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of the patrıarchs of Alexandrıa

DYy
DAYID JOHNSON

In recent there has een renewed interest the works of the
Coptic theologıan and controverslalıst Severus (Sawirus) ıbn a ] Mugaffa
bıshop of Asmünaın who flourıshed the ate 10th century* One work
LO whıch hıs aAmIne has become inextricably Iiınked the Hıstory of the
Patrıarchs of Alexandrıia? In recent artıcle, Farag has attempted

EeXAaMlNne Severus and the early from the vliewpo1nt of hıstor10graphy3
The PUTrPDOSE of the present artıcle to EXAIMNLNE the foundatıons uDOonNn
1C such hıstor1ographıcal analysıs of the must be ase: There
ALe HMan y questL1ons whıch far TEINALN. unanswered about the internal
structure of the an Severus role 1GSs COMpPOSITLON. Kor example
Can Severus an y be called the author of EeVEeIl part of thıs work
What fact Was hıs specıfic role ® What WEeeTITC hıs iımmedıate SOUTCES an
Ca  b 1 be determmined who authored ese SOUTCESs % It ll become clear

proceed that there AT E clearcut aNnsSWeTrTSs 78 a,1] of these queSt10ONSs
The evıdence 1C wıll be sed drawn princıpally from systematıc

and eritical examınatıon of the edıtor1al notes LO be found scattered
throughout the text, an from the prefaces found at the egınnınNg of the
work Thıs eXamınatıon ımıted GO the first redactional nNıt ending ıth
the bıography of Shenute I1 (oD 1044 A:D.) HKor such eXamınatlon,
the edıtıon of Kvetts nOt suffic1ent4 The Hamburg edıted by

Seybold must be consulted® Iso ONne has LO search urther iInto the

See especlally Samir, Un traıte inedit de Sawirus Ibhbn al Mugaffa (Ae sıecle)
Flambeau de l’Intelligence’ 59 Orzentalıa Ohrıistiana Periodica 4.1 1975) 150 210 ıth 10S
valuable notes See Iso T’he Lamp of the Intellect of Severus ıbn al Mugaffa btshop of Ashmünaın,
ed by Ebied an Young, CSCO vols 365 66/ser AL (Louvaın,

Henceforth referred LO

arag, n Technique of Research of Tenth--CcCentury Christian rab rıter
Severus ıb alMugaffa”®”, Le Museon 86 (1973), 37

Hıstory of the Patrıarchs of the Vomptıc OChurch of Alexandrıa, ed by Kvetts, Patrologla
Orientalis, vol 103 214 3285 515 vol 1-215 vol 359 551 henceforth
HPE followed by volume an page numbers

Alexandrınısche Patriarchengeschichte VDON Marcus s Michael I (61 767), nach der
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LWO Parts of the first volume of the (lalro edıtıon whıch contınues where
Kvetts leaves off and whıich brings LO the en of the fıirst redactional
unıt®. Only such ın vestigatıon wıll yıeld full plcture of the structure
of thıs redaction. and enable to determıine Severus’ role 1n the formatıon
of the HP, LO contrast hıs role wıth that of other L1guUres involved wıt. the
WOrk, an to determıne hıs immediıate OUTCES

As ave sald, the notes Are scattered throughout the first redactional
nıt T’hey AIe generally, though no0t always, a the beginnıng en of
the maın diıvısıons of the work. Whıle SOINe ATe attrıbuted 1n the text
ıtself to specıf1ıCc indıvıdual, others contaın onLy such 1ıdentifications

"your POOL brother” )_9.‘>.', “I the POOT oOne  27 ( L 1)
Ha POOT wretch” W} But careful COmMparıson. ıth other n0T€ES
wıll enable uS LO ıdentify even these references.

TO begın ıth then, hat do NOW about Severus hımself from the
text of the HP? Unfortunately, VOry httle informatıon CMETSES. He 18
mentioned 1n four places. In the bıography of Ibrahim (OT Abräm) the
Dyrıian 975-979), preceding anecdote about hım, he 18 characterized 1n
thıs way “104  Johnson  two parts of the first volume of the Cairo edition which continues where  Evetts leaves off and which brings us to the end of the first redactional  unit®. Only such an investigation will yield a full picture of the structure  of this redaction and enable us to determine Severus’ role in the formation  of the HP, to contrast his role with that of other figures involved with the  work, and to determine his immediate sources.  As we have said, the notes are scattered throughout the first redactional  unit. They are generally, though not always, at the beginning or end of  the main divisions of the work. While some are attributed in the text  itself to a specific individual, others contain only such vague identifications  as ‘“your poor brother” (ySKul! 94 l), “I the poor one” ( Ul) or  “the poor wretch” (_„i4| Wl). But careful comparison. with other notes  will enable us to identify even these vague references.  To begin with then, what do we know about Severus himself from the  text of the HP? Unfortunately, very little information emerges. He is  mentioned in four places. In the biography of Ibrahim (or Abräm) the  Syrian (975-979), preceding an anecdote about him, he is characterized in  this way”:  ... and there was present among all the bishops a saintly, virtuous bishop of A&münain,  called Severus (Sawirus) and known as Ibn al-Mukaffa‘, He had been a seribe and then became  bishop, and the Lord bestowed upon him grace and power in the Arabic tongue, so that he  wrote many books and mimars and controversies. He who read his books recognized his  excellence and the soundness of his knowledge. He (Severus) disputed many times with the  kädis (al-kudäh) of the Muslim elders (Suyükh) by order of the king al-Mu‘izz [the first Fatimid;  ruled 972-975].  In the life of Philotheus (979-1003), we learn that he wrote twenty books  which the author lists by title, and that one of these is a ‘Book of Bio-  graphies’, though the author does not mention of whom they are  biographies®. Since it is the only work in the list that is neither canonical  nor theological, it must be assumed that, if Severus had a hand in the  ältesten 1266 geschriebenen Hamburger Handschrift, ed. by F.C. Seybold (Hamburg, 1912),  henceforth HPSH. This editor also produced an edition of the HP with the Arabic text only  in CSCO, vols. 52 and 59, which covers the same material as HPE. But HPE is the  preferred text.  6 History of the Patriarchs of the Egyptian Church, known as the History of the Holy Church,  by Sawirus ibn al-Mukaffa‘, vol. II, 1 ed. by Yassä ‘Abd al-Masih and O. H. E. Burmester ;  vol. IL, 2 ed. by A. S. Atiya, Yassä ‘Abd al-Masih and O. H. E. Burmester, henceforth HPC.  Cf. K. Samir’s remarks on the title in art. cit., p. 150, ftnt. 1.  7 HPC II, 2, p. 138. For all of the citations, I have followed the English translations  provided by the respective editors. Square brackets [ ] indicate my own explanatory additions.  8 HPC II, 2, pp. 164-65.an there Wäas present N a ] the bıshops saıntly, virtuous bıshop otf ASmünain,
called Severus (Sawirus) an known Ibn al-Mukaffa”. He had been ser1ıbe anı then became
bıshop, anı the ord bestowed upon hım anı ın the Arabie tongue, that he
WwTOTEe Man y books an mimars an controversl1les. He wh: read his books recognized his
excellence an the soundness of hıs knowledge. He (Severus) disputed mMan y tımes ıth the
käadis al-kudah otf the Muslim elders (Suyükh) by order of the king al-Mu izz [the first, Fatımid ;
ruled 972-975].

