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Preface 

T
HE importance of the early versions of the New Testament 
is hard to overestimate. The Church historian, for example, 
can learn not a little from them concerning the spread of 

Christianity in the ancient world, and by identifying the parent 
text-type from which a given version was made it is possible to 
ascertain the headquarters and direction of missionary activity. 
Furthermore, since every translation is in some measure a com­
mentary, one can trace the history of the exegesis of disputed 
passages as disclosed in successive modifications of a given 
version. Moreover, the additions and omissions in the trans­
mitted text can tell us something about the doctrinal, liturgical, 
or ascetical interests of those who made and used such trans­
lations. 

The philologist also is grateful for what are often the chief (or 
sometimes the only) remains of an ancient literature. A notable 
example is the codex Argenteus of the Gospels, which is the 
principal extant witness of the Gothic language, once spoken 
throughout nearly a third of Europe but preserved today in only 
a handful of documents. As recently as 1970 another chapter was 
added to the romantic fortunes of this famous codex when there 
was found in a chest of relics in the Cathedral of Speyer what 
turned out to be the final leaf of the manuscript-a manuscript 
which in 1648 was taken from Prague to Sweden as booty at the 
end of the Thirty Years War, was subsequently lost for a short 
time in a shipwreck on the Zuider Zee, and later was mutilated 
when ten leaves were stolen-but eventually returned by the 
repentant thief on his death-bed! 

It is the textual critic, however, for whom the early versions of 
the New Testament are of prime importance. Earlier in the 
twentieth century F. C. Burkitt went so far as to argue that a 
reading supported by the Old Latin k and the Sinaitic Syriac 
deserved as much respect as one witnessed by Band N. Although 
the subsequent discovery of early Greek papyri (such as p66 and 
p75, which antedate Band N by more than a century) has required 
a reassessment of Burkitt's views, the textual critic must still give 
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serious attention to readings that are supported by a combination 
of unrelated versional witnesses. How far such coincidence of 
reading should be taken as proof of the existence of early bilingual 
or even trilingual manuscripts (as H. C. Hoskier, H. A. Sanders, 
and A. C. Clark supposed) will be estimated differently by dif­
ferent scholars. In any case, however, the versions of the New 
Testament, along with scriptural quotations made by patristic 
writers, provide diversified evidence concerning the geographical 
spread of individual readings as well as the boundaries of textual 
families. 

The scope of the present volume is somewhat broader than 
might perhaps have been expected from the title. By 'early' 
versions of the New Testament is meant all the versions, whether 
surviving or not, that were made before about A.D. 1000. An 
account is given also concerning the Persian version, though the 
date of this version is not precisely known and may well be con­
siderably after the year 1000. In the sub-title the word 'origin' 
refers, of course, to the historical circumstances during the ex­
pansion of Christianity which resulted in the translation of part 
or all of the New Testament into a local vernacular. Sometimes 
the identity of the translator is known; more often it is not. 
'Under the rubric 'transmission' are included such items as a list 
of the earliest surviving manuscripts of a given version, note­
worthy printed editions, and an account of the history of schol­
arly investigation and textual analysis of the version. In this 
connection an attempt has been made to report all significant 
bibliographical data relating to the progress of research on each 
version. The section on the 'limitations' of a version is devoted 
not so much to personal and theological idiosyncrasies of the 
translator as to features of the language of the version that 
prevent a literal rendering of the Greek text into that language. 
Here the author was assisted by specialists in the several lan­
guages: for Armenian, Dr. Erroll F. Rhodes of the Library 
Research Staff, American Bible Society, New York City; 
for Coptic, 1. Martin Plumley, Herbert Thompson Professor of 
Egyptology, University of Cambridge; for Ethiopic, the Revd. 
Dr. Josef Hofmann, Hofendorf: Niederbayern, Germany; for 
Georgian, the late Canon Maurice Briere, honorary professor at 
l'Institut catholique de Paris; for Gothic, Dr. George W. S. 
Friedrichsen, Washington, D.C.; for Latin, Fr. Bonifatius 
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Fischer, O.S.B., formerly at the Monastery ofBeuron and now at 
Mariendonk, Kempen, Germany; for Old Church Slavonic, 
Horace G. Lunt, Samuel Hazzard Cross Professor of Slavic 
Languages and Literatures, Harvard University; and for Syriac, 
Dr. Sebastian P. Brock, Lecturer in Aramaic and Syriac, Wolfson 
College, Oxford. It was suggested to each that he might consider 
the subject of limitations under the headings of phonetics, 
morphology, and syntax, but in every case freedom was granted 
to organize and to develop the section as seemed best. The users 
of the volume willjoin the author in expressing gratitude to these 
collaborators for dealing with important aspects of the early 
versions that have seldom been given sustained attention. 

Thanks are due also to John A. Lygre for translating into 
English the contributions of Briere, Fischer, and Hofmann, and 
to Helmuth Egelkraut for going over the translation of Fischer's 
material. The author is grateful to the following scholars, each of 
whom kindly read a section and made a variety of suggestions and 
corrections: Dr. J. Neville Birdsall (the Georgian version), Dr. 
Donald Davies (the Ethiopic version), Dr. Ernst Ebbinghaus 
(the Gothic version), Professor Richard A. Frye (the Sogdian, 
Persian, and Caucasian Albanian versions), Dr. John A. Thomp­
son (the Arabic versions), and Professor Horace G. Lunt and Dr. 
Marshall Winokur (the Old Church Slavonic version). The last­
named scholar also checked and standardized the transliteration 
of the titles of Russian and other Slavic bibliography, following 
the system used in The American Bibliography oj Slavic and East 
European Studies. The indexes were compiled by Lincoln D. 
Hurst and Charles D. Myers, Jr. 

The work of collecting material for the present volume ex­
tended over many years; the writing of a major part of it was 
finished during the author's sabbatical leave during the first half 
of 1974, while he was a Member of the Institute for Advanced 
Study at Princeton and subsequently while a Visiting Fellow at 
Clare Hall in the University of Cambridge. In addition to 
drawing upon the extensive resources of the several libraries in 
Princeton, the author has consulted monographs and manu­
scripts in the Widener Library at Harvard University, in the 
Bodleian, in the British Museum, and in the libraries of Cambridge 
University and of the Papal Biblical Institute in Rome. 

Finally, I should like to express my gratitude to the Delegates 
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of the Oxford University Press for their acceptance of my book 
for publication. I am also indebted to the readers of the Press for 
their customary care and painstaking vigilance in correcting the 
proofs. 

Princeton, New Jersey 
February 1975 

BRUCE M. METZGER 
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PART ONE 

The Early Eastern Versions 
of the New Testament 





I 

The Syriac Versions 

O
F all the early versions of the New Testament, those in 
Syriac have raised more problems and provoked more 
controversies among modern scholars than any of the 

others. The reasons lie partly in the multiplicity of translations 
and revisions of the Syriac Scriptures, and partly in the ambiguity 
of evidence concerning their mutual relationship. At the same 
time, that five or six separate versions in Syriac were produced 
during the first six centuries of the Christian era is noteworthy 
testimony to the vitality and scholarship of Syrian churchmen. 
In fact, as Eberhard Nestle has reminded us, 'No branch of the 
Early Church has done more for the translation of the Bible into 
their vernacular than the. Syriac-speaking. In our European lib­
raries we have Syriac Bible MSS from Lebanon, Egypt, Sinai, 
Mesopotamia, Armenia, India (Malabar), even from China.' 1 

The several Syriac versions that fall to be considered in the 
present chapter begin with the earliest translation of the Gospels. 
Whether this was Tatian's Diatessaron, a harmony of the four 
Gospels prepared about A.D. 170, or the Old Syriac version of the 
separate Gospels, is a question that scholars have debated for 
many years without reaching any generally accepted solution. 
How much of the rest of the New Testament was included in the 
Old Syriac version is difficult to ascertain. In any case, toward 
the close of the fourth or at the beginning of the fifth century a 
version oftwenty~two books of the New Testament was available 
in a translation which came to be called at a later date the 
Peshitta2 Syriac version. This translation, like jerome's pro~ 
duction of the Latin Vulgate text amid competing Old Latin 
translations, was intended to supply a standardized version and 
to bring to an end the confusion and variety of readings in earlier 
Syriac texts. The Peshitta, however, was unable to satisfy Syrian 
scholars who desired a more literal rendering than those already 

I 'Syriac Versions', Hastings's Dictionary of the Bible, iv (1902), 645. 
2 For definitions of the term 'Peshitta' see p. 4B below. 
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available, and at the beginning of the sixth century PhiJoxenus, 
bishop of the Jacobite (or Monophysite) branch of the Syrian 
church, commissioned his rural bishop, Polycarp, to make an­
other version. A century later the Philoxenian version, in turn, 
seems to have formed the basis for yet another revision made by 
one who designated himself as 'Thomas, a poor sinner', and who 
is no doubt correctly identified by an unknown Syriac writer as 
Thomas of Heraclea (Harkel). Finally, in addition to these 
several versions, I all of which are in the 'classical' Syriac dialect 
of Aramaic used at Edessa and generally throughout Syrian 
communities, there is also the so-called Palestinian Syriac 
version, which makes use of a form of western Aramaic similar to 
that used by Galilean Jews in the Old Testament Targums. 

I. THE INTRODUCTION OF CHRISTIANITY INTO SYRIA 

AND THE TRANSLATION OF THE NEW TESTAMENT 

It was at Antioch of Syria, the third-largest city of the Roman 
Empire, that the followers of Jesus were first called Christians 
(Acts xi. 26). Situated on the Orontes River, north of the Leba­
non range, the city was a melting-pot where persons of many 
races met and mingled. 2 The leading classes were of Hellenic 
background and, along with some of the indigenous populace, 
spoke Greek. At the beginning of the second century Ignatius of 
Antioch,3 while en route to Rome, wrote several letters in Greek. 

I It is no longer customary to reckon among the Syriac versions the Karka­
phensian materials, which are a kind of Syriac Massorah whose authors attempted 
to preserve what was regarded as the best traditions of the orthography and pro­
nunciation of the more important and difficult words of the Syriac Bible. This 
Massorah was extant in two forms, corresponding to the two main branches of the 
Syrian Church. The Jacobite manuscripts greatly predominate in quantity over 
the Nestorian manuscripts. See J. P. P. Martin, Tradition karko.phienne ou la Massore 
chez les Syriens (Paris, 1870; Eng. tr. in HebTaica, ii (1885-6), 13-23); G. H. 
Gwilliam, 'The Materials for the Criticism of the New Testament, with Specimens 
of the Syriac Massorah', Studia biblica et eccleswtica, iii (Oxford, 1891),56-65 and 
93-100; William Wright, A Short History of Syriac Literature (London, 1894; repro 
from Encyclopaedia Britannica, 9th edn., vol. xxii, 1887), pp. 20-4; and F. H. A. 
Scrivener, A Plain Introduction to the Criticism of the New Testament, 4th edn., ii 
(London, 1894), 34-6. 

~ Among many monographs on Antioch mention may be made of George 
Haddad's dissertation Aspects of Social Life in Antwch in the Hellenistic-Roman Period 
(University of Chicago, 1949), and especially Glanville Downey's A History of 
Antioch in Syria,from Seleucus to the Arab Conquest (Princeton, 196J). 

3 Ignatius describes himself as bishop of Syria (Ep. ad Rom. ii. 2). 
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N ear the close of the second century the bishopric at Antioch 
was occupied by a certain Theophilus who, though born near 
the Euphrates, received a Hellenistic education and produced in 
Greek a considerable body of writings, including a harmony of 
the Gospels. I Throughout the first two centuries it appears that 
Antiochian Christians, at least those whose writings have sur·· 
vived, were accustomed to make use of the Old and New 
Testaments in Greek. 

Outside the gates of Antioch, that 'fair city of the Greeks', as 
Isaac of Antioch2 described the metropolis, Syriac was the 
language of the people. The early history of the growth of the 
Syriac-speaking Church is to a certain extent a matter of con­
jecture and inference. The historical sources are scanty, and most 
of the accounts of the earlier periods that we possess leave much 
to be desired. Despite such limitations, however, we can trace at 
least the main outlines of the development in Syria of a Chris­
tianity possessing a national cast. 

The native Syrian Church appears to have had two starting­
points, Edessa and Arbela. Edessa,3 called by the natives U rhai 
(the modern Urfa in Turkey), was a town in northern Meso­
potamia east of the Euphrates, the capital of an independent 
buffer state (Osrhoene) between the Roman and the Parthian 
Empires. According to local tradition, reported by Eusebius,4 
Christianity came to Edessa in the apostolic age as the result of 
the labours of Thaddaeus, one of the seventy disciples, who 
preached to King Abgar Ukkama ('the Black'). Another form of 
the same tradition is preserved in the so-called Doctrine of Addai, 5 

a Syriac document which dates from the latter half of the fourth 
century. Here the labours of the apostolic emissary to Edessa, 
Addai by name, are described in detail, including his work of 
preaching, baptizing, and building the first church in Edessa. 

I Of these treatises all that have survived are Theophilus' three books To Auto­
{)!cus. On his harmony, cf. jerome, Ep. cxxi. 6, 15 (cd. Hilberg, iii. 24-5): 'Theo­
philus, Antiochcnae ecclesiae septimus post Petrum apostolum episcopus, qui 
quattuor evangelistarum in unum opus dicta conpingens ingenii sui nobis monu­
menta demisi t ... ' 2 Carmen, xv. 

3 The earlier work of j. P. P. Martin, Les Origines de ["glise d'Edesse et des 'glises 
syriennes (Paris, 1889) has been superseded by A. F. j. Klijn's Edessa, de stad van de 
Apostel Thomas (Baarn, 1963; German trans., Edessa, die Stadt des Apostels Thomas 
(Neukirchen-Vluyn, 1965), and j. B. Segal's Edessa 'the Blessed City' (Oxford, 
1970). .. Hist. eecl. I. xiii. 1-20. 

5 Ed. by G. Phillips (London, 1876). 
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Apart from such quasi-legendary accounts, the earliest sub­
stantial evidence we have suggests that by the second half of the 
second century Christianity took root in Edessa. To be sure, the 
doctrinal cast of the earliest form of the new faith was apparently 
characterized by a mixture of astrological and gnostic specu­
lations, later denounced as heretical. Tatian, for example, after 
spending some time in Rome as a disciple of Justin Martyr, in 
the year 172 was excommunicated for doctrinal aberrations l 

(the exact nature of which is unclear) and returned to the East, 
where he died. During this period Tatian's Harmony of the 
Gospels (the Diatessaron) began to be circulated in Syria. 

About the same time the Church at Edessa obtained a notable 
convert in the person of Bar Daisan (Greek BapSTJaaVYJS)' 2 Born 
at Edessa about A.D. 155, he is said to have been educated in 
philosophy by a pagan priest at Hierapolis (Mabbug) and to 
have become a Christian about 180. The first Syrian, so far as we 
know, who wrote learned treatises in his own tongue and, with 
his son Harmonius, composed hymns in the same, Bardesanes 
earned for himself an ambivalent reputation. On the one hand, 
Eusebius3 speaks highly of him, praising him as a powerful 
defender of the faith and a most skilful opponent against heretics. 
Orthodox Syrians of the following period, on the other hand, have 
nothing but scorn for him, reckoning him among the gnostic 
heretics. 

