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Syriac Versions of the ° Hıstor1a Monachorum In Aegypto
prelımınary investigatıon the basıs of the first chapter‘

The ° Hıstor1ia Monachorum In Ae M, 1S OIMNC of the MOST ımportant
hagıographical OUTGE>S concerning Egyptian monastıcısm of the ate fourth C111

LUrYy Although 1ts hıstorical value has Ooften been oubted and CHHCIZEA. the influ-
DG the work. especılally hrough ıts translatıons, 1S of the importance In
the estern tradıtıon ASs el ASs In Orıjental Chrıstian hlıterature. The HM COMN-

talıns narratıve of monks travellıng from Jerusalem E2ypt, visıtıng and
thus introducıng the MOST famous solitarıes of the end of the fourth CENTLUY
1C 1S generally accepted AS the date of the work. The Oourney Startis Iirom the
ou Irom the tOWN Assıut. and ends wıth visıt made the monastıc settle-

of Lower Eg2ypt, ıle anecdotes AL old about the athers visıted and edi-
iyıne Sayıngs and CUT10US miracles AL recorded.

Some ıfteen after Its creation, the HMA\, Was translated into Latın, by
ONC of the MmMOStT famous and prolıfic translators of Latın Chrıistian lıterature, Iyr-
aNNıuUS Rufinus, who Was known especlally for hıs translatıons of Origen.“ S1m1-
arly hıs other renderings, the Text of the Hıstoria Monachorum In HIS Latın
translatıon contaıns INaly discrepancıles In cComparıson the orıgınal ree
that for centurıies ıt Was consıdered be the orıgınal form of the work, and the
Tee texTi Was Sımply hought be rl translatıon. However, the investigat1ons
made bDyerButler al the end of the nıneteenth CENLUY and after hım, those
OT Andre-Jean Festugiere In the 1950’s, convıncıngly proved that the IeX1 of
Rufinus 1S translatıon of re:® or1ginal, but hıs Tee Vorlage In SOTIINC places
COM have been completely dıfferent irom the TE texT NOW from 11a

scr1pts of the tenth CENLUFY and later
Durıng the twentieth CENTLUTY everal WEIC made explain the 1CA-

SOMNS for the diıscrepancıles between the texT of Rufinus and the TG texTi

The 1IrS TA: of thıs W ds part of IN Y PhD thesıs, fOr the reVvIsSION of 1C| greatly
ndebted tO DDr onıka Pesthy, who made VC! usefu corrections and suggest10ns. ater it W dads

Dr TOC who has Oone the favour of g01Ng hrough of thıs re-worked version. hıs COIMN-

ments and observatıons should be gratefully acknowledged.
Rufinus dıed In 411, therefore the ranslatıon MUST ave een made before thıs VCAaL, around

In the Opınıon f ammond-Bammel See HAMMOND, ast ten of Rufinus’
ıfe and the date of hıs LHNOVEC South from Agqulle1a”, In Journal of I heologıca Studıes (1977),
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know from the edıtıon OT Festugiere. Some scholars argued that It Was Rufinus
wh: re-worked the Tree teXT: make ıt HAI accessIıble for hıs Roman audıence
and ralse it fo hıgher ıterary level.“ Others hought that ıt Was Rufinus’ theo-
ogıcal 1CcC. underlay the alteratiıons of the Latın tExXT., an that hıs
translatıon Can best be interpreted apologetic too] for Orıigenist propaganda
ıe makes the famous ascetIics of Egypt teach ideas sımiılar to those of the I:
genIıst’ monks expelle from ZYp In 399 by the patrıarch Theophilus.”

Some scholars, however, eheve that, beside thıs theologica approach, OE

also has uUusSsc extual eriticısm explaın the dıscrepancıles between the Latın and
the Tee vers10ns. Was put forward already Dy Festugiere that SOINC of the
peculharıties of Rufinus’ Latın Version WCIC due the partıcular DE6 texXt he
sed for hıs translatıon IC 1S 110  S lost, but ıts specıfic features AaPPCAaL In SOTNC

readıngs of partıcular of Tree manuscrıpts he called "manuscecriıts aDer-
rants’.? Caroline ammond-Bammel, In her ast study of 1996, SUOCS SVCn urther
She dISUCS that ıt 1s rather the Latın1 PICSCIVC the orıgınal of the
work ıle theT 1O have 1S COTTUDIEd. and ıt m1g have been revised Dy
antı-Origenist SCrbes. Just aASs has been previously bserved In the Casc of SOTINC
other monastıc works, AS for example the Hıstoria Lausıiaca of Palladius ® ese
°Correctors’ AIgUCS Bamme!l wanted elımınate from the work all the ıdeas
and they consıdered dangerous for theır Orthodoxy, It 1S only the transla-
t1ıon Oof Rufinus, along wıth SOTINC readıngs preserved Dy the Tree "manuscriıts ab-
errants’. 16 SCCIN DIESCIVC SOME features of thıs Ost original.’

All the above mentioned hypotheses, however, have (OIMIC feature In COININON

they all STTESS the importance of research other early translatiıons of the text d

possıble control materı1al for these VIEWS, althoug they themselves make only
lıttle UuUsSsc of them Even the fırst edıtor of the TeeS HMA Erwın Preuschen has

(In the style of Rufinus’ translatıons Sr others “ Rufın als Übersetzer”, In
Studı dedicatı alla eMmoOra dı "2010 'baldı, 1llano, 193 7, and WINKELMANN,
IMNIZE Bemerkungen den Aussagen des Rufinus VOn quileia und des Hıeronymus her iıhre
Übersetzungstheorie und -methode, IN Kyrıiakon. Festschrift Johannes Quasten IL, Münster, 1973,

532-547, and recently CICERO, “Come romanızzare Basılıo ANCOTAa sul vertiere 1 Rufino”,
Rıvısta dı Filolog1a dı Istruzıone CIasSICA, 130 (2002) 40-/5
SO GUILLAUMONT, Les ‘Kephalaria (rnostica” d’E VagTe le Pontique el “hıstoire de
F’origenisme ’hez les Grecs ef °»hez les SVTIENS, Parıs, 1962, Ote 105 where he wrıtes: Rufın
faıt CADOSCI Dar Jean la theorie evagrienne de Ia priere pure’ HAMMOND, Last Ien
Vears“; 397, who ca the work plece of gentle propaganda In favour f the Uriıgenian
monks’ along ıth OGUE, Hıstoiwre Iitteraire Au IMOUVEMEN monNnastıqueE dans l’Antiquite,
ILL, Parıs, 1996, Z 245 where the 1n of the Rufinıian HMA ıth the Evagrıan tradıtıon A
emphasızed.

FESTUGIERE. AL probleme litteraire de I’Hıstoria Monachorum”, Hermes, 83 (4955)
s270-279

See GE. “"Palladıana Introduction aUX fragments COpLies de I’Hıstoire Lausiaque”,
Studıa Monastıca (1990) OLA

BAMMEL, “ Problems of the Hıstor1ia Monachroum”, Journal Of. I heologıca Studıies, 4'/
(1996) 100-101
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emphasızed the role of these early translatıons and Dy the end of the 20!h CeNtUurY,
Eva Schulz Flügel and Hammond Bammel have consıdered the edıtıon and
amınatıon of these early AaSs ONEC of the greates tasks of future scholarshıp

the HMA
Indeed addıtiıon TE and Latın there ExX1S Coptic Georglan

Slavonıc Armenı1an and Arabic”® translatıons and alsSO four dıfferent Syriac
1C A1IC preserved ManusCr1ıpts of the Sixth CENLUTY I hıs suggests

that these Syriac INaYy poss1ıbly Orıgınate al least the end of the
the beginnıng of the sixth CENTUTY, that SOMIMNEC hundred after the COM1DOSI1-
L10N of the orıgınal TE of the HMA Nevertheless EXCEDL for relatıvely ate
LTECECNSION of the first Syriac translatıon edıted and re-worked Dy “Enanisho
the 7th CENTLUTY ASs the 1IT' book of hıs compıilatıon the called Paradıse
Holy Fathers NONC ÖT these four have been edıted investigated In
what ollows then attempt 11l be made CXATHIHE the four TECENS1IONS and
the character of theır TexT and COMPATMISON of the Syriac materı1al wıth the TeO
and the Latın ıll be presented

Of the L[WEeNTY-SIX chapters of the HMA Ifs rTee VEeISION 1t 15 the tırst ONC

I© selected AS sample for the followıngX: T’hıs Was because 1t
seemed IHNOIC practical approac the problem by takıng ( sıngle chapter AS

the startıng instead of CXAMUDUINS the ole work 1Ts CNUFrELY For the fırst
chapter IC speaks about John of Lycopolıs 15 preserved CVCIYV
(Greek Latın and all four Syr1aCc) of the work Moreover the eTO of thıs
partıcular chapter John of Lycopolıs Was consıdered Dy the Latın translator hıs
introduction AS the foundatıon of the ole work and example of al the VII-

{[uES who alone I5 LNOTEC than sufficıent for stimulatıng the and (30d fearıng
souls towards the SUumMmMIıt OoTf the VITrTUES and the peaks of perfection’ More

SCHULZ FLÜGEL [ Vranmıus Rufinus Hıstoria Monachorum IV De VILLS SAancLorum palrum
( Patrıstische exfte ıund Untersuchungen 34) alter de Gruyter 199() (cited e I0W
SCHULZ LUGEL and DALC number) DUtSs the edıtıon of the Syriac VCIS1IOIN the fırst place
the as of the researches HMA
Only the translatıon f the 1Irs chapter John f Lycopolıs 15 KNOWnN, SG “Frag-
ments COpLes de ]Hıstoria Monachorum ”, Analecta Bollandıana, (1969) A44()

1() See SCHIIN ZFLUÜGEL, and Q
a The Slavonıc translatıon of the HMA \ı preserved ı larger MONnaAastıc collection named 'Egyptian

Paterıkon Tf 1C) only SOMEC CXCETDLIS ATC yeL edıted N DbHONHOTEKA JIHTCDATVPBI /IDEBHEH
PYVCBI XII Bera aın Petersburg, 1999 306 11 (for the edition) and (ITOBAaPb HUHAKHUKO.

H KHHKEBHOCTH /IpDeBHEH PYycEIL BRIN Leningrade 195 / 3072 308 (for urther informatıon
MaNuSsCr1Ipts and edit10ns)

12 1lae Patrum Venetls 1855 207 270 See PREUSCHEN Palladıus und Rufinus CIM Beı-
[TAQZ ZUF Quellenkunde des altesten Mönchtums, lessen 18597 16() 61

13 Parole de* Arabıc SOUTCECS for the heology of early MONAaSsStTtIıC mMOovemen!: Egypt
OVrıent1 35

‘ fundamentum NOSTTI OPCIT5 e exemplum bonorum OIMMNMNUIN GQUI AT etam sSoIus SAalıs U  I' -
QqUC sufficıalt rel1210845 ef deo devotas mentes ad VITTUTUM culmen CIISCIC ef ad perfectionIs fas-

CONCILAre SCHULZ FLUGEL 24 7 Iınes 1
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portantly for thıs study, the STOTY of John Of Lycopolıs 1S (Q)HE of those chapters
whose texTi Was elaborated In the MOST dıfferent WdYyS Dy the Varlous Versi0Ons. 18
In this VC plece that the MOStT interesting dıfferences AICcC be observed between
the Tee and the Latın VersiOns In OT Structure d ell Aas In 1ts theologıca
content. ” Furthermore, this chapter 1S ( of the few sectI1ons of the work for
C the Syriac translatıon exIsts In al] four recensions.*  6 However, d the text of
thıs chapter 1S ONEC of the ongest sect10ons of the work. ıt seemed INOTC practical
identify certaın portion of ıt 16 Call SCIVC as test for examınıng the dıfferent
VersS1IO0Ons. SO ave chosen ONEC partıcular PASSaILC for urther analysıs, that 1s the
first part of the hermit’s speech delıvered HIS visıtors, 1€ records hIs teachıng

DUIC ön  prayer. Furthermore, thıs partıcular DASSsasc of the Latın translatıon d
there In vC dıfferent form. seemed, then, worthwhıiıle examıne thıs

shorter textual unıt In the Syriac Vversions In Order ec whether these. IC
alsO represent VC ecarly age In the history of the LEXT, ( throw alıYy 1g
the OT121NS of the °“addıtions’ of Rufinus

Previous work thedSyriac VersIions

The Tact that Syriac translatıons of the HMA eXISst Wäas known already In the m1d-
nıneteenth CENTLUTY, but the maın SOUTCEC they WEEITIE known Iirom Wds relatıvely
ate monastıc compillatıon, the SO-Calle Paradıse of the Holy Fathers. huge
COTDUS contamıng Syriac translatıons of the MOST important gyptian
moOnastıcısm, namely the Hıstoria Lausıiaca, the Apophthegmata Patrum and the
HMA The Paradıse Was compiıle In the second half of the seventh CENLUrY by A

East S5yrian monk called “Enanisho”, who inserted almost the entire HMA Into
hI1s volumınous compilatıon AS 1ts IT' book. $ For long time it Was only the
Syriac of thıs monumental collection IC served as the maın OUTCECS for
research for the study of the Syriac tradıtıon of the Vıta Antonui (VA) the Hiıs-
forıa Lausıiaca (F7D) ASs ell ASs of the Apophthegmata Patrum (AFP) and also
the HMA

Wads only In the second half of the nıneteenth CCENLUTY, after the publıcatiıon of
the catalogues of the Syriac manuscrı1pts of the Brıtish Museum In the 185 /0’s, that

1C  S approac. Was taken fınd the possıble OUTCECS of “Enanisho“s Paradıse In

As Wds already stressed Dy Festugiere and Schulz-Flügel. See FESTUGIERE, e probleme Ti=
eraire” (n d DE and HULZ-  ÜGEL, 5956

16 What 1S INOTEC SCC ıt 1S only HM SS O7 for 1C| ere exIst urther 11U-

Er
SCT1pts of S5yriac In addıtion the otherwise un1ıque codex of the recCeNnsION.
HM 18-31 In the Greek FESTUGIERE, Hıstoria Monachorum IN E2yVpto. Edition CTTI-
IQUE du extfe EICC ef traduction annotee, (Subsidia Hagıiographica, 55 Bruxelles, 1971, 15-20,
C1ITEe: urther AdSs FESTUGIERE and Pasc number) and HM Z115333 In the atın (SCHULZ-
FLÜGEL, 255-262).

15 (In the Ontent of the thırd book f the Paradıse, SCC below 67-68
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the early Syriac manuscr1pts of the 5[h_7th CENLUY acquired in Egypt The first ai-

LeMDIS fOo analyse the monastıc Content of these manuscrı1pts WEIC made In the ast
decades of the 19!h CENTUTY, Coverıng almost all these monastıc inserted Into
the Paradıse from the AP the VAS includıng the HMA., LOO

The tırst of the Syriac translatıons of the HMA\, t{hen. Was made also In
that VC. per10d. In 1897, the fırst edıtor of the PeP HMA., Erwın Preuschen, ın
connection wıth the extual hIStOrYy and the manuscript-tradıtion of the Tee TexT

had already made everal valuable remarks CONcCernNıIng the Oriental versions of
the work. He urveyed the manuscrı1pts preserving Syriac versions of the HMA
and distinguished four dıfferent translatıons INn them oug Preuschen dıd
NnOL make eta1ne: description of the character of these four recens10ns and
hasn’t lısted all the avaılable manuscrı1pts of the single recens10ns, his classıfıcatıon
of the manuscrıpt evidence nto four dıfferent Syriac translatıons 1S ST1 acepted Dy
scholarshıp.

In the apparatus Cr1t1CUs for hıs TeeE texTt he often refers these Syri1ac
CeNs10NsS, but ıt 1S only the Syriac HMA of the Paradıse IC he SCS and marks
wıth the sıglum 42 For Preuschen the MOST iımportant contrıbution of the Syrl1ac
translatıon the reconstruction of the textual hıstory of the work Was the obser-
vatıon that the of chapters In particular branch of the Syri1ac tradıtiıon

corresponds that of the Latın version of Rufinus, and NOT the OIlC preserved In
the majJorIity of the TE manuscrI1pts. He considered thıs phenomenon as

questionable argumen for hıs VIEW that Rufinus’ version Was the orıginal and that
the extant Tee texTi 1S only translatıon of the Latın The Syri1ac materı1al WAas,
therefore, hIıs moOst ımportant proo for thıs hypothesıs but instead of etaıle

comparatıve analysıs of the vers10ns, he sed only the Of. the chap-
ters AS devıce identify the textual tradıtions represented Dy the VarlıOous STOUDS
of manuscrI1pts, method applıed quıte Ooften alsoO Dy later scholars who en wıth
the question.

For example, ıle describing the peculiarıties of particular 1Tece 111a

scr1ıpt (P”) IC dıffers signıficantly Iirom the other TC6 codıices and has the
Samle of chapters AdS the TexTt of Rufinus, he wrIıtes that SOMMNC features Ol

, 23the texTt In P5 AT strıkıngly allırme Dy °the Syriac translatıon However, he

D0OCS nto the detaıls of these alleged similarıties 1OI does he specıfy1
“DyriaC translatıon’ 1S the ONMNC resemblıng the text In hıs manuscrıpt P5 1S In the

19 BOUSSET, Apophthegmata. Studıen PTE Greschichte der altesten Mönchtums, übıngen, 1923,
26-34

”TO| eiIner syrıschen ersIOnN der ‘ıta Antonıili, Le1ipzig, 18594
2 PREUSCHEN, Palladıus und Rufinus (n 23 154-159

For example In h1s note HM VEHTEXXVEE However, AS ıt AaPPCAaIs from h1ıs nOotes fOor the 1IrS!

chapters he dıd NOL COMPDAIC hıs Tee ıth the S5yriac versions.
PREUSCHEN, Palladıus IN Rufimnus (n FZ% 167 an zahlreicher Stellen werden seıne (SC P’)
Sonderbarkeıiten VO  — der syrischen Übersetzung In auffalender Weiıse bestätigt‘.
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SAamle CONTEXT that he refers thıs time In INOTE precIise WaY the second Syriac
recension (R2) 1 has the INC Of chapters A P5 and the Latın of
Rufinus.“ In the conclusıon of hIis examınatıon of extual problem In the first
and second Syriac translatıons, he wriıtes, °that the result be certamm,. that
the Tee TexT 1S secondary and Can only be consıdered dASs recasted version of the
orıgınal Latın texTg 25 And when he noticed that In ONC f the Syriac 11a

scr1pts the HMA Was preserved under the Namne f Jerome, he consıdered thıs fact
as the ultımate proo for the estern Or1g21n of the work, argumıng that, UuNYy
of the estern Or1g1ın of the work, the Syrians attrıbuted the tEexT Jerome. the
only estern wrıter they actually knew “

However, In spıte of thıs conclusıon, 1C SOTINC later Wäas efuted Dy
erButler and agaın by Andre-Jean Festugiere, Preuschen’s classıfıcatıon of
the Syriac vers1ions has been unanımously accepted. Moreover, GCVCH hıs method of
usıng the of the chapters A indıcatıon of partıcular extual tradıtiıon
has proved be COTTECT In the 1g of urther research the Syriac tradıtion. In
addıtion these observatıons, AS proo of the sıgnıficant role of the early NS-
atıons for the extual hıstory of the work, Preuschen has GVEN made c  sample-
edıtıon’ of SMa chapter (HMA XAX/S$ 1-4) accordıng 1ts first R1) and SCC-

ond (R2) S5yriac vers10ns, al the end OT hıs book.“
In the Samıe VCar that Preuschen’s edıtiıon Cailec OuL, another study, Sr

Butler’s edıtıon f Palladıus’s Hıstoria Lausıiaca, Was publıshed. Butler’s maın
CONCEIN, when wrıting the text-hıstory of the FEL Wds O that the orıgınal
form of Palladıus’ work Was chorter recensi1o0n preserved independently In the
manuscrI1pts. He consıdered the longer version of the work rework of the
orıgıinal Palladıan materı1al, 1C WdsSs the result of sımple mixture Oof the orgınal
TexTt of the wıth mater1al taken (VETI Irom another completely dıfferent work,
that 1S, fIfrom the HMA In connection wıth thıs VIEW, he had deal alsoO wıth the
problems of the HMA In NIra tO Preuschen’s hypothesıis, he argued that the
orıgınal of the HMA Was nNnOoTt the Latın, but the ree teXT.: and Rufinus’ version 15
nothıing but pecıal translatıon of the Tee In opposıtıon Preuschen’s AI gU-

4se: maınly hıistorical observatıons, he supported hıs VICEW wıth 1-

OUS extual arguments. In the COWLSEC of hıs argumentatıon Butler, Just
Preuschen had done ıt before, has also ouched the problem of the S5yriac tradı-

