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Notes on Transcription
In the present essay, Syriac text occurring inside passages of English text has been transcribed to
avoid a disturbing change of reading direction. (For the same reason, Greek and Coptic words have
been left untransliterated.) Larger passages of Syriac text (e. g., the edition) have not been
transcribed. For a scheme of the standard transcription of the Syriac letters, see, for example,
Coakley (2002, pp. 5, 13). Spirantisation has (generally, see below) been signalled by underlining.
Care has been taken to distinguish between long and short vowels. Note, also, the following:
1. Word-final, single ’ālaf is not represented after /ā/ and /ē/, where it is non-contrastive.
2. Likewise, waw and yōḏ have been omitted when they function as matres lectionis.
2

3. Silent letters, whether marked with linea occultans/marḥǝṭānā or not, have been put between
parentheses (ex.: mǝḏī(n)ttā, ’a(y)ḵ).
4. The spirantised variant of /p/ has, for technical reasons, been designated by /f/.
5. The sǝyāmē and other diacritical pointing have been omitted.
6. The majuscule form of the letter /ǝ/ is, for esthetical reasons, represented by /E/. (This
affects mainly the name ‘Enānīšō‘.)
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1. INTRODUCTION
The Historia Monachorum in Ægypto and similar texts constitute important sources in writing the
early history of (Oriental) monasticism. Nonetheless, many texts of this type are extant only in poor
editions, which are not based on a systematical investigation of the available manuscripts and a
scientific methodology. They stem from the infancy of Syriac studies, when it seemed more
important to make the texts available to a Western audience, than to produce high quality editions,
the risk being that many texts might never be published at all if too much labour was put into every
edition. This, however, makes the material unsuitable as a foundation for future research, be it
linguistically or historically oriented, as chances are that the material has partially been corrupted.
Thus, there is a need for more accurate editions of many of the like texts.
According to Britt Dahlman,1 the focus of previous research, apart from simply issuing editions of
the texts, has been to establish an “original”, “authentic” text. The nature of the texts, however,
made them liable for later additions and reformulations. These changes are not invaluable: they
indicate the usage of the texts through history and thus add to our knowledge of the history of
monasticism. The focus ought, therefore, to be better balanced: there is a point in establishing,
beside the oldest accessible version of a given text, its entire textual history.

This major work – writing the textual history of the early monastic “classics” – includes, as a part,
the inventory and editing of the extant manuscripts. Modern editions must follow strictly scientific
procedures in a way that, at least when it comes to the reproducibility of the investigations, is
almost reminding of the methodology of the natural sciences. The present paper is meant to
constitute a part, however minute, of such an investigation. I intend to present below a critical
edition and a translation of the first chapter of the Historia Monachorum in Ægypto as it appears in
one of the Syriac translations identified originally by Erwin Preuschen (see below, p. 9). The
previous editions of the Syriac text (i. e., Bedjan (1897), Wallis Budge (1904)) have by no means
treated the material exhaustively. Firstly, they are editions of another Syriac translation than the one
I intend to present. Secondly, the first is based on various Syriac translations – it is, thus, modern
mixtures of different readings, displaying a version of the text which is actually not found in any of
the Syriac manuscript traditions2 –, while the latter is based on a (comparatively) late manuscript.
1 Dahlman, forthcoming.
2 Draguet (1978a, p. 47*) writes: “Le “ Paradis ” de Bedjan ne correspond donc, comme tel, à l’ordonnance et au
contenu d’aucun ms. L’édition ne satisfait pas non plus aux exigences de la critique : la foliotation des mss utilisés
n’est pas indiquée, ni non plus le passage d’un ms. à un autre; l’appareil se limite à un choix de variantes, et l’unique
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On the contrary, I intend to present an edition based solely on one of the translations, and based
solely on old manuscripts. Opacity as to which manuscript displays which recension is crucial.
According to Dahlman, it is in this particular case especially suitable to issue several editions of the
Syriac versions, keeping the different translations apart.3 Not only is this motivated by the difficulty
that lies in assembling such a lot of widely differing texts (one talks of different, completely
separate translations) into a single edition, their sole connexion being that they are all based on the
same similarly confused complex of Greek texts constituting the HM, but in addition the HM is so
important a textual witness to the early monastic movement, that this work can undoubtedly be
motivated by that mere fact. The present essay thus presents one single piece of the grand puzzle
that the textual history of the Historia Monachorum in Ægypto constitutes. It remains for future
scholars to analyse, edit and publish separately the other translations, as well as completing the
work on the present one by adding the two remaining chapters (see below, p. XXX).
Thus, below is given, at first, a description of the Historia Monachorum in Ægypto as a piece of
literature. Then follows a discussion on the Syriac versions, leading, through a short passage on
chapter I – our main focus –, to the edition of the Syriac text. Thereafter, the edition presented is
discussed in comparison with some of the earlier publicised versions of chapter I and finally the
conclusions of the present essay are summarised.

2. BACKGROUND
2.1 The Historia Monachorum in Ægypto
The Historia Monachorum in Ægypto (HM) is the story of seven Christian monks, who travel from
Jerusalem to Egypt in the late 4th century A.D. At the beginning of the narrative, the party resides in
Upper Egypt, in the town of Assiut; from there they journey northward until reaching, at the
conclusion of the story, the monastic communities in Lower Egypt. On their way through the land
the Jerusalemite monks encounter some of the Desert Fathers: monks and ascetics toiling for their
salvation in the middle of Egyptian desert, whose reputation reaches into present times.4 It was
sigle L renvoie à tous les mss londoniennes collationnés.” (English translation: ”The Paradise of Bedjan, as it is,
does thus not correspond the order and contents of any manuscript. The edition does not at all satisfy the demands of
the critic: the foliation of the manuscripts utilised is not indicated, nor the passage from one manuscript to the other;
the [critical] apparatus is limited to a selection of variants, and a single siglum L represents all the collated London
manuscripts.” (own translation).)
3 Dahlman, forthcoming.
4 Several pieces of the literature concerning them has even been translated into Swedish. See, for example:
Ökenfädernas tänkespråk, edited by Per Beskow (Skellefteå: Artos, 1980); Palladios’ Ökenfäderna, translated and
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there, merely some one hundred and thirty years earlier, that the entire monastic movement began,
with the withdrawal from the world by Saint Anthony and his likes. These encounters result both in
that the visitors experience and witness an abundance of fantastic miracles of the kind associated
with the holy men and women of Christendom (wonderful healings, supernatural predictions of the
future, etc.) and in that they absorb some of the Desert Fathers’ teachings concerning the monastic
and religious life. The stories of miracles seen by the travellers (and others, seen by others and
retold to the travellers) and the words of wisdom were collected and edited: that collection being the
HM. It thus comes to constitute a mixture of various edifying stories and anecdotes, all placed in the
context of a frame story, whose authenticity – at least in a broad perspective – for example
Festugière, the editor of the Greek HM, saw no reason to doubt.5 (This being the structure of the
text, its aptitude for later additions and revisions mentioned above is clear.)
The HM is extant in several ancient translations of an original of disputed language. Erwin
Preuschen, the first editor of the Greek HM,6 originally expressed the idea that the Latin version
was the original,7 a conclusion shared by a number of other early scholars taking an interest in the
text and based on a number of circumstances, among which the following could be mentioned: the
text itself claims to have been composed on account of the monastic community of the Olive
Mount, which was – as it seems – primarily made up of Latin speakers; the famous Latin
churchman Tyrannus Rufinus, who undoubtedly produced the Latin version, refers to it as a work of
his own hand and others (most notably Jerome) ascribe it to him as well; a number of intertextual
traits could be interpreted in favour of such a view. A later argument has been the (erroneous)
ascription of the text to Jerome, found in several Syriac manuscripts;8 this was seen by Preuschen as
an index of the Western origin of the HM, the Syriacs, having lost the exact identity of the author
while keeping a notion of his origin, having ascribed the text to the only Westerner that they knew.
The order of the chapters of certain Syriac manuscripts furthermore coincides with the order of the
chapters of the Latin version, while being different from the order of most Greek manuscript; this
has been seen as strengthening the hypothesis of a Latin origin.9

5
6
7
8
9

edited by Sture Linnér (Skellefteå: Artos, 2010); and Johannes Moschos’ Den andliga ängen, translated by Olof
Andrén (Skellefteå: Artos, 2002).
Festugière,1955, pp. 280-281.
Tóth, 2010, p. 59.
I have unfortunately not been able to access Preuschen (1897). This description is, instead, based on the brief
recount of different opinions on the question to be found in Festugière (1955, p. 257).
Curiously, this ascription was present in the manuscripts that Bedjan and Wallis Budge based their editions on and it
was included in their works.
Tóth, 2010, p. 62-63.
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Festugière, who issued the most up-to-date Greek edition of the HM, has, however, convincingly
argued for a Greek original, primarily based on a thorough comparison of the content of the two
versions. In his article of 1955, he first of all summarises the arguments of Tillemont, who, based on
the chronology of Rufinus’ own life, concludes that he cannot be the author (Rufinus could not have
travelled to Egypt at the time in question, since he resided in Jerusalem by then; he was already a
priest, when HM says that no clergyman was on the journey; in the HM, the authors speaks of the
two Macarius as fathers, whom he had not seen: Rufinus, on the other hand, elsewhere claims to
have seen them during his visits in Egypt). Festugière then continues by comparing the Greek
version with the Latin one, coming to the following conclusions: the Greek version often contains
more specific terms and expressions than the Latin, a fact which could perfectly well be accounted
for assuming that more specific terms were translated into more general Latin ones, but less likely
the other way around;10 and the Greek version on various occasions proves necessary for a proper
understanding of the Latin one. There are, however, likewise some cases, where the Latin text is
more detailed than the Greek one, and others, in which the Latin version differs from the Greek one
and there is no telling which of them is to be considered most original. This, at the end, leads
Festugière to conclude that the original must be Greek, but that the Latin text may well be based on
a different Vorlage than the Greek texts that has been passed down to us.11
The argument that the HM be ascribed to Jerome in some Syriac manuscripts (and, most
importantly, in The Paradise of the Fathers, on which see below) has been nullified by Draguet,
who notices that in the version of the HM used as a Vorlage to those manuscripts, the HM is placed
directly after Jerome’s Vita Pauli primi eremitæ, which ends in a petition to the reader to remember
“the wretched Jerome”. It seems that this phrase was detached from the work of Jerome and instead
attached to the prologue of the HM: thus appeared the incorrect ascription. Then remains only the
Rufinus’ own claim to have written the text and Jerome’s ascription. The latter, Festugière argues,
could possibly been explained by assuming that Jerome referred more to a thorough revision, than
to an authentic authorship. For the first argument, I have seen no counter-argument. (Devos, in
editing the Coptic fragments of the HM, briefly discussed the possibility of a Coptic origin, but on
similarly textual grounds as Festugière in the case of the Latin version, he came to the conclusion

10 For examples, see Festugière, 1955, pp. 259-263.
11 He writes (1955, p. 279): “Toutes ces divergences sont trop nombreuses et, par endroits, trop graves, pour qu’on
puisse simplement les attribuer au traducteur Rufin. Elles nous induisent à conjecturer que Rufin a eu en mains une
recension du texte grec de 1’H. M. assez notablement differente de notre G actuel.” (English translation: ”The
divergences are too numberous and, in places, too grave simply to be attributed to Rufin. They induce us to suppose
that Rufin had in his hands a Greek text quite notably different from our present G.” (own translation).)
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that the Coptic must be a translation from Greek.12)
It seems, thus, as among others Tóth has concluded earlier,13 that the question of the original
language of the HM is, for now, settled. On account of the relationships between the different
versions, the Greek seems to be the original, but it is probable that the Greek version that we
preserve today is yet not the Vorlage of the Latin text. (As for the question of which Greek text is
the Vorlage of the other translations, further research still remains to be done.)

Before passing on to the other ancient translations of the text, a few words ought to be said about its
dating. By means of the solitaries visited, the story has been set in the end of the 4th century. This
has generally been accepted as the date of the text as well. Already (at most) some fifteen years
after its creation, the Latin translation must have been produced; this we can conclude from our
knowledge of the life of Rufinus. Peter Tóth, who has introduced the different versions of the HM in
an article of 2010, places the Greek original some time around the year 395 A.D.14

The multitude of ancient translations mentioned above testifies to the great importance of this text
to the monastic communities themselves.15 We know of Coptic, Armenian, Arabic, Slavonic, and
Georgian translations, in addition to the Greek and Latin ones. And in addition to all these, there
exist no less than four Syriac translations. The study of the non-Græco-Latin translations has still
but begun. As made clear in the Introduction, the Syriac translations are poorly studied and the same
holds true for the other versions. Many of the abovementioned scholars, writing about the Greek
and Latin versions and their interrelation, stressed the importance of the other versions, but few ever
made any use of them in their arguments. The importance, especially of the Syriac versions, is
augmented also by the age of the Syriac manuscripts, a number of which stem from the 6th century.
This can be contrasted to the Greek manuscripts, which are no older than the 10th century.16 It is
perfectly possible that many of the questions arisen during the study of the Greek and Latin
versions, could be answered, were the other versions studied more in detail. Eva Schulz-Flügel, who
published the most up-to-date edition of the Latin version, “considered the edition and examination
of their early versions as one of the greatest tasks for future scholarship on the HMA [= HM]”.17
12
13
14
15

Davos, 1969, p. 419-420.
Tóth, 2010, p. 58.
Tóth, 2010, p. 58.
This importance was not confined to the Christian Orient, but the HM has been widely read also in the West. To this
testify both that it is recommended as “useful reading” in the Rule of St. Benedict and that, according to Bammel
(1992, p. 92), over 400 manuscripts preserve the Latin version.
16 Tóth, 2010, p. 72.
17 Tóth, 2010, p. 60.
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2.2. The Syriac translations and the RecVXIII
As mentioned above, the HM exists in four Syriac translations, the earliest of which possible
originates in the late 5th or the early 6th century, that is around one hundred years after the original
composition of the text. However, only two, exceedingly similar, versions of the translations has
been published: the one found in the seventh volume of Paul Bedjan’s Acta Martyrum et Sanctorum
and the one published by Ernest Alfred Wallis Budge in the second volume of his The Book of
Paradise (1904). The rest of the translations remain (largely) unedited, but their internal
relationship has been investigated by Peter Tóth in an article of 2010. Apart from clearly testifying
of the importance of the text to the early Syriac Christianity, the existence of four different
translations from the Greek makes the production of a critical edition of the Syriac text rather
complicated. Festugière’s description of his feelings before embarking on producing a critical
edition of the Greek versions of the HM, would, no doubt, be equally applicable for anyone who
undertook the grand task of summarising the Syriac textual tradition; concerning his decision to
take up the work, he writes: “J’ai cédé enfin, par un sentiment de devoir pur, et non de gaîté de
cœur, car j’étais conscient d’avance de la difficulté de la tâche.”18 Nonetheless, the bare age of the
preserved manuscripts makes it important for the entire study of the HM.

The first Syriac version to be known in the West was the one found in the 7th century compilation
The Paradise of the Fathers (Syr.: Pardaysā d-(’)aḇāhāṯā). This monumental work was set together
by an East Syriac monk named ‘Enānīšō‘ and it incorporates in itself all the most important texts on
early Egyptian monasticism: the Apophthegmata Patrum, the Historia Lausiaca, the Vita Antonii,
and also the HM. The HM constitutes the third book of this compilation. On historical grounds, this
could be seen as the most important of the Syriac translations, because of its wide spread and its
great impact on the churches. It was not until the catalogues of the Syriac manuscripts held at
British Library and similar libraries were published in the end of the 19th century, that the
possibility of finding the sources for ‘Enānīšō‘’s version occurred to Western scholars. The first
scholar to take an interest in the older Syriac versions found there was Erwin Preuschen, who also
published the first version of the Greek HM. He identified four different translations, but did not
describe them fully nor list all the manuscripts containing them.19 This basic division, however,
18 Festugière, 1971, p. V. (English translation: “Finally, I consented, from a pure sense of obligation and not lightheartedly, because I was aware, on beforehand, of the difficulty of the task” (own translation).)
19 Tóth, 2010,
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remains a main contribution of Preuschen for the study of the Syriac translations; it has been
accepted and confirmed by later scholars.

In discussing the Syriac translations, I have adopted the terminology used in the article of Peter
Tóth (2010). The first20 translation, R1, is in itself extant in several different versions, mainly
distinguished by the number of stories included in them. One version of the R1 seems to have been
the main source for ‘Enānīšō‘ in compiling his Paradise version of the HM (but two chapters are
taken from the R4, leading Tóth to suspect a Vorlage related to the RecXVIII, on which see below).
Based on the translations technique, Tóth places the R1 between the first (5th and 6th century) and
the second (7th century) period of Syriac translations from Greek, as reconstructed by Sebastian
Brock.21 This period typically display translations aimed at bringing the Greek texts to the Syrians,
rather than the other way around; the translations frequently “translate” cultural traits appearing in
the texts and loanwords are not so common as they soon will be. Tóth, nevertheless, characterises
the R1 translation as very close to the Greek Vorlage, often managing to reflect even subtilities of
the Greek text and sometimes translating a Greek word with several Syriac ones in an attempt to
preserve ambiguities of the Greek version (this latter trait being typical of the early translations).
The R1 does not use the standardised ascetic vocabulary, which was to become widely spread
through the Syriac translations of the works of Evagrius Ponticus. Concerning this method of dating
an ascetic text, see Guillaumont (1983). The Evagrian corpus was probably translated to Syriac
around the end of the 5th century A.D.,22 and thus the R1 presumably was produced before or during
that time. (At least before they were widespread enough as for their vocabulary to permeate other
ascetical texts.) The earliest manuscript witness of the R1 is dated 532 A.D.23

The second translation, R2, is less homogeneous than R1. It is extant in four manuscripts, all of
which differ as to which chapters are included. In spite of this, the R2 translation is not preserved in
its totality (if the whole HM ever existed in this translation, that is). The manuscripts contain more
scribal mistakes than those of R1. Nonetheless, the following observations are made by Tóth
concerning the nature of R2: On account, again, of the translation technique, he dates it “a bit” later
than R1.24 It follows much more closely the Greek text and even translates specific grammatical
constructions (e. g., a Greek accusativus cum infinitivo) word-for-word. Remarkably, though, the
20 It should be noted, that this does not imply that the R1 translation is the oldest, only that in the scholarly literature on
the HM, it has generally been considered first. The origin of this numbering is Draguet (1978).
21 See: Brock, 1983.
22 Guillaumont, 1983, p. 36.
23 Tóth, 2010, p. 67.
24 Tóth, 2010, p. 74.

10

R2 makes a greater use of the Old Syriac Bible translation than does R1. This should normally be
interpreted as archaic and thus it complicates the picture. What seems to be decisive for Tóth,
however, is the R2 usage of the general Syriac ascetic terminology. This suggests that the text was
produced by someone with knowledge of the Evagrian texts in Syriac and thus it is likely to stem
from the first half of the sixth century. (The earliest manuscript displaying the R2 translation is
dated to the second half of the same century.) If this dating is correct, the R2 translation proves an
important witness to the Greek textual tradition, precisely because of its literal translation. This
enables a comparison to be made between the R2 and the Greek variant, and in Tóth’s article this
method successfully confirms the age of some readings of the Greek text, that former scholars had
dismissed as later changes. (He also, interestingly, notes that in some cases, when the reading of R2
lacks counterparts in all the Greek manuscripts, it seems as if the Greek versions have changed
theologically loaded words, which could be connected to the part of Evagrius’ teachings that were
condemned in the end of the 4th century, to dull pronouns, perhaps as a means of making the text
more acceptable.25) Chapter III of the R2 (on Amun) was edited and issued by François Nau in
1916, in his publication on abba Amun;26 apart from this, it remains unedited.