Toward the close of the second century the cause of orthodoxy 
at Edessa was forwarded by the consecration of Bishop Palut, 
which took place at Antioch about the year 190 at the hands of 
Serapion. About Palut Burkitt writes, 'Though those outside 
might at first call his followers Palutians, as if they were a new 
sect, he or his immediate successors soon became the undisputed 
presidents of the Catholic Church in Edessa.'4 A variety of kinds 
of testimony suggests the continued growth of the Church. 
Mention of the destruction of a 'Christian temple' at Edessa in 

I Eusebius, Chronicle, ed. by R. Helm (Berlin, 1956), p. 206. 
Z On Bardesanes see F. J. A. Hort, 'Bardaisan', in Wm. Smith and H. Wace, 

Dictionary of Christian Biography, i (London, 1877), 250-60; H. H. Schacder, 'Bar­
dcsanes von Edessa', ZKG li (1932), 21-74; and H. J. W. Drijvers, Bardai.jan of 
Edessa (Assen, 1966); cf. Walter Bauer, Orthodoxy and Heresy in Earliest Christianity, 
ed. by Robert A. Kraft and Gerhard Krodel (Philadelphia, 1971), pp. 24-33. 

3 Hist. eccl. IV. xxx. 1-2. 

4 F. C. Burkitt, Early Eastern Christianity (London, 1904), p. 35. 
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the flood of 20 II (which happens to be the earliest reference to 
a church building) may be taken as evidence of a certain degree 
of ecclesiastical organization. With even greater assurance the 
same conclusion can be drawn from a comment by Eusebiusz 

concerning a synod convened near the close of the second century, 
probably at Edessa, and made up of 'parishes in Osrhoene and 
the cities there', for the purpose of discussing the question con­
cerning the date when Easter should be observed. That the royal 
house was converted to Christianity in the second century and 
that the new faith was soon after established as the state religion 
have often been accepted as facts;3 both remain, however, open 
to question.4 

The other main centre of early Syrian Christianity was located 
at Arbela, situated east of the Tigris in the region of Adiabene. 
A chronicle of the city is extant, composed about A.D. 550, which 
contains a series of hagiographical biographies along the lines of 
the Acts of Martyrs.5 The compiler dates the introduction of 
Christianity into Arbela during Trajan's reign (98-117) through 
the evangelistic work of Addai. Inasmuch as the Jewish popula­
tion of Arbela was particularly influential-in fact, during the 
reign of Claudius (41-54) King Izates of Adiabene and other 
members of the royal house were converted to Judaism6-it is 
probable that the Jewish community provided the starting-point 
for the Christian missionaries. It is significant that not a few 
early Syrian bishops have Jewish names. 

Several pieces of evidence suggest that the young Syrian 
Church was not limited to cities, but from the beginning con­
cerned itself with the evangelization of country-folk also. The 

I Edessene Chronicle, 86 (= 1465, ed. L. Hallier); English trans. by B. H. Cowper 
in JSL v (1864), 28 if. Bauer (op. cit., pp. 13-14) erroneously questions the re­
liability of the account. Z Hisl. eeel. V. xxiii. 4. 

3 Most recently by J. B. Segal in Edessa 'the Blessed City' . 
.. Cf., besides Bauer (op. cit., pp. 12-16), 1. Ortiz de Urbina, 'Le origini del 

cristianesimo in Edessa', Greg. xv (1934), 86-9 I. 

5 Eduard Sachau, Der Chronik von Arbela. Ein Beitrag zur Kenntnis des iiltesten 
Christentums im Orient (AMBer, Nr. 6; Berlin, 1915), p. 42; cr. idem, Zur Ausbreitung 
des Christentums in Asien (ibid., Nr. I, 1919). The historicity of the accounts of the 
earlier periods is open to serious doubts; cf. G. Messina, 'La cronaca di Arbela', 
CC lxxxiii, 3 (1932), 362-76, and I. Ortiz de Urbina, 'Intorno al valore storico 
della cronaca di Arbela', OCP ii (1936), 5-32. On J. M. Fiey's arguments that the 
work is a modern forgery (OS xii (1967), 265-302), see S. Brock, BJRL 1 (1967), 
199-206, and JTS n.s. xix (1968), 308 n. I. 

6 Josephus, Ant. XX. ii. 1-5' 
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presence of Christians in the plain of Syria between Nisibis and 
the Euphrates is implied by the well-known inscription of Bishop 
Abercius, dating from thc second half of the second century .. By 
A.D. 224/5, when the Sassanid dynasty came to power in Persia, 
more than twenty bishoprics are known to have existed in the 
Tigris-Euphrates valley and on the borders of Persia. 2 The 
congregations seem usually to have been small and occasionally 
subject to active resistance from leaders of rival religions. We 
hear, for example, of repeated persecutions during the lives of the 
early bishops of Arbela. 3 The faith continued, however, to gain 
strength. One of the persecuted bishops, in a time of enforced 
exile, is said to have won the entire population of the village in 
which he took refuge. 

In turning now to consider the question when, where, and by 
whom the earliest translation into Syriac was made of the New 
Testament and of other early Christian literature, we find that 
next to nothing is known with certainty, and problems and 
learned disputes multiply without end. It is generally agreed that 
at least by the latter part of the second century the practical 
needs of the Church would have necessitated the production of 
a Syriac version of the Gospel story, though what form it took 
is debated (i.e. a harmony or the separate Gospels). Whether 
other Christian literature may have become available in Syriac 
at a still earlier datc is a question to which quite diverse answers 
have been given. Haase, for example, supposed that the earliest 
Syrian Christians used a series of pericopes translated for 
liturgical purposes.4 Others have attempted to connect the 
forty-two Odes of Solomon with early Syrian Christianity, but 
without being able to persuade a majority of other scholars.s 

J Kat XVPL'Y}S 17E8011 Et80v KaL «ana TTC1.na Ntal{3w, Ev,ppo.'T'Y}v 8£a{3as 17o.V'T'Y} 8' Eaxov 
avvop.~p.ovs (lines 10-II; for the final word, cf. W. M. Calder, JRS xxix (1939), 
2-4). 2 Sachau, Der Cltronik, pp. 61-2. 3 Ibid., p. 62 . 

.. F. Haase, 'Zur altesten syrischen Evangelienubersetzung', TQ ci (1920),270. 
5 The widest variety of scholarly opinion has been expressed concerning the 

authorship of the Odes of Solomon and their date (between A.D. 80 and 210). 

Harnack (followed by Diettrich, Grimme, Charles, Bacon, and Goguel) thought 
that he could detect two stages in their composition, that of a Jewish Grundschrift 
and the later modifications and additions made by a Christian redactor. Most 
investigators, however, have been impressed by the unity of style throughout the 
Odes (especially after Kittel's research), and regard them as the product of (a) 
a Jewish Christian (so Harris, Leipoldt, Bartlet, Abbott, Charlesworth), (b) an 
orthodox Christian who emphasized sacramental mysticism (Bernard, Lake, 
Plooij, Selwyn), (c) a paganized Christian (Boussct, Rcinach, Labourt, Loisy, 
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Voobus, on the basis of a passage in Eusebius, has suggested that 
in the earliest stages the Syrian Churches used the Gospel accord­
ing to the Hebrews.! It must be acknowledged, however, that 
the text of the passage is uncertain, Z and requires emendation in 
order to provide the desired support. 

More recently it has been suggested that the earliest Gospel 
account to circulate in Syriac was the Gospel of Thomas, some 
thirty or forty years before the Diatessaron.3 Although it may be, 
as a number of scholars have argued,4 that the Gospel of Thomas 
discloses features that connect it with Syria (e.g. the presence of 
what are taken to be Aramaisms or Syriacisms; the agreement of 

Guidi, Connolly), (d) a full-fledged Gnostic (Gunkel, Gressmann, Clemen, 
Abramowski, Ehlers), or (e) a Montanist (Conybeare, Fries). Others, seeking to 
identify the author more precisely, have suggested (I) a disciple of John (P. Smith), 
(g) or Bardesanes (Sprengling, Newbold). Several scholars regard Edessa as the 
place of their origin (de Zwaan, R. M. Grant, Klijn). For bibliographical refer­
ences to most of these scholars, see the present writer's article 'Odes of Solomon', 
Twentieth Century Encyclopedia of Religious Knowledge, ed. by L. A. Loetscher, ii 
(Grand Rapids, 1955), 812, supplemented by J. H. Charlesworth, The Odes of 
Solomon (Oxford, 1973). 

I Arthur V oobus, Studies in the Jrr.story of the Gospel Text in Syriac (CSCO cxxviii; 
Louvain, 1951), pp. 18-20. 

2 Hist. tecl. IV. xxii. 8, fl( TE TOU l(aB' fEfJpalovs EuaYYE.\{ov I(at 'TOU Xvp,al(ov I(at 
l8lws 1.1( TijS fEfJpat80s 8,aMI(TOV TWa TlB"I<1'V, which H. J. Lawlor and J. E. L. 
Oulton render as follows: '[Hegesippus] sets down certain things from the Gospel 
of the Hebrews and the Syriac [Gospel] and, in particular, from [writings in] the 
Hebrew tongue.' They acknowledge, however, that they do not know what is 
meant by the 'Syriac Gospel', and mention Harnack's suggestion (Chronologie, 
i. 639 f.) that 'the Gospel of the Hebrews' indicates a Greek translation and 'the 
Syriac' the original text of the same. In view of the difficulty of the text A. C. 
McGiffert, followed by other scholars, prefers to emend by deleting I(al after 
EvaYYE.\{ov, so as to give the meaning 'from the Syriac Gospel according to the 
Hebrews he quotes some passages in the Hebrew tongue'. 

3 H. S. Peiser, 'The Origin of the Ancient Syriac New Testament Texts­
A Historical Study', De fructu oris sui: &says in Honour of Adrianus van Selms, ed. 
by I. H. Eybers, et al. (Pretoria Oriental Series, ed. by A. van Selms, ix; Leiden, 
1971), pp. 161-2 . 

.. So, e.g., H.-C. Pueeh, 'Das Thomas-Evangelium', in Hennecke-Sehneemel­
eher, Neuustamentliche Apokryphen, 3te Aufl. i (Tiibingen, 1959), 207, English trans. 
by R. MeL. Wilson, i (Philadelphia, 1963), 287; J. E. Menard, 'Le Milieu 
syriaque de l'~vangile selon Thomas et de l'tvangile selon Philippe, RSR xlii 
(1968), 261-6; L. W. Barnard, 'The Church in Edessa during the First Two 
Centuries A.D.', VC xxii (1g68), 161-75; J. E. Menard, 'Syrische Einfliisse auf 
die Evangelien naeh Thomas und Philippus', ZDMG Suppl. I, 2 (1969), 385-91 ; 
and A. F. J. Klijn, 'Christianity in Edessa and the Gospel of Thomas', NovT xiv 
(1972), 70-7. On the name Judas Thomas, see Klijn, 'John XIV 22 and the 
Name Judas Thomas', Studies in John, Presenud to J. N. Sevenster (Supplements to 
Novum Testamentum, xxiv; Leiden, 1970), pp. 88-g6. 
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words and ideas with passages in Syriac authors; the ascriptions 
of the document to the apostle Judas Thomas, whose double 
name is common in Syriac writings), none of these demands 
a date prior to Tatian. 1 

II. THE DIATEt· ,ARON OF TATIAN 

I. WITNESSES TO TATIAN'S DIATESSARON 

Except for a single fragment of Tatian's Diatessaron (Stet 
'T'€uuapwv, 'through [the] four [Gospels]') preserved in Greek,2 
all other witnesses are of secondary or tertiary character. These 
witnesses, which range widely as to century and geographical 
area, can be conveniently divided into two groups, one Eastern 
and the other Western. The Eastern group (items b to e below) is 
represented by lemmata incorporated in Ephraem's Commentary 
on the Diatessaron, several manuscripts of two forms of an Arabic 
harmony, a Persian harmony translated from a Syriac Vorlage, 
and traces of Tatianic readings preserved in Gospel quotations 
included in the works of various Eastern writers. The Western 
group (items f to k below) comprises the Latin codex Fuldensis, 
several medieval German harmonies, several medieval Dutch 
(Flemish) harmonies, two Old Italian harmonies, a Middle 
English harmony, and the harmonized text presupposed by 
several medieval writers. All these differ from one another, and 
from the presumed Latin original from which they are derived. 

I On the other hand, for what can be said against connecting the Gospel of 
Thomas with Edessa see, e.g., the vigorous objections set forth by Barbara Ehlers, 
'Kann das Thomasevangelium aus Edcssastammcn? Ein Bcitragzur Friihgeschichte 
des Christcntums in Edessa', Nov T xii (1970), 284-317. 

~ The leaf from a papyrus codex containing the Greek text of portions of Matt. 
xviii and xix, which its ed.itor, Otto Stegmuller, believed to be a fragment of the 
Greek Diatessaron (see his article, 'Ein Bruchstiick aus dem griechischen Diates­
saron (P. 16, 388)', ZNW xxxvii (1938), 223-9), is probably nothing more than 
a Greek text which contains several Tatianic readings (so Curt Peters, 'Ein neues 
Fragment des griechischen Diatcssaron?', Bib, xxi (1940), 68-77). The selections 
from Matthew and John in Greek which Agnes Smith Lewis published as 'Frag­
ments of a Greek Harmony of the Gospels' (in Codex Climaci Rescriptus (1909), 
pp. xxvii-xxx) were drawn up in accord with a different plan from that of Tatian's 
Diatcssaron and the two have no connection (so Ian A. Moir, Codex Climaci Re­
Jcriptus Graecus (Texts and Studies, n.s. ii; Camhridge, 1957). A. Salac thought that 
the choice and order of the subjects of certain epigrams in the Palatine Anthology 
wert' influenced hy the Greek Diatessaron (see his article, 'Quelques cpigrammes 
de l'Anthologie palatine et l'iconographie byzantine' Byslav, xii (1951), 1-29-
especially 9-12), but the resemblances are few and inconsequential. 
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Whether any of them are grandsons or merely great-nephews of 
Tatian's work, or whether they bear no discernible relationship 
at all, are questions on which there is no unanimity among 
scholars. 

(a) A parchment fragment of the Diatessaron, measuring 
about four inches square and con· ';J ining on one side the greater 
part of fourteen lines of Greek writing, came to light in 1933 
during excavations on the site of the ancient Roman fortress­
town of Dura-Europos on the lower Euphrates. 1 Inasmuch as 
the town fell to the Persians under King Shapur I in A.D. 256-7, 
the fragment cannot be more than about eighty years removed 
from the autograph. 

