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An Introduction the 1_\rabic £)iatessaron1

TOom the Hıstory ot Research.

The hıstory oft research into the Arabıc Dı1ıatessaron (L tirst started ın the
VYCal 1/ 4S when the Maronıiıte Joseph Sımon Assemanı ( under the
authorıity of Clement Z acquired everal manuscrı1pts tor the Vatıcan Laibraty
durıng trıp the Oriıent. In hıs Bıbliotheca Orientalıs Clementino- Vatıcana
he ment10ons Arabıc codex, of which he describes the AS ‘T atıanı
Dıatessaron SCUu quatuor evangelıa 1n 1UM redacta” In the catalogue of hıs
nephew Stephan Evodius Assemanı, wh held the pOSL of custodıan of the
SAaillle lıbrary trom 1768 until 1Z82; thıs codex W 4S o1ven the number XINV. It
W as deseribed: COA antıquus ın tolio 3  bombycinus” The manuscrıpt COIMN-

talns 1223 tolios Aan! dates back the 12th CENLUFYV, according Assemanı.
The Swedish scholar Alkerblad dated the manuscrıpt much later, that
15 the 13th 14th CENLUFrY. In 18514 Johann Christian Zahn
clergyman 1n Delitzsch der Saale Al famous scholar ın the tield of the
Germanıc philology, through mediatıon of Sylvestre de DaCYy, acquıred urther
inftormatıon concerning the manuscrıpt trom Akerblad The latter SCHL him,

ftrom SOINC annotatıons, also translatıon of the beginning of the Arabıc
Dıatessaron Luke He had Latın translatıon by Rosenmuüller
(Leipzıg) hıs dısposal 4S ell hıs translatıon had been made the basıs
of transcrıption of the beginnıng of Ta AN includıng Luke 15
which had been prepared by Assemanı (F 1821) Zahn’s
observatıons hardly TEW the nıneteenth-century scholars’ attention the

In thıs introduction specıal reference 1S o1ven the Sermon r he Mount 1n the Arabıc
Dı1atessaron. hıs artıcle 1$ dedicated in orateful acknowledgment Prof. dr. Uıtze Baarda
(Free Unıiversıity, Amsterdam), whom O W ! debt tor hıs ouıdance and ENCOUraASEMENLT.

Assemanı, Bıbliotheca Orıentalıs Clementino- Vatıcana, vol I‚ Roma 1749 619
Scriptorum eterum Nova Collectio Vatıcanıs codicıbus edita ab Angelo Maıo0 bıbliıothecae
vatıcanae praefecto 1  y Romae 1851,;
S the Allgemeıne Deutsche Biographıie, 4 '9 Leipzıg 1898, 1OIL., where hıs yYCar oft death
chould be altered trom 1825 into 1818

Zahn, 'atıan s Evangelıen-Harmonie (unpublıshed), Beilage Nro (wıth the tirst an
last tolium 1ın the transcription of AÄAkerblad and 1ın the translatıon of Rosenmüller).

(1999)
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Arabıc Dıiatessaron, NOL EVCH of those wh particularly occupied themselves
wıth the I)ıatessaron problem.‘ In 1881, however, Theodor Zahn (Erlangen),
published study which appeared be cruclally important the Dıatessaron
research.‘ In chapter of thıs study Zahn reters the communıcatıons of
Assemanı, Rosenmüller an Akerblad an he them accurately. COIn
the basıs of thıs he ArZUCS that the Arabıic IDDıatessaron W 4S NOLT translatıon,
but rather imıtatıon of Syrıac model 'The author of MUST ave sed
already ex1isting LEX T of the Gospel 1ın Arabıc translatıon, aM inserted thıs
Into the harmon1zıng tramework of the Syriac model.©

Wıirch thıs, Zahn consequently Dut the Arabıc harmony the SAaIlle level
wiıth the Latın harmonYy (Codex Fuldensıs), which W as wrıtten between 541
an 546 by order of Victor, the bıshop of Capua Zahn’s conclusıon,
however, had een tormed under the influence of the Latın translatıions of
ÄAkerblad Aa Rosenmüller. The Arabıc BEXT W 4S NOL accessible hım yel,
which led incomplete an somewhat TIOMNEGCOUS insıght nNtO the MNMAature

of the work. For example, Zahn opinioned that the Arabıc Dıatessaron
appeared wıth Mark 1 whereas trom Syrıiac sources , It W as

known that 1n Tatıan’s Iiatessaron John W as placed first. “ 'The resemblance
whiıch Ore the origınal Syriac L)ıatessaron W as tor Zahn “unverkennbar”,
but he consider.ed closer investigatıon 1'16C6553.I'y.l He then cherished the hope

V17Z. Credner, atıan’s Dıiatessaron, 1 Beıträge AT Eıinleitung In dıe biblischen Schriften,
Die Evangelıen der Petriner der Judenchristen, Halle 1832, 1erter Abschnitt,

437/-451; ct hıs Geschichte des neutestamentlıchen Kanons (hrsg olkmar), Berlın
1860, {f:; Danıiel, Tatıanus der Apologet, Halle 1837,; Erstes Buch atıan’s Leben
und Schriften, Fünftes Kapıtel: Das Dı1atessaron, 7-1 Semisch, “"t1anı Dıiatessaron,
antıquıssımum Evangeliıorum ın 11UI1 dıgestorum specımen, Breslau 1556
Theodor Zahn, atı1ans Diatessaron,N1), Erlangen, 1881
IDIds 298®% SS scheıint demnach der Araber das syrische Dıiatessaron ın der Art nachgebildet

haben, Aass die Anlage desselben befolgte, 1er und da, W1€ gleich ın der UVeberschrift,
Zuthaten und Aenderungen sıch erlaubte, den Text ber nıcht MNECUu übersetzte, sondern eıne
bereıits vorhandene arabische Uebersetzung der Evangelien theılweıse der ausschliesslich
azu benutzte, auf bequemeren Wege, als durch selbständige Uebersetzung F{ erreichen
SCWECSCH ware, eıne iınhaltlıch dem syrischen I)ıatessaron entsprechende Evangelienharmonie

erhalten”
. Hjelt, Duie altsyrısche Evangelienübersetzung und 'atıans I)ıatessaron besonders In
ıhrem gegenseıtigen Verhältnis, FGNK VIL 1)’ Leipz1g 1903 69, Anmerkung

10 6; others C1asca, atıanı Evangeliıorum Harmoniae Arabiıce, Roma 1888, VIL-VIUIU;
ct. also Baarda, The Gospel Quotations ot Aphrahat the 'ersian Sagze, 155.); Meppe!l (
I? Y

11 CH: Zahn, "at1ans Diatessaron, 296 “ I )avon würde Ephräm nıcht geschwıegen haben,
wenn’s 1n seinem gestanden hätte: auch dıe spatere syrische Tradıition Sagl VO keinem
anderen Anfang als Jo 1) i CT Iso Hamlyn Hıll, The Earlıest ıte of Chrıst
compiled 'Tom the 'OUr gospels being the Diatessaron of Tatıan, lıterally translated trom the
Arabıc vers10n, Edinburgh 1894, 4-

1 Gr Zahn, '“at1ans Dıiatessaron, 294 ö och ımmer der genaueren Untersuchung harrt”.
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that OIMNMNCOIIC would SOOIN undertake thıs arduous task 1ın order “die vorhan-
ene Kunde durch vollständige Mittheilung der Vergessenheıt entreıssen,
der sS1e anheimzutallen droht”.“ Zahn’s MCSSapHC W as taken heart. ess than
z later artıcle of the Augustine scholar (1asca appeared under
the title: DIe Tatıanı DDıatessaron Arabıca Versione. “ In thıs artıcle the author
BaVC rather description of manuscrıpt A, which he dated, 1n agreemen
wıth Assemanı, the 12th CENTLUFY. Apart trom the descr1iption of the 1L1La1lUu-

scr1pt, C1iasca presented example of the LeXT of the Arabıc Diatessaron ın
Latın translatıon: the Passıon and including Pilate’s question of “what 15
truth?” 48 1-4 55 John 18 1 i  ©O 385 Moreover, table W as added by
Chäsea, which BaAVC tine insıght Into the order of the peri1copes ın the Arabıc
Iıiatessaron. (Ciasca, meanwhıle, W as publısh the complete manuscrı1pt. He
became, however, otherwiıse engaged AaN! Sa WdYy thıs elaborate
work For that FrCeCASON he placed hıs workıng CODY of the manuscrı1pt al the
disposal of professor Paul de Lagarde oft Göttingen. Äf did NOLT take de Lagarde
long realıze that AL least D months would be needed tor preparıng the
edition. Another obstacle de Lagarde taced W aS the ack of Arabıc characters
in Göttingen. Thıs delay, however, appeared be beneficıal, tor 1ın the (ZOUT1S6

of the VCar 1886 C1asca unexpectedly obtained possess1on of second
manuscrıpt of Ta Durıng hıs VISIt Kome, the apostolıc visıtator of the
Catholic GOöpts monsıgneur Antonıius Marcos’ attention W as drawn the
Arabıc codex XM { reminded hım of sımılar manuscrıpt he had GE SC

1ın Eeypt an which W as owned by Halım I)us Gal  I well-otff descendant of
VORY promiınent Catholıc Coptic tamıly. The latter consıdered 1t

honour present the valuable book the Holy Father, and therefore IT W as

donated the ‘Museum Borgıianum de Propaganda Fide) 1n Rome  15 An
outstandıng eature of thıs manuscrıpt W asS that the harmony 1n the postscrıpt
ASs ell A 1ın the prologue had een detfined the Dıiatessaron of Tatian. ® (Ince
havıng pOssess10N of z manuscr1pts, C1iasca could NOLT res1ist the notion of
publishing the Arabıc [Dıatessaron. The decısıon W 4S taken publısh the
work 45 oift ın honour of the volden annıversary of the ordınatıon of PODC
Leo 111 under the title: da 3 u'.r‘-*l SN} öayluwlbbL5 SCUu Tatıanı
Evangeliorum Harmoniae Arabıce

13 (S+ Zahn, O.C-.y 294
14 Ciasca, De atıanı I)ıatessaron Arabıca Versione, 1N: Pıtra, Analecta Sacra Spicıleg10

solesmensı arata Martın, Patres Antenıicaeni codicıbus orientalıbus), Parıs
1883, 465-485/

15 CSt C1asCca, Harmoniae, NLA  ä
16 ıbıd., Z
17 C4 D OTE
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In 1891 Ernst ellın’s extensıive FevView of C1iasca’s BEXT Sa the light, “ which
Ta wıth Sy (Peshitta) an discusses the simılarıtıies an ditfferences

wıth regard the Syrıac Vulgate. It also registration of agreements
wiıth Sy (Harelean Version). hen 1t makes comparıson between Ta Arı
the Dıatessaron 45 1T W as reconstructed by Zahn, where 1t IKGALS both the

agreements AIY the ditferences. Sellin also us wıth typification of
the method of translatıon. As final judgement ellın, and later also Hjelt,
CXPICSSCH the 1e W that the Arabic I)iatessaron W 4S translatıon of rev1ıisıon
of the Syriac Diatessaron.““

In 1894 the first translatıon of the Arabıc I)ıatessaron 1ın modern language
appeared. The Englısh translatıon of Hamlyn Hill“, however, depended
highly the translatıon of Ciasea: which ın Its turn had been strongly influenced
by the Latın Vulgate.“ 'The work contaıns, CX translatıon, VE instructive
introduction about the I)ıatessaron and the Arabıc GEXTE Moreover, 1t proviıdes
SOINEC valuable “Appendices”

'The discovery of the Beıirut Fragments "gave LICW stimulus the study of
the Arabıc L)ıatessaron. In letter, dated August 17tB; 1827 aM presented
the ‘Congress of Orientalists’ 1ın Parıs, Lou1s Cheikho brought these Irag-
MeEeNTS for discussıon. He reached the conclusıon that the Arabic versıion of
the IDiatessaron could NOL AvVe been made by Ibn at-Ta1yıb, because the

iragments contaıned colophon, which turned OutL be much larger than the

colophons that WEETE already known trom the manuscr1pts al More

importantly, however, the specıfic colophon contained considerable ditfferences
1ın comparıson wiıth each of the LW other OHES Cheikho added transcr1ıption
of the colophon.” The manuscrı1pt which these fragments MUSE ave pCL-

18 Sellın, DIer ext des O] C1asca herausgegebenen 1rabıischen Dıiatessaron, N: IV),
Erlangen 1891 225-246).

19 has unjustly een called Philoxenıana by Sellın, where the Harclean versıon 1S
70 G Sellin, Der Text, 246; Iso Helt, IIıe altsyrısche Evangelienübersetzung, 68
2 Hamlyn Hıll, The Farlıest ıte of Chriıst EVCE compiled Tom the OUuUr gospels being the

Diatessaron oft Tatıan, literally translated trom the Arabıc vers10n, Edinburgh 1894

2 ıbıd., introduction, 3
23 Among others comparatıve table of9 analysıs ot the Gospels, lısts of Varı0ous

readıngs, princıpal allusıons the Dıatessaron 1n ancıent wrıtiıngs, analysıs oft the
1ın which Zahn’s reconstruction BaVC ditferent order trom that otf the Arabıc Dıiatessaron,
an appendix ot the fragments of the I)ıatessaron cited by Ephraem the Syrıan ın the
COLUTSE otf cCommentar which he uDOLL It.
CT Cheıikho, Lettre sujet de ”auteur de la versıion arabe du Dıiatessaron, ] 5 ser1e
)) 301-307; and by the SAamllec author: ALj| LA 8ya ALAS d 1 al-Masrıq

IV (1901); p
7 Photographs Ca  - be tound 1ın Cheikho’s artıcle In: al-Masrıqg 1901 which includes

transcrıption of the colophon that ditters slightly trom hıs earlier ONEC published 1: L
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taıned, W as dated 15502 The colophon reterred “ manusecriıt tres
ancıen”, which descended trom Antioch. On the basıs of thıs informatıion,
Cheikho argued that thıs VCLY old CODVY MUST ave een wrıtten 1in the 9th OL

10th CENLUFrY, hence betore the per10d iın which Ibn at- Ta1yıb lıved
In 1897 Hope Hoge published hıs Englısh translatıon of Ta 26 hıs

versıion W asS generally accepted by the scholarly world 4S the MOST reli1able
translatıon untiıl then  2/ The translatıon W as based the Arabıc BEXT of
Casca; wıthout Hogg havıng consulted the manuscr1ipts himself. The translatıon
W as accompanıed by introduction, table of and powertul tootnotes.

In 1905 the seventh volume of Zahn’s ser1es, Forschungen ZUT: Geschichte
des neutestamentlıchen Kanons und der altkırchlichen Lıiteratur, W as published.
It includes treatıse by Arthur Hjelt.”“ The work contaıns detailed study of
5y 3  CS where the relatıon of Sy wiıth the Dı1atessaron 15 the maın object of
study. In chapter { 11 (p 9-7 chronological description of the Dıatessaron
research trom Assemanı and including Cheikho 15 being presented.
Reference Helt’s study has already been made ere 1IGCE OT twıce.

Now wısh focus especı1ally the ftact that he particularly
chart the relatıon the Peshitta. He concludes that the basıs of W 4S

Syrıiac VeEXD which MUST ave been influenced strongly by Sy He does, however,
recogn1ze that the Peshitta often escaped rev1s10n, by of which
number of orıgınal readıngs might ave been preserved.

In 912 Sebastıan Euringer’s speclalızed study the Beıirut Fragments,
discussed previously by Cheıkho, W as published””. In thıs study Euringer W
NOLT concerned much wiıth the LEX T iıtself, but rather wiıth the question of
authorship the basıs of the colophon. Eurıinger’s study has often been
praised 4S specımen of methodical investigation.” It contaıns brief general

26 Hope Hogg, The Dı1ıatessaron of Tatıan, 1n? Allan Menzıes, Ante-Nıcene Christian Lıbrary,
Addıtional Volume, Edinburgh 1897,; B Il idem, 1 Menzıes, The Ante-Nıcene
Fathers, vol X Grand Rapıds, Michigan ”1986), 5l

F The translatıon tor the greater part the work ot reverend Hogeg's wiıte Hogg admıts
thıs big-heartedly when he SaVyS (Dıiatessaron, 40) .. consıderably INOTEC than half ot 1T 1$
the work of wiıte, which aVve sımply revised wıth specıal attention the Man y obscurities
dealt wıth ın the toot-notes”, and tew lınes urther OoOWwn (D 40) “MY wiıte also verıtied
the Arabıc references the gospels an prepared the Index these references
extremely labori0us and perplexing plece of work” The translatıon I1LAY as reliable,
although Hogg’s work 1$ certaınly NOLT free ftrom C101 Yet, he intorms ( 41) F1 Ar
15 NOLT tinal translatıon”, which makes the tinal result LLLOTC than acceptable.

78 C LD. OLE
79 Sebastian Eurıinger, Duie Überlieferung der arabıschen UÜbersetzung des Diatessarons (Bst

VIL 2 ’ Freiburg 1mM Breisgau 1912
OCr Anton Baumstark, FreVIeEW of Eurıinger’s study 1 OrChr, 1G serles (19123 450}
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introduction Al encloses “dıe Beıiruter Fragmente adapted an translated
by Georg raft

In hıs Untersuchungen, publıshed 1n 1916 Erwın Preuschen provıdes 1N-
TAHGcEs of the smooth aN! CaS Y style by which Tatıan managed COMDOSC hıs
harmony.” The Arabic Dıiatessaron 15 still being mentioned by Preuschen ın
hıs lıst of wıtnesses, but 1T merely ACTIS A4AS useless pıece of turnıture. Yet, 1in
January 9726 the German translatıon of Ta Sa the lıght. Preuschen died
before that (1920); but the work W 4S published under the superv1s1o0n of
August Pott; who prefaced the translation wıth lengthy introduction.”“

In 1935 1E edition of the Arabıc Dıatessaron appeared. The editor’s
AI W 4S Alz Marmardjıi. ”” Thıs edıtiıon 15 particularly interesting because
LICW manuscrI1pt, E, W as incorporated. CIn the other hand 1ıt needs be stipulated
that thıs edıtion ın INa y CannoL stand the LEST. of eriticism.” In the
introduction, Marmard)ı FeVIeWwSs the authorship of the Arabıc LEXT ın
detaıl and PULS 1t tor discussion.” Manuserıipt W as another sStep owards

better apprecıation of the Arabıc I)ıatessaron.
In 1939 Beeston reported the discovery of tifth manuscr1pt, Ms

O3 Beeston W as inclined wıth Marmard)ı's objections the authorship
of Ibn at-Haıyab. In the SAaIinle VCal Curt Peters’ interesting monograph
the Diıatessaron W as published.”

hıs book contaıns extended discussıon of the Eastern, A ell 45 the
estern tradıtıon of the harmony. Chapter I1{ deals briefly, but clearly, wıth
the problems connected wıth the Arabıc LEXE Especıally noteworthy 15 the
attention Peters, after Baumstark, DaV>S the possıible intluence of other Arabıc
translations of the Gospels the Lıatessaron and 1Ce V€I'Sä..39 Sellin’s opınıon

“Seline Arbeit dart als das Muster eiıner miı1t besonnener uhe und methodischer Siıcherheıit
geführten Untersuchung bezeichnet werden”.

31 Erwın Preuschen, Untersuchungen AL Diatessaron Tatıans, Sıtzungsberichte der
Heidelberger Akademıie der Wissenschaften, PhilL-Hıst. Klasse Abhandlung, Heidelberg
1918

Preuschen (- Pott), 'at1ans Diatessaron, Heıdelberg 1926
414 Ars Marmard)ı, IIıatessaron de Tatıen. Texte arabe tablı, traduıt francals, collatıone WG

les ancıennes vers10ns syr1aques, SU1VI d’un evangelıaıre diatessarıque Syr1aque, Beıirut 1935
The Maronıite Marmard)ı W AasSs professor AL the FEcole Bıblıque" ot the Domuinicans oft Saılınt
Etienne 1ın Jerusalem.
Sn KL below.

25 Ct S VI below.
Beeston, The Arabıc ersion of atıan’s Dı1atessaron, 1n JRAS 1939 608-610 G+#

I1 below
A C: \VAR below
35 Curt Peters, Das I)ıatessaron atıans (OrChrA 1283 Roma 1939
39 S4 Peters, Grundsätzliche Bemerkungen Z Frage der arabıschen Bibeltexte, 1 RSO

20: Roma, 1942, 129-143; i Proben eınes bedeutsamen arabischen Evangelientextes, 1ın
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that the Arabıc FEXT ITı INa y represented the Syrıac model, W as chared
by Peters. According the latter thıs opınıon W 4S reinforced by manuscrı1ıpt
B: of which the postscrıipt mentioned Syrıac ManuscKıpk; which Ibn
at- Ta1yıb, the author of the Arabıc harmony, based hıs translatıon. The Syriac
CopYyıst W as mentioned by Is ıbn SAl al-Mutatabbib, pupıl of the
tamous Nestor1an physıcıan Nal AT translator dunayn ıb Ishaq.” hıs
°Is W as also known under the AT Ish  Z Bar °Alt, author of the tirst Syriac-
Arabıc ex1cOnN. He W as physıcıan 1n the ervıice of the ‘Abbasıd calıph
11-Mu‘tamıd (T 8972 AD According Peters, Isa Syrıac ECXT did NOL contaın

CODY of the orıginal Syriac Dıiatessaron. It rather exhibited, 45 became
clear trom the Arabıc translatıon, StIrONg rev1isıon under the intluence of the
5Syrıac Vulgate (Sy“) Despite thıs rev1ıs10n, the orıgınal BEXE could still be
traced 1ın Varıo0us places. hıs W 4S possible because Peters, ıke hıs teacher
Anton Baumstark, ” created rule of thumb by which the origınal LEXT: of the
Dıatessaron 1ın the Arabic translatiıon could be traced: where the BEXT of T’\ dıf-
tered trom that of Sy the original ECXT of the Dıiatessaron had been preserved
(T Sy Idıat. Tä Sy Diat.).“

Durıng World War I4 1n 1944, Hıggıns thesıs about the
Arabıc LEXE of the harmony.” In hıs study, the author used, CX the
manuscrıpts that WL already known hım, also the HC manuscrı1pt
Hıggıins’ study contaıns number of interesting conclusıons, others
about the authorship of the Arabıc harmony, “ and about the relatıon between
T3. and p 45

OrChr, 3rd ser1es 11 whole ser1es 4: (1936); 188-211; Baumstark, Arabıische
Übersetzung eiınes altsyrıschen Evangelientextes und dıe ure 2105 Zzıtlerte Psalmen-
übersetzung, ın OrChr. 3rd ser1es whole ser1es 31 (1934), 165-1858; id., Markus
Kap 1n der arabischen Übersetzung des Isaak Velasquez, 1 OrChr, 3rd ser1es 1934
whole ser1es 41 (1 226=239; tor SUrFVCY of the translatıons of the Gospels Into the
Arabıc and Ethiopi1ic languages SS lgenazı0 Gui1dı, Le Traduzıonı deglı Evangelın In arabo 1ın

et10P1CO, 1n Attı della Accademıa de1ı Lincelı, Memuorıe della Classe dı Scıenze Moralı,
Storiche Filologiche 4’ Partıe D Roma, 1888, especıially B3  N

4(0 CT Peters, )as Dıiatessaron, ch I1 (19-29), 23-24; $ below.
41 Anton Baumstark, FeVIEW Knopf-Lietzmann, Dobschütz-Nestle, Vogels SG 1: OrCchr. 3rd

ser1es Y 191
4.°) For the tenabılıty ot thıs procedure SCI  m V below.
43 Hıggıns, atıan s Dıiatessaron, Introductory Studıes, wıth portion ot -he Arabıc

Version, (unpublished) thesı1s, Universıty oft Manchester 1945 Summary of thıs
study appeared In JMUEOS 24 (  -  > published 1ın 28-32; ıd., The Arabıc
ersion ot atıan’s Dıatessaron, 1} TIBS 45 (£ 1872199

44 ( $ VI below.
45 (St VIL below.
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In 1947 Pau]l Kahle’s famous book The Caıro Geniza W as published, which
ınter alıa contaıns all concerning the Arabıc Diatessaron. ” Kahle’s CC

trıbution WK especially noteworthy, tor ItSs payıng attention, wiıth manuscrı1ıpt
45 starting-po1nt, the Coptıc famıly of scholars,;, the Aul  Al  -  d al-‘Assal and
the adornment of the manuscr1pts (A Like Hıggıins, Kahle also Z1VeSs

evidence of the tact that he emphatically advocated S developments
1n the extual tradıtion. He also clear valuatıon of the Arabıc text  4/
After Kahle’s publicatıon certaın “calm betfore the storm “ Can be observed,
although Hıggıins 1ın particular still published SOM articles the subject.”

It W 2A5 NOL untiıl the seventıes that the Arabıc LE XE tor SOMEC extent TEW the
attention OITIGE TITHOFE because of everal publications by Baarndar Through
SOINC of these contributions It became evident that It might perhaps be fitting

call the attention HOEG 1IHIOTE the LEXE of the Arabıc Dı1atessaron. Wıth
edıtıon an study of the Sermon the Mount in the Arabıc Distfessaton-
continued itS tradıtion of research. Also, CXPICSS the wısh that the method
followed 1n thıs study 11l be model tor anı y future edition of other extual
iragments of Ta

46 Paul Kahle, The Caıro Geniza, (?1959), Oxtord, 2072305
4 / C $ VIL below.
48 Other important artıcles wrıtten by Hıggıns AT The Persian Gospel Harmony Wıtness

atıan’s Dıiatessaron, JLE New Ser1es )E 83-8/; The Persian and Arabıc Gospel
Harmonıies, Studıa Evangelica, 7/3); Berlın 1959 793-810; atıan’s I)ıatessaron and the
Arabıc and Persian Harmon-ıies, 1: Studıes In New Testament Language and Text, Essays 1ın

Honour of George Kilpatrick, Leiden 1976, 246-261; Luke 15 1ın atlan s Dıatessaron,
JBE 103 (1984) 19322272

49 Baarda, An Archaıc Element 1ın the Arabıc Diıiatessaron? 18 John 2 9 1n
VII 1975); 191155 Baarda, Early Transmıssıon of Words of Jesus, P ETW)J)
Thomas, Tatıan and the ext of the New Testament). collection of studıies selecte and
edited by Helderman and Noorda, Amsterdam 1985, TE lOt:; The Author of
the Arabıc Dıatessaron, 1: Baarda (Ba Miscellanea Neotestamentica, Vol L, Leiden
19780 S ETW 207-249). Many of Baarda’s CSSay > ave een collected 1n LW

ditferent volumes: E ] WJ an EO  b Essays the Dıatessaron), Contributions Biblical

Exegesı1s and Theology H;: Kampen 1994
C$ Joosse, The Sermon the Mount In the Arabıc Dıiatessaron, (Ph.D thesıis
Amsterdam), Amsterdam 199/ ISBN 90-9010131-4
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H durvey of the Manuseripts.
Item ıllegıbilıtas. unt enım alıquı quı
tacıunt fier1 scr1ıpta de talı ıttera quod

pOST modicum LCMPUS, 1SU debilitato,
V1X EST e1s leg1bilıs vel alııs.