The third translation, R3, is preserved in its totality in a unique manuscript, which, apart from some
physical damage on the parchment, contains the whole text. It also survives as a short excerpt (of
chapter I) in a letter, in most cases ascribed to one Macarius the Alexandrian, but in one case to
John the Solitary (apparently identical to John of Lycopolis), that is extant in various, according to
Tóth quite different, manuscripts (and has been published by Werner Strothmann27). As for its
translation technique, it is the version that diverges the most from the Greek text. Tóth says that the
original “often [is] misunderstood and misinterpreted”28 by the translator, who does not seem
interested in rendering the nuances of the Greek text, but rather only to convey a sense of its
meaning. The R3 translation moreover often adds thoughts not present in any of the Greek versions.
This apparent liberty in relation to the Greek original is a characteristic of the earliest Syriac
translations, as concluded by Brock.29 Other examples of archaisms mentioned by Tóth are the use
of the word ḥayyē in the meaning of salvation and, notably, the occurrences of the pronominal form
(’)naḥnan. As regards the usage of ascetic terminology, R3 is not characterised by the Evagrian
terminology, but often uses phrases, which Tóth sees as natively Semitic. As an example could

25
26
27
28
29

Tóth, 2010, pp. 81-82.
Unfortunately, it has, thus, not been possible to compare the translation edited below with the R2 recension.
See: Strothmann, 1981.
Tóth, 2010, p. 87.
Brock, 1983, pp. 10-11.
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serve the rendering of the Greek ἄσκησις by the Syriac term ’amnē pa(’)yē d-(’)aḇīlūṯā.30 Taken
together, all this leads Tóth to the conclusion that R3 is “in all probability”31 the earliest Syriac
translation. He dates it, on account of the translation technique used, to the second half of the fifth
century. But even if the R3 translation is the oldest, its value in deciding the age of the different
Greek versions is impaired by the free usage of the Vorlage.
The fourth translation, R4, is preserved only in compilation of stories from the HM, the Palladian
Historia Lausiaca and Jerome’s Vita Pauli named by René Draguet (in his study on the Syriac
versions of Historia Lausiaca) the Receuil des dix-huit histoires (RecXVIII).32 In its simplest
version, it consists of thirteen chapters from the Historia Lausiaca, the entire Vita Pauli and three
chapters from the HM, namely chapters I, X and XI. Preuschen, in his survey of the HM
manuscripts, identified these chapters as an independent translation, but this claim was challenged
by Cuthbert Butler, who considered the first chapter independent, but meant that the other two
represented R1.33 As Tóth shows, this was a mistake by Butler, who was not aware of the different
versions within the R1 translation. Butler apparently based his judgment on the fact that the
chapters X and XI in the R4 version are found in ‘Enānīšō‘’s Paradise of the Fathers; thinking that
the Paradise represented the R1 without further complications, he came to the conclusion that this
version of chapters X and XI must belong to the R1 translation. However, an examination of the
non-Paradise manuscripts containing R1 shows another translation. This, Tóth suggests, indicates
that ‘Enānīšō‘ based his compilation rather on (a version of) the RecXVIII than on an unmingled R1
text.

Complicated, as the situation might seem, the R4 exists in two variants: a longer (R4b) and a shorter
one (R4a). The shorter one contains the RecXVIII without additions. It thus contains the three HM
chapters in the R4 translation without any complications. The longer version, however, is made up
of RecXVIII and an addition of anecdotes taken from the R1. This addition contains the R1 version
of chapter I, which has led the compilator to exclude the R4 version to avoid repetition.
Consequently, the shorter version of the RecXVIII contains more R4 material than the longer one.

Based on the discussion above, the following stemma can be reconstructed, displaying the different
translations as well as the (more comprehensive) published editions and how the relate to each
30
31
32
33

English translation: ”the beautiful works of mourning” (own translation).
Tóth, 2010, p. 90.
Draguet, 1978, p. 22*.
Tóth, 2010, p. 93-94.
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other:

Illustration 1: The Syriac translations and published editions of the HM.
(Source: own illustration.)

2.3 The First Chapter: On John of Lycopolis
In the present essay, only the first chapter of the HM will be edited. Thus, a short introduction to its
content seems appropriate: The first chapter of the HM (HM1), following the prologue, concerns
John of Lycopolis, also known as John of Egypt, John the Hermit, and John the Anchorite. We are
not told much about his life, but the narration revolves around his miracles and some anecdotes of
other monastics, which he tells the visitors. John is described as a prophet and a wonder-worker; he
heals people by giving them blessed oil and in his speech he stresses the importance of humbleness
for the ascetic life. A main topic of the narration is relations to women. According to the text, John
avoided seeing women for several decades, leading him, for example, to the decision rather to show
himself to a woman in her sleep than to allow her to visit him in person, and in the two longer
edificatory stories that he tells the visiting brethren, the demons and evil thoughts are attacking by
means of imaginations of women.
13

As has been described above, HM1 is extant in all four recensions of the Syriac HM. In the present
essay, the R4 version is edited and published, to the best of my knowledge, for the first time. Its
content is not markedly different from the other Syriac translations (nor the Greek one), more on
which see below. The choice of the first chapter for an edition, was based mainly on the abovementioned fact that it is present only in the shorter version of the RecXVIII, and, thus, in a very
limited number of manuscripts (i. e., two). This being the case, the present edition can claim to be
based on all the available material, which would not have been possible, had another chapter been
chosen.

3. THE MANUSCRIPTS
This edition has been based on the only two manuscripts that contain the first chapter of the HM in
the R4 recension. Below they are called D and F, with sigla taken from Draguet’s edition of the
Historia Lausiaca and utilised as well by Tóth in his article (2010) on the HM.

3.1. Sinai syr. 46
D = Sinai syr. 46, fol. 70ra-107vb + Milano, Ambrosienne A 296 inf., fol. 169r-173v. A.G. 845 =
A.D. 534.

Sinai syr. 46 originates, as obvious, from the Sinai peninsula and has previously been described by
René Draguet.34 In its present state, it lacks both its beginning and its end. By chance,35 however,
Draguet came to connect it with a lot of disparate leaves in the collections of the Biblioteca
Ambrosiana in Milan; a closer investigation showed that among those loose manuscript sheets were
actually to be found both the beginning of Sinai syr. 46 and its end. Draguet has convincingly
argued for their common origin and there seems to be no reason to suppose that any pages are
missing; this supposition is strengthened by B (see below), which contains the same stories in the
same order, but without the decapitation and the missing end. The discussion of the leaves of Milan
does not concern the edition of HM1 directly, but it is closely connected, as one of the two other
HM chapters to be found in RecXVIII is divided between the Milan and the Sinai codices.
34 Draguet, 1978, pp. 21*-22*.
35 Draguet, 1963, p. 167.
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I have not been able to consult the manuscripts personally; therefore the following descriptions are
based on Draguet’s. As I cannot add any information of my own, I deem it most appropriate to
simply quote Draguet’s descriptions. Concerning D, he writes:
Parchemin; acéphale et mutilé à la fin; 109 folios, numéroté fautivement, lors de la photographie, de
1 à 107 en bissant les fol. 47 et 60 […]; estranghelo, 2 col. de ca. 29-30 ln.36

The text is, according to my judgement, highly legible, except in some places (notably in ff. 93va,
94rb, 95rb), where the text (at least in the microfilm based PDF files that have been available to me)
has been blurred. In the present edition, these lacunae have been filled in using material from F and
duly marked in the critical apparatus. D contains a small number of corrections (forgotten letters
inserted later, superscripted). The spelling is in no way remarkable; a certain preponderance for
unetymological variants (most notably writing ḥərēnā instead of (’)ḥərēnā) seems to be discernable,
especially in comparison with F (see below).

At the end of D, in one of the pages from Milan, there is a colophon, dating the manuscript to A.G.
845 = A.D. 534. It thus seems reasonable, to presume that D is our earliest manuscript witness of
the R4 translation.

3.2. BL Add. 17177
F = BL Add. 17177, fol. 61rb-118vb. Dated to the 6th century A.D.
Draguet (1978a) only includes a brief discussion on this manuscript37 and refers, for a description,
to Wright’s catalogue of 1872. Wright writes (notes on pages irrelevant for the present study have
not been included):
Vellum, about 10¾ in. by 8⅝, consisting of 134 leaves, many of which are much stained by
water, […]. The number of quires is uncertain, but there are old signatures running as high as ܝܗ
(fol. 112 a). Leaves are wanting at the beginning and end, and also after foll. 3, 11, 19, 29, 37, 47,
36 Draguet, 1978a. p. 21*. (English translation: “Parchment; acephalous and mutilated in the end; 119 folios, faultily
numbered at the time of photography from 1 to 107 repeating the folios 47 and 60 […]; written in Estrangelo, 2
columns of ca. 29-30 lines.” (own translation).)
37 Draguet, 1978a. p. 26*.
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55, 118, 127, and 132. Each page is divided into two columns, of from 21 to 29 lines. This volume is
written in a fine Esṭrangĕlā of the vith cent. [...]

According to my judgement, F is even more easily read than D. In the PDF files, on which the
present edition is based, this is particularly clear, when it comes to the representation of the usage of
diacritical points. No lacunae or places with blurred text are to be found in F, even though in a few
places some words are hard to identify. As concerns the orthography, F is generally more
conservative than D; as a standard the copist uses the forms with an etymological, silent ’ālaf (e. g.,
(’)ḥərēnā instead of ḥərēnā). Other differences in orthography include that F frequently omits the
sǝyāmē points over pronouns and numerals, while D includes them, and a certain variation between
the manuscripts as concerns whether some words should be written in one or in two words (ex.:
’āflā or ’āf lā, memməṯōm or men məṯōm). Based on the handwriting, F is dated to the sixth century
A.D. I am not in a position to add anything to that statement.

4. THE EDITION
4.1. Editorial Principles
The purpose of the present edition has been to present the best possible version of the text, defined
in this particular case neither as the original of the author (which at present seems to be
irrecoverably lost and furthermore to be in Greek) nor as what a single manuscript displays, but
rather as the original translation of the R4 translator. Naturally, the chances for this original
translation to be reached are hard to estimate, so what is edited and presented below is solely what
can be concluded from the material at hand, exactly as if the aim were the original of the author. As
a consequence of this, scribal errors and the like has been indicated in the critical apparatus, rather
than in the text. During the process of producing this edition, I have come to the conclusion that the
F manuscripts in general displays a better reading and therefore I have chosen it as the default
reading. By this I mean only that in cases, where the manuscripts differ and there seems to be no
particular reason to follow any of them (this concerns mainly questions of orthography and the use
of matres lectionis), I have followed F. When the text of D seems to make better sense, it is the one
represented in the text, the alternate readings of F, in these cases, being found in the critical
apparatus.
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The close relationship between the two manuscripts has determined the form of the present edition.
As the differences are only minor, it has seemed appropriate to present the divergences in the
critical apparatus. The aim has been to produce a legible and accessible text, while carefully noting
every difference in reading that might occur. As the purpose of this edition is to present this
particular translation in a form that makes it easily comparable to future editions of other
translations and versions, a main aim has been that the manuscripts should be completely
reconstructable from the edition; this has been practically possible to achieve, as so few manuscripts
have been used. To facilitate comparison with the Greek text, the paragraph numbers of Festugière’s
Greek edition have been inserted into the edition and English translation. These will also make it
easier to follow the discussions below. The present edition is that it is based solely on PDF copies of
microfilm copies of the manuscripts. This has had some influence on how I have chosen to
represent diacritical points in the Syriac text: the copies of D, which I have had access to, are less
clear than those of F, (presumably) leading to the fact that D often completely omits diacritical
points, which are visible in F. To avoid putting a great effort into describing a bad copy, rather than
the actual manuscript, I have chosen not to take into account the cases where F has an important
diacritical point, while D completely lacks it. In cases where D has had a different pointing, this
has, however, been noted. As for the diacritical points in general, only those who makes a
substantial difference in the meaning have been included. The interpunctuation generally follows F.

The Syriac text is presented first; thereafter follows the translation. Deviations from the presented
text, whether alternate readings or lacunae, occurring in D or in F, have been noted in the critical
apparatus. The Syriac text has been presented in paragraphs according to Festugière’s numbering.
The original page and column division of the manuscripts have been noted in the right margin
together with the folio numbers. The original line division has not been taken into account; as a
consequence of this, no reference will be made to line numbers. In the folio numbering of D, r
means recto and v means verso: for example, 89v refers to folio 89, verso side. The folio breaks of
D have been indicated by an asterisk in the edition; the column division has been indicated in the
edition by the sign |. The folio breaks of F, which differ from those of D (thereby, as noted above,
incidentally assuring that the folio ordering of D is correct), have been indicated by the symbol [*].
As for the folio numbers of F, I have based them on the small, handwritten, Latin numbers found in
the leftmost upper corner of (almost) every second page. I have not been able to discern which side
of a given folio represents the r and which represents v, and thus have marked the F pages with a
and b instead, a being the page that comes first, as one reads the present codex. The F column
breaks have been signalled and noted by the sign [|]. (As the present edition is based on PDF copies
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and the folio numbers of both manuscripts are based on handwritten numbers in the corners of the
pages, I cannot ensure with perfect confidence that they are correct.)

The translation follows the Syriac text tolerably closely. Sometimes a bad style of English has been
permitted, not to separate the translation too much from the original. The words supplied by me in
the translation have been placed in square brackets [ ], following the usage of Wallis Budge (1904).
In cases where the different readings of D and F result in substantially different translations, the
better translation is to be found in the text, while the other is given in the critical apparatus.

The edition and the translation have separately page numbered, with asterisks (a single and a
double) distinguishing the page numbers of the edition and the translation from those of the essay in
general. The critical apparatuses are separate from the footnotes of the essay and from each other.

4.2. The Critical Apparatus
The critical apparatus of the edition serves primarily to present the different readings of the two
manuscripts. As notes above, differences in the diacritical points have been noted only when they
contribute to the understanding of the text. The critical apparatus contains, also, commentaries on
special cases of illegibility in the manuscripts and suggested emendations (although, admittedly, the
present edition does not include a great number). Greek and Latin loanwords have been noted. As
for the footnotes, the notation system of Draguet (1978), as described in pp. 115*, has been
employed. The general rules are briefly reproduced below:

Footnotes refer, in general, to the one word preceding them. For comments on two or more words,
the sign ¬ has been utilised. The footnote following that sign refers to all the words between the
sign and the footnote. For example, consider the following made-up example:
4

̈
 ܩܫܝܐܝܬ3  ܟܕ ¬ ܿܦܠܚ ܐܢܐ2 ܣܓܝܐܬܐ ¬ܣܘܪܝܐܝܬ
 ܿܟܬܒ ܐܢܐ ̈ܡܐܠ1 ܟܠܝܘܡ

and the footnotes:
1

A: ܒܟܠ ܥܕܢ
A: om. ¬
3
B: ¬ ܦܠܚܢܐ
4
A: add. ܘܐܡܝܢܐܝܬ
2
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That would give the following texts in the manuscripts:
A
B

̈
ܣܓܝܐܬܐ ܟܕ ܿܦܠܚ ܐܢܐ ܩܫܝܐܝܬ ܘܐܡܝܢܐܝܬ
ܒܟܠ ܥܕܢ ܿܟܬܒ ܐܢܐ ̈ܡܐܠ
̈
ܣܓܝܐܬܐ ܣܘܪܝܐܝܬ ܟܕ ܦܠܚܢܐ ܩܫܝܐ
ܟܠܝܘܡ ܿܟܬܒ ܐܢܐ ̈ܡܐܠ

The footnotes of the translation include comments on difficult passages and direct references to
Biblical quotations found in the text.38 Vaguer allusions have not been considered.

38 To identify Biblical quotations, I have compared the present edition with the relevant parts of the French text of
Festugière (1964, pp. 9-26).
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4. 3. Tabula Siglorum
D

Sinai syr. 46, fol. 70ra-107vb

F

BL Add. 17177, fol. 61rb-118vb.

cf.

confer

compare

om.

omittit

omits

add.

addidit

added

inc.

incertum

uncertain

ut vid.

ut videtur

so it seems

vel

vel

or

sim.

similis/similia

similar

sin.

sine

without
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5. THE TEXT

The text beginning at F: 86b/D: 88r
¬ § 1.ܬܫܥܝܬܐ ܕܐ̈ܪܒܥܣܪܐܼ 2 1ܚܙܝܢܢ 3ܬܘܒ ܒܬܚܘܡܐ ܕܬܒܐܝܣ܆  4ܠܪܒܐ ܘܠܛܘܒܢܐ ܡܪܝ ܝܘܚܢܢ܂ ܓܒܪܐ
̈
ܿ
ܗܘܐ 8ܠܗ
 *F: 88aܩܕܝܫܐ ܘܙܗܝܐ  5ܘܕܬܕܡܘܪܬܐ܁ 6ܗܘ ܕܒܝܕ ܥܒܕܘܗܝ ¬ܠܟܠܢܫ ܐܬܝܕܥ ¬ [*] 7ܐܦܕܐܝܬ ܼ
10
ܡܘܗܒܬܐ 9ܕܐܣܝܘܬܐ܂ ¬ܟܠ ܡܕܡ ܓܝܪ ܕܡܢ ܐܠܗܐ ܥܬܝܕ ܗܘܐ ܠܡܐܬܐ ܠܥܠܡܐ܆ ܠܡܠܟܐ
ܿ
ܗܘܐ ܕܢܓܕܫ
ܗܘܐ܁ ܘܡܕܡ ܕܥܬܝܕ ܼ
ܗܘܐ 11ܕܚܐܠ ܕܐܠܗܐ ¬ܟܠ ܡܕܡ  13 12ܡܘܕܥ ܼ
ܬܐܕܣܝܣ ܗܘ ܕܐܝܬܘܗܝ ܼ
ܡܩܕܡ ܗܘܐ ܘܡܚܘܐ܁ ܐܦ 14ܡܛܠ ܛ̈ܪܘܢܐ ܕܥܬܝܕܝܢ ܗܘܘ ܕܢܩܘܡܘܢ ܥܠܘܗܝ ܼܐܡܪ 15ܗܘܐ ܘܡܛܠ
̈
17
ܕܥܡܡܐ ܕܡܬܟܢܫܝܢ ܗܘܘ ܥܠܘܗܝ܂
ܗܘܐ܁ ܐܦ 16ܥܠ | ܚܘܒܐܠ
 |D: 88rܡܦܘܠܬܗܘܢ ܕܒܥܓܠܗܘܝܐܐܫܬܥܝ ܼ
ܗܘܐ
ܗܘܐ ܠܗ ]|[
ܕܐܢܗܘ 21ܕܡܫܟܚ ܼ
ܼ
ܗܘܐ ܠܘܬܗ ܘܡܫܐܠ ܼ
ܕܐܙܠܼ 20
 § 2. |F: 88aܬܘܒ ܕ ܼܝܢ 18ܐܢܫ ܐܣܛܪܛܠܛܣܼ 19
ܿ
ܿ
̈
̈
24
23
22
ܕܐܝܬܝܗ ܪܝܫܐ ܕܬܒܐܝܣ܁ ܡܛܠ ܕܒܗܘ ܙܒܢܐ ܐܬܘ ܗܘܘ ܟܘܫܝܐ
ܠܟܘܫܝܐ ܕܐܝܬ ܒܣܝܢܝܐ܇
ܙܟܐ
̈
26
25
ܘܐܡܪ ܗܘܐ ܠܗ ܼܗܘ ܡܪܝ ܝܘܚܢܢ ܕܡܕܪܟܐܢܬ ܠܗܘܢ ܘܚܪܒ ܐܢܬ ܘܡܫܥܒܕ
ܘܚܒܠܘ ܗܘܘ ܬܚܘܡܐ ܗܠܝܢ ܼ
ܕܐܡܪ 29ܗܘܐ܁ ܘܗܕܐ ܬܘܒ
ܐܢܬ܁ 27ܘܓܒܝܐ ܬܗܘܐ ܘܡܝܩܪܐ ܐܦ ܩܕܡ ܡܠܟܐ܁  28ܘܗܟܢ ܓܕܫ ܐܝܟܢܐ ܼ
ܗܘܐ ܕܡܘܬܐ ܕܢܦܫܗ ܐܝܬ ܠܗ ܠܡܠܟܐ ܟܪܣܛܝܢܐ ܬܐܕܣܝܣ ܕܢܡܘܬ܆
ܼܐܡܪܼ 30