PREUSCHEN, Palladıus und Rufimus (n 12); 156
Z PREUSCHEN, Palladıus Un Rufimmus (n 12), 196Syriac Versions of the “Historia Monachorum in Aegypto”  63  same context that he refers —- this time in a more precise way —- to the second Syriac  recension (R2) which has the same sequence of chapters as P° and the Latin of  Rufinus.““ In the conclusion of his examination of a textual problem in the first  and second Syriac translations, he writes, ‘that the result seems to be certain, that  the Greek text is secondary and can only be considered as a recasted version of the  original Latin text  3.25  .  And when he noticed that in one group of the Syriac manu-  scripts the HMA was preserved under the name of Jerome, he considered this fact  as the ultimate proof for the Western origin of the work, arguing that, fully aware  of the Western origin of the work, the Syrians attributed the text to Jerome, the  only Western writer they actually knew.”  However, in spite of this conclusion, which some years later was refuted by  Cuthbert Butler and again by Andre-Jean Festugiere, Preuschen’s classification of  the Syriac versions has been unanimously accepted. Moreover, even his method of  using the sequence of the chapters as an indication of a particular textual tradition  has proved to be correct in the light of further research on the Syriac tradition. In  addition to these observations, as a proof of the significant role of the early trans-  lations for the textual history of the work, Preuschen has even made a ‘sample-  edition’ of a small chapter (HMA XX/$$ 1-4) according to its first (R1) and sec-  ond (R2) Syriac versions, at the end of his book.”  In the same year that Preuschen’s edition came out, another study, Cuthbert  Butler’s edition of Palladius’s Hzstoria Lausiaca, was published. Butler’s main  concern, when writing on the text-history of the HZ, was to prove that the original  form of Palladius’ work was a shorter recension preserved independently in the  manuscripts. He considered the longer version of the work as a rework of the  original Palladian material, which was the result of a simple mixture of the orginal  text of the HZ with material taken over from another completely different work,  that is, from the HMA. In connection with this view, he had to deal also with the  problems of the HMA. In contrast to Preuschen’s hypothesis, he argued that the  original of the HMA was not the Latin, but the Greek text, and Rufinus’ version is  nothing but a special translation of the Greek. In opposition to Preuschen’s argu-  ments based mainly on historical observations, he supported his view with numer-  ous textual arguments. In the course of his argumentation Butler, just as  Preuschen had done it before, has also touched on the problem of the Syriac tradi-  24  PREUSCHEN, Palladius und Rufinus (n. 12), p. 156.  25  PREUSCHEN, Palladius und Rufinus (n. 12), p. 196: ... scheint sich mir mit Sicherheit zu ergeben,  dass die griechische Form secundär ist und nur als eine Bearbeitung des lateinischen Originales  zu gelten hat.’  26  PREUSCHEN, Palladius und Rufinus (n. 12), p. 172-173, where he writes: ‘Der Name ist falsch; an  bezeugt werden soll.’  der Sache aber wird eben dies richtig sein, dass _damit die lateinische Form als die ursprüngliche  27  PREUSCHEN, Pa/ladius und Rufinus (n. 12), p. 131-132. However, the text edited here is unfortu-  nately one of the shortest chapter of the work containing nothing curious or peculiar which could  be used for identifying the character and critical value of a particular recension.cheınt sıch mMIr mıt Siıcherheit ergeben,

ass dıe griechıische Form secundär ist un: 11UTE als ıne Bearbeıitung des lateinıschen Orıginales
gelten haf-

PREUSCHEN, Palladıus UNı Rufimnus (n 12 172173 where he wrıtes: °Der Name ist talsch:;:

bezeugt werden So
der aC ber wırd eben 16Ss richtig se1n, dass amı dıe lateinısche Form als dıie ursprünglıche

PREUSCHEN, Palladıus und Rufinus (n L2); T3l a2 However, the text edıted ere 1S unfortu-
nately ONE of the shortes chapter of the work contamıng nothing CUT10US peculıar 1C| COU
be sed for ıdentifyıng the character and ecrıtical value of partıcular FreCeENSION.
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t10n. Wıthout g01INg Into anıy detaıils, he examıned the Casec of OM partıcular chap-
ter of the HMA., the ONEC about the monks In Nıtrıa (HMA XX), IC Was e1IaDO-
rated In V dıfferent AA I: by theean Latın VersioOns of the work.

FOor thıs PUIDOSC Butler made short lıst of the manuscrı1ıpts contamıng the
Syriac translatıons of the HMA and made SOTNC VC TIG the COMN-

tent of the sıngle manuscripts.“ Sımilarly Preuschen’s results, Butler also (CAHIE

the conclusıon that there WCIC four dıfferent recens10ns of the work In the
Syriac tradıtiıon, but he the sıngle recensiIiOns dıfferently Iirom Preuschen’s
classification.“” nstead of etfaıe examınatıon of the CoOonNnten of the 111a

scr1pts, he restricted hıs attention only the chapter about the Nıtrıan athers
and concluded that in all Syriac translatıons it seemed correspond the TE
and nOot the Latın version.”  U Thertrefere: he argued, instead of the Latın, as stated
by Preuschen. ıt Was the Tree 1C cshould be regarde the orıginal form of
the HMA Thıs hypothesıs Was hought be CONVINCINZ that hIs EOTY about
the or1g1n of the HMA became the COMMMMON opınıon In later scholarshıpI
WAas confirmed by the eftaıle. lınguistic analysıs of the Tee texTi Dy Andre-Jean
Festugiere in 1955 °

However, In of the Syriac versions Butler’s meriıt, beside compilıng HIS
lıst OT the MOST ımportant Syriac manuscrı1pts, Was that he drew attention the
importance of the Syriac translatıons and made SOTINC useful remarks concerning
them Butler Was the first recognIıze that the form of the Syriac HMA INCOTDO-
rated In “Enanisho“s Paradıse Holy Fathers 1S only later re-workıng of the
first Syriac translatıon (R1) of the work, 1C that it m1g have
een the MOST popular and wıde-sprea Syri1ac version of the HMA In the Syri1ac
tradıtion. But what 1S CVCI1 MOTC, unlıke Preuschen’s tireatment Of the question,
he trıed fOo investigate the internal relatiıonshıp of the Syriac translatıons. LOO

Although hıs method Was Just examıne the of chapters In the Varlous
forms of the Syriac tradıtıon, he attempted place the sıngle translations wıthın
the extual hıstory of the work ASs ole BYy udgıing the crıtical value of the Dal-
ticular forms of the text, Butler placed the Latın of Rufinus al quıte early
In the text-hıstory and GVECA the Syriac translatıons WEeITIC o1ven dıstiınguishe
place Especılally In the 0N of the second Syriac translatıon, the ımportance of
1Cc had already been emphasızed Dy Preuschen.“”“ Butler placed thıs recension

A Step hıgher In the pedigree than SYT. E: because 5 I1 AQTCcCS wıth Tat.

Such Yirst half, VC. incomplete’ ‘extracts’, Ka BUTLER, The AUSIAC 1SLOTYV of Palla-
d1uS, E exfts anı StudIies, Cambrıidge Universıty Press. 1898, 267
He 1STS Preuschen’s “drıtte Übersetzung’ ‘Version I and the ‘zweıte Übersetzung’ °‘Version
H- See hıs Ibıd.
Ibıd ‘In al] TEE Syr1ac VersIiOns the Nıtrıan portion of the work AYICCS ıth the oreek, NnOT ıth
the atın

51 FESTUGIERE. “Le probleme litteraire” (n Z LTE
See oftfe above.
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SC that of Rufinus and SOzomen In placıng 1ASs after Helles’. ” The fact he
AIgUCS that the second Syriac translatıon the SdaiIllec chapter-sequence
ASs the Latın LEXT,;uthat ıt INOTC ancılent, that 1S, INOTC orıgınal
form of the text than the SO-Calle ‘vulgate-Iorm’ reconstructed the basıs of the
extant TE manuscrIı1pts. Accordıing Butler’s VIEW., then, revisıon cshould
have been made, and it should have completely supplanted the orıgıinal form of
the work that thıs latter UrvIives only In the Latın version and In few cıta-

, 34t10NSs
However, ıt 15 ıimportant, LO note that Butler’s SVT LE, 1C he describes AS

specılal recension havıng the SAa|dINe chapter-sequence d Rufinus’ vers10n, 1S NOT
identical the °‘7zweıte Übersetzung’ of Preuschen 1Cc accordıng the (GJerman
cholar 1S also un1que, for 1t the SAadINlC chapter-sequence dAS Rufinus.”
Cur10usly, however, In spıte of thıs CUT10US misunderstandıng, both scholars WCIC

rıg For Preuschen’s second version (my and Butler’s ‘Version d

SG exactly the Samıe AS Butler’s second (my R3 and
Preuschen’s ‘drıtte ). Consequently, both R2 and R3 have the SdadIlle hapter-

ASs the Latın The only problem 1S that Butler. Just iıke Preuschen before
hım, dıd nNnOTt make etfaıule examınatıon of the manuscrıpt Add lısted as

WItTNESS the IT' recensi0on of Preuschen and the second by Butler,1
the Sa|amne ASs the Latın and ASs SC be the

earlıest Syrıac version of the work. In the 1g OTf thıs confusiıon of manuscr1pts,
then, Butler’s ‘pedigree’ of the extual hıstory Oof the HMA AaDPDCAL> De rather
unsatısfactory, SINCE have actually S5yriac translatiıons wıth the hapter-

of the Latın and he, relyıng exclusıvely the WwItNess of the hapter-
UCNCC, has put only .  Syr I1{ step hıgher In the pedigree”. Cur10usly, however,
hıs eOTrYy about early FrevIisıon of the work, a  0Ug ıt dıd NOLT make aAlly impact

later scholarshıp, In the mirror of the investigations by Caroline Hammond
to be comfirmed.

The sıgnıfıcance of the Syriac vers10ns, VC much hıghlıghte In Butler’s DOOKk,
Was apparently recognızed Dy subsequent scholarshıp as ell Later SUTVCYS about
the textual hıstory of the HMA have sSımply ollowe Butler’s and Preuschen’s
conclusıons cConcernıng the four Syriac recCens10Ns, and It Was theır sometimes
contradıctory and misleadıng observatıons 16 WEGETE incorporated into the
MOST ımportant reference works contamıng informatıon about the HMA. such ASs

the BH  S (BHO 543), the Inventory of Baumstark>® INOTEC recently the CPG

33 UTLER, Ihe AUSIAC Hıstory(n. 28), Z
BUTLER, The AUSIAC Hıstory(n 28),p Z

35 Accordıing Preuschen the manuscrı1pts of the ‘7zweıte Übersetzung’ Ad1C Add and
Add 1C| dIC 1sted Dy Butler under the headıng °Version 100e ıle Preuschen’s °drıtte
1S preserved In Add 1C| lısted DYy Butler ersion K

BAUMSTARK, (reschichte der syrıschen Literatur, Bonn, VOZZ:
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(CPG ere ave nOoTt been Aln y a  p made DUISUC the research TUT-
ther

The only cholar who after the studıies Dy Preuschen and Butler en wıth the
problem of the Syriac HMA Was Rene Draguet Wwho, In hıs monumental edıtiıon of
the Syrıac mater1al of the HL, ouched upON the question of the Syri1ac tradıtion
of the HMA\, to0o  357 Dealıng wıth the extual hıstory OT the Syriac Draguet
made A e{tiaHne: analysıs Oof the Paradıse of “Enanisho“ and Its °cContenu Lau-
S  siaque’,” and managed iıdentify the particular Syriac version of the 1C
COU have served as the SOUTCEC of the Paradıse. In thıs specıfic branch of the [CX-
tual tradıtion, ASs cshown by Draguet, the TexT of the 1S mıingled wıth other
monastıc $ that of the HMA and the Jfe of St aul of Thebes Dy Jerome, of
IC the latter Ooften stands ımmediately before the HMA The Vıta 'aulı Nnas
famous closıng DaASSasCc In 1Cc the author, Jerome hımself, asks for the PTayCIrs
of those who read hıs work, sayıng ‘“‘Whoever VOU A4ATE whoO ead {hIs, Dlease

‚ 4()remember Fhe wretchedJerome
In SOMMC manuscrıpts thıs partıcular Was efacne: irom ıts DIODCI

place al the end of the Vıta aul an Was attached the beginnıng of the CxXt

ıtem, that 1S the prologue of the HMA IC havıng acquıred thıs
kınd of foreword. Was consequently a 1SO consıdered as work of Jerome.” Was

thıs miıstake of the transm1ssıon, then, adopted later Dy the Paradıse, W.  IC AS

Draguet ArguCS, served ASs the SOUTCEC for the tradıtiıon concerning the authorshıp
of Jerome: wıdespread In later Syriac monastıc literature. The attrıbution Of
the HMA Jerome In the Syriac tradıtion, then, In Preuschen’s aAaIgUu-
' has nothıng do wıth alleged ‘Western’ Or1g1n of the text but it derıves
from corruption In the manuscrı1pts.

Besıide the solution the problem Of Jerome’s authorshıp, however, ıt 1S also
meriıt of Draguet’s work that he elaborated methodology for the edıtıon of

the Varı0Ous forms of the Syriac mater1al of the Ihıs SyStem, along wıth hıs
markıngs of the dıfferent translatıons (as R: R2; R3:; R4) and of the dıfferent
monastıc collections (asec be diıscussed later and others), turned Out

DRAGUET, Les formes SVYTIAQUES de /a matıere de T’Hıstoire Lausiaque, 1-I1, ( COrpus SCTIPLO-
HIIN (Arıstianorum Orientalum, 3589, 398), Louvaın, 19785
DRAGUET, Les formes SVYTIAQUES, 1 389), HATn and In OMNEC of hıs artıcles:

DRAGUET, "Fragments de l’ambrosienne restituer AUX manuscriıts SyT1aquUES S1nal 46 ei 16° -
In Bıblical and patrıstic Studıes In CINOTVerlPirerce aSEY. rıbourg, 1963, 167-178
So In h1s manuscrı1pt (Add V! Cf. DRAGUET, Les formes SVYTIAQUES, k
389), 2652305

Z I8C ODSECTO, QUICUMQUE haec EQIS, ul Hıeronymi peccatorıs MEMIMNETIS.
41 The connection between the [WO Was close that sometımes VCIMN independent Coples of the

ıta Paulıican contaın the 1ITS) Iınes Tf the prologue of the HMA SO In Add 23va
where SOINC Iınes of the prologue of the HM WEIC attache!: O the closıng sentence of the ıta
aulı.
DRAGUET, Les formes SVYTIAQUES, L, 389), 61 *_647*
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be V useful In connection wıth the Syriac VersSIONs OT the HMA\, LOO Thereiore,;
it 1S the basıs of the classıfiıcatıon of the four recCeNsIONsS Dy Preuschen and But-
er and of the technıcal and editior1al methods used Dy Draguet for the edıtıon of
the Syriac FE that have made the tollowıng of the Syriac Vversions of the
HMA

Z The fırst Syriac translatıon (R1)
The first translatıon (R1) 1S the MOST wıdespread form of the HMA In the Syriac
tradıtiıon, ASs attested by the tfact that thıs Was the ONC sed In the 7th CeENTUrY Dy
“Enanisho“ In compiling the Ir book of hıs Paradıse of the Holy Fathers. has

VAasti manuscrıpt tradıtion, especılally In the per10d after the compıilatıon of the
Paradıse In the seventh CENTUTY. ere dIC fıve dıfferent SIOUDS (R1la-e) of the
manuscrıpts OT thıs recensi1on be dıstinguished, and each Of them 15 Iınked
partıcular monastıc collection contamıng In addıtiıon the HMA selections
fIrom the an the

Rla Ihe ole text of the HMA connected wıth selection from the
preceding ıt Manusecri1pt: London Add 552); ff Ta:5/vb

R1b Varıous irom the (EeXxT of R1la
Manuscri1pt: London Add (AD {r a-21 CoOoNntent

rologue, HM L, V,I X, AlL, XIV.
R1c An expande version of the collection thoroughly described and analyse

by Draguet, who called ıt Ollecthon ot Ficehteen Narratıves ecueı de Diıix-huit
histolires RecXVIID“” W.  1C after the 'eıghteen narratıves’ themselves, COIN-

taıns arge selection from the along wıth ser1es of chapters taken from the
HMA Its Content 1S ASs ollows rologue and HM only 8 1-12:; 59; 64-6.
VIIL, 11L I N NE 88 only ÖS } 5-4 1 AIL, XV-XVIIL XAXI only
8 1-4, 13-14, 1 7); CH only ÖS 1-7), XAIIU, AT XXV, XVI and the Ep1-
ogue

Manuscripts: London Add (6th C:) ff vb-7/3rb; London
Add I13); IT vb-SIr' (the rologue transposed the V

beginnıng Of the collection itself) and 48rb-165ra; London Add (6th
C.) ff ANTFZSSV only iragments: Iirom chapter onwards): Sinal Syr DA (6th Ci)
8 1Ta- 73r

R1d The 1Ir' book of “Enanisho“s Paradıse holy fathers compıile In all
probabılıty the Dbasıs of collection vVC sıiımılar Rlc, but nOoTt completely
ıdentical it R1d contaıns SOTINC supplementary9 NOT present In Rlc.,

43 Ibıd
Ihe MOST CONVINCINE Droo of hıs hypothesıs 1S hat HM MN (  Par. 6-17/ accordıng the
numberıng sed In the dıtıon of Bedjan) Ar inserted into the Paradıse iIrom R4, 1C| DIC-
served only ıIn the ‘C ollection of EFighteen Narratıvyes’ ın ıts first part, the eighteen d-
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but clearly derıving fIrom another attestatıon of and there ATIC SOTIINC chapters
(HMA XAIL, AAIIL, XXIV) 1C A1LC present In Rlc, but mI1ssıng In the Para-
1ISE.  46 However, the Or1g1n of the HMA In the Paradıse ST1 requıres urther INnves-
tıgatıon.

FEdıtıions: EDJ. Acta INAaTiVITum el SAancLorum SYTIACE, NVA. Parıs, 1897,
329-441: o Lady Menux Ms No The Paradıse of. the Holy

Fathers, Z ndon, 1904, 2514407 Manuscripts: RAGUET, Les formes SVITIAQUES,
} 389), AARA SS

Rle Varı1ous, maınly later selecti1ons from the Paradıse.
For example, on Add (AD {t. 190rb-200vb: Parıs:

SYI. 195 {it. v-1  V} Parıs: SYT. 236. {it. 355-359: Berlın Syr Sachau 168: EB
8-9 and Nan y others.

C’haracter of the translatıon
The character of the first Syriac translatıon, due the relatıvely homogenous
condıtıon of ıts LEXL, and In 12 of the orıginal TGC and the other Syriac TAnsS-

atıons, Caln be quıte satısfactory deseribed Wıth the a1d of the crıter1a observed
Dy Sebastıan TOc concerning the evolutıon of Syriac translatıon techn1ıques, the
dADC of partıcular Syriac translatıon and Its relatiıonshıp other translatıons OT
the Salmllle work Can be INOTEC ess securely described.””

t1Vves number 1916 (on problems of SE C I10W S Consequently ese chapters AICcC

NOL presentMthe selections from the R1 of the HMA followıng the 'eıghteen narratıves’. be-
In hat DGASt it WOU ave een consıdered ASs repetition. Therefore “Enanısho' who

probably wanted provıde the MOST comprehensıve collection see1ng that ese chapters ATC

contaıned only the 'elghteen narratıves’, took them VCTI from ere and put them al the
end Oof the HMA-section of hıs collection. Thıs 1S Obvious VCN irom the dıtıon of Bedjan: cta
Sanctorum el Martyrum SVYTIACE VII, Lipsıae, 1897, 410-426, where they ATIC present al the end
of the SeTIES f chapters from the HMA Thıs 1S Iso the TCASON why theır posıition ıIn the Paradıse
0€Ss NnOT correspond the general f chapters In the HMA

45 Such ATIC the remalng OTf the first chapter 1C 1S ncluded In Its entirety In the
Paradıse althoug! present only partıally In RIic. Sımilar 18 the CASC of the chapter bba (r
(HMA I1  Par I11/3) and the (3 Paphnutius (HMA DE  Par. 1H/12); whıich dIiC mI1ssıng In
Rlc, but present In the Paradıse, 1C| contaıns them al eIr PIODCI places accordıng the

of chapters preserved In Rla
ese A probably elımınatıons one Dy ‘Enanısho'‘, aVO1d repetit10ns of chapters already COIMN-

taıned In the For DroOfs of such intentional edıtorial WOrK, RS the nOotes found Dy Draguet In
SOTILC manuscrıpts of the Paradıse: DRAGUET, Les formes SVYTIAQUES, I? 389), 64* and
8O*
Especılally: “Towards hıstory OTf Syriac translatıon technıque”, In II VINDOSIUM
SYrIacum (OCA, 27 1983)) 1-14; “Aspects of translatıon technıque In antıq-
ulty”, In rree. Roman anı Byzantıne StudIies, (1979) 69-87:; “Iiachronic A

of Syriac word formatıon: A} a1d for datıng ANONYMOUS fexts . In, VINDOSIUM SYTIACUM
(OCA, 2236 1990)), and for specılal problems: “ I ımıtatıons of ‚yr1aC 1n
representing GreeK”, In METZGER, The arly Versions New T estament, xford, 197/7,

53-98:; “ Rascsıl’s Homuily eut SOMEC remarks the 5yriac manuscrıpt
tradıtiıon”, In DUMMER (ed.), extfe und Textkritik. eiıner Aufsatzsammlung 133 1987)),;
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On the basıs Of these crıter1a outlıned Dy OC then, the text of R1 Cal be
placed al the turnıng pomnt Of the fırst [WO per10ds of the hıstory of Syriac transla-
t10n technıque: that of the fırst 4th-5th century) and f the second (6th century).
The translator of R1 apparently trıes follow the of the ree LEXT: he
rarely m1sSses the COTTEGC: of the or1g1nal, and ıf he does, It 1S generally nNOTt HIS
mistake, but there probably sStood SOMMC misreadıng miswriting In hıs ree
Vorlage.” Sometimes hıs S5yriac Can reflect CVCII the subtle of the origina  1.49
He often makes usc of hendiadys Just to PTESCIVC all the possible SCI1S5CS5 of the
orıginal Greek.” The unıt of text IromChıs translatıon takes ıts startıng pomnt
1S generally the e eNnece each Tee entence has usually OE Syriac equıvalent
In the translatıon, and the words f AL sometimes miırrored (i71E Dy (HIE

In the the correspondıng Syriac >  passage. The translatıon of the Tree partıcles
be HICI less consıstent: the Tee YOp and ÖE AL usually rendered Dy

theır Syriac Counterparts, but thıs formal equıvalence 1S NOT fixed NOTM, for
sometımes the renderings dAd1iC reversed.