In the lıfe of Phıilotheus (  9-1  9 learn that he wTOTe LWwenty books
hıch the author hsts by tıtle, an that ONne of these 1s °‘Book of Bıo-
graphies’, though the author 0es n.0% mentıon of whom they ATIe

bıographıies8. Sınce ıt 1S the only work 1ın the hıst that 1S neıther canonıcal
NnOT theological, ıt mMust be assıumed that, ıf Severus had hand 1n the

AÄltesten 1266 geschriebenen Hamburger Handschruft, ed by Seybold (Hamburg,
henceforth HPSH 'hıs edıtor Iso produced editıon of the ıth the Arabiec text only
In CSCO, vols. an 5 9 which COVEeTrTS the Same mater1a| HP  z But HPE 18 the
preferred text.

Hıstory of the TUATC: of the GYyPAaN C’hurch, knouwn the Hıstory of the Holy Church,
by SAUMTUS ıbn al-Mukaffa”, vol IL, ed by Y assa °Ahd al-Masih an Burmester ;
vol I: ed. by Atiya, Yassa "Abd al-Masih an Burmester, henceforth HPC
GT. Samıir’s remarks the title In art. Ci., 150, ftnt.

HPC 1L, 2’ 138 Hor all of the cıtations, have followed the Knglısh translatıons
provıde: by the respectıve editors. Square brackets indicate OW) explanatory addıtions.

HPC 1L, 27
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composıtıion. of the bıographies of SOMe of the patrıarchs, then thıs WON.
certaıly be that work.

Next, ave the thırd preface hıch 1s attrıbuted 1n short edıtorijal
ote LO Severus. Thıs Ma y well be the only or1g1nal contrıbution he made
LO the ıf 0)41% aCCEePtS the attrıbution authentiec. The sıgnıficant Parts
AIe follows?:

Since ONeE of Oose wh' Aare nOot fıit to wriıte down ıth theiır wretched, perıshiıng hands
anı y of the histories of these patrıarchs, requested the help of those Christian brethren ıth
whose ıtness Was acquaınted, an begged them to assıst In translating the history that

found wriıtten 1ın the Coptic an Greek languages into the Arabiec tongue, current
the people of the present day In the reg10n of Kgypt most of whom Ar C ignorant of the Coptic
an the Greek, that they m1g be satıstıied ıth such translatıons when they read them.

After beggıng hıs readers’ indulgence for hıs erTIOIS, he contınuesl10:
And copled that which knew not TOM the 111en of old, 1n agreement ıth the Can ONS of the
Church, according that which 18 NO about LO be elated, besides hat, tradition an history
teach. And added to the rest hat knew of the histories of the athers and patriarchs whom

myself had beheld.

T’he first LWO Nn0T€ESs help LO date Severus’ productıve per10d LO a least
the last half of the 10th CENTUTY. The nature of the bıbllography 1n the
second ote sounds lıke final summatıon of hıs WOrk, that it; 18
doubtful that he lıyed beyond the tıme of Phiılotheus1i. The fact that
Severus 1S spoken ol in the thırd PErISON 1n both notes LO indıcate,
though $ o0es not > that he hımself dıd n0% cCompıle these portions
of the Nor 18 he lıkely to ave deser1bed hımself saıntly, virtuous
bishop”. As shall SECEe presently, Michael of Tinnis claıms the authorshıp
of both of these bıographies.

Is the thırd preface correctly attrıbuted LO Severus ® There 18 evıdence
1n the text LO counter the authentic1ty of such attrıbution. Van Cauwen-
bergh SayS that the author of thıs preface 18 probably n0% Sdeverus, but
usual he offers evıdence LO SUPPOt hıs con]jecture12, The contents of the
preface certamly econform to the deser1ıption. of Severus’ work set, forth
1n the first preface, composed bYy Mawhüb 1b Mansür. The only dıfficulty
aT1ISEeS where Severus claıms to ave authored SOIMe of the hıstorles hımself.
Agaın thıs aD PEAaIS LO clash ıth the claıms of Michael of Tinnis.