Humbert of Romans

The LEXT oft the Arabıc Dıiatessaron 1S, tfor al NOW NO preserved ın
INOTC OF ess complete manuscrı1ıpts Anl 1ın three tolios from

tive LLLOTC manuscr1pts 1n prıvate collections”

(1) Ms A, Vatıcan Arabo IV
hıs manuscrıpt W as brought Rome ftrom the Fast, 1n /: by Joseph
Sımon Assemanı. The Ms., ftrom the character of wrıting and ftrom the
of certaın Coptıc etfters by the tirst hand, 15 supposed ave been wrıtten 1ın
Egypt.53 It 15 usually dated the tweltth OT the beginnıng of the thirteenth
CENLUFY, although Kahle, atter kerblad’s opınıon, assıgned IT the thirteenth
(TE tourteenth CENTLUFYV. Orıiginally it consisted of 1275 tolios. In Its present
tols 17 an 1178 AT M1SSINZ, aM tols LE AT NOLT well preserved. There Ü

margınal emendatıions, restorations, explanations, SOMNEC of them by
later hand The genealogıes of Jesus C  = be tound C AT the beginnıng of the
harmony: the genealogy of Matthew 15 in chapter of the Dı1atessaron, ÄN
that of Luke 111 1ın chapter of the Diatessaron.”“ 'The Evangelists aAiIC deser1ibed
by the tirst 3 etters of theır Matthew Mark s Luke and
John 54 The round Ots Ooccurrıng iın the FEXT AIC red-coloured, A thus A

the S12NS tor the Evangelists. The TEXT of the Ms 15 scarcely vocalised”, A
38 C ınfra OTE 68

CR OM others Maı, Scriptorum eterum Nova Collectio, 1 1 9 Ciasca,; De atıanı
Diatessaron, D.465-4867/; Hamlyn Hill: Farlıest ıte of Chrıst, D 1 Hogg, Diatessaron,

35-56; Helt, Dıie altsyrısche Evangelıenübersetzung, 92-60; Graf, CGAL, I) 1552 Kahle,
Caıiro Geni1za, (*1959), 298; Metzger, The Early Versions of the New Testament,
Oxtord 1977 1 Petersen, "at1an s Diatessaron. Its Creation, Diıssemiinatıion,
Sıgnıficance, Hıstory In Scholarshıp, (Supplements Vigıilıae Chrıistianae, volume XXV),
Leiden New ork Öln 1994, 134-135, 445

ö53 CS G1a8Ca, De atıanı Dıiatessaron, 46/; Hogg, Diatessaron, 36
The manuscrı1pts of the Arabic Dıatessaron present LW torms of the FEXT. One torm has the
genealogıes of Jesus CT the beginnıng of the harmony (Mss A- )3 the other torm has them

the end, 4S kınd of appendix (Mss Bı and perhaps also S-T); ct. also the Statement by
Theodoret ot Cyrrhus, Compendium haereticarum fahbularum 70 Miıgne, I IxxXx111,

371 that the I)ıatessaron had genealogıes.
55 Hogg’'s remark (Dıiatessaron, 36) “T’he LEXT of the Ms 15 PretLLy tully vocalısed”

IMUST be due miıstake.
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has tew diacritical PO1NTS The Ms oes NOLT ention the AL of the translator
'The Sermon the Mount thıs rnanuscr1pt of 13 The tolios
AL numbered the LOP eft hand GOLEHGE by later hand 1/ Z There 4A16

liquıid STAa1nNs ar the bottom COLHNEIS of nearly PagC, which AaV€e atfected
the 1n slightly The marbüta (3) 15 seldom WIIJELeN wiıth Oots 'The AT

Z1UIN, ha and ha dal and AIC NOLT always distinguished whereas coalescence
of words frequently ((GEUEFES

AT )Ms Vatıcan Borgianum Arabo 250
In 1896 thıs MaNUsCr1IpL W as by 1TS OWIIILCI, Halim ] )us Sal prom1nent
Catholic Copt the Museum Borgianum de Propaganda Fide Rome The
Manuscrıpt the Arabıc [)ıatessaron tols 96h 972 3533 preceded
by long introduction the Gospels by AaNONYINOUS author (fols 95) It

of 355 leaves each Papc 15 about iınches by 25 1/2 16 ),
and has eleven liınes of WwrıUnNg, enclosed by vold blue an red lınes connected

the torm of rectangles The bıg round Oots the LEexXT AT xold coloured
'The eather bındıng 15 claret coloured an ornamented wıth golden OtS The
Ms 15 usually dated the fourteenth CEHNLUCY Kahle, however, the basıs of
the style of decoratıon thought that 1L could NOLT be older than the sixteenth
century.$ 14 15 MOST remarkable that the first < AFr e YIEFLeNn exactly
the Samne WaYy AS SUTa A the beginnıng of SUTa D4 Mss of the Koran. 'The
genealogıes of Jesus Ca  > be ftound Al the en of the harmony, 4S kınd of
appendix. The Evangelists A1IC NOL indicated by specıfic O: etters A4S W 4S

promised ı the prologue of the Ms The MaNuUusCr1pt 15 complete.” The aInle

G# Caaseas Harmoniae, V1 V1l Hamlyn Hıl! Farliest ıte of Chriıst, Hogg,
Diatessaron, 36 Ti1ısserant Inventaıre des IMAaNnNuUusSCrILs arabes du tonds Borgıa
Ia Bibliotheque Vatıcane, Miscellanea Fr. Ehrle V7 Roma 1924, I St1 41), CS5D

29 Hjelt, Dıie altsyrısche Evangelienübersetzung, 6 „ Graf, AF 1995 Kahle,
Catro Géniza‚ ( 299-300; Metzger, Early Versions, 1 9 Petersen, Latıan’s Dıiatessaron,

1329 44
f C4 Chasca, Harmonıiae, V1; Hamlyn Hıll Farlıest ıfe oft Chrıst,
55 &i Kahle Caıro Geniza, ( 300

Ms TILEeN elegantly black nashı and resembles the Scrıpture an style ot Certaıiın 16th
CENTUTLY ttoman Koran codices GCr The Holy Quran K MaANUSCIPL catalogue (Natıional
Commercia Bank of the Kıngdom ot Saudı Arabıa) Jeddah 1991 14172

60 hıs PUrpDOSC W 4S only carrıed OUutL tew iınstances! The Evangehsts  E  z A C NOL quoted by
single etters throughout the whole Ms both Kahl (Carro GeniZza, “1959), 209298) and
Metzger (Early Vers1i0ns, K16)

61 Hogg remark ( Dıiatessaron, 36), that Ms complete, though 1CS orthography
than the atıcan Ms strikes rather peculıar tor Hogg dı NOL consult the MaAaNUSCF1IPLES
of but relıied upON the FEXT. of (1asca edition tor hıs translatiıon 1t OEG already prefers
speak of better then, where the Sermon the Mount 15 concerned the
LW Mss AN G tact much the SAaImnle theır orthography
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of the translator bau’l Farag ıbn at- Ta1yıb has been mentioned 1ın the preamble
an colophon of the manuscrıpt. The ‘Sermon the Mount‘ ın thıs Ms
CONSsISts of ell (QVGE 76 The LGXT 1$ tully vocalısed. There arC, A compared

Ms Al Manı y instances of parablepsıs. The tolios ave been numbered by
later hand 1.33€

(3) Ms E, Coptic Orthodox Patriarchate Caılro 028
The manuscrı1pt W as completed Z7th Bashnes Mart. 1511 (ze 7Ind May,
1795 AD that 1T W 4S wrıtten much later than an It W as NOLT wrıtten
verYy carefully: dozens of instances of sub-standard vocalıizatıon arc almost

Pasc The preamble of the Ms 15 the SAaIlle 4S the (iIi16 ın Ms B, but 1t
oes NOLT exhibit the external torm of Koran Mss The sıglum has been
derived trom the Domiinıicans ot Saılnt Etienne, tor Marmard)ı, the discoverer
of the manuscr1pt, W as professor Al theıir Ecole Biblique’. 'The genealogıes
AVe been placed al the end of the harmony. The Evangelists AT being quoted
by ONC characterıistic letter: Matthew Mark Luke John The 1114l

scr1ıpt has been deseribed as ollows: the dimens1ıons of the book 2WE&— 25 18
C each Papc 15 19 1/ CN  65 The manuscrıpt CONsIsts of 114 tolios. The
‘Sermon the Mount‘ cCONsIsts of 13 1/4 PasCS, tully vocalısed. 'The tolıos ATC

numbered

(4) Ms O, Bodleian Library, Oxford, Ms rab 163
The Ms has een ın the pOossess1on of the lıbrary SINCe OS The manuscrı1ıpt
contaıns three Christian introduction the Gospels (fols 5-31),
compendium the Christian TIruth (fols 41-139), an tınally the Arabic
Dıiatessaron (fols 140-288). The COpyıst Antünzı Sa°d tinıshed the TeXE the
Qth Tobah Mart 1527 January 1806 AD At the end of the manuscrıpt
he declares that; tollowıng the orders he has received, he has made
CODY of Ms which W 4A5 completed the 3th Rasab 51010 15th
March 1707 AD:) hıs early manuscrıpt had been wrıtten by pP10US members
of the Aul  -  A  d al-‘Assal, Coptıic tamıly, whose promınence flourıshed ın Egypt

C£ A Marmard)ı, Diatessaron, X11-XXXVI; Baumstark, FeVIEW of Marmard)ı's edıtion, 1:
(OrCht, 3rd serl1es (1936) whole serl1es A (1936), 235-244; Graf, GAL, I’ 154;
Kahle, Caıiro Geni1Zza, (“1959), 300-301; Metzger, Early Versi0ns, 1 ‚ Petersen, "at1an s
Diatessaron, 156, 448 (M>d 67/ 1796 15 perhaps based Graf, Catalogue de Manuscriıts
Arabes Chretiens (‚onserves Caırre, St: 1 6 9 Cittä del Vatıcano 1934, 86-87

kınd ot title-page which W as 1added the Ms contaıns besides the dimensions of the work
the tollowing intormatıon: “(Gros papıer verge blanc, reliure marocaıne rouge”.
(3 Beeston, The Arabıc Version, 608-610; Bodleian QuarterlIy Record, vol V1L,

9 e 341 (€ 10 chould be 163); Hıggıns, The Arabıc Version, 187-199; Graf, CGAL,
I’ 154; Kahle, C’airo Geni1Zza, (*1959), 301-309; Baarda, The Author, ETW)J,

218); Metzger, Early Versions, 1 E Petersen, atıan s Diatessaron, 136, 449
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tor several centurIies. They WECIC aNXx10US shape 1t 1ın such WAaY that 1t
would make impression the Muslims and would thus enhance the value
of A by assoclatıng 1t wıth the of outstandıng Christian Arabıc scholars.”
The beginnıng of the LGX W as wrıtten in exactly the SAaIlle IHAaHeT 4A5 the first
AN! the beginnıng of the second SULAd in manuscrı1pts of the Koran. The Ms
has the SAaINle preamble A the Mss BaphıS 'The Ms cCOnsısts of 293 tOo110s, L3
lınes each PaAsC, wrıtten ın rectangular box of (WIG blue al z red lines.
The codex W AsSs supplıed wıth leather-faced CONLEMPOFAFrY bıindıng and cONsIıIsts
of tolıa of sem1-transparent oriental of tough XLLE AaN! x00d quality.
The genealogıes AL Al the end of the harmony. The Evangelists AL quoted by
sıngle etters. °he ‘Sermon the Mount’ in thıs Ms CONsIsts of 15 DasCcs,
tully vocalısed. 'The tolıo0s AIC numbered 160-16/ by later hand

(5) Ms S, Library Paul Sbath 1020
hıs manuscrı1pt W as copıed by the deacon Lbrahim Abu TDl Sam  C=>.  2
al-Hawänık1, OLLC of the of the Martyr Merkurios Abüu Saıtaın 1ın Old
Ca1iro (al-Fustat), 1n Mart 1512 The sıglum W as derived
from the first letter of the amne Sbath The Ms has the SUM16G preamble 4S Mss
BZES So tar postscr1ipt 15 unknown. The Evangelists AaPPCal aVe een
described wıth OE charaecterıist1ic letter. The Ms 15 bound and CONSsIsts of LL

There AL 15 lınes CVELY Pasc Its dimens1ions Al C 12 According
Sbath, 1tSs handwrıtıng 15 quıte beautitul.

(6) Ms I, Library Paul Sbath 1280. °
The catalogue of Shath also mentıons another manuscrı1ıpt of the Dıiatessaron,
Ms 1788} According Sbath Itfs ate 15 the 18th CENLUTY. The Ms CONsIsts of
376 'The last z AICc M1SSING, breakıng off wıth Mt 7R 15a T"l
53 30) There AIC between and lines each Pasc 'The AF G slightly

by moths. 'The Ms 15 bound Its diımens1ı0ns AT 16 11 We chose
the sıglum tor it the penultimate letter of the aInle Sbath The manuscrıpt
15 MOSLT probably CODY of Ms Apart ftrom the Arabıc Dı1iatessaron, the Ms
contaıns second FEXT collection of prayers”, 52 pages.”

65 Ci. Kahle, Ca1iro Geni1Zza, 41959), 0425135
Gr Pau! Sbath, Bıibliotheque de manuscrIts ul Sbath, Pretre Syrıen d’Alep, Catalogue

111, 18 Calre 8-1 1, 135-156; Graf, CEAFL: I! 154; Kahle, Caıro Geni1Zza,
(*1959), 301; Baarda, The Author, 6/-70 EIW)], 213-216); Metzger, Early Versi0ns,

1 9 Petersen, atıan s Diatessaron, 1236 The YCal o1ven ere 449 (No 1020 1791 1$
due by raf (C£ also CGAL, I, 154 1792

6/ G Paul Sbath, Bıbliotheque de manuscrIıts, 111,; 9 9 Graf, GAL, I’ 154; Baarda, The
Author, 78 ETWJ, 224); Petersen, atıan s Diatessaron, 156, 449

68 The manuscrı1pts an T7 LCSD. 1020 and 1280, of the Sbach Catalogue AL NOL 1n OUT
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(three tol10s) Ms G: Jesuit Library, Beıirut 4979 °°
hıs manuscrıpt has been preserved 1n three iragments only, which ATrTC

commonly called the ‘Beırut Fragments’.” These fragments ave een 1in the
possession of the Unıiversıty St.-Joseph 1n Beıirut SINCE 1897 They CONsıst of
three tolıos trom manuscrı1pt that W 4S tinıshed in July 1337 by b  u  —  €
Barakat ıb AbıL[Kibr? ]: The tolıos contaın the narratıve of the Lord’s
Supper, and the last of the Dı1atessaron. They contaın also interesting
colophon. 'The fragments chow torm of the TEXT. which generally ARICCS wiıth
that of Codex The Evangelists ATC marked wıth the tirst < etters oft theır

4S ın Ms The manuscrıpt which the fragments belonged, W as

connected through three manuscrı1pts copıied ftrom OMNC another ın Egeypt wiıth
“VEIY old” Ms., wrıtten ın the CIty of God (Antioch).” 'The oldest of these

three Mss., the OLLC which had een copıed dırectly trom the 1MeIy. old” Ms ’73

pDOSSESSION, Since several order photographs have taıled. For they WEeTlIC the
prıvate of the Sbath heırs, but nowadays they 7Ea preserved by the “Fondatıon
George Mathıilde Salım ın Aleppo, Syrıa. Only part ot the Sbath collection 1$ 1ın custody
oft the atıcan Library (Mss. 5 It 15 D1Ity that could NOL US«C the Mss tor
collatıon 1ın the Sermon the Mount. seventh manuscrıpt of the Arabıc Dı1atessaron W 4A5

brought attention by Prot dr Baars: Coptıic Patriıarchate Calro 198 (wıithout
date), ct. Graf, CGAL, I‚ Edizione Anastatıca AÄAnno I3 6658, lIınes E The manuscrı1pt
W aS o1ven the sıglum by the Present author. Besides 1020 and 1280, Sbath’s Catalogue
mentıions another Ms whiıch contaıns Iso harmony of the Gospels (Ms 1029:;: 11,

141-143) connected wıth the aInlec of Ibn at- Taıyıb; ct Baarda, The Author, 67700
ETWJ, 213-216). In hıs al-Fihris ( 9 Le Caılire 1938 23-24, No 41 ] Aboul Farag Ben

at- Tayyeb: 147) 5a L! AAyl Le Diatessaron), collection ot concerning the manuscr1pts
he could NOT acquıre, Sbacth mentıions Mss of the Dıatessaron ot whiıich LW ave
already een desceribed 1n hıs earlıer Catalogue V17Z. 1020 and 128} (NOW LW copıles). (Ine 15
ın hıs poSssess10n, but NOTLT yeLl recorde: 1ın the Catalogue (c ıls dowvent etre enregistres
ans le 4e, Je les mentionne SOUS le 110 Sbath”) and tour Mss SC be In the private
possession (CH Graf, CGAL, I? 154 Fihris 14/ miı1t Hss 1mM Privatbesitz”; Petersen,
atıan s Diatessaron, 156, 449 . locatıons and ASCS unknown”.) of respectively

Chahıiat, Filles Elias, notable grec-catholique Chamma(a), Basıle, pretre grec-catholique
Qass Nasrallah, Dımitr1, pretre grec-catholique an Salıb, ‘Abd al-Masıh al-Baramoussi

al-Massoudi, pretre copte-orthodoxe, 12 Cayre. These Fıihrıs Mss INa Y ave een sold
iındıvıdual merchants OL, perhaps, assumıng GASE scenarı10, sımply do NOL eX1St (anymore).
(S$ Cheıkho, Lettre, 201-307' ıd 4 V- \ Eurınger, Die Überlieferung, 23-31;
Graf, edıtıon and translatıon of the fragments, 1N: Eurıinger, Duie Überlieferung, 61-71; 16
GGAL, I) 153-154; Hıggıns, The Arabıc Version, 187-199; Kahle, Caıiro GeniZza, (*1959),

298-299; Baarda, The Author, 65-67/ (= EINW]J,; 2141-2433; Metzger, Early Versions,
19 Petersen, atıan s Diatessaron, 136, 449

The three tolıa A1l1C called the ‘Beırut Fragments’ because they WCIC found, Whıt Monday
1890, under pıle of ubbish al the Dale of the Maronıite MONASLEFYV of Luaıza, north-east of
Beıirut.

/ C# Eurıinger, Dıie UÜberlieferung, 4236 aM
d A 15 translatıon of OEOTOALG, Ailllc o1ven Antioch by Justinian.

F3 f Hıggıins, The Arabıc Version, 191-192, STAaies that “ very ancıent” 1$ VeELY relatıve term
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W asSs wrıtten by nb Yasıtf ıbn al-Muhabrık, Bishop of Füwah (on the Rosetta
Nıle) 1n the first half of the thirteenth century.“ The manuscrıpt has been
deseribed A4AS ollows: the three tolıa 476 wrıtten tough which resembles
parchment; the 11 15 excellent: the title an the of the Evangelists ATC

ın red; the eC4SUTE6 70 1: CM  /5 We mentıon thıs manuscrıpt here,
because 1t stands 1ın evidence of the ex1istence of tradıtıon which 15
being transmitted iın thıs TEXT. ABal 1ın Ms Naturally, It oes NOLT o1ve us AaLLY
clue about the Sermon the Mount

I1 'The Manuscri1pts, theır datıng and application.
The datıng of the manuscr1pts us wıth CUr10US problem. As tar 45

A  3 vather, ATC dealing wiıth LW recens10ns, OT tamılıes: famıly
Mss an AT tamıly Mss B-E- perhaps also These

manuscrı1pts ave een dated 4S ollows:
13th CENTUFY: Ms
14th CENTUFY: Ms 1352 N
16th CENTUFY: Ms (post 1517A

Then the datıng skıps CENTUFY the
18th CENTLUFY: Ms 795)

Ms (1 Ms (?)
19th CENTUFY: Ms 1806

Ms 15 VE probably the MOST tender choot of the famıly ree But theoretically
thıs chould NOT be problem. ate manuscrı1pts INAaY, atter all, ate back
early wıtnesses. In the CASE of Ms thıs INaYy indeed NOT be LOO tar trom the
truth, ıf the author’s communıcatıon havıng made CODY of
manuscrı1pt completed the 15th of March 167 15 COTrTTECt hat 15
Sa V that Ms © ıf SUPPOSC that 1T W £aıthful CODY, brings IS NCAICI

the extual tradıtion of CIrca 1100 hardly OIlC CENTUFY atfter the possible
composıtıon of the Arabıc Liatessaron. In the CASE of Ms 1t 15 irue that OILLC

reached back FEXT that W aAsSs wrıtten centuries earlier. In another CadIC;
that of Ms © the W 4S dıtterent. The manuscrı1ıpt ıtself 15 relatıvely old
1332 Yet, thıs manuscr1ıpt AaPPCals be the result of taırly long chaın

Orientals: “The of the Beıirut ( then, NOL VCLY ell be later than the
time of Ibn at- Taıyıb hıimself, 1.€. the tirst halt of the eleventh century .
The other COPYIStS WeTiIC the Coptic priest Yühanna iıbn al-Mu’taman, called Ibn as-Sal  h (13th
century), wh: based hıs transcr1ıption of the Codex that of the _COptic priest Sım an (13th
century); ct. Eurıinger, ID Überlieferung, 59

V CR Cheıkho, Lettre, 30Z: Eurıinger, Die Überlieferung, DE
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of tradıtion: 1t 15 the CODY of LCXT that ZOCS back tEXTU, that 15 ıtself
CODY of “very ancıent” LEXT ftrom the tirst half of the 13th CENTUFY. hıs
signıfies that there Wer«ec < lınks between 1332 an the prevıous CENLUFCYV.
hıs mMay perhaps iındıcate that comparatively Jarse attention tor the Arabıc
I)ıatessaron ex1isted in the 13th an 14th CENTLUFY. OM the thirteenth CENTUFY

NOW 110 Ms and the predecessor of Ms C which apparently descended
both ftrom ONlC textual tamıly (A) Ms ftrom the sixteenth CENTULY OT

probably later, but because there 15 close relation between Mss and ©:
AT 110 willing aCCCPL that the extual tamıly has, 1n still older
credentials: the early tweltfth CENTUFY.

The question S: why W asSs the LIEXE ot the Arabıc Dıiatessaron copied? W as {t
1n the early peri0d (12th-14th century), perhaps sed in the lıturgy? hıs INaYy
be, but the tact that tor long tiıme lectionarıes W.CIE applied in Syrıiac lıturgy
tor the scriptural essons would contradıct thıs assumptıi0on. Or W AS It rather
that the Arabıc Dıatessaron served 1n the dialogue between Muslims am
Christians, 45 the decoratıons in certaın trom tamıly B, C Mss al
O ead (1 SUSPECL. The work then MaYy ave had M1SS10NarYy 2A17 It
deserves thought that 1n the Christian apologetics there W as eed tor
Gospel which did NOLT exhibit the discrepancıes of the Gospels, tor
the latter W asSs topıc ın Muslım polemics that played iımportant part CAasti

doubt the dependability of the Gospels. But what brought the people 1n
the eighteenth and nıneteenth CENTULY the copyıng of the Arabıc Iiatessaron?
Was It perhaps the transmıssıon of ‘“cur10sı1ty , OT did they also aV theological
interest ın 1t? much sımpler aNSWEeET (2A735 be that the Christian Arabs, ASs tor
centurıes thıs W audable CUSTOM 1n the Arabıc Muslim tradıtıon LOO,

copied the work NO an (QMOGT tor the PUrpOSC of thus comıng into possession
of practical. book Apparently, they still assıgned S(L value the
Dıatessaron an wished avo1d the work’s passıng iInto oblivion! However,
1t 15 clear that long tradıtion of copyıng C:  $ be accepted the basıs of the
SUFrVIVINS manuscr1pts. hıs also ralses the question ıf perhaps INaLıy IN

copıes of the Arabıc Dı1atessaron could be discovered 1n the
of Christıian Arabıc lıterature.

114 The Editions.

When edıtıng of which HAT than (MIE manuscrıpt ave een preserved,
the question of which procedure tollow arises. ” COne might PrFCDaIc

76 For methods an standards of edıtıng Christian Arabıc (cE Draguet, UJne methode
d’Edıtion, 197 Samır, La tradıtıon a1rabe chretienne, 1982: Grand 'Henry, revVIeW,
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‘dıplomatıc’ edıtion, 1ın which ONEC manuscrıpt 4S model and the varıant

readıngs of the others aATC being registered ın apparatus Cr1It1CUs. (One miıght
also Ir y CT the ‘original’ EOX% the basıs of IMOTC (: less eclectic
principle. In that A FGXE which 15 either covered by ll the manuscrı1pts, OT

AT least by the readıngs of OLLC of the manuscr1ıpts 15 being created. The result
15 LEXT, stipulated by of specıific eritical analysıs.

In OUrTr edition of the ‘Sermon the Mount’, started OutL followıng the
first principle. At the beginnıng of each vOXt; printed the readıng of I1Aalu-

scr1pt Towards the en attempted CL the ‘original’ LEXT

the basıs of VEXT erıitical analysıs, wıth obvıous reservatıons. In thıs chapter
11l establish what procedures the editors of the Arabic LEXT of the

Diıiatessaron VE tollowed. SO far, thıs FEXT has een edited by Augustinus
C1asca and Anz Marmard)ı (1935) 4A5 has already een observed.

.T:he edıtıo princeps W as published iın 1888 by C1asca, scrıptor of the
Vatıcan Library.” 'The title of thıs edıition 15 “Tatıanı Evangel1ıorum Harmoniae’.
The edıition W aS ounded LW manuscr1pts: an The Arabıc FGXT

consisted of 21 0) PagC>S, whereas the Latın translatıon K  e 99 ('1asca
took the Codex Vatıcanus, whiıch, he thought, offered better orthography,”
as the basıs of hıs LEXT; but he inserted INaLLY varıant readıngs from the Codex
Borgianus, ıf these had hıs preference the readıngs of manuscr1pt In
these he referred the tootnotes tor the varıant readıngs of Ms It 15
obvıous that he tilled the DOHNAE 1ın Codex wiıth the readıngs of manuscrıpt

and trom he also adopted the prologue an the epilogue. Remarkable 15

Euringer's observatıon that C1asca based hıs reconstruction Ms The
question wıth Euringer’s argumentatıon /9  1: whether NOLT ()II1E <hould consıder

printing ere Ott took Euringer's LEXT ser10usly an observed the
atter’s mistake ” T5 en al uncertaınty, he reterred C1iasca’s judgement:
AFnG, QUECIN dedi LeXLUM, codıice Vatıcano, superflua recıdens, eXpress!]1;

Nulo the particularly intormatıve and enlightenıng discussıon 1n Adrıana Drint’'s dissertatıon:
The Mount Sınal Arabıc ersion oft Ezra, Groningen 1925; Chapter OB section 4,

1307134
Tß Ch1asca W ds elevate. the rank of cardınal June 1 9 1899
78 GE} (S1asCca, Harmoniae, XIV? H duobus manuscrı1pt1s, alterum mutılum COrruptumqu«c

Cral, alterum integrum sed orthographice mendosum satıs”
(C* Eurıinger, Die Überlieferung, 6= “(1asca ylaubte überhaupt beobachten können,
A4SsSs A eınen alteren un! besseren Iypus des Diatessarons als auftweise, ass sıch ber
doch beide innıgst berühren. Daher legte seıner Rekonstruktion W Grunde”

DPott 1: Preuschen Pott), "“at1ans Dıiıatessaron, 945 Anmerkung “ Euringer Irrt
also, Sagtl, (‘1asca habe seiıner Rekonstruktion zugrunde gelegt”.
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e1uUs AaCcunas alı0 Ms implevı, CITOTESYUC PTO opportunıitate eodem
]emendavı”

Orıiticısm of the edition W 4S tirst made by Mogg, wh blamed the editor for
NOL havıng approached the work methodically enough: “CC1asca’s LCEXT oes
NOT profess be critically determined”.“ Hyelt W as of the SAarmnle opınıon. Fe:

indicated that the edıtor had better applied method which would
ave one HUTE Justice the facts, that completely different BEXT could
avVe been created.” Euriınger expressed the SAaIille teelings when wrıting that
C1i1asca chould ave taken the best manuscr1ıpt A basıs tor hıs OX Then, he
<hould ave registered the varıant readings of the second manuscrı1ıpt wıth un
He <hould ave treated the reconstruction of archetype in secti1on
OT ın later study.“ Finally, Kahle’s verdict W aAsSs that “(1asca’s attempt
publısh mıiıxed text. ; had be considered woetul ailure.”