TIhe attıtude of R1 towards 1DI1Ca quotatiıons varles from CAasSc CAasSC In the
early phase of Syriac translatıon practice, 1S observed by TOC the MOST Ire-

method of uoting Scripture Was DOorrow the quoted DASSasc from the al-
ready existing dyriac translations.“ Thıs practice Was wıdespread and natural In
the early per10d that prevıously exısıting translatıons WCCIC taken ()VGT CVCI) In such

when they evidently contradıcted the mplıed Dy the CONTEXT of the
translated source-text Later. SOTINC time In the early sixth CCENTUTY, 1I1IC  S practice
egan nstead of borrowıing firom the old translatıons, the translator sSımply
translates these problematıc 1DI1Ca cıtatıons. ryıng mIirror the CONTEXT 5f. the

5/-66, and The VIIAC ersIOnN Pseudo-Nonnus Mythologıica Scholıa, (Zam-
brıdge, I: 34-44
As In HM S 26 (FESTUGIERE, 18, Iınes 157:158°) where ıts SC of the world’s| pleasıng Was
read "men’s pleasıng' because of poss1ıble readıng Of AUTOV INV OPECKELOV d! AVÜpPOTOL INV
OUPECKELOV. See the dıtıon of the PaASagc In the appendiıx.

49 As for example In the Case of the Tee LEDOTELACG UVNOKPLOLC In HM 25 1C W dsSs en ASs
°conceıt of priesthood’ (K&mm.1 m< o1=) In CONTtras the interpretation of the word In all er
Syriac Versions and Iso In the aın ASs affectatıon priıesthood”. See the dıtıon f the Syriac
Versions of hıs pPassagc In the appendix.
As In HM (FESTUGIERE, BL lınes 138-139.) where the TrTeeC those eıng conceıted
and arrıyvıng al the Summıt of the virtues’ (tıvVEC YAp UVDTO ÜOApPNOAVTEC Kl NPOC UT T UEL
TV ADETÖV yEYOovOoTtEG) 1S rendered those eing conceıted and convınced that they arrıved
al the Ssummıt of the virtues’ ( ara atichscrn ebr A, 7D ) I’hus mırrorıing the ofold

‘be conceıted’ and CONVINCed’ of the Tee ÜOappPNOAVTEC. (Ir In HM in the d
pendix ıth examples for the rendıtion of ETOLPECÜE ıth double and of KOATOAOEPNTAL ıth
trıple translatıon See the dıtıon of the DASSasc In the Appendix

51 As HM S 24 (FESTUGIERE, 18, lınes 157-158.): el UT C KOTOOKONNOOVTEC INV
EXAEVÜEPLAV.NUOV eELGEANALÜOTE 1C| 1S VC faıthfully translated mxr 'J\al< za

urı X dhhairs Sar \ da öra.)
“ |Oowards history” (n 4’7),

@;} ‘Limıiıtations f Syriac” (n 47), Y6-95
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source-text.““ g00d example of such re-translatiıon of A Scriptural DaASSaLC 1S
be OUunNn: In the Casc f salm 54, - In R1, where, In nirast the borrowed
Peshıtta cıtatıon In and R3. the 1S translated ANCW In Order correspond
better the orıginal CONTEXT of the Greek.”

However, there 1S another peculiarıty of R1 bserved In connection wıth the
IDHCH cıtatı1ons. Attention has een drawn everal times the phenomenon ob-
served In Syriac O translatıons and orıgınal works) Of relatıvely early
per10d, that the cCıtati1ons Iirom the Gospels sed In these ATC dıfferent from
the text of the Peshıtta and that they DICSCIVC OT reflect readıngs of LNOTC ancıent
forms of the Syriac Gospelr namely the SO-Calle (Jld Syriac.”

sıimılar cıtatıon 1C apparently reflects the (JId Syriac of the Gospel of
Matthew (OICCUTS In R1 INn only OINC CasSC, In the HM 8 15=-1% In the narratıve
about Evagrıus. In the GASe of other quoted from the Gospels, ıt 1S SUu-

ally the text of the Peshuıtta 1C 1S used A5, for example, CVCMN In the second part
of the cıted DASSdLC of the STOTY of Evagrius.””

However, beside thıs V Nolke GGE of the Old Syriac Gospel, there AIC

SOTIIIC other features In R1 1C dIC consıdered as peculıarıty of the archaıc
per10d of Syriac translatıon techniıque, namely the desıre adap the translatıon

meef the needs of the Syriac reader by of explanatıons and
and the employment of SO-Calle: cultural equıvalences.

Some features Of thıs eXpOSItOrY approac towards translatıon AIC a1sSO Oun
In the text of R1 The translator often makes usSsc of addıtıional Scriptural cıta-
t10Ns In order make hıs translatıon easıly accessIıble for S5yriac audıence. For
example, he extends, completes OT makes clear those of the ree

As ıt 18 to be clearly SCCI1 In the ‘apologetic’ prologues f sıxth CENLUTY defending the
technıque of re-translatıng Bıbliıcal5 the 5yriac Tanslatıon of GTregory f
Nyssa’s Commentary the 5ong of ONgs VAN DEN La VEerSsiIOn SWTIaqUE du COMNUNNEN-

faıre de GTEZOLTE de VVSSE SIr le antıque des Cantıques, Louvaın, 1939, 7 In nother
Comentary Dy Moses of ghılene, N UIDI, “ Mose dı ghe Simeone Abbate”, Rendiconti

eale Accademıa deı Lincel, 283 (1886) 404 and 5()1
HM S 31 (FESTUGIERE, 20, Iınes 193-194.) where the ree quotatiıon 1S TPOGCEÖEEOLNV
TOV ÜeOv TOV GWOCOVTO. UE (XTO OALyoWvELOC.KAl (XTTO KOTALYLÖOC 1C| In and 1S rendered
ıth the form borrowed irom the Peshıtta wıthout the Tanslatıon of OALYOoWDELALC ( i 1A'\AO
ZzAs \sSq3 (< 0171 ) ıle R1 TIE: re-Iranslate hıs phrase, sayıng
A \Sqy3 r<“ 01 hatasır r\’_;&7.) ra
Especılally In Syriac translatıons of the works of St asıl, SC6 GRIBOMONT, Hıstoirre du
des ascetiques de Basıle, Louvaın, 1953, 142-144 and “ Basıl’s Homauly Deut_.”
(n 47), OT INOIC recently: 1 AYLOR, The VIIAC Versions DEe Spıirıtu Sancto Dy Basıl
of Caesarea,O576-577), Leuven, 1999
HM 16 where MFTt EZ2: 18 quoted 51ra r<‘xI.uo Anslı < zD (< 071

Xa tacdhım rdu<) In version 1C resembles the Old Syriac (Curetonlian and S1-
naıtıc here) r<’x3Iuos Anı 6< <a (< 530171 IRAZ, Comparatıve Edıtıion
SVYTIAC Gospels, vol.1, Gorglas Press 2003, 171.) ıle the second part AQTCcCS ıth the 'eshıtlta
VersS1ION: < dharchrs Ka tacdhm r<’xıuo Dasach <a r< 5307.
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o only allude A partıcular 1cCa 58  passage, but there AIiIC other
when he inserts cıtatiıon from the Scripture, absent from the orıginal, Just
make the mplıed clearer.”? ımılar features charaterıst1ic of the early
translatıons, such ASs the reluctance uUusSsec adjectival forms and neologı1sms, dIC

also present In be also archaıc eature that R1 does NOT
ect the usual ascetic vocabulary used In Syriac monastıc CX bearıng the
Strong influence of the Syriac translatıons of Evagrius.” R1 be COM-

pletely ignorant of thıs terminology. does NOTL have 1X€': term for °“ascet1ic
, 62 ;‚ 63practice OT for ‘apathe1a OT for the virtues’.  64 The Syriac vers1ions f these

dIiC obviously Occasıonal and SCCIN be the translator’s random solution
for the problem, and do NnOTt cshow anı y impact of the later, LHOLC systematızed
termınology 4ase maınly the Evagrıan tradıtıon as 1t 1S oun for example,
In number of In R2 65

The date of the Syrlac Evagrıus the basıs of the investigat1ons made CSPC-
clally Dy Antoıne Guilllamont 1S be placed SOMEC time towards the end of the

and the beginning of the sıxth century.“” The texti of Rl, then, Was probably

As for example the cıtatıon from (ral A (HMA FESTUGIERE, EZ: Iıne 146) 1C the
TEE has only 'to SPY Out OQUT ıberty ıle R1 has ıt A O SDY Out ()UT ıberty whıich IS In
Chrıst continumng ıt ıth the words of the Apostle accordıng the esNıtta version of ala-
t1ans, S56 136 E I0W. Moreover R1 of HM cıtes the fext f the cEts (14, SC be-
1ow /9) ıth introductlion, hat as ıt Was taught Dy the Apostle au ıc 18 (MUC, be-

ıt 1S really Paul who utiters the sentence In the Acts, but thıs notfe supplemented by the
translator.

59 As In the ASC of the above mentioned cıtatıon (n S3 In the STOTY f Evagrıus, where A ole
Passagc (Mt 52 43) Dy the translator for the explanatıon of the doectrine Oof Evagrıus
abstinence irom water.
As for example the translatıon of °‘human glory (HMA L S 25 ENOLWOC ÜVÜ pOTLVOG) AS glory
comıing from men’, In CONLrarYy where ıt 18 translated DYy the adjectival form ‘human’
(l<fl.)f() See the dıtıon of the Syriac version for hıs DASSdpc In the appendix. For the problem of
adjectives, SE “TDDiachronic aspects” (n 47), A AA

61 On the ascetıic vocabulary, R305 GUI “ Les Versions SyT1aqueEs de |’ceuvre d’f3vagre le
Pontique eit leur role ans la formatıon du vocabulaıre ascetique syrl1aque”, In OCA, Z (1983)
AT

In HM 29 translatıon of mEPL AOKNOEOC ere °the VITrtuUOUS WdYy f 111e (r ıd u<1=01)
used, but SOMEC Iınes el0ow for the Tree ÖL OUOKNOEOC ıt 18 sımply YOUI WaY of 1Te
(a 0a 15015) 1C (JICCUIS Whiıle has regularly the word fast’ a«) In ese places.

63 Which 18 rendered ıth complicated phrase (HMA $ 29) ASs '"endurance OoOwards desires’
(r<M1V< < hoaltaum) See the corresponding DASSasc In C1ITeE| C I0W In Oftfe
Whiıch dIC rendered eıther DYy the word (c<€:»(\.1)‚ IC 1S sed Iso A translatıon of “ascetic
practice’ (see ote above), Ddl In HM 25 In the Appendix In HM

Ta ıle In the word ‘trıumph’ (v(\»;.\) and In ‘excellence’ < hardum) 1S
generally sed

65 NSee below SO
GUILLAUMONT, Les‘ Kephalaria Gnostica” (n. 4 9 202-213, and In the CASC of the first recension
f the Kephalaıa Grnostica: WATT, “ Phıloxenus and the Old Syriac ersion of Evagrıus’
Centuries”, In Orıens Chrıistianus, (1980) 65-81, and In connection ıth the Practicos:

GUI  E: Evagre e Pontique. Traite pratique Ie MOINE, L, OUTCES Chretiennes,
17/70) Parıs, 1971, 320-327, especılally: 376
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also translated In thıs per10d, that 1S al time when the S5yriac Evagrıus, i1C
Was become ONC of the deepest influences the formatıon of the Syriac A4Ss-

cetic termıinology, had nNOTt yel been created OT become wıdely known In the
Syriac tradıtion. Thıs al] pomts SOMINEC time In the ast ecades of the and
the first of the sıixth CENTUTY, but definıtely before 534; the date f the earlıest
manuscrıpt of R1

R1 and therHMA
If. then, the datıng Of R1 the CeNtury 1S accepted, thıs early date of the
VCXT, along wıth the Tact that ıt 1S relatıvely close translatıon of the TcC makes
the texTi OT R1 useTful comparatıve tool for the crıtical examınatıon of the Tree
HMA\, especılally because the S5yriac R1 WOU then be almost fıve hundred
er than the earlıest Tee manuscrı1pts Of the work.

In COomparıson wıth the Tree tradıtion. then., the maın importance of R1 COIN-

SIStS In the fact that ıt draws attention the called “manuscriıts aberrants’ Dy
Festugiere. oug R1 usually ollows the readıngs and chapter-sequence of the
popular (‘vulgate’) form of the work marked AS XV by Festugiere, ®” especlally In Y
there AdIiC ST1 SOTIIIC dıfferences In such R1 reflects the features of SOMC

‘aberrants’, maınly those of the manuscrIıpt of Festugiere.” Thıs DOS-
S1 connection between the famılıes, namely the ‘vulgate’ and the aber-
rants,’ and cshows that ıt Was probably only later that the dıfferent extual tradı-
t10NSs WEIC separated. On the basıs of the COININON of theır features In
Rl,; In the hıstory of the (ext 1S$ be presumed where the tEXT, 16 Was

later ivided nto MAanYy recens10ns, Was much INOTC homogenous. R1,; then, Can be
consıdered early wıtness the Tee Xy Torm of the LEXT. and ıt 11l play
useful role In 11  S edıtıon of the TrTee ‘vulgate’ tEexXLT, but for the solution of the
problems raised Dy the relatıonshıp between the Tece and the Latın VEISONS, ıt
does nNnOT er sıgnıfıcant support.””

Ihe of the chapters In R1 1S that of the Tee ‘vulgate version’ it 1 Obvıous Irom the
manuscrıpt of Rla and from the Paradıse ıtself. All of them contaın the chapter
Elıyah (HMA VII) In 1fs due place along ıth the STOTY f Pıthyrıon and ulogıus (HMA
XVI)
See the examples In the Appendix.
Ihe simılarıtıes between R1d (the Paradıse) and the Latın f Rufinus observed by Schulz-Flüge
CHULZ-FLÜGEL, 48 U 1-2.) A1C ase!\ upON the Englısh translatıon f Budge’s dıtıon
1C ıIn cComparıson ıth hat of Bedjan has SeErIOUSs lacunae, NOT mentiıon the above stressed
dıfferences between 1a-C and R1d Therefore the Observatıons of Schulz-Flüge. Must be
hecked agaınst good text f 1a-cC and R1d Because the OMI1SSIONS of R1d hıghlıghte Dy her
<sımılar tOo oOse In the atın Can be OMI1SSIONS only of the eXi of Budge, ıle Schulz-Flügel’s
NnOTtEeSs HM ATITC NOT concerned ıth R1 but ıth R4. because thıs chapter contaıned In the
Paradıseim Ifs version and NOT In R1, ıt Was observed above,
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3 TIhe second Syriac translatıon (R2)
1S the second MOST popular Syriac translatıon of the HMA SO far there AIC

four manuscrı1pts identified AS preserving thıs version. mong these fOour, [WO DIC-
SCIVC almost the ole texTt of the work, HE the other L[WO contaın only selec-
t10NSs from ıt

R2a The texti of the HMA connected wıth the Syriac version of the Vıta
Antonii'”

Manuscripts: London Add (AD SS 7)): {r 4rb-90va: Contents:
HM 1, 1L, I A VI, VIUIL, I X AT AIL, VIÄIL, XVL, A, AIV. XVIL

XIX, (Excerpt), AXAXT: XAIL, AXAAIV, AXV. (HMA 1L,
8Q 16-18 (Evagrı1us), XN o  n of 101cus an: the pılogue AIC missıng).
London Add (VI C.) IT 8S3ra-133vb; CONLeEN HM 111 In the

abhove and the fiırst of HM VIL, the followıng 1S mI1ssıng due
A damage In the manuscrı1pt.

R2b Selections made from R2a
Manuscripts: London Add C,) 159ra-166rb only HM
London Add (AD 569); ff. 122va-136vb (HMA 111, I V, VIIL,

1 XIX) Thıs second manuscrıpt WAas lısted Dy Butler the WwItNESsSES
R471 but, A it 1S obvious Irom ıts CX ıf belongs part of thıs manuscrıpt
(If. TTa 173r HM 111 (Amun)) Was edited Dy Nau,72 and thıs TeXT almost

completely AQICCS wıth the correspondıing PAasSsSasc In manuscrıpt SOINC

places, however, the text of thıs manuscrı1pts ıffers Iirom that preserved Dy the
members of the R2a d 1t eıther adds OT abbrevlates SOIINC aSSagCcS of the
narratıves. ese dıfferences mM1g have led Butler fo the assumption that the

manuscrIipt Was WwItnNess R4
er collatıng the manuscrı1pts of R2, it became Obvıous that the entıire texTi of

the HMA has NOoTL been preserved In thıs recens1ion. In manuscrıpt B the MOST

complete codex of the recens10n, there AIiIC four chapters (HMA ILL, SS 16-185
(Evagrıus), X V3 o  n of 101cus and the Epilogue) mMI1SSINg. One of these
(HMA 11 mun be preserved In the other [WO manuscrı1pts (Add

FEvl and In Add f 122b-123ra), 1ie the texT of the other
four chapters, ıf GVL existed. m1g have been completely lost

Moreover, the texT of R2 be less homogenous and coherent than that
of R1 In cComparıson wıth manuscrıpt B, the others ave INanıy dıfferences In
word-order AS ell AS In the inner STITUCLUre and lemmas. Even the TexT of B, the
MOST comprehensıve and ancıent manuscrıpt of the recens1on, have SOTINC

( DRAGUET, O VIE prumMILIVE de Antorme CONSETVEE SYTIAGQUE, ( COTDUS Scriptorum
Christianorum Oritentalium. 41 7-418), Louvaın, 1980, an

74 BUTLER, Ihe Lausıiac ISLOTYV(n 28), 267
NAU, Ammonas de AnAntoıune. Textes ef SVTIAQUES, ( Patrolog1a Orıen-

‘alıs, Parıs. 1916, 124-130.
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miıstakes and mIıswrıtings. Despıite of these shortcomings, however, the texTi ıtself
allows us formulate SOMEC remarks concerning the character and possıble date
of the translatıon.

A.) Character of the translatıon
Relyıng the crıterıa observed Dy Sebastıan TOC and used above for the
descr1ıption of Rl,; the texT otf tO be bıt later than R1 R2 ADDCAaLS be
LHNOIC source-orliented than R1 0Ug it Wäas observed already In connection
wıth R1 that 1ts translator often trıes mirror hIis Vorlage VC accurately, thıs 1IN-
ention of reproduciıng the features of the orıginal becomes BVn LNOIC obvıous In
the (ExXT of Fven In the first chapter Can tfınd places where the translator has
managed translate SOTIINC VC problematıc grammatıcal phenomena of the
orıgınal TeS into Syriac. For example, he SUCCESS  Y translates ACCG., GE ın£.
construction In $ 20, 1.e In S 25 he remarkably renders complıcated 1e6
nomınal STrucCture In Syriac.

Even In the Case of the translatıon Tf TE partıcles be INOIC

consıstent than R1 The TE UN 1S reflected In almost CVCLIY places Dy the
SdIlle S5yriac word , !1) 75 Just ASs the ree OQOUD 1S generally translated wıth
1ts usual Syriac COuNnterpart Xıa © The Tree L1LC, 9} AL a1sSO SYS-
tematıcally mırrored and dıistinguishe In the translation ”” and sometimes E M

the word order of the ree orıgınal Ca  e be clearly recognized In the Syriac. ””
Adjectival forms” and Lore1gn words“ dIC also sed INOTEC irequently than In
the texTi of R1

However, CVENn In there AaDPCAaI SOMMEC features sımılar those observed by
TOC In connection wıth the earher Syriac translatıon techniıque. In the Casec of
Scriptural cCıtat1ons, for example, the translator generally makes uUusSscC of the

F HM L, S25 (FESTUGIERE, L Iınes 51:152)): TO vouwLCso aı 8’{V(X.I ÖLKALLOVG, which In
AaPDPCAaIs Al ollows: adurd OT ._f.\\:_;ä'\n. See the dıtıon In the appendix.