HPE, 1, 115
HPE, I’ 116
(: Ebied an Y oung, CSCO, vol 30695, for their opınıon the date of his ea

an for further biographical details.
Va Cauwenbergh, Etude SUT les MOLNES d’Egympte (Parıs,
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Severus, then, CT OSS LO much A raf deseribed hım13. He 18
LO be eredıted wıth the STOUN.dWOTK, the inıtıal collecting an translatıng
of scattered materı.al dealıng ıth the patrıarchs. That thıs materı1al
consısted of SsOINe Greek SOUTCECS, but mostly of Coptic SOUTCES, Ma y well
be LruE, but the preface makes such dıstinetion. It 18 probably safe
however LO Aassumme that thıs long after the Tabh CON.QUEST, Coptic books
would be I1 OTe readıly avaılable than Greek Oones Graf’s assertion that
Michael ıbn Badir Was collaborator of Severus 1s Talse, wıll be shown
1ın the VveELY ext secti1on. He 18 nowhere ment.ioned 1ın connection ıth
Severus. Fınally, raf 1s quıte COTTECT 1n statıng that Severus’ work Was

n0% brought LO unıfıed conclusıon an that hat he eft could be
characterized 'Tough drafts’. The finalızatıon of Severus’ work belongs
LO Mawhübh ıb Mansür and hıs collaborators.

Movıng NO LO the redactional level, shall first ıdentify the edıtorial
notes of the redactor an then comment them

'The fırst n.ote, ONe of the key edıtorial Nn0Tes the redactional level,
1S found 1 the en of the ıfe of Shenute 11 (ob 1044)14 Thıs comprehensiıve
and synthetic ote marTks the en of the first systematıc redactıion. of the

whıch resulted 1n the work’e assumıng the basıe form hıch has COMMe

down LO I1 1s attrıbuted LO the Alexandrıan deacon Mawhüh ıb Mansür
1b Mufarrı]) who, 1ın 1088 began LO redact a 11 the materıjal relatıng
to the hiıstorles of the patrıarchs hıch he had een abhle LO ollect Kırst
otf a 11 he states hıs goal : C(I yearned LO collect Fowel theır (the
patrıarchs’) bıographıes and LO wrıte them oOWN that thıs mıight be of
profit LO an LO hım who ahall read them after me  AI T’o0 accomplısh
thıs, he traveled LO the mMmOoNastery of St Macarıus 1ın Wadi Natrün where
he met an enlisted the help of the deacon Michael ıb Badir of Damanhürl®s.
Mawhübh and Michael LO search wherever possıble for the materıa|l
NECESSAaLY LO compile the hıstory. Mawhüh deser1bes the search an
the esults

We found ın the monastery of the Mistress a Nahyä the biographies of forty-two
patrıarchs TOM ord Mark (Maäri Markus) the Kvangelıst to Sımon (Simün) [ca. 65-7011,
and found ın the mOonastery of the venerable Martyr T’heodore (Tadrus) al al-Manha al

L  ag the biographies of four patrlarchs TOM Alexander (Aläksandrüs) LO Khaegl (Khäyal)

Graf{f, (Zeschichte der christlichen arabıschen Ianteratur, vol 2’ Studiı Testi 133
Vatıcan City, 301-2

HPC {L, 2‚
Graf{f, O' CU., JOL, Iinks thıs 111a  w incorrectly ıth Severus. Here, he 18 clearly

portrayed collaborator ıth Mawhüb, an! subsequent a P PCaralics of his Name 1n
editorial NOTEes ll help confirm their dating. Farag, O' CL,, repeats thıs ‚  9 an!
probably for this rEeASON erroneously attrıbutes the fourth preface LO Severus.
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[1.8,; Michael 1] wh:' completes forty-sıx patrıarchs We found Iso ın the monastery
of Nahya the biographies of nıne patrıarchs TOM bba Menas (Anbä Minäa) LO Senouti
(Sanüdah) 1.6., Shenute 1] wh: completes the fıfty-Iıfth patrıarch an found ın
the monastery of bba Macarıus (Abü Makär) the bıographies of the ten patrıarchs TOM
Khaegl, the fifty-sixth, LO Senouti (Sanütiüs), the sixty-fifth [ Michael LLL to Shenute I 9

which bba Michael, bishop of Tinnis, wrote

He concludes the ote by Sayıng
Since have these biographies complete, an have transeribed them In handwriting

an have them ıth at AlexandrıIia, it; 1S 11O NECESSaL Y for to begin LO deseribe
hat follows

He then beg1ıns hıs OW:) continuatıon of the ıth the bıography
of Christodoulus.

T nO second ote whıich must be attrıbuted ıth SOINe reservatıons LO
Mawhüb because ıt; ment.ions Michael ıbn Badir, 18 found 91 the en of the
1ıfe of Sımon 689-701)16:

Here nds the sixteenth chapter wherein the Hıstory of the Fathers 18 completed, far
the ıfe of bba Simon, the forty-second patrlarch... Hereafter ll follow that, 1C.

have translated TOM the documents 1n the Monastery of Saıint Macarius, namely the history
of ten patrlarchs, TOM Michael the ast to Sınuthius the Hıirst I1LO;; TOM Michael I11 LO
Shenute I1] We Iso translated ın thiıs monastery the llves of nıne other patrıarchs, ıIn the
VCar of the artyrs Il 1080 AriD 'his 18 wriıitten by Apacyrus, the deacon, an Michael,
SO  w of Apater ıbn Badir], of Damanhur... We have compared the manuscr1pts ıth ON  D

another, an found them corresponding ıth hat copled ; an assured ourselves of
elr authenticity.