The left-hand margin of the parchment has suffered damage, 
and the first half-dozen or so letters at the beginning of each line 
are lacking. Most of them, however, can be restored with almost 
perfect confidence. In the following English translation the 
restorations are enclosed within square brackets and the modern 
Scripture references within parentheses. (For a discussion of the 
debate whether the Greek fragment represents the original text of 
the Diatessaron, or is a translation of an original Syriac or Latin 
original, see pp. 30-2 below.) 

[ ... the mother of the sons ofZebed]ee (Matt. xxvii. 56) and Salome 
(Mark xv. 40) and the wives [of those who] had followed him from 
[Galile]e to see the crucified (Luke xxiii. 49~). And [the daly was 
Preparation; the Sabbath was daw[ning] (Luke xxiii. 54). And when 
it was evening (Matt. xxvii. 57), on the Prep[aration], that is, the day 
before the Sabbath (Mark xv. 42), [there came] up a man (Matt. 
xxvii. 57), bering] a member of the council (Luke xxiii. 50), from 
Arimathea (Matt. xxvii. 57), a c[i]ty of [Jude] a (Luke xxiii. 5Ib), by 
name Jo[seph] (Matt. xxvii. 57), g[o]od and ri[ghteous] (Luke xxiii. 
50), being a disciple of Jesus, but se[cret]ly, for fear of the [Jew]s 
(John xix. 38). And he (Matt. xxvii. 57) was looking for [the] k[ing­
dom] of God (Luke xxiii. 5IC). This man [had] not [con]sented to 
[their] p[urpose] (Luke xxiii. 5Ia) ... 

It is evident that Tatian went about composing his Diatessaron 
with great diligence. Probably he worked from four separate 

I The fragment was edited by Carl H. Kraeling, A Greek Fragment of Tatian's 
Diatessaronfrom Dura (Studies and Documents, iii; London 1935), and re-edited, with 
a few minor corrections, by C. Bradford Welles, et a/., in The Parchments and Papyri 
(The Excavations at Dura-Europos . .. , Final Report, vol. 2, part I (New Haven, 
1959) ), pp. 73-4· 
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manuscripts, one for each of the Gospels, and, as he wove together 
phrases, now from this Gospel and now that, he would no doubt 
cross out those phrases in the manuscripts from which he was 
copying. Otherwise it is difficult to understand how he was able 
to combine so successfully phrases from four documents into a 
remarkable cento which reminds one of delicate filigree work. 

The most noteworthy reading preserved in the fragment is 
near the beginning. Although it rests partly on a restoration, and 
although none of the secondary or tertiary witnesses to Tatian 
exhibits the reading, it is probable that Tatian referred to 'the 
wives of those who had followed' Jesus from Galilee. This phrase, 
which is without parallel in the text of Luke xxiii. 49 in any known 
Greek witness, finds an echo in the Palestinian Syriac Lectionary 
(MSS. A and C) and in the Old Latin MS. c. 1 

Eastern Witnesses 

(h) The commentary on the Diatessaron written by St. 
Ephraem (d. A.D. 373) is of primary importance for the portions 
of the Diatessaron that he quotes, but it obviously was not his 
intention to cite and comment upon every word of the Diates­
saron. The commentary is preserved in its entirety in an Armen­
ian translation, which has been edited from two manuscripts, 
both of which date from A.D. 1195.2 They represent two different 

I In Syriac the difference between 'the wives of those who had followed him' 
and 'the women who had followed him' is the presence or absence of the letter 
datallt. Whether the omission was accidental, thus producing the generally accepted 
reading (so Plooij, ExpT xlvi (1934-5), 471-6, and A. F. J. Klijn, A Survey of lite 
Research into the ~Vestern Text of the Gospels and Acts (Utrecht, 1949), p. 101), or, 
whether Tatian, in order to remove all trace of what could become the basis of 
slanderous attack, introduced the expanded reading (so Lagrange, Critique tex­
tueUe; ii, La Critique rationnelle (Paris, 1935), p. 631, and E. C. Colwell, Studies in 
Methodology in Textual Criticism of the New Testament (Lddcn and Grand Rapids, 
1969), pp. 38-9), is still suhjudice. 

2 The Armenian text of one of the manuscripts was first published in 1836 by the 
Mechitarists of San Lazzaro in Venice (Srboyn Ephraemi nultmagrouthiwlK,', ii). 
Soon afterward a second manuscript was discovered, and a Latin translation, 
making use of both manuscripts, was prepared by the Mechitarist father J.-B. 
Aucher. Although Aucher's work was finished in 1841, it was not until 1876 that 
Prof. G. Moesinger of Salzburg published the work (Evangelii Concordantis Expositio 
facta a Sanclo Ephraemo Doctore Syro (Venice, 1876». 

The Armenian text has been re-edited by Dom Louis Leloir, Saint Ephrem, 
Commcllaire de I' Evangile concordant, vel's ion armlnienne (CSCO cxxxvii, Scriptores 
Armeniaci, I; Louvain, 1953); Leloir provides a Latin translation, Ope cit., vol. cxlv, 
Scriplores anneniaci, 2 (1954). 
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recensions, one (MS. A) of the Old Armenian type, particularly 
as regards the scriptural citations, and the other (MS. B) 
of the newer Armenian type, with the scriptural citations con­
formed to the Armenian vulgate (or, as Harris has put it, 
'de-Ephraemized') . 

Since 1963 about three-fifths of Ephraem's commentary has 
been available in the original Syriac, preserved on sixty-five 
folios of a manuscript acquired by Sir Chester Beatty and dated 
by its editor to the late fifth or early sixth century. 1 A com­
parison of the Syriac and Armenian texts discloses that the latter 
represents, on the whole, a reliable rendering of the original. It 
apparently was not made from a form of text identical with that 
preserved in the Beatty manuscript, for occasionally the latter 
presents supplementary paragraphs involving both lemmata and 
commentary, and occasionally it lacks material present in the 
Armenian translation. In view of the considerable lacunae in the 
Beatty manuscript, the Armenian version as well as patristic 
quotations are still indispensable for gaining more complete 
knowledge of the contents of Tatian's Diatessaron. 

One folio of Syriac text of Ephraem's commentary has turned 
up in the collection of the Seminario de Papirologia at San Cugat 
del Valles (Barcelona).2 Although the dimensions of the leaf 
(P. Palau Rib 2) do not coincide with those of the Beatty codex, 
the editor of the former believes, on the basis of a comparison of 
the style of the script in the two, that the stray folio was once part 
of the codex. By comparing the Syriac text with the Armenian 
version it can be deduced that the folio originally stood as no. 10 

in the complete codex. 

1 Saint f;Ph rem , Commentaire de rEvangile concordant, texle syriaque (Manuscrit 
Chester Beatty 709), ed. and trans. [into Latin] by Dom Louis Lcloir (Chester Beatty 
Monographs, no. 8; Dublin, 1963). Leloir also provides a French translation of the 
Syriac and Armenian texts in Sources chretiennes, no. 121: Eplmm de Nisibe: Com­
mentaire de l'Iuangile concordant ou Dialessaron ... (Paris, 1966). For an examination 
of differences between the Syriac and Armenian witnesses, see Leloir, 'Divergences 
entre I'original syriaque et la version armenienne du Commentaire d'Ephrem sur 
Ie Diatessaron', Melanges EU.lJene Tisserant (Studi e testi, ccxxxii; Vatican City, 
1964), pp. 30 3-31. For an examination of the textual affinities of Ephraem's text 
as revealed in the Beatty manuscript, see G. A. Weir, 'Tatian's Diatessaron and 
the Old Syriac Gospel; the Evidence of MS. Chester Beatty 709' (Diss., University 
of Edinburgh, 1 g69~70) . 

2 Pedro Ortiz Valdivieso, 'Un nuevo fragmcnto sirfaco del Comentario de san 
Efren al Diatesaron', Studia papyrologica, v (1966), 7-17, with two plates and 
a Spanish translation. 
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Another small fragment of Ephraem's Commentary (MS. 
Borgia syriaca 82, now in the Vatican Library) was identified 
and transcribed by Baarda, who also added an instructive 
discussion of its significance. 1 

(c) The Arabic translation ofTatian's Diatessaron is preserved 
in five more or less complete manuscripts and in three stray folios. 
These, with the siglum commonly used to designate each, are as 
follows. 

(1) MS. A (Vatican arab. 14), brought from the East to the 
Vatican Library by Joseph S. Assemani about 1719, is usually 
dated to the twelfth or beginning of the thirteenth century, 
though Kahle assigned it to the thirteenth or fourteenth century. 
I t originally contained 125 folios, but fols. 17 and 1 18 arc missing 
and fols. 1-7 are not well preserved. 

(2) MS. B (Vatican Borg. arab. 250) was given in 1896 by its 
owner, I:Ialim Dos Ghali, a prominent Catholic Copt in Cairo, to 
the Museum Borgianum de Propaganda Fide in Rome. After an 
Introduction to the Gospels (fo1s. 1-85), the Arabic Diatessaron 
follows on fols. 96-353. The manuscript is usually dated to the 
fourteenth century, but Kahle,2 on the basis of the style of 
decoration, thought that it could certainly not be older than the 
sixteenth century. 

(3) MS. E (no. 202 of the Library of the Coptic Patriarchate in 
Cairo), consisting of 114 folios, is dated A.D. 1795. The scribe was 
rather careless, and dozens of instances of sub-standard vocaliza­
tion occur on almost every page. 

(4) MS. 0 (Oxford, Bodl. arab. e. 163) contains three 
Christian texts: an Introduction to the Gospels (fols. 5-3 I ), a 
compendium of Christian truth (fols. 41-139), and the Arabic 
Diatessaron (fols. 140-288). The manuscript is dated A.D. 1806, 
and its text agrees more often with E than with A or B. 

(5) MS. 1020 of the Library of Paul Sbath (Cairo), written 
A.D. 1797-8, has not received as much attention as the others. 

I Tj. Baarda, 'A Syriac Fragment of Mar Ephracm's Commentary on the Dia­
tessaron', NTS viii (1961-2), 287-300. 

2 Paul E. Kahle, 77,e Cairo Geniza (London, 1947), p. 213; 2nd edn. (Oxford, 
1959), p. 300• 
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(6) What are commonly called the Beirut Fragments of the 
Arabic Diatessaron are three folios from a manuscript that was 
finished in July A.D. 1332. They present a form of text which 
agrees generally with that of codex A.I 

The editio princeps of the Arabic Diatessaron was published 
toward the close of the nineteenth century by Agostino Ciasca2 

(later Cardinal Ciasca), on the basis of manuscripts A and B. 
Ciasca's Latin translation of the Arabic text is not altogether 
satisfactory, for he frequently adopts the familiar Vulgate word­
ing instead of making a literalistic rendering of the original. 
Translations into English, accompanied by critical introductions 
and notes, were published by Hi1l3 and Hogg;~ and into German, 
by Preuschen.s 

A more recent edition of the Arabic text, prepared by A.-S. 
Marmardji,6 is based on MS. E, along with variant readings 
from manuscript~ A and B. Unfortunately the edition leaves 
something to be desired,7 for Marmardji frequently corrects the 
sub-standard vocalization of MS. E, but it is often impossible to 
determine from his apparatus whether the printed text is that of 
the manuscript or is his idea of what the manuscript ought to 
read. It must also be added that Marmardji's French translation 
of the Arabic cannot always be relied upon for strict accuracy.s 

The manuscripts of the Arabic Diatessaron present two forms 
of the text. One form has the genealogies of Jesus near the 
beginning of the harmony: the genealogy of Matt. i stands in 
chap. 2 of the Diatcssaron, and that of Luke iii in chap. 4 of the 
Diatessaron. The other form has them at the end, as a kind of 
appendix. In one form the Evangelists are quoted by the first two 

I Edited by Georg Graf in Sebastian Euringer, Die Uberliejerung der arabischen 
Ohersel.<:.rmg des Diatessaron (Biblische Studien, xvii, 2 ; Freiburg i. B., 1912), pp. 61 -7 I. 

:a Tatiani Ellangelwrum harmoniae arabice (Rome, 1888; repr. 1930). 
3 J. Hamlin Hill, The Earliest Lift o/Christ ever Compiled/rom the Gospels, Being the 

Diatessaron of Tatian (Edinburgh, 1894) . 
.. Hope W. Hogg, 'The Diatessaron of Tatian', The Ante-Nicene Fathers, ix (New 

York, 1896), 33-138. 
oS Erwin Preuschcn, Tatians Diatessaron aus den Arabischen ubersekt. Mit einer 

einleitenden Abhandlung und textkritischen Anmerkungen herausg. von A. Pott 
(Heidelberg, 19'26). 

6 Diatessaron de Tatien. Texte arabe 'tabti, traduit en /ra1lfais, collationn' avec us 
anciennes versions syriaques, suivi d'un 'vangeliaire diatessarique syriaque •.• (Beirut, 
1935)· 

7 For a sharp criticism, see Baumstark in DC xxxiii (1936), 235-48. 
8 See D. S. Margoliouth, ]TS xxxviii (1937), 76-9-
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letters of their names; in the other, by single letters. On the basis 
of these criteria, MS. A and the Beirut Fragments belong to the 
first form, while B E 0, and apparently Sbath's 1020, belong to 
the second form. 

Many are the problems connected with the origin and relation 
of the two forms of Arabic Diatessaron. 1 After discussing pre­
vious research on the subject, Kahle concluded: 

We cannot derive one of these forms ii-onl the other and cannot 
reconstruct an 'Urtext' of the Arabic Diatessaron from them. They 
must be dealt with separately. Ciasca's attempt to publish a mixed 
text from both these forms was a Inistake. Marmardji's attempt to 
create a 'new' text on the basis of these two forms by improving the 
Arabic and adapting it to the text of the Peshitta, which he supposed 
to be the Syriac original, shows that he had not any real understand­
ing of the actual problems. 2 

From the point of view of the textual critic who wishes to 
ascertain whether a given reading stood originally in Tatian's 
Diatessaron, most scholars have considered the Arabic Diates­
saron to be worthless, either because it had been translated from 
a Syriac Diatessaron which was almost completely assimilated to 
the Peshitta text, or because the Arabic translation itselfhad been 
accommodated to the Peshitta. On the other hand, Baumstark3 

in his review of Marmardji's edition dissented fi'om this com­
monly held opinion, finding it contradicted by the presence of 
not a few disagreements bctwecn the Arabic Diatessaron and the 
Peshitta as well as agreements of the Arabic and syrS,C against 
the Peshitta.4 According to Higgins, the main reason that the 
Arabic Diatessaron has been thought to be so closely in con­
formity with the Peshitta as to be of little or no value in ascer­
taining Tatian's text is that reliance has usually been placed on 
Ciasca's printed text as representing the text of the Arabic 
Diatessaron. But since MS. A (on which Ciasca relied) in 

I See, c.g., A. J. B. Higgins, 'The Arabic Version of Tatian's Diatessaron', 
JTS xlv (1944), 187-99; id., 'Tatian's Diatessaron' [a summary of his doctoral 
dissertation at the University of Manchester], Journal of tht Manchester University 
E:gyptian and Oriental Society. xxiv (1942-5, published 1947), 28-32; and Paul E. 
Kahle, The Cairo Geniza (London, 1947), pp. 211-28; 2nd edn. (Oxford, 1959), 
PP.297-313. 2 Ibid., p. 227; 2nd edn., p. 313. 