18 MA L, S 20 (FESTUGIERE, 16, lıne [’Z5.) where TLı ÜOVLOOTOV OWOLLEVOL 1S rendered ASs

|<\».‘7.'A adudır ‘A'\.l;7.,"
In ( INn 25 In the appendix.

As In 28, SCC the text In the Appendix.
It ıf refers DCISON, It IS IC 1S sed (as In the Tanslatıon of HM L, 2 ' 31), and
if object, it 1S (e In HM 1: and 26)
( MA I 527 (FESTUGIERE, I lıne 135 U C C KOAÄOV) where ‚VE the Order of the
partıcles 1S the S\Aa|INe A! In the Tee (CT. B. 4A5ra a\3 HM S 26
(FESTUGIERE, 18, Iıne 155 ÖL YOp TAC KOAACC eyEE1IpPNOELG WEPLCOVTAL OAULAOLUN 1C 1S mMIr-
rored In Syriac 3NOAALOUNT 49va.)
( the renderıng of the TeEe AVÜDOTLVOC (HMA I $ 25) Al rm< ıar ar< r<t 3 908

cCompared ıth Its translatıon In R1 (v<'r.lr< l<'l.ß.nr{'l), OT of the form
SOLATLKOC <aI7\) where R1 SCS the SalIllc dalath substantıve SITUCLUTE 250 ıIn
HM r
( the DyriaCc for KLVÖDLVOC Q ALLLO nstead of1R1 and usSsc the 5yriac < ary (HMA
e
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Peshiıtta and COu nOoTt fiınd AIı y °re-translated’ 1DI1Ca But, what 1s
CVCNMN INOTC interesting, there AL SOINEC places IC SCCGHA to DIESCIVC readıngs
from the Old Syriac Gospels.” Moreover, In SOMINC GVCH pecıal renderıng
of SOTINC TeEe phrases (CCHIN W  1C Lollowıng the Ssystem elaborated by FoC|
Can be called ‘dynamıc equıivalence’, INOIC precıisely ‘modulation’.° Thıs hap-
PCNDNS fOor example In HM S 26 In the CAasSC of the translatıon of the ree
EKTEON TDOC INV OUOPAV ‘being fallen into destruction’) rendered Dy beıng
fallen nto the pıt of destruction’. iCc probably sounds LNOTC famılıar ın Syriac
because of 1ts resemblance the phrase used In the Psalms.© urther example
1S iın the Case where the ( ave fallen down from the heıights 1S TCI1-

ere CY ave fallen down, 5SdYV, from heaven earth?.“
The COMMMON OT all these archaıc Teatures: along wıth the previously

noted ‘text-oriented’ character of the translatıon, INaYy Suggest that R2, sımılarly
RL, dates irom the S”a”’dMle transıtıonal per10d between archaıc and later S_
latıon practice. But because of Its andlıng of Scriptural cıtations the eneral UuUsSCcC

of the Peshıtta and number of resemblances wıth the Old Syriac
COU CVENn be lıttle bıt earlıer than R1 Ihe ascetic vocabulary sed by the NSs-
lator of R2, however, provıde — GvVENnNn INOTEC date

The translator OTf ADPDCAaLS be much INOTC famılıar wıth the eneral Syriac
ascetic terminology than the OMNEC responsıble for the (EXT of R1 In R2 the term1-
nology be much INOTC systematıc In USC, A ıt Shows SOTIC simılarıties wıth
the translatıons of the Evagrıan works. For example, has the usual Syriac COUIN-

terpart O1 KEVOÖOELA In wıth the seemingly random rendering of the term
In R1 the SaMe 1S irue for ANAÜELC, t00  56 Moreover, In C VGCH such distinctive

1 See C I0W (p 79 cConcerning and In nother place (HMA K D, In CaAasSCcC of MFft aM
13 JIn 6’ (HMA VUIL,
See L owards hıstory” (n 47), O:

83 AAnı In and anı CDA (Ps 4() (Ps 15) In the
esNnNıtta. See the dıtıon of hıs DaASSagc In the Appendix
HM Q 22 where the TeEEe SsSOounds A XD DWNAOD EKTENTOKAGLV ıle the S5yriac has
adhua) e i Hia CV ave fallen OWnN from hıgh from heaven
NTIiO the earth‘ ıIn sharp ıth the sımple version f R1 m<’“ —0a1 < (
ave fallen OWN from hıgh") the INOIC complıcated version In ra NO r<’431705.
,tnc\;ä\.uä\é'u<(\ aaı< dicumg eYy ave tallen Out and WETC brought OWN Irom the advan-
tage of excellence’).

D KevodoE1iu (HMA $ 24) In 1 regularly ( <’O 3 LO known irom Ekvagrıus (e ED 5-9 /
FRANKENBERG, EuaQ2TIUS Ponticus (Abhandlungen der Könıglıichen (resellschaft der Wıssen-

schalten Göttingen, Philologisch-historische Lasse, Berlın, 1912, S27 and DaS-
SIm), 1le In the cCorrespondıng DaASSasc Of R1 fınd Xn O Ö\.u€\:u'.ä'\ 1C dıd NOL
INANASC O fınd Aalıy parallel, ıle has UD r<im:m:t.) and 1S MI1SSINg.
Aratdesıa (HMA and ı888 15 64ra) 1S regularly rendered Dy anl
which be earher version f the term O be found Iso In the version of Evagrıus
(See GUILLAUMONT, Evagre le Pontiqge. Traite pratique, I: 565) In the earher (Sa) VCI-
SION of the Ascetcon of bba Isa1ah (see DRAGUET, Les CING FTeCENSIONS de VP’Asceticon
SYTIAQUE de V’Abbe [Isaıe 289), Louvaın 1968, 24 7.) In R1 ıt 1S translated DYy Dara-
phrase aur Xi SG above: and the references E I10OW
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Evagrıan phrases as the extremely irequent exXxpression of ‘by the time of /  prayer””
TaTa!°‘vaın 1S the labour of those A to be oun Furthermore such typıcal Kva-

ori1an techniıcal as the ‘VIS1ION of GOd„89 the 'knowledge of God’90 the
ILNOTEC specıfic phrase 'knowledge of exısting things’,” alsoO All these attest tO
the translator’s knowledge of theır Current Syriac renderıngs.

However, ıt 1S also ımportant tO note that the influence of the Evagrıan term1-
nOology apparently nOoTt Irom the °recension commune‘’ of the S5yriac Eva-
OTIUS, but irom another, probably earher Syriac vers10n, marked Dy Antoılne
Guillaumont.”“ Thıs second Syriac version ADDCAaLS uUusScC less developed term1-
nOology than the °TrecensıON cCommune/’, IC Guilllamumont ca 5 1, and it 1S thıs
earlher monastıc vocabulary manıfested In the recens10n OTf the S5yriac Evagrıus
1C 1S reflected In R2, AS 1S clearly shown by the characterıstic translatıon of
AAal by the phrase 'sanıty OT the SoOu.  E 93 SNOSIS ASs true knowledge
“aSCESIS’ ASs ‘tast‚ 95

18 the TEeEC EV KALPO NPOGELYNGS, 1C 1S extremely frequent Dy Evagrıus. TIhe term ıtself al-
though NnOT present In the Greek of the HM S 25 However. the of the sentence EV T1
ÖLOVOLC NDOGEVLYOLLEVOV 18 obvıously IN time of prayer‘ and thıs rendered consequently Dy
ıth the well-known Evagrıan phrase (ra r<)1.>.:) The Same ASs sed In hıs EDistle
(FRANKENBERG, EuagQTIUS Ponticus (n. 85), 576); In the Syriac translatıon of the DEe oratıone

n De oratıone ‘Evagre le ontıque Syrl1aque el CIl arabe”, DCr. (1939)
13 18 and passım) ıIn hıs iragments PDIayCI (see AUSHERR, “Evagrı1l Ponticı trıa

capıta de oratiıone”, OCA, (1933) 150) eEerWwIsSe hıs 1S the term which OCCUTIS In the
Version of the Praktıkos ell ( Prakt. UZ on Add ST)

88 See C Evagrıus De humuilıtate (J UYLDERMANS, Evagrıana SYTIACA. Textes Inedits du Brıtish
Museum el de Ia Vatrcane edites el fraduıts. ( Bıibliotheque du Museon, 319 Louvaın, 1952,

LL where the sentence (am 3 L <zZ aa z\3 1S VC. sımılar the OMNC In
M. 51 C  \Tap! Ds1)
HM S 26 (FESTUGIERE, 18, Iıne 160 018 ÖvVaTtaL OPOV TOV VEOV.) 1C| In R1 IS‘ za
ca (< yssJı KH, ıle In ıt 1S E I<A'\\-D asdım See the SyriaCc
VersiIOns for hıs Passasc In the Appendix.
endere: Dy the well-known D dn by In HM SS 158-30 twıce, ıle In R1 ıt
OCCUTS only HU (HMA SCC the [EXT In the Appendix) and ıt 1S completely mMI1ssSIng In
Ihe Sal 1S Irue concerning the term 'true knowledge’ < dsu), 1C (OJICCUTS only In
(HMA SE the text In the appendix) and 1C| 1S Iso 'especılally COMMON In Evagrıus’.
S Isaac of Nınıveh (IThe Syrian). “The Secondarı hapters V-Al 5353,
Lovanıl, 1995, 26.) Thıs latter term be the Current version for QNOSIS In the SO-Calle\
S77 versıon Of the Praktıkos, SE 'Ta 31 (London: Add E (London:

Add Z ZAr) On SCC e1l0w, ote
91 See C I10W HM

(n S> GU  T? Evaore e ontique. Traite pratique, I SA and ıts term1-
nology GUrI  AUMONT, E VvagTe e ’ontique. Traite pratique, 14 /34 and GUI  T,
*1 es VersIONs syriaques” (n 61), 25-41

93 See the references In ote above. The term 18 the usual equıvalent of apatheıa In the Ole text
of the S22 versıon of the Praktıkos. See el (London: Add 10r):; Ta E
157); D 56 (f. 1617); a} 58 (f. K 7x); g} 59 (£. E/Y);, (f. 17v); T (f. 1817),
where the 'tTecenNsION commune’ SCS always the Compound form: Xarı
See above

95 See above
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probable, then, that Was made al d per10d when the Evagrıan
translatıons, al least In theır earher S2 vers10n, WEIC already known In Dyriac lıf=
erature and theır pecıal termınology had egun make impact the IO
matıon of Syriac ascetIic vocabulary, that 1S, SOMEC time In the first half of the Sixth
CENLUTY. Thıs Was time when the extremely popular J recension of the Hva
grian works had NnOT yel overshadowed the tradıtions represented In per10d
when the technıque of INOTE ıteral translatıon became LNOTC and INOTEC popular,
but al the SAaMC time the tradıtions of the DrevIOUS per10d of translatıon practices
WEIC ST1 In CUFTENE USC, that 1S, probably In the fırst half OT the sıxth CENLUTY,
a 1S also supported Dy the date Of the earlıest manuscrı1pts stemmiıng Irom
the second half of the CENTLUFrY (Add 569; 589(?); Add 6th CCI1-

tury)

B.) and the TrTee HMA
The above datıng of the first half of the SIixth CCENTLUTY makes It equalliy
important too] for the erıtica]l examınatıon of the FeCC text For the dBC of R2
SOCS far beyond the oldest Fee manuscrıpts of the HMA\, IC 1S
the Tact that PICSCIVC quıite ıteral translatıon, 1C allows for
INOTC etfaıle Comparıson wıth the ree tradıtion that INaYy o1ve ıimportant
sults

Even the of the chapters In R2, IC attention WAas already drawn
by Preuschen and Butler, corresponds that observed In the partıcular of
theTmanuscrı1pts marked ASs Dy Preuschen and Festugiere, ” and thıs 1S the
ONEC also reflected In the Latın translatıon Oof Rufinus.”” Indeed., 1T deeper COM-

parıson 1S made between and the apparatus of Preuschen and Festugiere, ıt
CINCTLCS that R2 provıdes when Its texTt xhıbıts partıcular fea-
UTes of this TOUD, 178 A proo Of theır ancıent or1g1n ATiIC present In the texti
of Rufinus, too  98

However, the hypothetica TG texT behıind the S5yriac of Cannot Sımply be
placed In ere AIC where dıffers consıderably fIfrom
the vulgate torm’. ese dıfferences AdICcC NOT those OTf the TOUD, instead In SCV-

FESTUGIERE. X11 and
CHULZ-FLÜGEL,

48 As for example In the Case of HM where the has the exclamatıon you WON twıce,
along ıth the Latın (SCHULZ-FLÜGEL, 26% Iıne 398) and ra), ıle the TeEe vul-
gate form’ (FESTUGIERE Hıstoria Monachorum, Ixx1), together ıth R1 va contaıns ıt
Only HCS Ithe Corresponding places In and ATC unfortunately MIsSSINg In the manuscrıpts].
Ihe sıtuation IS the SaJmıe In HM 25 where contaıns the typıcal addıtiıon (n EMNL TALCOPETALC ENOALPECVÜE) of pand (see FESTUGIERE Hıstoria Monachorum, 185 See the Syriac

for hıs ast PASSapcl In the Appendix.
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eral theyv ALG sımılar the readıngs OTf another famıly, that of the “aberrants’,

N1Ss fact V important, because the peculiarıties of thıs branch of the
ree manuscrıpts WEIC consıdered secondary by Schulz-Flügel. She argued that
thıs Was relatıvely later OT the TG manuscrIıpts orıginatıng from COIN-

tamınatıon, rather from ‘synchronızatıon’ of the Tee tradıtiıon wıth the
Latın translatıon of Rufinus. ” TIhe readıngs OT R ’’ however, 4C sShow simıları-
t1es the % SCCIN that ar least SOTIINC of the pecularıties of should
have exIisted already In the SIxth CENTLUTY when R2 Was made. Therefore
CannoOoTt be considered AdSs sımple ate re-workıng of the rTece tradıtion and it it 1S

re-workıng al all, the alleged ‘'synchroni1zatıon’ Must have appene already Ar

VC early of the extual hIStOrYy of the HMA \“

and the Latın of Rufinus
R $ then, ASs has already been observed In connection wıth R1, represents
mıxed tradıtiıon, an together wıth R1. ıt attests the early exIistence of SOMMEC

typıcal readıngs of the “manuscriıts aberrants’ and 1t alsSoO wıtnesses In
the tEXt hıstory of the HMA where the tradıti1ons, later sharply divided. WEITIC

ST1I together. Moreover, ıt 1S alsoO iımportant feature of that In SOTINC DaS-
1fs TexT cColncıde wıth the Latın of Rufinus In such partıcular

WaY that the dıfference Cannot be supported Dy readıngs of al y known Fee
manuscrIı1pt.

Such pPassagc 1S be OUuUnNn:' In HM 30, where cıtatıon Iirom the Gospel
forms the ınk between the Latın and Syriac The partıcular DASSaLC reads AS

ollows., first the Tee then the Latın and iinally the LEXT of R2 1S cıted

Such SOTIIIC OMI1SSIONS of the V mirrored In R2, In HM S 20 (FESTUGIERE,
Hıstoria Monachorum. 16, Iıne 125) where the words ANOKPLÜELG and Imoovvnc ATIC mi1ssıng
M In 52772 (FESTUGIERE, Hıstoria Monachorum, 16, Iıne 134) where the phrase O

OLYE VOV, ONOW 1S omıtted T In the manuscr1pts f the STOUD (Dr In 26, Nar the eXT

In the ppendix.
100 SCHULZ-FLUÜGEL, 28; 52-53; 61-62 and
101 Thıs hypothesıs of Schulz-Flüge: Was already doubted Dy Hammnond, SCC AMMOND-BAMMEL,

“ Problems of the Hıstorıia Monachorum” (n 101



E  Latin  R2  Syriac R3  vrX<’  Sai y&p NLA‚ ONOLV,  Idéo deniqué Dominus  o e ;;<nm 1a  Sı KOAAMOV ÜALWEOV EIG TV  docere volens animam  Nasır é au r<\s.Änn'_-n  v<mÄr-(:t mdhaal\  Bocıleiov eEiceAdELV  desideriis et voluptatibus suis  resistere, dicebat:  »GTEVN YAp, MNOIV, N MOAN Kal  Intrate per angustam portam,  <la u\n 5  <ra m <nr \\  TEUAMULEVN N 0506 N ATAYOVOCA ELG  quia lata est et spatiosa VIa,  ‚Zn Anı Knr  in AAaı <nl  ınv Conv Kal OALyoL E16WV 01  quae ducit ad mortem (Mt7,  AT Ur r(Ä.ü.1c\  eaa Ur Ailnza  EUPIGKOVTEG AUTHIV« TÄOTELIC ÖE N  13); angusta autem et arcta  aa 070 e da .al  aa 070 e Za m\  TOM Kl EUPLEOPOG N 0866 N  via est, quae ducit ad vitam.  ‚a\ Aa Knr  a <5amı nla  ANAYOVCO EIG TV ANOAÄELOV KAL  ebr aur Yra na  < <ra Da  KOAÄOL EIOW O01 ELGTOPEVÖLEVOL ÖL’  ıam <1— .n (.\Ä\l<.1  m5 (.A\r(1  WOTNG.  Asrdha dr ‚e <a dı  <n Lln idn <m é  (HMA(G)), I, $ 30 (FESTUGIERE, p. 19, line  HMA(L) I, 3,30 (SCHULZ-  (-\-\Ä\r( 7n3;.\.1  182-20, line 186. )  FLÜGEL, p. 262, lines 289-291.)  HMA(S®%, I, 8 30 — B f. 50ra.  HMA(S®), I, 8 30 — C £. 35rb.  For ‘we must through many tribulations enter  That is why the Lord said when  »How narrow and difficult is the way  He taught us saying: »Through  into the kingdom of God’ (Acf14, 22) because it  taught our souls to fight against  which leads to life, and there are few  tribulations it is meet for us to enter  is said that ‘s£rart /s the gate and narrow is the  desires and passions: ‘Enfer you in at  who find it, but wide and broad is the  into the kingdom of God« (Cf. Act  Syriac Versions of the “Historia Monachorum in Aegypto”  way which leads unto Iife and few there be that  the strait gate, for wide and broad is  way which leads to destruction, and  14. 22 not Peshitta). because  find it(Mt7, 14) and wide is the gate and broad  the way which leads to destruction  there are many who go on it.« Why,  »narrow and difficult is the way  Is the way that leads to destruction and many  and strait and narrow is the way that  then, do we have to worry here, for,  which leads to life, and there are  there be which go therein’. (Mt7, 13)  leads fo Iife”. (Mt7, 13-14)  behold, after a little while we shall go  few who find it, but wide and broad  in to the eternal life. (Mf7, 14. 13)  is the way which leads to  destruction, and there are many  who go in it.« (Mt. 7. 14 and 13,)  7MII.1L)
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8() Toth

It 1S CONSPICUOUS al first glance that R2, ıke the Latın, does NnOT contaın
the cıtatıon from Acts (Acft 22) 16© 1S present, for example., In the R1 and R3
recens1iI0Ons. But what 1S CVCI MOTC, the form of the next cıtatiıon irom the Gospel
(Mt 7, 13-14 1S sımılar In both VersiIOnNs. The only dıfference 1S that the Latın o1vES
the orıgınal Oorder of the VEISCS, 111e the Syriac has inversed them However, the
ack OTf the c  gate in the cıtatıon 1S COTMNMMOMN both the Latın and the Syr1ac. al

thıs place MaYy reflect the Old Syriac vers10n, but the paralle DaASSaLC of the (ure-
fonıan 1S sımılar the text f the Peshıtta contamıng a1sSO the gate TI the
SINAILICUS has lacuna In the PASSasc In question. “ The MOStT ancıent TE
manuscrI1pt, the SIinaltiıcus from the fourth CENLUTY, however, O1VES sımılar form

103wıthout the gate
The simılarıty between and the Latın, nevertheless, important ıf

COMDAIC it wıth the text of R1, ic contaıns the cıtatıon In Ifs usual form, and
wıth the lıkewıise early version of R3,1 has the Samıec texT AS OTrTeOver the
form of the cıtation 1S sımılar that of R2, a1sSO In the Dıatessaron and Dy phra-

104hatD and In addıtiıon these LexXTS, ıt OCCUTS In the SAa form In letter of Eva-

orius‘” and alsSO In sayıng attrıbuted Ammonas. ©® The tradıtıon represented In
Syriac R2, then, does NnOTt AaDDCAL be unıque al all; rather it be the Jectio
dıthciılior and perhaps it 1S BVCH INOTEC orıgınal than that of the Tee manuscrı1pts,
IC ave possıbly been corrected accordıng the standard form of the Tee
Gospel text The 1atın and the Syriac and, AS SCC, R3, however, SCCHA

have preserved the ILNOTC orıgınal form of the quotation from the Gospel. ”
In HM A} d CVGNn IHOTE noteworthy CasSc 1S be oun the explanatıon

of W.  1C already be connected wıth doectrinal 1SSUES.