The thırd ote whıich must be attrıbuted to Mawhüb 1s found a the
en of the fourth preface!?, Agaln he mentlJons Michael ıbn Badir and
states that Michael 1s responsıble for makıng translatıons of SOINeEe of the
documents from Coptıc iınto Arabıe. He continues

T’hıs Was ın 1t10N LO that which Was found In the grea cıty, an the abrıdgments of
certaın histories which WEI'C found, the 1ITS of them relating LO Christ... Yor the first of
these documents 18 that; whıich 18 translated ın the mOonastery of ur Lady ,T ahya,
concerning the matter of the priesthood of Christ the OTd.

The fourth and final ote 1s the fırst. preface. The ote 1S also probably
Mawhühb’s WOrk, though 1t; IA y be later addıtıon It 18 certamly wrıtten

HPE, V, 7 k  00 Kvetts’ notes this Passage, 'h1s might better be deseribed
remnant of Mawhüb’s note. T'he date gıven here does not SUUarc VeErYy ell ıth that; of

the fıirst. note. Nor does the materı1a|l TOM Michael I11 LO Shenute 1L follow after Simon. The
note has the earmarks of later redacting. gaın Farag attrıbutes thıs note LO Severus, O' C8l.,

4.1 Iso 5 C where the introduces ON otf his ma ]Or themes
Br HPE, %: 120 TEeE M5S, C! an E, mıt this preface, but HPSH includes it.

Farag uses this materı1a|l LO deseribe Severus’ work, O' CW.,
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after the tıme of Severus, an ıts contents correspond LO hat Mawhühbh
SayS ın the first and second notes After short introduetion statıng the
general contents of the hıstor1es, Mawhüh concludes!18:

ese histories here gıven WEeTEe collected TOM Varlous places by the Care of the celebrated
father, bba Severus SO:  — of al-Mukaffa, bıshop of the cıty of Al-Ushmunain, wh: relates that
he gathered them together TOM the monastery of aın Macarıus an the monastery of
Nahya and er monasterl1es, anı TOM scattered fragments which he found In the hands
of the Christlans. And when ese documents WeTIC put together by yOur POOTL brother into

single volume, after research and rouble hıs part, (+0d aV hım long lıfe, until day
‚A when he wrote Out thıs history an set it; ın order ; but it; Was not completed until the
end of hıs eightieth VCarL.,

T'hıs 1s the only ote 1ın whıch Mawhüb mentJjons Severus by aIne

'The four edıitorial N0TES of Mawhüb ATe not wıthout theır ambıgulties.
But several fırm coneclusıons Can be drawn from them 'T'he first and mMOsSt

ımportant 1S that Mawhüb, together ıth hıs collaborators, colleceted
already exıstıng maßter1a| for theır redaction. An ambıgulty aT1SEeS when
one trıes LO imagıne ]ust how thıs colleeting took place In Severus’ OW.

n.ote, topography 1s g1ven for hıs collecting. But 1ın the fourth of the
notes attrıbuted LO Mawhüb, topography 18 attached LO Severus whıch
18 sımılar LO that hıch Mawhüb celaıms LO ave followed 1n hıs pursult
of the materıal. I< ONe LO conclude from thıs that Severus left the materı1a|l
he found 1n the VarTlOuUSs monastıc locatıons where Mawhüh then rediscovered
ıt ® Or Was Severus’ work somehow rescattered ® Or dıd he perhaps leave
only hıst of the SOUTCESs % ÖOr, fimally, Mawhübh (or SOINe later edıtor)
1mpose SOINE of the topography of Mawhübh Severus ® The notes SeeI1

ambıgu0us thıs pomt.
Secondly, ıt 18 clear that thıs redaction contaıned not only the colleceted

materı1al 1n SOINeEe form other, but 1LE W materı1al added by the redactors.
The evıdence for thıs 1s found 1n the thırd ote where 1t; 1s stated that
Michael ıb Badir Was commMmı1ss1onNed LO translate materı1al from Coptic
into Arabıe. Sınce Severus celaımed 1ın hıs preface LO ave translated hıs
materı1al ınto Arabıc, 1t; must be assıumed that an Y translatıng one after
hıs tıme Was added1? Just hat thıs materı1al WasS 18 not altogether clear

HPE, I) 106-7 Note that MSS an mıt thıs preface, does PSH.
(Vat Ar. 620, 17th cen conflates the en of the preface by omıttıng the ""poor brother’” an
making Severus responslible for both collecting an redacting. 'his IS not. the preferred reading.
Graf, Cb., 302 states that Mawhüb placed his preface before that of Severus. He cannot
1216AN1 the second preface, since there 18 editor1a|l mater1a| ] In that preface by which its
author could be identified. All that Can be sald about the second preface 1S that, SINCE ıt; rhymes,
it Was composed ın Arabıec an 18 therefore probably wrıtten sometime after the 10th century.

Ssee above, ftnt.
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from the thırd ote The fourth preface whole to be
introduetion. LO the °‘Priesthood of Christ’”. But the ote ,T the enN! of the

preface LO count thıs pıece the ıtems found. The ote 0es
n0%t distinguish clearly whether thıs materı1al 18 that of Severus SOI11l6

further Coptic Greek materı1al that Was found subsequently.
Taf States that Mawhüb added the bıography of St ark LO hıs

redacted work?20. But thıs 1s not 91 a ]] clear from the Lext itself. In the
first preface, 1t INa y be possıble LO See distinetion being made al the Y
outset between the patrıarchs an St Mark, whose SUCCESSOTS they ALr

T'hus 1n wrıtıng hıstory of the patriarchs, ONe could separate off St Mark’s
biography the PSH has one However, accordıng LO Severus’ OW.

preface, the aCts of St Mark’s lıfe Arl NOWN “according to the evıdence
of hıs biography”21, If Severus d1ıd not include bıography of St Mark,
he certaınly NEeCW of ONne and W as abhle LO Ta W it fOT the inıtıal remarks
1ın hıs preface. But the matter must remaın ambıgu0ous the basıs of
the evıdence presently aT hand

At the en of the first note, Mawhüb tells that he transer1ıbed M ;)
the completed work 1n hıs OW. handwrıtiıng??, T'hıs clearly refers LO the
final redaction after al the collecting and collatıng has een accomplhished.
In the second note, he ses INOTeEe ambıgu0us WOrd, hıch Kvetts
renders ‘translate’. Here., opposed LO Michael ıbn Badir’s ecommMmM1sSsSIıON

translate (also A3) from Coptic LO Arabıc, the word would be better
rendered ‘transeribe’ ÖT ‘*ransmit’23. It refers LO the work Mawhüb dıd
wıth the already translated rough COPDY of Severus. In fact 1t deseribes
the overall work of redaction.