3 OC, 3rd Ser., xi (1936), 241 f. 
of An opinion shared also by Marrnardji, who regarded the text of the Arabic 

Diatessaron as 'purement et simplement cdui de la Psi nfl' (op. cit., p. xxxix). 
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several respects shows itself to be farther removed from Tatian 
and more closely assimilated to the Peshitta than the other 
witnesses, the correct methodology is to seek Tatian's text in 
B E 0. 1 When one or more of these witnesses implies a Syriac 
text different from the Peshitta, particularly when such readings 
agree with the Old Syriac and/or with other Diatessaric witnesses, 
we may with some measure of confidence regard such readings as 
genuine Tatianic remnants. 

(d) A Persian Harmony of the Gospels,2. made from a Syriac 
original, is the latest extensive Tatianic text to be given attention 
by New Testament scholars. Although the manuscript (Florence, 
Laurentian Lib. XVII (81)) was described by Assemani3 as long 
ago as 1742, and again by Italo Pizzi4 in 1886, it was not until 
the middle of the twentieth century that Giuseppe Messina made 
the text available, with an Italian translation and an extensive 
introduction.s A colophon gives the information that the manu­
script, which contains 128 numbered folios (the first folio is 
lacking) was copied in the year 1547 by a Jacobite priest, 
Ibrahim ben Shammas f Abdullah, in the city of l:Ii~n Kaif on the 
Tigris River, from a parent manuscript dating probably from the 
thirteenth century. This earlier Persian Diatessaron appears to 
have been tranlilated (not always quite accurately) from a Syriac 

I Higgins, ]TS xlv (1944), 195 f. For further investigations of the Arabic and 
the Persian Harmonies, see Higgins in Studia Evangelica, ed. by K. Aland et al. (TU 
lxxiii; Berlin, 1959), pp. 793-810, and in Studies in New Testament Language and 
Text, ed. by J. K. Elliott (Leiden, 1976), pp. 246-61. 

Z For a fuller discussion of the Persian Harmony, reference may be made to the 
present writer's volume, Chapters in Ihe History of New Testament Textual Criticism 
(Leiden and Grand Rapids, 1963), pp. 103-20, parts of which have been used here. 

3 Bibliothua Mediuae Lmtrentianae et Palatillae codicum MSS. orientalium catalogus 
(Florence, 1742 ), p. 59. 

4 Cataloghi dei codici orientali di alcune hiblioteche d'Italia, iii (Florence, 1886), p. 30 l. 
5 Dialessaron Persiano, i. Introduzione; ii, Testo e tradu:;ione (Bihlica et orientalia, 

N. 14; Rome, 1951). This edition, excellent though it is, does not render obsolete 
Messina's earlier volume, Notizia su un Dialessar071 Persiano tradotto dal siriaco (Rome, 
1943). For a fuller discussion of certain stylistic features (e.g. conflate readings) and 
evidence bearing on the history of the Persian manuscript and its translator, in­
cluding the complete text and translation of one of the chief colophons, one must 
refer to the earlier volume. It is a cause for regret also that, although Messina in­
dicates the location and length of sporadic comments interspersed in the Harmony 
(some of which extend to a column or more in length), yet in the interests of saving 
space he neither transcribes nor translates any of them. One cannot but wonder 
whether these comments might reveal or corroborate some characteristic of the 
Harmonist. To learn even a modicum as to his methods of exegesis would con­
tribute to a fuller understanding of his background and mental processes. 
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base by a Jacobite layman of Tabriz who calls himself Iwannis 
fIzz aI-Din, that is, 'John, Glory of the Religion'. Although 
Iwannis undoubtedly wished the reader to believe that he had 
himself composed the Harmony de novo, Messina found reasons to 
believe that in preparing the Persian work he utilized two 
slightly divergent Harmonies already existing in Syriac. I 

'The Persian Harmony is divided into four main divisions, con­
taining respectively 7 I, 6 I, 60, and 58 paragraphs. When the 
sequence of the sections is compared with Tatian's work, repre­
sented in codex Fuldensis (see below, pp. 20-I) and the Arabic 
Diatessaron, only relatively few sections are found to be in the 
same order, and these can be explained on the basis of inde­
pendent coincidence. 

An early date for the composition of the underlying Syriac 
Vorlage was argued by Messina on the grounds of (a) the presence 
of numerous agreements with the Old Syriac and divergences 
from the Peshitta; and (b) the inclusion of a certain amount of 
non-canonical matter proving that the Harmony was composed 
when the New Testament canon was still fluid. But such reasons 
are quite inconclusive, for there is growing evidence that the 
Peshitta version did not immediately supplant all Old Syriac 
readings, and there is ample evidence that even in the Middle 
Ages authors of a somewhat similar type of literature, namely 
devotional lives of Christ, did not feel themselves at all inhibited 
by a universally recognized canon of the New Testament from 
introducing into their works more than one incident not reported 
in the New Testament. 2 

Another type of argument supporting ~ very early date for the 
Vorlage of the Persian Diatessaron has been advanced on the 
basis of iconography. According to a preliminary study by 
Nordenfalk, the miniatures contained at the end of the Persian 
codex suggest a second-century archetype. 3 The supporting 
evidence, however, was subjected to detailed scrutiny -by other 
art historians,4 and subsequently Nordenfalk modified his views 

J Diatessaron Persiano, pp. xxi f. 
~ For further discussion of the points made in the text, see Metzger, Chapters in 

the Histo,(v of New Testament Textual Criticism, pp. 107 ff. 
3 Carl Nordenfalk, 'An Illustrated Diatessaron', Art Bulletin, I (1g68), 119-40. 
oJ Meyer Schapiro and Seminar, 'The Miniature of the Florence Diatessaron 

(Laurentian MS Or. 81) : Their Place in Late Medieval Art and Supposed Con­
nection with Early Christian and Insular Art', Art Bulktin, Iv (1973),494-531. 
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concerning the high antiquity of the original of the Persian 
Diatessaron. 1 

By way of conclusion one can say that the Persian Harmony, 
though its structure and several other features bear no discernible 
connection with Tatian's Diatessaron, is still of great interest to 
the textual critic of the New Testament in view of the presence 
of many readings that are of undoubted Tatianic ancestry.2 It 
deserves further investigation, particularly in relation to the 
Oxford manuscript (Bodl. Poco 24 I) which provided the text for 
the Persian version in Walton's Polyglot Bible, and which 
presents a good number of affinities with the text of the Persian 
Diatessaron. 3 

(e) Other witnesses to the Eastern tradition of Tatian have 
been found in a wide variety of sources, among which are the 
following: 

( I) Quotations from the Gospels found in the writings of such 
Syriac and Armenian writers as Aphraates, the Liher Graduum, 
Ephraem (in writings other than his commentary on the Dia­
tessaron), Rabbula, Agathangelos, Eznik, Marutha Maipher­
katensis, as well as in the Armenian Breviary and Ritual, and the 
Acts of the Persian Martyrs;4 

I Nordenfalk has acknowledged the force of some of Schapiro's arguments, but 
still thinks it probable that 'in one way or another a copy of an illustrated Diates­
saron reached Iona about the time the Book of Durrow was made [i.c. about 
A.D. 675]'. ('The Diatessaron Miniatures Once More', ibid., pp. 532-46, esp. 
P·544·) 

For the theory that the mural decorations in the Christian chapel at Dura-
Europos were taken from an illustrated copy of Tatian's Diatessaron, see Clark 
Hopkins, JNES vii (1948),97. 

2 For a list of about 100 such readings, found in the first of the four sections of 
the Persian Harmony, see Metzger, Chapters in the History of New Testament Textua 
Criticism, pp. 109-17. 3 See Messina, op. cit., pp. lxxxv-xcii • 

.. For indexes to such quotations, see Louis Leloir, L'Evangile d'Ephrem d'apres 
les fluvres Milles (CSCO cixxx, Suhsidia, xviii; Louvain, 1958); idem, Le Tlmoignage 
d'Ephrem sur le Diatessaron (op. cit., vol. ccxxvii, Suhsidia, xix; Louvain, 1962); and 
Ignatius Ortiz de Urbina, Vetus Evangelium Syrorum, et exinde excerptum Diatessaron 
Tatiani (Biblin Polyglotta Matritensia, ser. vi; Madrid, 1967). On the rather serious 
limitations of the last-mentioned work, see Robert Murray, 'Reconstructing the 
Diatessaron', Heythrop Journal, x (1969),43-9. 

For analyses of the nature and extent of Tatianic influence in Aphraates and in 
the Liber Graduum, see two unpublished theses: Owen Ellis Evans, 'Syriac New 
Testament Quotations in the Works of Aphraates and Contemporary Sources', 
M.A. thesis, University of Leeds (1951), esp. pp. 70 fT., and Fiona Joy Parsons, 
'The Nature of the Gospel QlOtations in the Syriac Liber Graduum', Ph.D. thesis, 
University of Birmingham (1969), esp. pp. 188 f. 
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(2) The Old Armenian and the Old Georgian versions of the 
Gospels (see pp. 166-7 and 19 1 -3 below) ; 

(3) A number of Arabic manuscripts of the Gospels and of 
liturgical texts in karshunic; 1 

(4) Citations in Manichaean texts;Z 

(5) The text of Matt. xix in the Jacobite marriage ritual, 
preserved in the Old Osmanic language;3 

(6) Fragments of a lectionary in Sogdian (see pp. 280-1 

below). 

It has sometimes been thought that the Harclean Passion­
tide Harmony,4 extant in more than two dozen manuscripts, 
preserves traces of Tatian's Diatessaron, but the most recent 
research on the subject suggests that the two are entirely inde­
pendent (see pp. 74-5 below). 

Western Witnesses 

(1) The principal Latin evidence for the sequence of Tatian's 
Diatessaron is codex Fuldensis,s now in the Landesbibliothek at 
Fulda. This manuscript, a leading witness to the Vulgate (see 
p. 335 below), was written between 541 and 546 at Capua by 
the order of Victor, the bishop of that see. Later the manuscript 
was acquired by St. Boniface, who presented it in 745 to the 

I For a list, see Curt Peters, Das Diatessaron Tatians (Rome, 1939), pp. 48-62. 
2 Anton Baumstark, 'Ein "Evangelium"-Zitat der manichaischen Kephalaia', 

DC, 3rd ser., xii (1937), 169~91; Peters, Das Diatessaron Tatians, pp. 125-32; and 
G. Quispd, 'Marti et la tradition evangelique des Judeo-Chretiens', RSR Ix 
(1972 ), 143-50 . 

3 W. Heffening and C. Peters, 'Spurcn des Diatcssarons in liturgischer Ober­
lieferung. Ein Tiirkischer und ein kaduni-Tcxt', DC, 3rd ser., x (193S), 22S-38 . 

.. See J. P. P. Martin, Introduction a la critique textueile du Nouveau Testament, Partie 
pratique, iii (Paris, 188S), pp. 121-44, and 'Le Aut 'TEUUapWv de Tatien', RQH 
xxxiii (1883), 374-78; H. H. Spoer, 'Spuren eines syrischen Diatessaron', ZDMG 
lxi (1907), 850-S9; G. A. Barton and H. H. Spoer, 'Traces of the Diatessaron of 
Tatian in Harclean Syriac Lectionarics', JBL xxiv (190S), 179-9S; and the 
appendix in Marmardji, Ope cit., 'Evangelaire diatcssariquc syriaque', pp. 1 *-75 *. 
According to a note in a Syriac manuscript discovered by A. Mingana, this 
Passion tide Lectionary was drawn up by Rabban Daniel, of the village of Beth 
Batin near 1;Iarran, and his disciple, Isaac (BJRL xv (1931), 178). 

5 The standard edition is still that of Ernst Ranke, Codex Fuldensis. Novum Testa­
mentum Laline inlerprete Hieronymo ex manuscripto Victoris Capuani (Mar burg and 
Leipzig, 1868). Cf. also Carl Scherer, Du Codices Bonifatiani in der Landesbibliotllek 
zu Fulda (FuldMr Gescllichte-Verein, Vereinsgabe fiir das Jahr 1905, ii j Fulda, 1905), 
pp.6-12. 
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recently founded Benedictine Abbey of Fulda in Germany. The 
manuscript contains the entire New Testament, but in place of 
the separate Gospels it has a continuous narrative, arranged 
according to the plan ofTatian's Diatessaron, a copy of which, in 
Old Latin translation, had fallen into the bishop's hands. About 
600 Old Latin readings remain in the text, which is predomin­
antly that of Jerome's Latin Vulgate. 

Two other Latin harmonies, which like Fuldensis contain prc­
Vulgate readings, are the Munich MSS. 23,977 and 10,025 (34-
123). According to Vogels,I who called attention to the two 
manuscripts, the Latin Diatessaron was the earliest form in which 
the Gospel narrative circulated in the West. Apart from such a 
supposition, however, the validity of which has been contested by 
others, it remains true that a Latin harmony lies behind a wide 
variety of medieval harmonies in western-European vernaculars, 
including harmonies in Old High German, Middle Dutch 
(Flemish), Old Italian, Old French, and Middle English. Like­
wise a few Tatianic readings have been detected in the Arabic 
translation made by Isaac Velasquez of Cordova (see p. 260 
below), and in the Anglo-Saxon version (see p. 454 below). 

(g) A large number of medieval German harmonies in various 
dialects have come to light, the oldest of which is an Old High 
German (East Frankish) bilingual manuscript dating from the 
second half of the ninth century,2 the Latin text of which depends 
upon Bishop Victor's work in codex Fuldensis. The principal 
witnesses to the diatessaric tradition in German fall into three 
groups. One group, to which belong the Munich MS. Mon Cg 
532 (A.D. 1367)3 and the Zurich MS. C. 170 App. 56 (end of the 
thirteenth or beginning of the fourteenth century),4 is closely 

I H. J. Vogels, Beitrage zur Geschicltte des DiatessaroTl im Abertdland (Neuteslamenl­
liche Abhandlungen, viii, I; Miinster i. \V., 1919). 

1. Edited by Eduard Sievers, Tatian. Lateinisclt u1ld altdeutsch, mit ausjUhrlichm 
Glossar, 2te Aufl. (Bibliothek der altesten deutschen Literatur-Denkmaler, v; Paderborn, 
1874; 2nd edn., 1892). 

3 The manuscript was studied by Erich Ronneburger, Untersuchungen uber die 
deutsche Euangelienharmonie der Munchener Handschrift Cg 532 aus d. J. Ij67 (Diss., 
Greifswald, 19°3) . 