1 F: The rubric is surrounded by horizontal dots (three on each side), marking it as different from the rest
of the text.
ܕܐ̈ܪܒܥܣ̈ܪܐ 2 D:
ܚܙܝܢܢ 3 D:
ܕܬܒܐܝܕܣ 4 F:
5 F: om.
ܕܬܕܡܘܪܬܐ 6 F:
¬ ܐܬܝܕܥ]*[ ܠܟܠ ܐܢܫ 7 F:
ܗܘܬ 8 D:
¬ ܘܐܝܬ ܼ
ܪܒܬܐ 9 D: add.
ܟܠܡܕܡ 10 D:
 (D frequently lacks the diacritical point, when (h)wā functions as an enclitic. Furtherܗܘܐ 11 D:
)occurrences will not be noted in the critical apparatus.
ܟܠܡܕܡ 12 D:
ܼܗܘ 13 D: add.
ܘܐܦ 14 D:
ܐܡܪ 15 D:
ܘܐܦ 16 F:
17 D: add. a small symbol, to mark the beginning of a new story.
ܕܝܢ 18 D:
, both from Greek στρατηλάτης.ܐܣܛܪܛܠܛܝܣ 19 D:
ܕܐܙܠ 20 D:
ܕܐܢܗܘ 21 F:
ܿ
ܕܐܝܬܗ 22 D:
ܪܫܐ 23 F:
ܬܒܐܝܕܣ 24 F:
ܘܐܡܪ 25 D:
ܘܚܪܒܬ 26 D:
ܘܡܫܥܒܕܬ 27 F:
̈
,ܡܠܟܐ 28 D:
c. səyām ē .
ܘܐܡܪ 29 D:
ܘܐܡܪ 30 D:

*1

̈
 § 3. *F: 87bܐܝܬ ܗܘܐ ܠܗ ܓܝܪ ܠܓܒܪܐ ܗܢܐ ܢܒܝܘܬܐ ܪܒܬܐ¬ [*] 31ܒܟܠ ܡܕܡ  32ܐܝܟܢܐ ܕܡܢ33
ܐܒܗܬܐ
ܼ
ܓܒܝܐ ܕܐܓܪܘ 35* 34ܥܡܗ ܫܡܥܢܢ ܿܗܢܘܢܕܕܘܒ̈ܪܝܗܘܢ 36ܢܨܝܚܝܢ ܠܘܬ ܟܠܗܘܢ ̈
̈
38
ܐܢܫܐ  37ܕܥܡܪܝܢ ܗܘܘ
* D: 88v
ܿ
39
ܒܕܘܟܬܐ ܗܝ܁ ܘܕܠܘ ܡܕܡ ܝܬܝܪ ܐܫܬܥܝܘ ܠܢ ܥܠ ܕܘܒ̈ܪܘܗܝ ܕܛܘܒܢܐ܆ ܐܐܠ ܡܠܠܘ ܒܨܝܪ ܡܢ ܡܐ
40
ܕܐܝܬܘܗܝ܆ ܗܕܐ ܓܠܝܐ ܼܗܝ܁
ܡܢܗܐܝܟܕܬܐܙܠ ܫܘܬܦܬܗ ܬܬܒܪܟܡܢܗ܁ ܡܛܠ
ܗܘܐ
ܗܘܐ ܼ
ܘܒܥܐ ܼ
ܠܘܬܗ ܼ
ܼ
 § 4.ܛܪܝܒܘܢܐ 41ܕܝܢ ܚܕ ܼܐܙܠ ܼ
ܿ
42
ܗܘܐ
ܕܣܓܝ ܨܗܝܐ
ܼ
ܗܘܬ ܘܡܬܝܐܒܐ ܕܬܚܙܝܘܗܝ܁ ܡܛܠ ܕܥܬܝܕܝܢ ܗܘܘ ܕܢܚܙܩܘܢܠܣܘܝܢܝܐ ܘܗܕܐ ܒܥܐ ܼ
̈
ܿ
ܿ
ܿ
44
43
ܠܘܬܗ ]|[ ܘܢܨܐܠ ܥܠܝܗ܁ ܘܢܒܪܟܝܗ ܘܢܫܪܝܗ܁ ܼܗܘ ܕ ܼܝܢ ܐܠ ܩܒܠ ܗܘܐ܁ ܡܛܠ ܕܐܪܒܥܝܢ ܫܢܝܢܐܝܬ
 |F: 87bܕܬܐܬܐ
ܼ
ܗܘܐ ܠܗ ܕܐܠ ܚܙܝܐ ܗܘܬ ܠܗ ܐܢܬܬܐ܁ ܐܝܬܘܗܝ ܗܘܐ ܕܝܢ ܣܒܐ ܒܪ ܬܫܥܝܢ̈ 45
ܫܢܝܢܘܒܡܥܪܬܐ ܿ
ܕܥܡܪ46
ܼ
ܼ
ܗܘܐ ܐܠ ܐܢܫ ¬ܡܢ | ܡܬܘܡ  47ܥܠ 48ܨܐܕܘܗܝ܁ ¬ܐܦ ܐܠ 49ܐܢܬܬܐ ܚܙܐ ܗܘܐ܂ ܘܡܛܠܗܢܐ ܐܫܬܐܠ
|D: 88v
ܼ
ܿ
51
50
ܗܘܐ ܡܢ ܕܢܚܙܝܗܠܗܕܐ ¬ܒܪܬ ܚܐ̈ܪܐ܂
ܼ
 § 5.ܐܐܠ ܡܢ ܟܘܬܐ ܡܒܪܟ ܗܘܐ ¬ܠܟܠ ܐܢܫ܂ 52ܘܫܐܠ ܫܠܡܐ ܕܟܠܕܐܙܠܝܢ ܠܘܬܗ ܟܕ ܡܡܠܠ ܗܘܐ ܥܡ
ܟܠ ܚܕ ܡܢܗܘܢܥܠ ܚܦܝܛܘܬܐ ̈
ܕܚܝܘܗܝ ܂
ܿ
55
ܘܢܝܬܝܗ ܠܘܬܗ
ܗܘܐ܃ ܿܒܥܐ 53ܘܡܬܟܫܦ ܡܢܗ [*] 54ܗܢܐ ܛܪܝܒܘܢܐ ܕܢܦܩܘܕ
 § 6. *F: 89aܟܕ ܕܝܢ ܐܓܪ ܼ
ܿ
59
58
57
ܗܘܐ܂ ܘܐܠ ܐܬܛܦܝܣ܁ ܟܕ ܐܡܪ ܕܐܠ ܡܫܟܚܐ ܗܕܐ ܠܡܗܘܐ ¬ܪܚܝܩܐ
ܗܘܕܝܢ ܐܠ ܩܒܠ ܼ
ܠܫܘܬܦܬܗ܆ ܼ
ܗܘܬ ܕܝܢ 60ܕܘܟܬܗ ܡܢ ܡܕܝܢܬܐ ܐܝܟ ܬ̈ܪܝܢ ̈
ܡܝܠܝܢ܂ ܿܗܝ 61ܕܝܢ ܐܢܬܬܐ ܐܠ ܫܠܝܐ ܗܘܬ ܟܠܝܘܡ ܡܢ ܕܫܚܩܐ
ܿ
ܠܒܥܠܗ62܁
ܠܗ
56

D: the letter corresponding to ’ālaf in F is illegible.
ܒܟܠܡܕܡ D:
D: the word is partly illegible.
D: the word is blurred after’ālaf.
D: This page contains a damaged header, which seems to say: ’Aḇāhāṯā meṣr āyē (as the one of D f. 93v:
see below).
, sin. səy āmēܕܕܘܒܪܝܗܘܢ D:
, sin. səy āmēܐܢܫܐF:
D: om.
ܥܠܢ D:
D: om.
From Latin tribunus.
, see The Translation, n. 2.ܠܣܝܘܢܐ F:
F: the diacritical point is missing. D: the letters are pressed together and very faint: the yōḏ seems to
be missing.
, c. səyām ēܕܐ̈ܪܒܥܝܢ D:
̈ c. səyām ē
,ܬܫܥܝܢ F:
ܕܥܡܪ D:
¬ ܡܡܬܘܡ F:
ܐܥܠ F:
¬ ܘܐܦܐܠ D:
ܕܢܚܙܝܗ F:
F: om.
¬ ܠܟܠܢܫ D:
ܒܥܐ D:
D: the word is faint and partly blurred.
D: the word is blurred after pē . (However, it seems not to be enough room for the same reading as F.
)Perhaps D originally had neppoq.
ܠܗ D: add.
D: om.
 (Possibly with a nūn, rēš or dālaṯ, instead of the zayn, as the last visible letter. The word,ܩܘܙ D: add.
which seems to be dispensable as far as the content is concerned, appears to be encircled, possibly by
)a modern hand.
ܐܡܕ D:
¬ ܗܘܬ ܕܝܢ ܪܚܝܩܐ D:
ܼܗܝ D:
ܠܒܥܠܗ D:

*2

31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62

 * D: 89rܟܕ ܦܣܩܐ ܒܡܘܡܬܐ ܘܐܡܪܐ 63ܕܐܠ ܚܙܩܐ * ܐܢܐ ܠܕܘܟ܁ ܐܐܠ ܐܢ ܚܙܝܬܗ ܠܛܘܒܢܐ ܘܠܢܒܝܐ܂
ܿ
ܡܘܡܬܗ 65ܕܐܢܬܬܐ܁ 66ܘܐܬܒܩܝ ܘܐܬܕܡܪ
 § 7.ܘܬܘܒ ܼܐܙܠ 64ܘܐܫܬܥܝ ܠܗ ܠܡܪܝ ܝܘܚܢܢ܇ ܿܗܘܛܪܝܒܘܢܐ
ܿ
ܿ
ܿ
67
ܠܒܥܠܗ ]|[ ܕܝܘܡܢܐ ܒܗܢܐ ܠܠܝܐ ܐܬܚܙܐ ܠܗ ܒܚܠܡܐ܂ ܘܐܠ ܬܘܣܦ
ܘܐܡܪ ܠܗ
ܒܗܝܡܢܘܬܗ ܕܐܢܬܬܐ܂
|F: 89a
ܼ
̈
̈
68
ܗܘ ܛܪܝܒܘܢܐ܂
ܐܠܢܬܬܗ
ܕܛܘܒܢܐ
ܗܝ
ܡܠܘ
ܘܚܘܝ
ܘܐܙܠ
ܒܦܓܪ܁
ܝ
ܐܦ
ܠܡܚܙܐ
ܬܘܒ
ܼ
ܿ
ܿ
ܠܘܬܗ ܒܚܙܘܐ ܕܠܠܝܐ ܟܕ
ܐܬܐ
 § 8.ܘܗܟܢܐ ܐܝܟ
ܕܐܡܪ 69ܚܙܬܗ ܗܝ 70ܐܢܬܬܐ ܠܛܘܒܢܐ ܘܠܢܒܝܐ ܟܕ ܼ
ܼ
̈
ܐܡܪ ܿ
ܿ
ܠܗ܁ 71ܡܐ ܠܝ ܘܠܟܝ ܐܢܬܬܐ܆ ܡܢܐ ܡܬܪܓܪܓܬܝ ܠܡܚܙܐ ܐܦܝ܂ ܠܡܐ ܓܝܪ ܢܒܝܐ ܐܝܬܝ܆ ܒܐܣܟܡܐ
 |D: 89rܐܝܬܝ ܘܐܠ ܒܥܒܕܐ܂ ܓܒܪܐ ܐܢܐ ܚܛܝܐ ܘܚܫܘܫܐ ܐܟܘܬܟܘܢ܁|ܒܪܡ ܕ ܼܝܢ 72ܨܠܝܬ ܥܠܝܟܝ ܘܥܠ ܟܠܗ
ܐܡܪ ܐܪܚܩ ܡܢ
 *F: 88bܒܝܬܗ ܕܒܥܠܟܝ܂ ܕܐܝܟ ܗܝܡܢܘܬܟܘܢ ]*[ ܢܗܘܐ ܠܟܘܢ܁ ܚܙܘܩܘ ܒܫܠܡܐ܂ ܘܟܕ ܗܕܐ ܼ
ܿ
ܨܐܕܝܗ܂
̈
ܿ
ܿ
ܫܢܬܗ܆ܐܫܬܥܝܬ ܠܗ74
ܐܬܘܬܗ
ܠܒܥܠܗ ̈ܡܠܘܗܝ ܕܛܘܒܢܐ܂ ܐܦ
 § 9.ܘܟܕ ܐܬܬܥܝܪܬ 73ܐܢܬܬܐ ܡܢ
ܿ
ܿ
ܘܐܣܟܡܗ܁ ̈
ܗܘ
ܘܡܐܠ ܕܩܘܒܠ ܛܝܒܘܬܐ ܠܗ  75ܫܕܪܬ ܒܝܕ ܒܥܠܗ ¬ܠܘܬܗ ܕܛܘܒܢܐ܂  76ܘܟܕ ܚܙܝܗܝ ܠܒܥܠܗ ܼ
ܿ
ܿ
݁
ܕܐܠ ܬܫܚܩܟ܂
ܩܕܡܗ ܘܐܡܪ ܠܗ܁ ܗܐ ܐܢܐ ܫܠܡܬ ܠܒܥܘܬܟ܆ ܘܐܬܚܙܝܬܠܗܝܘܡܢ܂ ܘܐܦܝܣܬܗ
ܡܪܝ ܝܘܚܢܢ
ܼ
̈ 78 77
ܠܡܒܥܐ ܐܦܝ
ܗܘܐ ܡܢ ܒܝܬܗ܆  81ܩܪܝܒܐ ܗܘܬ ܠܡܐܠܕ܁ ܘܓܕܫ ܒܗ
 § 10.ܬܘܒ ܕܝܢ ܐܢܬܬܗ ܕܦܪܦܣܛܐ 79ܚܕ ܕܡܒܥܕ ܼ 80
ܿ
ܡܪ
ܐ
ܠܘܬܗ
ܐܬܐ ]|[ ܠܘܬܗ ܕܛܘܒܢܐ ܡܪܝ ܝܘܚܢܢ܇ ܗܢܐ ܦܪܦܣܛܐ  82ܕܝܠܕܬ * ܐܢܬܬܗ܁ ܘܟܕ ܝܬܒ
 |F: 88bܒܝܘܡܐ ܼ
ܼܼ
83
ܐܡܗ
 /*D: 89vܠܗ܂ ܐܠܘ ܝܕܥܬ ܡܘܗܒܬܐ ܕܐܠܗܐ܂ ܘܕܐܬܝܠܕ ܠܟ ܒܪܐ܁ ܐܘܕܝܬ ܕܝܢ ܐܠܠܗܐ܁ ܒܪܡ
ܼ
ܫܒܥܐ ̈
̈
ܝܘܡܝܢ܂ ܘܣܝܡ ܠܗ
ܒܩܘܢܕܘܢܘܣ 84܁ ܥܕ ܩܠܝܠ ܩܝܡܐ ܗܘܬ܂ ܘܡܐ ܕܐܙܠܬ ܡܫܟܚ ܐܢܬ ܠܛܠܝܐ ܒܪ
ܒܛܟܣܐ ܘܒܢܟܦܘܬܐ ܘܡܐ ܕܗܘܐ ܒܪ ܫܒܥ̈ 86
̈
̈
ܫܡܐ ܝܘܚܢܢ܂ ܘܪܒܝܗܝ 85
ܫܢ ܼܝܢ 87ܐܝܬ ܼܝܗܝ 88ܠܘܬ ܐܚܐ
ܼ
ܕܥܡܪܝܢ ܒܡܕܒܪܐ܁

ܿ
ܘܐܡܪܐ D:
ܐܙܠ D:
ܡܘܡܬܗ F:
ܿܗܝ D: add.
ܿܗܝ D: add.
D: the first letter, corresponding to waw in F, is blurred.
ܕܐܡܪ D:
ܼܗܝ F:
ܠܗ F:
ܕ ܼܝܢ D:
ܐܬܥܝܪܬ F:
D: om.
ܠܗ D: add.
D: om.
D: the final letter, corresponding to yōḏ in F, is illegible.
F adds some horizontal circles, marking the beginning of a new story.
, from Latin præpositus.ܕܦܪܦܣܝܛܐ D:
D: the final letter, corresponding to dālaṯ in F, is illegible.
ܒܝܬܗ D:
, see n. 79 above.ܦܪܦܘܣܝܛܐ F:
ܐܝܕܥܬ F:
, from Greek κίνδυνος .ܒܩܢܕܘܢܣ F:
ܘܪܒܝ D:
̈ c. səy āmē
,ܫܒܥ D:
, sin. səyāmēܫܢܝܢ D:
ܐܝܬܝ D:
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63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88