The second edition W as edited ın 1935 by Aı Marmard)ı. The title read
‘Dıiatessaron de Tatıen). As has already een noticed, MN manuscrıpt (E
W as discovered by Marmard)ı. He took thıs manuscrı1pt 4S the basıs of hıs
edıtion, but in addıtion thıs he sed the varıant readiıngs of the manuscrı1pts
Au Unfortunately, Marmard)ı often banıshed the better readıngs, 45 iınteri0r
ONCS, the footnotes, whereas he included dubious secondary readıngs into
the original Ttext  S6 Moreover, 1t otften has PrOVCNM impossıble “  TOö determıne
from hıs apparatus whether the printed TEXT 15 that of the Ms OT 15 hıs ıdea of
what the Ms ought read” TOoOom the reception of thıs edıtion, 1t became
clear that methodically 1t could NOT stand the FEest. of er1ıt1cısm. The maın
objection W 4S that Marmard)ı Sseit the Orm of the LGXE the basıs ot Classıical
Arabic. For that 1LE 4SON Peters called Marmardjı's edition: “den Gipfel VO

Unmethode” Besides thıs, Baumstark cynically remarked that Marmard)ı"s
FEXT W as better than that of the Arabiıc translator, still, that the “nouveau

arabe etablı  2 W as better than the ..&  von Tatıan geschaffene” text of the
Syriac ‘Vorlage’ of the translator.” Kahle strongly disapproved of Marmardjı"s

81 CC+: Ciasca, Harmoniae, XIV.
K @XE Hogg, Diatessaron, 36
83 (: Hjelt, IDIE altsyrısche Evangelienübersetzung, 61562 Z enn nıcht 1L1UT viele T AA des

cod Borg. waren AUS den Fussnoten iın den Text gerückt, sondern auch da, beıide Hss
übereinstiımmen, würden ötftere Korrekturen sıch als notwendıg erwıesen haben”
( Eurıinger, Die Überlieferung,

x ö (3r Kahle, Ca1ro Geni1iZza, 21959), 215
CT Baumstark, FeVIECW Marmard)ı, 2239

DE CF Metzger, Early Versi0ons, ( Hıggıns, The Arabıc Version, 192 OTE

88 Ct Peters, Das Diatessaron, Z
Cr Baumstark, review Marmard}ı, 235
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attempt G”3GALG NeW TEXE the basıs of both extual torms AAal blamed
hım tor NOLT havıng had “  any real understandıng of the actual problems

Nowbhere W as Marmard)ı capable of identifyıng himself wıth the traın of
thought of the Arabıc translator. Continually he freely applied the OI I1l of
Classıcal Arabıc EGXT interspersed wıth Syriacısms. In the last extremi1ty
thıs led the assumption of readıngs which did NOLT 1ın 1° at all, an
the actual correction of the Arabıc text In hıs footnotes, Marmard)ı frequently
made unwarranted proposals tor the iımprovement of the Arabıc text  Z These
so-called emendatıons WEIC, however, largely ‘borrowed’ trom editions of
already ex1isting Arabıc translatiıons of the Gospels, AT NOL checked by the
manuscrı1pt tradıtıon of the Arabıc I)ıatessaron. Furthermore, Marmard)ı's
apparatus appeared be inaccurate, because readıngs WEIC frequently being
aseribed the manuscrı1pts. Marmard)ı also frequently, but NOL always
accurately, corrected the sub-standard vocalızatıon of Ms Another objection

Marmardjı's edıition 15 that he wholly eft OUL of consıderatıon the Beıirut
Fragments.93 last poıint of eriıt1icısm dealt wiıth the annoyıng corrections ın

Marmardjı's French translatıon of Ta 24

In the early peri10d of research, scholars had Ql theır disposal LW manuscrı1pts:
an which did IO always offer the Samnle FEXT The comparıson of these

LW necessarıly led scholars the application of the eclectic method.
hat W as, certaın CXTtENT, trom the IMAannNeTr 1ın which C1asca made
iITSE of these manuscr1pts tor hıs edition.”? The rT62SsSOH tor employıng Ms AS

basıc HEXT W as, A least partly, practical ONn  @ hıs dı NOL EMGAaHh that he
preferred that manuscrıpt tor representing the est teXt because he dıd NOLT

hesıitate replace the [ExXt of Ms by readıngs of Ms B, whenever he

thought that NECECSSALY. For example, 1ın the tirst LW of hıs edıtıon
(1asca NOLT only tilled the Zaps of the tormer manuscrı1pt (caused by the
bad of 10 but also corrected 1ts EITOLS helped by the latter TeXt T’hus,;
OUutL of Z instances where an differ in thıs portion (John 1-95, Luke

C} Kahle, Ca1ıro Geni1Zza, 21959), &13 “ We CANNOL derive ONC of these torms from the
other and SChakaleıe uCL “Urtext‘ oft the Arabıc Dıiatessaron trom them  2

Y1 G Joosse, Sermon, Appendix A3, 2395
C+ Joosse, O, Appendix A $ 6-9

43 Ct. Baumstark, FeVIeW Marmard)ı, KL .  PTE das seiınen Grund darın hat, ass die

Euringer-Grafsche Publıkatıon überhaupt eNISANSCH ol  ısSt Graf, GAL, I’ 154
C+*

95 C# Hogg, Dıiatessaron, 40, STatLes that 1asSCa’s LexXxTt NOL professes to be based 1ın Its eclecticısm
AILY systematıc eritical princıples.
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5-20), he agreed wıth eleven t1imes agaınst A9 Apparently he W as ımpressed
by the fact that Ms dıd NOLT contaın the usual stumble-blocks tor the
iıdentificatiıon ot the Arabıc harmony wiıth the Dı1ıatessaron (Mark an ‘the
genealogıes’ But he dıd NOLT pretfer anı y of both princıple. 4:o the
Yhe tried choose the best readıngs trom each of them  97 hıs 15 the
path that later research also took, though the opınıon of the super10r1ty of
Ms oradually yaıned oround. Ms Wrn later CEXT,; but 1T W as neıther
CODY of Ms HOT dependent uDON 1 1It W as 1ın SOIMNEC better text  I5
that sometimes” CVG11 öften“ offered INOTEC orıgınal readıngs. It W as

already al thıs of study 1Into the Arabic harmony that SOINC scholars
realızed that 249 WeIC NOLT isolated but rather representatıves ofz
tamılies of extual tradıtion, of z forms, ” LW lines ()I: LW types. ” And
thıs notion has been wholly approved by the chaın of discoverI1es that tollowed.

(OIne StIrONg pomint which 1S being made by (asca’s edition 1S, however, the
clear ımpression often EL of the LEXT an 1tSs varıant readiıngs 1in the
manuscr1ıpts hıs 15 NOT Sa Y that hıs edıtıon 15 immaculate, although

104the ‘Sermon the Mount’, 1n spıte of SOIMNC details, 15 free trom inaccuracıles.

96 Marmard)ı"s choice W as ere 18 times agalnst 10 t1imes A; 1n John SS C1asca and
Marmard)ı ave made the decıisions (4 times and HE B); but ere the varıatıons
between the manuscrı1pts WT purely orthographical, EXCECPDL 1n ONEC instance where both
edıtors read wıth Ms I ‘lıght of man instead of Mss RS y I ‘lıght of man
The tirst torm 15 usual ın Arabıc vers10ns, that it mMay be questioned, whether 1t W as really
the readıng of Ta Why dı B-K- USC the word Was ıt analogy of P ö “Son of
man 0) ] l "The tather ot ankınd meanıngz ‘Adam’?

Y / It 18 another quest1on, whether hıs cho1ce W AsSs always aAas telıcıtous 4S could be When he A

Marmard)ı oes prefers read In Luke wiıth Ms D IT an he entered the
temple of the Lord’ (aCccusatıve) instead of , Mss B- 1.e. lıt. an he entered into the
temple’, hıs choıice be on the latter rendering 1s xo0d Arabiıc reproduction of
Syrıac In Luke 10 iınclıiıned believe C1asca W as rıght 1n choosing l} A}
instead of 1g (B-E) which Marmard)ı preters. Ms reproduces( A  at the time’ Sy. I:
agaln 1n Luke 19 C1asca ave the right readıng (A) Sy-) instead
ot Marmard)ı"s (} (B)

0® @i Hogg, Diatessaron,
CT ıbıd., 36; Harrıs, Fragments of the Commentary of Ephrem Syrus UDOLI the
Dıiatessaron, 1 ondon 1693 that the Ms 1S, 1n SOTINC of 1ts detaıls, subordinate Ü
and later torm than that of

100 C Pott, 1N: Preuschen Pott), atıans Dıiatessaron, hat aber oft eınen
besseren orıginaleren) ext erhalten)’.

101 Hamlyn Hıll, Dıissertation he Gospel Commentary of Ephraem the Syrıan, Edinburgh
1896, 1 speaks of LIWO of the torms whiıch 1T assumed atter centurıes of use (ct. Harrıs
1n 99)

Ka Helt, Die altsyrısche Evangelıenübersetzungen, 61 wrıtes about ogehört einer elb-
ständigen Lınıe an

103 Helt, O, 60 speaks of von einem ursprünglıcheren Iypus
104 C Mt 14 CL Ms A, but Ms B » Mt. (G1lasca:s remark scrıpserat I eın
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105Marmardjı"s T[CXT has (DEG merit, that 110 also zeL pıcture of third
manuscrı1pt. Marmard)ı offered the researcher, by of hıs introduction
an index, fine openıng the ECXTE of the Dı1iatessaron. Whatever the CR

INa Yy be, He erıitical edition would be VeCLY ımportant, because 10 C
could be incorporated into the exX1stIng materı1als AB

The Translatıons.

The Arabıc Dı1atessaron has been translated into bLatınz Englısh, German AT
French. It CANNOT be sa1d that anı y of these translatıons met wıth unlimiıted
pralse. However, Marmard)ı, ın hıs discussıon of the Manı y faults of the Arabıc
translator, BOCS LOO tar in sayıng 1n rather off-hand INAanNeET. 718 traducteurs
modernes du Diıatessaron arabe latın, anglais el allemand, ONtT COmMmı1s,
pomint de VUuC plus une CIICUL, Da sulte, probablement, de |’idee tres haute
qu/’ıls SONT faıte du traducteur, eli d’un part, de leur incapacıte ETr de
leur negligence de verıtier le arabe Pa le syrı1aque” 106 hıs 15
undervaluatıon of hıs predecessors, especıally Hogg @i COUISC, the instances
o1ven by Marmard)ı ıllustrate their incompetence CAaMTIOT be denied, but 1T
MUST be stated that the interesting sample oiven Pagc XV1 under OUut

be fine indicatıon of Hoge’s capacıty!' Marmard)ı poıminted O: that a1]
translators had been misled by the readıng of C‘1asca’s edıtion whiıch
W as based Mss AA The Erue readıng of the Arabıc Dıatessaron W as

preserved ın the basıc TexTt of hıs OW edıtiıon, Ms D: but apparently he did
NOL SC that ın hıs apparatus Hogeg already noticed the tault wıthout AILY help

108oft manuscrI1pt, merely by conjecture.
Moreover, It 15 NOT difficult tind instances where al translations, iıncluding

that of Marmard)ı, AaTC For instance, in 424 41) the
Arabıc EGXT reads A Ya Ua and he chall speak plaın word’, ()E rather
word plainly”.

mutavıt 1ın y has be dısregarded); Mt. 18 (Arsu (Ms A) MaYy requıre textual 11-

datıon iınto A
105 Moderate praise Came trom Baumstark, FeVIeEeW Marmard)ı, 243-244; Margoliouth,

reVIEeW of “ ] )ıatessaron de Tatıen”, Marmard)ı 1: JTAS xxxvaun, 1937 76-79, welcomed
Ma’s 1C edition 1ın grand WaYyY (p 76) 'He has theretore ell earned the gratitude ot
students).

106 Cf Marmard)ı, Dıiatessaron,
HO7 OC.; XVI1: the FEXT of Ta an 1 E c+ Iso Baarda, The Author, 97-98 EIW]J

243-244): ıt discussıon ot the Arabıic varıant readıngs and
108 0O.C-.3 XVI; une faute de copiıste’; Hogg, Diatessaron, 6 9 ote “Thıs 1$ clerical

tor torces)’.
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Here Marmard)ı renders the phrase wiıth “ 11 dıt H1E parole ouverte’, 2n
the other translators dıd C1asca: Aır verbum apertum loquebatur., Hoge:

‘And he W as speakıng plaınly”. Preuschen: “Umad sprach das Wort otffentlich?.
All these translatiıons render the imperfect of the Arabıc 4S ıt there stood

perftect; and thıs 15 quıte understandable, because the Greek LEXT KL NAPPNOLO
TOWV AOYOV CAOAÄSEL (compare also Sy r<'acn e \>3 aso))
that rendering. The imperfect 15 rather Strange. (One might be tempted

IT wıth the beginning of the Passıon-prediction Mt 21a where the
word L ‚‘he began’, W as continued wıth iımperfect CHNSEe; namely
chal]l cshow But the distance between the z verbs oe€es NOLT make that
Vn probable, CC less because thıs imperfect U ) has 1tSs place behind
five other ımperfect LeNSeEeS which AT G being subordinated tOo cshow and NOLT

began’. It W as agaın Hogg, ın spıte of hıs translatıon, who pointed OUut
the resemblance between and Sy al thıs pount (ın hıs apparatus). In fact, the
Sınalt1ic Syrıac reads c \ and he <hall speak the word
openly  > 109 The fact that Marmard)ı W as beside the mark ere wıth hıs translation
(a he wrongly translated the Arabıc:; he forgot check the Syrıac GEXT)
oes NOT make us speak of incapacıty al negligence. It only iıllustrates how
dıifficult IT 15 o1ve renderıing. But thıs difficulty MUST be taken 1Into
2CCOUNT. It that students of textual eriıt1icısm cshould be verYy prudent ın
makıng uUuse ot these translations. For that PUrpOSC also, It 15 usetul present
small 1St wıth the five ex1sting translations, namely that oft Chiasca: Hamlyn
Hıll, Hogeg, Preuschen an Marmard)ı. 'The underlined words denote where
these vers1ions do NOLT Atter the SYyNODpSIS each of these vers1o0ns ll be
dealt wıth separately.

18 35) Jesus teaches the Disciples’
SI y N yla
‘tor He {15} P  feigning dısregard the wıcked an the intidels’
OTL XUTOS XPNOTOS SGTLV EMNL T DE OX OAPLOTOUS KL MOVNPOVS
‘tor he 15 kınd the ungrateful and the wicked’

C‘1asca ‘1pse enım benignus 6S malos et ingratos’
Hamlyn 111 894) ‘tor he 15 kınd toward the evıl and the unthankful!’

‘tor he 15 enıent towardHogg (1895) the wıcked AT the ungrateful’
Preuschen (1926) ‘denn (1st nachgiebig OSe un:

Undankbare’

109 SE Legg, Nouum Testamentum Graece92  Joosse  Here Marmardj3i renders the phrase with ‘Et il dit une parole ouverte”, and  so the other translators did. Ciasca: ‘Et verbum apertum loquebatur’, Hogg:  ‘And he was speaking plainly”. Preuschen: “Und er sprach das Wort öffentlich”.  All these translations render the imperfect tense of the Arabic as ıf there stood  a perfect, and this is quite understandable, because the Greek text Kol TAappnoLA  TOV AOyovV Ei\dcheL (compare also Sy”: xam A\>a>9 whl> rla usa) sUggests  that rendering. The imperfect is rather strange. One might be tempted to  connect it with the beginning of the Passion-prediction Mt. 16: 21a where the  word 3l ,“he began’, was continued with an imperfect tense, namely „4,,“he  shall show”. But the great distance between the two verbs does not make that  very probable, even less so because this imperfect (J,&) has its place behind  five other imperfect tenses which are being subordinated to ‘to show” and not  to ‘he began’. It was again Hogg, in spite of his translation, who pointed out  the resemblance between 'T“ and Sy“ at this point (in his apparatus). In fact, the  Sinaitic Syriac reads M> dl \ sa ‘and he shall speak the word  openly’.'” The fact that Marmardji was beside the mark here with his translation  (a. he wrongly translated the Arabic; b. he forgot to check the Syriac text)  does not make us speak of incapacity and negligence. It only illustrates how  difficult it is to give an exact rendering. But this difficulty must be taken into  account. It means that students of textual criticism should be very prudent in  making use of these translations. For that purpose also, it is useful to present a  small list with the five existing translations, namely that of Ciasca, Hamlyn  Hill, Hogg, Preuschen and Marmardji. The underlined words denote where  these versions do not agree. After the synopsis each of these versions will be  dealt with separately.  A: (T*IX: 18 = Lk. 6: 35): Jesus teaches the Disciples’  USls zl A s ala 5  ‘“for He {is} féigning to disregard the wicked and the infidels’  ÖTL QÜTOS XPNOTÖS EOTLV ETL TODS ANAPLOTOVS KAL TOVNPOÜS  ‘for he is kind to the ungrateful and the wicked’  Ciasca (1888):  ‘“ipse enim benignus est super malos et ingratos’  Hamlyn Hill (1894):  ‘for he is kind toward the evil and the unthankful!”  ‘for he is lenient toward  Hogg (1895):  s the wicked and the ungrateful’  Preuschen (1926):  ‘denn er (ist) nachgiebig gegen Böse und  Undankbare’  109 Cf.S. C. E. Legg, Nouum Testamentum Graece ... Euangelium secundum Marcum, Oxford  1935, in loco: “haec verba (= vs. 32a) ad fin. vers. 31 iungit Sy®. (= resurget, et palam verbum  loquetur)’.Euangelium secundum Marcum, Oxtord
V235 In Iloco ‘haec verba 328) ad tin. Kn 31 lungıt Sy Il>er palam verbum
loquetur)”.
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Marmard)ı (1935) Car l taıt semblant de AS voır ] S81 on POUTF les
mechants ei les ingrats’

Marmard)ı protested agaınst the BerTTIN PE (verb zL, AGE part V1Ü), because 1t
would NOLT render the 5Syriac wordıing properly. He proposed rectitication
by of the erb (IV the preposıtion E meanıng tTO bestow favors
upON S: O The translatıons of C(‘1asca an Hamlyn 111l AIC adoptions of the
Syrıac LLL “kınd". mild’, and certaınly NOLT ıteral translations of the Arabıc
LEXT. Hogg an Preuschen mıssed the poıint ere by rendering the erb LOO

weak (‘lenient’, “nachgiebig”), Causıng unsatisfactory translatıon! Marmard)ı
W as right 1n hıs alternatıve rendering between brackets.

51 Mt 22) ‘About Anger
Al o aa

11011 be lıtigated by the communıty
£VOXOS SGTAL TW GOUVEÖPLO®
‘shall be l1able the councıl”
C1asca "Teus er1ıt concılio?

shall be accountable the councıl?Hamlyn ıll
Hogg 15 condemned by the 5Synagogue’
Preuschen ‘dem W1I'd der Prozess yemacht VO der

Gemeindeversammlung’
Marmard)ı “‘sera \ vaıncu Par SO  a} adversaıre] condamne

Pat ’assembläe’
c  1ST ın der Schar des Frevels überführt’CT Levın (Mt 22

Hamlyn Hıll’s translatıon 15 based the Latın rendering of Ciasca: Hogg’s
translatıon “Synagogue 15 motivated by O116 of the meanıngs of the Syrıac
(: a ON Preuschen’s translatıon 15 rendering of Marmard)ı's
alternatıve translatıon between the brackets 15 result of the tact that he dıd
NOT notıice interchange of the verbal ftorms 1n the Arabiıc, VE torm for

170 The translatıon 15 based (1 tor 111), ..  to bring legal actı1on agaınst SO which 1$ rather
tree and periphrastic reproduction of the Syriac erb z R B (Pa:) to md ou1lty”, ..  to
condemn)’. C+t. also Hogg, Diatessaron, 5 9 OTE “The word contend successtully,
but 1t 1 sed throughout by (DELT translator 1ın the of condemn. It theretore constıtutes

Syriacısm. G+ also Lane, Arabic-Englısh Lexıicon, I’ F54 where 1$ otffered the tollowing,
rather rarc«c, rendering of (1) lıtıgated ın valıd, sound, manner’, which merely
has een orounded Msb The “ Mısb.  1]» of al-Fayyümı). In Op1ınıon, thıs 15 typıically

(GANe where the exception oes NOTL contirm the rule (cf NOLE 112 below) The tact that
Murtada al-Zabidi recorde: the torms (3) and (8 of Msb tor hıs ftamous ag al-‘arüs, anı
actually omıtted torm C1) 1$ In thıs reSPECL quıte sıgnıfıcant.
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{I11 tOo conquer’ (: fOÖ detfeat (ın argument)', to contend wıth 1n
altercatıon’ OT tO dispute wıth sS.0 141 tTtO AavVe aw-sult agaınst SWOL,

to bring legal actıon agaınst S:0.°) 'The translations “condemned’ 0g2) an
“condamne’ (Marmard)ı) AA derıved trom the Syriac erb C U 15 remarkable
that T“ with ditfered ere from 1fSs usual rendering of CL (Ba and Ethpa:),
to confute’, tO tind oui1lty”, tOo condemn’. The tact 1S, that the Syrıac LETTIN 45

ell iın Mt ZU8 22111 45 iın B has been translated wiıth the verb
(2C) tTtO deserve’, tTtO require”, which, A tar AaSs Its meanıng SOCS, 15 tar HAUTE

neutral.

111 Mt 25a) ‘About Anger
Ms AL y LE S
Mss BE  © ıdem, but 6 (l

113\Be makıng-up wıth VOUL adversary quickly
E  1691 SVDVOOV TW  e OAVTLÖLKO OOU 10440
‘Make riends quickly wiıth yYyOUL accuser’”

C‘1asca °‘Esto consentıens adversarıo LUO C1to’
Hamlyn Hıll ‘“Agree wıth thine adversary quickly’”
Hogg oın thine adversary quickly’
Preuschen ‘ Ersetze den Schaden deinem Prozess-

SCHHNCI schnell’
Marmard)ı [so1s reparant 11116 chose] SO1S d’accord

A LOn adversaıre ıte
5y wxarcch>3 A'U<‘ICD

SC5y ıdem, but

Hamlyn Hıll’s translatıon 15 clearly renderıng of (1asca’s Liatın., which 1n ItSs
turn 15 reflection of the Syrıiac erb FWAtT< (Ethpa.) to agree'; Hogeg's renderıng

1323 C Joosse, Sermon, Commentary Mt. (a and C} 120125
Ka Payne Smıiıth, Thesaurus Syrıacus, (Oxtord I, 1714 Su Da —1, lınes 1 9

however, records SYNOILYILL, but Oes NOL mentıon the erb CT Lane, Arabıc-Eng-
Iiısh Lexicon I) 607 (V1) SyIı wiıth (vı) .  tOo dıispute’, ‘contend wıth ONMNEC another’).
In Steingass, Learner’s Arabic-Englısh Dictionary, E 1Impress10n, Beıirut 1989, the
tollowing has een remarke: 327 (1) "conquer adversary’, 111 ‘have aw-sult
agalnst aCC;):s (V1) ‘dıspute ıth OIlLC another’, “contest 1n aw-sult‘ and E 288) (1 1V)

get the better of adversary 1n law-sult’, (v1) “contend tor right”, (vaı ‘have
aw-sult agaınst each other’). C# Iso (OStaz, Dictionnaire Syriaque, 999 . — DEIW ‘guilty”,
‘deserving (D

L5 Téi ere ollows ın the periphrastıical STTIMÄCLLTE ‘he makıng-up WIt. the Syr1ac, which 1n S
ollows the Greek VEXT.
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JO1N 15 based the erb (VI) and/or ditfterent IMCAILLLS of the erb
Y<at< O J O11 } but NOLT of (VI) Preuschen Opt10N 15 translatıon of
different MCAaM1NS of the Arabıc verb VD redress loss Marmard)ı
alternatıve translatıon between the brackets 15, essentially, COTTEGE hıs definite
rendering SO1S5 accord 15, however, agreemen wıth the translatıon of
(1l1asca an Hamlyn Hıll Marmard)ı however, derived hıs translatıon ftrom
Arabıc el , which 15 NOLT the Mss of the D1iatessaron, LLOT thefe
of the other Arabıc OUICCS GCOLFEEI translatıon has be ounded the
Arabiıc erb (VI) make make z00d an the 5yriac Y<art<

(Ethpa be reconcıled make allıance JO1M CONSENT

OT tor example (by introducing conjectural text) (VI) be amıcable
be harmony The readıng of the Mss BE  © 15 MOSLT lıkely later

COTFEeGCHON read ustment of the diacrıitical punctuanon under the influence
of the Varılıous of the Syrıac verb YZart< In thıs WAaY, tried
rectify the readıng which theır OPIN1ON W 4S iHNAGCEUHFATIEG

Mt 11) “The Lord Prayer
Mss AEO U L!
Ms L».A‚.: d

Ar CONSTITUCLIONALO (31ve us the tood of today
5yriacısm

‘(31ve us tood today 5Syriacısm 19970 today
‘(31ve us the tood of OUTr day U g Ginterpreted AS sutffix

pluralıs
5114(31ve us (QUT tood of the day

U1 Ve us the strength of today
He us strength today
U 1Ve LES the strength of OUTL day
‘(31ve us OUTr strength of the day

(C1asca anc quotidianum da nobis
Hamlyn Hıll (31ve us the SUSTENANCE lıt ower of today I5

Hogg (51vie us he ftood of today
Preuschen ‘G1b HS das tägliche  .. Bro
Marmard)ı Donne OUS la NnNOUrrıiture de

114 C Joosse, Sermon, 101 ıınder 4]7 DE15
L5 The example 15 OLLC of the IA 1NSLAanCce. where Hamlyn Hıl! dittfers trom hıs model

C1asca.
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Wırch ‚;pDamem! an “Brot% C1asca an Preuschen do NOT present us ıteral
renderings of OTNC of the Arabıc CXS, but rather translatıon of the Syriac

\'Cn.uÄ, which Wa ‘bread’, an sOomet1imes also ‘f00d’ 116 Possibly,
could NOLT ‘translıterate) the Syrıac here, because the Arabıc expression

“‘meat’. Thereftore, the translator had ook tor neutral The
Arabıc UU CGS Lar W Lev, Ya however, all read U 4> Our bread’. Hamlyn
Hıll rendered Ms (4ist vers10n). The readıng of Ms be later
correctlion. sceribe MUST aVeEe interpreted CO AEO) ASs misspelled d , that
15 he read the CONSLIUCT wıth -t2  n 8 marbüta instead of wıth - Hoge
based hıs translatiıon OIl the Mss AEO (1st vers10n), inıtı1atıve yenitive
construction, ot which the second part read Syriacısm instead of Classıical
Arabıc > ‘today'; Marmard)ı also chose AEO (3rd vers10n), but he dıd NOLT

interpret the word I® 4aSs A Syriacısm! Smith Lewı1s’ remark” that the Arabıc
Dı1ıatessaron lacks SYNOLILY ITI tor Greek ONUWEPOV, Oes NOT hold Atck; tor
thıs of the word 1S, of COUTSC, impliıed 1n the Syriacısm U

In hac vers10ne, Ntum, salva tidelıtate, integrum tuit, indolem stylumque
ervavı Clementinae Vulgatae, utL quilıbet conferens, s1bı persuadere
possıt de utrıusque substantıaliı contormitate” Wıth these words C1asca
introduced hıs translatıon published 1599 which W 4S added the
Arabiıc LeXTt “  1n commodum Theologorum arabicı cognıtione carentium ”
According SOINC scholars 11S translatıon W as ın general reliable OI1LC, although
1n SOTIINC QlEle would aVe wıshed tor rendering.
Others, however, NM OTE severely eriticızed (Hasca’s attemptL adapt hıs
rendering the Clementine Vulgata. hıs adaptatıon had led hım
result the intention which underlied hıs attempt adapt, namely

o1ve help students of textual eritic1sm untraıned ın Arabiec: where hıs LEXT

dıtfered from the Clementine LEXT the peculıar readıng of the Arabıc Di1iatessaron
should ave been tound But 45 atLer of tact, hıs translatıon has been
deeply intluenced by the Vulgate TexXT that Iaı y interesting details of the
Arabiıc TeXi ave een etfaced. thınk, thıs eriıtic1ısm 15 COTTEecCcTt. € 15 clear that
such PeXi CAaNnnNnOL be sed AS ‘eritical? LEXT: tor textual studies. “  O Nevertheless,
(‘asca’s work had the meriI1t that 1T acquaınted Ial y scholars wıth thıs ımportant
work long hıdden. And 1ın spıte of IES inexactness, scholars tound quıte

116 C Greek OPTOV, ‘bread’, food’
197 Agnes Smuith Lewıs (ed )) The Old Syrıac Gospels
118 For example Sellın, Der Text, 229-230, Anmerkung
119 (3 Helt, Duie altsyrısche Evangelienübersetzung,
120 G£ Hogg, Diatessaron, 36; Sellın, Der ext, 229-230, Anm.1; Fljelt; Die altsyrısche

Evangelienübersetzung,
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tew pecularıtıies 1n 1t which sufficiently cshowed the signıfıcance of thıs TCeXT tor
the reconstruction of the original harmony. The tirst translatıon of the Arabıc
Diıiatessaron 1in modern language 15 Hamlyn Hıll’s. Hıs Englısh translatıon,
however, 15 NOLT based the Arabıc TOXU but the vulgatized Latın rendering
oft (1asca. Hamlyn Hıll had compared (C1asca’s Latın FCXT wiıth the Arabıc LEXT

1ın number of9an approved of hıs renderıing. He decided make
English versiıon trom the Latın. Finally, thıs Englısh versiıon W 4S compared

verbatım wıth the Arabıc text  121
second Englısh translatıon W 4S published by Hogg, wh based hıs

translatıon the Arabiıc TexT of (1asca’s edition. The manuscr1pts and
WeEIC NOL verıftied themselves and C1asca’s Latın W asSs seldom consulted, EXCEDL
when 1t W as thought the Arabic might be obscured by misprint. Hamlyn
Hıll’s Englısh W 4S compared by Hogg wiıth hıs OW rendering. Thıs took
place maıinly transter Hamlyn Hıll’s SyStemM of LEXT references the margın
of the HC work In comparıson wıth the earlier translatıons, Hogg aiımed
be ‘overliteral’. He even made etfort the order of words. The
Greek and the Revised Version ave een sed 1ın almost CVCLY GCASe determıne
how the Arabiıc teNses and conJunctiOnNs chould be vendered. “ On the
whole, the translatıon MaYy 4S the MOST reliable rendering of the Arabıc
TEXT tor WANt of better ONEC

Preuschen’s (serman translatıon the other hand W as eriticısm
and considered be inaccurate. Hıs translatıon seemed dependent C1iasca’s
edıtion an 1t W as NOL ounded the manuscrı1ıpt tradıtion. 'The Englısh
translatıons of Hamlyn Hıll! an Hogg WEeTITC barely consulted. Moreover,
Preuschen seldom registered translatıon varıant of Hogg Oott emphasızed
the iteral character of the translation. “  3 Peters; however, disagreed wiıth hım
and sounded OTte of warnıng agalnst the uUus«ec of Preuschen’s translatıon 45 he
TCW attention the tact that the latter, instead of rendering the Arabıc TexTt

lıterally, often “der Text der ıhm geläufigen Lutherbibel 1ın die Feder geflossen
1ST » 124

Marmard)ı"s French translatıon could also NOT Pass the LEeST of er1iti1cısm.
Baumstark W 4S the first hıs irrıtatiıon about the annoyıng corrections
of the so-called “fautes de traduction de l’original arabe” 1n the footnotes ot
the Arabıc LEexXT an iın the French translatıon, 1n which they had been carrıed

12 C+ Hamlyn Hıll, Farlıiest Lıife, D
1272 Eit: Hogg, Diatessaron, 41 Rr 1S theretore only where 1t ıtftfers trom these that ()JUTI

translatıon Cal be quoted without investigatıon 21ving pOSItLLVE evıdence').
178 i Preuschen (- Pott); 'atı1ans Diatessaron, ‘S1e erweılst sıch als möglichst wortgetreu .
174 G+ Peters, Das Diatessaron, 20
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OUuUtL CC when they WT in wıth the Old Syrıac tradition.“
Margoliouth W A5S the eXT scholar er1ıt1c1ze thıs translatıon vehemently. He
blamed Marmard)ı tor NOLT havıng taken the Arabıc translator ser10usly, tor
havıng made PUunNn the atter’s words aN! tor havıng misınterpreted them
intentionally. “ As becomes clear ftrom what has been sa1d above, Marmardjı's
translatiıon has be consıdered unreliable SCHAT GE in INan y Prudence
15 called tor ıf ON wiıshes UuUs«ec thıs translatıon; NOLT only by those wh do
NOT MASTter the Arabıc language and IMS appeal the French translatıon, but
certaınly also by the specialısts ın thıs specıfic tield of research tor whom
Marmardjı"s edition an translatıon of might be ‘Fundgrube’ Aall
‘minetield’ Aat the SAamlle time.