.. Edited, with a collation of five other fourteenth- or fifteenth-century copies, 
as well as several fragments, by Christoph Gerhardt, Diatessaron Theodiscum 
(Corpus sacrae scripturae neerlandicae medii aevi, Series Minor, tom. I : Harmoniae Evan­
,geliorum, vol. iv (Leiden, 1970); see also Gerhardt's dissertation, Das Leben Jhesu. 
Eine mittelhochdeutsche Evangelienharmonie. Untersuchung (Munich, 1969). 
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related to the Old Dutch tradition. Another group is made up of 
the so-called Sch6nbacher fragments from a fourteenth-century 
manuscript at Graz l derived from a Latin model more strongly 
influenced by the Vulgate than the harmonies in the first group, 
and which alone have preserved a textual tradition older than all 
other German and Dutch witnesses. 2 Finally, certain fragments 
from the bindings of books in the library of the Himmelgarten 
Monastery near Nordhausen represent, according to Baumstark,3 
a tradition independent of the two preceding groups. 

Besides varying degrees of influence from Tatian's Diatessaron 
on medieval German harmonies, Tatianic readings have turned 
up also in individual Gospel manuscripts and in a variety of 
medieval accounts of the Life and Passion of Christ. 4 Connec­
tions have also been found between Tatian's Diatessaron and the 
Heliand (see pp. 459-60 below). 

(h) Middle Dutch (Flemish) harmonies are among the more 
important VVestern witnesses to Tatian's Diatessaron.5 Among 
nine such manuscripts,6 dating from the thirteenth to the fif­
teenth centuries, the following are available in printed form. 

I Edited by Anton E. Schon bach, Miscellen aus Grazer I1andschriften. 10. Bruch­
stucke einer altdeutschen Evangelienharmonie (Mittheilungen des historischen Vereins fur 
Stein-mark, I; Graz, 19°3), pp. 7-1°3. 

Z So A. Baumstark, 'Die Schonbach'schen Bruchstiicke einer Evangelicn­
harmonie in bayerisch-osterreichischer Mundart des 14. Jahrhunderts', DC, 3rd 
ser., xii (1937), 103-18. 

3 'Die Himmelgartner Bruchstuckc eines niederdeutschen 'Diatessaron' -Textes 
des 13. Jahrhundcrts', OC, 3rd ser., xi (1936),80-96. 

4 For a list of such witnesses, see C. Peters, Das Dialess{Won Talians, pp. 187-8, to 
which may be added Der Sadden Jlort. Alemannisches Gedichl vom Lthen Jesu, Johannes 
des Tiiufers und der Magdalena . .. , ed. by Heinrich Adrian (Deutsche Texte des Mil­
lelalters, xxvi; Berlin, 1927); W. Henss, 'Tatians Diatessaron im Sadden Hort. 
mit Bcitdigen zur abendHindischen Diatessaron-Tradition iibcrhaupe (Diss. 
Marburg, 1953); and R. van den Broek, 'A Latin Diatessaron in the "Vita Beate 
Virginis Marie et Salvatoris Rhythmica", NTS xxi (1974-5), 109-32. 

S On medieval Dutch harmonies, see C. C. de Bruin, Middelnederlandse Ver­
talingen van het Nieuwe Testament (Groningen, 1935); F. C. Burkitt, 'Tatian's 
Diatessaron and the Dutch Harmonies', JTS xxv (1923-24), II3-30; W. B. 
Lockwood in the Cambridge History of the Bible, ii, The West from the Fathers to the 
Reformation, ed. by G. W. H. Lampe (Cambridge, 1969), pp. 415-36, especially 
428-31 ; and Robert Murray, 'The Gospel in the Medieval Netherlands', Heythrop 
Journal, xiv (1973), 30 7- 13. 

(, For a list of the nine manuscripts, see Peters, ibid., pp. 140-2, and for a stemma 
showing the relationship of several Dutch Harmonies, see Th. Frings in Litera­
turblatt for germanische und romanische Philologie, xlvii (1926), cols. 150-5. (The 
Utrecht Harmony is lost, but, according to Baarda, 'elements of its text are found 
in the files of Baumstark present in Beurou' (letter dated 6 Jan. 1976).) 
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( I) The oldest and most markedly Tatianic of the Dutch 
harmonies is the Liege Diatessaron,1 written about 1280 in the 
West Limburg dialect and close to, if not the same as, the version 
made by Will em van Affiighem, who from 1277 was prior of the 
Benedictine Abbey of St. Truiden (or Tryen) on the border 
between Belgian Brabant and Limburg.z Now in the Liege 
University Library (no. 437), it is a transcript of a copy that 
shared the same scribal error of porter for potter that occurs in van 
Maerlant's Rijmbijbel of 1271. 'Accordingly,' as Plooij remarks, 
'it belongs to the great revival of Harmony-transcription and 
Harmony-comment of the Xph and XlIph centuries.'3 

(2) The Stuttgart Diatessaron is a Flemish Gospel harmony 
written in A.D. 1332 by Franse Scavijn, and based on a vulgatized 
version of the first Dutch Bible translation.4 The latter was made 
probably in the abbey of Affiighem. 

(3) The Haaren Diatessaron,s a small parchment codex pre­
served in the Library of the Great Seminary at Haaren in the 

I Edited first by G. J. Meijer, Het Leven van Jez-us, een Nederlandsch ha'ldschrift uit 
de dertiende eeuw (Groningen, 1835); re-edited, with evidence from other Middle 
Dutch Harmonics, by J. Bergsma, De Levens van Je;:.us in het Middelnederlandsch 
(Bibliotheek van middelnederla"dsche Letterkundt, liv, lv, lxi; Groningen, 1895-8). The 
lack of an index in Bergsma's volume was supplied by C. A. Phillips, Index to the 
Liege Diatessaron (Edition of Dr. J. Bergsma), privately printed for the members of the 
Bezan Club. A magnificent (-dition was begun in 1929 under the auspices of the 
Royal Netherlands Academy of Sciences, namely, The Liege Diaussaron, edited 
with a textual apparatus by Daniel Plooij, C. A. Phillips, and A. H. A. Bakker, 
Parts i-viii (Verhandelingen der koninklijke nederlandsclze Akademie van Wetenschappen, 
afd. Lettcrkundc, Nieuwe Reeks, Ded xxix and xxxi; Amsterdam, 1929-70). An 
English translation of the Dutch text is provided by A. J. Barnouw. An index of 
Gospel passages in Plooij's edition of the Liege Diatessaron was compiled in J 973 
by E. Kollmann under the supervision of Heinrich Greeven for the Evangelisch­
theologisches Seminar at the University of Bochum. The most recent edition is by 
C. C. de Bruin, Diatessaron Leodiense (OJrpus sacrae scripturae neerlandicae medii aevi, 
Series Minor, I: Harmoniae Evangeliorum, vol. i (Lcidcn, 1970). Barnouw's Eng­
lish translation is printed on facing pages with the Dutch text. Unfortunately de 
Bruin provides no index of Scripture passages. 

2 For an analysis of the linguistic affinities of the dialect in which the Liege 
Harmony is written, with a translation into modern Dutch, see Gecrtruida 
Catharina van Kersbergen, Het Luiksche Diaussaron in het Nieuw-Nederlandsch 
vertaald, met een inleiding over de herkomst van den Middelnederlandsclzen ubt (Diss., 
Nijmegen, 1936). 3 Plooij, The Liege Diatessaron, p. vii. 

4 Edited by Bergsma (op. cit.) on facing pages with the Liege text. 
S Edited by C. C. de Bruin, Diatessaron Haarense (Corpus sacrae scripturae neer­

landicae medii aevi, Series Minor, I: Harmoniae Evangeliorum, vol. ii (Leidcn, 1970); 
cf. also G. Quispel, 'Some Remarks on the Diatessaron Haarense', VC xxv (1971), 
I3 I -g. 
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province of North Brabant, was written about A.D. 1400 some­
where in Dutch Limburg in the local dialect. Its text, according 
to its editor, is almost identical with that of the Stuttgart Diates­
saron. 

(4) The Cambridge Diatessaron l is contained in a manuscript 
in the Library of Cambridge University (MS. Dd. 12.25), 
written by two scribes who lived in the first part of the fourteenth 
century. The dialect of one of the copyist Ii was a mixture of 
Middle Dutch and the Lower Rhinish dialect; that of the other, 
Middle Dutch. Written, as it appears, at a monastery between 
Brabant and the Rhineland, the text is of interest as a specimen 
of the transition between the original text-type and a subsequent 
German redaction. Z 

(5) The Gravenhage Harmony (MS. Maastricht 421 in the 
Royal Library at The Hague) was written in the year 1473. Its 
readings are cited by Bergsma. 3 

(i) Two Old Italian harmonies of the Gospels survive from the 
thirteenth and fourteenth centuries, one in the Tuscan dialect 
preserved in twenty-four manuscripts, the other in the Vene­
tian dialect preserved in one manuscript. 4 Although Vaccaris 
thought that the Tuscan text goes back to codex Fuldensis, 
Peters6 argued that the most that can be said is that the Tuscan 
Harmony belongs to the orbit of that branch of the \IV estern 
transmission of the Diatessaron to which Fuldensis also be­
longs. The Venetian Harmony, according to both Vaccari7 and 

1 Edited by C. C. de Bruin, Diatessaron Cantabrigiense (Corpus sacrae scripturae 
rzterlandicae medii aevi, Series Minor, I: Harmoniae Evangeliorum, iii (Lciden, 1970)). 

:: For a discussion of selected readings from this manuscript, see J. A. Robinson, 
The Academy, xlv (14 Mar. 1894),24.9 [., and Anton Baumstark, 'Der Cambridger 
Text d«.,'S mittclniederHindischen Leven van Jezus', ~C, 3rd ser., xiii (1938), 
108-22. (Robinson was the first to draw attention to Diatessaric readings in Dutch 
harmonies. ) 

3 Bergsma, op. cit. (see p. 23 n. I above). 
'I The two harmonies have been edited by Vcnanzio Todcsco, Alberto Vaccari, 

and Marco Vattasso, It Diatessaron in volgare italiano, testi irltditi dei secol; X/ll-XIV 
(Studi e testi, lxxxi; Vatican City, 1938). The editors provide indexes to passages 
from the Gospels included in the two harmonies. 

5 Ibid., p. iii; cf. also Vaccari, 'Propaganda del Diatessaron in Occidente', 
Bib, xxi (1931),336-54. 

6 Curt Peters, 'Die Bedeutung der altitalicnischen Evangelienharmonien im 
vcnezianischen und toskanischell Dialekt', Romanische ForJchullgm, lxi (1942) ,181-
92, esp. 182. 

7 Vaccari in the Preface to Il Diatessaron in volgare italiano, p. iii. 
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Peters, I contains more remnants of an older form of text than 
does the Tuscan Harmony, and Peters found that it occasionally 
agrees even with Aphraates in singular readings.2 

(j) A Middle English Harmony3 is preserved in a manu­
script (which once belonged to Samuel Pepys) in the Library of 
Magdalene College, Cambridge (MS. Pepys 2498, dating from 
about A.D. 1400). As is shown by the presence of French words 
and phraseology,4 the text was translated from a French har­
mony, which in turn rested upon a Latin model.s 

(k) The harmonized Gospel text on which Zacharias Chryso­
politanus (Zachary of Besanc;on, a Premonstratensian) wrote 
a commentary6 during the first half of the twelfth century is 
the earliest Gospel harmony of the Middle Ages that has come 
down to us. 

2. DIATESSARIC PROBLEMS AND RESEARCH 

The investigation of Tatian's Diatessaron has led scholars into 
many byways of research. Although the Mechitarists' edition of 
the Armenian text of Ephraem's commentary on the Diatessaron 

1 Ibid., p. 187. 
2 For other studies ofthe text of the Italian harmonies, see A. Merk, 'Tatian im 

italienischen Gewande', Bib, xx (1939), 294-305, and A. Baumstark, 'Zwei 
italienische Diatessaron-Texte', ~C, 3rd ser., xiv (1939-40), 225-42. 

3 Edited by Margery Goates, The Pepysian Gospel Hannony (Early English Text 
Society, Original Series, clvii; London, 1922; repro New York, 1971) . 

.. Examples are cited by Miss Goates, ibid., pp. xv if. 
5 Other traces of the Diatessaron in Old French have emerged in the translation 

made by Guyart des Moulins at the close of the thirteenth century, known as 
the Bible histbriale ('Story Bible'); so Arthur V oobus, Early Versions of the New 
Testament: Manuscript Studies (Papers of the Estonian Theological Society in Exile, vi; 
Stockholm, 1954), p. 13; cf. also J. N. Birdsall, 'The Sources of the Pepysian 
Harmony', NTS xxii (1975-6), 215-23. 

6 The text of Zachary's In unum ex quatuor, sive de concordia evangelistarum libri 
quatuor is published in Migne, PL clxxvi, cols. 11--620. On the nature 6fthe Gospel 
text, see J. P. P. Martin, 'Le ~Ul. TEuuapwv de Tatien', RQH xliv (1888), 36-40; 
Otto Schmid, 'Zacharias Chrysopolitanus und sein Kommcntar zur Evangelien­
harmonie', TQ lxviii (1886), 531-47; lxix (1887), 231-75; J. Rendel Harris, 
'Some Notes on the Gospel-Harmony of Zacharias Chrysopolitanus', JBL xliii 
(1924),32--45; D. Plooij, 'Dc Commcntaar van Zacharias Chrysopolitanus op het 
Diatcssaron', Mededeelingen der koninklijke Akademie van Wetenschappen, Md. Letter­
kunde, Ded lix, Serie A., NO.5 (Amsterdam, 1925); and C. A. Phillips, 'The 
Winchester Codex of Zachary of Besanc;on', BBC ii (1926), 3-8 (this last presents 
selected readings from a manuscript of Zachary that contains a greater number of 
Old Latin readings than the text printed in Migne). 
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was published in 1836, it was not until nearly half a century later 
(1876) that Aucher's Latin rendering made it available to a 
wider public. I Even then, in some unaccountable way, several 
years elapsed before scholars became aware of its importancc. 2 

Since then, however, unrelenting efforts have been expended in 
order to reconstruct the original Diatessaron. 3 

A Gospel harmony has two independent characteristics; it has 
a text, and it has also a sequence. The Diatessaric witnesses 
enumerated above offer evidence bearing generally on either the 
text or the sequence of the original Diatessaron. Some of them, 
such as codex Fuldensis and the Arabic Diatessaron, represent 
more or less closely the framework of Tatian's Diatessaron,4 but 
possess essentially a non-Tatianic form of text. In the case of 
codex Fuldensis, Victor accommodated almost perfectly the Old 

I Curiously enough, during those vcry ycars it was debated whether Tatian 
had in fact composed a Diatessaron at all. In an erudite but wrong-headed anony­
mous work entitled Supernatural Religion: an Inquiry into the Reality of Divine Revelation 
(London, 1874; revised edn. 1879), the author (said to have been Walter Richard 
Cassels) soberly set forth arguments for disbelieving Eusebius, Theodoret, and 
other Fathers when thcy speak of Tatian's Diatessaron. EvenJ. B. Lightfoot, in his 
elaborate reply to Cassels in The Contemporary Review (I8n), could point to no 
irrefutable proof of the existence of the Diatessaron-though ironically enough 
he had in his own library a copy of the Mechitarists' edition of Ephraem's Com­
mentary on the Diatessaron! Twelve years later in a note appended to his Essays on 
the Work entitled Supernatural Religion reprinted from the Contemporary Review (London, 
188g), Lightfoot confesses: 'I had for some years possessed a copy of this work in 
four volumes, and the thought had more than once crossed my mind that possibly 
it might throw light on Ephraem's mode of dealing with the Gospels, as I knew 
that it contained notes on St. Paul's Epistles or some portions of them. I did not, 
however, then possess sufficient knowledge of Armenian to sift its contents, but 
I hoped to investigate the matter when I had mastered enough of the language' 
(pp. 287 f.). 