Finally, Mawhüb clearly distinguishes hıs OW: work from that of Severus.
Where Severus S1ImMpLYy colleceted mz Mawhüb collected Severus’ materıal
an Put ıt together into sıngle book( Ca >& © —““

Another solıd plece of informatıon 18 found 1ın the first nOoTe where Mawhüb
delineates the Varlous blocks of materıial he colleeted along ıth theır

respectıve PTOVENANCES. If thıs ote g1VeS aCCUTrAate plıcture, then the

Grad{, ' Ci., 302 raf Iso Sa yS that the Hamburg M ’ the oldest extant ONe,

PTFESCI VCSs the redaction of Mawhüb. RBut thıs M ’ agalinst a,1| those sed by Krvetts, omıiıts the

biography of St. Mark, whıle statıng that ıt Ö,  > be found ın another book.
R HPE, I, 115

HPC I 4 2, 244
'T’here 1s note by Michael of Tinnis al the enNn! of the "Canons of Athanasıus’” Iın which

he USes A LO deser1ibe hıs work. Ssee Crum-Riedel, T’'he (Janons of Athanasius (London,
69, where the word 1s rendered ‘copied’, but the footnote has OT translated’. € Iso

Rıedel, Ie Kirchenrechtsquellen Aes Patriarchats Alexandrıen Leipzig, 1900), oth

editors favor COopy VeLr ‘translate’.
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redactors seemmngly WEeTe n0% faced ıth the chaotiıe condıtion of the
OUTCES deser1ibed by Severus. As shall SsSee below, these blocks
cCorrespond VCLY neatly LO the blocks eıther deser1bed by the authors
of the respectıve SOUTCES 1n theır OWNTL edıtor1ial notes defined by
PTOCESS of el1ımınatıon from the evıdence of the text

mong the blocks of materı1aJl whıich Mawhüh delineates IN the fırst ote
quoted above, only OlNlLE 1s assıgzned LO indıyıdual author., namely Michael
of Tinnis. Just before the bıography of Michael 111 1s ote attrıbuted,
presumably by Mawhüb, LO Mıichael of Tinnis. After the usual introduction,
he Sa ys“#

found hat the biographies contaiıned which had een get forth by the saıntly athers
through the of the Holy Spirit, which Was adopted Dy the Church TOM the tıme ot the
saintly Father, the KEvangelıist, OTd Mark (Marı arkus), the PUTre vırgın, the MAartyrT,
down LO the tıme of the father bba Senouti (Anbä Sanüt1üs) wh: 1s the f{ıfty-Iıfth, who Was

conseecrated patriarch after bba Cosmas (Anba Kusmä)... After hım, down LO the tıme of
bba Senouti (Anba Sänüt1üs) the sixty-Iifth [le‚ Shenute 11], who ordaıned nothing
Was wrıtten of biographies. 'hen I, the wretched (one), Michael (Mikhaäyıil), wrote this ıth
od’s help
Toward the en of the lıfe of Shenute IL learn that Mıichael whıiıle still

deacon Was made SecTEetary LO that patrıarch?, Shenute also ordaıned
hım prıest, an he Was conseecrated bıshop by OChristodoulus He STAates
that he finıshed hıs work 1n the Va 767 of the era of the Martyrs

1051 Ä  26 T’hus Michael’s work accordıng hıs OW. test1mon.y
spanned the 80-1044 Thıs conforms LO the per10d Notted LO hım

Mawhüh’s hst
Before dealıng wıth Michael’s claıms OVer agaınst those of Severus who

claıms LO ave wrıtten hıstoriles COVver1ıng the events of hıs day
LwoO seemingly unreconcılable claıms let proceed fırst LO the
ıdentifıcatıon of the other SOUTCeEe>Ss Mawhübi’s hıst

HKor the SOUTCeEesSs pr10T LO Michael of Tinnis, the ote found al the
beginnıng of the lıfe of patrıarch Menas 767-774) 1S eruc1al127.,

And In M generatıon (+0d has nOot, eft wıithout record. hus there Wäas the
archdeacon, the spirıtual parent of OUL ather, the holy bba Cosmas, patrıarch of Alexandria,
who Was hıs kınsman. And bba Macarıus also, an Macarıus the monk. And after them John,
the spirıtual SOM of bba Moses, bishop of W asim.

The author of the ote continues

HPC . Z 102
HPC 1L, 2‚ 235
HPC 4, 2‚
HPE, X! 360
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And I! POOT sıinner, Was ordered by father the monk through dream which he SaW...

an he bade an ecommanded LO wrıte the history of blessed fathers, both what;
have witnessed an hat Was reported LO by trustworthy peTSONS. YHor WasSs minıstering

father bba Joseph, an slep' at hıs feet; nd lıkewıise the father patriarch bba
Sinuthıius en ute 1] bade wriıte.