The anguage oft the Arabıc Dı1atessaron.

All kınds of studies ave oıven attention the character of the Arabıc sed 1ın
T‘\ Thiıs In ıtself 15 complicated IMAaLter. It ASSUTNEC that the Arabıc Dı1atessaron
would ave been wrıtten around the VYCal 1000, WC aVe address the question
of which Lypec of Arabıc W as Current 1ın Christian communıtıes tor example
that of Bagdad‘” about that time. To ANSWET thıs question ave turn

Middle Arabie Middle Arabıc (MA) 15 the connecting ınk between the
Arabıc spoken the CN of the Muslim CONqUESLTS a! itSs modern spoken
dıalects. 15 NOL development OT debasement of Classıical Arabıc (GA) It
15 rather development of North Arabıan dialects of the Lype Its beginnıngs
ate back the earliest days of the Muslim CONqUESLS. The first traccs of

1725 ( Baumstark, FeVI1EW Marmard}ı, T7A
126 ( Margoliouth, FeVIEW Marmardjı, T “"T'hıs torm of humour of which Prot. Marmard)ı

1$ clearly MmMaster, 15 1n comedy hıghly ettective. But translatıon of the Gospels 1S
unsuıtable place tor Its indulgence’.

12r ( Baarda, The Author, EIMW 236) “Che Christian works of Ibn at- Taıyıb98  Joosse  5  out even when they were in contrast with the Old Syriac tradition."  Margoliouth was the next scholar to criticize this translation vehemently. He  blamed Marmardji for not having taken the Arabic translator seriously, for  having made a pun on the latter’s words and for having misinterpreted them  intentionally.'”® As becomes clear from what has been said above, Marmardji’s  translation has to be considered an unreliable source in many respects. Prudence  is called for ıf one wishes to use this translation; not only by those who do  not master the Arabic language and must appeal to the French translation, but  certainly also by the specialists in this specific field of research for whom  Marmardji’s edition and translation of T* might be a ‘Fundgrube’ and a  ‘minefield’ at the same time.  V. The Language of the Arabic Diatessaron.  All kinds of studies have given attention to the character of the Arabic used in  'T“ T'his in itself is a complicated matter. If we assume that the Arabic Diatessaron  would have been written around the year 1000, we have to address the question  of which type of Arabic was current in Christian communities — for example  that of Bagdad‘” — about that time. To answer this question we have to turn  to Middle Arabic.'”® Middle Arabic (MA) is the connecting link between the  Arabic spoken on the eve of the Muslim conquests and its modern spoken  dialects. MA is not a development or debasement of Classical Arabic (CA). It  is rather a development of North Arabian dialects of the CA type. Its beginnings  date back to the earliest days of the Muslim conquests. The first traces of MA  125 Cf. Baumstark, review Marmardjı, p. 238.  126 Cf. Margoliouth, review Marmardjı, p. 78: “This form of humour of which Prof. Marmardji  is clearly a master, is in comedy highly effective. But a translation of the Gospels is an  unsuitable place for its indulgence”.  127  Cf. Baarda, The Author, p. 90 (= ETWJ, p. 236): “The Christian works of Ibn at-Taiyib ...  betray the conditions of a Syriac-speaking church, the Christian community of Bagdad,  within an Arabic-writing Muslim world’.  128  Cf. a.0. Joshua Blau, The Emergence and Linguistic Background of Judaeo-Arabic. A  Study of the Origins of Middle Arabic, Oxford 1965 (reprint Jerusalem 1981); id., Studies ın  Middle Arabic and its Judaeo-Arabic Variety, Jerusalem 1988; id., A Grammar of Christian  Arabic I-I1-II (CSCO 267, 276, 279), Louvain 1966-1967; Sıimon Hopkins, Studies in the  Grammar of Early Arabic. Based upon papyrı datable to before A.H. 300 / A.D. 912 , LOS,  Vol. 37, Oxford 1984; Bengt Knutsson, Studies in the Text and Language of Three Syriac-Arabic  Versions of the Book of Judicum, with special reference to the Middle Arabic Elements,  Leiden 1974; Samir Kussaim, Contribution ä l’etude du moyen arabe des coptes, in: Le  Mus€&on 80 (1967), p. 153-209 and 81 (1968), p. 5-78; I. Schen, Usama Ibn Mungidh’s  Memoirs: Some Further Light on Muslim Middle Arabic, in: JSS 17 (1972), p. 218-236 and  18 (1973), p. 64-97.betray the condıtions ot Syriac-speakıng church, the Christian communıty of Bagdad,
wıthin Arabic-writing Muslim world’.

128 e& A Joshua Blau, The Emergence and Linguistic Background of Judaeo-Arabic.
Study of the Orıgıns of Miıddle Arabıc, Oxtord 1965 (reprint Jerusalem 1981 id., Studıies INn
Middle Arabıc and ıts Judaeo-Arabic Varıety, Jerusalem 1988; ıd.; AAar of Christian
Arabıc 11411114 CSCO Z67; 276, 279); Louvaın 6-1 Sımon Hopkıns, Studıes In the
Grammar of Early Arabiıc. Based UPDOL papyrı '2tabhle betore 300 /A 917 LOS.
Vol d Oxtord 1984; Bengt Knutsson, Studıes In the Text 4M Language of Three Syriac-Arabic
Versions of the ook of Judicum, wıth specıal refterence the Middle Arabıc Elements,
Leiden 1974; Samır Kussaım, Contribution V’etude du 0yı arabe des CODPTLES, 1n 7
Museon )’ 153209 an 81 1968), 5-/8; Schen, Usama Ibn Mungıdh’s
Memuaoaoırs: Ome Further Light Muslim Middle Arabıc, 1n JSS 1 (1972) 2182476 and
18 64-97
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ftorms 1ın wrıtten (EeXT AapPPCar 1ın the early eighth CENTLUTY. The Or1g21ns of
ate back the per10d preceding the fixatiıon of the of by the
orammarıans N linguists of the eighth-tenth centurıies an onwards. “
CaNnnot be tound ın Its PUrCc form, 1.€. which e wriıtten entirely ın
'The only WaYy ın which isolate features 15 by showing how they dıtter
trom the accepted orammatıcal of whiıch 15 the NEATEST approxımatıon

the spoken language Early New Arabiıc, 1.e. the dialects.” Miıddle Arabıc 15
dıivided into three branches: Muslım, Christian an Judaeo-Arabic. hıs
dıvısıon, however, be based primarıly extra-linguistical, tor instance
soci1ological, characteristics. ”  1 Contrary Muslim authors,;, Jewiısh al
Christian wriıters WEeTC NOLT ımbued wıth the ıdeal of wrıting ‘Arabiya OT DPUIC
Arrabioc They WEEIC less devoted the standard of the Koran, E Just had
LOO lıttle knowledge of rules raı n  regulations. ” Not hındered by these

OT tettered by al the orammatıcal requırements iınvolved ın the perfect
of Christian an Jewish authors WEOIC free wriıte 1ın language

also contaımıng the vernacular of theır time. } 'The influences of lıyıng speeches
such 4S Hebrew and Aramaıc (SyL1aC) made themselves telt in the Jewiısh and
Christian communıtıes where Arabic oradually yaıned oround. ” Not al
deviations ftrom CAall, however, be consıdered AS EIrHe phenomena.
'The also contaın addıtional result of the diglossy, 1.€. pseudo-correct
lınguistic phenomena, which reprESCNLS neıther the Lrue Classıcal 110

the vernacular. The alternatıon of Early New Arabıc and pseudo-correct
teatures 15 charaecteristic tor texts. ©! the other hand, the OGECHITECHEE of
loanforms, due the Greek AI Aramaıc "Vorlase., has be taken into
2ACGCOUNRT. Most of the Christian Arabıc ATIC translatıons of Greek
an Syriac and, especı1ally ın the C4SeE of translatıons of the Bıble, somet1ımes

129 GT Schen, I972; Z
1300 ıbıd., 219
1A7 C+. Drıint, The Mount Siınal Arabıc Version, Chapter R secti1on 4, 1323
132 C4 Versteegh, Pıdginization and Creolizatıiıon: The (‚ase of Arabıc, (Amsterdam studıes

in the theory an hıstory of lınguistic scıence. Ser1es L  „ urrent 1ISSUES 1n lınguistic theory,
vol 3 ‚ Amsterdam Philadelphia 1984, 472 rather, Jewish and Chriıstian Arabıc W 4A5

much LLLOÖTC CONservatıve 1n the that ıT preserved the orıgınal radıcal innovatıons of the
language that has een introduced atter the CONqUESTLS, instead of O1VINg them under the
influence of the Classıcal, the Muslim dialects otften dı

133 C Schen, 1972, 219 Blau, Grammar, I7 1 ’ Knutsson, Studıes, X14 an 47 -_-44
134 CT Knutsson, Studıes, SC and 43; ct. Versteegh, Pıdginization 272 Creolizatıion,

M has CVECMN een asserted that ın the CS6 of Judaeo-Arabiıc an poss1ibly also ın the CAasSc ot
Christian Miıddle Arabıc ATC dealıng ıth discrete varıety, insotar the ‘taulty” USe of
the wrıtten language wıthın led ıts adoption DG standard Dy that Zroup .

135 C Baarda, The Author, p 70 ETW)J, 236)
136 Knutsson, O, C and 43-44:; Blau, Grammar, I’ 50-54; id., On Pseudo-Corrections

In OME Semitıic Languages, Jerusalem 19/70, CSP 6106
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awkward and ıteral that they AT hardly worthy of being called Arabic ar

11 The language sed in the Sermon the Mount of the Arabıc Diatessaron ”
exhıbits, NeXT COTrrecCi features indeed, ‘” but has undoubtedly
been influenced heavıly by the Syrıac of the > 140  ‘Vorlage’. These so-called
Syriacisms ” torm the basıs of the translatıon of the Arabic Dıatessaron.
Theretfore sımply CaTno: apply classıcal standards the translatıon of the
Arabic I)ıatessaron. T ’hus; ı$ wısh establısh erıter1a by which the language
of Bıble XUS; C I, CT be distinguished, chould always mınd Judging
each and [CX T ItSs < meri1ts.

Hog W as the tirst scholar Ta the attention of the scholars “the
inferi0rity of of the translatıon” oft the Arabıc Di1iatessaron, but he retused

142TAaW conclusıions ftrom that. Aa Marmard)ı especı1ally assoc1ated the
arfier of language an style wıth authorship. ” According Marmard)ı 1t
W as OUL of the question that Ibn at- Fa1yıb could avVe been the wrıter of the
Arabıc Dıatessaron, tor 1ts author continually exhibited POOI knowledge of

461hıs opınıon W asSs supported by Margoliouth ‘” 4S ell 4S Kahle
Marmard)ı BaVC evera| examples taken ftrom the TexT whiıch he had edıted,

147an in these tind violatıons agalnst the rules of Arabıc STAaIINAL,

1F ( Blau, Grammar, I‚ 70 and 5 9 Knutsson, Studıes, 'However, 110 Judgement100  Joosse  so awkward and literal that they are hardly worthy of being called Arabic at  all.'” The language used in the Sermon on the Mount of the Arabic Diatessaron‘”  exhibits, next to correct CA, MA features indeed, ” but has undoubtedly  been influenced heavily by the Syriac of the ‘Vorlage’.'“ These so-called  Syriacisms'*" form the basis of the translation of the Arabic Diatessaron.  Therefore we simply cannot apply classical standards to the translation of the  Arabic Diatessaron. Thus, ıf we wish to establish criteria by which the language  of Bible texts, e.g. T“, can be distinguished, we should always mind judging  each and every text on its own merits.  Hogg was the first scholar to draw the attention of the scholars to “the  inferiority of parts of the translation” of the Arabic Diatessaron, but he refused  142  to draw conclusions from that.  A.-S. Marmardji especially associated the  matter of language and style with authorship. ”” According to Marmardji it  was out of the question that Ibn at-Taiyıb could have been the writer of the  Arabic Diatessaron, for its author continually exhibited poor knowledge of  146  CA.'* This opinion was supported by Margoliouth‘“” as well as Kahle.  Marmardji gave several examples taken from the text which he had edited,  147  and ın these we find violations against the rules of Arabic grammar,  105  137 Cf. Blau, Grammar, I, p. 20 and p. 54; Knutsson, Studies, p. 4: ‘However, no judgement ...  can be arrived at without a thorough knowledge of the translation of the version concerned’.  138  Cf. also Georg Graf, Der Sprachgebrauch der ältesten christlich-arabischen Literatur. Ein  Beitrag zur Geschichte des Vulgär-Arabisch, Leipzig 1905 and Blau’s comment upon the  book of Graf in: Arabica, Revue d’&tudes arabes 28 (1981), p. 187-203, esp. p. 193-194  (= Studies in Middle Arabic ..., 1988, p. 118-134, esp. p. 124-125): ‘Besides Ancient South  Palestinian Christian Arabic, it also deals with the Arabic diatessaron and the gospel translation  made in Spain ... pioneerwork, but it is hardly capable of being considered a linguistically  profound study ...’ (cf. also Blau, The Importance of Middle Arabic Dialects for the History  of Arabic, in: Scripta Hierosolymitana 9 (1961), p. 206-228, esp. p. 206 = Studies in Middle  Arabic ..., 1988, p. 61-84, esp. p. 61, where we can also find A. Fischer’s condemnation of  Graf’s work!).  139  Cf. Joosse, Sermon, Appendix A1, p. 389-393.  140  Cf. Anis Frayha, Influence of Syriac Grammar on Arabic, in: al-Abhaäth, Quarterly Journal  of the American University of Beirut, xiv (1961), p. 39-60.  141  Cf. Joosse, Sermon, Appendix A2, p. 394-95.  142  Cf. Hogg, Diatessaron, p. 36.  143  See$VI:  144  Cf. Marmardji, Diatessaron, p. Ixxxviii; cf. Versteegh, Pidginization and Creolization, p. 8:  ‘... the Jewish writer Maymonides used Classical Arabic in some of his works, but Judaeo-  Arabic in his letters to his coreligionists.”  145  Cf. Margoliouth, review Marmardji, p. 76:  the language of this Diatessaron is  incorrect and unclassical  ’.  146  See $ VL  147  Cf. Marmardji, Diatessaron, p. xi1i-xv: [ : ‘Fautes de grammaire dans le texte arabe’; examples  in the Sermon on the Mount e.g. Mt. 5: 15; 5: 23; 5: 31 etc.CAall be arrıved al wıthout A thorough knowledge ot the translatıon of the versıion concerned’.
1358 ( Iso Georg Graf, Der Sprachgebrauch der ältesten chrıistlich-arabischen Lıteratur. Eın

Beıtrag ST Geschichte des Vulgär-Arabisch, Leipz1g 1905 and Blau’s COMMENLT UDOL the
book of raf 1: Arabica, KRevue d’etudes arabes 28 (1981), 187-203, CSP 193-194

Studıes In Middle Arabıc P 19858, 118-134, CS 124-125): ‘Besıdes nNcıent South
Palestinian Christian Arabiıc, ıt also deals wıth the Arabic diatessaron and the xospel translatıon
made ın Spaın100  Joosse  so awkward and literal that they are hardly worthy of being called Arabic at  all.'” The language used in the Sermon on the Mount of the Arabic Diatessaron‘”  exhibits, next to correct CA, MA features indeed, ” but has undoubtedly  been influenced heavily by the Syriac of the ‘Vorlage’.'“ These so-called  Syriacisms'*" form the basis of the translation of the Arabic Diatessaron.  Therefore we simply cannot apply classical standards to the translation of the  Arabic Diatessaron. Thus, ıf we wish to establish criteria by which the language  of Bible texts, e.g. T“, can be distinguished, we should always mind judging  each and every text on its own merits.  Hogg was the first scholar to draw the attention of the scholars to “the  inferiority of parts of the translation” of the Arabic Diatessaron, but he refused  142  to draw conclusions from that.  A.-S. Marmardji especially associated the  matter of language and style with authorship. ”” According to Marmardji it  was out of the question that Ibn at-Taiyıb could have been the writer of the  Arabic Diatessaron, for its author continually exhibited poor knowledge of  146  CA.'* This opinion was supported by Margoliouth‘“” as well as Kahle.  Marmardji gave several examples taken from the text which he had edited,  147  and ın these we find violations against the rules of Arabic grammar,  105  137 Cf. Blau, Grammar, I, p. 20 and p. 54; Knutsson, Studies, p. 4: ‘However, no judgement ...  can be arrived at without a thorough knowledge of the translation of the version concerned’.  138  Cf. also Georg Graf, Der Sprachgebrauch der ältesten christlich-arabischen Literatur. Ein  Beitrag zur Geschichte des Vulgär-Arabisch, Leipzig 1905 and Blau’s comment upon the  book of Graf in: Arabica, Revue d’&tudes arabes 28 (1981), p. 187-203, esp. p. 193-194  (= Studies in Middle Arabic ..., 1988, p. 118-134, esp. p. 124-125): ‘Besides Ancient South  Palestinian Christian Arabic, it also deals with the Arabic diatessaron and the gospel translation  made in Spain ... pioneerwork, but it is hardly capable of being considered a linguistically  profound study ...’ (cf. also Blau, The Importance of Middle Arabic Dialects for the History  of Arabic, in: Scripta Hierosolymitana 9 (1961), p. 206-228, esp. p. 206 = Studies in Middle  Arabic ..., 1988, p. 61-84, esp. p. 61, where we can also find A. Fischer’s condemnation of  Graf’s work!).  139  Cf. Joosse, Sermon, Appendix A1, p. 389-393.  140  Cf. Anis Frayha, Influence of Syriac Grammar on Arabic, in: al-Abhaäth, Quarterly Journal  of the American University of Beirut, xiv (1961), p. 39-60.  141  Cf. Joosse, Sermon, Appendix A2, p. 394-95.  142  Cf. Hogg, Diatessaron, p. 36.  143  See$VI:  144  Cf. Marmardji, Diatessaron, p. Ixxxviii; cf. Versteegh, Pidginization and Creolization, p. 8:  ‘... the Jewish writer Maymonides used Classical Arabic in some of his works, but Judaeo-  Arabic in his letters to his coreligionists.”  145  Cf. Margoliouth, review Marmardji, p. 76:  the language of this Diatessaron is  incorrect and unclassical  ’.  146  See $ VL  147  Cf. Marmardji, Diatessaron, p. xi1i-xv: [ : ‘Fautes de grammaire dans le texte arabe’; examples  in the Sermon on the Mount e.g. Mt. 5: 15; 5: 23; 5: 31 etc.pıoneerwork, but 1T 15 hardly capable of being consıdered lınguistically
profound study (cf. also Blau, The Importance ot Middle Arabıc Dialects tor the Hıstory
of Arabiıc, In: Scripta Hıerosolymitana (3 206-228, CSP 206 Studıies In Middle
Arabıc 1988, 61-84, CSD 61, where Canl also ınd Fischer’s condemnatıon of
Graf’s work!).

139 CT Joosse, Sermon, Appendix Al; 389-393
140 G+ Anıs Frayha, Intluence of Syriac Tammar Arabiıc, s al-Abhath, Quarterly Journal

of the Amerıcan Unıibversıity of Beırut, X1IV 1961), 39-_60
141 . Joosse, Sermon, Appendix A ö 4-9
147 C$ Hogg, Dıiatessaron,
143 See VI
144 Ct Marmard)ı, Diatessaron, Ixxxvin; c+t Versteegh, Pıdginization , Creolizatıion,

the Jewiısh wriıter Maymonides sed Classıcal Arabic iın SOIMNC of hıs works, but Judaeo-
Arabıc 1ın hıs etters hıs coreligi0onists.’

145 C+ Margoliouth, FeV1EW Marmard)ı, the language of thıs Dıatessaron 15
incorrect and unclassıca

146 Nee V{
147 Or Marmard)ı, Diatessaron, X111-XV! ‘Fautes de grammaıre dans le arabe’; examples

1n the Sermon the Mount C, Mt. 15; 23 31 IC
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frıngements of classıcal usage ” and, above all, the unlimıted uUus«c of 5Syriac
words AT eXpressions. ” The ftact that the LEXT of the Arabıc Dıatessaron
chows SIrONg Syriac coloratıion, absolutely natural when observıing
the peri10d and socı1al envıronment ın whiıch Ibn at- Ta1yıb lıved The OEGEGCUFFEIIGE

of Syriacısms 1ın translatıons of the Holy Scriptures still 15 less strıkıng, especılally
1ın envıronment ın which the Syriac W as the language of the lıturgy and the
‘scriptural essons’. When translatıon slavıshly tollows the orıgınal LOXT,
the Vorlage”, thıs 15 NOT necessarıly due the author’s 1gnNOrance, but f IL1LAY
ell point honourable princıple of translation. Baarda commented
thıs: To those tor whom Ibn at- Taiyıb translated, the general publıc tamılıar
wıth the Syrıac Bible, the Dı1atessaron W as venerable document AAA in 1ts
torm of language. Therefore he W 4S OT less compelled keep the Syrıiac
lavour of hıs exemplar, 4S tar as Arabiıc Sra IMar an vocabulary permitted
hım do ın the 1e W of 11a1l who NCW both » 152  languages”. It taır

conclude that the Arabıc Dıiatessaron W 4S translatiıon trom the Syriac
language which perhaps sought allıance wiıth the Syrıac that W as st1ll being
read In the churches.

The first detect the 5Syriac orıg1ın of the Arabıc harmonYy W as the Swedish
scholar Äkerblad. In hıs communıcatıon Zahn he concluded wıth the
words, “Quod ad versıonem Arabıcam attınet, ıllam Syr1aco alıquo exempları
tactam fuisse nullus dubito, Oomn1a enım in hac versione syrıasmum redolent,
10 ©1 Tıtulı capıtum, S1ve sect1onum, S>yrum hominem » 153  arsuunt: Because
of thıs observatıon Zahn, who W 4S NOL Very Optimıst1ıc AGGOUTME of
what Rosenmüller had reported, ”” ZoL HE kal vivıd interest 1ın the Arabıc
LEXT But eviıdently Fahn; ın hıs basıc study of 1881, did NOLT chare hıs
namesake’s optimısm, tor he took the lıne of Rosenmüller and suggested that
the Arabıc harmony W asSs rather free imıtatıon of the Syriac LOXT iın which the

145 Marmard)ı, O, XV-XVI11: ‘ Fautes de CONLrE sens’; examples 1n the Sermon the Mount
Mt. 3 9 3Da 39 Mt 28

149 Marmard)ı *y XV111- SN and ‘Syriacısmes’; (X) GCONLTre le venıe€ arabe, Mt. 4 9 2’
1 „ 3 „ 2 ete. (7) CONLre le genıe eT la orammaıre arabes, tor instance 4 ‚ Mt. 2 9

150 G1 Baarda, The Author, 91 ELW 237
151 O.C-.y 2837)
152 O, 91-972 (EI WY 237-238).
153 See Zahn, Ist Ammon der Tatıan Vertasser?, 11} Band IL, Theil 1‚ Leipzıg

1814, 165-210, 154 (ın the note); ct. the unpublıshed atıan s Evangelıen-Harmonıie,
Ms Theol /8, 3-6 JBeil#ge Nro A where LT 15 tound 1n the handwrıting of Akerblad
himselft.

154 The opınıon oft Rosenmüller 15 o1ven 1ın the SAamlle Ms Theol /8 behind hıs translatıon
ot Akerblad’s samples from the Arabıc ECXT.
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editor had made xood uUus«e of ex1stiıng and CUTFeNT Arabıc Gospel an had
NOT translated the Syriac exemplar much.? It INa y be clear that the alternatıve
between these LW ditterent polnts of 1CeW 15 highly ımportant, tor It ultımately
AaNSWETIS the question whether NOLT the Arabıc harmony May be sed A4as

extual wıtness 1n the attempt FEGOVET the original BEXE of the Syrıac
Dıiatessaron. Subsequent research has shown that the line of Akerblad chould
be consıdered justified in tar that the ex1istence of Syrıac model CAannOor be
doubted, but at the SAamne t1ime It raised another, CVCI IHOTFE dıitficult problem,
namely that of the textual character of the underlying Syriac harmony. 'The
tirst time thıs MmMaLlLtier had been dealt wıth W as in the prelımınary study of
C‘1asca 1ın 883 156 hıs author argued ın SOIMNC conclusıve instances that
the Arabıc harmony emanated trom Syrıac SOUICC, which in hıs opınıon
MUST AVe had LYpPC ot L[CXT that HAL than TIG dıtfered trom the Peshitta
L[EXL Its SO GE really seemed 2ve een descendant trom the original Syrıac
Dıatessaron, CVCI though 1ts GEXT chowed INallıYy dev1atıons trom the LEXT a4aSs

reconstructed by Zahn The latter scholar W as, 4S early AS 1884, iınclıined
aCCECPL SOINEC of Ciasca’s results. ‘” In connection that he warned students
agalnst usıng hıs OW reconstruction AS absolute standard. I he tact that
C1iasca had NOLT spoken the last and decisıve word becomes clear trom remark
by de Lagarde made 1ın 1856, statıng that the harmony completely depends

Peshitta form of text  158 The between C1asca Aa de Lagarde
us wiıth the second AN: maın problem of thıs Chapter.