O OUDWV T { TIG  YVOGEOMC ÜEOD S uépoßg 1 ergö cöghoverit CD&\L1-\Ä1 L
KOATOELOVÜELC: INV NOGOV YOp Deum, In quantum D
OUÖEVL SUVOTOV SGTLWV homiını possıbıle esT, N mia Asandı3 aaır
VTOÖEEAGÜOAL, TLYXOVEL KL MNINC demum et1am r<“ 3Cn AT
ING TOV OAADV ONO TV relıquorum JuUaCl Sun(, s amiar <

r<“3 ADYVOGEOC sc1ienti1am capıet,
I, (see theHMA(G) I’ (FESTUGIERE, 1 ’ lines HMA(L) I, 3‚ (SCHULZ:

168-171) FLÜGEL, p. 261, lines 266-270) edıition the appendix)

102 KIRAZ, Comparatıve Edıtion SYTIAC (J0spels, vol.1, Gorglas Press 2003,
105 METZGER, Textual Commentary the ree. New Testament, on and New York.

I9 19
104 Cp The rree.New Testament. Unıiıted Bıble Socıety, 1983,
105 ED G.EuagTIuS Ponticus (n 85); 5/58 <Ara u<.hÄ,n1 r< 1ard<
106 EDJAN, cta IArl VTuUum el SAancLorum SYTIACE, VII, Parıs, 1897, FG <a m< 1ardY

yCTJ (< 3C0.
107 The instabılıty f the tradıtiıon of the sentence ıth the ate IS marked ell Dy etzger’s Ote that

Om1ssıon Was the result of “delhberate EeXCISION made Dy CODYIStS who tfaıled understand hat the
plcture 1S that of roadway eadıng gatı  d See METZGER, Textual Commentary, 19
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If hen OMNC wh; A farTherefore he who has een granted He therefore who W das

A partıal knowledge f (30d for ASs possible for C INan granted gel A partıal
NnOT possıble for the ole f such has known (30d he 111 knowledge of (30d for

knowledge be received DYy AaNYVONC the Knowledge UOILC able ACYULTEC the
Iso ttaıns the knowledge of al er er {hInzs that PCXIS ole of ttaıns Iso the

thıngs (tNC LU) AAAODV (LILOLV LV reliquorum QUAC SUNL SCI- knowledge of all the thıngs
YVOOEOC) entam hat C X1S' (r<.c\cn <}  x)

If take o0k al the CC and Latın of the PASSaLC the only dıf-
ETeHGCEe IC AaDPCAaIs between the [WO 15 the addıtion of QUAC SUNnft the Latın
W al the SAa|MIe i1ime transforms consıderably the INCANINS of the texT The
TG SIımply 5SaysS that the ONEC who has COINC the knowledge of (30d Can have
knowledge of IManYy other thıngs 1ıle the Latın he knows CVEC  ıng IC
EXISTS 15 Evagrıus where fınd the explanatıon for the addıtional
IMNCANINES oTf the Latın The phrase 'knowledge of the thıngs that (Yyv@oıc 1
YEYOVOTOV (JICCUTS fIrequently the Evagrıan and he consıders 1{ AS the

7 108knowledge of the Causcs OTf created thıngs and C IT °the kıngdom of heaven.‘.
The Syriac of thıs DASSaLcl then support the readıng Oun

Rufinus Latın FeXT In R2 fınd the usua|l S5yriac rendering of the Evagrıan term
ic N also confirmed Dy the texTt of R3 be analyse E I0W The readıngs of
the Latın and the [WO Syriac then apparently attest that 1{ 15 the NnOowl-
edge of those thıngs IC that COU be the orıgınal {Thıs have
stood before Rufinus and the translators of and R3 but 1{ Was Oomıtted (proba-
bly Just AS C’arolıne Hammond Bamme!l has argued because of Ifs kvagrıan-
‘Urıigenıist connotatıons) the Tee tradıtıon LOO early SUTVIVC aV of the

MmManuscrıpt SIOUDS Oof the TeeC VEISION OWEeVer ıf thıs hypothesıs 15

COTrreCTti and the phrase above Was Oomıtted intentionally because of 1fSs SUSPICIOUS
theological character UOILLC WOU CEXDECL SOTINC other LOO 1C woul add
upport the hypothesıs of alleged theologıca. re-workıng of the ree HMA

And indeed ıf OMNEC the readıngs of SOTIIC the TE and
Syriac interesting method of C  Q the texTt Can be observed In INally

where the Dyriac theologıca of sımılar ıIımportance, the TGCe
has only SOMMEC neutral pronomiınal phrases Thus, for example, MA I 273

Greek Syria
Nas X Xia <nr Z 3ELEPDOC LUC NOPDELGEÄUMOV AOYLOLLOC LOV

VOULWV N 68i} O LDEOT| Wamdıd (.\Aö\.m‘l&\ < ua 50a
S 23 (FESTUGIERE lınes 142-143) HMA(S“ I f. 49va.)

108 Praktıkos 2 GUIL  T EVagTe Je ’ontique. Traite pratique, LE 495 (n the INCANINS f
the phrase, O6 Guulllaumont’s OT UILLAUMON VagTe le ’ontique. Traite pratique IL,

499-501 For etaıle! examınatıon of the problem, SCC ST Translatıon An Ekvagrıan
Term the Dıfferent Versions of the Hıstor1ia Monachorum EIDL OMOS Origeniana
Nona Leuven 2009 613 621)
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] est an Y untoward thought hought insınuate ıtself Lest anYy alıen thought CINCILC and VYOUT
Into VOUT mınd and urn ıt towards something /se. mınd be occupied ıth fTansıtOry things.

Here, AS Call 5CC, the TeEe has only meanıngless phrase somethıng Eise ;
ıle the Syriac provıdes much INOTEC Aas it Say>S .  turn the mınd
wards fransıfory thıngs’. V sımılar CASe 1S Oun SOINC Iınes later In Z

Se  n  % OUDWV TV Av ÖÜNÄVTOV SyYOACLOAL bra DAnı —\-IACD _ Sch>
INV YVOLNV TOOV TOV FOV ETILENTOLVTOV. < yr _\M X22a ("Ä__‘"

(G) I’ (FESTUGIERE, 18, lines 165-166.) I, 49vb.)
Ihe will, then, fOSE whı seek (30d MUST be free The mınd of Ose wh: seek d cshould
TOM aller thıngs. leave behınd everything fhat IS vısıble.

Here the TeCEe agaln reads v sımply and contaıns only colorless DIONOUN}N
must be free Irom al other thıngs’, 11e much clearer
°“should leave behıind al ıSsıble thıngs”.

1S VE Strange, then, that the TEl omıt these otherwıse VC 1mM-
portant and NT adjectives, and provıdes only neutral In the place
of these words IC m1g have seemed SUSPICIOUS for scr1ıbe workıng after the

debates of the second Orıigenist Controversy In the sıxth CENLUTY. For, In all
the above-mentioned the text 1S speakıng about DUTIC PTayCr, statıng that Its
maın condıtion 1S that nothıng transıtory (T ısıble should be admıtted nto the
mınd when It 1S meditatıng G0d Ü hıs 1S A dea 1C sounds sımılar
the Evagrıan teaching imageless PrTayCer, A extremely ebated question In the
theologıcal dısputes In the ate fourth CeENTtUTY, Dy the end of4C Evagrıus’ OpIn-
10 cCOoncern1ıng ıt Was jJudged » 109  ‘Origenist’. The DECHITTFENGE of SOTINC phrases char-
acterıstic of the Evagrıan heology OTf PTayCl, then. COU ave been talrly SUTT1-
clent ead expurgatıon of the text attrıbuting these ‘dangerous’ ideas
such unquestioned authorıty of desert monastıcısm d John of Lycopolıs.
sımılar PTOCCSS COUuU have appene In the Casec f the term ‘the knowledge of
those thıngs that exIst‘1 COU also sound lıttle [OO0O ‘Evagrıan’ for sixth-
CCENLUFY scr1ıbe, probably 1t WAas replace Dy the LNOIC neutral c  other AS ell

R2 then, In addıtiıon the fact that it provıdes A ımportant too] for the crıt1-
cal examınatıon of the 1e82 (eXT of the HMA offers SOMEC readıngs shared wıth
the SO-Calle “Mmanuscriıts aberrants’, especlally wıth theır and More-
OVCI, 1t provıde us wıth A important control materı1al for SOTINC problems
of the Latın LEXT.:; OO and 1g CUF10US, theologıcal rewrıting of the texti

109 On the COTY f imageless DIayCI B especlally Elızabeth ( lark’s book, accordıng whom the
question f image WaSs entral problem f the 1TrS UOrıigenist Controversy al the end of the
fourth CCENTUTY. LARK, The Origenist ONITTOVETSV: Ihe Cultural ( Onstruchon OF an arly
Chrıstian ebate, Princeton, 1992, 4384



Syriac Versions f the “ Hıstor1ia Monachorum In Aegypto 83

Dy replacıng the theologıically SUSPICIOUS eIn: of the orıginal wıth colorless and
“iınnocent”

4 The 1T Syriac translatıon (R3)
IThe Ir Syriac translatıon of the HMA be the rarest all the
Syriac versions of the work. etre 1S only OIlC sıngle manuscrıpt extfant 1C PIC-

the whole (EexXT OTf R3, 1ıle iragment from the fırst chapter, contamıng
short portion of the exhortatıon Dy John of Lycopolıs hıs VIS1tOrS, 1S preserved In

letter attrıbuted Dy the maJorıity of Its manuscrı1pts Macarıus the Alexandrıan.
and Dy( sıngle codex John the Solıtary

R3a The only manuscrıpt 16 contaıns the ole work has preserved the
HMA AS part of monastıc collection contamıng, accordıng LO Its colophon, the
trıumphs of the desert athers. selected teachıngs of Mar Evagrıus and StOTIES of
the athers of the deserts of Kgypt and the Thebaıld The first part, the SO-Calle:
‘trıumphs of the desert Tathers’ Was ASs CIMCISCS Irom the iragments al the eg1n-
nıng of the codex selection irom the The second Dart (‘selected teachıngs
of Mar Evagrı1us’) consıIısts of Iragments (chapter from hıs uloz1um (CPG

short wOrk, entitled d De perfectione (CPG 1E Was preserved
only In Syriac”” and of chapters Ka of the Praktıkos (GCPG In Its 1r

ES5yriac version (S3) and work entıitled De SIQMIS quiet1s. (CPG 2469) 7 It 1S
the Ir and last part of the manuscrı1pts (“stor1es of the athers’) 16 contaıns
the HMA The manuscrI1pt, CXCEDL for SOMEC acunae caused by physıca damage
(between i 42-4 7, 00SINg the end of HM N the ole of HM VI and the
8 15 of HM VII)- has preserved the entire texTt of the work. Manusecript:
London Add (6th e) Hp Ta-65Vl TIThe of the chapters In
the manuscrıpt (HMA I7 FL I1L, I V, 8 1-5, VIIL, 5_7 } X AlL. AUI NIl
XVI, ALIL, AIV. AVIL. AIX, AAIL, AAIIL, AXAAXIV, XN AXVI,
Epılogue) 1S obvıously ıdentical that of the of the TeEe °aberrants’
manuscr1pts, the SdIlle AdSs the Latın and the Syriac

R3b Thıs extual form of the recension contaıns only SMa portion of the
work (HMA d 9-2 IC Was mıingled wıth SOTMNC from the er

110 See UYLDERMAN: “Evagre le Oontique: Les Capıta cognoscıtıua ans les VersiOons Syrl1aque
HA

e1 armenienne”, Le Musq'on‚ 47 (1934) 9-1
Cp. GUI  T Evagre le ontique. Traite pratique, E 1334

F1 N  S, Evagrıiana SYTIaCa (n 58), 101722
E13 As carly substitute for the OS LEXT, ere tol0s OUN:! hıs part of the INanlu-

scr1ıpts 1C! or1ginally elonge: the beginnıng of the volume, for they contaın OT Serl1es of
the Apophthegmata Patrum.
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(G(rraduum (S 29)1 14 and Was preserved ASs the FE letter of Macarıus of Alexan-
drıa.

Manuscri1pts: STROTHMANN, Die syrısche Überlieferung der Schrıften des
Makarıos, i ( Göttinger Orientforschungen, Wiıesbaden., 1981, 213 ere
AL nıne manuscrı1pts known (S” Berlın Sachau An 7 century), ff. v-1  V;
Sß harfet 38 SO London Add century), 24v; sE
Vat 5yr 172 769), { 266-269; SF London Add (AD 816),
T 09v-112r:; SI on Add (9th century), IT v-2)  Ü SS Vat.

yr 126 (AD T r-2  V} SW Mıngana Syriac 33() century), r 149v-

ISSV SZ Vat Syr 121 (AD 4: 10r5-44141xa In all these manuscrıpts the
texT 1S attrıbuted MacarıIıus. ere 1S only OINC manuscrıpt irom the 13th CENLUY
(Berlıin Sachau 552): however, where the text remaıned under the Name of John
the Solıtary, 4® thıs time not erroneously AS In the CS f John of

115Apamea refer John of Lycopolıs, whose words AIC recorded In the first

chapter of the HMA.)“ Edıtion STROTHMANN, Mabkarıos, Z 3TM)
Among the Syriac VersiOns of the HMA ıt 15 1C ShOws the greates CI-

tanıty. The T(eXT of 1ts un1ıque manuscrıpt be corrupted In everal places,
and because of SOTIINNC damage of the parchment sometimes 1t 1S almost iımpossıble

read the text Thıs damage MUST have occured V early because later
hand trıes strengthen supply the damaged places In the text  117 The 1I1-

struction of the TeXT of that short PasSsSasCl, for 1C the manuscrı1pts of the In
Letter Oof Macarıus of Alexandrıa provıdes useful parallels, 1S a ISO problematıc be-

the of 1fs codices ATIC also quıte dıfferent Nevertheless, the texXt of OUT

manuscrıpt stand closest the readıngs chared Dy the manuscrI1pts
Strothmann, but especılally 14582), irom S16

Despite these extual dıfficulties, however, R3 1S VC interesting vers10n, and,.
EVCN ıf TOCUS OUTI attention HM L, there ATC SOMEC ımportant features of
the texT IC A1C ell worthy of attention.

(‘haracter of the translatıon
(n the basıs of the crıter1a outlined Dy Sebastıan TOC R3 be the MOST

archaıc version the extant four Syriac translatıons of the HMA\, showıng

114 See the references by >  N, Johannes VON Apamea, ( Patrıstische exftfe ıuınd Studıen,
11),; alter de Gruyter, 1972,

175 ( ROTHMAN Johannes VOILJ Apamea (n 114.), 2738
116 Strothmann In hıs dıtıon of the letter ıIn 1981 has managed identify the DASSasc derıving

Irom the HMA INn Ireler Übersetzung, cdıe N1IC mıt der VO  —} AnanJesus S ‘Enanıiısho | iıdentisch
ist (ST  N, Johannes VOL Apamea (n 114.), S HOowever, the ast of the
letter he publıshed ASs CUrT10US 1t107N the translatıon, although It 18 Only the Syriac OTf the
HMA 1C| closely corresponds 18 the t(ext In the manuscrI1pt (20f the recens1ioOn.

U1 However, sometıimes thıs °correction’ INCAans deformatıon of the or1ıgınal, In the Casc of
HM 43, where the ([EXT of the Paradıse Was copled In the place eft an 37va)
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number of features observed In connection wıth ecarly S5yriac translatıons. R3
apparently cshows A easıly recognI1ızable °teader-oriented’ character. The NS-
lator often adds ommen h1ıs translatıons In Order explaın the meanıng f
the orıginal. Thıs exposiıtional character of IS MOST CONSPICUOUS f COMDALC
ıt wıth R1,118 for example In the Casc of the chapter Evagrıus (HMA 15)
TEAAMNVOV TOVC NS (<' n aQ LAOQOO r< a3023 { AAAAC

OLÄOGOMOVC OANEGTO- DE ira cnr
WLCEV CT!A'\Ä.1-DT
MA (  $ 15 (FES- HMA(S*”) $ 15 AÄA, SI 15 64rb.)
TUGIERE, 123 lıne 83.) 51va.)
He chut the mouths of the He chut the mouths of the He Dut the Tee phılosophers and
TrTee phılosophers phılosophers. WISE IMCN sılence and astonished

them ıth the eachıng of hıs NOWI-

edge

We Can SCC hOow the translator of trıes fOo explaın the of the word c  phı-
losopher‘ by the explanatıon that phılosphers WEIC °the WISe INenNn of the Greeks’
As 1S evıdent Iirom the PASSaLc above, the tEexT of 1S much FHOFE complıcated
than the rTee orıgınal ıts Syriac translatıon In R1 UuUSC$S [WO ILNOTEC Syriac
phrases fOor OC single Tee word. Ihus, for example, where the ree 5SaVyS that
Evagrıus ° shut the mouths oTf the heathen phılosophers’, R3 O1vESs much longer
versi1on, OIle narratıve about hOow e put the ree phılosophers and WISEe
INeCN sılence and he astonıshed them wıth the teachıng of hıs knowledge‘.

ometimes the translator behind R3 approaches the texT ObvIous 1DI1Ca
basıs In the hope that wıth the 1DIl1CcCa references 1t sounds INOTEC famılıar
hıs intended readers. As TOor example In the Casc OTf HM Z where the phrase

419‘lest alıen hought cshould COMMC 1s rendered wıth terms “ borrowed pOss1ıbly
Irom Eph 4,a Sometimes there dIicC OIe transformed, for example,
Dy changıng the orıgınal narratıve character tO indırect speech, AS, for example, In

HMA 29

VI1
Ası TOV Üdvdrov IN Na S3r

MOTEP WETOÜEGLV r< acn3 duriLmrırr<a QMJıI X’'LATAN r<“ acn r<“ QQ mA sr 3
OAyYAÜNC CONC r<::.\l_—_(_—z1 maar \ r(A'\C\.‘7.\Ä(_I»‘AA.M.7.) < Ham (| < o

NEPLUEVELV KL —s \3 r<3cm DE —z Ay IA yaıdh

118 Ihe chapter Evagrıus 1Ss unfortunately mI1ssing In Doth and
119 FESTUGIERE, / IInes 143-144 U ETEPOC LLC NOAPELGEAU GV ÄOyLOLOG)
120 E 35ra m/a r<Y — Y.Oy \C\.ß.\.\.lL\:l AT Za Z ichr aldıdh Za
124 Eph 47 ( Peshitta): NOT o1ve place V1T r<_fuah Z ir aı za
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UN N DOOPAV X6 Diodu Sıa <a sla r<“ Qcrn 1r oa ia
XO ÜEVELOV N OLAS. &L ‘.‘C1{TJ r \30Q r<< a Q —3a T“‘“Ä
SOULOTLKTIV KL dr X Im 10a Hu ıen K dhsSmazlı v*u<

r<\:7.\.\1 AAara r<“ acn r<U EUMLUTÄGV
KOLV TOOV u<:anmß'u. (_\..(.\m ar< <a
TLEOVTOV YOUV dur3 K.J)rd.&v\’(.m"\ä < am Z da

INV YOGTEPO. Asocdhmaamr mx Icn)3 <'’awm er<
HMA (G) I! UD HMA(S”) I7 MD I) x  S I7 S (C,

35rb.)TUGIERE, 1 C lınes 7vb.) 49vb.)
174-177.)
One chould awaıt Every discerning Ial We should, then, He elated Ou hım-
(1 AS transıtıon cshould awaıt hıs de- children, continuously self how much he waıIlts

Iirom hıs WOT.| awaıt deat ChrıstappY ıTte and NOTL for the sleep of (1
o0k ea| the fee- ıf he WOU A who 1l ead NiO [because| ıt makes hıs

appY ıfe and cshould Soul appY and hebleness of the body proach appY ıfe
and NC Oou. NOT fill and should NOLT Dut be- NOT imagıne In OUT 00 it wıthout S()I-

the CHY VenNn ıth ()I- fore hıs CVYCS the fee- mınd bodıly feebhle- LOW and reCeIVvESs it
NESSCS and cshould1nary things bleness of body; NOT gift of lıfe, because he

should he ll hıs e1Iy Nnot 1l UT e1Iy NO O€es NOL ave anYy fear
CVECIN ıth hat SOTIOW ervVen ıth thıngs 1C

he has ave. people ave.