'T‘’hıs ote accounts for fıve people who AIl portrayed the authors of
SUCCESSIVE portions of the bıographıes of the patrıarchs. The author of the
ote Was PI1LVY T least LO events of the re1gNS of the patrıarchs from
Joseph LO Shenute L 16 firom 830 LO 880 Sınce thıs ote forms the
introduecet.on to the lıfe of Menas, ıt; 1S safe LO aSsumıe that he COVEeTS the
per10d from 767 LO S80

TOM urther edıitorial notes, i 1s possıble ıdentify thıs ‘"DOOr sinner”
certaın John In ONne note, he clearly iıdentifıes hımself A the author

of the bıography of Shenute 898-850) an SCS LO recCcount how, 1n
dream, he 1s remıiınded DYy the old mMOonk., AÄmmon, that he 1S LO SLaT

wrıting the 18th SIra of the lıve of the patrıarchs?8. Ammon remınds hım
of the conversatıon. hıch they had whıle Ammon Was still hıvıng N the
fact that he taught John LO wrıte. He then SCS LO Sa y that

1ONEC would wrıte the eighteenth biography tall he COMIME, the 1ITrS letter) of whose name 18

eighteen... I’hou shalt be the wrıter of the whole of his eNCOomM1UMm, the fırst (letter of whose
Nname 18 eighteen, wh: 1s OUTr father Sinouthius.

In John’s apparen bewılderment, he explaıns
1ft thou count from 0)41% LO hundred, which 1S TOM LO P’ thou ılt, find seventeen etters,
anı the eighteenth letter 1S which 1S the first; (letter) otf the Namlllec of thıs father Senouti
(Sanüdah).
When John awakens, he 1s doubtful about hıs abılıty an worthiness to

Out thıs task But, reAaSssUTEd DYy hıs COMPaNn10NS, he continues

From that tıme egan LO wrıte the eighteenth, the niıneteenth an twentieth bıographies,
according to hat heard from the tongue of the trustworthy an faıthful brethren who
observed hat myself Iso observed ıth CVCS aıth regard LO holy athers.

The informatıon. presented DYy John I1 1n thıs ote ıth that
found 1n the ote at the beginnıng of the lıfe of Menas. The ““pOoOT sinner”
of that ote mentıons the dream an the role of the moOnk, Ammon.
The ote a lso fixes Sıra I 1 the beginnıng of Menas’ hıfe, accordıng LO
John IS reckoning ,T an Y rate T’hat ote a,1s0 mentJıons that Shenute

HPC I} 1‚ 4.9-50 Henceforth this ‚JJohn ll be designated John I ’ the spirıtual
SOI of Moses ll be designated John 'T’he monk Ammon’s method of ®  abjad counting,
which assıgns etters for the unıts 1ın the second decade, 18 based the Greek orm of
Shenute’s Name which begıns ıth instead of
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told hım LO SLAaT wrıting an thus anchors the composıtıon of John II’s
SWAas In Shenute’s patrıarchate.

In the latter part of the ıfe of Shenute I; John + mentJjons John who
18 the secTetary LO Shenute. Kven though he speaks of thıs 11a  } 1n the thırd
DeTrsON, the Ontext makes ıt quıte probable that he speakıng ou hımself?®.

urther pıece of autobıography CMETSES when he tells that he Was

taught LO wrıte by the monk, Ammon (the Samıe InNna  -} mentioned above),
IN the 10th VY6arl of the patrıarchate of Joseph (1.e., 840) He ZOES LO

Sa y that the old monk had In hıs pOoSsess10N the 11 SIas of the Church and
told hım LO wrıte the 18th SIra when he whose amne 1s eighteen.
We NO  < ave notes al the beginnıng, mıddle and en of thıs block of
materı1al, a{{ attrıbutable LO John ' Therefore ıt 18 certaın that thıs
sectiıon of the hıstorjes 1s hıs work.

Besıdes the informatıon that these notes reveal about John IL they
al throw lıght the StEruCctUTEe of the ın the 9th CENTUTY. Kırst, the
habıt of dıvıdıng the work iınto hıstorles Sra 18 already establıshed by
thıs tıme. It 1S MOST. lıkely imıtatıon of the dıyısıon into Ser1es of
hıstorj1es (21CTOPIA) of the Church found 1n the Coptic Hıstory of the
Church, fragments of hıch ave COMe down tO An examınatıon. of
the VarTlOuUs MSS of the reveals SOINe confusıon about the organızatıon
of the SWas. John IL, have SCECH, claıms LO ave begun hıs work ıth
the lıfe of Menas and desıgnated ıt. Sra 18 However, 1n HPE and HPSH,
IT 1S Sra 19 T‘'hıs discrepancy fırst. shows 1ın HPE ıth the bıography
of Michael I which there 1s Sra 18 According LO John I1’s numberıing,
Michael should be Sra But the author of the bıography, John L,
states that he 11 N1LOW wrıte the 18th sıra of the SIras of the Church.
'T'he confusıon generated by thıs discrepancy 1s urther aggravated by the
ambıgulty of several of Kvett’s notes 1n hıs APPATALUS dealıng wıth the
numberıng. Suffice ıt LO Sa y that ıt 18 clear from John I1’s edıtorial notes
that he thought he Was composing SIas I8 through Ötherwise, hıs
whole explanatıon of the sıgnıf1can.ce of the letter would collapse. 1% mMa y
be a ISO that the CODY of the hıstories whıich the MONk, Ammon, had 1n hıs
pOossess10N led John 11 LO ase hıs numberıng that CODY Whatever the
explanatıon mıght LO be, ıt; 1s clear that John 11°8 numbering
represents dıfferent recensiıon of the from that whıch HPE has
chosen to follow.