155 CT Zahn, atı1ans Dıiatessaron, 296
156 ( C1asCca, De Tatıanı Dıatessaron, AF
15 C Zahn, Cardınal Pıtra’s nNeCHNEeStE Beıträge ZUT!T vornıcänıschen Kırchenliteratur, in:

ZEWL, 1884), 61/7-650; A 23-29, under I7 617-626
15 4 )i@e arabische Uebersetzung des “EUOYYEALOV ÖLC. TECOO.PWV), (Kleine Miıttheilungen), 1n:

Nachrichten VO  > der könıglıchen Gesellschaft der Wıssenschatften und der Georg-August-
Unıversıität Göttingen, März 1886, No 47 1502158 The introduction ot hıs artıcle
cCONsısts ot bitter complaınt about the difficult Cırcumstances under which he has work
From thıs publicatıon 1t ADPCAaIs that de Lagarde ha lıvely ınterest In the Arabıc Dı1atessaron
S1ınce 1864 An attempt study the manuscrıpt ıtself 1n Rome W 4s 1n vaın, als iıch (Ostern
1885 1ın der Vatıcana ach dem Codex fragte, WT unzugänglıch). The difficulty
tor the realizatıon of edıtıon W ds the insuttficıent quantıty of Arabıc etters. They WCIC

enough only tor about ejght OCLAVO (these MWCTE the that de Lagarde printed 1n
hıs artıcle ftrom 1asca’s CODYVY and atter revıisıon anı collatiıon ıth the manuscrıpt through

Gu1d)ı). As 1T would last untı| 1888 before the edition could be accomplished ıth the
small stock of etters he could d1ispose of, he SaVC It The LEeXT. printed dı contaın the
tollowing VE 1’ In 1_’ (ın margıne 1- )) 5-80; Mt 1-25;
1-39; Mt. 1b-23: A  9 3) Mt 1b-3a: 4b-6; In Kl (1.e. Ch. 1-3) G* also
Petersen, atıan s Diatessaron., 133135
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The Manusecri1pt Evıdence
'The hypothesıs of 5yriac exemplar received urther attestatıon through the
discovery of the second manuscri1pt: Ms 5: tor 1t testified, 1n preamble 45 ell
4A5 19 colophon, that the translator “translated It trom Syrıiac Into Arabies:
4S 1t reads in the orıgınal wording:An Introduction to the Arabic Diatessaron  103  The Manuscript Evidence  The hypothesis of a Syriac exemplar received further attestation through the  discovery of the second manuscript: Ms. B, for it testified, in preamble as well  as in colophon, that the translator “translated it from Syriac into Arabic”, or,  as it reads in the original wording: ... „l JI Ul al But, more important-  ly, the colophon of the very manuscript even presumes to tell us whose Syriac  copy served as an exemplar for the translator, for it literally (thus with defective  spelling) says: &u al kage>) aul G O> Arahi mlall Sie i mu Jaby Aö cpo . Al We  read in it that Abü’l Farag ibn at-Taiyib translated it from a copy in the  handwriting of Tsaä ibn ‘Alı al-Mutatabbib, ‘” who is designated a pupil of  Hunayn ibn Ishaq. Who were the persons mentioned by the colophon? We  have to deal with that question now in order to get an impression of the  importance of what this subscription wants to make us believe.  a. Hunayn ibn Ishaq was immediately identified by Ciasca as a person who  was somewhere called “the wise Hunayn son of Ishaq a Nestorian physician”,  but he could not say more about him.‘” However, in a nota attached to the  edition of the Arabic text, he reached the final identification with the famous  Abü Zayd Hunayn ibn Ishaq al-Tbadı (A.D. 809-874).' He was, admittedly,  the foremost Christian scholar of his time, and his school was an important  centre of translating activities.  b. Isa ibn ‘Alı al-Mutatabbib was, again in the nota mentioned, identified  by Ciasca as the renowned physician of that name, who was one of the most  outstanding disciples of Hunayn’s school.'“ He was the court physician of  the ‘Abbäsid Caliph al-Mu‘tamid (+ 892 A.D.). We already came across him  under his Syriac name Isho‘ Bar ‘Alı the author of the first Syriac-Arabic  lexicon. It may be clear that the communications given in the colophon are of  real importance. After all, we might conclude from them that the Arabic text  went back to a Syriac original written in the second half of the ninth century.  Howenver, this conclusion depends on the assumption of the reliability of the  communication.  The first doubting words were being uttered by Hjelt.‘“” Of course, Hjelt  159 The Ms. has, by misplacing the diacritical signs, Gubasä instead of Tsä; it also reads al-Muttayyib  or al-Mutib instead of al-Mutatabbib. Baumstark (Geschichte der syrischen Literatur, Bonn  1922, p. 241) and Petersen ( Tatian’s Diatessaron, p. 53-54) have confused the lexicographer  and physician Tsa ibn ‘Ali with a later ophtalmologist by the name of ‘Alı ibn Isä, who was  a pupil of Ibn at-Taiyib. (cf. also Graf, CGAL, II, p. 176, No. 16 and Higgins, The Arabic  Version, p. 194, note 1 where the opinion of Kahle is given: “... a later physician and oculist  of the same name”).  160  C£ Ciasca, Harmomae, p: zuu.  161  0:C:pHaY: *.2 qui Hiraetatıls, fato: cessit an Christu8737  162  O:C2P.ENV.  163  Cf. Hjelt, Die altsyrische Evangelienübersetzung, p. 69.AA AA A.L#.t_) But, LHNOIC important-
ly, the colophon of the VL manuscrıpt ECVCI tell us whose Syrıac
CODY served 4S exemplar tor the translator, tor 1ıt lıterally (thus wıth detective
spellıng) SaVS Cro| AL on w A eAn Introduction to the Arabic Diatessaron  103  The Manuscript Evidence  The hypothesis of a Syriac exemplar received further attestation through the  discovery of the second manuscript: Ms. B, for it testified, in preamble as well  as in colophon, that the translator “translated it from Syriac into Arabic”, or,  as it reads in the original wording: ... „l JI Ul al But, more important-  ly, the colophon of the very manuscript even presumes to tell us whose Syriac  copy served as an exemplar for the translator, for it literally (thus with defective  spelling) says: &u al kage>) aul G O> Arahi mlall Sie i mu Jaby Aö cpo . Al We  read in it that Abü’l Farag ibn at-Taiyib translated it from a copy in the  handwriting of Tsaä ibn ‘Alı al-Mutatabbib, ‘” who is designated a pupil of  Hunayn ibn Ishaq. Who were the persons mentioned by the colophon? We  have to deal with that question now in order to get an impression of the  importance of what this subscription wants to make us believe.  a. Hunayn ibn Ishaq was immediately identified by Ciasca as a person who  was somewhere called “the wise Hunayn son of Ishaq a Nestorian physician”,  but he could not say more about him.‘” However, in a nota attached to the  edition of the Arabic text, he reached the final identification with the famous  Abü Zayd Hunayn ibn Ishaq al-Tbadı (A.D. 809-874).' He was, admittedly,  the foremost Christian scholar of his time, and his school was an important  centre of translating activities.  b. Isa ibn ‘Alı al-Mutatabbib was, again in the nota mentioned, identified  by Ciasca as the renowned physician of that name, who was one of the most  outstanding disciples of Hunayn’s school.'“ He was the court physician of  the ‘Abbäsid Caliph al-Mu‘tamid (+ 892 A.D.). We already came across him  under his Syriac name Isho‘ Bar ‘Alı the author of the first Syriac-Arabic  lexicon. It may be clear that the communications given in the colophon are of  real importance. After all, we might conclude from them that the Arabic text  went back to a Syriac original written in the second half of the ninth century.  Howenver, this conclusion depends on the assumption of the reliability of the  communication.  The first doubting words were being uttered by Hjelt.‘“” Of course, Hjelt  159 The Ms. has, by misplacing the diacritical signs, Gubasä instead of Tsä; it also reads al-Muttayyib  or al-Mutib instead of al-Mutatabbib. Baumstark (Geschichte der syrischen Literatur, Bonn  1922, p. 241) and Petersen ( Tatian’s Diatessaron, p. 53-54) have confused the lexicographer  and physician Tsa ibn ‘Ali with a later ophtalmologist by the name of ‘Alı ibn Isä, who was  a pupil of Ibn at-Taiyib. (cf. also Graf, CGAL, II, p. 176, No. 16 and Higgins, The Arabic  Version, p. 194, note 1 where the opinion of Kahle is given: “... a later physician and oculist  of the same name”).  160  C£ Ciasca, Harmomae, p: zuu.  161  0:C:pHaY: *.2 qui Hiraetatıls, fato: cessit an Christu8737  162  O:C2P.ENV.  163  Cf. Hjelt, Die altsyrische Evangelienübersetzung, p. 69.We
read 1n 1T that bau’l Farag ıb at- Taiyıb translated 1t trom CODY 1n the
handwrıtıng of Is ıb CA| al-Mutatabbib, ” who 15 designated pupıl of
dunayn ıb Ishag. Who WT the PCISOILS mentioned by the colophon? We
AVvVe deal wıth that question 110 1ın order geLl ımpress1ion of the
importance of what thıs subscr1iption make us believe.

Hunayn ıbn Ishagq W as immediately iıdentitied by C1asca 4S DEISON who
W as somewhere called “<he WISe Hunayn SO of Ishaq Nestor1an physıcıan”,
but he could NOLT Sa v LNOTIC about him  160 However, ın OTLa attached the
edition of the Arabıc LEXU he reached the tinal ıdentificatiıon wıth the famous
Ab Zayd Hunayn ıb Ishaq al-Ib  di 809-874).” He Was, admittedly,
the ftoremost Christian scholar of hıs tiıme, A{ hıs school W aS iımportant
GEMLTE of translatıng actıvıtles.

°Is ıbn Au 11-Mutatabbib W 3as, agaln in the OTLa mentioned, iıdentitied
by C(‘1asca 4A55 the renowned physıcıan of that NaIlnc, wh W as OC of the MOST

outstandıng discıples of Hunayn’s school He W as the physıcıan of
the ‘Abbasıd Calıph 11-Mu‘tamıd 8972 AD)) / already CATHE AC1:055 hım
under hıs Syr1aC A Ish Bar AT the author of the first Syriac-Arabic
ex1con. It IMaYy be clear that the communıcatıons o1ven iın the colophon ATC of
rea|] iımportance. After all, miıght conclude trom them that the Arabıc LEXT

went back Syrıac original wrıtten 1n the second haltf of the nınth CENLUFYV.
However, thıs conclusıon depends the assumption of the reliabilıty of the
communıcatıon.

The tirst doubting words WG being uttered by Hielt. Of COUISC; Füjelt
159 The Ms has, by misplacıng the diaecritical S12NS, Gubasa instead ot Is  a; It also reads al-Muttayyıb

al-Mutib instead ot al-Mutatabbib. Baumstark (Geschichte der syrıschen Lıteratur, Bonn
1922 241) and Petersen (Tatan s Diatessaron, S aVvVe contused the lexicographer
and physıcıan °Is ıbn AT wıth later ophtalmologıst by the aIinlc of A ıbn Is  A, who W ds

pupıl of Ibn at- Taıiyıb. (cf. also Graf, CGAL, IL, 1726; No 16 an Hıggıins, The Arabıc
Version, 194, Oote where the opınıon of Kahle 1s o1ven: later physıcıan and oculıst
of the SAamne name  2

160 S: (Ciasca, Harmoniae, 111.
161 0.C.y quı1 Hırae N:  , tato cessıt Christı Q73°
162 O,
163 C Hjelt, Die altsyrısche Evangelienübersetzung,
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did NOLT decline the Syrıiac orıgın and neıither did he wısh detach the AI of
Is ıbn SAl trom the Dı1atessaron, but he W asSs NOT willing aCCEPL that
SAavanct iıke °Is ıb °Alı, could AVE had anythıng do wıth such modest
work S cCopyıng manuscrı1pt. He could only ave one something HAUTE

important than thıs, that 15 SaY, he MUST ave performed scholarly an
skilful revisıon of the lıturgical Diıatessaron 1n the Syriac language. hıs 15 the
C480 why the Arabıc versıion 1ın ItSs colophon has been called the ‘“exemplar’
of Is ıb CA 1 thus 1t W as only natural that thıs BEXT had served as the basıs
tor the Arabıc teXN tor thıs L[EXt* W as the LEeXTUSs of the harmony 1n the
Nestor1an church of the tenth CENTLUFY. It thıs 15 CORFOCE It would sufficıently
explaıin why the translator Ibn at- T’aıyıb trıed hıs UuLMOOST render the 5Syriac
exemplar 1n such taıthful an ıteral WdY Helt then AarZUCS that thorough
revıisıon oft the 5Syrıac Dı1ıatessaron MUST ave taken place atter the t1ime ot
Iso‘dad of Merw, tor the atter’s TCX. 15 INOTEC archaic than the (OIIE tound in the
Arabıc Diatessaron. ©  4 Therefore thıs revisıon MUST AVE taken place ante 1043

and POST S50 hıs would fit 1n VECLY ell wıth hıs thesis that Is
ıb CA. lı might ave been responsıble tor that revis1ı0n. wıll; however, SETeESS
the tact that the manuscrı1ıpt oes NOT actually SaV that ‘Isa ıb AJ W asSs

Fev1Isor of the Syriac TEXT Preambile AS ell as colophon tell us that he W as the
COpYıst. The translator MUST ave deemed himself happy when he could take
manuscrı1pt performed in the famous scrıptorıum of Hunayn an ftrom the
PCH of nobody else than the renowned Is ıbn A.]: 4S the basıs tor hıs vers10n.
Such LEXT, in hıs VvIeEW, would necessarıly be the IMOST reliable LE XT he could
PIOÖOCUIC for hımself. There 15 also another objection be made agalnst the
thesis of Fijelt an that 15 the tact that hıs STALIS wıth a refusal
aAaCCCDL the possıbilıty that Is ıb ATı GVT copıed LEXT of the Syrıiac Di1atessaron
1n the function of LHEGTIE cCopYyıst. Fırst of all, ‘Is ıb ‘Al could aV wrıtten
the CODY durıng the time 1n which he worked 1n school scrıptoriıum
under the supervısıon of Hunayn ( SOINC other scholar, 1.€. 1n hıs youth.
Then, 1T CO ABl be excluded that famous scholar such AS Is ıb °Altı,
dıid the work of COPYISt, tor such works WEEIC of less value than others,
and could, tor example, be performed 4S deed of penıtence ()1. 4S present
somebody.

The second crıt1ic W as Margoliouth, who ın hıs Freview of Marmard)ı's
165edition had accepted the atter’s 1e W concernıng the authorshiıp of Ibn

164 0O.C-.y 6 ’ hıs notion STArts trom the principle that Isö‘d: still] knew the primıtıve [iatessaron
ımself, whıich 1S, however, question that remaıns be CC The observatıons the
Dıatessaron INa Y be ounded older tradıtıon ot COMMENTaAr 1ın the Syrıac exegetical
Iıterature.

165 CT Margolı0outh, FeVIieW Marmard)ı, 76-79
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at- Taıyıb. In connection that he SI thıs ascrıption 15 ITOMNCOUS,
SOINC doubt talls the STALCHTIGETIL that the Syrıac CODY whence It W as made
W as by Bar Alı He thinks there AIiIC HIO consıderations strenghten thıs
doubt AT he lexicographer 3.SSCIT316105  An Introduction to the Arabic Diatessaron  at-Taiyib. In connection to that he wrote: “If this ascription is erroneous,  some doubt falls on the statement that the Syriac copy whence it was made  was by Bar Ali”. He thinks there are more considerations to strenghten this  doubt: “The lexicographer asserts‘® ... that the Diatessaron omitted the  genealogies and was tabooed (muharram) in consequence. The Arabic contains  them as an appendix. But if the work was tabooed, would Bar Ali have copied  it?” — This criticism seems very impressive, much more impressive at least  than the assertions of Kahle, who supposed that the name ITsa ibn ‘Ali had  merely been added to the ancestor of the Mss. B-E-O in order to give more  authority to the apologetical goal which it served.‘” In the opinion of  Margoliouth it must be admitted that if anyone rejects the manuscript tradition  concerning Ibn at-Taiyib, there will be no reason to maintain the reliability of  the tradition concerning Isa ibn ‘Altı. I think, however, that it is not absolutely  necessary to take the view of those scholars rejecting the authorship of Ibn  at-Taiyib. With regard to the lexicographical notice attributed to Tsa ibn ‘Alı  we would like to point out that the author does not say that the Diatessaron  was tabooed but that, with regard to the omission of the genealogies, he only  remarks that “he who composed it has been excommunicated for that reason”  168  With respect to the fact that he mentions the omission  (ummd! 1g 3,5 al S,  of the genealogies, one must take into account that this was a topos ın Syriac  exegetical tradition based on the observations of Theodoret of Cyrrhus.  The third critic of the statement in Ms. B was Higgins.'“” This scholar was  inclined to seek the solutions of some basic problems in the study of the  Arabic harmony in the colophon of Ms. O. It appears, however, that his  interpretation, in which Tsa ibn ‘Alı was the only and true translator of the  Arabic Diatessaron from the Syriac instead of a modest copyist, started from  170  a wrong explanation of a difficult passage in the colophon of Ms O.  We have surveyed three lines of criticism with regard to the manuscript  tradition about the function of Isä ibn ‘Alı in the history of the Diatessaron.  In my opinion the latter two lines have a dead end. As to the first, this could  be a line into which one might be inclined to go along with Hjelt in assuming  that Isä ibn ‘Alı might have done something more than merely copying a  manuscript. Still it should be emphasized that this is not being proven by the  166  R. Payne Smith, Thesaurus, I, 869.  167  Cf. Kahle, Cairo Geniza, (“1959), p. 312; see also $ VI.  168  Cf. Petersen, Tatıan’s Diatessaron, p. 54 (quoting J. R. Harris, The Diatessaron of Tatıan,  Cambridge 1890, p. 13-14): “... is cursed for this reason”. Prof. dr. H. Daiber (Frankfurt am  Main) has put forward the suggestion to read ,, with ha’: “W_hat he wrote is incomplete  for that reason”.  169  Cf. Higgins, The Arabic Version, p. 187-199.  170  Cf. Baarda, The Author, p. 100-102 (= ETWJ, p. 246-248).that the Dıatessaron omıtted the
genealogıes and W as tabooed ( muharram) ın CONSCYUCNCC. 'The Arabıc contaıns
them 4A5 appendix. But ıf the work W 4S tabooed, would Bar Alı A ve copied
i hıs erit1ic1ısm VCLY IMpress1ve, much THOLe ımpress1ive : least
than the assert1ons of Kahle, wh supposed that the A Isa ıb A had
merely been added the of the Mss B-E- iın order Z1VE IMOTEC

authorıty the apologetical z0al which 1t served.” In the opınıon of
Margoliouth It MUST be admıtted that ıf aIlyOILC rejects the manuscrıpt tradıtion
concernıing Ibn at- Ta1yıb, there 311 be FreCAaSON maıntaın the reliability of
the tradıtıon concernıng °Is ıbn Aı thınk, however, that 1t 15 NOLT absolutely
NECECSSALY take the V1eEW of those scholars rejecting the authorship of Ibn
at- Taı1yıb. Wıirch regard the lexicographical notıice attrıbuted Is ıb SAl

would ıke pomt OUtTL that the author oes NOT Sa y that the LDiatessaron
W 4as tabooed but that. wiıth regard the Om1ssıon of the genealogıies, he only
remarks that “he wh composed 1t has been excommunicated tor that reason”

165 Wırth reSPECL the tact that he mentıons the Om1ssıonA PIP al „_5.U’ ;
of the genealogıes, ONC MUST take into ACCGCOUE that thıs W as 1n Syrıiac
exegetical tradıtion based the observatıons of Theodoret of Cyrrhus:

The thırd cr1ıt1ic of the STALCHETNT in Ms W aS Higgins. ”  7 hıs scholar W 4A5

inclined seek the solutions of SCOIHE basıc problems 1n the study of the
Arabıc harmony 1n the colophon of Ms It AapPPCAaIs, however, that hıs
interpretation, 1ın which Is ıb AT W 4S the only A ILLE translator of the
Arabıc Dıiatessaron from the Syrıiac instead of modest COPYISt, started from

170explanatıon of difficult PasSsSasgc 1ın the colophon of Ms
W e aVvVe surveyed three lınes of er1t1c1sm wiıth regard the manuscrıpt

tradıtion about the function of Is ıbn ATı 1ın the history of the Dıatessaron.
In opınıon the latter z lınes aV dead en As the first, thıs could
be lıne 1into which OIlLC might be iınclined A along wıth Hjelt ın assumıng
that Is ıb ‘Aı might AVve one something H1OT€ than merely copyıng
manuscriıpt. Still It chould be emphasızed that thıs 15 NOLT being PITOVECI by the

166 Payne Smith, Thesaurus, I) x69
167 C Kahle, Caılro GeniZza, “1959), Q4Ze RC Iso VI
1658 G+ Petersen, atıan s Diatessaron, 54 (quoting Harrıs: The Diatessaron ot Tatıan,

Cambrıdge 1890, 13-14): - 15 cursed tor thıs reason”. Proft. dr. Daiber (Frankfurt
Maın) has DutL orward the suggestion read r)f’“ , wıth GT  ä “W_hat he 15 incomplete
tor that reason”.

169 C Hıggıns, The Arabıc Version, 187799
170 CT Baarda, The Author, 100-102 IM WJ, 246-248).
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manuscrıpt, of which the colophon SayS that the exemplar of the Arabıc harmony
W as CODY. (d.z.....:) 1n the handwriting (L3) of Is ıb Al Anyhow, there 15
decisıve instance that Can be PutL orward agalnst the reltabılity of thıs sımple
communıtıcatıon. At thıs pomnt tully wiıth Baumstark’?s‘”) assessment

The manuscrıpt evidence a4as tar a4as the colophon 15 concerned, ımplıes that
the 5Syriac exemplar has been wrıtten 88O-90Ö As IMatter of fact, this
15 rather late ate about 700 atter the Syriac Dıatessaron W as introduced
Into Syria: aAM 1about 51010 atter Mar Ephraem’s expoundıng of the ML
work We ave SCCIH that 1n the LW centurıes of Diıatessaron tradıtion, between
the beginnıng of LItSs COI SE through 5yrıa aın the ate of the Ephracmic
OMMENTAFCY, the Dıatessaron INAaY AI been altered Al Varı0ous points. hat

that the distance between the Arabıc an the original Dıiatessaron 15
stil] much greater, and NOT only 1n the temporal Theoretically, however,
there 15 possıbılity that later work 15 closer the orıgınal BE XE than
older wıtness.

The TeXT of the Arabıc Dı1atessaron has been interspersed wıth INanVY, often
VverYy ıteral renderings of the Syriac orıginal. These so-called Syriacısms
1n vocabulary 45 ell 45 STAaININAL, For the greater part they AL

imıtatıons of the Syriac wıth reSPECL 1fs form, but 1n S(O)1176 certaınly
wıth reSspECL ItSs sound also When Baarda observed: “Syriacısms GOMNGETFN

NOL merely ONEC peculiarıty others, but the basıc trend 1ın form ATl
STILECIHUHTE of the language 1n the »1/72  harmony, he did NOT merely touch AF the
heart of the iInatler, but AT the «A1LIG time he SAVC managable definıtion of
what 15 really denoted by the Lerm “ Syriacısm’. 'The [ECXT of the Sermon the
Mount 1n the Arabic Dıatessaron reveals us LW of Syriacısms:

VeCLY ıteral renderings of the Syriac, almost translıterations, 1n which the
meanıng of the Syriac LEr 15 translated rather slavıshly nto Arabiıc, and

VELY. ıteral renderings oft the S yrıac, iın which the Arabıc recelves different
(1° ambıiguous meanıng, which often clearly dıtters from the Syr1aG 1n the
Vonlape‘.

Unfortunately, thıs VeLY. ıteral rendering 15 NOL characteristic of the entıre
Arabıc translatiıon, which often exhıbits rather Inconsıstent style, which

1/3insecurely between 1ıdı1ıomatıc a! ıteral translations of the Syriac.
K CT Baumstark, FeVIEeW Marmard)ı, 243 “Gemacht konnte Jjene Angabe aber VO Hause AUS

1L1UT durch den Übersetzer 1n seıner Orıiginalunterschrift seıner Arbeıt werden, un: WE S1Ce
1ın tatsächlich 1ın unlösbarer Verbindung MI1t der Bezeichnung Ibn at- T’ayyıbs als des
arabıschen Übersetzers auftritt, ergıbt sıch, En als solchen selbst sıch 1n jener Or1-
oinalunterschrift eingeführt haben mUuss’.

IO CT Baarda, The Author, ETWJ, 238)
173 For example, the Arabıc translator has otten rendered Syriac partıicıple ıth 1ts Arabıc
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Thıs INAaYy denote the tact that the Arabıc LexTt AT SCO1NGE polnts already went

through correction )I: rev1isıon in the COUFESE of the extual tradıtion. Because
AVE offered Ial y indicatiıons tor Syr1acısms 1n ©)]316 ommentar of the

LEXT 11l contine ourselves ere number of remarkable examples.

VIIL Mt.
Here Marmard)ı objected agaınst the translator’s of ftorms of the
imperatıve of the erb LAJ, tOo out; tOo pull Oout (Ms and Al
(Mss BE©) He, therefore, decıded apply standards the FEXT Aftter
havıng corrected the anomalous torms of the ımperatıve AtfO R “creve le:,
tor which test1-mony Ca be ftound in the Arabıc Mss., he wıshed
implement another change. Subsequently, he proposed ımperatıve torm of

completely dittferent verb VrO| ‘arrache-le’, for which agaın proof 15
tound in the Mss of the Arabıc Dıatessaron; 1t 1S, however, present 1n the
editions of Lar an 1n Pe an NXa Marmard)ı clearly DaVCc evidence of hıs
misunderstandıng of the tact that the Arabıc translator miıght AWe chosen
VK ıteral render1ıng, tor which he intentionally employed the anomalous
torm of the imperatıve; he IA Y avVve wiıished render the Syriac LEXE A4AS

accurately 45 possible 1n the Largel language, the Arabic, because thus he
would best be able ımıtate the parallelısm 1ın torm and sound 1ın the Arabıc
translatıon. Being overzealous 1n emphasızıng the Syrıac coloratıon maximally,
the Arabıc translator, consc10usly (A NOL, pushed OutLt the frontiers of
Sra INar in skilful L aıkneT: In thıs particular CAdsS«c he adapted form of the
imperatıve of the verb that of the ımpera- t1ve of ın order be
able imıtate the Syriac wordıing CN CNLLOLATVY (ın Sy”, E 174  eum, el abJice
1hbs Ge‘) OT CM CT —— (cf Sy an Sy but the latter wiıthout the copula a) NOLT

only ın torm, but perhaps also 1n sound, VTZ: Ms ! ıfgaha); Mss BE  ©
ıfqayha) and Mss BEO LÜT wa-algıhd).

Ta ;  Ö Mt
Here NCOUNTLE Arabıc vocatıve construction: 4ya Y SO (ya sagırı
/-amänah,), yYyOU of little £aıth). Marmard)ı considered thıs erratıc
construction due ‘V’ignorance I’insouc1ı1ance du traducteur lu1-meme”,
because of the translator’s incorrect of the non-exıisting pluralıs
C)JJ:“."”/ A c  smal[l’ (CA would 2Ve@e read e yla Thereupon Marmard)ı

COuNnNterpart 1n OILC place, while 1n other he translates the Syrıiac partıcıple ıth
perfect imperfect torm hıs phenomenon has Iso een ODSserve: by Sanders 1n hıs
introduction Ibn at-Taiyıb’s ommentar Genesıis; ct. Sanders, Inleiding het
Genesiskommentaar AIl de Nestoriaan Ihn at- Taıyıb, 1SSN Leiden 1963 S

174 Aph. of tO pluck Out’, tO bring Out  C
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corrected fl.fl_fi into the NONYINOUS wordıing atter the example o1ven by
Lar AT NAP. of which sound plural 5 /L ındeed ex1sts. In tact, the
Arabıc vocatıve construction reflects the Syriac wording ra L3 O1 (e£
Sy  ph Mt.; Sy 28) 175 It 15 close imıtatıon of the Syriac SLAatus CO  us

pluralıs INASC., NOLT only wıth reSPECL torm, but also sound. Marmard)ı,
however, neglected perce1ıve that the whole construction constıtutes
Syriacısm. Whart ave ere 15 tine example of text-oriented mırror
translation, which 15 quıte COINIMMNOIMN ın the Case of bıblical translatıon, oıven
the sacred character of the SOUTCEC LEXT.

176

VIIL Mt
The Mss BEC) read ere ( mu ‘tazılah), lıterally ‘ wiıthdrawers’ tor
‘Pharıisees)’. The usual expression tor thıs 15 supposed be Nrtahk) ın Arabic.
The Syrıac model has z 9Q, derivatıon of the erb x 19, tTO sel asıde), tTO
separate‘. Now the question INaYV be raiısed why the Arabıc translator rendered
the Syrıiac wiıth n\.]‚..\..e, and there ATC three Opt10ons ere  17

(1) interpretation of the Syriac original; the translator could NOL

tind the term 1ın hıs lexicons an then LOO hastıly derived the translatıon from
the erb

(2) VCLY ıteral translatiıon, which reflects the of the Arabıc
translator. The author reach those acquaıinted wıth the Syriac Bıble,
but AL the Saimnle tiıme he wıshed uUus«c torm of language NOLT untamıiıliar
Muslıms. An example tor thıs might be Mt ZU: ere and the Term aJluc

(adalah), meanıngz ‘Justice’ (91: ‘taırness’, sıde by sıde Montgomery Wartt
made the tollowıng observatıon d! -a  d  ”  z  Ta ala second of the five
princıples defining the Muf/f‘tazılite posıtıon W that of Justice 0)8 riıghteousness
(adl), an they liıked speak of themselves ‘the people of unıty an

175 Syc,.Mt.; Sy  CS s 28 read \'<&’\(LLDIJ(Y) na  3 400.U) ct. Payne Smith, Thesaurus I’ 145 tor (< 1a 1
— ID

176 + Sebastıan Brock, The Syriac background Hunayn’'s translatıon technıques, InN: Aram
x ($* 139-162, CSD 1472-146 wh. SLAaLCS 1ın rather Saussurıan that c by the late
second CENLUFY B  y however, general 1eW W aSs evidently emergıing that bıblical translatıon

>>should 1ın tact proceed ‘verbum verbo The translator 15 interpres’ wh: focuses hıs
attention the sıgnıflant. In other words the interpres’ 1S text-oriented and seeks bring
the reader the orıgınal.

F7 Interesting 1n thıs rEeSPECL 1$ remark by Goldzıher, Materıalıen Z Kenntniss der
Almohadenbewegung, 1: 4IM 41 (1887), CSD 3 9 OTE ‘Mıt der Bezeichnung
| ahm INa 6S überhaupt nıcht sehr genau”. Thereupon Goldziher Z1Vves examples of the
difterent meanıngs of mu tazılah 1n the Arabıc lıterature C, “polıtische Dissıdenten” and
“tromme (wohl zurückgezogene) Leute”

178 C Montgomery Watt, Islamıc Philosophy an T’heology. An Extended durvey, Edinburgh
1985, A
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Justice ; The translator triıed Creaite pıcture Musliıms could ıdentify wiıth,
whıiıle perhaps sımultaneously tryıng Prevent those SaJiInlle Muslims alıenating
trom theır Christian contemporarıes. For the AVCIaBCl Muslim M that time
8th-10th century) the image of the Just Muftazılite W as possibly clearer than
that of the Justice of the Pharisees.