Here Cal SCC hOow much R3 dıverges from the Tee In COomparıson wıth the
other Syriac Vvers1ions 16 CXCECDPL for SOINC slıght changes o1ve IHOLG less
ıteral translatıon. Sometimes the translator of R3 makes (UNG of cComparıson that
makes hıs translatıon Hc  S text seemımngly independent of the orıgınal OI Its
Syriac Counterparts In R1 and R2 122 g00d example for thıs pnecıal eXpOSILOTY
character of the R3 1S be Ooun In HM 75-76a.1°

Never let be the Of alnıy of YOUI Never let there COHIE anYy tamıly
relatıves when HC PTaYyS, I the recol- 1NSTO of the transıtory WOT In VYOUTI
ection of SOTINC appY EXpeETMIENGE OoTf heart Dy the time yOU PTIaYy YOUI
AL1Ly other emotI1on, CVCIMN the Lord urı YOUI hearts of al] anxıletlies
brance of the WOT iıtself ASs Ole In Order that yOUTr supplication INAYy NOT
Otherwise the entire undertakıng be- be indere In ıfs request. Just aASs the

pomntless when, In conversing servant does who, speakıng wıth hıs
wıth the Lord. OTMNC 1S educed Dy OS- master, recollects HIS mınd from CVCIYV
ng oughts. 20 Everyone wh has wanderıng, that he COU ANSWCT

not renounced the WOT. uNy and COIl- readıly everythiıng as Dy hıs 114aSs-

122 On thıs eature 1Cal f early translatıons C “Basıl’s Homuly Deut.” (n 47), D3-

123 See the dıtıon of thıs partıcular PaASssasc In al TEE (Rl. R2, S5yriac versions In the Appendix
al the end of hıs rticle.
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pletely but chases after ıts attractions ter SO ıt 1S meefl for us, LOO, reject
uffers thıs spirıtual instabılıty. Hıs DIC- everythıing that 1S ısıble and neglect
OCccupatıons, eing bodıly and earthly, and despise bodıly PrOVIS1ONS, In order
dıstract HIS mınd hrough the INanYy that ()UT mınd be purıfıe of the
terprIises In IC he 1S engaged. And oughts of OUT IM and wıth the
then, AaDSOTDE: In hıs struggle agalnst hıdden CVYC of OUT mınd INaYy SC

the pass1ıons, he CAannot Sal God, ()UT SavI0Our.
I, SS 25-26 (FESTUGIERE, 18, NnNes HMA(S””) I! SS 25-26 (p 44-45.)

152-160.)
As He Can SC In thıs PaASSaLC, the TeS orıgıinal IN$S be almost ırrelevant

for the translator of R3. the ınk between the [WO eXTSs 1S marked only Dy SC

phrases SucC ASs the anxıety about t{amıly-remembrance of relatıves, adversary
thoughts-thoughts of ( enemy), OT rather, only In the basıc of SOMEC SCI1-

tences 1S only the VC pomnt of the argumentatıon that 1S preserved In R3, 1ie
the texT AS ole completely dıfferent irom the TeEeE the Syriac R1

IC apparently tfollow the Fee orıgınal.
Moreover, In R3 the orıgıinal TCC 1S often mıisunderstood OT misınter-

preted. ”” The translator Irequently changes the 1IT' PCISON sıngular indırect
speech of the orıgınal ree text nto dırect speech In first PCISON sıngular, mak-

126ng the text HIOI dynamıc and excıting for 1ts readers.
The System OTL conjunctions and partıicles 1S also completely Inconsıstent. The

translator does NnOT BVn L dıstıngu1s the [WO SCIISCS of the TGE 0C, that of
the Comparıson and that of the conjunction, 1C the other Syriac VersiOns USUu-

Zally mirror In theır text R3 has only the eneral Syriac Conjunctions d- (T la
render the complıicated SyStem of Tece subordinate clauses, In the
elaborate System observed, for example, INn the of And there 1s only ONC

124 TIranslatıon DYy Norman Russell The Lives of the Desert Fathers. Ihe Hıstoria Monachorum In
EC2yVpto. ( Cistercran Studıies, 34.), Kalamazoo, 1981,

175 As In HM (FESTUGIERE, D/ Iıne 144.) where he translates the original ‘let NOT the
remembrance of evıl desires dısturb yYOUTr m1ınd’ (un WVNUN LLC TV OTOTOV EVÜDUNLOATOV
nO.pEVOCAN Tn ÖLAVOLC.) ‘let NOTL the turn yOUIT mınd by of remembrance‘’
(rdıması X oın . Aaadus ıid). Here he apparently es UV=ZLUT] A datıve of
instrument and LIC TV (’1'[(’)1\?(0V EVÜDUNLOTOV ASs subject, 1C! STan: behind h1s
translatıon

126 HM S.ZE where he translates the origınal (FESTUGIERE, 16, Iınes R KLVÖLVOUG ÖL
OOEÄELOLV TPOC NUOC eA\nh o Vare. NLOV UTLO OKVNPLAC Uunö XUTOV TOVD OTNAÄOLOD KLDOEAÄVELV
BovAoLEVOV.) you COMMNEC hıther OSse INCIN Wwho, because of elIr sluggıshness, HE unwillıng

Out of eIr Caves’ at shall L, wreiche: and mıserable INall, do, who unwiıllıng CVECI
OM Out of INYy Cave’ 34va < ia MAN. „Ar<’y z \nQ r< 203 LW \aaen

HLG
Ll As In HM. (V\ll< wıthout x) In COMpPparıson, In (v*.r< WI  OU' x) conjunction, ıle

In 31 (W-l< ıth x) ASs cConjJunction, ıle lines below In the Samlı Passagc (v*u< ıth 1) As

COmMparıson.
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Casc where the Syriac partıcle he N colıncıdes wıth the Greek,*“ 1N€e hıs other
solut1ons SC completely independent from the orıginal.

The Sal °:reader-oriented’ character 1S attested also by the frequent use of
‘dynamıc equıvalences’ In renderıng certaın Tee phrases OI iıdeas. FOr example,
In everal R3 chooses specıal Syriac phrase render Tee CONCEPL. The
Tee "‘world”, for example, 1S changed ‘thıs transıtory world’ In the transla-

129t10n, ıle the TeE °“ascetic practice’ 1S expressed by the well-known early
S5yriac phrase for monastıcısm AS °the beautiful ıfe of the mMoOurners’.  » 130 It 1S also
because OTf thıs GOOLICEGLM that SOTINC adjectives AIC rendered together wıth Semit1ic

131complemetary form In OUT eyes’ OT INn YOUI EveSs, famılıar from the
Moreover R3 cshows SOMEC urther features consıdered d peculiarıties of early

132translatıons. such A the usSc of the INC word (r(\.u) for lıfe) and ‘salvatıon
TIhe INOTC archaıc, longer form of the first PCISON plural of the personal DIONOUN}N
1C also OCCUTS everal times In the (exT f R3 In Its manuscrıpt C;133 ıle In R1

1 34and COU NOT fınd AIlıy (IGCGUFEHCGT of thıs longer form.
The 1DI1Ca quotations In R3 SC follow the Peshaıtta In the of the

New JTestament, and do nNnOoL betray an Y ımpact Of the Old Syriac In the TEeXT. Caa
t10NSs from the Old Jestament ATIC treated sımılarly the method used by R?2 1InN-
asmuch ASs ıt 1S the Peshıtta 3C 1S quoted CVCI In when the quoted
does NOLT completely fıt nto the Context Otherwise the quotatıons AL treated
quıte ireely in the translatıon, sometıimes they AiIC quoted dıfferently from the OMNC

In the TE origina  1’135 ıle there AdIiIC SOTINC where they otally CSCaAaDC the
attention of the translator. 136

128 In HM 31
129 HM 25 m<’ ranr The ONC 1C (ICCUTS V en In the Lıber Graduum (e. hafr

SYT. 1/3, 2,20-21; 2306,4; 317;16); RE Isaac ot Nınıyeh (n 90), 135 See the DyTrIaC
for hıs Dassagc In the Appendix.

130 As translatıon f rEPL OUOKNOEOC In HM (FESTUGIERE, 19, lıne 174.) mr nr
Aalısıza rr S On the term Nr A BECK, “Beıtrag ZUT Termiologie des altesten syrıschen

Mönchtums”, Studıa Anselmijana, (1956) 262-264
131 HM S 22) where the orıgıinal 'praısworthy' (ETOLVOV 1S translated ‘praiısworthy In YOUT

eyes’ (én.\.\;; I<n.\:ll.) (I)ccurences of the form In the (Ild Testament ATC others Ps 118,
23 Is 49, 57 Jer 26, 14; /Zach 1: See Iso “Aspects of Translatıon Technique”
(n 47),

132 As for example In the phrase In HM S 22 °to attaın salvatıon’ (a an . Olndır) In S 26
‘God, UT Savıour' (e.;»:.; < mni). On the term of ıfe SC KLEIN, Syrisch-griechisches
Wörterbuch den ıer kanonıschen Evangelıen, Gılessen. 1916, 1714 and KLUIN,
Term 1ıfe’ In Syriac Theology  o  » Scottish Journalof 1 heology, (1952); 39()-397

133 As In and C} 33y 1S
134 (n the sıgnıfıcance of thıs form of the PITONOUN SC “Basıl's homily Deut.” (n 47),

and GRIBOMONT, Hıstoıire Au des ascetiques de Basıle, Louvaın, 1953, 109
Otfe

135 1S HM 2 ‚ where the salm 1S cıted In longer form INn the TEEC ext
136 In the Tee text of HM the (yal z (‘to SPY OutTt ()UT lıberty') 1S Iluded 1C| Was NOT

recognized by clearly mısunderstandıng the sentence °to deprive ()UT lıberty of Its zeal’),
ıle In R1 and the quotatıon 1S borrowed Irom the Peshaıtta
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As for the monastıc termınology sed In R3. the SaJmıle °reader-oriented’ charac-
ter Cal be observed, aASs In the Casc of SOTIINC of ıts other features. Thıs that In
translatıng d single Tee ascet1ic term., °‘natıve Syriac’ phrase OT CONCCDL 15 SCH-
erally sed ere dIC hardly anYy examples Oun IC sShow the influence of the
terminology of the Evagrıan translatıons, elements of 1C| WEeIC observed In
connection wıth ypıcal example f thıs °natıve Syriac terminology’ 1s the
above-mentioned translatıon of “ascetic practice’ ASs 1Ie Of the moOourner’,  5137 but
there dIiIC ST1 everal such urther example 15 the translatıon of the COIl-

135 IC OGeEHIS In the SAalllccCept of ‘spırıtual by the phrase *O be captured by
In the works of John the Solitary. ” John’s works alsSO er paralle phrases

for the iıdea of being emp often used by R3 In ascet1ic CONTLexT IOr eıng free
Irom DOSSESSIONS, ” but the or1g1n of thıs expression MaYy g back the er

141Graduum, where Call fınd examples for it  ‘142 ere 18 another
pression IS Can also be explaıned Dy the a1d of John’s term1inology: CUrT10USs
phrase used for the viIs1on of the mınd In the followıng CONtexTt We Cal SCC God,
(J)UT SavlO0r Dy the hıdden CVC of OUT mind’. The term for °the CYC of the mınd’

144
Was already sed by Ephrem, but It 1S Evagrıus who makes irequent UsSc of ıt
In the Evagrıan wrıtings, however, ıt 1S generally adjectival form 1C 1s CSPC-

145clally favoured (voepoc 0OOÜAALOG); and thıs 1S usually miırrored Dy sSımılar
adjectival expression In the DyriaCc translations. © R3 AD  S ave the Samıec

ıdea aASs Evagrıus for the VISION of (30d In the mınd, but it UuUsSsCcCs instead of
r<“'‘ 3005 of the Evagrıan translatıons:;: wıth the addıtıon of the adjective °‘hıdden The
phrase °‘hıdden eye echo the language of John the Solıtary, who often

1597 See above 130
135 HM (FESTUGIERE, LA lıne 135 LKOVOC EXELWV Ö0ENTE), where the TrTee NOLT

1n that it 1S enough‘’ 1S translated NOT let YOUI mınd be capture by ıt 34vb T!
O3l m5)

139 VC: csımılar eXpressI1ON OCCUTS In ONE of h1ıs treatıses: z cnr Da See
RIGNELL, Dreı Taktalte VOIL)] Johannes dem EinsiL:edler ONhAaNes VOon Apameı14), UM Unınver-
sitets Arsskrift. B Avd E 54, Nr. 4 Lund, 1960, 4”

140 HM ‘let be free of the pOSSESSIONS of transıtory thıngs’ (Kdraası HIhMIT),
SCC the dıtıon of the S5yriac Versions of thıs DASSsasc In the appendix. Sr John the Solıtary In

Johannes VOIN LyKopolıis. Eın Dialog her dıe eele UN dıe Affekte des Menschen,
Leıden, 1956, D7 RIGNELL, Dreı Taklale (n 1390 4*

141 TIhe SYTIAC Fathers Prayer and Fhe Spirıtual Life, Kalamazoo, 1987, 79-8S0
147 In Patrologıa SYTIACA 4, 285, 3=3! 313 AA (DıaSyriac Versions of the “Historia Monachorum in Aegypto”  89  As for the monastic terminology used in R3, the same ‘reader-oriented’ charac-  ter can be observed, as in the case of some of its other features. This means that in  translating a single Greek ascetic term, a ‘native Syriac’ phrase or concept is gen-  erally used. There are hardly any examples found which show the influence of the  terminology of the Evagrian translations, elements of which were observed in  connection with R2. A typical example of this ‘native Syriac terminology’ is the  above-mentioned translation of ‘ascetic practice’ as ‘life of the mourner’,'” but  there are still several such cases. A further example is the translation of the con-  » 138  Z  which occurs in the same  cept of ‘spiritual fall’ by the phrase ‘to be captured by  sense in the works of John the Solitary.'”” John’s works also offer parallel phrases  for the idea of ‘being empty’, often used by R3 in an ascetic context for being free  from possessions, '“ but the origin of this expression may go back to the Liber  141  Graduum,  where we can find numerous examples for it.'“” There is another ex-  pression which can also be explained by the aid of John’s terminology: a curious  phrase used for the vision of the mind in the following context: ‘we can see God,  our Savior by the hidden eye of our mind’.'® The term for ‘the eye of the mind’  144  was already used by Ephrem, but it is Evagrius who makes frequent use of it.  In the Evagrian writings, however, it is generally an adjectival form which is espe-  145  cially favoured (voepocg 00VaALOG);  and this is usually mirrored by a similar  adjectival expression in the Syriac translations.‘“° R3 appears to have the same  idea as Evagrius for the vision of God in the mind, but it uses «1 instead of  am of the Evagrian translations; with the addition of the adjective ‘hidden’. The  phrase ‘hidden eye’ seems to echo the language of John the Solitary, who often  137  See above n. 130.  138  HMA I. $ 22 (FESTUGIERE, p. 17, line 135: uN... 1KOv@Gc Eyeıv ÖoEnte), where the Greek ‘do not  think that it is enough’ is translated as ‘do not let your mind be captured by it’ (G f. 34vb: z»4du  aadıs ; mo).  139  A very similar expression occurs in one of his treatises: xxı mo dr mala See: L.G.  RIGNELL, Dre/7 Traktate von Johannes dem Einsiedier (JTohanes von Apameia), (Lund Univer-  sitets Ärsskrift, N. F., Avd. 1, Bd. 54, Nr. 4), Lund, 1960, p. 4*.  140  HMA I. $ 26: ‘let us be free of the possessions of transitory things’ (xduraasıı <n  Dihan),  see the edition of the Syriac versions of this passage in the appendix. Cf. John the Solitary in  S. DEDERING, Johannes von Lykopolis. Ein Dialog über die Seele und die Affekte des Menschen,  Leiden, 1936, p. 6-7 or RIGNELL, Drer/ Traktate (n. 139.), p. 4*.  141  S. P. BROCK, T7he Syrrac Fathers on Prayer and the Spiritual Life, Kal\amazoo, 1987, p. 79-80.  142  In Patrologia Syriaca 4, 285, 3-5; 313, 23-24 (midms .. un ı— arr) very similarly to the form  used in R3 (r<ä\a'it.\:l;.1 < 10 &> 3\..r(ü:.\\ .niä\.°n.\.u).  143  HMA I $ 26: an mir ama < duma <n @m0, Cf. The edition of this passage is in  the Appendix.  144  BROCK, /saac of Niniveh (n. 90), p. 152.  145  E. g. Evagrius, De oratione 29 (PG 79, col. 1173A).  146  As in the Syriac translation of the above mentioned passage as <duas a <ais. I. HAUSHERR,  “Le ‘De oratione’ d’Evagre le Pontique en syriaque et en arabe”, OCP, 5 (1939), p. 15.Ar) VE sımılarly the form

sed ın R3 (Kdranası ö\.n-(1.n.‘7.l\ Didhar)
143 HM S 26 S N < ua &* The dıtıon of thıs PasSsSasc 1S In

the Appendix
144 Isaac of Nınıveh (n 90), 152
145 Evagrıus, De Oratıone (PG 79, col 1173A).
146 As In the Syriac tranglation Tf the above mentioned D: AdS Hils ucdhm

“ Le ‘De oratıone’ ’Evagre le Pontique syrl1aque ei arabe”, OC (1959):
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referred LO OUur hıdden man and hıs ‘hıdden SENSES’ In speakıng of OUT perception
14 /of hıdden mysterI1es.

The uUusScCc of thıs earlher termınology, presumably of °“natıve Dyriac’, Semıitic OT1-
91N, along wıth the generally reader-oriented, INOTEC exposıtional type of Tans-
latıon, (hen,. SuppOrt datıng of R3 earlıer per10d of translatıon
tehnıque, probably the second half of the CENTUTY. Thıs that In ql]
probability ıf 1S the TexXT of R3 that Can be consıdered as the earlıest Syriac version
of the HMA

B.) R3 and the Tree ({eXT
I, then, aCCcept the datıng propose above that R3 1S the earlıest Syriac version
of the work, ıt constıitutes VC ımportant wıtness the texTt hıstory of the HMA
However, AS 1S quıte fIrequently the CasSc wıth early Syriac translatıons. due the
exposıtıonal and paraphrastıc Ltype of translatıon and theır VC free andlıng of
the Te€ or1g1inal, ıf 1S V hard tO draw 1ırm conclusions from ıt concernıing Its
Tee Vorlage Nevertheless, In SOMEC It st1ill Can be used A d early WwWItNess

the LEXT, and sometıimes It interesting In connection wıth the problems OT
the Latın vers10n, O0

As far d ıt CINCISCS from the sometimes extremely free translatıon OT R3. it 1s
often the tradıtion represented Dy the TrTee “manusecrits aberrants’ IC hes
In the background of SOTIINC dıfferences between the Tee and R3 ven the

of chapters observed In the un1que manuscrıipt (S that of the
of the ‘aberrants’, and there AICcC SOTINEC 1C bear simiılarıties the read-
Ings OT (Fof the Tree ‘aberrants’ 145  manuscripts, along wıth SOTINC other
possı1ıbly derıving from the tradıtiıon represented Dy In the of the .  aber-
rants‘.  5 LO Thıs latter observatıon therefore provıdes urtheruagaınst the

150)hypothesıs of Schulz Flügel about the later Or1g1n of the V STI10UD of manuscri1pts.
R3, then, ASs Was already observed In connection wıth the other Dyriac vers10ns.

alsoO represents mıxed form OT: the manuscrıpt tradıtions C later became

147 See h1s hHalogzue (STROTHMANN, Johannes VOon Apamea (n 114.), where ‚VCI)
the TMS 1  en of the SOUL xxgı x \ 4) dIC V sımılar OSsSe f

145 See SOTMNC examples In the Appendix.
149 See; for example, the translatıon OTf TOGCOUTNV ‚SOV Kl KOLLOLTOV HM (FESTUGIERE,

16, lıne 1263 where o1veSs r< TardYn z \ax r&<'‘.31cp In
reflect, Dy the a1d of hendiadys (‘labour and paın’), the varıant TOGOVTOV KOLOLTOV SO Irom
the {’hıs 1S obviously present Iso In the atın f Rufinus who translates ıf Taborem
fantı ıtıneris’ (SCHULZ-FLÜGEL, 239 Iıne I555) Or In the exti paragraph (HMA z where
the 1Irs PCISON plural of the ‘vulgate version’ (NUÖV Unö NDTOD TOUV OTNÄAOLOD NNOEAVELV
BovAOL) 1S substituted Dy 1TrS) DCISON SINg. (BovAouevov) In vwhiıich 1S reflecte: In the compl1-
Cate: TrTanslatıon of KX’'dhhis_ —3 MAN. DAr<“g SE (< 3203 kan kn ET LE

dn G What ave f wreiche: and mıserable INan, done, who do NOT VCN want COMIC
Out of CAVC 34vb./)

15() See above 100
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subdıyvided Thıs 1S Irue such extent that, althoug ıt has the S\a’dmMle

of chapters AS and CVCI the HIC form of the above-mentioned quotation Iirom
the Gospel (Mt I 13-14), the CONTLEXT, contamıng also the cıtatıon Irom the AcfTs,
al R3 rather the tradıtıon of the Tee manuscrı1pts reflected In Syriac Dy
111 The SaJMıe sıtuatiıon Call be observed In the Casec Of another peculıar ABC
In the fırst chapter of the HMA He AaCCOUNT the prophecy of John of Lycopo-
l1s concerning the CINDCIOT Theodosius ea IC In the Tee tradıtion 1s
cur10usly preserved tWICE: al the beginniıng and In the closıng of the
chapter. “ ıle ıt (GEHTS only OMNNCEC In the Latın version ASs ell AS In R1 and R2
that 1S al the beginnıng of the chapter, ” R3., however, In COTININON wıth the ree

154'vulgate’ tradıtion, contaıns ıt In both places.