Backıng John I1’s hıst, N0  < OCOMe LO John 1 the spirıtual SOn

HPC I 9 1’
HPE, X’ Here arag correctly makes distinetion between Severus

an ..  one of the ser1bes’”, art. C 41
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of Moses, bıshop of Wasim. John. the deacon who wTOTLe 1n the tıme of
the patrıarch Michael I 744-767) 1s mentioned DYy Van Cauwenbergh31,
It would apPCa from the of John 1478 1st that John I 1S that
indıvıdual, the immedı1ate predecessor of John 11 1n eTrTMS of the .DO-
sıt10n. of the bıographıes. He MUusSt then ave been the author of the
bıography of Michael On examınatıon of the edıtorı1al ote a the
beginnıng of Michael I’s bıography, it 1S possıble LO determıme the veLY
pomt al whiıich John sStarts hıs work. 'T’he ote reads 1ın part3?:

And for the history of the events subsequent LO that, TOM the tiıme of the YFather Cyril
when he Wäas iın the monastery of Ablah, down to the days of the father an contfessor
Alexander, mMa y consult the eacher anı ser1ıbe ıIn his tıme, who W as the archdeacon an
companıon an secretary of the FYFather Patriarch bba Simon, patrıarch of AlexandrIia, namely
the monk bba George. YHor he wrote that history the mountaın of the holy Macarıus In
the Wadi Habib, an informed of hat happened ın the tıme of Marcilan, the unbelieving
prince, and the trouble that overtook OUT fathers an OSe who CAaImne er them, down LO the
time of Sulaıman, SO  w of Abd al-Melık, the prince of the Muslıms after whom reigned Omar,
SOI of Abd a l- Aziz who drove au W Usämah, the unbelieving OPr...

HKrom thıs, ıt Can be inferred that John began where George left off,
namely 1 the pomt 1N tıme when MAarT succeeded Suleiman. T’hıs pomt
of transıtıon Oan be ocated exactly 1n the lıfe of Alexander 1133 John 18
respons1ıble for the completion of the lıfe of Alexander IL, and for the Ves
of Cosmas L, eOdoTe and Michael Nothing urther 18 known ou thıs
man’s hlıfe

Skıpping for the moment the two Macarı]), COTNE 10 to the
archdeacon. 'To ıdentify the archdeacon, refer LO the ote Just quoted.
George, the archdeacon. accordıng tO S n.ote, wTOTLEe the biographies of
the patriarchs from roughly the fırst. quarter of the 5th CENTUCY LO the
YCal (17. the 3CCESS1ON of MAaT According LO earher sentence 1n thıs
Same n.ote, the bıographıes whıch preceded George’s work WeIe LO be
found wrıtten down. 1n book endıng wıth the twelfth part of the
hıstorles of the Church According LO John I1a lıst, the archdeacon 1s sa1ld
LO be the fırst ave continued the bıographies contalıned 1n the twelfth
part of the hıstory of the Church, thus tyıng John IFE ® archdeacon LO

George, the secretary of patrıarch Sımon3?24. Thıs 18 not inconsıstent ıth
hıs beıng deser1ibed the spirıtual father of patrıarch (losmas. Hıs
assoclatıon ıth S1ImON, who dıed 1n /(OlL, ould indıcate that he Was

31 09 CH., 53
HPE, V, Y0-  — arag attrıbutes thiıs note LO Severus, Aart. C4., 41, ftnts. 21,
HPE, N Z
HPE, Z
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probably SEeN1O0T 9a1 least close CONtEMPOTATY of Cosmas, who ruled
brıefly from 730 LO 731

T’he LWwO remalnın.g John I1I’s hst, Macartıus an Macarıus the
mOnk, ATEe dıiffieult LO account for They cannot be iıdentifıed ıth aAM Y
block of wrıtiıng, SINCE the uthors already dealt wıth combıne LO
the bıographıes of the entire per10d In question. No solution 1s forthcommng
1n an Y of the edıtorı1al notes We ATe sımpl1y eft LO wonder who these mnen

ATrTe an whYy John 11 inceluded them hıs hst
So far, ave accounted for the authorshıp of the Varl0ous sections of

the from 4925 LO 1044 T’here remaılns the per10d {rom the
beginnıng of the work LO 425, accurately LO the tıme of Dıioscorus,
because thıs 1s 1n fact where the Coptiec Haıstory of the OChurch takes
T’hıs hıstory and George’s sectıon. overlap. The LWO Nn0TeSs hich mentıon
thıs h1ıstory Sa y essentlally the Samıe thıng But the ONe attrıbuted LO
John has much fuller deser1ption. than the later ote of John I1
John fırst. SuUmMMATIZES the events connected ıth the spread of Chrıistlanıty,
not Just 1n Koypt, but a,l1sO 1ın Kome, Antıoch an KEphesus®5S, He mentı1ons
the heresy of Nestorius an the role of patrıarch Cyril 1ın that struggle.
He concludes

hıs IS shown LO by that book which begıns ıth the of the patriarchs far
the true confessor an champılon, Dioscorus, wh: anathematized Leo, the soul-devourıng lıon,

hıs Name implıes, an excommunicated the S1X hundred an thirty assem bled at Chalcedon,
an Marecıan the prince an the ıle princess Pulcherı1a, an a ]] the followers of ‚eO, an Was

deposed by ecommand of the princes an sent into exıle, where he finished his fight. Dioscorus

brought back mMan y souls LO the ord Christ by h1s actıon. a‚ 11 that happened Wäas wrıtten
down for LO that pomın 1n the welfth part |sıra|] of the histories of the Churceh.