(3) It 15 possıble that the expression mu tazılah W 4S already CUstoOmMar 1n
Nestor1an ciırcles as designation of the Pharisees. Atter all, the term

mÄu\m.'nÄr< Can be tound 1ın sixteenth CENLUFY Karsünzı Ms Vat Borg. arab
179Zö1 contaımnıng Ibn at- Ta1yıb’s COMMENTAF the Gospel of St Matthew,

45 ell AaSs in of the Nestorıan patrıarch Elias ME Abü’l-Halım ıb
al-Hıdditi (% 190 AD)180 Al ) IR 9 L11 |An Introduction to the Arabic Diatessaron  109  justice’.” The translator tried to create a picture Muslims could identify with,  while perhaps simultaneously trying to prevent those same Muslims alienating  from their Christian contemporaries. For the average Muslim at that time  (8th-10th century) the image of the just Mu'tazilite was possibly clearer than  that of the justice of the Pharisees.  (3) It is possible that the expression mu‘tazılah was already customary in  Nestorian circles as a designation of the Pharisees. After all, the term  amlıdha>=l< can be found in a sixteenth century Karsüni Ms.: Vat. Borg. arab.  179  231, containing Ibn at-Taiyib’s commentary on the Gospel of St. Matthew,  as well as in a tractate of the Nestorian patriarch Elias III, Aba’l-Halim ibn  al-Hidditi (+ 1190 A.D.):' Jal anı Mbldl me ha5 u ..., ‘From the Story of  Mary the Sinner and Simon the Pharisee’.'”' Here the Arabic has an ambiguous  meaning, for in the Arabic language and culture mu‘tazilah is mainly being  associated with the renowned Iraqi theological school, which introduced the  speculative dogmatism or kaläm into Islam. It is equally striking that the term  mu‘tazilah for Pharisees has been used in the Persian Diatessaron,'* but the  fact that, besides a Syriac model, the translator'”” possibly also used an Arabic  text of the Gospels‘** might perhaps explain this.  179 This manuscript may have preserved something of the original text of Ibn at-Taiyib, because  of its specific readings which agree more than once with the Arabic Diatessaron; cf. Graf,  GCGAL Il; p. 468 .  mit vielen sprachlichen Aenderungen (gegenüber der vorigen Hs)  ...”. Vat. syr. 405 (Kar$.) seems to be, on the other hand, a Maronite revision (cf. Graf, 0.C.,  p- 168), whereas Ms. Leiden or. 2375 (new number: 454) is supposed to be a Jacobite  revision (cf. Lar = Lagarde, P., de, (ed.), Die vier Evangelien arabisch, aus der Wiener  Handschrift herausgegeben, Leipzig 1864, (reprint: Osnabrück 1972, p. xvi). The edition of  Mangquriyüs, Y., Tafsir al-masrıiq%, I: Matthew and Mark., al-Qaähira 1908; II: Luke and John,  al-Qähira 1910, is useless from the point of view of textual criticism, for the original Gospel  text has been replaced here by a ‘modern’ Arabic translation (cf. also Graf, CGAL, II. p.  167).  180  Cf. L. Cheikho S. J. and PP. A. Durand, Elementa Grammaticae Arabicae cum Chrestomathia,  Lexico Variisque Notis, pars altera (Auctore L. Cheikho S. J.), Beryti 1897, p. 307-308: ‘De  Maria Magdelene et Simone Pharisaeo’.  181  Cf. Lei‘ (= Ms. Leiden or. 454: Ibn at-Taiyib’s (Arabic) commentary on St. Matthew); the  term U for Pharisees’ occurs likewise in Ms. British Museum add. 14467 (Mt. 9:14); cf.  Blau, Grammar, I, p. 35; $ 1.4.4.6. and II, p. 347; $ 230, note 7 (ex.).  182  Cf. Giuseppe Messina, Diatessaron Persiano, ı. Introduzione; ii. Testo e traduzione (Biblica  et orientalia, N. 14, Rome 1951).  183  The Persian Diatessaron appears to have been translated by a Jacobite layman of Tabriz who  calls himself Iwännis Tzz al-Din, that is, John, Glory of the Religion’; cf. Metzger, Early  versions, p. 17-19.  184  Cf. S. Pines, Gospel Quotations and Cognate Topics in ‘Abd al-Jabbär’s Tathbit in Relation  to Early Christian and Judaeo-Christian Readings and Traditions, in: JSAI 9 (1987), p.  195-278; esp. p- 256-257,‘From the Story of
Mary the Sınner an Simon the Pharisee  » 181 Here the Arabıc has amb1iguous
meanıng, tor ın the Arabic language an culture mu ‘tazılah 15 maiınly being
assocı1ated wiıth the renowned Iragı theologıcal school,; which introduced the
speculatıve dogmatısm OTr kalım into Islam It 1s equally striking that the term
mutazılah tor Pharisees has been sed ın the Pers1i1an Z  Diatessaron, * but the
tact that, besides Syrıiac model, the translator ‘®  . poss1ıbly also sed Arabiıc
LGXE of the Gospels  154 might perhaps explaın thıs.

179 hıs manuscrıpt INaYy ave preserved something ot the orıgınal VEl of Ibn at- Taıyıb, because
of Its specific readıngs which than 1G ıth the Arabıc Diatessaron; ct Graf,
CGAL, I 168 “ mi1t vielen sprachlichen Aenderungen (gegenüber der vorıgen Hs)

Vat 5y R: 405 (Kars:) be, the other hand, Maronıiıte rev1isıon (CL. Graf, OC
168), whereas Ms Leiden 7375 (new number: 454) 1$ supposed be Jacobite

reviıisıon (cf. Lar Lagarde, P.; de, (ed.), Duie '1er Evangelıen arabısch, AdU. der Wıiener
Handschrift herausgegeben, Leipzıg 1864, (reprint: Osnabrück LOLZ. XV1). The edition of
Mangurıyüs, Y ‚ Tatsir al-masrıq% Matthew and Mark., al-Qahıra 1908; I1 Luke an John,
al-Qahira OO 1$ useless trom the point of 1Ce W ot textual crıt1c1sm, tor the orıgınal Gospel
EeCXTi has een replaced ere by ‘modern’ Arabıc translatıon (cft. Iso Graf, CGAL,
167)

180 C Cheikho and Durand, Elementa (GGrammatıcae Arabicae CET Chrestomathıa,
Lex1co Varıusque Notis, PDars altera (Auctore Cheikho 13 Beryti 189 2307-308 ° Je
Marıa Magdelene el Simone Pharisaeo).

181 Ct Lei“ Ms Leiden 454 Ibn at- T’a1yıb’s (Arabıc COMMENTaAar St Matthew); the
term AJ  Y  Q tor Pharısees’( lıkewise 1ın Ms British Museum add (Mt 9:14); ct.
Blau, Grammar, I) 3 E 1446 and I:E 54/; 230, OTE ex:)

18 CT G1iuseppe Messına, Diatessaron Persiano, Introduzıone; n Testo traduzıone (Bıblica
orientalıa, 1 y Kome

183 The Persıian Dıatessaron ApPPCars ave een translated Dy a Jacobiıte layman of Tabrız wh:
calls ımselt 8  Iwannis 177 al-Din, that 1S, John, Glory of the Religion’; ct Metzger, Early
vers10ns, O

154 GT Pınes, Gospel Quotations an Cognate Topıcs 1n ‘Abd al-Jabbär Tathbhit 1ın Relatıon
Early Christian and Judaeo-Christıan Readıngs an Tradıtions, In FTAl 1987)

195-278, CS 25625



17C) Joosse

Va The Authorship of the Arabıc Dı1atessaron.

As has already been observed, in the manuscrı1ıpts BB bau’l 1E :Abdallih
Ibn at- T’aıyıb W as mentioned a the translator of the Arabic Dıatessaron. In
thıs chapter the question of authorship 15 being addressed separately, because
repeatedly, in the hıstory of research, doubt has been CAStT upDON the reliability
of the communıcatıon 1n these manuscrıpts. hıs doubt W as instigated by the
character of the Arabic 1ın the harmony. D understand the doubts which

concerning the authorship 1t 15 usetul Day SOINC attention the
PCISON an the of Ibn at- T’a1yıb. He W as Nestor1an prıest, monk,
patrıarchal SECrFCLALCY under Catholicos Yühanna ıbn Naıazu 1012-1022)
an tor consıderable t1ime also known 45 SECFELAFY of patrıarch Elıas oft
Bagdad. CIn LOP oft that, he W employed there 4S physicıan 1ın the ‘Adudiya
hospital. Hıs ecclesiastical posıtıon dıd NOLT lower the esteem 1n which he W as

being held Muslims LO  © Hıs erudıtion appeared trom the tact that he
W as actıve 1n dıversity of tields medicıne, philosophy, law, an eXeZESIS. Hıs
command of languages besides Arabıc an Syriac he also NCeW Greek A
Latin “ W as VerY ımportant 1n thıs rESDECL. Among other things he dıd
Arabıc translatıon of the wrıtings of Galen, he presented Arabic COMMECNTAF

Arıstotle, a he W d the author of Al least LW volumınous exegetical
works. Because of thıs, 231 10 ftorm clear pıcture of hıs knowledge of
the Arabıc language. When he died ın 043 aı W 4S buried 1n the
church of the MONASLEFY IDaır Durta ın Bagdad, he W asSs valued hıghly 4S

PCISON an ftor hıs work The scholarly Op1nN10Ns aVe always een oreatly
dıvided the 1Ssue of the authorship of Ta @ the basıs of the colophon of
Ms Cheikho argued that the translatıon of the Arabic Dı1ıatessaron MUSLT
An orıginated trom ate before the tenth CENLUFY. The tact that the Christian
Arabıc lıterature dıd NOLT speak AT a1] about such translatıon by Ibn at- Taıyıb,
strengthened Cheikho’s CONvıctiOonN that the latter could NOT possıbly AVE

185 hıs accordıng al-Bayhaaı, Ta  TE  C hukama al-ıslam, ed Mu urd ‘Al  1, Damascus 1946,
43 IL Al L UL &} G) Meyerhoft, vAı al-Bayhagqı’s Tatımmat Sıwan

al-Hıkma 1 Osırıs 8, Brügge 1948, 122-24/% 146)
156 (*+ Sanders, Inleiding, 14-1/; Graf, CGAL L 162-164 and 166-169 By

the S\AdiIlle author: Exegetische Schriften ZUuU Neuen Testament 1n arabischer Sprache bıs Z
Jahrhundert, 1n Bıblische Zeıtschrift (1933); PE For general u  Y of wrıtings
Ibn at- T’a1yıb SC  © ]Jo0Osse, Sermon, Appendix A' $ T+

1: Remarkable ATC SOTITNC chronological abstrusıties connected wıth Ibn at- T’a1yıb (r al-Bayhadaı,
Ta 45 Meyerhot, Tatımmat, 147) Abu’ |-Fara) sed Sa y } belong the
descendants of Paulus (St Paul), aM Paul W as the nephew of Galen 61 When God the Most
Hıgh senNtTt Jesus wiıth the revelatıon Mankınd, Galen W as VCILY old I1a  — and he sent hıs
nephew Jesus
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een the translator. ‘®  S Marmard)ı held the SAamlle 1eW Hıs reasonıng W 3as,
however, based the quality of the Arabiıc. According hım, Ibn at- T’aıyıb
could NOT ave een the author of T because the Arabıc LEGXtT had een

189wrıtten by PCLISO possessing POOI knowledge of Classıcal Arabic. Beeston
supported Marmardjı's op1ınıon, but he added 1t that the AaHOMNYINOUS author
had tried enhance the value of hıs work by connecting It wıth the of
the outstandıng Christian scholars Ibn at- Ta1yıb an Isa ıbn LA Kahle
agreed wıth thıs VIEeW. Accordıing hım, Ibn at- T’a1yıb had nothıing do
wıth the Arabic Dıatessaron. In hıs Op1nı0n, the Bodleian manuscrıpt
demonstrated thıs. Kahle stated specıfically that Ms W as CODY of
manuscrı1pt completed 110% The PULrDOSC of the weltth CENLUCY
manuscrı1pt, wrıtten Al the reEqUESLT of the Muslim ruler al-Malik al-Afdal AanN!
contamıng three W as ANSWeET number of quest10ns posed ın work
by the promiınent Musliım author al16G57  =191 concernıng the Trinıty ATl the
Dıvanıty of Christ. The famous Coptic tamıly of scholars, the Aul  v  -  d alssA ssal'

whom thıs early manuscrıpt MUST be attrıbuted, added the STG ot Ibn
at- Ta1yıb an of °Is ıb SAl 1n order make deep impress1io0n Muslım
readers an o1VE theır apologetical work INOTEC authority. ” Hıggıns also
stated that Ibn at- Ta1yıb could NOL poss1ibly ave been the translator. He
supposed that Is ıb SA had NOT only prepared the Syriac CODYV, but that he
had also been the translator of the Arabıc Diatessaron. ”  4 hıs W connected

hıs interpretation of the term which CAall be tound 1ın addıition the
colophon of Ms O 195 Hıgg1ins rendered thıs expression 4S “the translatiıon”
whereas translatıon wıth “the COPY-- “the copyıng” would AaVe been
ITIIIOTLG 6  appropriate. ” Eurıinger, be IT wiıth a1] the PIODCLI reservatıons, detended
the thesis that Ibn at- Ta1yıb W aAS the author of the Arabıc translatıon of the

188 ( Cheıikho, Lettre, CSP ACES
189 € A Marmard)ı, Diatessaron, IX XXVI1-XCUN.
190 CC Beeston, The Arabıc Version, 608-610
191 C# Kahle, Caıiro Geniza, 26218 (@p.302-304); Baarda, The Author, S EITW]J,

249) The title of 4l-Gazalı’s book 15! AJl
1972 See Georg Graf, IDIIG koptische Gelehrtentamılie der Aula al-‘Assal und ıhr Schriftttum

1 Orientalıa Nova Series commentarı1 periodici Pontiticn Instıtutiı Bıblıicı, Roma,
34-56; 129-148; 193-204; Hıggıns, Ibn al-‘Assal, ın: /TAS 44 (1943), AF

193 f Kahle, Caıitro GeniZza, 2726 3123 Baarda, T’he Author, R3 an 79 ETW)J,
219 and 225)

194 CT Hıggıns, The Arabıc Version, 193
195 O, 189
196 G Baarda, The Author, 100102 E1W)J, 246-248).
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harmony, although SOMMEC doubts st111 remainec\. ”® Baumstark, ” Peters,“
Graf,” an Baagcla assumed that the AargumenNts agaınst the authorship of
Ibn at- Ta1ıyıb WEr NOLT VEIYy decisive.

They thought that the cCommunıcatıons 1ın the prologue and the colophon ot
others manuscrıpt B; which also mentioned the translator of the Arabıc

[GX } 45 the COpyıst of the 5Syriac model which the translation W as based,
deserved be rusted. Those opposıng the recognıtion of Ibn at- Taıyıb’s
authorship sed the tollowing argumen(ts:

the colophon of Ms (Cheıikho) hıs W as refuted by Euringer
wh demonstrated that the oldest cCOopyıst named tlourished 1235/86:

that LW centurıes remaın tor Ibn at- Ta1yıb, durıing whıiıch, the very ancıent”
Antıiıoch Ms could easıly tind place.

the unknown author of the Arabic Dıatessaron “attempted o1ve tame
hıs work by passıng It oft 4S the work of the well-known savant” (Beeston).  204

Lt OTIlC takes thıs pomt of VIEW, 1T remaıns be explained how thıs intormatıion
205could be omıtted 1ın the A-tamıly.

the supposıtıon that the of Ibn at- T’a1yıb An °Is ıbn SAlT WFE
added by the Aul  -  Al  d al-‘Assal tor impressing Muslim readers (Kahle): ** (One
MUST NOT rule OUL the possibility that the Aulad al-‘Assal found the of
the outstandıng Christian Arabıc scholars “already 1ın the CODY which they

207sed Aa theır exemplar tor theır production
the rendering of the addıtional lıne “And thıs INnan the basıs of

what W 4S before hım wıthout AILYV modiftication 1n the translatıon, but kept the

197 + Eurıinger, Die Überlieferung, 6 9 based hıs opınıon the intormation that 1S o1ven
1ın the colophon of Ms

198 0} 60 ‘ Dagegen harrt die posıtıve Seıite desselben, ob Ibn at- Taıyıb tatsächlich die, der
SCHAUCI gesprochen, eine arabıische Übersetzung des Dı1ıatessaron angefertigt hat, noch immer
der methodischen Untersuchung”.

199 ( Baumstark, FevV1eWw Marmard)ı, Z
200 ( Peters, ]Jas Diatessaron,
201 ST Graf, CGAL I! 152 1 JYıe Urheberschaft des Ibn at- Taıyıb indessen 1St siıchergestellt

ausserlich durch die VUeberschrift un: den Kolophon zweıer Hss und durch das Zeugni1s
eines A  Nn Kopten 1n der Vorrede seıner eigenen L vv-Harmonie innerlich durch
dıe GemeLinnsamkeit sprachlicher Eıgentümlichkeiten mi1t dem Evv-text 1mM OmMmMentar des
Ibn at- Ta1yıb” (ef. also 153 13-17).

02 ( Baarda, The Author, 102103 E1 248-249).
203 CT Euringer, Die Überlieferung, 55f an also 59; Hıggıins, The Arabıc

Version, 191-192; Baarda, The Author, TE Il E1 W’ 223-224, CS OTe 100)
204 Cr Beeston, The Arabıc Version, 610; Baarda, The Author, 79 ETWJ,

225).
205 C Baarda, The Author, F} W > 225
206 O Kahle, Caıro GeniZza, 2726 (2 311-312).
Z (3 Baarda, T’he Author, Fg W)J, 225)
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words” Ms (Higgins)  .208 The translatıon Ahal interpretation of thıs line
received eritic1ısm trom Kahle, raf an Baarda Hıggıins’ rendering of the
phrase 15 clearly deceptive and has merely been applied maıntaın hıs thesıs
about Is ıb ATS authorship.

the assumptıion that the L[eXT of the Arabıc Dıiatessaron o€es NOLT l1ıve
the lıngu1stic aM stylıstıc abilities of the author Ibn at- Ta1ıyıb (Beeston‚21
Kahle, Marmard)ı). According Marmard)ı, Ibn at- Taıyıb had, 1ın fact, earned

11reputatıon tor hıs COTTeGET an excellent of the Arabıc language.‘
Kahle also contirmed 212  this, but retracted 1t later on  215 Thıs rgument, which

convıncıng 1CA4SOIN doubt the authorshıip of Ibn at- T’a1yıb, AL first
has been carefully examıned by Baarda, who reached ditferent conclusion.
According Baarda,; the tollowing options eed be regarded: Fiırstly the
possıbıilıty MUST be consıdered that Ibn at- T’aıyıb W 4S absolute beginner
when he started hıs translation of Ta Secondly, the question could be raısed
ıf Ibn at- Taıyıb indeed an whether It 15 ar al] possıble apply
‘classıcal” standards the maJorıty of hıs works, tor the language of INMan y of

215Ibn at- T’aiyıb’s wrıtings INAY, LLLOTIC less, be characterized 4S Middle Arabiıc.
TOm Ibn at- Ta1yıb’s Figh an-Nasraniya 1t became clear that he dıd NOT wrıte
COLTEGTE an excellent Arabıc AL all, but rather Christian varıant of the Middle
Arabıc (MA) wıth SIrONg Syrıac 6  coloration;“ which also might be yathered
ftrom hıs OommMentar Cenesist:  / and from other asceribed him  213
CONtEMPOFArY of Ibn at- T’a1yıb, the famous Muslim author Ibn SIina,; 1n
rather jealous g thınk that Abü’l-Fara$ W as promınent 1n medicıne
CXCECDL that hıs style 15 NOLT eloquent ;-°) somet1ımes COMTEGI(W)

Z0R G Hıggıns, The Arabıc Version, 189
709 CF Kahle, Caıiro Geni1Zza, Z (*p 308); Graf, CGAL, I, 1/ 169, 2 9

Baarda, The Author, TÜ T02 E'] W? 246-248).
20 Beeston, The Arabıc Version, 609-610
711 Marmard)ı tried SuUuppOTrL hıs thesis by adducıng specımen from orıgınal works of

Ibn at- T’a1yıb and comparıng these wıth examples of the work of renowned Christian Arabıc
authors ıke Bar Hebraeus, Flias II Maymonıides and Sa‘adya Gaon CSr Marmard)ı,
Dıiatessaron, XC11-C11).

D Kahle, Ca1iro Geni1Za, (l London, TE
213 Kahle, O, 71959),; D« “WhenAn Introduction to the Arabic Diatessaron  115  words” in Ms. O (Higgins).”* The translation and interpretation of this line  received criticism from Kahle, Graf and Baarda.“” Higgins’ rendering of the  phrase is clearly deceptive and has merely been applied to maintain his thesis  about sa ibn ‘Alı’s authorship.  5. the assumption that the text of the Arabic Diatessaron does not live up to  the linguistic and stylistic abilities of the author Ibn at-Taiyib (Beeston,”'  Kahle, Marmardji). According to Marmardjıi, Ibn at-Taiyib had, in fact, earned  1  a reputation for his correct and excellent usage of the Arabic language.‘  Kahle also confirmed this,”” but retracted it later on.'” This argument, which  seems a convincing reason to doubt the authorship of Ibn at-Taiyib, at first  has been carefully examined by Baarda, who reached a different conclusion.  According to Baarda, the following options need to be regarded: Firstly the  possibility must be considered that Ibn at-Taiyiıb was an absolute beginner  when he started his translation of T*.”'* Secondly, the question could be raised  if Ibn at-Taiyiıb indeed wrote CA and whether it is at all possible to apply  “classical’ standards to the majority of his works, for the language of many of  215  Ibn at-Taiyib’s writings may, more or less, be characterized as Middle Arabic.  From Ibn at-Taiyib’s Figh an-Nasräniya ıt became clear that he did not write  correct and excellent Arabic at all, but rather a Christian varıant of the Middle  Arabic (MA) with a strong Syriac coloration, ©® which also might be gathered  from his commentary on Genesis“” and from other texts ascribed to him.““ A  contemporary of Ibn at-Taiyib, the famous Muslim author Ibn Sina, wrote ıin  rather jealous tones: “I think that Abü’l-Fara&g was prominent ın medicine  except that his style is not eloquent (z-a$ „£); sometimes COrreCt (nnn aans),  208  Cf. A. J. B. Higgins, The Arabic Version, p. 189,  209  C£.P. Kahle, Catro Ceniza p. 222 (p.308) G Gral, CGAL 1, p. 170 (= p.. 169, n.. 2  T. Baarda, The Author, p. 100-102 (= ETWJ, p. 246-248).  210  A. F. L. Beeston, The Arabic Version, p. 609-610.  211  Marmardji tried to support his thesis by adducing specimen from original works of  Ibn at-Taiyib and comparing these with examples of the work of renowned Christian Arabic  authors like Bar Hebraeus, Elias III, Maymonides and Sa‘adya Gaon (Cf. Marmardji,  Diatessaron, p. Xcii-Ci).  212  Kahle, Cairo Geniza, ('1947), London, p. 224.  213  Kahle, o.c., (“1959), p. ix: “When I wrote ... of the ‘excellent’ Arabic ... this was merely an  allusion to what Marmardji had written and did not represent my own opinion”  214  C£. 1: Baarda, The Authon p:88 ( ETW p-23).  245  ibid., p. 88-91 (= ETWJ, p. 234-237).  216  W. Hoenerbach, O. Spies (ed.), Ibn at-Taiyib, Figh an-Nasräniya, Das Recht der Christenheit  (CSCO 161, Arab. 16), Louvain 1956, I, Einleitung, p. v1.  217  J. C. J. Sanders, Inleiding, p. 30-31.  218  e.g. Mechthild Kellermann-Rost, Ein pseudoaristotelischer Traktat über die Tugend. Ed.  und Übersetz. der arabischen Fassungen des Abü Qurra und des Ibn at-Taiyib, (Diss.),  Erlangen 1965.of the “excellent’ ArabıcAn Introduction to the Arabic Diatessaron  115  words” in Ms. O (Higgins).”* The translation and interpretation of this line  received criticism from Kahle, Graf and Baarda.“” Higgins’ rendering of the  phrase is clearly deceptive and has merely been applied to maintain his thesis  about sa ibn ‘Alı’s authorship.  5. the assumption that the text of the Arabic Diatessaron does not live up to  the linguistic and stylistic abilities of the author Ibn at-Taiyib (Beeston,”'  Kahle, Marmardji). According to Marmardjıi, Ibn at-Taiyib had, in fact, earned  1  a reputation for his correct and excellent usage of the Arabic language.‘  Kahle also confirmed this,”” but retracted it later on.'” This argument, which  seems a convincing reason to doubt the authorship of Ibn at-Taiyib, at first  has been carefully examined by Baarda, who reached a different conclusion.  According to Baarda, the following options need to be regarded: Firstly the  possibility must be considered that Ibn at-Taiyiıb was an absolute beginner  when he started his translation of T*.”'* Secondly, the question could be raised  if Ibn at-Taiyiıb indeed wrote CA and whether it is at all possible to apply  “classical’ standards to the majority of his works, for the language of many of  215  Ibn at-Taiyib’s writings may, more or less, be characterized as Middle Arabic.  From Ibn at-Taiyib’s Figh an-Nasräniya ıt became clear that he did not write  correct and excellent Arabic at all, but rather a Christian varıant of the Middle  Arabic (MA) with a strong Syriac coloration, ©® which also might be gathered  from his commentary on Genesis“” and from other texts ascribed to him.““ A  contemporary of Ibn at-Taiyib, the famous Muslim author Ibn Sina, wrote ıin  rather jealous tones: “I think that Abü’l-Fara&g was prominent ın medicine  except that his style is not eloquent (z-a$ „£); sometimes COrreCt (nnn aans),  208  Cf. A. J. B. Higgins, The Arabic Version, p. 189,  209  C£.P. Kahle, Catro Ceniza p. 222 (p.308) G Gral, CGAL 1, p. 170 (= p.. 169, n.. 2  T. Baarda, The Author, p. 100-102 (= ETWJ, p. 246-248).  210  A. F. L. Beeston, The Arabic Version, p. 609-610.  211  Marmardji tried to support his thesis by adducing specimen from original works of  Ibn at-Taiyib and comparing these with examples of the work of renowned Christian Arabic  authors like Bar Hebraeus, Elias III, Maymonides and Sa‘adya Gaon (Cf. Marmardji,  Diatessaron, p. Xcii-Ci).  212  Kahle, Cairo Geniza, ('1947), London, p. 224.  213  Kahle, o.c., (“1959), p. ix: “When I wrote ... of the ‘excellent’ Arabic ... this was merely an  allusion to what Marmardji had written and did not represent my own opinion”  214  C£. 1: Baarda, The Authon p:88 ( ETW p-23).  245  ibid., p. 88-91 (= ETWJ, p. 234-237).  216  W. Hoenerbach, O. Spies (ed.), Ibn at-Taiyib, Figh an-Nasräniya, Das Recht der Christenheit  (CSCO 161, Arab. 16), Louvain 1956, I, Einleitung, p. v1.  217  J. C. J. Sanders, Inleiding, p. 30-31.  218  e.g. Mechthild Kellermann-Rost, Ein pseudoaristotelischer Traktat über die Tugend. Ed.  und Übersetz. der arabischen Fassungen des Abü Qurra und des Ibn at-Taiyib, (Diss.),  Erlangen 1965.thıs W 4S merely

allusion hat Marmard)ı had wrıtten and dı NOL rCeprescht OW. opınıon”
214 C Baarda, The Author, 88 ETWJ, 234)
215 ıbıd., 88-91 EIWJ, 234-237).
216 Hoenerbach, Spıes (ed.), Ihbn at- T’a1yıb, Fıgh an-Nasräniya, Das Recht der Christenheıt
© 161, rab 16), Louvaın 1 9056, I? Eıinleitung, V1.

DU Sanders, Inleiding, A0=37
218 C Mechthild Kellermann-Rost, Eın pseudoaristotelischer Traktat hber dıe Tugend.

un: Übersetz. der arabischen Fassungen des Abüu Qurra un des Ibn at- T’a1yıb, 1SS.)
Erlangen 1965
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219sometiımes taulty (r-‘-*' A.A.VJJ), he 15 AJTLALGUT and NOLT professional INan

Apart trom this, It needs be acknowledged 11G6 agaln here, that the frequent
OECWUTTEHTGE of Syriacısms 15 NOLT S12n of the 1gnorance OT the Incompetence of
the translator. The Syriacızıng tendency of bıblical translatiıons 15 in fact quıte
habıtual in envıronment 1n which 5Syriac W as the language of lıturgy and of

270the scrıptural esSsons.