ܕܐܬܝܢ 90ܗܘܘ ܠܘܬܗ܂ ܿܓܐܠ 91ܗܘܐ܂ ̈
ܬܡܝܗܬܐ ܠܘܬ ܒ̈ܪܝܐ ܿ
̈
ܠܒܢܝ ܡܕܝܢܬܗ ܕܝܢ
 § 11.ܗܠܝܢ 89ܕܝܢ
ܼ
ܗܘܐ ]*[ 92ܘܡܘܕܥ ܠܗܘܢ ܡܕܡ ܕܥܬܝܕ܁ ܟܕ ܡܟܣ
 *F: 90aܕܐܡܝܢܐܝܬ ܐܙܠܝܢ ܗܘܘ ܡܛܠ ܣܘܥ̈ܪܢܝܗܘܢ܆ ܡܩܕܡ ܼ
̈
ܗܘܐ ܠܟܠ 93ܚܕ ܡܢܗܘܢ܁ ܿ
94
ܨܒܘܬܗܘܢ ܕܒܟܣܝܐ܁ ܐܦ ܥܠ ܡܠܝܗ ܕܢܗܪܐ ܢܝܠܘܣ ܃ ܘܥܠ
ܘܓܐܠ ܘܡܦܪܣܐ
ܼ
ܿ
ܗܘܐ ܠܗܘܢ | ܘܬܘܒ ܐܦ ܠܘܚܡܐ ܘܪܘܓܙܐ ܕܡܢ ܐܠܗܐ ܥܬܝܕ ܗܘܐ
 |D: 89vܦܐ̈ܪܝܗ ܕܐܪܥܐ ܡܘܕܥ ܼ
̈
ܘܠܡܣܟܠܢܐ ܡܟܣ ܗܘܐ܁
ܗܘܐ܂
ܠܡܐܬܐ 95ܥܠܝܗܘܢ ܿܓܐܠ ܼ
 § 12.ܓܠܝܐܝܬ 96ܐܠ ܡܐܣܐ ܗܘܐ܆ ܐܐܠ ܡܫܚܐ ܡܒܪܟ ܗܘܐ ܿ
̈
̈
97
ܡܟܐܒܐ
ܘܠܣܓܝܐܐ
ܘܝܗܒ܆
ܼ
ܼ
ܿ
̈
100
99
̈
̈
ܗܘܐ܁ ܗܟܢܐ ܕܐܦ ܐܢܬܬܗ ܕܣܘܢܩܠܛܝܩܐ ܚܕ܆ ܥܝܢܝܗ ܐܣܬܪܚ ܗܘܝ܁
ܐܘܠܨܢܐ ܘܟܘ̈ܪܗܢܐ ܡܢܝܚ ܼ
ܿ
ܿ
ܿ
̈
104
103
102
101
ܐܡܪ܁ ܕܐܢܬܬܐ
ܗܘ ܕܝܢ ܼ
 |F: 90aܘܚܘ̈ܪܘܪܐ ܒܒܬܗ ]|[ ܢܦܩܘ ܗܘܘ܁ ܘܒܥܝܐ ܗܘܬ ܡܢ ܒܥܠܗ ܕܢܘܒܠܝܗ ܠܘܬܗ܂ ܼ
ܿ
ܿ
ܡܛܠܬܗ܁ 106ܗܕܐ ܕܝܢ107
ܥܒܕ܁ ܕܡܨܠܝܘ
ܒܥܠܗ 105ܕܒܠܚܘܕ ܨܠܘܬܐ ܢܥܒܕ
ܡܡܬܘܡ ܐܠ ܚܙܝܐ ܠܝ܂ ܐܦܝܣ ܬܘܒ
ܼ
ܼ
ܿ
ܿ
ܨܠܝ܆ ܐܦ 108ܡܫܚܐ ܒܪܟ܆ ܘܫܕܪ ܿ
̈
110
109
̈
ܠܗ܂ ܘܟܕ ܡܫܚܬ ܥܝܢܝܗ ܡܢ ܗܘ ܡܫܚܐ ܬܠܬ ܙܒܢ ܼܝܢ܂ ܒܝܘܡܐ ܕܬܠܬܐ
ܥܝ ܿ
 D: 90rܐܬܐܣܝ ̈
ܢܝܗ܂ ܘܓܠܝܐܝܬ * ܐܠܠܗܐ ܡܘܕܝܐ ܗܘܬ
98

ܡܢ

̈
̈
 § 13.ܘܡܢܐ ܡܫܬܚܩܝܢ ܚܢܢ ܠܡܐܡܪ
ܕܒܥܝܢܝܢ ܚܙܝܢܢ܁ ܫܒܥܐ 113ܓܝܪ
ܥܒܕܘܗܝ 111ܐܚ̈ܪܢܐ܂ 112ܐܐܠ ܐܝܠܝܢ
̈
̈
ܐܟܣܢܝܐ܂ 114ܐܝܠܝܢ ]*[ ܕܟܕ ܠܘܬܗ ܐܙܠܢܢ܆ ܫܐܠ ܒܫܠܡ ܼܢ ܒܦܨܝܚܘܬܐ܁ ܘܠܟܠ ܚܕ ܚܕ ܡܢܢ
*F: 89b
ܐܚܐ ܐܝܬܝܢ ܗܘܝܢ
117
116
115
ܡܢܗ ܕܢܥܒܕ ܨܠܘܬܐ܁ ܡܛܠ ܕܟܠܢ ܒܗ ܒܥܕܢܐ ܩܕܡܐܝܬ ܐܩܒܠܢܝܗܝ܂
ܥܝܢܢ
ܘܒ
ܒܚܘܝܚܘܬܐ܂
ܩܒܠ
ܼ
ܼ
̈
̈
ܐܓܒܛܝܐ܂
ܕܐܒܗܬܐ
ܗܢܘ ܓܝܪ ܥܝܕܗܘܢ
121

ܼ § 14.ܗܘ ܕܝܢ ܡܫܐܠ ܗܘܐ ܠ ܼܢ 118ܕܠܡܐ ܐܝܬ ܐܢܫ ܩܠܝܪܝܩܐ܁  119ܘܟܕ ܐܡܪܢܢ 120ܟܠܢ ܕܠܝܬ܆ ܚܪ ܒܟܠ ܼܢ
ܿ
ܗܘܐ ܁
ܗܘܐ ܓܝܪ ܐܢܫ ܥܡܢ܆ ܕܠܗܢܐ ܕܪܓܐ ܕܡܫܡܫܢܘܬܐ ܐܫܬܘܝ ܼ
ܗܘܐ܁ ܐܝܬ ܼ
ܘܝܕܥܗ ܠܗܘ ܕܡܛܫܝ ܼ
̈ܗܠܝܢ D:
ܕܐܬܝܢ D:
ܓܐܠ D:
F: This page has a rubric: Taš‘əyāṯā d-īḥīḏāyā (given that the second word was meant to lack səyām ē ; cf.
F 95a).
ܠܟܘܠ 93 F:
ܢܝܠܣ 94 D:
ܕܢܐܬܐ 95 F:
ܓܠܝܐܝܬ 96 D:
ܘܝܗܒ 97 D:
̈
ܡܐܟܐܒܐ 98 D:
99 From Greek συγκλητικός.
ܗܘܝ 100D:
ܘܚܘܪܘܪܐ 101D:
ܒܒ ܿ
̈
ܒܬܗ 102 F:
ܿ
ܒܥܠܝܗ 103 D:
ܿ
.ܕܢܘܒܠܗ 104 D:
(Possibly the, according to my understanding of the text, unexpected forms in D (cf. this
)note and n. 103, 105) can be explained if one supposes that the copist interchanged the endings.
ܿ
ܒܥܠܝܗ 105 D:
ܡܛܠܬܗ 106 D:
ܕܝܢ 107 D:
ܘܐܦ 108 D:
̈ܬܠܬ 109 D:
̈
ܕܬܠܬܐ 110 D:
111 F: the last yōḏ is missing in the copy (presumably because the word is placed in the gutter of the
codex).
ܚ̈ܪܢܐ 112 D:
̈ c. səyāmē
,ܫܒܥܐ 113 D:
114 From Greek ξένος.
ܒܦܨܝܚܘܬܐ 115 F:
ܒܥܝܢ ܚܢܢ 116 F:
ܡܢܗ 117 D:
 ut vid.ܠ 118 D:
; both from Greek κληρικός .ܩܠܪܝܩܐ 119 D:
ܐܡܪܝܢ ܚܢܢ 120 D:
ܒܟܘܠܢ 121 F:
89
90
91
92
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ܗܘ122܁ ܒܚܘܫܒܐ| ܕܡܟܝܟܘܬܐ܁ ]|[
ܗܘܐ܂
ܘܦܩܕܗ ܕܐܠ ܢܐܡܪ ܐܠܢܫ ܕܡܫܡܫܢܐ ܼ
ܼ
 |D: 90rܟܕ ܚܕ ܐܚܐ ܒܠܚܘܕ ܿܝܕܥ ܼ
ܿ
ܿ
̈
ܿ
 /|F: 89bܟܕ ܿ
ܗܘܐ܂ ܐܡܪ
ܐܡܪ ܕܐܠ ܫܘܐ ܐܢܐ ܕܐܬܦܚܡ ܠܩܕܝܫܐ܁ ܐܐܠ ܐܦ ܐܠ 123ܐܠܣܟܡܐ ݂ܕܟ̈ܪܣܛܝܢܐ ܫܘܐ ܼ
ܗܘ܁
ܗܘܐ ܟܢ ܠܫܡܐ ܘܐܠ ܝܩܪܐ ܕܡܫܡܫܢܘܬܐ 124ܘܚܘܝܗ ܒܐܝܕܗ ܠܟ ܼܠܢ
ܼ
ܘܐܡܪ ܗܢܐ ܡܫܡܫܢܐ ܼ
ܼ
ܗܘܐ ܘܢܫܩܗ܁
ܗܘܐ ܕܢܛܥܐ܁ ܘܡܢ ܟܘܬܐ ܐܘܫܛ 125ܐܝܕܗ܆ ܘܠܒܟܗ ܼ
ܗܘܐ ܟܕ ܿܒܥܐ ܼ
ܗܘ ܕܝܢ ܟܦܪ ܼ
ܼ § 15.
ܿ
ܿ
ܗܘܐ ܠܗ ܟܕ ܒܥܐ ܘܐܡܪ܆ ܕܐܠ ܬܛܠܘܡ ܛܝܒܘܬܗ ܕܐܠܗܐ ܒܪܝ܁ ܘܐܠ ܬܟܦܘܪ ܘܬܕܓܠ ܒܡܘܗܒܬܗ
ܘܡܪܬܐ ܼ
ܕܡܫ ܼܝܚܐ܂ ܡܛܠ 126ܕܢܘܟܪܝܐ ܼܗܝ ܕܓܠܘܬܐ ܠܟܪܣܛܝܢܘܬܐ܂ ܘܥܠ ܡܕܡ ܙܥܘܪܐ ܐܘ ܪܒܐ ܬܗܘܐ
 *F: 91aܨܒܘܬܐ܆]*[ ܘܐܦܢ ܟܕ ܡܕܡ ܕܫܦܝܪ ܢܗܘܐ ܒܕܓܠܘܬܐ ܢܘܟܪܝ ܼܗܘ ܠܢ ܁ܡܛܠ ܕܡܪܢ ܐܡܪ ܠܢ܆
 *D: 90vܕܕܓܠܘܬܐ ܡܢ ܒ ܼܝܫܐ ܼܗܝ܁ ܟܕ ܕܝܢ ܐܬܟܣܣ ܫܠܝ܂ 127ܘܩܒܠ * ܥܠܘܗܝ ܟܐܬܐ ܘܡܪܬܝܢܘܬܐ ܕܐܪܬܝܗ
ܒܡܟܝܟܘܬܐ܁
ܗܘܐ ܠܗ ܡܢ ܩܕܡ ܬܠܬܐ̈ 128
ܝܘܡܝܢ܂
 § 16.ܘܟܕ ܨܠܝܢܢ ܘܚܬܡܢܢ ܨܠܘܬܐ܆ ܐܚܐ ܚܕ ܡܢܢ܆ ܐܫܬܐ ܐܝܬ ܼ
ܗܘܐ܁ ܿ
ܘܐܡܪ ܠܗ ܕܦܩܚ 130ܠܗ ܥܕܟܝܠ ܡܪܕܘܬܐ
ܡܢܗ ܕܢܬܐܣܐ܁
ܼ
ܗܘܐ ܼ
ܘܒܥܐ ܼ 129
ܘܩܫܝܐܝܬ ܡܬܚܡܡ ܼ
ܘܦܩܕܗ ܕܢܡܫܘܚ܁ ܘܟܕ ܡܫܚ܆
 |F: 91aܕܬܓܪ  131ܨܐܕܘܗܝ܁ ܡܛܠ ܐܠ ܗܝܡܢܘܬܗ ܒܪܡ܁ ܘܗܝܕܝܢ ܝܗܒ ܠܗ ܡܫܚܐ܁
ܼ
ܿ
ܗܘܐ ܡܢ ܦܘܡܗ܁ ܘܐܬܚܪܪ ܡܢ ܟܘܠܗ ܐܫܬܐ܂
]|[ ܟܠܡܕܡ ܢܟܝܢܐ ܕܐܝܬ ܗܘܐ ܒܓܘܗ ܐܣܡ ܼ
ܘܒ̈ܪܓܠܘܗܝ ܕܝܠܗ ܟܕ ܡܗܠܟ ܼܐܙܠ ܠܒܝܬ ܡܫܪܝܐ܁
ܗܘܐ ܕܝܢ ܬܗܪܐ ܠܡܚܙܝܗ ܠܒܪ ܬܫܥܝܢ̈ 132
ܗܘܐ ܟܠܗ ܦܓܪܗ܁ ܗܟܢܐ ܕܡܢ
ܫܢܝܢܟܕ ܡܨܐ ܼ
 § 17.ܐܝܬ ܼ
ܿ
̈
135
̈ 134
133
ܗܘܐ ܐܐܠ ܐܢ ܼܐܒܐ܁
ܟܠ
ܐ
ܐܠ
ܐܚܪܝܢ
ܓܝܪ
ܡܕܡ
܁
ܝ
ܗܘ
ܢܦܩ
ܬܗ
ܫܘܡ
ܐܠ
ܐܦ
¬
ܣܓܝܐܐ܆
ܨܘܡܗ
ܼ
137
136
ܗܘܐ ܁ ܟܕ ܐܠ ܡܬܚܫܚ
 |D: 90vܘܗܟܢ ܒܗ | ܒܡܥ̈ܪܒܝ ܫܡܫܐ܁ ܘܗܕܐ ܒܣܝܒܘܬܗ܁ ܘܣܓܝ ܩܕܡ ܗܟܢ ܨܝܡ ܼ
 *F: 90bܗܘܐ ܠܗ ܡܡܬܘܡ ܒܠܚܡܐ܇ ܐܘ ܒܡܕܡ ]*[ ܐܚܪܝܢ ܕܡܢ ܢܘܪܐ ܢܦܩ܂
138

ܦܩܕ ܠܢ ܕܢܬܒ ܩܕܡܘܗܝ܆ ܐܠܠܗܐ ܡܘܕܝܢ ܗܘܝܢ ܕܐܫܘܝܢ ܠܚܙܬܗ܁ ܼܗܘ ܕܝܢ ܐܝܟ ܐܒܐ ܛܒܐ܄
 § 18.ܘܟܕ ܼ
ܕܠܢܘܓܪܐ 139ܩܒܠ̈ 140
̈
ܕܦܪܨܘܦܗ ܗܠܝܢ̈ 141ܡܐܠ
ܚܒܝܒܐ ܕܐܬܘ ܡܢ ܪܘܚܩܐ ܠܘܬܗ܆ ܒܦܨܝܚܘܬܐ
ܒܢܘܗܝ
ܼ
ܫܪܝ ܕܢܐܡܪ ܠܢ܁ ܡܢ ܐܝܟܐ ̈ܒܢܝ܆ ܐܘ ܡܢ ܐܝܢܐ ܐܬܪܐ܂ ܠܘܬ ܓܒܪܐ ܡܟܝܟܐ ܐܬܝܬܘܢ܁
 § 19.ܘܟܕ ܐܡܪܢܢ ܐܬܪܢ܄ ܘܐܝܟ ܕܡܛܠ ܝܘܬܪܢܐ ܕܢܦܫܢ ܡܢ ܐܘܪܫܠܡ ܠܘܬܟܘܢ ¬ܐܬܝܢ ܚܢܢ܆ 142ܕܐܝܠܝܢ
̈
ܢܝܢ 144ܗܠܝܢ̈ 145
ܒܥܝܢܝܢ ܢܚܙܐ܆
ܕܒܐܕܢܝܢ ¬ܫܡܥܢ ܚܢܢ ܿ 143ܗ

ܗܘ 122 F:
ܐܦܐܠ 123 D:
ܕܡܫܡܫܢܐ 124 F:
ܗܘܐ 125 D: add.
ܡܛܘܠ 126 F:
)ܿ , inc. (Possibly what seems to be a nūn is in reality a punctuation mark.ܢܫܠ 127 D:
̈
,ܬܠܬܐ 128 D:
c. sǝyām ē
ܒܥܐ 129 D:
ܕܦܩܚܐ 130 F:
 , inc.ܕܬܓܙ 131 D:
̈
,ܬܫܥܝܢ 132 D:
c. sǝy āmē
¬ ܐܦܐܠ 133 D:
, sin. sǝy āmēܗܘܝ 134 D:
ܚܪܢ 135 D:
, sin. sǝyāmēܒܡܥܪܒܝ 136 D:
ܠܗ 137 D: add.
138 D: om.
ܣܓܝܐܐ 139 D: add.
ܩܒܠܘ 140 D:
̈ c. sǝyāmē
,ܗܠܝܢ 141 D:
¬ ܐܬܝܢܢ 142 D:
¬ ܫܡܥܢܢ 143 D:
̈ c. sǝyāmē
,ܗܢܝܢ 144 D:
̈ c. sǝyāmē
,ܗܠܝܢ 145 D:
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ܗܘܐ ܠܢ܁ ܘܡܢܐ ܡܝܬܪܐ * ܐܬܝܬܘܢ 146ܕܬܚܙܘܢ ]|[ ܐܘ ̈ܒܢܝܐ ̈
ܚܒܝܒܐ܇ ܕܡܢ ܿܗܘ
 § 20. /|F: 90bܘܥ ܼܢܐ ܘܐܡܪ ܼ
ܟܠܗ 148ܪܘܚܩܐ ܐܬܝܬܘܢ ܒܥܡܐܠ ܪܒܐ܇ ܘܕܬܚܙܘܢ 149ܐܢܫܐ ¬ܒܨܝ̈ܪܐ ̈
ܘܡܟܝܟܐ 150ܐܬܪܓܪܓܬܘܢ܁
ܿ
ܐܝܬܝܗ 152ܡܕܡ ܕܬܕܡܘܪܬܐ܂ ܘܐܐܠ ܐܝܬܝܗܘܢ ¬ܒܟܠ
ܐܝܠܝܢ ܕܐܦܐܠ ܚܙܬܗܘܢ ܐܦ ܐܠ 151ܡܠܬܗܘܢ
̈
̈
̈
ܕܘܟ 153ܐܢܫܐ 154ܕܫܘܝܢ ܠܫܘܒܚܐ ܘܠܬܕܡܘܪܬܐ ܢܒܝܘܗܝ ܕܐܠܗܐ ܘܫܠܝܚܘܗܝ ܐܝܠܝܢ ܕܡܬܩܪܝܢ ܒܥܕܬܐ
ܐܡܝܢܐܝܬ ܐܝܠܝܢ ܿ
ܕܘܐܠ ܢܬܕܡܐ ܠܗܘܢ܁

147

 § 21. *F: 92aܡܬܕܡܪ ܐܢܐ ܕܝܢ ܒܚܦܝܛܘܬܟܘܢ ܛܒ ܕܐܝܟܢ ܒܣܝܬܘܢ ܒܟܠܗܘܢ ̈
ܩܢܕܝܢܘܣ 155ܕܐܘ̈ܪܚܬܐ܇ ܘܡܛܠ
157
ܕܢܦܘܩܨܒܝܢ ܚܢܢ܂
¬
ܢ*[ ܕܝܠܢ܁ ܐܝܠܝܢ ܕܡܛܠ ܡܐܝܢܘܬܢ ܐܦ ܐܠ ܠܒܪ ܡܢ ܡܥܪܬܐ
ܝܘܬܪܢܐ ܐܬܝܬܘܢ ܠܘܬ ]