Does an Y edıtorial ote mentı1on. author for thıs fırst SOUTCE ?
John 1 mentıJlons SOTINEONE who might well be Coptic author 1n connectıjon.
ıth the hıstory when he Says ..  and 0oOSsSe who wTOLte the hıstory of the
orthodox Church WeTe Afrıcanus and Eusebıius an SOZOMENUS; an after
them agaln. Mennas the ser1be’’36. The ote of John I o1VeES the SaTlle hıst
but omıts Mennas the scr1be37. John I1 probably copled hıs ote from
John I1 from SOTNE other COMLIMON SOUTCEeE The Sarmne informatıon aD PCAaIS
1n ote found 1n the lıfe of Dioscorus8?8. 'Thıs ote includes Mennas but
omıts Sozomen.

HPE, V, hıs 18 the first. part of the note quoted above In ftnt.
HPE, A 3A59
HPE, V}
HPE, I’ 444 'Thl: note attrıbutes specific mater1al LO Mennas the scribe, an it;

provıdes strong Case for attrıbuting LO hiım the Coptic Hıstory of the OChurch 1n twelve books
The note Sa ys that Mennas “*wrote of the trials an persecutıon endured by the pPastors and
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It 1s temptıng LO round off the 1ıst of authors by sımply attrıbuting the
Coptic Haıstory of the Church ending wıth the twelfth book LO Mennas.
He LO f1t, that role veELY ell But nowhere 1ın the n10tes 18 he linked
LO that specıf1C book, although he 1S linked LO ıts general contents.
Can Sa y for certaın 1s that he contınued the hıstory of the Church down.
Dioscorus. That he 1s inceluded the ‘orthodox’ would indıcate that
he Wa antı-chalceedonıian.

By WaYy of SUMMALY, ıt wıll be helpful LO schematiıze hat has COINE LO

light from the evıdence of the CON.CcErNING the authorshıp of the
Varlous sect10ons.

T’he Patrıarchs of Alexandrıa T'he Authors

ark LO Dioscorus S, e-451 Unknown, perhaps
Mennas the ser1be

Cyril (at Ablah) LO the fırst part of lexander I1 George the archdeacon

3) Second part of Alexander I1 LO Michael
717-768) John

John H4) Menas to Shenute 768-880)
9) Michael 111 DO Shenute I (8380-1044) Michael of Tinnis.

If the analysıs of the editorial Nn.0TeSs presented eTe 1S accepted, ıt
becomes clear that there 1s place for or1g1nal Composıtıon the part
of Severus ıb al-Mugaffa’. Michael of Tinnis claıms ave found nothıng
wrıtten. down after the hlıfe of Shenute L whıle John I1 makes 1t. quıte
evıdent that he wrTOte the materıial from Menas down LO an iıncludıng
Shenute But, has een pomted out above, 1n the thırd preface
Severus claıms that after copyıng from the Inen of old, he added LO the
rest ‘what NOW of the hıstories of the fathers and patrıarchs whom
myself beheld’” It S!  9 then. eıther that Michael of Tinnis claıms eredıt
fOTr I11NOTe than he actually wrote and that 1n fact he co-opted part of
Severus’ WOLk, that the thırd preface 1S SPUT10US, perhaps wrıtten
sometıme after the first redactıon. an then convenlently attrıbuted
Severus. 'T’hıs ould leave Severus’ role As collector unchallenged, but
hıs role of author would be forfeıt. JEr oes SCcCECII bıt strange ıf Severus

their flocks 1ın the days of the patriarch bba Cyril the Wiıse, an hat passed between hım
anı Nestorlius; ISO of hat Father [)ioscorus er hım suffered Al the (louncıl of Chalecedon’”.
See Orlandı, Storıa Aella chresa dı Alessandrıa, vols. (Milan, 1968-70), for Man y of the

Coptiec fragments of this hıstory. hoped LO publısh SOOIl SOTNLE added fragments which
the period TOM Nestorius’ exıile down LO exıle of DIoscorus. HPSH, 67 has different

explanatıon for the Omı1ss1ıon of the material Dioscorus; r Sa ys that ıt, has already been
reated fully 1ın another book. (: above, ftnt. 2 9 for similar note ıth regard to the

biography of St. Mark.
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who Was alıyve into the ast quarter of the 10th CENTUTY dıd not bring the
to hıs tıme, but left thıs task be taken sometıme after

1044 by Michael of Tinnis. IThus, whıle the basıs of the thırd preface,
both colleetion of materıia|l an orıgınal authorshıip must be ecelaımed for
Severus, 1t, ould stall ave LO be determıne Just hat thıs orıgınal
materı1a|l W  N And ere the evıdence 1s wantıng. Severus, then., becomes
ONne of the INOTEe shadowy f1gures conneected ıth the

The final schematızatıon of the SOUTCES g1ven above, ıt; should be noted,
corresponds almost exactly to the hst of OUTCEeS an theır PITOVENANCGES
g]1ven by Mawhüb T the en of the redaction??®. The only dıfference hes
1n the allure of that hıst LO indıcate the dıyıded authorshıp of the bıography
of Alexander I1 But the hst 1s close enough, an ıt; reinforces the schema-
tızatıon that has been constructed the evıdence of the edıtorial notes.
It a 1s0 reinforces by ımplıcatıon the exclusıon of Severus from the role of
or1gınal author.

The conclusıons, As well the ambıgulties, presented erTe form the
startıngpomt for alLY hıstorl10graphical analysıs of Severus of the

to 1044 In Maln y WaYyS, the analysıs 00 sımple an
clearcut40. One possıble a vVeNnue of urther investigatıon would be
thorough stylıstıc analysıs f the Arabıec text 1n order to decıde whether
the evıdence of the notes alone 18 sufficıient LO determıine the general
SETUCTUTE of the work. 'T'’hıs has een attempted 1n B artıcle only the
most superficıal level

See above, ftnt.
It 18 certaiınly not agreement ith VO Gutschmid, Kleine Schrıften, vol

(Leipzig, 402 T'he contradietion mentioned at the bottom of that pPage has far
eluded