R3 and the Latın texTt
In spıte of the VC free character Oof the translatıon represented In R3, it contaıns
SOTIILIC interesting readıngs IC dıiffer consiıderably from the known Tree VCI-

SIONS and SC ShOow simılarıties wıth the Latın version. Thus, for example, In
19 1C reads AS ollows

QEXELAC ONO EVERKEV de Hiérosoljffiis ad eum (..A'\.nr'< 7cul.z.1m<
AnO IePOoCOAÄDLOV TDOC utılıtatıs ei profectus anl- ‘.u:u£x.m
DUAC EANAÄVDÜOALEV, 1V INac NOSsSIrae venerI1- r<a < htaN <
ANEP ÖL OAKONC INUS, ut C UJUAC olım ad AQcnx (r<“4107
KTOPELÄNOOALEV, TOUTO Ka audıtum NOStTrum fama a\  &  \.u:>.\:xß.\M1
OWEOL TOPAACBOLEV (T pertulerat, 1DSI1 NUNC oculıs A r<r OQJa

Ar< r zır<YOp TEOUKEV 8EVOCL CETINCTICIMUS, quon1am
ANLOTOTEPA OOÜOALOV Ka quıdem tenaCIus solent 1In- w LLO
O11 T AKON TOAÄAGKIC haerere memorTI1aAe UJUaAC raı AD ia r-(_s._'7.)
An ün ILC ENETOAL Ooculus viderıt YJUamı JUaAC V‘€"< Z ar < oa aALSbü

aurIis audılerit. r<'‘hisn3 < d
HMA(G) I’ MO 19 (FESTUGIERE, HMA(L) L, 2,11 (SCHULZ- I,
13: linesoline 124.) 253, lınes 148-151.) 34va.)
We ave .OMIMe YOU for the ene- We ave GE YOU Iirom Jeru- that AdIC from Jerusa-
fıt of UT souls from Jerusalem, i salem for the benefit and dıfıca- lem and hat 3C
hat 1C had ear ıth OUrTr t1on fUT souls, hat hat had ear‘ m1g pPCI-
Ars m1g SCC ıth ()UT W 1C| had receıved Dy CeIve ıth S12 and o1ve

thanks (G0d For SOTINC-CYCS, foOor the ar AT less "TUSLWOT- 5hat 1S Dy CaIs, m1g|
thV fhan Fhe CYVCS, and frequently C6 ıth ()UT IW CYCS, for Ose ıng ear Dy the CaIs,

makes ıts WdYy into hat 1S thıngs SCCI1 Dy the CYCS Can be bet- ‚VCIMN 1T it 1S trustworthy and

A See the above.
1572 MA I and (FESTUGIERE, 9, Iıne and 35: lıne 430.)
3S (: SCHULZ-FLÜGEL,
154 C T7A and 40rb
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ear by the ATls. ter preserved IN theOl  ' than Lrue, 1S NOT able remaın In
‚OSE heard Dy the Cals. the MEMOTY IN the SAadmMle

tent somethıng SCCIN DYy
the C

Ihe PASSaLC, CXCCDL for SOMMEC amplıfyıng addıtions characteristic of R3 SUuC.
the expression ‘be ogratefu O resemble the Latın Oomıts the
Comparıson of the Cars and CYCS and takes the e en phrase of °the of the
eyes’ ASs °‘human mMemOTY', Just d the Latın does: tTENACIUS solent inhaerere INCINO-

"“7A4€ QUAC oculus viderıt QUAIM AauUrıiS audıerıt
Another example 1S Ooun In 28, 16 has already been quoted In connection

wıth R2 155
Greek S  SATöth  92  heard by the ears.  ter preserved zn fhe memory, than  true, is not able to remain zn  those heard by the ears.  the memoryin the same ex-  tent as something seen by  the eyes.  The passage, except for some amplifying additions characteristic of R3 (such as  the expression ‘be grateful to God’) seems to resemble the Latin. It omits the  comparison of the ears and eyes and takes the Greek phrase of ‘the memory of the  eyes’ as ‘“human memory’, just as the Latin does: Zenacius solent inhaerere memO-  /!lae ea quae Oculus viderit quam quae auris audierit”.  Another example is found in $ 28, which has already been quoted in connection  wfth R2  G  &00v YV®GEMG ÜEOD EK  Si ergo cognoverit Deum,  XMa e <n  LEPOVG KATAXLOÜELG:  in quantum homini possi-  m < — mi  INV TACOV YÜp 00Sevi  bile est, tunc demum  M r LALO r<&\(\mÄn’:!  ÖVVOTOV EOTLW DNTO-  etiam reliquorum quae  ‚a (.\\..r< Sar  SEeXaodaı TDyEOveL Kal  sunt, scientiam capiet, et  Ar <lnIchha  TNG TOV AAAOV ATAVTOV  mysteria Dei agnoscet, et  <ma dlr  YVOGEOG KAl OX  quanto purior in eo fuerit  Ynı <a Rrln  WOTNPLA OEoD  mens, tanto plura ei reve-  ar mı>5 \\  ÖELKVOVTOG AUTÖ Kal  lat Deus, et ostendit ei se-  < ixoar .<\.A;e ma 0  npoßleneı T& LEAAÄOVTO  creta sua.  aa Dicdhmn <xIa  Kal Ve@pel ANOKAAÄV-  3,25. Amicus enim iam  Xnı am Knr  effieitur Dei.  WELG, OLAG 01 ÄyıoL, Kl  Ma mira  Suvapeıc eErTLTEÄEL Kl  &mm  OUA0G yivetaı deoD.  HMA(G) I, 828 FESTUGIERE,  HMA(L) I,  3,24 (SCHULZ-  HMA(S®) I, 828 (see the edi-  p- 19, lines 168-173.)  FLÜGEL, p. 261, lines 266-270.)  tion in the appendix)  Therefore, he who has been  If, then, one — as far as it is pos-  [Although] the knowledge that  granted a partial knowledge of  sible for a man — has known  is aware of God is a partial know  God - for it is not possible for  God, he will acquire fhe knowl-  -ledge of the Godhead, it is wor-  the whole of such knowledge to  edge of all other existing things  thy to know those things that ex-  be received by anyone - also at-  ( reliquorum quae sunt Scien-  ist (‚ads c.\.w( Sadır vm an0),  tains £he knowledge of all other  tiam’) and will know the hidden  and to prophesy those which are  things (TG T@v AXMOv  mysteries of God and the purer  to come, and to understand the  ÖNAVTOV YVOGEMC). He seces  his soul, the more God reveals  hidden mysteries of God, be-  mysteries, for God shows him  to him His hidden things and he  cause it is from Him, and is  them. He foresees what belongs  becomes a friend of God.  aware of spiritual revelations.  to the future, he contemplates  And he who approaches this [sc.  revelations just as the saints did,  knowledge] will become a friend  he performs mighty works, he  of God and his requests will be  becomes a friend of God.  fulfilled by Him.  155 See above p. 80 and the edition of the Syriac versions of this passage in the Appendix.OQODWV YVOGEMC £OV EK S] CISO cognoverıt Deum, Qa 3 t"‘ <

LWLEDOVC KOTOXLOÜELC: In quantum hominı DOSSI- CT <m NS
INV NOGOV YOp QOVÖSEVL bıle eST, tunc demum 3CTJ r<'‘z3AY.O < amır
ÖVVOATOV SGTW UTLO- et1am relıquorum JUaAC AI Hbr .L‘IA'\‘
ÖEXAGÜOCL TuYEOvEL X  Ka Sunt, scıientiam capıet, eit Zın Idhda
NC TOV XAADV ONOVTOV myster1a Del NOSCEeL, ei <ma cla
YVOGEMC Ka CS-  o quUanto purı10r In fuerı1t er < yın
WOTN VL (9DeOoV INCDNS, plura e1 ICVC- Nr C(T1L.LLZ7DI

ÖELKVUVTOC XTQ KL lat Deus, l Ostendiıt 1 r<“4107 Q —Q

xpoßleTrEL T WEAÄAOVTO SUL. cn .:n.né'\;7.)'l r<“a

Ka VEO@peEL ANOKAÄ- 5,25 Amıicus enım 1am eanr n dr AKCR:
efficıtur De1WELCG, O1LAC O1 OyLOL, Ka eDAT  x ra

ÖVVOLELG ERNLTEAÄET KL dı
OLAOC YWETAL FOU
HMA(G) I! S 28 FESTUGIERE, HMA(L) I! 3,24 (SCHULZ: L MD 28 (see the edi-

1 » lines 168-173.) 261, lines 266-270.) tion the appendix)
Therefore, he who has een If, then, OIC far ıt 1S PDOS- ‚Although] the knowledge that
granted partıal knowledge of sıble for 11a has known 1S Of (0d 1S partıal NOW
(30d for ıt 1S NOT possıble for God, he ıll acquıre NOWLI- -ledge f the Godhead, it 1S WOI-
the ole of such knowledge edge erEXISUNG {hIN2S thy NOW O0SEe thıngs that
be received Dy ANYVONC Iso Aal- Teliquorum JUAC unSCIEN- ist (mc'(ax Hbr Sychs »CT) v<.<'u.c\)‚
taıns Fthe knowledzge er 14177 and alKNOW Fhe hıdden and tOo prophesy Ose 1C dIC

things (TINC TV AD mMVsSterIeSsan! the COMCE, and understand the
OTNOVTOV YV®OEOC). He0 hıs soul, the I1NOIC (God reveals hıdden mysterI1es Tf God, be-
mVsterTIES, for (110dsShoW hım hım Hıs hıdden things and he ıt 1S from Hım, and 18
them. He foresees hat belongs becomes frıend of (30d of spırıtual revelatıons.

the future, he contemplates And he who approaches hıs SC
revelatıons Just Al the saılnts dıd, knowledge| ll become frıend
he performs m1g works, he of (GG0d and hıs requeStSs ll be
becomes Irıiend of (God fulfilled Dy Hım

155 See above and the dıtıon of the Syriac Versions of thıs PASsSSasc INn the Appendix.
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Fven al fırst glance it 1S CONSPICUOUS how complıicated 15 the WAaY In 1C R3
tr1es O translate the ree however 1t ST1 obvious that the aforemen-
tioned Evagrıan term, the 'knowledge of the thıngs that exist 15 present In R3. LOO,
but In INOTEC complıcated form than In Moreover, ıt 1s alsSO interesting otfe
that In L[WO places 1S sımılar the Latın agamınst the Tee nstead f the
TE ° fO C the mysterı1es of (30d’ it has, together wıth the Latın (‘myster1a Del
agnoscet‘), O "NOW the hıdden mysterı1es of (G30d’ the SAd1Llle time ıt 1S also
COIMNMMON feature of the [WO Versions that the note of the Tee that the saınts
and makes S12NS’ 1S equally mI1ssıng both in R3 and In the Latın of Rufinus

1S vVC hard, then, O make Judgement the ecrıtical value OT R3 As Was

observed concerning Ifs character, R3 be the MOST archaıc translatıon
the Syriac vers1ions } representing A early In the extual hIStOry of

the work, it COU be VC ımportant for SOMMEC PDroblems of the extual hıstory, O0
HOowever, 1T ONC it wıth the Tee and Latın' ıt becomes clear that
VC often ıt 1S R3 ıtselfC needs the upport of the other Vers1Ons In Order tOo
be interpreted In A satısfactory ILAaLLCT Its LOXT,: therefore, Call hardly be sed
trustworthy control materı1al In connection wıth the TG and Latın vers10ns., al-
though it does PDITESCIVC SOTINC In where the tradıtıon of the °aberrants’

tO be manıfested In the SAa”|MlC aNnNneT In Its chapter-sequence. Af the
SAa’dMe time ıt also SOTINC slıght (sometimes VC obscure) simılarıties wıth
the Latın of Rufinus, but ıt 1S especılally In conjunction wıth the other Syriac VCI-

SIONS that R3 Cal be used MOST successfully AS d useful ertium comparationıs.

S The fourth Syriac translatıon

The fourth recension of the S5yriac Vversions of the HMA Was probably put In last
place Dy Preuschen because of Its iragmentary condıtıion. ere dIC only three
chapters of the work IC AIcC preserved In R4 ese dIicC all connected wıth
pecıal selection of SfOTIES from the HMA and the mentioned above In COIMN-

nection wıth R1,; 1C Was named Collection of Eighteen Narratıves ’ (Recueıl de
dix-huit histoires EC, Dy Draguet INn hıs analysıs of the S5yriac tradıtıon
of the The maın part of thıs collection (thırteen storles) CONsIısts of chapters
OTf the supplemented wıth the Vıta '“AaU of Jerome and three chapters Iirom
the HMA In independent translation.*°° The three chapters (HMA l; A XI)
WeEeIC lısted Dy Preuschen ASs WwItnNesses the fourth recension, > but hıs STatement
Was challanged Dy Butler In hıs otfe manuscrıpt of R4 (London: Add

Iısted E I0W d he wrıtes that Preuschen Was In Supposing that
the chapters derıving from the HMA belong R4, because “ıt 1S only the Life Of
John of Lycopolıs, IC immediately precedes them, that belongs fo Version
156 See above
S PREUSCHEN, Palladıus und Rufinus (n 12 157
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(R4) whereas the others d1IC from the first Syriac translation. ”  Ö However, COM-

parıson f these chapters wıth the correspondıng ONCS In the manuscrIipts Of 1a-b
clearly DIOVCS that the In manuscrıpt belong independent recens10n,
10 1S R4 Just aASs Preuschen had stated. TIhe of Butler’s probably les
In the fact that 1t Was thıs partıcular translatıon of HM and XI 16 he Ooun

the HMAv-sectilons of the Paradıse of Enanısho', IC he consıdered
belong R1 as ole Therefore ıt seemed ObviIous for hım that these
@i the Eıighteen Narratıves (HMA X AL together wıth the other /MAr-chapters
In the Paradıse, belong Rl, O0 However, for the texT of HMA In the INanu-

scr1pt Was apparently dıfferent from the version of the Paradıse, it WAas only
thıs sıngle chapter what he took WItNEeSsSSs fo another, independent recens10n, that
1S Nevertheless, ıf he had compared the of HM A, X In the LLLa u-

scr1pts of 1a-b wıth theır equıvalents In manuscrıpt F, he WOU have realızed
that they WeEeTC completely dıfferent Irom each other and WOU have assumed
that Preuschen Wäas completely rg In consıderıng the ole HMA-section of
ecX VIIas independent translatıon, that 15 R4

R4, then, has preserved portions Irom three chapters (HMA l; A XI) In [WO
dıfferent STOUDS of manuscrI1pts, all of 1Cc A connected wıth the ( ollecthon of
Eıghfeen Narratıves“.

R4a The materıal preserved In the orıgınal, shorter form OTf the ec.
contamıng only the eıghteen StOT1ES wıthout an Yy supplements. The collection In
thıs form has three chapters 8 1-21, 51 X} AlL) of the HMA AS Narratıve 14;
5:

Manuscripts: Sinal SyI. 46, fol /70ra-10/vb 534); London Add
fol S6rb-102vb (6th C.)

R4b TIhe augmented form of the CC supplemented wıth of
the and chapters excerpted from the R1 version of the HMA Only
chapters and Xx I of R4 dIC present In thıs of the manuscrI1pts, because
they do nNnOT mM the addıtional However, the first chapter
John of Lycopolıs, narratıve In the orıgınal form of the collection, eıng part
of the later supplement, WAas Oomıtted here, In order avO1d repetition.

Manuscripts: London Add fol ra-5S4v] (6th C:) on
Add fol 138ra-143va (AD )13) and S1inal Syr Z fol 5va-60vb

Unfortunately the T(exXT Tf HM 1S VC iragmentary In thıs translatıon, and the
MOST ımportant theologıica part (SS 3-3 of the narratıve, formıng the maın

of the present aDCTI, 1S mMI1SSINg In 1, together wıth the second anecdote NaTr-

rated Dy John of Lycopolıs hIs Visıtors. Therefore crıtical evaluatıon f thıs
cension cshould be ase‘: uUuDON deeper examınatıon of the other remamınıng
chapters (the HM X-XI) of the HMA 1C dIiIC extant In theır entirety.

158 BUTLER, Ihe Lausıiac Hıstory (n. 28.),; 26/7,
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Nevertheless, ıt certaın that R4 1S also quıte early translatıon, eıng
already present In manuscrıpts stemming from the beginniıng of the sıxth CENTLUTY
(as Iirom 534) 16 Was expande Dy other addıtions of RIc 1C 15 ql-
ready present In manuscrı1pts of the sixth CENTUTY.. aAapPCAars also probable that
R4, along wıth the other pleces of the CC 15 A independent Syriac NS-
latıon of TE collection of narratıves and the translator, In the Casec of the
chapters derıving from the HMA, dıd NOT make use of Aalıy already existing NSs-

159atılons of the work, but translated the ole FexXT from the TeE agaln.

6 Conclusions

The sıtuation In the COA of the Syriac vers1ions of the HMA\, then, ASs It CINCITSCS
from thıs prelımınary investigatıon 1S VC sımılar the Casc of the S5yriac materı1al
of the ere AIC four dıfferent Syriac translatıons of the work, al of them
stemmiıng irom quıte early per10d In comparıson wıth the TE manuscrıpt ira-
dıtıon. ({ these Versions ıt 1S R3 16 be the earlhest ONC, pOoss1bly dat-
ng from the second half of the CCNTUTY, whereas the other (R1 and
dIiC apparently slıghtly later translatıons. R1 1S presumably Iirom the late and
carly sixth CENLUTY, SINCE Its earlıest manuscrıpt 1S ate 5372 and R2 proba-
DIy from the early sıxth CENLUY d 1ts [WO oldest manuscrı1pts dIC ate al
569 and 587 The posıtion of R4, due Ifsv iragmentary condıtlion, Can hardly
be exactly ixed, but 1t also early translatıon, ASs the earhest manuscrıpt 15
fIrom 534

R3, eing the earhest WItNESS the HMA\, after the Latın of Rufinus made
around 3097 deally WOU be important tool for dealıng wıth the extual
problems of the work. However, because of 1ts vVC free and paraphrastıc NS-
latıon, only d lıttle UuUSC Cal be made of It Nevertheless, In far A ıts T(exXT Can be
compared the TCE ıt contaıns SOMMEC features 1Cc. reflect readıngs derıving
Irom v of the ‘aberrants’, and alsoO Its of chapters 1S the Sdalllec dAS

that of the of the ‘aberrants thus ıt Ooffers proo of the early Or1g1n of
these textual famılıes. Furthermore, SOTINC simılarıties dIC Oun alsoO wıth the
Latın of Rufinus, drawıng attention the fact that urther examınatıon of R3 Can

possıblyn SOTINC explanatıon for the °“addıtions’ In Rufinus’ Text
Of the remamnıng S5yriac translatıons of the work. R1 and R2 dIiIC equaliy Impor-

tant, R1 1S carly WItNeSsSs the ‘vulgate’ form of the LEXT. preserving SOTINC read-
Ings also from the ‘ Aberrants . but offerıng paralle the pecuharıties of the
Latın However. AdS quıte close andal translatıon of the Ice. it cshould be

159 sımılar phenomenon Was observed Dy Muyldermans In the CAase of SOTIIC Syriac CoOllections f
Evagrıan wrıtings, 1C AdIiICcC poss1ıbly 1NCW and independent translatıons of partıcular TrTee col-
ection eadıng, then, the 1T of He  < Syriac recCeNs1IONSs. See MUYLDERMANS, Evagrıiana
SVIIACAa (n 58),
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used for 1C  < critical edıtıon of the ree LEXT,; promised by Schulz-Flügel, and
wıth the a1d of ıts manuscrı1pts ıt 1S A ımportant SOUTCEC for the reconstruction of
the Oor1g1n and extual hıstory of the Paradıse of “Enanisho”, OO

TIThe Syriac important In al the above-mentioned respectSs, but it also
represents the maın features OT the SO-Calle of the ‘aberrants’, provıdes
VC early wıtness thıs form of texTi and offers parallels SOTNC readıngs In the
Latın vers1on. LO0 Moreover, BVER SOMEC theologıca °“addıtions’ of the Latın 1C
ATIC absent In the Tee tradıtion, Call be OUuUnNn: In Wıth the a1d of the Syriac

interesting method of expurgatıng the Tree texTi Dy substituting the SUSPI-
CIOUS theologıca wıth colorless Can also be reconstructed. An
observatıon 1C tO confiırm the VICEW Of Hammond Bammel concerning
early reworkıng’ OTf the T5 F[GCXT Nevertheles, be important also In
connection wıth the hıstory of Syriac translatıon-technique, for ıt paral-
els the termınology known from the SO-Calle recension of the Evagrıan
translatıons, thus proviıng that thıs tradıtiıon of Syriac ascet1ic and monastıc ter-

minology Was wıdely used Dy the translators al certaın f Syriac 1terary
hIiStory.
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Appendix
Sample Passages from the Syriac Versions of HM

of ıgla
The TeE text
T1LICAa. edıtion.