Z Apparently the first public notice taken of Aucher's Latin translation was by 
Ezra Abbot in his book, The Authorship of the Fourth Gospel,. External Evidence (Boston, 
1880), p. 55. In the following year Theodor Zahn published his reconstruction of 
Tatian's Diatessaron from Ephraem's Commentary (Tatians Diatessaron, being 
vol. i of his Forschungen zur Geschichte des neutestamentliclun Kanons (Erlangen, 1881)). 

J Among peripheral studies J. Rendcl Harris's investigation of 'The Gospel 
Harmony of Clement of Llanthony' (J BL xliii (I 924), 349-62) is valuable chiefly 
in showing how Tatian must have gone about the task of constructing his 
Harmony . 

.. For a convenient chart showing the sequence of sections in the Arabic and 
Latin harmonies, as well as of the Liege, the Venetian, and the Persian harmonies, 
see Louis Le1oir, 'Le Diatessaron de Tatien', OS i (1956), 10-21. For the view that 
only the Dura fragment and Ephraem's Commentary represent with certainty 
Tatian's work, see O. C. Edwards, Jr., 'Diatessaron or Diatessara?' Biblical 
Research, xviii (1973), 44-56. 
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Latin form of text of the original to the current Vulgate. As 
regards the Arabic Diatessaron, the Syriac base on which it 
rests is largely the Peshitta, which has in most places supplanted 
the Old Syriac text of Tatian's harmony. The chief evidence, 
therefore, which these two witnesses provide is not textual but 
structural; the frequent agreements of the sequence of sections 
may be presumed to reflect accurately the framework of the 
original Diatessaron. 

On the other hand, other witnesses, which have been con­
structed according to sequences having no connection with the 
framework of Tatian's work, may preserve Tatianic readings 
transmitted to these witnesses via the Old Syriac or Old Latin 
forms of text. This kind of Tatianic testimony is on a par with the 
type of text represented in Gospel quotations in, for example, 
Aphraates, the Syriac Liber Graduum, the Armenian and Georgian 
versions, and certain Manichaean literature-all of which appear 
to embody in varying degrees Diatessaric readings. In this con­
nection it should be mentioned that the method of approving as 
genuinely Tatianic only those readings in the Arabic Diatessaron 
that differ from the Peshitta has been unwarrantably rigorous, 
for even when the Arabic Diatessaron agrees with the Peshitta, if 
the Old Syriac also agrees, such readings are proved to be more 
ancient than the Pcshitta and may therefore be Tatianic. Such a 
possibility becomes a probability with overwhelming compulsion 
when Ephraem and other witnesses unrelated to the Peshitta add 
their support. l 

One of the first problems that confronts the investigator of 
Tatian's Diatessaron has to do with its opening sentence. Tatian, 
on the explicit testimony of Dionysius bar ~alibi, 2 began his 
harmony with John i. I. Although bar ~alibi's statement is con­
firmed by evidence from Ephraem's commentary, it is contra­
dicted by the Arabic text (which begins with Mark, as does the 
Persian Harmony) and by codex Fuldensis (which begins with 
Luke i. I ff.). The force of the discrepancy, however, is mitigated 
when the introductory notices in the Arabic manuscripts are 
considered. A careful study of these suggests that the original text 

I cr. the sane and balanced statement of the correct methodology in Tatianic 
Forschung, which is drawn up with lapidary succinctness, in August Merk, Novum 
Testamentum graue et iatine, ed. nona (Rome, 19(4), pp. 17*-18*. 

Z Joseph S. Assemani, Bibliotheca orientalis, ii (Rome, 1721), 159-60. 
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of the Arabic Diatessaron did, in fact, begin with John i. I. 

Similarly, it is almost certain that the first four verses of Luke 
were not in the text of the harmony which Victor copied, for they 
are not mentioned in the table of contents, which begins with 
John. It therefore appears that the present sequence of material 
in both the Arabic Diatessaron and codex Fuldensis has been 
modified in the course of its transmission. 

During the past decades more than one scholar has given 
renewed attention to problems concerning the over-all arrange­
ment ofTatian's Diatessaron. Taking Ephraem's commentary on 
the Diatcssaron as a basis, Leloir compared the sequence of 
material in the Arabic, Latin, Dutch, Italian (Venetian), and 
Persian harmonies. 1 He also collected a considerable number of 
Tatianisms preserved in the works of Ephraem and supported by 
either the Armenian or the Georgian version. 

In a study of the sequence and character of the Diatessaron, 
Ortiz de Urbina2 pointed out that, when one tabulates accord­
ing to each Gospel the material quoted by Ephraem, the verses 
cited appear in disorder so far as the sequence of each Gospel 
is concerned. When, however, one considers the sequence of 
material within the Diatessaron, it is obvious that Tatian grouped 
passages from the four Gospels that pertain to the same context, 
whether of episode, parable, dialogue, or preaching of Jesus. 
The purpose of the Diatessaron, according to the same scholar, 
was to supply a convenient text for liturgical usage as well as 
catechetical instruction of the faithful. 

One of the minor puzzles connected with the study of the 
Diatcssaron is the question why Victor of Capua referred to 
Tatian's Diatessaron as diapente. 3 Some have thought that the 
expression was chosen in order to indicate obliquely that, in 
addition to the canonical Gospels, Tatian utilized a fifth source. 
Frequently this fifth source has been supposed to have been the 

I Louis Leloir, 'Le Diatessaron de Tatien', OS i (1956), 208-31 and 313-34. 
See also Leloir's L'Evan.t;ile d'Ephrem d'apres ItS Q?uvres iditles. Recueil des textes (CSCO 
clxxx, Subsidia, xii; Louvain, 1958), and idem, Tirrwignage d' Ephrem sur I.e Diatessaron 
(op. cit. ccxxvii, Suhsidia, xix; Louvain, 1962). 

Z I. Ortiz de Urbina, 'Trama e carattere del Diatessaron di Taziano', OCP xxv 
(1959), 326-57. 

3 In the Preface Bishop Victor stat~'S, 'Tatianus, vir eruditissimus et orator illillS 
temporis clari, unum ex quattuor compaginaverat evangelium, cui titulum diapente 
composuit' (cd. E. Ranke). 
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Gospel according to the Hebrews (so, e.g., Grotius, Mill, and, 
more recently, Baumstark, Peters, and Quispel) ; occasionally it 
has been identified with the Protevangelium of James (Messina). 
Others have suggested that diapente is nothing more than a lapsus 
calami and therefore not to be taken seriously (Zahn). 

Another suggestion, first proposed by Isaac Casaubon, that 
diapente should be understood as a musical term, was explored at 
length in a monograph by Bolgiani. 1 On the basis of information 
derived from Martianus Capella, Fulgentius, Macrobius, and 
other ancient authors, Bolgiani shows that SUI T€UUapWv and S,<1 
7TEV'TE are technical terms used in ancient musicology, one refer­
ring to three intervals of four notes, the other to four intervals of 
five notes. He therefore interprets Victor's comment to mean that 
Tatian's 'harmony' of the four Evangelists involves not merely 
four individual notes but four fundamental elements of sym­
phonic harmony, the diapente. Thus both terms, diatessaron and 
Victqr's metaphorical use of diapente, are appropriate descriptions 
of Tatian's Harmony of the Gospels. 

Quite apart from the significance of Victor's use of diapente in 
referring to the Diatessaron, it is natural that, soon after the 
publication in 1956 of the Coptic Gospel of Thomas, an investi­
gation should be made of the question whether the newly dis­
covered text has any appreciable connection with Tatian's work. 
According to Quispel the Gospel of Thomas discloses influence 
from a Jewish-Christian source similar to the Gospel according 
to the Hebrews, which he considers to be a fifth source used by 
Tatian, portions of which are also embedded in the Heliand. 2 

I Franco Bolgiani, ViUQre di Capua e it 'Diatessaron' (Memorie deU'Accademia delle 
Scienze di Torino, Classc di scicnze morali, storiche e filologiche, ser. 43 , no. 2; 
Turin, J 962). 

:: Gillis Quispel, 'Some Remarks on the Gospel of Thomas', New Testament 
Studies, v (1958-9), 276-90; idem, 'L'Evangile selon Thomas ct Ie Diatessaron', 
VC xiii (1959), 87-11 7. Quispel's investigations on the Heliand were severely 
attacked by the Germanist Willi Krogmann {'Hcliand, Tatian und Thomas­
evangelium', -('Nlt'Ii (1960), 255-(8), who tested passages adduced by Quispel 
from the Helialld and concluded that they are totally insufficient to support Quis­
pel's thesis. In turn Quispel published a lengthy rebuttal of Krogmann's strictures, 
maintaining that though a Germanist may judge differently about the significance 
of this or that alleged parallel, yet the resemblances, he urged, are so numerous 
that they cannot be merely accidental ('Der Heliand und das Thomascvangelium', 
VC xvi (1962), 121-53). For the most recent stage in the debate, see Quispel, 
Tatian and the Gospel of Thomas (Leiden, 1975), which deals chiefly with the history 
of the diatessaron in the West. 
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The relationship of the text of the Gospel of Thomas to 
Tatianic witnesses was investigated independently by another 
Dutch scholar, Tjitze Baarda. 1 Setting forth in tabular form data 
of about 130 variant readings, Baarda showed that it is the Arabic 
Diatessaron that supplies the greatest number of agreements with 
Thomas (about sixty agreements) and that the Liege Diatessaron 
and the Persian Harmony have each about fifty agreements. The 
Venetian and Tuscan Harmonies agree about thirty times. 
Ephraem's commentary on the Diatessaron accounts for about 
twen ty agreements. 

The significance of such data has been disputed. Although 
Quispel has continued to maintain that 'the author of the Gospel 
of Thomas and the author of the Diatessaron used the same 
Jewish-Christian source', 2 other scholars3 have been unable to 
see any influence on the logia in Thomas fi'om an extra-canonical 
written source (as against oral sources). Furthermore, it is also 
possible that, when an agreement between Thomas and a 
Tatianic witness is not merely fortuitous, the agreement may 
have arisen from the dependence of both on a 'wild' text of 
the individual Gospels.4 

Another much-debated question concerns the language in 
which the Diatessaron was first composed-a question that is 
closely connected with another equally debated problem, the 
place at which it was first published. Was it drawn up originally 
in Greek, and later translated into Syriac (so Harnack,s von 
Soden,6 Prcuschcn,7 Jiilicher,8 Lagrange,9 Lake,lo Kraelingll ) ? 

I See Baarda's contribution, 'Thomas en Tatianus', in R. Schippers, Het 
Evangelic van Thomas (Kampen, 19(0), pp. 135-55. 

Z G. Quispel, 'The Latin Tatian or the Gospel of Thomas in Limburg', JBL 
lxxxviii (1969),327 f. 

J e.g. Haenchen, Grant, Michaelis, McArthur, Munck; for bibliography, see 
A. F. J. Klijn, A Survey of the Researches iuro the Western Text of the Gospels and Acts, 
Part Two, 1949-69 (Leiden, 19(9), p. 23, no. I. 

• In view of the complexity of the kinds of Tatianic evidence, it would be de­
sirable to create and maintain at one central repository a Tatianic file into which 
evidence could be added as new documents come to light. Baumstark's file of slips 
bearing Tatianic evidence, arranged according to Scripture passage, is on deposit 
in the library of the Vctus Latina Institute at Beuron. Unfortunately most of the 
slips, written with pencil, are blurred and most difficult to read. 

S Adolf Harnack, Geschicllte der altchristlichen Literatur bis Eusebius; ii, Die 
Chronologie der altclrristlichen Li/~ratur-Gt.fchichte, i (Leipzig, 1897; repro 1958), 
P· 289· 

6 Hermann von Soden, Die Schriftm des Neuen Testaments in ihrer lillesten erreich-
baren Textgestalt, I, Ulltersuchungerl, iii (Berlin, 1910), 1536-9. 

[Footnotes 7-11 on opposite page] 



The Diatessaron of Tatian 31 

Or did Tatian compile it in his native tongue (so Zahn,' Hjelt,2 
Plooij,3 Baumstark,4 Peters,S Kahle,6 Voobus7) and, if so, did 
he work with the separate Old Syriac Gospels before him, or 
was it an original Syriac composition, made directly from the 
Greek texts, and designed to present in the easiest and most 
practical way the substance of the Greek Gospels to a Syriac­
speaking Church? Or, as Burkitt8 thought, was a Latin harmony 
put together by an unknown compiler at Rome as an epitome 
of the Gospels, a copy of which, in Greek, having come into 
Tatian's hands, he rearranged and improved, subsequently taking 
it with him to the East, where he translated it into Syriac? 

In support of a Greek origin is (a) its Greek title, by which 
it was known even in Syriac;9 (b) the silence of Eusebius, who, 

7 Erwin Preuschen, Untersuchungen zwn Diatessaron Talians (SbHeid 1918, Abh. 
15), pp. 44-56; idem, T alian' s Dialessaron aus dem Arabischen uberselzt, ed. by August 
Pott (Heidelberg, 1926), p. 26. 

8 A. Jiilicher, 'Der echte Tatiantext', JBL xliii (1924), 132-71, esp. p. 166. 
9 M.-]. Lagrange, La Critique textuelle (Paris, 1935), p. 191. Lagrange held this 

opinion long before the discovery of the Dura fragment (RB xxix (1920), 326). 
10 K. Lake, '1 believe that Tatian wrote Greek by preference, made the Diates­

saron in that language, that we do not know who translated it into Syriac, and 
that the Arabic-tested by Ephrem's quotations-is so corrupt that it has very 
little value for reconstructing the original text of the Diatessaron', JBL Ix (1941), 
331. 