Because thıs last 15 MOST appealıng an perhaps the MOST important
OLC; WAant COMMEeNT the character of the Arabıc translatıon, the
basıs of research into the Sermon the Mount. Of COUISC; Judging the
entıire Dıatessaron the basıs of imıted part of the tull EECNRT. being dealt
wıth ere INaYy be quıte dıitticult. Therefore, an 1n order approach the
Matier tentatıvely, 1t needs be observed that such well-known LEXT AS the
Sermon the Mount might ave been al the LLOTEC subject correction,
that the origıinal CUut an work’ MUST ave been subject consıderable
WCAT Wıthout reaching decisiıon yel, discussing everal from the
Sermon the Mount INa Y help the forming of opınıon. For thıs PULDOSC,
NOT sıngle possıbilıty 11 be ruled OU  —

(1) 1 MVAIH 51 Mt.
The Arabic LEeXT reads ere > , passıve partıcıple of the erb tTO COI-

JUCr sS:;6® where 1n princıple form 111 should be read, meanıng to ave
aWw-sSult agaınst ©l hıs unusual ınterchange of verbal lıkewise (ECUÜUTS

1n Ibn at- T’a1yıb’s Figh 1  an-Nasräniya. “ The examples mentioned there ALC;
however, perfect an imperfect torms, NOLT partıcıples.

(2) ()  Ö  d 10 Mt
When Hıggıns, although hıs argumentatıon started trom the princıple,
surmısed that the sa1ıd Isa ıb ‘Al had been the translator of the Arabic
Dı1iatessaron an NOLT the cCopyıst of the Syriac Diıatessaron, thıs W ds NOT NTV
Strange. For Is could 4Ave consulted hıs OW Syrıiac lexicon, when preparıng
the Arabıc translatıon of thıs IA Y perhaps explaın why term iıke Syriac

219 ®} al-Bayhadaıi, Tarıh 43-_44 Meyerhoft, Tatımmat, 146), where COTIILC CM also read
“ Shaikh Abu CAqı (Ibn Sina) blamed hım an insulted hıs wrıtiıngs; he sa1d 1n hıs
‘Discussions” ( mabahıth): ‘Hıs work merits be returned the vendor, even) ı+ (WIE has

o1Vve ItSs pIce.. The Christian scholar Bar Hebraeus W as lıkewise NOLT convınced of Ibn
at- Ta1yıb’s lınguistic abılıties, ct. Baarda, The Author, EITW)J, 235); Euringer, Die
Überlieferung,

2720 (: Baarda, The Author, z E1ITW)J, 237-246).
724 (S+ Hoenerbach, Sples, Fiıgh, 1L, VBCO 16/7; rab 18; Glossar), Louvaın 1937 205, reters

the tollowing places ın the DeERT: I’ 118, 4! 1 9 and I’ 126. Er &} also
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( D, tO wiısh)’, to preter”, 15 rendered ın the Arabıc Dıiatessaron wıth .)"' (IM)
which actually has the meanıng of tOo pfeter‘, instead of wıth the usual 51 ,|
(IV) tO want’, tOo wish? The application of fl (IV) 1n the of tO wWant:,
to wash‘; (3  D be tound 1ın Ibn at- L’a1yıb’s Fıgh LOO, but there merely 4S

intfinıtıve 25 But OMNEC could also SUDPPOSC that Ibn at- Taiıyıb consulted
Isa lex1con, while translatıng d It INaYy be that thus he interpreted the
Syrıac: (D AS j| instead of D' ,

(3) 42 339 Mt
In the first GCAase read 1in Sy but aal dutes 7=1::::Ä:. 1n the Old
Syr1ac CX SY  SC 4S rendering of IO DNAOPYXOVTO DUOV. As tor 339 Tfl
reads eıther (Mss ABO) (T S LL (Ms B) In the second EXCEIXDL, where
the Greek TEXT has UWOAWLOVA, the 5Syriac offer e<“ 10912997 (Sy*) It 15 strıkıng
how the Arabiıc Dı1ıatessaron reads LL ere Before entering into details, first
of al the fact needs be observed that 1n other Arabic (Bar; WE Lev) 1n
Mt 43 Jul the) properties’, the) pOSSESSIONS’, 15 read tor the
‘ Mammon’. In 55a tind (among others ın Lar) ‘your
pOSSeSS1ONS’, ‘your 700ds’. Besides thıs also COIHE ACTITOSS5 the words L‚ - OE

224L
The question 10 arıses how read thıs LEXT trom Ibn at- T’a1yıb"s

COMMENTAr (Genes1is? Starting from L"“’ could interpret thıs Eerm AS

word being derived from vouth: It could then aVe the meanıng of
‘young cJaves  3 2ZZ9 When, however, MUST read v  5 the word 15 being connected
wıth u tOo AcquLTE tTtO gaın”. In the latter CAasS«CcC MUST A4SSUTNC that Ibn
at- Ta1yıb’s Arabıc wording 15 rendering of 5Syriac “"pOSSESS1ONS’, which
has INOTEC (9)1: less een adopted 1Into the Arabıc language, but untranslated. We

T IV A rendering of DD (IGGES tWI1ICEe wıth (cf. Thesaurus, I 3351-52). Bar SA
ex1icon 1S, OUTr est knowledge, the only dictiıonary that iıdentitfies the 5Syriac term wiıth the
Arabıc wordıing The remaınıng Arabıc S{()LLGESs (Lar; W ‚ Lev, Ya; and Pe) read al,lın
Mt. 4(0) (except tor Vat. Borg. arab T3l \'<XJ) In Mt 4°) Lar DPe Le 226),
read lıkewise l,J, but ”e 25727 .b;; Na Yr 20 anı Vat Borg. arab DE ZIUutS, ct
Baarda, Matthew 14  ® An ‘Extra-Canonical’ Addition 1ın the Arabiıc Diıatessaron? 11 Le
Museon 107 fasc D (1994), 135-149, CSpP 1236

2 D C£ Hoenerbach, Spıes, Figh, LE Glossar, 201 reters the tollowıng places 1ın the FeXT.: I)
Z3: 1 ’ I’ 112 I) L19, 5) z (IV) imperfect INOTEC than GE (EGCGUFXFS 1n Ibn at- Taıyıb's
COMMEeNT Ju) the Gospel of Matthew (er Vat Borg. Z Lei‘), tor example 1ın the
COININ. Mt.

DL G Sanders, Inleiding, 3 ‘9 ere Sanders AISUCS tor the readıng the orıgınal Arabıc
rendering of Ibn at- Taıyıb.

225 O.C-.y 3 9 where Sanders reters ‘ISö‘dad’s wordıing n — S ‘claves’ (IM, 6/, 28 Voste
eli Va  = den Eynde, Oommentaıre Isodad de Merw SUT ’Ancıen Testament, 126;
5yr 67), Genese, 1 950: XT AO textus).
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IL1LA Y SUDDOSC then that orıginally the Arabıc contaıned J8 MS  226 It 15 quıte
remarkable that Ms B, iın the translatıon of 339 which mentioned
earlıer, has maıntaıned double nun, which remınds uSs of the Syriac
Could thıs INCAan that Ms maıntaiıned the orıgınal Arabıc rendering of Ibn
at- Taıyıb? The word AS such, however, oes NOT 19 the Syriac-Arabic
lex1icons 1O iın the other dietionaries. There merely tind ‘ acquısıtion’,
5 Z  ‘property’. It should, however, be noticed that Ms Vat Borg. arab 231
(Karss); Ibn at- La1yıb’s COMMENTAr Matthew (ct Lei), reads Hr ucdhn sl

—  L: things acquıred’, (the) aCquısıt10ns’. possıble extual
emendatıon would be

The examples o1ven above certainly do NOLT deny Ibn at- Ta1yıb" authorship
of the Arabiıc Dıatessaron. However, neıther do they urnısh the indelıble
proof that he W asSs the author of the harmony. Many ‘ Ta1yıbisms’ doubtlessly
111 remaın hıdden 1ın the vaults of Ta A:s long ASs these 2AVe NOL een
serutinızed ın detaıl; Ibn at- T’a1yıb 111 be o1ven the benetit of the doubt We
ave take Into 24CCOUNT that the author’s works INAaY ate back ditferent
per10ds 1n hıs ıte Discussıng hıs language an style 15 ımpossıble, wıthout
takıng ın the er1t1ic1sm SOIINC scholars passed hım hıs ceriıticısm miıght 4S

ell be applıed hıs translatıon of the Diıatessaron. Moreover, 1t INaVy COHCEern

VCLY early work ere There 15 stil] another possıbılity. work INaYy also
aVve been attrıbuted OMI EDHNE else, supposing the task of wrıting the intended
document W as commıssı1oned SECKCLALY OTr clerk We should consıder
the Syriac translations of Philoxenus of Mabbüg an Thomas of Harkel here,
which WECIC also created under the authority 2AN! superv1ısıon of these scholars.
Likewise, Ibn at- T’a1yıb INaYy aVe commıssıoned the preparatıon of the
translatıon somebody else, keeping the tinal responstbilıty himself “* The

226 Elsewhere (Ibn at- T’a1yıb, Oommentaıre SUur Ia Genese, tEXT; CSCO 274; Ar. 24), Louvaın
1967} vocabulaıre d’arabe chretien, 104) Sanders, however, declares that he prefers the
readıng the orıgınal rendering of Ibn at- T’aıyıb. Yet, 1ın the LEXT of hıs edıtıon he has
inserted the torm sLL3!! hıs remark PIOVCS only LO  OÖ well that tirst impression 15 NOT

seldomly better OIC, because might indeed be close imıtatıon In torm of Syriac
but consıdering the ıteral ILannNeTr ıth whıch Ihn at- La1yıb made the larger part of hıs
translation, would rather ave expected the readıng G which contaıns (Q)I1E sıde the
double nun of Ms an the V  Sı of Mss AEO, while the other sıde 1T oes Justice C
least, ONEC of the long vowels of the Syrıiac word

DF C+ T’hesaurus, 4, 3656; Hans Wehr, Dictionary of Modern Written Arabıc, ed by
Miılton Cowan, thırd edition, Münster Ithaca New ork 1976 794

P Ibn at- La1yıb 1$ Iso known tor hıs aCt1vity 4A5 compiler of collection of sc1entitıic and
philosophical of Arabıc authors translators (e.g Qusta ıbn 1LUg3a) under the title of
Kıtab an-Nukat Wwa-t-timär at-tıbbiya wa-I-falsafiya, which has een preserved 1n LW:

magmüat: Escorı1al Madrıd) SS and Nuruosmanıye (Istanbul) 23610 (new number 3095
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tact that the translatıon of the Arabic Dıatessaron trequently exhibits 1r -
regularıties such AaSs AT times Inconsıstent style, INa Y be due
ACtOTS. Some of these AaVeEe already een discussed. The negatıve intluence of
clerks AN! scr1ibes thıs 15 tactor whiıch should NOL be underestimated. It
should, however, be stressed that the pıcture often gEeL of Ibn at- Ta1yıb 15
that of and Cautious INa wh tried PIESCIVC the of the
orıginal LEXT. large CX TLeITE when dealıng wıth translations from Syrıiac Into
Arabic An iındication of Ibn at- Taıyıb’s method of workıng CAH be tound
iın Ibn Ab Usaı1bı‘a 12 A renowned work Tabagat al-Atıbba “The
Classes of 2,250  Physicians’: € AA A J':Sl}3 “ And the
maJorıty from hıs works has been transmıtted by hım 4S dietation 1n hıs
< words”

Vr The Contribution of the Arabıc Dıiatessaron
the Reconstruction of the 5Syriac Dı1iatessaron.

Introduction

As has already een demonstrated 1a the descr1iption of the hıstory of research,
there W as tradıtional difference of opınıon 1bout the sıgnıfıcance of the
Arabıc TEeXT. The first editor of the BEXT pronounced the Arabic LEeXT high
‘ Dıiıatessaron’- quality. hat W as NOLT merely related the fact that he W as the
tirst examıne thıs LGXT tully 2AN! therefore projected It aAaSs being iımportant,

These Mss reveal us something of Ibn at- T’a1yıb’s working-method A collector. He did
NOL always SCC111 aVe abrıdged the y collected by hım, but trequently reproduced
them taıthfully (e£ Daıber, FeVi1ew Linley, in TIer Islam 65 (1 134-13/7, CSpP
1353 In the introduction of hıs monograph plants 1n the Escorial Ms he CVCIN intorms
that he has collected (gama’a) mater1a] plants, because ristotle’s book plants AD PCaLs

be lost! (n Renaud, Les manuscrIts arabes de PPEscurıal, {{ Scıences
ECX142CGCTLES EF sc1ences occultes, Parıs 1941, 101); c Iso Baarda, The Author, 6Y= /
E ] W’ 213-216) anı EL E} 229-233) where the ot the erb gama’a 1n
the Arabıc harmony of the Coptıc author (Ms Sbath has een discussed.

229 GE Graf, G.GAL I: 168, OTE 1) where 1S zıven translatıon of Passapc trom work of
Ibn Garir dealıng wiıth Ibn at- T’a1yıb’s method of workıng in hıs OMMECNTtAr the tour

CCGospels: hat dieses Wort für Wort übersetzt, hne hinzuzufügen der wegzulas-
SC  z 7  N ct. Iso Corrıie Molenberg’s observatıon 1 The Interpreter Interpreted. Iso‘ Bar
Nun’s Selected Questions the OIld Testament, 155 RUG, Groningen E990; 14-15
Ibn at- Ta1yıb probably carefully ollowed the order ot the quest10ns and AL15SWCI5S5 4A55 they

AT contaıned 1n the Syrıiac Manuscrıipt” and “Although he freely dealt wıth the of
the Syriac LEXLT L  so' bar Nun’s 1e W W AS preserved large extent”.

23{ Ibn Ab171 Usaıbi‘a, Tabagat al-Atıbba”, Müller, Königsberg In Preussen 1884 (reprınt:
19723 239 (YA): ct Kahle, C’alro (GJenıza (*1959), 410)
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but he had x0o0d rCAasSONS tor IT Not only did he discover hıgh degree of
simılarıty 1ın the arrangemen of the harmony wiıth that of Vıctor of CGapta
(the Fuldensis), ”” but he especıally ascertaıned the SIroNg ‘SyrIaC coloratiıon
of the Arabices: Tom thıs he concluded that 1ın the Arabıc TexXT W in fact,
became conftfronted wiıth Syrıiac BEXE ftrom Ephraemic times. Despite the
eriıticısm which thıs valuatıon of Ta evoked, the convıctiıon remaıned wıth
SOINC scholars that the Arabıc translatıon brought us HELEn the orıgınal
Diatessaron.“  4 In SCHNSIC, thıs posıtıve evaluatıon led the LeXT. eritical
observatıons of VO Sodem? In hıs TCeXı eritical apparatus Von Soden
presented ASs ımportant wıtness tor the Dıatessaron aM 1tSs influence
the extual hıstory of the Gospels.

Deprecıation of the Arabıc Dıiatessaron

Meanwhıle, the mood had changed. Many scholars had struck OLE of warnıng
concerning the determınatıon of the quality of the Arabıc translatıon, (31: WeTIC

LLLOTC (37: less ınclıned reject thıs translatıon. The maın 1CASON tor thıs W as

that they considered the Arabıc LEXT 4S free revisıon of Syr1aG Iiatessaron.
But the EXPEITS persisted 1n theır negatıve verdict, CVCI when they Sellın
included 256 CaMıe the convıction that the Arabıc translator had 1n fact
proceeded quıte accurately an that he MUST aVvVe already had before hım
Syrıac model, which W as strongly revised. They assumed that the orıgıinal
Syrıac Dı1ıatessaron had been moditied 1n the COUTSEC of history, because by

A ( Ciasca, TIe "at1anı Diatessaron, 466
P P 1ıpSum deriıvasse ab originalı Syriaco Dıiatessaron’; ct. Ciasca; DIe 'atıanı Diatessaron,

472; ıbıd., Harmoniae, *x hıs conficıtur, versıonem arabıcam tideliter nobıs exhibere
syrıacum I)ıatessaron’.

233 CT (3125CA, Harmoniae, 1° ‘Imo nıhıl prohibet quom1nus dicamus, 1psam praeferre
I)ıatessaron syrı1acum quale CT A: saeculo qUartO, SCUu LeEMPOrEC Ephraemi’; c+t Hıggıins, The
Arabıc Version, 194 (thesıs, 61) “Thıs assertion W ds LOO contident).

7A0 Gr tor instance Miıchael Maher, Recent Evıdence for the Authenticıty of the Gospels: atıan s
Dıiatessaron, London 1895, “We ave thus proved that the Commentary of St. Ephraem
Z1VeES faiıchful representation of the primıtıve Harmony, an that the recent Arabic
edıtıion 1$ 1ın perfect conformity both 1n substance anı rrangemen ıth that expounded by
the Syrıan Father. The conclusıon 15 clear: 1asca’s volume contaıns sıngularly
versiıon ot the orıgınal I)ıatessaron.

235 VO Soden, IIıe Schriften des Neuen Testaments, H Göttingen 1L3 1-p 490 passım;
O, L  n Göttingen F911 6-p 1544, CSD 1539 an der Hauptsache bıeten der
armeniısche Ephräm un das arabische I)ıatessaron denselben Text’; ct. tor erit1c1ısm of VO

Soden’s thesıis: Baumstark, FevVieWw Knopt-Lietzmann, BtCcH 1O%: Birdsall, The New
Testament Text, 1n The Cambridge Hıstory ot rhe Bıble, I7 Cambridge 1970; 308-376; ct.

Baarda, To the of the Syrıiac I)ıatessaron Tradıtion GE 25 1-3)7 IN: 26 )’
1-25, (reprinted 1 EOD, 111-132, 12)

236 C Sellın, Der Text, 241 V.3 246
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of the Syrıiac Vulgate 1t W asSs made contorm the LEeXT known
number of people, and that thus 1t became purıtfied of ItSs MOST characterıstic

“Tatıanısms)’. An important indıcatıon of thıs W as that lacked the readıngs
of the Dı1atessaron, which W.ET16 discussed by the Syır1aC COMMENTALOFS, an
LLOTIC importantly, that It dıitfered 1n Ianı y from the readings which
could still be ftound in Ephraem’s OMMENTAFCY, Al that tiıme known only from
the Armenıuan vers1o0n. The LEXT eritical CXPEILS de Lagarde, ” VO Harnack,“”
and Harris“ er the trend tor thıs, but IT W 4S adopted by Ial y others. hıs
deprec1ation of the LEeXT W as oranted long ife  240 Consequently, the Arabıic
Dıiatessaron hardly ıt Al all TEW the attent1on, when attempting CT

the original Dı1iatessaron. The fact that Zahn: dıd NOL utiılıze thıs translatıon
1in 1881 W as evıdent. At the time the Arabıc LEXT W as NOT known yer But also
atter 18858 Ephraem’s omMmMeNTar W as, MOST preferably, applied 4S the only
real wıtness DaYy attention C 4A5 became clear trom the publications of
Hamlyn H 11242 aN! Lala  3 The MOST FECETNT reconstruction 15 that of Ortız
de Urbina.““ Although he brought orward other tourth CENLUCY wıtnesses
besides Ephraem, (QIGC agaın the Arabıc Dı1iatessaron remaıned OE of sıght.
The SAamne applıes hıs imıtator Molitor.“  b But whart else C be expected 1ın
peri0d 1ın which Man y scholars underestimated the Arabıc text?“"©

DA CF de Lagarde, ID arabıische Uebersetzung, 1886, 451 eıne tast nutzlose Arbeıt
überlasse ıch dem Liebhaber). he EG SayS ‘“Ich bın dankbar durch Umstände gehindert

se1n, abermals für eın nıcht vorhandenes Publiıkum Zeıt und Kraft vergeuden).
2358 Sie Harnack, I)as Neue Testament das Jahr 200, Freiburg 1889, FOS: ıdem, Geschichte

der altchristlichen Literatur hıs Eusebius, Teıle, Leipzıg 3-19 I’ 1805 495
239 C Harrıs, Fragments,
740 C Kırsopp Lake, FeVI1EW Sır Frederic Kenyon, (Qur Bible and the Ncıent Manuscrıi1pts”,

New ork 1940, in:. JBE Ix (1941), 329-331 CSpP Jal $ also Metzger, Early Versi0ns,
231

241 CT Zahn, "at1ans Diatessaron, Erlangen 1881,;, 298 A, wh; W ds al tirst slıghtly reserved
1n hıs attıtude towards the Arabıc LEXT; but 1ın urther contributions the subject he DaVC
tar LLLOTC posıtıve jJudgement of the value ot TQ) ct. Zu atlans Dı1iatessaron, Geschichte des
neutestamentlıchen Kanons, Bde, Erlangen und Leipz1g 8-1 I’ (1 395
‘selbst für den ext des [DDdıatessaron 1mM Finzelnen dürtte A4US der arabischen Bearbeitung
Manches zugewınnen se1n’; 7B 5 3060=556 CS 599 SC Iso hıs SAl Geschichte VO

atıans Iıatessaron 1mM Abendland 1n NKZ/ @l 5-1 CSP un damıt
csehr wesentliche Hıltfsmuittel Z.UT: Rekonstruktion des Originals

Z} (1 Hamlyn Hıll, Dıissertation, Edinburgh 1896; Baarda, To he 00  'y 2’ OLG

BO LIZ OTE 11)
243 Gr Leloır, Le temo1gnNage d’Ephrem SUur e Diatessaron, CICE 2273 Louvaın 19G2:

Baarda, To they 2) OE 1 EOB 142. OTte 12)
244 Ct Ortız de Urbina, Bıblıa Polyglotta Matrıtensı1a. Series Vetus Evangelıum Syrorum

er exınde EXCETrDLUM Diatessaron Tatıanı, Madrıd 1967
D CT Molıtor, atıans Dıiatessaron un seın Verhältnis Z ET altsyrischen und altgeorgischen

Überlieferung, 1: OrChr 53 1969); 1-88; (1970); 1-/5; 55 1970 1Gl  X
246 Hogg, Dıiatessaron, 6, pominted the iıntluence on T of the Arabıc Gospels which
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Rehabilitation tor the Arabıc Dıiatessaron

The notion that the Arabıc LECX T had iımıted value for QUur knowledge of the
Dıiatessaron materıialızed ın the mınds of INallıy scholars. Understandably,
because the Arabıic TEXT W as largely supposed be ‘revisıon’ of the Syrıac
harmony. An ımportant tactor contributing thıs W as that, tirst of all, the
Arabiıc LEX T W as being examıned ın the places, where, the basıs of the LEX T

of Ephraem, Aphrahat and the Syrıac OMMENTALOFS, typıcal “Latıanısms’ VIZ.
divergences 1n the Dıiatessaron from the sua| LEXT had een S a hıs
polnt of 1e W W as conceılvable, but the approach dıd NOL do Justice the
entıire TEXT.

When Resch,“”“ 1n 1893 already, adopted Harnack’s opınıon ın thıs, atter he
reached the S\AaiIlle conclusıion iındependently 1n tirst collation of the LEXT, he
kept the (070)8 OPCH different approach. In second, INOTC precı1se collation,
IT appeared hım that the Arabic LEXT had preserved INa y interesting archaıc
readıngs atter all Thıs ralses the question of whether NL generaliızıng
notıion the oground of particular observatıon oes Justıice al the
phenomena 1ın the Arabıc LEX T: We 111 rTeiurn thıs subject al later

Methodical problems concerning the evaluatıon

When 1t has been ascertaıned justly that the LEXT of T3 reflects Syrıac
model which has een subjected SLITONS assımılatıon of the Peshıitta, the
question MUST be raısed 1n which WaY archaıc Syriac extual elements (a stil]
be traced 1n the Arabıc Dıiatessaron. Marmard)ı concluded that $3{:) PCI CCeNT of

deal of work W as done; Burkıitt, Hastıngs’s Dıictionary of the Bıble, I) Edinburgh
an New ork 1898, 136: ıdem, Encycl. Bıbl., IV. (4902) col 4999 nearly worthless

authorıity tor the text  n 5y Stenning, Hastıngs’s Dıictionary of the Bıble,
Eixtra Vol., New ork 1904, 4558 1S theretore of value tor restorıng the origınal
Syriac vers10n’; Preuschen, Untersuchungen, 1918, 3 ‘9 OTe 6 9 referring Mit. 46 ‘Mıt
dem arabischen Dı1atessaron 1St nıchts anzufangen’ and kaum eınen anderen Wert als den
eiınes Zeugen tür dıe Überlieferung der PeSıtta)’; thıs 15 Iso the CASNC 3 9 AD 6 x but

4 9 OTe x 5 he the Arabıc Dıatessaron ATl Its TruE value: ‘] )as 1St Diatessaronform: vgl
das arab Dıatessaron: Alberto Vaccarı, Propaggını de] Dıiatessaron ın Occıdente, 1:
Bıblica u 1951 326-354, CSP 330; Marmard)ı, Dıiatessaron, XMXMIX.

247 CT Harnack, Das Neue Testament, 10171 ‘U eberall ich die arabische Harmonie
aufgeschlagen habe, d.h den für den wirklichen Tatıan charakteristischen Stellen, W al das
Charakteristische entternt und durch das Vulgäre ersetzt‘.

248 Cr Resch, Aussercanoniıische Paralleltexte den Evangelıen 11 CO 1_3)> Leipzıg
1893/4, 1895, 1896/7, (1 ‘Doch habe ich bei eiıner zweıten gründlichen Collation
auf Grund der VO mMI1r bereits angesammelten aussercanonischen Texte och manche
interessante Sıngularıtäten Wahrgenommen, welche als unabsıchtlich stehen gebliebene Reste
vorcanoniıschen Texte P recognoscıeren sınd
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the Arabıc LCXT. consıisted of Peshitta text  247 It 15 e that thıs leaves 20 PCI
GENtT of Arabıc LEXT dıffering trom the Peshitta, but he contributed these varıat1ons

carelessness and 1gNOranCe of the scr1bes.
'Thıs conclusıon deserves closer examınatıon. Baumstark“”” and hıs student

Peters“ tried tormulate rule of thumb, by which the quality of Ta could
be assessed:

1° =— Sy Iiatessaron
T2\ Sy Dıiatessaron.

hıs rule of thumb 15 oversimplıfication. Fırst of all, they dıd NOL take 1Into
ZACGCOUNMNT the possıbilıty that Marmard)ı theoretically could aVe been GCOTTeCi

iın assumıng that the differences wıth regard Sy WEIC due carelessness of
the author the COpYISts. But there 1S, however, another objection which
they had recognızed themselves, for: together wıth SYy:  SC Sy belongs the
oldest tradıtiıon of translatıon 1n the Syrıiac reg10n. Sy 15 iın certaın
revised TeXT of the Vetus ä which still preserved INallıYy archaic readıngs.
hıs APPCars also from the $act that Sy quıte often ABICcCS wiıth Sy  SC aN! that
thıs mıght aVe een the 2 N en LOO where Sy  SC ALC NOT CC an yMOTIC
1the LEXT of the Vetus 5yıra Moreover, Sy an Sy themselves A

independent, partly revised wıtnesses of the Vetus 5yra. So, 1T 15 NOLT that
surprisıng that COTIHE ACTOSS instances where Sy  SCP otftfer the SALHE LEXT,; OT

where Sy  SE ( Sy') an Sy  SE (= Sy') ofter the SaHli€e GEXT. I Car be ruled OUuUtL

that where Sy Sy AL G lackıng, Sy 15 representing the LEXT of the Vetus
5yra. It 15 ECVENHN possible that 1ın SOILNC Sy (S Sy”) has preserved the Old
Syriac TexTi and possıibly that of the Dıatessaron. Peters reached thıs conclusion“
ın hıs analysıs of Mt 216 Here the Arabıc Ldıatessaron reads öl ] en S

&s Al wıth the Peshitta: wdouron0 (< D17 AaCcn that parable of the and
of the tield’, whereas Sy  SC ollows the Greek TEeXT md irOs (< 4L17  b acn

TINV NONOBOANV TW CLEOVLOV TONU AyPOU, ‘that parable of the of the
tield?. 'The rule of thumb needs adjusting ere OWever much Ta S quest10ons
the quality of e OLLC has bear 1n mınd that 1ın where the sıtuatıon Ta

Sy Graeca, 15 confirmed, the LEXT of offers the orıgınal LEeXT of the
Dıiatessaron, which W as NOL harmed by the rev1s10n, Ss1ınce 1It OEGEGMUFS the SAUaInlEe

1n Sy (Ine INAaYy ask ıf, GVECH 1n where Sy (Gsraeca has een tound,
the possı1bıilıty IMUSE necessarıly be denied that ere preserved the origıinal
Dıatessaron LO  O For ıf ASSUMIC that Tatıan read Greek [EXT 1n Rome, It 15

249 Gt. Marmard)ı, Diatessaron, XMXXIX.
7B(*) C Baumstark, Fev1iew Knopf-Lietzmann, ETE;; 191
251 CH Peters, Das Diatessaron, S1e MmMI1t der PeSitta übereinstimmt, wenı1gstens

orundsätzlich als methodisch entwertel gelten Muss’.
257 C Peters, O, 44-45
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be reasonably expected that hıs harmony 1n Ial y agreed wıth the
Greek BEX! that W as known in Kome, an that thıs could also be told trom the
Syrıiac harmony. Agreement wıth the “Graeca’ 15 1ın iıtself LOASOH distrust
certaın readıngs of 1 CVECIIN f corresponds wıth Sy

second problem wıth which the student of Tatıan’s Dıatessaron 15 being
confronted 15 the tact that 1n everal instances the agrecm«ECNTt between an
Sy 15 tound 1n only (Q)I1E of the LW LEX T tamılies. In hıs scholarly works, Hjelt
mentıons such CadCc, £Mgl 111 discuss 1t ere 1n order cshow how
dıtficult 1t 15 distinguish between authentic readings an possible revIisS10ns.