156

 § 22. |D: 91rܘܗܫܐ ܐܦܢ ܫܘܝܐ ܼܗܝ ܨܒܘܬܟܘܢ ܠܫܘܒܚܐ܁| ܐܢܬܘܢ ܐܠ ܐܝܟ ܐܢܫܐ 158ܕܡܕܡ ܪܒܐ ܣܥܪܬܘܢ
ܬܫܬܒܗܪܘܢ܁ܘܐܢܕܝܢ ܟܠܗܘܢ ܫܘܦ̈ܪܐ ܬܩܢܘܢ܆ ܿܗܝ ̈
ܕܕܠܝܐܠ ܩܢܝܢ܆ ܘܐܦܐܠ ܗܟܢܐ ܥܠ ܢܦܫܟܘܢ ܬܬܟܠܘܢ܂
 160ܪܘܡܐ ܠܥܘܡܩܐ ܢܦܠܘ܁ ܟܕ ܠܗ
ܘܐܠܝܘ ܘܥܠ ܢܦܫܗܘܢ ܐܬܬܟܠܘ ܡܢ
ܐܢܫܝܢ159ܓܝܪ ܗܟܢ ܕܥܡܠܘ܆
ܼ
̈
163
162
ܠܪܘܡܐ  161ܕܢܨܝܚܘܬܐ ܡܛܘܒܕܘܒ̈ܪܝܗܘܢ ܘܐܦ ܐܢܫܐ ܓܝܪ ܣܓܝܐܐ ܡܢ ܕܝܠܢ ܓܕܫ ܠܗܘܢ ܗܟܢܐ܁
164
 |F: 92aܘܡܛܠ ܫܒܗܪܢܘܬܐ ܡܢ ̈
ܚܝܐ ܢܦܠܘ܁ ]|[
ܕܥܡܪ ܗܘܐ ܒܡܥܪܬܐ ̈
ܗܘܐ ܓܝܪ ܝܚܝܕܝܐ ܚܕ܆ ܿ
ܐܠܦܝ ܡܕܒܪܐ܁ ܟܕ ܿ
ܢܨܚ ܒܕܘܒ̈ܪܐ ܟܠܗܘܢ܁
ܼ
 § 32.ܐܝܬ ܼ
̈
ܿ
ܿ
̈
165
ܒܒܥܘܬܗ ܘܐܬܐ ܠܩܕܡܘܗܝ
ܗܘܐ܁ ܟܕ ܐܡܝܢ
ܘܒܐܝܕܘܗܝ ܦܠܚ
ܼ
ܗܘܐ ܘܠܚܡܐ ܒܕܘܥܬܐ ܕܐܦܘܗܝ ܐܟܠ ܼ
ܼ
̈
ܗܘܐ ܠܗ ܡܟܝܠ ܥܠ * ܢܦܫܗ  167ܘܥܠܕܘܒ̈ܪܘܗܝ܂
 *D: 91vܒܢܨܚܢܘܗܝ܁ ܐܬܬܟܠ ܼ 166
ܿ
ܗܘܐ ܐܝܟܕܢܢܣܝܘܗܝ ܘܡܚܕܐ ܒܗ
 § 33.ܒ ܼܝܫܐ ܕܝܢ ܗܘ ܕܡܢܣܐ ¬ܠܟܠ ܐܢܫ 168ܐܝܟܕܐܠܝܘܒ ܫܐܠܗ ܼ
ܒܪܡܫܐ܆ ܚܘܝ ܠܗ ܗܘ  169ܣܛܢܐ ܕܡܘܬܐ ܕܐܢܬܬܐ ܫܦܝܪܬܐ ܟܕ ܦܗܝܐ ܒܡܕܒܪܐ܂ ܘܐܬܬ ܘܚܙܬ ܬܪܥܗܿ
ܼ
ܼ
 *F: 91bܕܡܥܪܬܐ ܦܬ ܝ ܚ170
ܡܢܗ 171ܕܬܒܘܬ ܠܘܬܗ܁ ܡܛܠ
ܒܥܝܐ
ܟܕ
̈ܪܓܠܘܗܝ܁
ܥܠ
ܘܢܦܠܬ
[
*
]
ܠܓܘ
ܘܥܠܬ
ܘܫܘܪܬ
ܼ
ܼ
ܿ
ܿ
ܿ
ܿ
ܩܒܠܗܠܘܬܗ
ܗܘܐ ܠܗ܁
ܕܪܡܫܐ ܐܕܪܟܗ ܒܐܘܪܚܐ܂ ܼܗܘ ܕܝܢ ܐܝܟ ܡܬܪܚܡ  172ܥܠܝܗ ܟܕ ܐܠ ܘܐܠ ܼ 173
ܿ
175
174
ܒܡܥܪܬܐ܁ ܘܫܪܝ
ܕܢܐܠܦ ܡܢܗ ܕܐܝܟܢܐ ܛܥܬ܁
*D: 91r
146 D: om.
ܗܢܐ 147 D:
ܟܘܠܗ 148 F:
ܘܬܚܙܘܢ 149 F:
¬ ܡܟܝܟܐ ܘܒܨܝܪܐ 150 D:
ܐܦܐܠ 151 D:
ܐܝܬܗ 152 D:
¬ ܒܕܘܟ 153 F:
̈
ܐܢܫܐ 154 D:
̈
ܩܘܢܕܘܢܘ 155 D:
) (The first waw is added later.ܘܡܛܘܠ 156 F:
¬ܨܒܝܢܢ 157 D:
̈ c. sǝyāmē
,ܐܢܫܐ 158 D:
̈
, c. sǝy ām ēܐܢܫܝܢ 159 D:
ܘܡܢ 160 F:
ܪܒܐ 161 D: add.
ܐܦ 162 D:
̈
,ܐܢܫܐ 163 D:
c. sǝyāmē
164 Both D and F have three horizontal points to mark the beginning of the story.
ܿ
ܦܠܚ 165 F:
ܘܐܬܬܟܠ 166 F:
167 D: the first letter, corresponding to nūn in F, is blurred.
ܠܟܠܢܫ 168 D:
ܗܘ 169 F:
ܕܦܬܝܚ 170 D:
ܐܝܟ , add.ܡܢܗ 171 D:
ܡܪܚܡ 172 D:
ܘܐܠ 173 F:
ܗܘܐ 174 D: add.
ܡܢܗ 175D:

ܘܟܕ
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̈
ܒܐܕܢܘܗܝ ܙܪܥܐ ܗܘܬ܂ ܘܐܓܪܬ ܿ
̈
̈
ܠܗ 176ܟܕ ܩܪܝܐ ܠܗ ܘܢܓܕܐ ܠܗ
ܘܒܣܝܡܬܐ
ܫܓܫܬܐ
ܡܫܬܥܝܐ ܠܗ ̈ܡܐܠ
̈
̈
̈
ܠܘܬܗ ܒܪܚܡܬܐ܁ ܘܒܡܐܠ ܣܓܝܐܬܐ ܠܘܬ ܚܕܕܐ| ܚܝܪܝܢ ܗܘܘ܁ ܘܓܘܚܟܐ ܘܪܡܙܐ܁
|D: 91v
ܿ
ܿ
ܩܕܠܗ܁ ܿ
177
ܦܓܪܗ܁
ܗܘܐ
ܐܝܕܗ ܫܕܐ ܗܘܐ ܥܠ
 § 34.ܘܐܛܥܝܬܗ ܒܡܡܠܐܠ ܣܓܝܐܐ܂ ܘܡܟܝܠ
ܘܓܐܫ ܼ
ܼ
̈
ܒܐܝܕܘܗܝ  178ܒܐܪܘܚܬܐ܆
ܗܘܐ ]|[ ܒܪܥܝܢܗ ܕܗܐ ܡܟܝܠ ¬ܨܒܘܬܐ
ܘܫܒܬܗ ܐܠܒܝܐܠ܁ ܘܟܕ ܡܬܚܫܒ ܼ
ܿ
ܿ
ܗܘܐ ܠܗ ܣܟܐܠ܂ ܚܝܘܬܐ
ܗܘܐ ܼ
ܗܘܐ܆ ܟܕ ܼ
ܗܘܐ܄ ܘܕܢܩܪܘܒ ܠܘܬܗ ܨܒܐ ܼ
 |F: 91bܘܕܢܣܥܘܪ ܪܓܬܗ ܒܢܝܚܗ ܡܬܡܠܟ ܼ
ܿ
ܗܘܐ܆
ܐܗܝܪܬ ܒܪܓܬܗ܆ ܟܕ ܒܗܠܝܢ  179ܡܛܝܒ ܼ
̈
̈
ܐܝܕܘܗܝ܁ ܘܓܘܚܟܐ ܗܘܐ ܒܐܐܪ ̈
ܣܓܝܐܐ܁ ܟܕ
ܕܕܝܘܐ
ܼ § 35.ܗܝ ܡܢ ܫܠܝ ܩܥܬ܂ ܘܐܝܟ ܬܢܢܐ 180ܫܚܬ 181ܡܢ
185
184
ܡܟܣܝܢ 182ܠܗ 183
ܢܦܫܗ ܢܬܡܟܟ܁ ܘܐܢܬ
ܠܗ ܘܐܡܪܝܢ܁ ܟܠ ܕܢܪܝܡ
ܼ
ܠܛܥܝܘܬܗ܂ ܘܡܗܠܝܢ ܒܗ܁ ܘܩܥܝܢ ܼ
ܼ
ܐܬܡܟܟܬ ܥܕܡܐ ܠܬܗܘܡܐ܂ * 187
ܕܐܬܬܪܝܡܬ 186ܥܕܡܐ ܠܫܡܝܐ܆ ¬
ܼ
*D: 92r
 § 36.ܘܩܡ ܒܨܦܪܐ܆ ܘܥܠ ܐܒܠܗ ܕܒܠܠܝܐ ܡܬܪܢܐ ܗܘܐ܂ ܘܟܕ ]*[ ܗܘܐ ܿ
̈
ܒܐܘܠܝܬܐ܆
ܟܠܗ 188ܝܘܡܐ
ܼ
ܼ
ܿ
ܿ
ܐܠܒܝܠܘܬܗ ܘܠܥܠܡܐ ܥܛܦ܂  191ܗܕܐ ܼܗܝ
ܗܘܐ ܠܗ ܕܢܥܒܕ܁  190ܘܐܪܦܝ
ܼ
ܦܣܩ܁ ܗܝ ܕܐܠ ܘܐܠ ܼ 189
 *F: 93aܣܒܪܐ ܕܢܦܫܗ ܼ
ܿ
ܘܙܟܐ܆ ܢܝܬܝܘܗܝ ܠܦܣܩ ܣܒܪܐ ܐܝܟ ܕܐܠ ܢܫܟܚ ܬܘܒ
ܨܢܝܥܘܬܗ  192ܘܥܒܕܗ ܕܒܝܫܐ܁ ܕܡܐ ܕܐܬܟܬܫ ܥܡ ܐܢܫ ܼ
193ܠܡܩܡ܁
̈
ܗܘܐ ܐܚܪܢܐ 194ܐܒܝܐܠ܁ ܿ
ܘܒܫܢܝܐ ̈
ܣܓܝܐܬܐ ̈
ܢܨܚܢܐ
ܗܘܐ ܒܡܕܒܪܐ ܓܘܝܐ܂
ܕܥܡܪ ܼ
 § 45.ܬܘܒ ܼ
̈
195
ܗܘܐ܂ ܒܫܝܢܐ ܓܝܪ
¬
ܕܢܬܢܣܐ
ܫܪܝ
ܐ
ܕܝܘ
ܡܢ
ܕܣܝܒܘܬܗ
ܘܒܙܒܢܐ
ܐ܁
ܗܘ
ܩܢܐ
ܒܥܡܠܗ
ܪܘ̈ܪܒܐ
ܼ
ܼ
ܼ
̈
̈
̈
197
196
̈
ܘܒܨܠܘܬܐ ܘܒܬܫܒܚܬܐ ܘܒܚܙܘܢܐ ]|[ ܟܣܝܐ
ܗܘܐ ܠܗ ܐܠܒܝܐܠ ܗܢܐ܁
ܣܓܝܐܐ ¬ܥܡܝܪ ܼ
̈
̈
ܗܘܐ܆ ܘܡܢܗܘܢ ܟܕ ܕܡܝܟ
ܘܚܙܘܢܐ
ܗܘܐ
ܗܘܐ܂ ܡܢܗܘܢܟܕ ܥܝܪ ܼ
ܐܠܗܝܐ ܒܪܥܝܢܗ ܢܗܝܪܐ ܿܚܙܐ | ܼ
 |F: 93aܡܬܕܒܪ ܼ
ܗܘܐ܂
|D: 92r
ܼ
̈
ܗܘܐ ܿ
ܘܢܨܒ܆ ܘܐܠ ܕܡܕܡ
ܗܘܐ ܘܡܛܝ ܠܗ ܠܪܘܡܐ
ܕܚܝܐ܂ ܐܠ ܓܝܪ ܐܪܥܐ ܙܪܥ ܼ
 § 46.ܘܡܟܝܠ ܩܪܝܒܼ 198
̈
ܕܥܠܡܐ ܿ
ܗܘܐ܁
ܗܘܐ܁ ܘܐܠ ܕܬܘܪܣܝܐ ܕܦܓܪܗ܁ ܘܐܠ ܒܡܕܡ ܢܨܒܬܐ  200ܕܥܠܡܐ ܐܬܚܫܚܼ 201
ܝܨܦܼ 199
ܗܘܐ ܪܥܝܢܗ ܠܘܬ ܐܠܗܐ ܡܢ ܝܘܡܐ ܕܐܪܚ ܩ
ܐܐܠ ܐܦܐܠ ܒܥܣܒܐ ܡܕܡ܁ ܐܐܠ ܒܬܘܟܠܢܐ ܪܒܐ ܐܝܬܘܗܝ ܼ
ܗܘܐ ܡܢ ܝܬܒܐ ¬ ̈
ܕܒܢܝ ܐܢܫܐ 202܂
ܼ
ܠܗ 176 D:
177 D: om.
̈
ܒܐܝܕܘܗܝ ܨܒܘܬܐ 178 D:
¬
̈
, c. sǝyām ēܒܗܠܝܢ 179 D:
ܛܠܐܠ 180 D:
., ut vid.ܫܥܝܬ 181 F:
ܡܟܣܣܝܢ 182 D:
ܿ
ܠܗ 183 D:
ܪܝܫܗ ܐܘ 184 D: add.
ܢܦܫܗ 185 D:
ܕܐܬܪܝܡܬ 186 F:
¬ ܥܕܡܐ ܠܬܗܘܡܐ ܐܬܡܟܟܬ 187 D:
ܟܠܗ 188 F:
ܘܐܠ 189 F:
ܠܡܥܒܕ 190 F:
ܥܛ ܼܦ 191 D:
ܨܢܥܬܗ 192 D:
193 D has three horizontal circles to mark the beginning of a new story; F possibly has two, small dots
fulfilling the same purpose.
ܚܪܢܐ 194 D:
 ¬ (Thus, as indicated by the particle's position, the sentences are dividedܗܘܐ ܓܝܪ ܒܫܝܢܐ 195 D:
)differently in the readings represented by the two manuscripts.
¬ 196 D: om.
̈
ܘܬܫܒܚܬܐ 197 F:
) , ut vid. (Possibly a poorly preserved yōḏ has disappeared in the scanning.ܩܪ ܒ 198 F:
199 D, F: vel sim.
ܢܨܒܬܐ 200 D:
ܐܬܚܫ 201 D:
̈
ܕܒܢܝܢܫܐ 202 D:
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ܛܥܐ ܘܗܕܐ ܚܕܐ 203ܕܪܚܡܬ ܐܠܗܐ ܒܠܒܗ ܬܩܘܐ ܗܘܬ ܘܬܬܢܛܪ܂
 *F: 92bܐܐܠ ܟܠ ܡܕܡ ܕܒܪܝܬܐ ]*[ ܼܗܘ ܼ
̈
204
ܗܘܐ ܥܕܡܐ ܕܡܢ ܥܠܡܐ ܗܢܐ ܢܫܢܐ ܠܘܬ ܐܠܗܐ܁ ܘܝܬܝܪܐܝܬ ܡܢ ܣܒܪܐ ܕܡܘܠܟܢܐ ܕܥܬܝܕܝܢ܆
ܚܦܝܛ ܼ
ܗܘܐ܂ ܘܐܠ ܦܓܪܗ ܬܚܒ ܗܘܐ ܒܥܡܠܗ܂ ܘܐܠ ܬܘܒ ܢܦܫܗ
 *D: 92vܒܚܕܘܬܐ
ܕܪܥܝܢܗ ܦܓܪܗ ܬܘܒ * ܡܬܚܝܠ ܼ
ܼ
207
ܡܬܩܛܥܐ ܗܘܬ܂ ܐܐܠ ܛܟܣܐ 205ܪܒܐ ܘܡܫܝܢܘܬܐ 206ܒܪܥܝܢܗ ܩ ܼܢܐ܂
ܠܗ ܗܕܐ܁ ܚܕܐ ܠܬ̈ܪܝܢ ܘܠܬܠܬܐ ̈ 209
ܝܘܡܝܢ܆
ܥܒܕ ܼ
 § 47.ܐܠܗܐ ܕܝܢ ܕܚܙܝܗܝ ܠܪܥܝܢܗ܆ ܐܝܟ ܕܐܠܝܩܪܗܼ 208
ܗܘܐ ܠܡܥܪܬܗ
 |F: 92bܡܛܝܒ ܼ
ܗܘܐ ܠܗ ܥܠ ܦܬܘܪܗ  210ܒܥܕܢܐ ܠܚܡܐ ]|[ ܢܩܕܐ ܘܫܦܝܪܐ ܘܒܣܝܡܐ܁ ܘܥܐܠ ܼ
ܿ
ܗܘܐ ¬ܘܡܘܕܐ
ܘܒܥܐ  211ܡܐܟܘܠܬܐ܂
ܘܣܓܕ ܼ
ܗܘܐ ܼ
ܘܡܓܣ ܘܡܬܬܢܝܚ܂ ܡܐ ܕܡܪܓܫ ܼ
ܕܟܦܢ ܦܓܪܗ ܼ
̈
ܿ
ܘܒܚܙܘܢܐ 217
ܘܒܨܠܘܬܗ܁216
ܗܘܐ  214 213ܒܬܫܡܫܬܗ ̈ 215
ܛܥܡ܂  212ܘܬܘܒ ¬
ܗܘܐ ܟܕ
ܼ
ܒܥܝܕܗ ܩܐܡ ܼ
ܼ
ܿ
ܿ
218
̈
̈
ܗܘܐ ܒܫܝܢܐ ܕܚܕܝܪ ܠܗ܁ ܟܕ ܫܘܚ ܘܪܒܐ ¬ܟܠ ܝܘܡ ܒܢܨܚܢܐ܂ ܘܡܬܒܣܡ ܒܚܕܘܬܐ
ܐܠܗܝܐ ܕܚܙܐ ܼ
̈
ܗܘܐ܆ ܐܝܟ ܿܗܘ ܕܗܐ ܡܟܝܠ ܫܘܠܡܗ ܕܡܢ ܥܠܡܐ
 |D: 92vܘܒܡܘܠܟܢܐ  219ܕܥܬܝܕܝܢ ܒܣܒܪܗ ܕܠܘܬܗܘܢ܆| ܘܗܟܢܐ ܼ
̈
̈
220
 *F: 94aܡܛܐ܇ ܕܢܫܢܐ ܠܚܝܐ ܕܥܬܝܕܝܢ ܘܡܛܠ ܕܐܬܬܟܠ ]*[ ܗܟܢܐ ܪܘܪܒܐܝܬ ܥܠ ܢܦܫܗ ܘܢܨܚܢܘܗܝ܆ ܥܕ
ܩܠܝܠ
̈
ܢܦܠ ܗܘܐ ܡܢ ܪܘܡܐ ܿ
ܕܗܝ ܢܨܝܚܘܬܐ ܥܕܡܐ ܠܡܘܬܐ܂ ¬ܡܛܠ ܓܝܪ ܕܐܬܬܪܝܡ 221ܪܥܝܢܗ ܒܢܨܚܢܘܗܝ܂
ܼ
 § 48.ܠܡܢܐ ܓܝܪ ܐܠ ܐܦ ܐܡܪ ܐܢܐ ܡܕܡ ܕܓܕܫܗ ܢܣܝܘܢܐ܁ ܥܕ ܩܠܝܠ ܡܟܝܠ ܿ
ܗܘܐ ܠܗ ܟܝܢܗ
ܛܥܐ ܼ
ܕܒܢܝ ̈
ܕܐܝܬܘܗܝ ܐܝܟ ܫܪܟܐ ̈
222
ܗܘܐ ܕܡܥܠܝ ܼܗܘ ܡܟܝܠ ܡܢ ܟܠܗܘܢ ¬ ̈ܒܢܝ ܐܢܫܐ
ܐܢܫܐ܁ ܐܐܠ ܡܬܚܫܒ ܼ
ܿ
223
ܥܡܠ ܒܕܘܒ̈ܪܘܗܝ܁
ܕܗܘ ܒܠܚܘܕ ܼ
ܗܘܐ ܠܗ ܥܠ ܢܦܫܗ܆ ܐܝܟ ܗܘ ܼ
ܒܕܘܒ̈ܪܘܗܝ܁ ܘܒܗܢܐ ܚܘܫܒܐ ܐܬܬܟܠ ܼ
224
ܘܣܒܪ ܕܠܘ ܡܐܝܢܘܬܐ *
ܗܘܐ ܠܗ ܕܝܢ ܫܘܪܝܐ ܕܢܣܝܘܢܐ ]|[ ܗܟܢ܂ ܩܠܝܠ ܥܠܬ ܥܠܘܗܝ ܡܐܝܢܘܬܐ܆
ܼ
ܼ § 49. |F: 94a
ܗܘܐ
ܼ /*D: 93rܗܝ܂  225ܘܒܬܪܟܢ ܥܠܬ ܡܗܡܝܢܘܬܐ ܪܒܬܐ܂ ܘܗܟܢ ܐܠ ܐܪܓܫ ܘܬܘܒ ܡܢ ܫܢܬܐ ܚܒܢܢܐܝܬ ܩܐܡ ܼ
ܠܬܫܡܫܬܐ  226ܕܥܝܕܗ܁ ̈
ܬܫܡܫܬܗ 229ܐܠ ܐܡܝܢܐ
ܗܘܐ܁ ¬ 228ܘܬܘܒ
ܼ
ܘܨܠܘܬܐ¬ 227ܒܒܛܠܢܐ ܡܨܐܠ ܼ
̈
̈
̈ 230
ܬܗܦܗܝܢ ܗܘܝ܂
ܗܘܬ ܐܝܟ ܥܝܕܗ܁ ܐܐܠ
ܗܘܐ ܠܗ ܠܬܚܬ ܘܡܚܫܒ ܼ
ܢܦܫܗ ܢܝܚܐ ܒܥܝܐ ܗܘܬ܁ ܘܪܥܝܢܗ ܪܟܢ ܼ
ܼ
ܗܘܐ܂ ܿ 231ܗܘ ܕܝܢ ܥܝܕܗ ܩܕܡܝܐ܆ ܩܠܝܠ ܡܢ ܣܓܝ ܿ
ܗܘܐ ܠܗ [*] 232
ܢܓܕ ܼ
 *F: 93bܘܡܕܡ ܕܣܢܐ ܒܪܥ ܝܢܗ ¬ܡܬܚܫܒ ܼ
̈
̈
ܩܕܡܝܐ ܂
ܠܛܟܣܘܗܝ