1I Kraeling, op. cit., p. 18. 

t Theodor Zahn, Geschichle des Mutes/amentlichen Kanom, i (Erlangen, 1888),414 f. 
~ A. Hjelt, Die altsyrische Euangelienubersetzung uncl Tatians Diatessaron (Leipzig, 

1903), pp. 22 f. 
3 D. Plooij, 'A }-'ragment of Tatian's Diatessaron in Greek', &pT xlvi (1934-5), 

47 1-6 . 
.. Baumstark, who thought earlier that Tatian composed the Diatessaron in 

Greek (see his Geschichle de, syrischen Literatur (Bonn, 1922), pp. 19 f.), came to hold 
that it was composed in Syriac at Rome for a Syriac-speaking congregation ('Die 
Evangelienzitate Novatians und das Diatessaron', ~C, 3rd ser., v (1930), 1-14, esp. 
13). According to Roman tradition, even the bishop of Rome, Anicetus (c. 154--65), 
who was bishop while Tatian was there, was a Syrian from Emesa (Liber ponti­

.ficalis, ed. by L. Duchesne, i (Paris, 1886), 134). 
5 Curt Peters, op. cit., pp. 206-10. 
6 Paul E. Kahle, The Cairo Geniza (London, 1947), p. 209; 2nd edn. (Oxford, 

1959), p. 295· 
7 Arthur Voobus, Early Versions of the New Testament, p. 6. 
8 JTS xxvi (1935), 255-8, and the Cambridge Ancient History, xii (1939), 493-95. 
9 See R. Payne Smith (Thesaurus Syriacus, i (1879), cols. 869 f.) s.v. ,Q.,mJ};i 

The force of this argument, however, is lessened not only by the use of the same 
word to describe the harmonies prepared by Ammonius and by Elias Salumcnsis, 
but also by the presence in Syriac of not a few Greek words taken over by 
transliteration. 
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though mentioning the Diatessaron, says nothing of its cumpo­
sition in Syriac; and (c) the circumstance of the very consider­
able influence that it exerted on the text of the Gospels in the 
West. In support of it~ origin in Syriac is (a) the silence of many 
Church Fathers (e.g. Irenacus, Tertullian, Clement of Alexan­
dria, Origen, and Jerome) who refer to Tatian or to his Oration 
to the Greeks, but who never mention his Diatcssaron; (b) the 
widespread dissemination of the Diatessaron in Syria;1 and 
(c) the presence in the 'Nest, as well as in the East, of versions of 
the Diatessaron that show themselves, directly or indirectly, to 
rest upon a Syriac Vorlage. 

Contrary to what might be expected, even the discovery at 
Dura of a fragment of the Diatessaron in Greek does not settle the 
matter, for diametrically opposite analyses have been made of its 
significance. Burkitt, 2 on the one hand, pointed to differences 
between its text of Luke xxiii. 51 and the Old Syriac Gospels (the 
latter read 'the kingdom of Heaven' whereas the Dura fragment 
reads ,g[ ua,Ae{uv] TOU 7JV, in agreement with the accepted Greek 
tcxt; the Old Syriac authorities paraphrase vs. 5 I a, whereas 
the Dura fragment docs not). Baumstark,3 on the other hand, 
identified several presumed Syrial)ms in the diction, as well as 
accounted for the unusual spelling of Arimathea, ' Ep,v/Lu()u{u, in 
terms of a Syriac origin (the v can have arisen if }..~;l had been 
misread by the translator as }..~;l, Syriac i and n being very 
similar; likewise the initial e of the word can be easily explained 
when one supposes a Syriac original). 

Another area of Tatianic research to which not a little attcn­
tion has been given has to do with analysing characteristic 
features of the Diatcssaron in the light of its compiler's theology. 

1 In the fourth century, for example, Theodorct, bishop of Cyrus, because of 
Tatian's reputation as a heretic, ordered that some 200 copies of the Diatcssaron 
be destroyed, and that copies of the separate Gospels be put in their place (Treatise 
on Heresies, i. ~w). It is significant also that Eusebius' statement: <> Tanavo) O'lJva­
tf>£Lav TtVa Kat O'lJvaywytJv OVK o{S' 01TWS TWV daYY€A{WV O'VV8Et), To ()Ul T€O'O'apwv Toiho 
1TpoO'wvop.aO'€v,O Kat 1Tapa TtO'tV £i) En vvv tf>'pE'TaL ('Tatian arranged a kind of joining 
together and compilation of the Gospels, I know not how, to which he gave the 
title The Diatessaron; and it is still to this day to be found in the hands of some', 
Hist. eeel. IV. xxix, 6, trans. by Lawlor and Oulton) is modified in the fourth­
century Syriac translation of Eusebius' work by omitting the words OVK ot8' 01TWS 
and by reading 'it is still in widespread use today' (The Ecclesiastical Histmy of 
Eusebius in Syriac, ed. by W. \Vright and N. McLean (Cambridge, 1898), p. 243). 

Z ]TS xxxvi (1935), 258 f. 
3 OC, 3rd ser., x (1935), 244--52. 
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Was Tatian a heretic from the beginning? What kind of heresy or 
heresies did he adopt? How far are such tendencies disclosed in 
his Diatessaron? 

Several scholars 1 portray Tatian as primarily a Valentinian 
Gnostic, although there is much in his Oration to the Greeks that 
runs counter to such an evaluation. Another scholar2 explains 
Tatian chiefly in terms of Middle Platonism, but again there is 
much that does not fit such a philosophical framework. Accord­
ing to yet another, and somewhat more plausible, analysis of 
Tatian's heretical leanings, he is best explained as an eclectic 
radical Christian to whom an ascetic-encratite explanation of 
life appealed from the outset of his career as a Christian. 3 After 
he left Rome, possibly pausing for a time in Greece or at 
Alexandria where he may have taught Clement,4 he returned to 
Mesopotamia where his tendency to extremes was to lead him 
outside the Church to become the founder of the Encratites,s a 
sect which rejected marriage as sinful and renounced the use of 
flesh or wine in any form, even to the extent of substituting water 
for wine in the Eucharistic service. 

Readings that betray Encratite tendencies, preserved in one or 
more of the several Diatessaric witnesses, include the following 
selected examples. 

I M. Zappala, 'Taziano e 10 gnosticismo', Rivista trimestrade di studi filosofici e 
religiosi, iii (1922), 307-38; A. Orbe, 'Variaciones gnostic as sobre las alas del 
Alma', Greg, xxxv (1954) 21-33; and Robert M. Grant, 'The Heresy of Tatian', 
JTS, n.s. v (1954), 62-8; idem, 'Tatian (Or. 30) and the Gnostics', ibid., n.s. xv 
(1964), 65-9' 

2 M. Elze, Tatian und seine Theowgie (Gouingen, 1960). According to Elzc, 
because Tatian was interested in truth as a whole, he thought that he should 
organize the four Gospels into one whole. cr. also O. C. Edwards, Jr., 'Barbarian 
Philosophy, Tatian and the Greek Paideia' (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, 
University of Chicago, 1971). 

3 Cf. Arthur Voobus, History of Asceticism and the Syrian Orient . .. , i (CSCO 
clxxxiv; Subsidia, xiv; Louvain, 1958), pp. 31-45; L. W. Barnard, 'The Heresy of 
Tatian-Once Again', Journal of Ecclesiastical History, xix (1968), 1-10; and 
Edward A. Johnson, 'The First Harmony of the Gospels: Tatian's Diatessaron 
and its Theology" Journal of the Evangelical Theological Society, xiv (1971), 227-38 . 

.. So Strom. i. I is usually interpreted. 
s Irenaeus, Hatr. I. xxviii. 1 ; cr. Origen, Contra Celsum, v. 65. The Hebrew text 

of the Samaritan Chronicle no. II describes Tatian's Diatcssaron as 'the gospel 
[book] of the Encratites' (John Macdonald and A.J. B. Higgins, 'The Beginnings 
of Christianity According to the Samaritans', NTS xviii (1971-2), 67). On the 
passage in Irenaeus, cf. Franco Bolgiani, 'La tradizionc cresiologica sull'encratismo ; 
I, Le notizie di Ireneo', Atei della Accademia delle Scienze di Torino, Classc di scicnze 
morali, storiche e filologiche, xci (1956-7), 343-419, especially 377-400. 
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(a) Instead of following the generally accepted Greek text of 
Matt. i. 19, T'atian avoided referring to Joseph as Mary's hus­
band by omitting the definite article and possessive pronoun and 
by taking av~p in a general and not a marital sense: 'Joseph, 
because he was a just man' (so Ephracm's citation of the 
Diatessaron and the Persian and Venetian Harmonies). 

(h) It is probable that Tatian reduced the connubial bliss of 
Anna the prophetess (Luke ii. 36, '~aaaa ll-eTu aVDpDS- €TrJ €1T7'U 
a1TD 7'fjs- 1TapO€vtas- avn;s-) from seven years to seven days, I for so 
Ephraem refers to the passage in one of his Hymns2 and so the 
Sinaitic Syriac transmits the passage (indeed, here the statement 
is even more emphatic by the presence of :ta..ul=, 'seven days 
only she ... '; Curetonian Iliat). Though the Persian Harmony 
does not reduce the conjugal life enjoyed by Anna to such a short 
time, it fails to render '~aaaa, a word which suggests a normal 
married life, and transforms the married estate into a celibate 
life: 'She remained seven years a virgin with her husband' (era 
rimasta sette anni vergine [~] con suo marito). With this one may 
compare the Stuttgart and Theodiscum Harmonies which, in­
stead of reading a1TD 7fjS' 1TapO€vtaS', have 'in her virginity'.3 

(c) In several medieval Harmonies (Liege, Stuttgart, Graven­
hage, and Theodiscum) the declaration, 'For this reason a man 
shall leave his father and mother and be joined to his wife' (Matt. 
xix. 5), is transferred ii'om the voice of God to that of Adam. This 
completely changes the meaning of marriage: only a spiritual 
union between man and wife was intended by God, while the 
fleshly union is nothing more than an invention of Adam.4 

(d) Instead of 'I am the true vine' (John xv. I), the Persian 
Diatessaron (IV. 31) has Jesus declare, 'I am the tree of the fruit 

I Adelbert Merx argued that 'seven days' is the original text; see his Die vier 
kanonischen Ellangelien naell ihrem iiltesten bekannlen Te:~te; II. ii, Die Evangelien des 
Markus und Lukas nach der syriselzen im Sinaikloster gefimdenen Palimpsesthandschrift 
(Berlin, 1905), pp. 207-8. 

2 Edited by T . .T. Lamy, Sancti Ephaemi Syri hymni et semumes, iii (Mechelen, 
1889), col. 813, vs. 17. 

3 For a discussion of the evidence as far as it was known in 1913, sec H. ]. 
Vogels, 'Lk, 2, 36 im Diatessaron', BZxi (1913),168-71. Cf. also Messina, Notizia 
su un Di.atessaron Persiano tradotto dal Syriaco (Rome, 1943), pp. 57-g . 

.. On the passage see D. Plooij, 'Eine enkratitische Glosse im Diatessaron', 
ZNWxxii (1923),1-15. and, more briefly, A Primitive Diatessaron (Leyden, 1923), 
PP 54. f. 
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of truth' (~I) o~ ~)~ 0-"); cf. Aphraates (Dem. XIV. 24 
(39)) 'He is the vineyard of truth.' I 

(e) The allegation levelled against Jesus, 'Behold, a glutton 
and a drunkard' (Matt. xi. 19), is absent from Ephraem's cita­
tions from the Diatessaron, as is also the statement in the account 
of the marriage at Cana, 'when men have drunk freely' (John 
ii. 10). 

(f) At the crucifixion, instead of Jesus' being offered wine 
mingled with gall (Matt. xxvii. 34), according to Ephraem's 
quotation from the Diatessaron Jesus was given a mixture of 
vinegar and gall. 

In addition to readings that seem to have arisen as the result of 
ascetical bias, Tatian has also been thought to disclose certain 
anti-J udaic tendencies. 2 The examples that have been adduced 
to prove such tendencies, however, are often either ambiguous or 
open to the suspicion of being merely accidental variations. 

Less disputed are several instances of the incorporation of 
apocryphal additions into the Diatessaron.3 For example, it 
appears that Tatian supplemented the account of the baptism of 
Jesus with a reference to the appearance of a great light or fire4 

which rested upon the Jordan. This phenomenon, mentioned 
by Tatian's teacher, Justin Martyr,S and included, according 
to Epiphanius,6 in the Gospel according to the Hebrews, is 

I cr. Robert Murray, Symbols of Church and Kingdom (Cambridge, 1975), 
pp. 95 r., and Tjitze Baarda, 'An Archaic Element in the Arabic Diatessaron? 
(TA 46: 18 = John xv. 2)', NT xvii (1975),151-5. 

2 cr. H. J. Vogels, Handbuch der neutestamentlichen Textkritik (Munster in W., 
1923), pp. 200 ff.; J. Rendel Harris, 'Was the Diatessaron Anti-Judaic?' HTR 
xviii (1925), 103-9; Voobus, Early Verswns, pp. 18 r.; and C. Van Puyvelde, 
Dictwnnaire de La Bible, Supplement, vi (Paris, 1962), cols. 868 f. 

3 Cf. G. Messina, Diaussaron Persiano, pp. xxxv-Iii; Juw fon Weringha, Heliand 
und Diatessaron (Assen, 1965); Tj. Baarda, Vier = Een; Enkele bladzijdtn uit de 
geschiedenis van de harmonistiek der Evangeliin (Kampen, c. 1969); and James H. 
Charlesworth, 'Tatian's Dependence upon Apocryphal Traditions', Heythrop 
Journal, xiv (1974), 5-17 . 

.. The variation b~tween light and fire may well have arisen, as Ernst Bammel 
points out (TV xciii (1g66), 57), through confusion in Syriac between HOto.J 
'light' and J 'o.~ 'fire'. (Was the addition meant to suggest that after the heavens 
opened the brilliance of the divine glory was reflected from the surface of the 
Jordan?) 

5 Dial. c. Try.lxxxviii. 
6 Panarion, xxx. 13. 7 (K. Holl, pp. 350 f.), KaL €v8v~ 7T€pd>..ap..p€ 'TOV 'T07TQV 

rpw) p.Eya. 
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referred to by Ephracm in his Commentary I and is preserved in 
the Pepysian Harmony, as it is also in two Old Latin manuscripts 
at Matt. iii. 15, Vercellensis (MS. a: 'lumen ingens') and 
Sangermanensis (MS. gI: 'lumen magnum'). Messina has 
noticed that in the nativity story the Persian Diatessaron presents 
several readings that occur in the Protevangelium Jacobi. 2 On the 
whole, however, the amount of extra-canonical material that 
seems to have been present in Tatian's Diatessaron hardly 
justifies the opinion of some scholars3 that Tatian made ex­
tensive use of a fifth, apocryphal Gospel when he compiled his 
Harmony. 

III. THE OLD SYRIAC VERSION 

1. WITNESSES TO THE OLD SYRIAC VERSION 

U util the middle of the nineteenth century the Peshitta held 
the field as the earliest Syriac version of the New Testament. 4 

In 1842, however, the British Museum acquired a large number of 
Syriac manuscripts fi'om the monastery dedicated to St. Mary 
Deipara in the Nitrian Desert in Egypt. Among these was a 
heterogeneous codex put together from parts of several different 
manuscripts. The oldest section, comprising eighty or more 
leaves (now Add. MS. 1445 I ), was discovered by vVilliam 
Cureton,S then assistant keeper in the department of manu­
scripts, to contain a hitherto unknown Syriac version of the 
Gospels, in the sequence Matthew, Mark, John, and Luke. As 

I Commmtflire de l'Euangile concordant ou DiateJsaroll, ed. by L. Leloir (Sources 
chritiennes, no. 121 : Paris, 1966), p. 95. 