FESTUGIERE, Hıstoria Monachorum In E2ypto. Edition critique du BICC el traduchon

notee, (Sub)sıidia Hagıographica, 35), Bruxelles, IS Ialn

Manuscripts
‘Vulgate’ recensioOn

Famıly
Parıs: Bibliotheque Natıonale Colislinianus (9th C ff.5

Famıly
Leıden Universiteitsbibhliotheek: Vossianus Fol (9th C} H. TE 1157

P7 Parıs: Bibliotheque Natıonale Parıisinus ST 1600 C.). f v-191v
‘Aberrants

Sıngle manuscrı1pts
Parıs: Bibliotheque Natıonale Co1lslinıianus 2872 (11-12th e {t.el
Parıs: Bibliotheque Natıonale Parısınus E1 1628 C} ITP

P7 Parıs: Bibliotheque Natıonale Parısınus ST 1627 CI f S80r-199v

Famıly
Vıenna: Österreichische Natıonalbibhliothe hıst. Sr CX F: SOr-97r.
Vıenna: Osterreichische Natıonalbibhliothe hıst. DE, e°} {f. 213r-230v.
Parıs: Bibliotheque Natıonale Parısınus SL, ES32 C 368-386

Famıily
Parıs: Bibliotheque Natıonale Parısınus ST 1596 C.) 162215
Parıs: Bibliotheque Natıonale Parısınus S 1597 (12-13th 6.) 53v-61r

The Latın text
IT1LCA. edıtion

SCHULZ-FLÜGEL, I vranmıns Rufinus Hıstoria Monachorum VE De VILEIS SAaNncCcCIOTruUumM PDAalTUM. (Pa
ftriıstiısche exltfe UN Untersuchungen, 34) alter de Gruyter, 1990

The yrlac text
R1

Rla London Add 532 {t. va-9vl
R1b London Add 5349), {t. 202ra-202vyb
R1d Paradıse EDJAN AMSS, VII), 34()-345

Bu Lady Meux2, London, 1904, AL AT
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R2a London Add , {f. 48vyb-50vb
London Add 14646 (6th e HT: v-S9v
London Add ft. 61rb-162va

R3
R3a London Add (6th CI 5r TD-35vV!

The erıtical dıtıon of the Letter of Macarıus f Alexandrıa In

N1Makarıos, 762726
ManUSCTIDES of Strothmann
SV Berlın Staatsbıibhliothek: Sachau 2A52 entury), IT v-105v.

Sharfet
SE Rome: BA  Z Vat Syr. 1 769), 266-269
SF London Add 516), IT 09v-112r.
SI London Add (9th century), {t. 4VV 2027
SS Rome: BA  < Vat Syr. 126 F: UT Z
SW Bırmingham: Universıity Library: Mıngana Syriac 33() entury), ff. 49v-153v
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HMA 1. $ 25

Tee ree
OPATE Un nOAÜOC DV EVOXANON, Un Be STG that passıon dısturbs VOU,
TLUN KL Ö0E0 Kl ETOLVOC AVÜDPOTLVOC, honour and glory and human pralse,
UN LEDATELLLC UNOKPLOLC Ka MLÄQULTLAG, the sımulatıon of priestly virtue and
un TO VoLLCEO da 8€VOCL ÖLKOLOVDG,“ Un self-love, the hought that YOU AL

TO> EMNL ÖLKOALOCDVN KOAUYAOGÜOL,” U rıghteous, 0)8 boastıng about rıght-
uvn un“ GUYYEVELALC SV T ÖLAVOLC (IT the INOTLY of anı Yy of YOUI
LDOGEVYXOLEVOVD, UN WVNUN EUNAÜELOC relatıves when ONEC PTaYyS, OT the recol-
IN AAANG TLVOC ÖLA EGEMG, Uunö YUTOUVD ection OT SOTIIC appYy experlence (T of
/  0V TOUKOGLOV' £1l ds UN, UOATOLOTNG TO anYy other emotıon, GVGi the
NLDOYLO YLVETAL, OTOLV L1IC OULLAÄOV TO brance of the WOTFr ıtself ASs OIE
ÖEOTOTN UTO TOV XVTLOTOVTAOV

160)
Otherwiıse the entire undertakıng be-

AOYLOLÖV KOATOOEPNTAL pomtless when, In conversing
wıth the Lord, CHIE 1S educed by O5-

AA TO €{V(Xl GNROVÖCGATE 161— ——
C ULOUC CZ Ing oughts.CZ KOALXNONO ÜE PE UT EMNL TOALC

OAPETAAC ETALPDEGÜE C2p EGTO c2
NLDOGEVLYOLLEVOL C2
Syriac R1 Syriac R1

ar< A0 01) Z \ı O4! And take heed est an Y passıon VEX yYOuU
Za ( 321 DOLI m<ın 1OT that of the honour glory Iirom

z \a mira < dholmay O1 men, NOT that of the dece1t of priest-
D, 2A15 mIrn an  ura Oaa hOo0d, NOT self-love And do NOT only

a\ Ascdır O€\m&\ ur nizıa“ Ssuppose“ that YOU alone ATC righteous,”
AIR S imMDdıL— but be ılıgent really be ıke that,“
< dı Z aml A FhALYTS hut wıthout boastıng pulfıng be-

N Aa dr Dbing r<lr{ q < dus in of the virtue > And let there NOT
(<9C05 B NO r<a 30M A N he® AIıYy anxıety about Lamıly In the mınd

A cn mNag r<“‘3 ı1809 Za r<r Da of hım who ruly DIrays God, neıther
DU )“J.\5.H be remembrance of the faır thıngs,

isıdcım ar< _ acu arg 8  CLK 1OT love towards another. 1OT alnıYy
rm< am < an ıOr r<rs membrance of the WOT. at all For ıf

111a who speaks wıth hıs Lord 1S eıng
M X3 PBu aitischeoch 39 B Z \rQ

r<g acn3 PBı educed drawn asıde led AWaY._€\..;m.1 VPBIJ
e& wr mXxIın3 AFPBıu < dhchzx another miıind: hıs labour 1S emptiness.
16() Text and selecte: apparatus of FESTUGIERE, Hıstor1a Monachorum In Aegypto Edition CT

1que du SICC el traduction annotee. (Subsidia Hagıographica, 53% Bruxelles, 1971, 1/-158,
IInes 148-155

161 Iranslatıon Dy Norman Russell Ihe Lives of the Desert Fathers The Hıstor1ia Monachorum In Ae-
(Cistercıan Studies 34.), Kalamazoo, 1981,
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As 1S Irom the Syriac, where there AdIiIC

only (*honour glory from en remaınders
of the TECE dangers lısted In the TEEe| the first
word of thıs enumeratıon be extual

caused Dy the misreadıng f CONJUNC-
t10NSs UnNTtTI un) The translator seemingly
derstood read the texT ASs UN vowClesote
16 Cannot be supported by AanYy extant extual
varıant. The form Tf the sentfence
Tlect the readıng of the ‘aberrant‘ manuscrıpt C2
(vowıCsodaı EQUTOVG {’hıs clause 1Irrors Iso
the 1t10N In C2 (OQAhO TO 8?.V(Xl OT0OVÖCGATE).
ö Thıs agaln eflects varıant readıng from CZ (n
EMNL TOLLC OPETALC ENALPEGÜE) rendered ıth
hendiadys (‘boasting puffing up  e aybe the
translatıon of EOTOW  e& Dy C2 The SyriaC
translatıon that In the TrTee. Vorlage f
the translator ere COU. ave STOO! EUTPAELOC
nstead f EUTAÜELOG In the erıtical dıtıon

Dyriac Dyriac
e \ .  an  3A <ı aTMaAıIr Be careful est evıl passıon dıisturb

4|<_7.)'1:7mi arg ' inr ar< aDa YOU, NOT glory, L1LOT honour human
< dı ar< < dhholMmMma „ DA exaltatıon, 1NOT the desıre of priesthood

2  | FDa OSr aa 1OT self-love and lest YOU want be
e AA ND _Qm:u&\:z.é\ < n3 consıdered ASs rıghteous IN  - Do NOT

r<ı DA ._C\\:7J..1Ö\A\ Asıls  _S..\:C\ glory wıth YOUI g00d deeds‘ NOT be
219593 r&e33cnD a OSl < A  O hrough yYOUI virtues “ At the time

<a  SC  x ar< Ma IT\S m< 334393 ar< OMI of PrTayCcr let there NOTL COMEC INn your“
ea 3 m3 ar< C AD73 mınd an Y remembrance of famıly OT of

D3 LOcm Y 9a9 (-b'1 corporeal rest OT AaNnY other ıng
on D3 UD m<’ıuo>5 _&l:.:_; harmful for YOU of anythıng from thıs

D —— —  D —— — L5 DE WOT. al all I then, YOU AL captıvated
12!!m<“ —na1 <a < är SVn Dy ONC sıngle of these, vaın 1S YOUT

AA MN ALATT eifort FoOor ruly 1S vaın the eifort of hım

'om H BEZEN- W o  - aDa mX< inr W who standıng before (GG0d and speakıng
wıth hıs Lord because OT hıs evıl40 om. B - + om H aO10
oughts he 1S brought down fIrom theom. W —«a X a W O Ssummıt of purıQ 1003 — HW NS - 5

7 a contaıns the ole following passagc
instruction ıth plural imperatives, In accordance
ıth the readıngs In SOTINEC ‘aberrants’ manuscr1pts,
especılally CZ1C) nstead f the infinıtıve
(KAVXAOÜOL) contaıns the erb In imperative
(KavynoNGVs). LN1s clause eflects varıant
readıng Irom C2 (n EMNL TOALC APETALC ENOLPDEG-
VeE) Ihe of the PDIONOUN suggest the
readıng NNOGEVYOLEVOL In C2 which NNECTS the
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sentence the DTeVIOUS instructi1ons ıth impera-
t1ves.

Syriac R3 Syriac
<“ O3 LO m<’imMmMDAL QADASI z\y ALa Take CaIcl, est 9valn glory and transıtory

OSırn x“ ı3an Z inı honour hınder you Löi not yOUTr mınds
A d aua \ı VV'< < holmay . 4 desire the rank of priıesthood, that

adur Q-D1JD) meag (n Ar 4k ]al KhLALAS YOU o1ve In the congregation
.'7._c\\3.2\3\0 6rv(ä\(fi::\:: a Ichh ..&:nö\.1 and the people, lest, ınkıng
ar“ IN Zr 8)nn&\:z\:n that YOU arec rıghteous, yYOUu be xalted

r<3ı15.9 r<'“‘ı10anrs. 9|C7.‘\&;1 r\’.‘7.)<1.'|C\Ä7 because of the virtues .“ Never let there
12 \ ON ll(__3 5 GDE aAIly Lamıly 1NSTO of the tran-

aaa xx dı E A SItOrYy WOT In YOUTI heart“ al the time
sacdhm —ı l4‚c}\_—7.1r\'1 NS r<“44 VVF( S \a YOU DIaY YOUI Lord urı VOUI

m<‘ı70D5 NIASNT Cn U FEA hearts of CVCIV anxıety In order that
15AA < A da < al \ anı YOUI supplıcatıon INaYy NOT De inNadete

M U Arcdz —3 In ıts requestl. Just AS the Servant does

om. S < ıiqOmDALD AaAa d
who, speakıng wıth hıs aster, recol-
lects hıs mınd from CVCILY wanderıing,codd. m<nr g N plur GESI,  LEa Ihha SCTTL SZ codd. X dhanıs that he COM ALSWECTI readıly CVCIY-E O. r<“ 3Cn SWS._C\\AÄI<&\C\ ıng as by hıs aster

T na 143 vn SW Q'“:":"n „ aadhhän! T“ 3 + Z See the remarks R1 In ote T hıs clause
eflects varıant readıng from C2 ( EL LOLC
ÜUELULGC ENALOEOOE). See the remarks In
otfe ere

HMA 1. $ 26

TrTee Tee
NAOYEL Ög TOV oA1L6 0V TOUTOV enG Everyone who has NOTt renounced the
ÖLAVOLALC EKAOTOC UN NOAVTEAGC TOV WOT. uly and completely but chases
KOGLLOV ANOAPVNOALEVOC, AAA after 1ts attractions uffers thıs spırıtual
ÜNPALEVOC XVDTOD INV OUPECKELOV. ÖL instabılıty. Hıs preoccupatıons, eıng
YAp TALC TOAAMAC EYXELPNOELC WEPLCOVTAL bodıly and earthly, distract hıs mınd
XVDTOD INV ÖLAVOLOV X11 OPOVTLÖEC hrough the INanYy enterprIises In IC
SOUATIKAL O’BG(XI Ka YyNivaı, KL he 1S engaged. then, ADSOTDE: In hıs
AOLTOV TDOC T NO ÖLALOAXOLEVOG QV struggle agaınst the passıons, he CannoOot
ÖVVvaTtaı OPOLV TOV F£OV AA UNÖELC SCC (G0d However, ONMNC should a(011
OOTNV JILO’L INV YVOGLV Veihnon AKpLBOC to explore thıs knowledge In AanYy
KOTONTEVLOAOÜQL. Un MWCG, AVOELOC C(DV (9) for fear that ONC should be
TOV TOLOVDTOVD KTINLOTOG, ULKDOV A oranted SOMEC SsSma part OoTf ıt and eiıng
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QOTNC KATAELWÜELC VOLLLON TO IL unworthy of such gıft cshould INn that
KOATELÄNOGEVAL Ka NOVTEAGC EKTEON MI6 has apprehended the whole, and

162 163TDOC INV OUOPAV. tall AWAYV utterly perdition.
| + 0 voDc
Syriac R1 Syriac R1

A Zus da (< 3Cn (.t1 LE Thıs fall happens the mınd of CVCIY-
AA ur H a UNGC, who has nNnOT completely renounced
DE AAar SN 1-!_3—‘7J the WOr. but hunts after approbation.

m&\.n;‘ä'\ <ra N b <ZAıcdım FOr devoting hımseltf everythıng In
rZaIsS ıra aı Q Za m< —Y O19 INa Y WaYy> HIS mınd 1S diıvyvided

r<5:.‘) Aa 3CD00X. Nn Varlous bodıly and earthly oughts and
Qı yır S AS (.i1 2a m<a Jı he has 1g agaınst HIS (IW passıons
eEMa A durcducdhusg and 1S NOTt able {O SC6 (30d 1S NOtTt meetl

A TErn C Aula ) e aM r<'’arx. for anybody 1n that he has DIE-
AT A aa AYX I< miay cisely Ooun knowledge, lest eıng

worthy oTf knowledge and havıng
quıired part OTf Il he imagıne that he

‚1 P : Bu NN Bu r<’acna
0PBu OIn PBı PBı DBu has Ooun the ole of ıt and be otally

VE A DB —< 330 Bu Cası nto perdition.
Syriac Syriac

LAZ< ar T“ (3 Thıs fall happens tO the mınd when
4|<.‘7.\X;;: NO wrı ‚mr OTINCONC has nNOT completely rejected

r< 331 9050 m<ın S the WOr. but awaıts gel honour and
NOALOUNT N a r nı and olory Irom it, because of the mult1i-

9r<&\5_5.° 8m&u;i&\Ä 7rQé2.:a tude OTf HIS oughts bodıly (ALS diviıdes
B — — _\_IA:JC\ 10  d hıs mınd nto all of For when

12  Was d AI ına the mind‘ Mghts agaınst the passıons of
< Q$7.)O Zr < 1 dese. it 1S 1ındere: and eprive OT the

urı HS HD Ala TEL VISION of (J0d and Irom the knowledge
f truth Let us NnOTt 119 of OQUT NOWwWI-a L  (.}..C\J. DA

ma\ag 15  TDQ0)I)0 Qg Z/acry) A 1 edge that have virtue when ATIC

NR Aaq® 16  AT Ar S NOoTt worthy attaın ıt. Even ıf WEIC

ADı made worthy of part of 1t. let us NOTt

“ BA BA GE 1n that attaın the Ole of ıt
HSB W6+1 W xxla HW completely, that fall otally into
SN m EW H om W11 W12 the pıt of perdıtıion.
TaQslas3 MIAN.T W 15 (—D1 aD
durc/ichnsans. N Kgr < d E AO
e >n \3 RD SE Z E E Iranslatıon of the varıant (S10LO.XOLEVOC

Aa 7 VOUC) of the famıly

1672 FESTUGIERE, Hıstoria Monachorum, 15, lınes 156-164
163 Russell, The Lives f the Desert Fathers, a
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yr1ac R3 Syriac R3
NS 1A3ı AI.11 r<'‘35A C0 SO ıt 1S meetl for us, LOO, fejeCt CVCIY-

< QI71AS \ axıa < \ mIa rn.u&\5.)" Hbrn ıng that 15 isıble and neglect and
MIl u c 2.ÄÄ315.&\1 'J\Cl< despise bodıly pPrOVIS1ONS, In order that

< uua _Ä.Ä;_-n OQUT mınd be purıfllıe of the oughts of
OUT and wıth the hıdden CYC ofDicAIı (.!1 N ZcaX

sr „ T1ADg ar< HN ()UT mınd INaYy SCS God, OUT SavIlOur.
NS 7r<iöqx: NSc S NAXS 1S meeTl for UuS, then, that cshould be

K..\.\:&\J.H O oa r<“ acn.3 otally CMPLY of al] transıtory PDOSSCS-
S10NS, lest Dy lıttle geL wholly

1a94 NS .SS 2  +QJAJSS‘F fQ1.27)5£ caught In bıg troubles. Let us always beS YDANZS 60m 557v<1=a1=.5"7
<30035 SS S 9m. $°'" + »a SßV DOOI of the thıngs that AdIC isıble

HMA 1. $ 28

TeeTee
O’DWV YVOGEOC FOV SK WENOVC J©hereiore. he who has been ranted

KATOHELOÜELC INV NOGOV YAap OVÖsEVI partıal owledge of (30d fOr It 15 nNOTt
ÖSUVOTOV SGTLWV LTOÖEEAGÜQL possible for the ole of such nowl-

edge be received Dy AaNVONC alsoO Aal-TYXOVEL Ka TNG TV NAADV ONO VTOV
YVOGEMC Ka CD  S WOTNPLO. FOUVU taıns the knowledge Of all other thıngs.
ÖELKVUVTOC XUTO KL xpoßleneı T He SN mysterI1es, fOr (30d sShows hım
WEAAOVTO Ka VEOPEL ANOKAÄLWEILG, them: he foresees what belongs the
01107a O1 OAYyLOL, Ka ÖVVALELG ENLTEASET future, he contemplates revelatıons 1ıke
KL OLAOC YWETAL £OV KL ILOLV OAUITNUO the saınts dıd, he performs m1g

164K £OV KOLLCETAL works., he becomes friend of God, and
165obtaıns from (30d CVEC  ıng he asks.

Syriac R1 Syriac R1
.rn (YJA'\L'\.& (r<'’aOL;I Aa Q cn He therefore who 1s worthy of hıttle of

t1'.uk=.ß.\1 the knowledge of (106. for Ian 1s NOTna 9 yır N dalal
m<m JIıa 3.<Au<'.'*m.1 s r<ın Jı Ö capable 61 recelving the ole of it, 1S
N (< 3 03177 Dn MS pre able get alsSO the knowledge of INa y

r-(\.u:t\ XL3 3OD vvr< 7:<\.A\ r<“a thıngs and SCC mysterı1esA the
9.Ärér.1 A r<“ acm Knr Y O knowledge of (30d cshows hım And

.N he ll 6C revelatıons 1ıke the saılnts

PBu + ur PBu <r i N TBu and he 111 make S1gNS, and become
frıend, and everythıng he asks heZzyın< IPBı 1A57 Arzics Orıa IPBu

IPBu r<hl\o IPBı EPBu ıll gel Irom (30d
mA PBu Arezanr /

164 FESTUGIERE, Hıstoria Monachorum, 19 IInes 168-17/74
165 Russell, The I ıves f the Desert Fathers, S
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S5yriac R2 Syriac
aAr sı Aa He, therefore. who Was ranted geL

V\11.\1 rv(_s._7.r\ Ä=.n.h achıLr< GVEN partıal knowledge OTf God, for
(< 10 r<“3Acn < r<'‘3crn ONC 1S able acquıre the OQie of it; alt-

D ebr zı< taıns alsSO the knowledge of all the
a\ (-l\-lA'\L'l Hbr \iädh mm DrAO thıngs that exIst. SEeEes hıdden mysterIies

33 3O Q Acp ea U\e\'\’ 5.<.uk\ ( <“1y0 IC (J0d reveals hım, and under-
da Tar W < u10 < haädhra stands the things IC dIC LO happen,

and SCCS revelatıons Just AS the saıntsZa 8.Är<x.1 ala
5SaW, and he makes S12NS, and becomes

O, W2 2606 B era H4A H: +5adı
W DE W6r(:.\m<H C\\.u1H8 \zı XaQ friıend wıth God, and he geIs from (30d
E CVC  ıng he asks.

Syriac R3 Syriac R3
3CTJ <m Za mQ t.:1 D NCn ‚Although| the knowledge that 1S

ON br .>.1&\1 3CTJ <mr OT (G30d 1S partıal owledge OoTf the
m<ın ’ _ Sch —3a D3 Zla 5Iıchchöa Godhead, ıt 1S worthy kNnOw those

thıngs that exI1st, and O prophesy thosem‘ Qn —Q cr C(T1LLZDIN _\m.\r<1
cn „ioch—m3 r<“ 107 IC AL COIMMC, and understand

‚m0ir(_€ n Z r<cnÄr<1 ( LT the hıdden mysterI1es of God, because ıt
(.:m:.‘&\:.) 1S Iirom Hım, and 1S of spırıtual

SCTIPDSI, COd. <Z/s1 5Schchaßa revelatıons. And he who approaches
thıs SC knowledge| wıll become
Irıend of (30d and hIis requests 111 be
fulfilled DYy Hım