ܠܒܟ 203 F: add.
ܕܡܘܠܟܢܐ 204 D:
.ܒܛܟܣܐ 205 D:
ܘܡܫܝܚܘܬܐ 206 D:
ܗܘܐ  , add.ܩ ܿܢܐ 207 D:
ܘܠܢܝܚܗ 208 F: add.
̈
,ܘܠܬܠܬܐ 209 D:
c. sǝy āmē
ܦܬܘ̈ܪܗ 210 F:
ܘܒ ܿܥܐ 211 D:
¬ ܘܡܘܕܐ ܡܐ ܕܛܥܡ 212 D:
¬ ܩܐܡ ܗܘܐ ܒܥܝܕܗ 213 D:
ܘܒܥܕܢܗ 214 D: add.
̈
ܒܬܫܡܫܬܐ 215 D:
̈
ܘܒܨܠܘܬܐ 216 D:
̈
ܘܒܚܙܘܐ 217 F:
ܟܠܝܘܡ 218 D:
̈
ܒܡܘܠܟܢܐ 219 F:
ܥܠ 220 F:
¬ ܡܛܠ ܕܐܬܬܪܝܡ ܓܝܪ 221 F:
¬ ̈
ܒܢܝܢܫܐ 222 D:
ܿ
ܥܡܠ 223 D:
224 D: the yōḏ is superscripted, presumably added afterwards.
ܗܝ 225 F:
ܠܬܫܒܘܚܬܐ 226 F:
, sin. səy ām ē .ܘܨܠܘܬܐ 227 D:
¬ ܡܨܐܠ ܗܘܐ ܒܒܛܠܢܐ 228 D:
¬ ܘܬܫܡܫܬܗ 229 D:
ܗܘܝܢ , D:ܗܘܝ 230 F:
¬ ܿ
ܗܘܐ ܡܬܚܫܒ 231 D:
232 F: the first letter, corresponding to the lāmaḏ of D, is blurred.
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ܿ
ܗܘܐ ܠܗ܁ ܟܕ ܕܝܢ ܐܠ
 § 50.ܘܒܬܪ ܝܘܡܐ ܥܠ
ܠܡܥܪܬܗ܁ ܘܐܫܟܚ ܠܚܡܗ ܒܥܝܕܗ ܗܘ ܕܐܠܗܐ ܡܛܝܒ ܼ
ܼ
̈
̈
ܨܐܐ܄ ܘܐܠ ܐܣܬܟܠ ܗܘܐ 234ܕܡܗܡܝܢܘܬܐ235
233
ܗܘܐ ܠܪܥܝܢܗ ܕܢܫܕܐ ܡܢܗ ܗܠܝܢ ܚܘܫܒܐ
ܡܝܬܐ ܼ
ܼ
 |D: 93rܚܘܣܪܢܐ ܡܛܝܒܐ܆| ܘܐܠ ܬܘܒ ܐܬܚܦܛ ܕܢܛܠܩܗ 236ܠܒܝܫܬܐ ܡܢ ܚܘܫܒܗ܆
ܒܥܢܝܢܐ ܗܠܝܢ ̈
̈
237
ܒܝܫܐ ܠܥܠܡܐ ܐܘܒܠܗ܁ ܒܪܡ ܩܠܝܠ ܬܟܣ ܚܐܦܐ ܕܪܥܝܢܗ܁ ܘܐܝܟ ܐܠ
 § 51.ܪܥܝܢܗ
238
ܗܘܐ ܘܨܠܝ܂ ܘܬܘܒ ܥܠ ܠܡܥܪܬܐ܁ ܘܐܫܟܚ ܠܚܡܐ ܕܣܝܡ ܥܠ ܦܬܘܪܐ܁ ܠܘ ܢܩܕܐ
ܚܦܝܛܐ܆ ܒܥܝܕܗ ܩܡ ܼ
ܒܪܥܝܢܗ ܁ܘܐܬܬܥܝܡ 239ܒܪܡ ܐܣܬܝܒܪ
ܘܩܨܦ
ܼ
 |F: 93bܘܓܐܝܐ ܐܝܟ ܥܝܕܗ܁]|[ ܐܐܠ ܨܐܐ ܘܣܢܝܐ܁ ܘܐܬܕܡܪ ܼ
ܿ
̈
ܕܚܩܗ ܒܪ ܫܥܬܗ
ܒܚܘܫܒܘܗܝ܁ ܡܛܠ ܕܐܠ
¬ § 52.ܒܠܠܝܐ ܬܘܒ ܕܬܠܬܐ܆ 240ܒܡܐܝܢܘܬܗ  242 241ܥܦܬ ܒܝܫܬܐ
̈
ܿ
ܗܘܐ ܒܚܘܫܒܗ ܥܢܝܢܐ ܕܐܢܬܬܐ܆ ܐܝܟ ܗܘ ܕܗܐ ܠܘܬܗ ܡܓܣܐ
ܚܘܫܒܘܗܝ܁ ܐܐܠ ܗܟܢܐ
ܠܒܝܫܬܐ ܡܢ
ܼ
ܥܡܗ܁ ܘܗܟܢܐ ܥܝܢܐ ܕܪܥܝܢܗ ܚܝܪܐ ܗܘܬ ܒܨܒܘܬܐ܆ *  243ܐܝܟ ܿܗܘܕܗܐ ܣܥܪ ܿ
ܿ
ܠܗ ܥܡ
 *D: 93vܗܘܬ ܘܡܡܠܠ
̈
ܢܦܩ ܠܨܠܘܬܐ ܐܝܟ
ܕܚܘܫܒܐ܂
 244ܕܠܬܫܡܫܬܐ܆ 245ܟܕ ܐܠ ܕܟܐ ܪܥܝܢܗ ܡܢ ܨܐܘܬܐ
ܐܢܬܬܐ܁ ܘܬܘܒ ܼ
̈
̈
̈
252
251
250
ܿ 249
248
247
ܥܝܢܗ ܠܟܐ ܘܠܟܐ ܕܚܦܝܘܗ ܠܬܪܥܝܬܗ ܓܠܐܠ ܕܚܘܫܒܐ ܣܢܝܐ܂
 246[*] *F: 95aܐܐܠ ܦܗܝܐ ܗܘܬ
ܼ
 § 53.ܘܬܘܒ ܒܪܡܫܐ 253ܟܦܢ ܘܥܠ ܕܢܣܬܝܒܪ܁ 254ܘܐܫܟܚ 255ܥܠ ܦܬܘܪܐ ̈
ܦܬܐ܆ ܐܝܟ ܿܗܘ ܕܐܟܝܠܢ ̈
ܠܟܠܒܐ
ܿ
ܿ
ܗܘܐ ܠܗ ܕܢܒܟܐ ܥܠ
ܢܚ
ܗܘܐ  258ܐܝܟ ܕܘܐܠ ܼ
ܒܟܐ ܕ ܼܝܢ ܼܡܐܠ ܥܕܢܐ܂ ¬ܐܠ ܼ
ܐܘ ܠܥܘܩ ܒ̈ܪܐ ܘܐܬܬ ܼ
 257ܘܒܟ ܐ܁ ܼ
ܚܘܣܪܢܗ܂ ¬ܩܠܝܠ ܕܝܢ ܐܣܬܝܒܪ ܡܢܗ 259ܘܐܙܠ ܘܐܬܬܢܝܚ܂260
ܼ
256

ܚܘܫܒܐ ̈
̈
̈
261
ܠܪܥܝܢܗ ܘܐܘܒܠܘܗܝ ܠܥܠܡܐ܂ ܘܩܡ ܒܠܠܝܐ܆
ܓܒܝܢ܆ ܘܫܒܐܘܗܝ
ܒܝܫܐ ܡܢ ܟܠ
 § 54.ܘܚܕ̈ܪܘܗܝ
ܼ
̈
262
 |F: 95aܘܫܪܝ ܡܗܠܟ ܒܡܕܒܪܐ ܕܢܐܬܐ ܠܝܬܒܐ ܕܒܢܝ ܐܢܫܐ܂ ܘܟܕ ܐܕܪܟܗ ]|[ ܚܘܡܐ ܒܐܘܪܚܐ ܘܡܢ ܝܬܒܐ
ܠܗ ܘܫܪܝ ܚܐܪ ܠܝܡܝܢܐ ܘܠܣܡܐܠ܇ ܕܕܠܡܐ ¬ܕܝܪܐ ܬܫܟܚ ܒܕܘܟ263܁ ܘܢܥܘܠ
ܗܘܐ ܼ
 |D: 93vܡܒܥܕ ܣܓܝ܆ | ܐܠܝ ܼ
264
ܘܢܬܬܢܝܚ܁
̈ c. sǝyāmē
,ܗܠܝܢ 233 D:
234 D: om.
, ut vid.ܕܡܗܡܢܘܬܐ 235 D:
ܕܢܛܠܩ 236 F:
) (Possibly, the waw is crossed over.ܘܪܥܝܢܗ 237 F:
ܠܚܡܗ 238 F:
ܘܐܬܬܥܝܩ 239 D, F: vel
¬ ܬܘܒ ܒܠܠܝܐ ܕܬܠܬܐ 240 F:
ܒܡܐܝܢܘܬܐ 241 F:
ܘܒܡܗܡܝܢܘܬܐ 242 F: add.
243 D: This page has a header, saying: ’Aḇāhāṯā meṣr āyē (probably as the one of p. 88v: see above).
244 F: om.
ܘܠܬܫܡܫܬܐ 245 F:
246 F: The page has a rubric: Taš‘əyāṯā d-īḥīḏāyā (given that the second word was meant to lack səyām ē; cf.
F 90a).
247 D: the word is partly illegible.
248 D: the word is partly illegible.
249 D: only the two initial and the two final letters, corresponding to F, are legible.
250 D: has lāmaḏ, taw, an illegible letter (possibly šīn or rēš), ‘ayn, taw, ’ālaf.
251 D: an initial gāmal (with səyāmē above it) and a final ’ālaf are legible: between them there is a lacuna.
252 D: the text is badly damaged, leaving the word illegible.
253 D: the text is badly damaged, but it seems to match F.
254 D: the beginning of the word is illegible, but from taw and forward, D corresponds to F.
255 D: inc.
, sin. sǝy āmēܠܟܠܒܐ 256 F:
ܘܐܬܢܚ 257 D:
¬ ܠܘ 258 D:
¬ܘܐܣܬܝܒܪ ܡܢܗ ܩܠܝܠ 259 F:
ܐܬܬܢܝܚ 260 F:
, sin. sǝy ām ēܘܚܕܪܘܗܝ 261 F:
̈
,ܐܢܫܐ 262 D:
c. sǝyāmē
¬ ܕܝܪܐ ܒܕܘܟ ܬܫܬܟܚ 263 F:
ܘܢܬܢܝܚ 264 D:
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ܿ
̈
ܪܘܪܒܐܝܬ ܘܡܗܝܡܢܐܝܬ܁ ܘܗܟܢ
ܥܠ ܩܒܠܘܗܝ
݂
 § 55.ܗܝ ܕܐܦ ܓܕܫܬ ܗܘܬ 265ܘܐܫܟܚ ܕܝܪܐ ܕܢܟܦܐ܁ ܘܟܕ ܼ
̈
̈
ܒܗ ܐܝܟ ܕܒܐܒܐ ܢܟܦܐ ܘܝܩܝܪܐ܁ ܘܐܪܡܝܘ ܠܗ ̈
ܐܦܘܗܝ ܘܐܝܕܘܗܝ ܘ̈ܪܓܠܘܗܝ܂
ܡܝܐ܆ ܘܐܫܝܓ 266ܠܗ
ܚܪܘ ܼ
ܘܨܠܝܘ ܘܣܡܘ 267ܦܬܘܪܐ܂ ܿ
ܛܥܡ܆ ܡܦܝܣܝܢ ܗܘܘ ܠܗ
*F: 94b
ܼ
ܘܒܥܝܢ ܼ
ܗܘܘ ܕܢܛܥܡ ܒܚܘܒܐ ܡܕܡ ܕܐܫܟܚ܂ ܘܟܕ ܼ
̈
268
ܕܢܐܡܪ ܠܗܘܢ ܡܠܬܐ ̈
ܠܚܘܫܒܐ
ܕܚܝܐ ܘܕܒܐܝܠܝܢ ܕܘܒ̈ܪܐ ]*[ ܢܥܪܩܘܢ ܡܢ ܦܚܗ ܕܣܛܢܐ܂ ܘܐܝܟܢ ܢܙܟܘܢ
ܒܝܫܐ ܡܐ ܿ
̈
ܕܐܬܝܢ܂
̈
ܗܘܐ ܠܗܘܢ ܘܡܠܦ܁ 270ܕܡܣܝܒܪܢܘܬܐ ܡܬܒܥܝܐ ܼܠܢ ܘܥܡܐܠ܂
ܼ § 56. *D: 94rܗܘ ܕܝܢ ܐܝܟ ܐܒܐ ܠܒܢܘܗܝ ܡܪܬܐܼ 269
̈
̈
ܠܚܘܫܒܐ ܘܠܪܓܬܗ ܕܥܠܡܐ܂ * ܘܗܟܢ ܢܫܟܚ ܠܡܡܛܐ ̈
ܘܣܓܝܐܬܐ
ܠܚܝܐ܁ ܘܠܢܝܚܐ ܕܠܥܠܡ܁
ܕܢܙܟܐ
ܿ
272
ܐܚ̈ܪܢܝܬܐ271
ܐܡܪ ܠܗܘܢ܁ ܘܣܓܝ ܢܗܪܘ ܘܒܢܝ ܐܢܘܢ܁ ܘܟܕ ܫܠܝ ܡܢ ܕܠܡܪܬܝܘ ܐܢܘܢ
ܐܒܝܠܘܬܐ
ܥܠ
ܼ
ܘܐܡܪ܁ ܐܝܟܢܐ ܐܢܐ ܐܠܚ̈ܪܢܐ 273ܐܪܬܝܬ ܘܐܠܦܬ܇ ܘܐܢܐ ܩܘܝܬ ܕܐܠ ܟܘܘܢܐ
ܢܦܫܗ
ܐܬܐ ܠܘܬ
ܼ
ܼ
ܘܠܡܠܦܘ܆ ܼ
ܘܝܘܠܦܢܐ܁
|F: 94b
ܿ
ܿ
ܛܦ ܘܠܡܕܒܪܐ ܼܐܙܠ܁ ܟܕ ܡܬܬܢܚ ܘܒܟܐ ܘܐܡܪ܁ ܐܠܘ
 § 57.ܘܟܕ ܐܝܕܥ ܚܘܒܬܗ ܕܚܒ܆ ܒܪܗܛܐ ܪܒܐ ]|[ ܥ ܼ
ܗܘܝܬ ܒܟܠܗܝܢ ̈
ܒܝܫܬܐ܁
ܐܠ ܡܪܝܐ ܕܗܘܐ ܠܝ ܥܕܘܪܐ܆ ܥܕ ܩܠܝܠ ܫܪܝܐ ܗܘܬ ܢܦܫܝ ܒܕܐܘܢܐ܁ ܘܥܕ ܩܠܝܠ ܢܦܠ
݂
ܥܕ ܩܠܝܠ ܡܘܒܕܝܢ ܗܘܘ ܠܝ ܒܐܪܥܐ܂ ܘܫܠܡܬ 274ܥܠܘܗܝ ܡܠܬܐ ܕܟܬܝܒܐ܇ ܕܐܝܟ ܕܡܬܥܕܪܐ ܡܕܝܢܬܐ ܡܢ
ܚܣܢܐ܇ 275ܡܬܥܕܪ ܐܚܐ ܡܢ ܐܚܘܗܝ܁
|D: 94r
̈
277
 § 58.ܘܗܟܢ ܒܬܪܟܢ276
ܗܘܐ ܦܬܘܪܐ ܫܡܝܢܐ
ܕܐܘܒܕ
ܬܗ܂
ܝܘܡ
ܢ
ܟܠܗܘ
ܐ
ܗܘ
ܐܝܬܘܗܝ
ܪܒܐ
ܒܐܒܐܠ
|
ܼ
ܼ
ܘܚܒܫ 280ܢܦܫܗ ܒܡܥܪܬܐ܆ 281ܘܩܛܡܐ¬ 282ܥܡ
ܗܘܐ܁
ܼ
 *F: 96aܘܡܛܝܒܐ܁ 278ܘܒܥܡܐܠ ܪܒܐ ܡܐܟܘܠܬܗ 279ܡܛܝܒ ¬ ܼ
¬ܫܐܠ ܗܘܐ ܡܢ 285ܒܟܬܐ 286ܘܡܢ ̈
ܣܩܐ 283ܦܪܣ 284ܬܚܘܬܘܗܝ ]*[ ܘܐܠ ܿ
ܚܢܓܬܐ܁ 287ܘܐܠ ܩܡ ܡܢ
ܼ
݂
ܬܝܒܘܬܟ
ܕܐܬܐ ܠܗ ܩܐܠ ܡܢ ܫܡܝܐ܇ ¬ܟܕ ܐܡܪ 289ܠܗ ܡܐܠܟܐ܂ ܩܒܠ ܐܠܗܐ
ܕܘܟܬܗ܆ 288ܥܕܡܐ
ܼ
̈
290
ܘܐܬܪܚܡ ܥܠܝܟ܁ ܡܟܝܠ ܐܙܕܗܪ ܕܐܠ ܬܘܒ ܬܛܥܐ܁ ܘܗܐ ܐܬܝܢ ܠܘܬܟ ܐܚܐ ܗܠܝܢ ܕܟܘܢܬ ܘܐܪܬܝܬ
ܐܢܘܢ܆ 291ܘܡܝܬܝܢ ܠܟ ܒܘܪܟܬܐ ܘܡܒܝܐܝܢ ܠܟ܁ ܩܒܠ ܡܢܗܘܢ ܘܛܥܡ ܥܡܗܘܢ ܘܐܘܕܐ ܐܠܠܗܐ
265 F: om.
ܘܐܫܝܓܘ 266 F:
ܗܘܘ 267 D: add.
̈
,ܚܘܫܒܐ 268 F:
ܠ sin.
269 F: The first letter, corresponding to the mēm of D, is illegible.
, inc.ܡܠܦ 270 F:
ܚ̈ܪܢܝܬܐ 271 D:
ܢܗܪ 272 F:
ܕܠܚ̈ܪܢܐ 273 D:
ܘܫܠܡܐ 274 D:
ܼ
, ut vid.ܚܣܢܐ 275 F:
ܒܬܪ | ܟܢ 276 D:
277 F: om.
278 D: the word is partly illegible.
279 D: the lāmaḏ is blurred and the rest ot the word is partly illegible.
280 D: the words are partly illegible, the letters of the second word corresponding to waw and ḥēṯ in F
¬ being illegible.
281 D: the word is damaged, so that only the rēš and taw are legible.
282 D: the word is damaged and the letter corresponding to waw in F is illegible.
ܘܣܩܐ 283 F:
284 D: only the initial pē is legible.
285 D: only the initial šīn is clearly legible. (There seems not to be enough room for the entire phrase
found in F, so probably the həw ā was not present in D: the sentence makes sense without it, and
furthermore there seems to be a vestige of a final nūn (presumably deriving from the word men) at the
¬ )end of the passage.
286 D: the final ’ālaf is illegible.
287 D: the word is damaged, so that only first ḥēṯ , nūn and gāmal are legible.
288 D: the letter corresponding to kāf in F is blurred.
¬ ܕܐ ܼܡܪ 289 F:
ܘܡܟܝܠ 290 F:
291 D: om.
ܒܟܠ ܥܕܢ 292 d:

*10

 § 59.ܗܠܝܢ ܟܘܠܗܝܢ 293ܐܫܬܥܝܬ ܠܟܘܢ ܐܘ ̈ܒܢܝ܆ ܕܡܟܝܟܘܬܐ ܩܕܡ ܟܠܡܕܡ ܬܩܢܘܢ܁ ܘܐܢ ܒܪܒ ܘܐܢ
̈
ܠܡܟܝܟܐ܆ ܕܕܝܠܗܘܢ ]|[ ܼܗܝ ܐܪܥܐ
ܕܐܡܪ܆ ܕܛܘܒܝܗܘܢ
 *D: 94vܒܙܥܘܪ܁ ¬ܗܢܘ  * 294ܓܝܪ ܦܘܩܕܢܐ ܩܕܡܝܐ ܕܡܪܢ ܼ
̈
ܕܚܝܐ ܘܡܠܟܘܬܐ ܕܫܡܝܐ܁
/|F: 96a

ܟܠܗܝܢ 293 F:
ܗܘ 294 D:
 (One can presume that D shows a dittography, given especially the position of theܗܢܐ * ܗܢܐ ܼ
)words on the pages.
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6. THE TRANSLATION
§ 1. The fourteenth story: We also saw, on the border of the Thebaïd, the master and blessed [man]
John,1 a holy and distinguished and wonderworking man, who because of his deeds was known [*]
to everybody, who also had the gift of healing. For everything, which was destined by God to come
to the world, he announced to emperor Theodosius, who was God-fearing, and he foresaw what was
going to happen. He also talked about the tyrants, who were going to rise up against him, and he
told of their sudden fall, and also of | the devastation of the [pagan] nations, who were gathering
against him.
§ 2. Now then, a certain commander, who came to him, and he asked him [|] if victory was to be
found over the Cushites in Syene2 – that is the summit of the Thebaïd –, because in this time the
Cushites had come and devastated those borders. And John said to him: ”You will overtake them,
and you will waste them, and subjugate them, and you will become elect and honoured even before
the emperors.” And so it happened, as he had told. And he also said this: ”The Christian Emperor
Theodosius will die a natural death”.
§ 3. For this man had [a gift of] great prophesy [*] in everything, according to what we heard from
the elect fathers who stayed * with him, those whose ways were splendid to everyone who dwelt in
that place and who told us nothing exaggerated about the ways of the blessed [man], but spoke less
than what he was. That is obvious.
§ 4. A tribune came to him and begged him that his [= the tribune’s] spouse should come [and] be
blessed by him, because she thirsted and desired ardently to see him, for they were going to journey
to Syene. And he begged that she should come to him [|] and that he should pray for her, and bless
her, and [then] let her go. But he did not receive her, because in fourty years he had not seen a
woman. He was an elderly man, ninety years [old], and no one had | ever entered3 to him into the
cave, where he lived, and neither had he seen a woman, and because of this, he excused himself
from seeing this freeborn woman.
§ 5. But from [his] window he used to bless everybody and greet everyone, who came to him,
talking with each one of them about the diligence of his life.
§ 6. Even though this tribune persisted in begging and entreating [him; *] that he should order him
[= the tribune] to bring her [= the tribune’s spouse] to him, he [= John] did not receive her and
would not be convinced, saying: ”That cannot happen”. His place was far from the city, about two
miles. But the woman never4 ceased to entreat her husband, swearing an oath and saying: ”I shall
not go * anywhere, if I do not see the blessed [man], the prophet.”
§ 7. And the tribune went again [to John], and he told John of the vow of the woman, and he [=
John] considered it and was amazed by the faith of the woman, and he told her husband: [|] ”Today,
this night, I will appear to her in a dream, and she will not see my face again in the body.” And the
tribune went and made known to his wife the words of the blessed [man].
1 The Syriac text has mār(y) Yōḥannān, mār(y) (literally meaning “my lord”) being an honorary title given to
eclesiastics, saints and the like. I have chosen to consistently anglicise the name and leave out the title.
2 The modern-day Aswan in Upper Egypt. The Syriac apparently transcribes this Greek form of the name: Συήνη.
3 F has an ’af‘el stem form, which gives the following translation: “he had never brought anyone to him into the
cave”.
4 Literally, ”every day did not cease”

1**

§ 8. And thus, as he had said, the woman saw the blessed [man], the prophet, as he came to her in a
vision of the night, saying to her: ”What do I have to do with you, woman?5 Why do you desire to
see my face? Because I am a prophet? I am a monk and not a worldly man.6 I am a sinful and pitiful
man like you, | but I have prayed for you and for the entire house of your husband, that it may be for
you according to your faith [*]. Go in peace!” And when he said this, he departed from her.
§ 9. And when the woman woke up from her sleep, she told the words of the blessed [man] to her
husband, [and] even his [= John’s] appearance and his habit,7 and through her husband she sent him
words of thanksgiving. And when John saw her husband, he said to him, before he could speak8:
”Behold, I have fulfilled your wish and I have appeared to her today and I convinced her not to
entreat you to search for my face.”
§ 10. Now the woman of a prefect, who was far away from his family, was close to giving birth.
And it happened one day, that this prefect, whose wife had given birth, came [|] to the blessed John.
* And when he sat by him, he [= John] said to him: ”If you knew the gift of God9 and that a son has
been born to you, then you would praise God. But for a little while10 his mother was in danger. And
when you go, you will find a boy, seven days of age. Give him the name John and raise [him] in
orders and in modesty, and when he is seven years old, bring him to the brethren who stay in the
desert.”
§ 11. And he revealed these wonders to the foreigners, who came to him. To the people from his
city, who continuously came to him on account of their matters, he foretold [*] what was going to
happen, while rebuking each one of them, and revealing and exposing their secrets. And he told
them [in advance] of the flooding of the Nile and of the fruits of the earth, | and he also revealed the
threat and the wrath, which God had destined to come upon them, and he rebuked the evil-doers.
§ 12. He did not heal openly, but he blessed oil and he gave [it], and he relieved many suffering
from illnesses and sicknesses. So also a woman of a senator: her eyes were damaged and white
spots [|] had appeared in her pupils, and she begged her husband that he should bring her to him [=
John]. But he [= John] said: ”I have never seen a woman”. Her husband entreated him, that he
should only make a prayer for her. This he made: he prayed fervently [on her behalf], and he also
blessed oil and sent to her, and when she had smeared her eyes with that oil three times, on the third
day her eyes were healed and * she praised God publicly.
§ 13. And why do we trouble ourselves to tell of his other acts, except for those which we saw with
our own eyes? For we were seven foreign brethren and [*] when we had come to him, he greeted
us11 cheerfully and received each one of us with joy. And we asked him to make a prayer, because
this was the first time that any of us met him; for that is the costum of the Egyptian Fathers.

§ 14. But he asked us: ”Perhaps there is a clergyman [here]?” And when we told him that there was
not, he looked at us and recognised the one who was hiding [himself]. For there was one among us,
5
6
7
8

Cf. John 2:4.
Literally, ”I am in σχῆµα [= a monk’s habit] and not in work”.
An alternative translation would be: ”his appearance and his attributes”.
The Syriac text is clear, but the English requires a circumscription. Perhaps this would be a more literal translation:
“he made the first move and said:”.
9 Cf. John 4:10.
10 The precise meaning of the adverb is discussable.
11 Literally, ”asked our peace”.
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who had been esteemed worthy of the rank of the diaconate, only one [other] brother knowing it and
he [= the deacon], with a humble | intention, had ordered him not to tell anyone that he was a
deacon, [|] saying: ”I am not worthy to be compared with the holy men”, but not even to the
manners of the Christians was he worthy, and so he used to say [his] name and not the honour of the
diaconate. But he [= John] pointed him out to all of us with his hand and said: ”This one is a
deacon.”
§ 15. But he denied it, trying to escape notice, and from the window he [= John] reached out his
hand, and he took hold of him and kissed him, and he admonished him, begging him and saying:
”Do not reject the grace of God, my son, and do not deny and lie concerning the gift of Christ. For
falsity is foreign to Christianity and [it does not matter if] it is in a minor or in a major thing [*], and
even if something good comes out of the falsity, it is foreign to us. Because our Lord told us, that
falsity is from the Evil One.”12 13 And when he had been rebuked, he became still and accepted the
reproof and warning, * for he [= John] admonished him with humility.
§ 16. And when we had prayed and finished the prayer, one brother of ours had had a fever for three
days and was very hot. He begged him to be healed and he [= John] told him that the chastisement,
which would have remained with him [prolongedly] because of his unbelief, was advantageous for
him at the moment. Nevertheless and then [sic!] he gave him [some] oil and commanded him to
smear [himself with it], and when he smeared [himself; |], he threw up everything harmful that was
inside him through his mouth, and he was delivered from all the fever, and on his own legs,
walking, he went to the habitations [= guest-house].
§ 17. It was a wonder to see the ninety year’s old [man], with his entire body desiccated, so that,
from his strict fasting, not even his beard stubble grew. For he ate nothing but fruit, and then [only] |
at the sunset, and this in his old age. And he used to fast very strictly before that, never making use
of bread or anything [*] else that had come out of fire [= been baked].
§ 18. And when he asked us to sit before him, we praised God for making us worthy of his sight
Like a good father, who after a long time receives his beloved sons, who come from far away from
him, he began to say the following words to us with a smile on his face: ”From where, my sons, or
from what country have you come to the humble man?”
§ 19. And when we told him [the name of] our country and how we had come to you [pl.] from
Jerusalem for the benefit of our souls, so that what we have heard with our ears, we might also see
with our eyes,
§ 20. then he spoke to us and said: ”What is the extraordinary, that you have come to see, [|] o
beloved sons, for you have come from such a distant [place] with great toil? and do you desire to
see humble and small men, who neither their appearance nor their word are something wonderful?
But anywhere there are men worthy of praise and of wonder: the prophets of God and his apostles,
who constantly are read in the churches, those whom it is appropriate to imitate.
§ 21. But I am verily amazed by your diligence, how you despised all the perils of the roads and for
the sake of benefit have come to us [*], who because of our sloth do not even want to exit from the
cave.
§ 22. And now, even if you have done something praiseworthy, | do not boast, like men who have
12 An alternative translation would be: “falsity is from evil”.
13 Cf. John 8:44.
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done something great. And [even] if you acquire every virtue, which few do, [even] then do not
trust upon yourselves. For men who worked and laboured and trusted upon themselves, have fallen
from height to depth, when they came to the height of their victories through their ways. For even to
many men of ours, that has happened, and because of boasting they fell from life. [|]
§ 32. For there was a monk who lived in a cave facing the desert. He had won victory in all his
manners, and he worked with his hands and ate [his] bread in the sweat of his face. Because he was
constantly in his prayer and took advantage through his achievements, he, now, was confident in *
himself and in his manners.
§ 33. The Evil One, who tempts every man like [he tempted] Job, asked him [= God?] how to tempt
him [= the monk] and suddenly in the evening the Satan showed him the form of a beautiful
woman, who was wandering in the desert. And she came and saw that the door of the cave was
open, and she leaped up and entered, [*] and she fell to his feet, begging him to let her spend the
night at his [place, chez lui], because evening had surprised her on the road. And, having mercy
upon her, although he ought not to, he received her at his [place, chez lui] in the cave. And he began
to learn from her how she had lost her way, and while she told him, she was planting cringing and
sweet words in his ears. And she persisted in calling to him. And she drew him close to herself with
tenderness and many words. They looked | at each other – [there was] laughter and coquetry –
§ 34. and she led him astray through her excessive talking. And he stretched out his hand around her
neck and he touched her body, and she took the monk captive, and thinking [|] in his mind that there
was now something in his hands, in alleviation, and led by his will to do what he desired, and
wanting to approach her, being struck by stupidity, [his] life14 was aroused sexually by her desire.
When he was planning this,
§ 35. she suddenly cried out and, like smoke,15 she melted away and slipped16 out of his hands. And
the laughter of many demons appeared in the air, rebuking him for his error, and they mocked him,
and cried out to him and said: ”Whoever exalts himself shall be humbled.17 And you, who have been
exalted to the heavens,18 you have been humiliated to the depth.” *
§ 36. And he arose in the morning and contemplated the calamity of the night, and [*] spending all
the day in lamentation, he lost hope in himself, which was unappropriate for him, and he left his
monastic life and returned to the world. This is the cunning and the work of the Evil One: when he
has struggled with a man and won, he leads him to hopelessness, so that he cannot rise again.
§ 45. And there was also another monk who lived in the inner desert. And for many years he had
acquired great victories through his works and in the time of his old age he began to be tempted by
demons. For this monk dwelt in great peace and he was amazed through prayer and praise and
hidden [|] visions. And he saw divine visions in his luminous mind, | some of them while being
awake and others while sleeping.
§ 46. And now, he was close to come to the height of life, for he did not sow and plant the earth, and
he did not care for anything worldly and not for the nourishment of the body. And he did not
employ any worldly plants, not even any grass, but his mind was in great trust in God, from the day
14 Either this should be seen as an euphemism, althought such a usage does not appear in the dictionaries, or it could
possibly have the meaning “animal nature” encountered in one dictionary (Sokoloff, 2009).
15 According the the reading of D: ”like a shadow”.
16 The Syriac has a single word, but in English a circumlocution is required.
17 Luke 14:11, 18:14.
18 According to F, this passage reads: ”And you, who have exalted yourself to the heavens...”
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that he went out from the dwelling-places of man, but he forgot everything of the world [*] and [in]
this rejoiced:19 the love of God was going to remain in his heart and to be watched over carefully,
until he departed from this world to God. And rather, in the joy of his mind his body was
strengthened by the hope of the promises of the coming. * And neither was his body enfeebled by
his toil, nor was his soul in dispair, but he acquired great order and tranquility in his mind.20
§ 47. God, who saw his mind like his honour, did the following to him: Once every two and three
days he prepared for him on his table in the [right] time [|] a clean, good and sweet bread. And he
used to go into his cave and lie down and rest, when he perceived that his body was hungry and
wanted food, and he knelt and thanked, when he ate. And, again, he used to stand up, according to
his custom, in service and in prayer and in godly visions, which he saw in the peace that surrounded
him, sprouting and growing every day through his victories, and he was refreshed by the joy and by
the promises of what was to come, through his hope in them. | And thus he was like one whose
completion from this world has already come, for he will depart into the coming life, and because
he so greatly trusted [*] in himself and in his achievements, within a little he fell from the height,
that is splendour, to death, because his mind exalted itself for the sake of his achievements.
§ 48. Why, then, do I not also tell about that a temptation occurred to him? For before long he forgot
that his nature was like the rest of men, but he thought of himself that he, now, was higher than all
human [being] on account of his achievements. And through this thought he trusted himself, like
one who alone works in his ways.
§ 49. Thus was the beginning of the temptation for him [|]: silently sloth came upon him, and he did
not believe it was sloth. * And afterwards a great negligence entered him, but he did not perceive it,
and now he slothfully stood up from sleep to the service of his custom and he prayed the prayers in
leisure. And his service was not continuous, like it used to be, but his soul was searching for
pleasures and his mind was dragging him down, and his thoughts were wandering and in his mind
he was devising hateful things. But his former custom was partly dragging him [back; *] to his
former order(s).
§ 50. And after a day he entered his cave and as usually found the bread, that God had prepared for
him. But he did not bring to his mind to remove from himself those foul thoughts and he did not
understand that the carelessness was preparing [his] ruin. | And he did not take pains anymore to get
rid of the evil from his thought.
§ 51. Through those evil works his mind brought him to the world, but quickly he restrained the
turbulence of his mind and without diligence he rose, according to his custom, and prayed and again
he entered his cave and found the bread put on the table. It was not fresh and pleasant like it used to
be, [|] but filthy and detestable, and he was perplexed and grudged in his mind and grew dark21, but
he was sustained [by the food].
§ 52. Now in the third night, the evil in his thoughts doubled through his sloth, because he did not
immediately remove the evil from his thoughts. But this was in his thought: an intimacy of a
woman, exactly as if she was lying down beside him, and he talked with her. And so the eye of his
mind was looking at something [imagined], * exactly as if he committed it with the woman. And
again he went out to prayer as [well as] to service, his mind not being clean from the filth of (his)
19 The translation of this sentence is uncertain.
20 According to D, this passage reads: ”And neither was his soul in dispair, but in great order, and he acquired
anointing in his mind.”
21 If the alternate reading is followed, the translation is: ”and he grudged in his mind and was grieved”.
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thoughts, [*] but his eye wandering hither and thither, so that waves of hating thoughts obscured his
mind.
§ 53. And again in the evening he became hungry and went to eat, and he found on the table some
scraps, as if they were eaten by dogs or mice, and he sighed and wept. He wept a little, not like it
was appropriate for him to cry – over his ruin –, and he ate a little from it and went and rested.
§ 54. And around him [were] evil thoughts from every direction, and they took his mind captive and
brought it to the world, and he stood up at night and started to walk in the desert to come to the
dwelling-place of men, and when the heat came upon him [|] on the road, far away from the
dwelling-place, | he became weary. And he began to look to his right and to his left [to see] if
perhaps there was a monastery in that place, [so that] he [could] enter and rest.
§ 55. That was what also happened and he found a monastery of pious [monks], and when he
entered they received him greatly and according to the [Christian] faith. And they gave heed to him
like to a pious and honoured father, and they poured water on him and he washed his face and his
hand and his feet, and they prayed and put a table, and they begged him that he should eat with love
what[ever] there was. And when he had eaten, they convinced him to tell them a word of life, so
that through those manners they would avoid [*] the snares of Satan and thus overcome the evil
thoughts, when they came.
§ 56. And, like a father [admonishes] his sons, he admonished and taught them: ”Endurance is
required of us and labour to overcome the thoughts and the lust of the world. * and so we will be
able to reach the life and the eternal rest.” And he told them many other [things] about the ascetic
life, and he explained much and he edified them, and when he stopped admonishing and teaching
them, he came to his senses and said: ”How have I admonished and taught others, and I myself
remained without admonition and teaching?”
§ 57. And when he recognised the sin that he was guilty of, [|] he returned with great haste and went
to the desert, sighing and crying and saying: ”If it weren’t [for] the Lord, who was my helper, my
soul almost dwelt in misery and I almost fell into every evil; they almost destroyed me in the land.”
And upon him the word was fulfilled, that says:22 ”As a city is helped by a fortress, so a brother is
helped by his brother.”
§ 58. And so, after this | he was in great mourning in all his days, for he had destroyed the heavenly
and prepared table, and he prepared his food with great toil. And he enclosed himself in the cave,
and spread out ashes and sackcloth under himself, [*] and he did not rest from weeping and from
sighs, and he did not rise from his place, until a voice came from heaven, an angel saying to him:
”God has received your penitence and he has had mercy upon you. Now, take heed that you do not
wander astray again. And see, those brethren, whom you have admonished and advised, are coming
towards you, and they bring gifts, and they will comfort you. Receive [the gifts] from them, and eat
with them, and praise God at all time.”
§ 59. All this I have told you, o my sons, so that you before everything else might acquire humility,
whether it concerns major or minor [things]. * For this was the first commandment of our Lord,
who said: ”Blessed are the humble, for to them belong [|] the Land of Life and the Kingdom of
Heaven.”23