253The LEXT 1n question 15 Mt 1}
In hıs COMMECNLAF the PaSsSapcl, Isoö‘dad ot Merw asks  294 Why oes Mat-

thew SaYV, c He that 15 born ın her 15 trom the Holy Spiırıt” ((fl= 1L&\\'<1 am).
when He has NOT yel een born? Why dıd he NOLT wrıte He that 15 conceived
(Adhr) in her”? And agaın °He that 15 born 1ın her”, but NO “$rom her” 755

Atter long LTCALMENT of the LEXT 1n whıich he C1ıtes Varıo0us Op1n10Ns, he
menti1o0ons the readıng of the Diatessaron:””  6 z \ucdhrtes acnı IIC . _ arcaknı
VE 1007 Z uaT he Diıiatessaron, however, SayS “He quoth
wh 15 born ın her f 15 trom the Holy Spirıt hıs 15 the readıng of the
Peshitta: 1Ä.x&\\'<'\ Tn de, which 15 ın agrecm«e N wiıth the FGXT TO YOp EV
XOTY yevvnBev. Now, thıs readıng 15 also tound 1n Ms of the Arabic
Dı1atessaron: SA QU CC  for what IS orn 1n her” The conclusion
obvıous: Ms has preserved PTE the orıginal Dı1ıatessaron readıng which W as

2581n agrecme«eNtTL wıth the Peshitta an a1] Greek
Hyelt paıd attention the aAagrecm«CNt of the ‘ Diatessaron’ of Isö‘dad, the

Peshitta an the Arabic Dı1atessaron, 1n theır tollowing of the Greek He
doubted, however, the strength of this coiıncıdence of wıtnesses. Did they
really the orıgınal Diıatessaron text” Helt observed that Ephraem’s
D1iatessaron FEXT W as NOT known tor the pertinent readıng in Mt 20 He

753 (D Hyelt, Die altsyrısche Evangelienübersetzung, 66-68; Peters, IJas Dıiatessaron, 2579
254 C Margaret Dunlop Gıbson, The Ommentarıes of Isho‘dad of Mervyv, Vol 88 Matthew

and Mark 1n Syrıac Horae Semitıicae No VI), Cambrıidge 1911: (= 21) liınes
18-20; ct Helt, Dıie altsyrısche Evangelienübersetzung, 31 f‚ Harrıs, Fragments, 16f

255 $ tor sımılar problem: Baarda, Dionysıi0s Bar Salıbı an the ext of Luke 3, 1}
VigChr V11 (1963), Z25-229 CS5D JG !l ETW)J, 79-83, CSP 80)

256 CR Gıibson, Commentarıes, {l 23) lınes DE
Z C tor sımılar wording ın work attrıbuted Ephraem (although dubiously), Leloır,

LE vangıle d’Ephrem d’apres les (5UuVIGS edıtees, Receuil des Textes, © 180), Louvaın
1958, 1n Op1nıon Assemanı, I’ 257 B)

IA G Merx, Das Evangelıum Matthaeus (Dıie '1er kanonıschen Evangelıen ach ıhrem
ältesten bekannten Texte, IL 1)’ Berlın 1902, 24 Merx mentiı1ons the readıng .  TOM her? tor
Sy‘  SC (<".\.\JU) (ex ea), Cyprıan (ex ılla)
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held the 1CW that the orıgıinal FEXt W as NOT preserved 5y Isö°dad
hıs VICW W asS based the tact that the Vetus 5yra presented FEXE: which
ditffered from that of S 1Sö°d namely '\-IÄ"“" 2597 “£or

He concludes that the [)ıatessaron [EXIHe that (1s/will be) Orn from her
W 2S preserved the Vetus dyra, and turthermore that Isö°‘dad NECW 5Syriac
LEXT of the Dı1iatessaron which had already been revised GEa

Hjelt had been of the fact that the Arabıc Dıiatessaron W 4S divided He
tollowed Ms (4-$) but he refers Ms ( as ell Now he iıdentifies

261Ms ere AS the MaAaNUsCr1Ipt that preserved Ihbn Al Taiyıb LEXT

DPeters dealt also wıth thıs 4S ıllustration of the historical development
of the Dı1iatessaron TEeXT Applyıng hıs rule 5y Graeca D1iatessaron,
he OptS tor the readıng ofK and declares that the original [)iatessaron
read (ß..\33( P 2672 The textual torm of So  raa and of Ta chould be explaıned
45 readıng whiıch Galııe 1NTLO EXISFEHNGCEe under the influence of 5y (Graeca In

of theır disagreement both scholars wıth the resumpt10N that the
orıgınal Idıatessaron contaıned the readıng MADJ, aM turthermore that the
readiıng wiıth CY3 ISö°dad and n (S) W as due according
the Peshitta They only dıttered theır OPINILON whether the LEXE of Ibn
Aat Taıyıb’s Arabıc VEeIS10I11 read SE Hjelt), ()I: Peters) In
theır trCAEMNEeDHT of the LG XE both take the VICW that aP (435) W a4as the result of

of the orıgıinal Di1iatessaron EGXT accordıng Sy Clearly, these scholars
sed theır which agreement wıth the Peshitta W as SC 4S

indication of How solıd 15 thıs argumentatıon? In the called
Valdevieso iragment Palau Rıb 2) tind the tollowing FexXT Ephraem
OMMENTtAr Z 1007 ua —_ duter in ‘hbecause what 15

her 15 from the Holy Spiırıt hıs 15 VELY SUrpPTr1S1Ng, tor the Armenıu1an LEXT

259 Hyelt Die altsyrısche Evangelienübersetzung, reters > y only (ın L5 but
the SaInlle EEXT: W 4S tound 111 5y

260 hıs chows that scholars otften took tor oranted that S5ödad himselt had hecked
Dıatessaron LEXT (Ine should however reckon wıth the possı1bıilıty that Isödad had sed
older COMMENLAr1ES trom which he eriıved hıs knowledge of the work

261 Hıs Ialn 1LCAasSON 15 that Hogg ( Dıiatessaron, 45 Oftfe 6) had observed that Ibn AT Taıyıb
hıs OMMENLaAr Mt 20 had discusse the why Matthew her and
NOL of her hıs NOL valıd conclusıon tor the author of the omMMeNtLar dealt ıth
specıfic translatıon of 5yriac (or Greek) FENXT: and hıs discussıon INa Y ave tollowed the
discussıon of earlhıer OmMMENLALOFS (Ine CAaNnnOL conclude trom thıs anythıng ıth reSpeCL
hıs BGXT ot the Ldhiatessaron.

267 ( Peters, I)as Dıiatessaron, 2 9 OTEC 1)) where he lısts A W1LNEeSSES that readıng the
orjental Georg, Sy  pal rab (Lev/2377), and the ESTEFEFN gal mbr

C: de (Augustine 0)7 Ila (Cypr), 1DSd (Arnob
263 C+t Leloır, Saınt Ephrem, Commentaıire de l’Evangile concordant, Texte» (Manuscrıt

Chester Beatty 709 Folios Addıtionels, (B  z 8(b), Louvaın-Parıs 1909 153 (verso,
col Iınes 14 16)
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dıd NOT contaın thıs wording. The Armenian“®  4 aın Sy-t1aG read AS

ollows:

5yr Therefore, angel appeared Arm (AB) Therefore,
angel appeared

hım A sa1d hım, an! sa1d
Joseph, Son of Davıd
Rıghtly then he called hım Son of Davıd,

remıiınd hım of the chief ot the Fathers,
Davıd, he, whom God had promıiısed
that from the fruts of hıs belly ın the flesh
he would ralse the Messıah.
Do NOL quoth tear take Mary Do NO tear (om B)
yOUr betrothed (as wiıfe),
because what 15 in her 15 trom the
Holy Spırıt.
And i VYOU doubt but ıt yYyOU doubt,
about the PICSNANCY of vırgın,
that 1t 15 wıthout CO1tUS,
ear Isa1ah who SaVS LO; vırgın ear thou Isa1ah the

prophet,
CONCE1LVES, and Danıiel124  Joosse  did not contain this wording. The texts - Armenian”“* and Syriac - read as  follows:  Syr.: Therefore, an angel appeared  Arm. (AB): Therefore, an  angel appeared  to him and said:  to him, and said:  Joseph, Son of Davıd.  Rightly then he called him Son of David,  to remind him of the chief of the Fathers,  David, he, to whom God had promised  that from the fruits of his belly in the flesh  he would raise the Messiah.  Do not - quoth - fear to take Mary  Do not fear (om. B)  your betrothed (as wife),  because what is in her is from the  Holy Spirit.  And ıf you doubt  but if you doubt,  about the pregnancy of a virgin,  that it is without coitus,  hear Isaiah who says Lo, a virgin  hear thou Isaiah the  prophet,  conceives, and to Daniel ... (etc.)  for he says: Lo, a virgin will  conceive, and Daniel ...(etc.)  The Syriac text and the Armenian differ a great deal, but there is no reason to  assume that the Syriac text was not the original text of Ephraem’s commentary.  The Armenian shows itself as a rather condensed abridgement of Ephraem’s  text. Now ıf this is the case, it might suggest that Ephraem read a text which  contained a reading like na dura mı>1 \ “because what is in her”, or at  least - ıf Ephraem paraphrases here - a text with ea “in her”  This new testimony makes it clear that using rules of thumb like Hjelt and  Peters did, has its limitations. If we assume that 9a was in Ephraem’s text, we  may wonder whether or not this reading had originally been a part of the  Diatessaron text. If Ephraem literally quoted his harmony text, then we have  to assume that the texts of ISö‘daäd and Sy” provide us with the Diatessaron  text in a revised form, but still preserved « , “in her”. If Ephraem more or  264 Cf. Leloir, Saint Ephrem, Commentaire de I’Evangile concordant, Version armeEnienne Texte,  (CSCO 137), Louvain 1953, p. 25: lines 2-6; idem, ıdem, Traduction, (CSCO 145), Louvain  1954, (Lat tr. p. 18: lines 10-13).U for he SaVvVS O: vırgın 11

CONCEILVE, AT Danıiel CL

The Syriac VEXT an the Armenıuan dıftfer deal, but there 15 ICason

A4SSUTMNEC that the Syriac TEXT W as NOL the original TCXT of Ephraem’s OMMENTArCY.
The Armenıuan shows ıtself 4S rather condensed abridgement of Ephraem’s
TEXTt. Now ıf thıs 15 the CaAdC, 1t might Suggest that Ephraem read BEXT which
contaıned readıng ıke duten “because what 15 1ın her: (1 AF
least ıf Ephraem paraphrases ere LEXT wıth C  1n her”

hıs HNC testımonYy makes 1T clear that usıng rules of thumb iıke Helt AN!
DPeters dıd, has 1fs limitations. It ASSUTILIC that W as 1n Ephraem’s LEXL,
INaYy wonder whether 0)8 NOT thıs reading had orıgıinally been part of the
Dıatessaron TEXT. It Ephraem literally quoted hıs harmony LOXT: then AV €

ASSUTNC that the of Iso‘dad aAN: Sy provıde us wıth the Dı1atessaron
L[C XT ın revised torm, but still preserved C  1ın her” 1+ Ephraem HIFE (94:

264 C# Leloır, Salınt Ephrem, Commentaıre de l’Evangile concordant, Version armenıenne, Texte,
O 1373 LoOouvaın 1953 Z Iınes 2‘3 iıdem, ıdem, Traduction, 145), Louvaın
1954, (Lat linesi
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less paraphrased hıs (L INaVy GVEn conjecture that Iso‘dad and Sy ave
preserved the orıginal Dıatessaron LeXT ere

W e INa Yy ad tew observations ere about the readıng of the Vetus 5yra
represented 1n Sy and S y In Op1ını0n, thıs IMay aVe been the result of
‘correction) of the orıgınal Vetus 5yra ECXE In [sö‘dad’s oOoMMeNTar OMNC 15
contronted wıth the problem that the Gospel SayS “He who W as born ın
her » whereas Jesus has NOT been born yet One would aVe expected “He
who W as conceived” (dAdhr) Moreover, OIlLC would AVe expected “$rom
her”, NOLT C  1n her” For in Mt ıT had already been sa1d “$rom whom W as

born Jesus who 15 called the essi1ah”. It 15 clear that the LextTi of Isö‘dad an
Sy W as beset wiıth dıifficulties. The readıng of S  SC has solved them nmn 0

HO, He who (1s/will be) born trom her” nstead of the perfect
c  WAas born  » the amb1ıgu0us partıcıple W 4S sed Secondly, thiıs LEeXT reads

“trom her” hıs correction of difficult LEXT, which ın Its Lurn

INAaYy suggest that it W as Frev1isıon of the Vetus 5yra LeXT ın part of Its tradıtion.
Sy preserved the dıitfticult LEXT of the Vetus 5yra which had probably
been intluenced by the Dı1atessaron.

The Greek texXt (yevvnOEvV) an the Syrıac (zodhr) present ambıigu0us
wording: the verbs could IL1CAall both “has been orn  » and “has een begotten”
The latter interpretation 15 valıd tor the LEexXT preserved both 1ın Sy and Iso‘dad
The interpretation “has een born  »” however, 15 being prompted because of

18 “Che W 4s tound pregnant”. Now O would aVe
expected the unambıguo0us A‚=|Äu< 1n But the HXT readszwhich
15 ambıgu-ous. The Fev1is1ıon of Sy  SC 15 Prevent AILY ambiguity: Jesus 15

be born from her (m.\::: pte:!)
All thıs would result 1n ditferent description of extual tradıtiıon 1n the

Dıatessaron. It also quest10ons the appropriateness of clear-cut rules of thumb
The student ot Liatessaron research should take 1Into ACCOUUNE unexpected
discoveries 2AN: the relativity of premeditated rules tor the interpretation of
the tacts. In thıs lıght MUST CC the poss1ıbıilıty that Ibn at- Ta1yıb iındeed

Ms A), and preserved the readıng lıkewise attested iın Sy and
Isö‘dad The readıng Mss BEO) INaY ave been correction the
basıs of the SA4dlIlle consıderations which caused the change of the preposıtion
and the partıcıple construction in Sy  SC We INAaY, however, consıder the possıbility
that the Arabıc partıcıple construction (Sia f PT  CS ‘corrected’ EGXE

266wıth the particıple

265 One cshould observe that the FEXE ot Ephraem solves the proi:>lems which wiıll discuss
below

266 For ave acknowledge by 110 that the torm of the words, the actua|l spelling, plays
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The question raised above in the example of Mt 20, whether tamıly AS
(1 tamıly B-E- 15 deserving the hıghest reliance 1n extual matters, CaTo.

be solved the basıs of OLLE GASEC only. It Ms did the original
readıng here, 1t MaYy NOL ave one 1ın otherC

In hıs observatıons, Higeins”” distinguishes z SLaAgCS of tradıtion. Firstly
the translatıon ot Is ıb SA (the T[exXxT ()i: less preserved 1n Mss B-E-O),
and secondly the recension @}a revıisıon of Ibn at- T’a1yıb (traceable 1n Mss
A Generally speakıng thıs distinetion ımplies that the famıly B-B- cshould
be preferred 1ın establishing the LEXL of da turthermore he ArTSUCSH that the
intluence of Sy 15 tound maınly 1ın the revised LErl of Mss A In Hıggins’
VIEW the depreclation oft the Arabıc Iiatessaron scholars (1} be explained
4A5 result of the decıisıon take C1asca’s edıtıon ot the LEXT A the
orıginal LEXT hıs edition the largest number of readıngs 1ın agrecmenNt
wıth Sy Thereftore, the general opınıon moved AWaAV trom 45 wıtness
the IDdıatessaron. In fact; (1asca’s DEeXT agreed wiıth Sy 1ın 62 % ot the readıngs.
In PassSapcC, taken 4S all example by Hıggıins, the tollowing result 15 found

C1iasca Ms‚A s=Sy ı 32x
C‘1asca MsHACS(Sya w
(1asca Ms Sy 1/7x
(C1asca MsB =Sy 7x

Consequently, the OUfcoOome of hıs research 15 Mss B-Fu AI super10r
Ms A an theretore Mss Buka cshould be the object of urther research.
The of the ‘original’ EGXT. of Ta would beneftit trom tuture predilection
of the wıtnesses B_BEs Now, 1n spıte of these reason1ngs, Hıggıns 1S clearly

that such general SLALETNECNT CAaNNOE be decisıve tor each instance of the
manuscrıpt evidence““  O Theretore, the question of originalıty of each readıng
1ın Ms an Mss BBa has been raısed 1n OUT treaAiIMeNT of each specıific

promiınent part 1n lıteral translatıons trom Syriac ınto Arabıc C ere 5y (pass. part
Sy  SC (act. Part. Ethpe.) Iso‘dad z \r (perf. > ITHasStc Ethpe.)

26/ (T Hıggins, The Arabıc Version, F93: S also N/A. above.
268 CT Hıggıns, O.C-.9 195
269 According Hıggıns, O, 196, BKa ATC super10r 1n LW Fırstly, 1ın the

tirst words ot Mark precede the tirst words oft John They Ag later addıtıion. Secondly,
chows the later of accretion of the genealogıes the body of the LCXT ct. Iso hıs
artıcle: The ersian 2n Arabıc Gospel Harmonuies, X 504; he speaks there also of
‘the general super10r1ty of Ar

Z ®} Hıggıns, O, 8304; 1T 1S interesting ear hım Sa y ‘Just 4A55 Greek manuscrı1ıpt
of manuscr1pts Cal iınvarıably be regarded presenting the best readıng, each DA

requıirıng consıderation 1n the lıght of other evıdence). Wiıirth these words heartıly
The of the Arabıc Idiatessaron 1n the orıgınal torm (1 only be the result otf

cCONscIıent10uUs and unprejudiced hearıng of the wıtnesses.
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GEXT,; the because of disinclination tollow Hıggins’ theory of the
translatıon (B-E-O and Frevisıon (A-C)

TOom the preceding observatıons 1t INAaYy aVe become clear that 1in approaching
the Arabic Dıatessaron consıder the ‘rules of thumb’ which
developed 1n the GOULSE of earlier research A CYC-OPDPCHCIS, but NOLT 4S decisive
AaLl1SWOIS the problems. We acknowledge the supposıtıon that the orıginal
Arabic L[EXT 15 translatıon of Syriac (EXT of the Dıatessaron which has often
undergone FeVIS1ONS accordıng the Peshitta. However, refuse LO

wıth these scholars declarıng Tfl worthless when agreeing wıth yp'/'l The
possıbıilıty CANNO: A prıior1 be excluded that Sy  P has preserved everal] archaic
OT authentic Di1iatessaron readıngs. In such the Frevisor of the Syriac
model]l of dıd NOLT revıise the LCX T after S because there the model contaıned
the S4aINE LEXT A4AS Sy In each CAdC, therefore, 1T cshould be decided whether
Sy 15 Dıiatessaron OT nO  —+ (Ine INAaY, ot COUILSC,; wıth Kahle that “rhe
value of the Arabic Dıiatessaron CONSsISts in the aAM OUNT of help 1t Z1VES tor
tinding OUut readıngs of the 5Syriac Dıiatessaron A4AS Tatıan composed ıt  b 2772 an
ad. lt; “ h16 15 imited”.“”” For AaLLYVOTLC dealıng wıth the Dı1atessaron problem
knows the imıted contribution of ll Di1atessaronıc wıtnesses. In each CASE

attempt cshould be made 455655 the real contribution of AaILYV of the wıtnesses,
including the Arabic Dıiatessaron, a! thıs requıres sound scholarly methods
AI intuıtion. There WFG INanı y instances ın whiıch the Arabıc Dıatessaron
dıffers from Sy' hıs could indıicate that ın such has preserved orıgınal
Dıatessaron 4  readings.“” Some of these deviations INaYy indeed help usS$s tind the
Dıatessaron text  2/5 (One should, however, OLE that 1n these T21 also
devıiates trom the Old Syriac Gospels, whereas 1ın tew there A echoes
1n Aphrahat Ephraem. But generally, there AI IHNallıy places 1n which

Z Apart trom the scholars mentioned betore, INaYy reter ere Paul Kahle’s FeVI1EeW of
Preuschen’s translatıon (OLZ 31 (1 HE ko 974), wh: thought that T8. ıt 1t ABTCCS
wıth 15 “methodisch entwertet”, that 1T 15 ot lıttle value’ (Caıiro Geni1Zza, 313 ct.
iıdem, DD of 110 partıcular value’).

DL But cf. Kahle, review Preuschen, ko 974 steckt ın diesem arabıischen Tlext SBallz zweıtellos
sehr 1e] echter Tatıan..

Z Ct Kahle, (Jalro Geni1Zza, 313
PE @r M.-J] Lagrange, L’Ancıenne version syrıaque des Evangiles 11 R ‘9 BEI (1920)

321-352, CS 228 pour qu on DU1SSE, du MO1Ns ans le Cas de desaccord, le traıter
COMMEC l’original de Tatıen).

275 ( C, Ta 25 Mt. 26)7 N Baarda, (seven als Vreemdeling, 1: NedTIhT, 4°) (1
92-1 Ta Mt 185 14), G Baarda, Matthew 14C, 135-140; TE\

3)’ SCC Baarda,; ALXOOVLOA-ZDLOOVLOA. Factors 1n the Harmoniı1izatıon ot the Gospels,
especıially 1n the [)ıatessaron of Tatıan, 1n Petersen (Ed.), Gospel Tradıtions In the
Second GCentury, Notre DDame (Indıana) London, 1989 133-154, CSP 153 EOD,
29-47, CSP 45)
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Sy yı  SC that INaV ave preserved archaıc readıng there.““  6 The task
of identifying Tatıan’s FEXt ın the Arabic Dıiatessaron ll remaın complicated
MC; requırıng “sound lıngu1stic equıpment A71: x00d of the existing

277problems
DEIn study attempt has een made FEeCONSLIUCT the original TeXT of

the Dıatessaron by of comparıson wıth the avaılable Syrıac W e
do NOLT wiıth Kahle’s verdict that “ cannotCı °“Urtext’ of
the Arabıc Diatessaron”.:  273 Although Al el] that, far, there ATC

LW less distinct torms of the Arabıc LEXT, G4ANNOT aAaCCCPL the
assumptıon that they should be kept an dealt wıth separately.“” Kahle’s
objections wiıth regard reconstruction of ÄAÄNrtexte. INaYy be valıd other

of hıs famous Caıiro Geni1Zza, but do NOLT thınk that they ATC of al V
relevance 1n Casc of the reconstruction of the Arabıc Dı1atessaron. The LW
tamılies of extual tradıtıon certaınly ATC NOT z dıfferent independent
translatıons of LW dıtferent Syriac 4S 1t has been suggested.“”

When speak of the of the orıgınal Arabıc Dı1iatessaron, thıs oes
NOT I11Call that SC dıfficulties tor such reconstruction. In the COUITISC of
thıs introduction AaVe often indicated how difficult things ”al 1n thıs aAfca

of research, 2A77 1ın the establishment of the DCXT such As aVe 1ın mınd, there
11 be INalıYy instances 1ın which decısıon between the LW torms conjecture
of the orıgınal torm behind the LW torms CAMNNOT be made However,
should NOTLT yıeld pessıimısm wıth regard Itfs reconstructlon. On the CONLrarYy,
both ATC branches of OTIILC {TeEC, an MUST tind the Our conclusıon

276 NSee Hıggins: The ersian an Arabıc Gospel Harmonies (1957), 8504; atı1an’s Diatessaron
4 257 259 uke eY 193-194 S Thıs 1S established by the tact
that, when the Arabic Dı1atessaron (sometimes along ıth the Persian Harmony) and the
Peshitta9 they A1C veLY often Joıned by the Old yra that the readıng 1n question 15
older than the Peshıitta and could be Tatıanıc. Therefore, where the Old Syrıac 15 mM1ssıng
altogether128  Joosse  Sy” = Sy“, so that T“ may have preserved an archaic reading there.”® The task  of identifying Tatian’s text in the Arabic Diatessaron will remain a complicated  one, requiring “sound linguistic equipment and a good grasp of the existing  » 277  .  problems  278  5. In my study  an attempt has been made to reconstruct the original text of  the Diatessaron by means of a comparison with the available Syriac texts. We  do not agree with Kahle’s verdict that we “cannot reconstruct an ‘Urtext’ of  the Arabic Diatessaron”.”” Although we are well aware that, so far, there are  two more or less distinct forms of the Arabic text, we cannot accept the  assumption that they should be kept and dealt with separately.““” Kahle’s  objections with regard to a reconstruction of “Urtexte” may be valid on other  pages of his famous Cairo Geniza, but we do not think that they are of any  relevance in case of the reconstruction of the Arabic Diatessaron. The two  families of textual tradition certainly are not two different independent  translations of two different Syriac texts, as it has been suggested.”"  When we speak of the recovery of the original Arabic Diatessaron, this does  not mean that we see no difficulties for such a reconstruction. In the course of  this introduction we have often indicated how difficult things are in this area  of research, and in the establishment of the text such as we have in mind, there  will be many instances in which a decision between the two forms or a conjecture  of the original form behind the two forms cannot be made. However, we  should not yield to pessimism with regard to its reconstruction. On the contrary,  both are branches of one tree, and we must find the roots. Our-conclusion  276  See Higgins: The Persian and Arabic Gospel Harmonies (1957), p. 804; Tatian’s Diatessaron  (1976), p. 257, p. 259; Luke 1-2 (1984), a.0. p. 193-194: ‘... This is established by the fact  that, when the Arabic Diatessaron (sometimes along with the Persian Harmony) and the  Peshitta agree, they are very often joined by the Old Syriac, so that the reading in question is  older than the Peshitta and could be Tatianic. Therefore, where the Old Syriac is missing  altogether ... the Peshitta may again retain older, Tatianic readings’; cf. Sellin, Der Text, p.  246.  277  Cf. Kahle, Cairo Geniza, ? p. 313.  278  For Joosse, Sermon, see: note 50 supra.  279  G£ Kahleo.c.; 7p.:313.  280  Cf. Kahle 6.c;7p. 2272p- 313  281  Cf. Higgins, The Persian and Arabic Gospel Harmonies (1957), p. 810, who draws conclusions  from his study of both harmonies and in that connection he writes: ‘We know that Tatian’s  Syriac Diatessaron. ... existed in two different textual forms of which the Arabic manuscripts  beo and a are respectively translations’. This cannot be concluded from what Higgins wrote  in the preceding pages; this is contrary to his own opinion expressed in his earlier studies  that B-E-O and A were different stages of the evolution of the Arabic Diatessaron. Was he  influenced here by Kahle who, though he did not say it so explicitly, seems to have cherished  the same opinion?the Peshitta INaYy agaın retaın older, Tatıanıc readıngs’; ct. Sellın, Der Text,
24  X

DA $} Kahle, (Jalro Geni1Za, S
Z For Joosse, Sermon, BUE OLE ID
779 Gr Kahle, O, 415
780 @} Kahle, 0.C-., 220 54135
P C4 Hıggıns, The ersian 2n Arabıc Gospel Harmonies (41957%; 510, who draws conclusions

trom hıs study of both harmonies anı 1n that connection he wriıtes: “We NOW that atıan’s
Syrıac Dı1ıatessaron ex1isted 1n LW ditferent textual torms of which the Arabic manuscrı1pts
heo an AIC respectively translatiıons)’. hıs CAaNNOTLT be concluded trom what Hıggıns
1n the preceding PapcS; cthıs 1$ hıs OW opınıon expressed 1n hıs earlıer studies
that Bekz and WEIC dıtterent Stages of the evolution of the Arabıc Dı1atessaron. Was he
influence ere by Kahle who, though he did NOT Sa y 1T explicıtly, ave cherished
the Samne opınıon?
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MUST be that general dec1ision between the LW kınds of TEXT. 15 barely possıble.
The only WdY EECOVET the orıgıinal Arabıc LEeXT of the harmony 15 apply
the eclectic method wherever ditfference between the z branches 15 being
tound hıs method, however, requıres MOST thorough study of the Arabıc
LEXT wıth the best utensıls possible, intensive comparıson of each ECYXE detaıl
wıth ll other of the Syriac Dıiıatessaron, AT wıth the 5Syriac 4A1
Arabıc Gospel translations.“®  2 But ECEVCi then, It wıll NOLT always be possıble
TGTHOMVe sıngle doubt ( hesıitatıon concerning the orıgıinal FEXT of the
Dıiatessaron 1n the Arabıc language.

287 For wiıth Hıggıns 1n thıs respeClk: The varıants the Arabıc manuscr1pts AL

be taken ser10usly. Although Ianı y ditferences A sımply the result of scr1bal CLE

AT otherwiıse of ONSCYUCHCC, caretul examınatıon an comparıson ıth other wıtnesses
reveal resiıduum of genuıne and somet1ımes really sıgnıfıcant varıants” (cf. “atı1an’s IDiatessaron
(1976} 260)


