De Zwaan, 4AZ, SC}  O 2  9
aml 23 SC  ® 2 ct Ephraem, verDbDec. Ethraem 6, lınes
and 18 ]

Concerning CIrCcumMcCIsSION he writers:
Circumc1ision Was the au Dy which the acknowledgment of the famıly of
Abraham from which the essiah 15 descended (was shown). S51nCce the eftect
has appeared (‘elltand etgl7), there 15 longer AIı need tor the Au

(De Zwaan, E e 4)

Compare ith Ephraem HO somethıing has COINEC Örch. nDag meddem)
Ed Rom.., ITE 1857 and ıth Isaac “rıches ave COINEC TOTTE nDpag
‘“utrd) TA col A, x  , and col D, lınes 5—6|

(10d prefers CITrCUumMCISION of the ear an baptısm tO CITrCUuMCISION of
the Nesh (De Zwaan, 2 SC  O 5 S Z{ ol A IO cf Ephraem, Rom..,
LIT, ISS A= Isaac, 1406 b col B)

Ihe ancıents dıd nNOot observe Circumc1is1ion and the SADDath, yet they
WLG rıghteous HC (De Zwaan, Ö, SC  O cf Ephraem, Rom.., IT
183 F—184 A; ISaac I423a col lınes E3 and col B, lınes TO—16:
aCOo 342a col B,

O{ the Sabbath he wriıtes, *hat the Jews WEeTIiIC tOo remaın idle from work
In Oorder tO study the law whıch remıiınded them of commandments
(De Zwaan, x  ’ SC  O x cf aCo 343 D col 5, lınes I—3)

Turning O the question raısed Dy the Jews, why cd1id (z0d reveal hıs
Covenan an then invalıdate it ın favor of HE Covenant, he ansWwWeIs,
usıng the iıllustratıon of eacher instructing CHild, that (z0d PfrO-
gressıvely reveals Hıs truth, proceeding irom the sımple LO the INOTE

ditfhcult Zwaan, x  9 SsSec  ® I cf aCcCo 345 D col ©)
He attrıbutes the dıspersi1on of the Jews tTO the erucıfixion of the SOI

there{fore, they ave een scattered (etbaddar), an elr cıties
and sanctuarıes ave een uprooted (et‘aqggar). ” (De Zwaan, Zı SE  O 2)
Compare ıth Ephraem:

Today the vineyard of the beloved
Is uprooted (°q7V) and scattered (mbaddar) 38% the natıons.

Its hedge whıich WAds abandoned has fallen
Today it has toppled, an 1t has een overturned (estahhaD).

(Ed. Rom., HL DE D)
And aCo

Jew, the 15 the au otf YyOUI humıiılıatıiıon.
1f YVYOUu contınue LO rejeet,; yYOU wıll contınue LO be humilıated throughout the

/whole earth
Until the9wh Was lıke VOU, natıon, uPpPOI the earth
And irom that ıme O: which natıon 15 overturned (sh1D lıke yOoU

3470 col A7 lınes O—II)
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IThe INan y parallels between Dıonysius bar Salıbhi and the tradıtiıon
of Ephraem Cannot be explaıned Dy ‘“the EIIMANEINCE of the SaIine method
of interpreting SCHPture.. Ihev Call only be understood 11 that
thıs ater wrıter Was dependent UuDOI earlier Syrlac polemic tradıtıon
Ihe evidence presented here, clearly SUSLESTS thıs conclusıon.

Ephraem yrus ATl the ‘‘Persian School’ ın Edessa AI the 0Ca
points of thıs tradıtion of Syriac polemi1cs agaınst the Jews that ave
COILNLEC oOWnNn tO Isaac of Antioch, Jacob of arug, an Dionysıus bar
Salıbh1 all indıcate famılıarıty ı+n an dependence UDOIL thıs tradıt1ion.
Aphraates, LOO, sShoOows ıterary connection ıth the tradıtion of Eph-
raecm), but the earlıer Syriac tradıtiıon iIrom which they both TEW ST1
ESCAPECS