22 Literally, ”that is written”.
23 Cf. Matt. 5:3, 5.
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7. COMPARISON WITH THE PUBLISHED EDITIONS
In this section, a number of published editions of the HM1 are considered in comparison with the
one edited above. I have chosen not to discuss the Latin translation, nor the Arabic, Georgian, and
Slavonic ones, because of my insufficient knowledge of these languages. The editions discussed are
the Syriac ones, the Coptic and a Greek one. They will not be compared comprehensively, as the
requirements on the present essay do not allow it, but a selected number of interesting points, which
I have noted during the process of producing this edition, will be presented.

7. 1. Bedjan’s and Wallis Budge’s Syriac editions
The first edition of the Syriac HM, published by Paul Bedjan in 1897, was, as has already been
related above, encumbered with some methodological deficits. He based it, as he explains in the
preface, on several manuscripts, which he has been “obligé de vocaliser, ponctuer et rendre
conforme à l’orthographe chaldéenne.”39 He adds that he has “fait figurer au bas des pages un
certain nombre de variantes, mais pas toutes.”40 This obviously renders the edition imperfect for
usage in scientific research; its value lies rather in that it was the first comprehensive publication of
the Syriac HM. The manuscripts, on which Bedjan based his edition, belonged mainly to the R1
recension.41 Bedjan utilised, as throughout his Acta Martyrum et Sanctorum, a vocalised maḏnəḥāyā
font; for sakes of simplicity, however, I have chosen to use the standard font of this essay when
quoting from his text.
Only seven years after Bedjan’s publication, in 1904, Ernest Alfred Wallis Budge issued another
edition of the Syriac text, this time accompanied by an English translation. Wallis Budge’s edition is
based on a sole manuscript: a copy, manufactured for Wallis Budge himself, of an ancient
manuscript found in Mosul in the possession of, with Wallis Budge’s words, the “Vicar of the
Nestorian, or ῾Chaldean’, Patriarch”.42 According to the preface, Wallis Budge was requested by
Bedjan to lend him his copy, as the latter was preparing his edition, but Wallis Budge had already
begun working with his own translation and thus decided not to send the book away.43
Methodologically, it is of course preferable to base an edition on a sole manuscript, rather than
39
40
41
42
43

Bedjan, 1897, p. XI.
Bedjan, 1897, p. XI.
In p. X, Bedjan mentions having collationed BL 17177 as well.
Wallis Budge, 1904, p. VI.
Wallis Budge, 1904, p. XI-XII.
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basing it on several without systematically noting from where a certain reading is taken. Wallis
Budge’s edition thus constitutes a better foundation for research than Bedjan’s, but as concerns its
value for writing the textual history of the Greek and Latin versions, it is lessened by the fact that
the original manuscript is relatively late (Wallis Budge, comparing it to manuscript containing
another text of ‘Enānīšō‘ found in the same collection, estimates that it be no older than the 12th
century A.D.). Like Bedjan, Wallis Budge used a vocalised maḏnəḥāyā font in reproducing his text;
in citing it, I have followed the same procedure as with Bedjan’s text.
Generally speaking, the texts found in Bedjan’s and Wallis Budge’s editions are very similar to each
other. They both represent versions of The Paradise of the Fathers of ‘Enānīšō‘ (and thus the R1
recension, as discussed above), even though one easily notes that they are not based on exactly the
same manuscripts. The differences between the two seem to consist primarily of lost or added
words and, occasionally, a somewhat different wording. When it comes to the R4 translation
presently presented, it deviates from the other two in a completely different manner. Here, the basic
structure of a given phrase often differs markedly and only when the content is taken into account it
becomes clear that it, on a deeper level, reproduces the same original. Note the following, randomly
chosen, examples, which will give some sense of the interrelationship of the editions:

R4 recension
Bedjan’s edition
Wallis Budge’s edition
45
46
ܣܓܝ ܨܗܝܐ ܗܘܬ ܘܡܬܝܐܒܐ
ܣܓܝ ܪܓܝܓܐ ܗܘܬ ܠܚܙܬܗ
ܣܓܝ ܪܓܝܓܐ ܗܘܬ ܠܚܙܬܗ
1.
44ܕܬܚܙܝܘܗܝ
ܿ ݁
ܿ
ܿ
ܿ
2. ܚܙܝܬܗ ܓܝܪ ܠܫܘܬܦܬܟ ܘܡܠܝܬ ܠܗ ܚܙܝܬܗ ܓܝܪ ܠܫܘܬܦܬܟ ܘܬܘܒ ܐܠ ܐܬܚܙܝܬ ܠܗ ܝܘܡܢ ܘܐܦܝܣܬܗ ܕܐܠ
̈ ܬܫܚܩܟ ܠܡܒܥܐ
̈ ܬܒܥܐ ܕܬܚܙܐ
47ܐܦܝ
48ܐܦܝ
ܫܐܠܬܗ ܘܬܘܒ ܐܠ ܬܒܥܐ ܕܬܚܙܐ
̈
49ܐܦܝ
3. ܘܡܢ ܗܝܕܝܢ ܟܠܗ ܙܒܢܐ ܕܚܝܘܗܝ ܐܒܝܠ ܘܡܢ ܗܝܕܝܢ ܟܠܗ ܙܒܢܐ ܕܚܝܘܗܝ ܐܒܝܠ ܘܗܟܢ ܒܬܪܟܢ ܒܐܒܐܠ ܪܒܐ ܐܝܬܘܗܝ
̈ ܗܘܐ ܟܠܗܘܢ
50ܝܘܡܬܗ
51ܗܘܐ ܘܒܟܐ
52ܗܘܐ ܘܒܟܐ
Table 1: A comparison of phrases between the present edition, and the editions of Bedjan and Wallis Budge.

Bedjan’s and Wallis Budge’s editions contain same material that is missing in R4. As they both lack
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52

See § 4 on p. 2* above.
Bedjan, 1897, p. 335.
Wallis Budge (1904), pp. 349-350.
See § 9 on p. 4* above.
Bedjan, 1897, p. 336-337.
Wallis Budge (1904), p. 351.
See § 58 on p. 16* above.
Bedjan, 1897, p. 354, ll. 16-17.
Wallis Budge, 1904, p. 364, ll. 19-20.
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paragraphs, comparison has not been as easy as with Festugière’s Greek edition (see below), but, for
example, the story of the young man (§§ 37-44), which is missing in R4, occurs in both editions.
In an article of 1983, Sebastian Brock has described how Syriac translation technique developed
from the 4/5th to the 6th century A.D. Broadly speaking, the differences in translation technique
over time can be seen as consequences of a general change in status between Syriac and Greek: as
the Greek language becomes more and more influential, the aim of the Syriac translators changes
from being basically to present a Greek text to a Syriac public (an aim leading to such consequences
as a preponderance for explanatory additions and cultural translation), to being rather to transport
the Syriac reader as near to the Greek original as possible (this leading to consequences, such as an
enlarged usage of loan words and calques on Greek expressions (sometimes, as mentioned above in
connexion with the R2 translation, to word- for-word renderings of specifically Greek grammatical
constructions). A thorough investigation of the translation techniques of the entire different
translations is a desideratum, but before this can be made, the task of producing reliable editions has
to be finished. However, as a part of the comparison between the editions of Bedjan and Wallis
Budge, and the R4 version, I will briefly describe how the Greek (and Latin) loanwords in R4 are
handled in the other published editions. HM1 in the R4 recension contains seven loanwords,
presented in the following table:

GREEK & LATIN WORDS SYRIAC RENDERINGS
στρατηλάτης

R4 recension53
D: ܐܣܛܪܛܠܛܝܣ
F: ܐܣܛܪܛܠܛܣ

Bedjan (1897)54
ܪܒ ܚܝܐܠ

Wallis Budge (1904)55
ܪܒܚܝܐܠ

κίνδυνος

ܩܢܕܘܢܣ

ܐܠ ܙܥܘܪ ܐܬܐܠܨܬ

ܐܠ ܙܥܘܪ ܐܬܐܠܨܬ

συγκλητικός

ܣܘܢܩܠܛܝܩܐ

ܣܘܢܩܠܛܝܩܘܣ

ܣܘܢܩܠܛܝܩܘܣ

κληρικός

D: ܩܠܪܝܩܐ
F: ܩܠܝܪܝܩܐ
̈
ܐܟܣܢܝܐ

ܩܫܝܫܐ ܐܘ ܡܫܡܫܢܐ

ܩܫܝܫܐ ܐܘ ܡܫܡܫܢܐ

ܐܟܣܢ̈ܝܐ

̈
ܐܟܣܢܝܐ

ξένος
præpositus

D: ܦܪܦܣܝܛܐ
F: ܦܪܦܣܛܐ

ܦܪܦܘܣܝܛܐ

ܦܪܦܣܝܛܐ

tribunus

ܛܪܝܒܘܢܐ

ܛܪܝܒܘܢܐ

ܛܪܝܒܘܢܐ

Table 2: The Greek and Latin words occurring in R4 and their counterparts in the editions of Bedjan and
Wallis Budge.
53 See pp. 1*-6* above.
54 The examples are found at pp. 334-338.
55 The examples are found at pp. 349-352.
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As can be seen, the three editions generally follow each other. In the two cases, where the R4
recension of the present edition differs from the editions based on R1, the R4 recension seems to
show a later form, at least according to the theory of translation technique elaborated by Sebastian
Brock.56 The other editions render the Greek adjective κίνδυνος by a verbal phrase, while the
translator of R4 simply copies the Greek word. Similarly, the other editions translate the Greek
κληρικός with an explanation of the word, while R4 again refrains to reproducing the Greek.

7.2. Festugière’s Greek edition
Festugière has published the most up-to-date critical edition of the Greek version. As concluded
above, the original version of the HM was probably written in this language, which, however,
preserves a great variation when it comes to manuscripts and versions. The Greek manuscripts are
comparatively late, the oldest ones deriving from the around the 10th century A.D.57
What first strikes anyone who engages in comparing R4 and Festugière’s Greek version, is that the
latter contains somewhat more material than the former. Considerable passages of the Greek text
have no counterpart in the Syriac: §§ 23-31, 37-44, and 60-65 are completely missing, while §§ 9,
19, 36, 46, 49, 50, 53, 59 are partly missing. There seem to be no substantial additions in the text;
the final sentence of § 22 in the present edition appears to be taken from the end of Festugière’s §
31. There is no space here for a thorough analysis – in relation to the Greek texts – of the translation
technique utilised in HM1 of R4, nor for a discussion on how the specific Greek Vorlage might have
looked, as related to the different manuscripts brought up by Festuguière.

7.3. Davos’ Coptic edition
In an article of 1969, Paul Davos identified what had formerly been seen as an autonomous vita of
John of Lycopolis with the first chapter of an otherwise lost Coptic translation of the HM. Two
different manuscripts preserve fragments of the text; curiously, the manuscripts overlap each other
to a certain extent. It is, as for now, not possible to say whether the Coptic fragments on John of
Lycopolis are remnants of a Coptic version of the entire HM or if they represent a partial translation.
56 See above.
57 Tóth, 2010, p. 72.
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Based on a misunderstanding of a Greek grammatical construction – ὁ δ’ ὡς ἔλεγεν γυναικὶ αὐτὸν
µηδέποτε συντετυχηκέναι58 being translated to ⲛⲧⲟϥ ⲇⲉ ⲡⲉϫⲁϥ ⲛⲧⲉϥⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ ϫⲉⲙⲡⲉⲓⲧⲱⲙⲛⲧ ⲉⲣⲟϥ ⲉⲛⲉϩ59
– Davos concludes that the Coptic translation must be based on a Greek Vorlage. This
misunderstanding is not found in R4, which, has hū dēn ’emar d-(’)a(n)ttəṯā memməṯōm lā ḥazyā lī
(see § 5, p. 5* in the edition),60 nor in Bedjan’s edition, which follows the main Greek text closely
(kaḏ ’emar lāh də-lā məṯōm pəḡī‘ lēh ṭubbānā b-(’)attəṯā (Bedjan, p. 338, ll. 5-6)). It thus seems
probable that the Coptic textual tradition forms a branch separate from the Syriac translations and
most closely related to (some of) the Greek versions.
Davos connects the Coptic version of HM1 with the textual tradition represented by the Greek
manuscript that Festugière labels P2.61 The reasons, which he gives for this, are two phrases, which
are preserved in a unique form in P2: a form, which recurs in the Coptic fragments. First, in § 12, P2
has ὁ δ’ οὕτως ἐποίησεν62 instead of the common ὁ δ’ ὡς ἐποίησεν καὶ δὴ ἔλαιον ἐξαπέστειλεν.63 The
Coptic text, in this case, has ⲛⲧⲟϥ ⲇⲉ ⲁϥⲉⲓⲣⲉ ⲕⲁⲧⲁⲧⲉⲓϩⲉ,64 corresponding closely to P2. R4 follows
the main Greek version rather than P2, even though none of the Greek texts in question corresponds
perfectly: hāḏe dēn ‘əḇaḏ da-mṣallāyū ṣallī w-(’)āf mešḥā barreḵ.65 Second, in § 13, the common
Greek text has ἀδελφοὶ ξένοι πάντες πρὸς αὐτὸν ἀνελθόντες.66 P2 lacks a single word – πάντες – and
so appears the Coptic text to do as well: Ⲁⲛⲃⲱⲕ ϣⲁⲣⲟϥ ⲟⲛ ⲛⲟⲩⲥⲟⲡ ⲉⲛⲙⲉϩⲥⲁϣϥ ⲛⲥⲟⲛ ⲛϣⲙⲙⲟ.67 This
holds true also for the R4 translation, which has: šaḇ‘ē gēr ’aḥē ’īṯayn (h)wayn ’aḵsənāyē.68 To me
it seems, however, that this fact has little bearing on the interrelationship of the translations; taken
together with the phrases above showing differences between the P2 and the Coptic text on the one
hand, and R4 and the other Greek texts on the other, this seems to boil down to nothing more than a
haphazard change having occurred on several occasions independently (which is hardly surprising,
given the vague meaning of the Greek pronoun in this context).
To conclude the discussion on the Coptic version in light of the Syriac translation edited above, they
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67

Davos, 1969, p. 420. (English translation: “but as he said that he had never met a woman” (own translation).)
Davos, 1969, p. 430. (English translation: “but he said to his woman: ῾I have never seen him’” (own translation).)
For an English translation, see the edition.
Festugière, 1961, p. XCVI.
Davos, 1969, p. 424. (English translation: “and so he did” (own translation).)
Davos, 1969, p. 424. (English translation: “and he did so and sent oil” (own translation).)
Davos, 1969, p. 430. (English translation: “and he did like that” (own translation).)
For an English translation, see the edition.
Davos, 1969, p. 424. (English translation: “Foreign brothers all (= πάντες) coming towards him” (own translation).)
Davos, 1969, p. 434. (The Coptic variant reading, given on p. 430, makes no difference in the present discussion.
English translation: ”We came to him one time, [being] seven foreign brethren” (own translation).)
68 For an English translation, see the edition.
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appear not to be interrelated in any particular way.

8. CONCLUSION
In the present essay, a critical edition and a translation of the first chapter of the HM, as it appears in
the Syriac translation labelled R4 by Draguet and Tóth, has been presented. The aim was not to
reach conclusion about its relationships with other translations and versions of the text: the work is
in too early a state for that. Nonetheless, to contextualise the edition, the entire HM was first
discussed in general terms, and then with a special focus on the different Syriac translations. Some
superficial comparisons between the newly presented edition of the HM1 in the R4 recension and a
number of already published editions concluded the essay.
For future studies on the R4 recension of the Syriac HM remains, first and foremost, the editing of
the two other chapters. As noted above, they are found in more manuscripts than the first one, so
producing editions of them will presumably require a greater amount of time. Thereafter remains a
more thorough study of the translation: the loanwords and the ascetic vocabulary in use must be
analysed, and the entire text has to be closely compared to the Greek and the Latin material, the
latter being completely absent from the present edition. The Biblical citations in the texts ought to
be compared to the known Syriac Bible translations, as this can help in establishing the age of the
translation. In part such a work has already been carried out by Peter Tóth, but he has not
considered the entire translation.
The future tasks outlined above constitute only a small part of the investigations that have to be
carried out concerning the Syriac versions of the HM. And these, after all, comprise nothing more
than one single branch of the HM textual tradition. For the editor of texts, the ascetical literature of
the Orient offers a never-ending source of material. And still, what has come down to us may well
be but a small fraction of the literature that once existed. Festugière writes: ”Soyons assures que, si
nous avions vécu au debut du Ve siecle, nous eussions rencontre d’autres recensions encore.”69

69 Festugière, 1955, p. 281. (English translation: ”Let us be sure, that if we had lived in the 5th century, we would have
encountered even more recensions.” (own translation).)
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