Z G. Messina, 'Lezioni apocrife nel Diatessaron Persiano', Bib, xxx (1949), 
10-2 7. ,I See pp. 28-9 above . 

.. There were, however, occasional expressions of dissent, for as far back as the 
time of].]. Griesbach (1745-1812) and]. L. Hug (1765-1846) it was suspected 
that the Pcshitta was not the original form of the Syriac version; cf. C. H. Turner, 
'Historical Introduction to the Textual Criticism of the New Testament; V. The 
Languages of the Early Church: (B) Syriac and the First Syriac Gospels', ]TS xi 
(1910), 200. 

5 The text was printed and privately circulated in the volume Quatuor Ellange­
liorum S.:vriace, recension is antiquissimt2, atque in Occidt1lte adJwc (g'lOtt2 quod superest: 
e codice vetustissimo Nitrimsi eruit et vulgavit Guilielmus Cureton (London, 1848). Ten 
years later the text, with an English translation as well as lengthy Preface con­
taining Cureton's views concerning the origin of the version, was published in 
the volume Remains rif a Very Antient Recension of the FOllr Gospels in Syriac, hitherto 
unknown in Europe (London, 1858). 
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soon as the text of the leaves was made available to scholars, it 
became obvious that the newly found version was a rival claim­
ant to the priority of the Peshitta version. In fact, Cureton went 
so far as to suppose that in this version he had discovered the 
original of St. Matthew's GoSpel!1 

U nfortunate1y the manuscript is very lacunose, and with fewer 
than half of the original 180 leav~ surviving. These contain the 
text of Matt. i. I-viii. 22; x. 32-xxiii. 25a; Mark xvi. 17b-20; 
John i. 1-42a; iii. 5b-vii. 37; xiv. Iob-12a, Isb-Iga, 2Ib-
24a, 26b-2ga; Luke ii. 48b-iii. 16a; vii. 33b-xv. 2 I; xvii. 24-
xxiv·44a. 

Further information was forthcoming when three additional 
folios of the same version, and probably of the same manuscript, 
were discovered to be bound as flyleaves of a Syriac manuscript 
in the Royal Library of Berlin (Orient Quad. 528). The leaves, 
which preserve Luke xv. 22-xvi. 12; xvii. 1-23; and John vii. 
37-viii. 19, were edited first by Dr. Roediger2 and subsequently 
by William Wright in a privately printed edition of one hundred 
copies,3 in a format designed to range with Cureton's edition. 
Subsequently F. C. Burkitt produced what is now the standard 
edition of the Curetonian manuscript, along with the three stray 
leaves, and supplied a literal English translation as well as a 
volume of linguistic, historical, and text-critical comments.4 

A second copy of the Old Syriac version came to light toward 
the close of the nineteenth century. While visiting the celebrated 
monastery of St. Catherine on Mount Sinai two Scottish ladies, 
Mrs. Agnes Smith Lewis and her twin sister Mrs. Margaret 
Dunlop Gibson,s discovered a palimpsest manuscript (MS. Sin. 
Syr. 30), the under-writing of which presents the text of the four 
Gospels. In its original form the codex contained 166 leaves, of 

I 'This Syriac text of the Gospel of St. Matthew which I now publish has, to 
a great extent, retained the identical terms and expressions which the Apostle 
himself employed' (p. xciii of the 1858 edn.). The same had been advanced for the 
Peshitta by Widmanstadt in 1555 (see the preface in his edn., p. 5~ n. ~ below). 

Z Monatsbericht der koni,glich Preussischen Akademie der Wissenschaften zu Berlin (July 
1872 ), pp. 557-9· 

3 Fragments of the Curetonian Gospels (London, n.d.), 8 pages. 
4 Evangelion da-Mepharreshe,. the Curetonian Syriac Gospels, re-edited, together with the 

readings of the Sinalic palimpsest . •. , 2 vols. (Cambridge, 19°4). 
5 For an informative account of the lives of the Mesdames Lewis and Gibson, 

see A. \o\'higham Price, The Ladies ofCastlebrae (Annual Lecture to the Presbyterian 
Historical Society [of England], Durham, 1964)' 
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which 142 survive, preserving the text of Matt. i. I -vi. loa; vii. 
3-xii. 4a, 6b-2sa, 2g-xvi. I sa; xvii. I I b-xx. 24; xxi. 20b-xxv. 
Isa, I7-20a, 2Sb-26, 32-xxviii. 7; Mark i. 12b-44a ; ii. 2I-iv. 17; 
v. I-26a; vi. Sb-xvi. 8; Luke i. 36b-v. 28a; vi. 12-xxiv. S2; 
John i. 25b-47a; ii. 16-iv. 37; v. 6b-2sa, 46b-xviii. 3Ia; xix. 
4ob-xxi. 25. 

In view of the difficulty of deciphering the under-writing, 
which was erased in the eighth century and the vellum reused for 
the Syriac text of twelve Lives of Female Saints, it is under­
standable that here and there opinion differs as to the original 
reading. 1 Unfortunately even a photographic facsimile of the 
manuscripP fail\) to resolve all of the disputed readings. 3 

On the basis of palaeographical considerations the Curetonian 
manuscript is thought to have been written about the middle of 
the fifth century (Cureton) or during the second half of the fifth 
century (Wright) or the early part of the fifth century (Burkitt). 
The Gospel text of the Sinaitic manuscript is assigned either to 
the beginning of the fifth or more probably to the close of the 
fourth century. 

Except for the Sinai tic and Curetonian manuscripts no other 
copy of the Gospels in the Old Syriac version has been identified 
wi th certainty. 4 

I The manuscript was edited first by R. L. Bensly, J. Rende! Harris, and F. C. 
Burkitt, The Four Gospels in Syriac transcribed from the Sinaitic Palimpsest (Cambridge, 
1894). Two years later Mrs. Lewis published Some Pages of the Four Gospels retran­
scribed (London, 18g6). The standard edition is that of Mrs. Lewis, who visited the 
monastery of St. Catherine six times in order to study the manuscript, The Old 
Syriac Gospels, or Evallgelit)tl da-Mepharreshe; being the text of the Sinai or Syro-Antiochian 
Palimpsest, including the latest additions and emendations, with the variants of the Cure­
Ionian text • .. (London, 1910). 

2 Prepared by Arthur Hjclt, Syrus Syriatus (Helsingfors, 1930). 
3 See W. D. McHardy, 'Disputed Readings in the Sinaitic Syriac Palimpsest', 

JTS xlv (1944), 170-4, who points out several problems of representing in a critical 
apparatus the evidence of the Sinaitic palimpsest where it is read differently by 
diflel'ent scholars . 

.. According to Atiya the 'Codex Arabicus' (Sinai Arab. MS. 514), which he 
describes as a palimpsest of five layers of writing (though it appears that no 
one folio presents all five layers), contains in its oldest layer portions of the Syriac 
t('xt of Matthew, John, and Mark, the latter of which presents a considerable 
number of significant variants from the Peshitta text and is therefore conjectured to 
represent a pre-Peshitta form of text (see A. S. Atiya, 'Codex Arabicus', Homage 
to a Bookman; Essays on Manuscripts, Books and Printing Writtenfor Hans P. Kraus . .. , 
ed. by Hellmut Lehmann-Haupt (Berlin, 1967), pp. 25-85). Until, however, the 
Syriac text is made available, nothing certain can be said other than to comment 
that a non-Peshitta text is not necessarily a pre-Peshitta text. 
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Although no manuscript of an Old Syriac version of the Acts 
and Pauline Epistles is known, scholars have suspected from the 
form of quotations from these books in the writings of early 
Syriac and Armenian authors that an older form of the Syriac 
text of the Apostolos preceded that of the Peshitta (for a discus­
sion, see pp. 164-8 below). 

2. CHARACTERISTICS OF THE OLD SYRIAC VERSION 

Although the Sinaitic and Curetonian manuscripts are far 
from containing identical texts,1 they agree often enough to 
make it convenient to cite their readings over against the text of 
the later Syriac versions. This general unanimity of the two 
manuscripts has been interpreted in two ways. Most scholars 
have taken it to mean that the two manuscripts preserve two 
revisions of a common original, and therefore may be treated as 
representatives of a single version in different stages of develop­
ment. Other scholars, however, impressed by the analogy of the 
divergences among the Old Latin witnesses-divergences which 
emerged because of a multiplicity of independent efforts to 
translate the Greek text into Latin-prefer to regard the two 
Syriac witnesses as the work of different translators living 
at different places and times. 2 In either case, however, it is 
instructive to consider characteristic readings shared by both 
the Sinaitic and Curetonian manuscripts. Among noteworthy 
agreements the following are typical examples. 

Both manuscripts agree with Nand B in omitting 'first-born' in 
Matt. i. 25, and 'bless them that curse you, do good to them that 
hate you' and 'despitefully use you and' in v. 44. In x. 42 both 
read ci:7TOA1}TUt. <> 1J.L(1(}o~ UVTOV, with D and the Old Latin. Both 
omit xii. 47 with N* B L ('And someone told him, "Your mother 
and brothers are standing outside, asking to speak to you" '), as 
well as xvi. 2 and 3 ('When it is evening, you say, "It will be fair 
weather, for the sky is red." And in the morning "It will be 

I For a collation of the two manuscripts with one another, the readings of the 
Peshitta being also added where they differ, for purposes of comparison, sec Albert 
Bonus, Collatio Codicis Lewisiani rescripti evangeliorum sacrorum Syriacorum cum Codice 
Curetoniano (Oxford, 1896). 

2 e.g. Julius A. Bewer, 'The History of the New Testament Canon in the Syrian 
Church', AJT iv (1900), 64-98, 345-63; Charles C. Torrey, Documents of the 
Primitive ChuTch (New York and London, 1942), p. 246; and Arthur Voobus, EarlY 
Versions of the New Testament, pp. 80 f. 
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stormy today, for the sky is red and threatening." You know how 
to interpret the appearance of the sky, but you cannot interpret 
the signs of the times') and xvii. 21 ('But this kind never comes 
out except by prayer and fasting'), both times in company with N 
and B. In xix. 16 both manuscripts add ayaB€ after S,SaaKaAE, 
thus harmonizing the text with that of Mark. In xx. 22 and 23 

both omit with N B D L 'and to be baptized with the baptism that 
I am baptized with'. 

In Luke both insert xxii. 17 and 18 in vs. 20, agreeing with no 
Greek manuscript. vVith p75 N B both omit 'in letters of Greek 
and Latin and Hebrew' in xxiii. 38, whereas in vs. 48 both add 
'saying, Woe to us, what has befallen us! woe to us for our sins', 
agreeing partly with one Old Latin manuscript (gl) and the 
Gospel of Peter (vii. 25). Both agree with D and the Old Latin 
in omitting xxiv. 40 ('And when he had said this, he showed 
them his hands and his feet'). 

In John i. 34 for 'the Son of God' both witnesses read (with 
N*) 'the chosen of God'. In iii. 6 both insert after 'is spirit' the 
words 'because God is a living Spirit' (Curetonian omits 'living'). 
In vs. 8 both insert the words 'of water and' before 'the spirit', 
along with N and the Old Latin. In company with the best 
authorities both manuscripts omit the pericope de adultera (vii. 53-
viii. II). 

Among readings that are peculiar to either the Sinaitic or the 
Curetonian manuscript (sometimes because the other is defective 
at that place), the following deserve to be mentioned. 

At Matt. i. 16 the Sinaitic Syriac stands alone among Greek 
and versional witnesses in reading ~~c.\.. ~SlQ~ ~~ar< ::J"'a.~.a 
r< ,~~~:t ~c.\.!1:~ :ua~' r<~~a~!:) ~':7.J CQ~ ~om r<;a.!II."::1l~ 
r<,»."z::,J ('Jacob begot Joseph; Joseph, to whom was betrothed Mary 
the virgin, begot Jesus who is called the Christ'). It is understandable 
that this reading should have attracted widespread attention, and 
indeed should be preferred by some as the original text. 1 Most 
textual critics, however, explain the origin of the reading either as 
a paraphrase of the reading preserved in the Curetonian Syriac 
('] acob begot Joseph, him to whom wa') betrothed Mary the 

J Von Soden translated the Syriac text into Greek and printed ' IaKw{3 ~E 

£YEI'I'7]U£V'TOI' ' Iwu7]q,. ' Iwut,q, Se, eli EJLV'T/U'T£V07] rrapOEvos MapLCl.JL, £y£vv7]U£v ' 17]uoul' 
'TOI' A£YOJL£VOV XP'U'TOI', which James Moffatt rendered into English in his modern 
speech version (1913; rcvd. 1934). 
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virgin, she who bore Jesus the Christ') or as a purely mechanical 
imitation of the preceding pattern in the genealogy. I Matt. xviii. 
I I ('For the Son of Man came to save the lost') is omitted by 
the Sinai tic Syriac with N B D 8 and Origen, but retained 
by the Curetonian. In xxiv. 36 the Sinaitic omits the words 
'neither the Son' against N* B D e (Curetonian is defective 
here and for the rest of the Gospel). In xxvii. 16 and 17 Sinaitic 
has 'Jesus Barabbas' with 8, several minuscules, and some 
manuscripts mentioned by Origen. 

In Mark, for which Curetonian is defective except for four 
verses at the close of chap. xvi, the Sinaitic omits ix. 44 and 46 
('Where their worm does not die, and the fire is not quenched') 
with NBC L W, and the latter half of vs. 49 ('and every sacrifice 
will be salted with salt') with N B L (W) ; likewise xv. 28 ('And 
the scripture was fulfilled which says, "He was reckoned with the 
transgressors" ') with NAB CD. 

In Luke ii. 14 Sinaitic supports the common reading €VSoKta, 
not €VSoKta~ found in N* A B* D Wand the Latin versions. In iv. 
18 Sinaitic omits 'to heal the broken-hearted' with N B D L W. 
In x. 41 Sinaitic (against Curetonian) omits 'you are anxious and 
troubled about many things' with partial support from Old Latin 
witnesses. Likewise Sinai tic (against Curetonian) omits xxii. 43 
and 44 (the angel in the garden and the bloody sweat) with p75 

Na A B W, as well as xxiii. 34 ('Father, forgive them', etc.) with 
p75 B D* W e. In xxiv. 51 Sinaitic reads 'he was lifted up from 
them', thus agreeing neither with N* D, which do not expressly 
mention the Ascension ('he was parted from them'), nor with the 
other authorities. 

As was mentioned above, in the Gospel of John Curetonian is 
very defective; in iii. 13 Sinaitic retains 'which is in heaven' 
against p66,75 N B L, and in iv. 9 'for the Jews have no dealings 
with the Samaritans', against N* D. In vi. 69 Sinaitic reads 'you 
are the Christ, the Son of God' against p75 NBC D L. In xi. 39 
Sinai tic inserts in Martha's speech the words, 'Why are they 

I Since every name in the genealogy up to Joseph is written twice in succession, 
it may be that the scribe of Syr5 (or an ancestor of the manuscript), having followed 
carefully the! stereotyped pattern of verses 2-15, in vs. 16 made the initial mistake 
of repeating the name 'Joseph', and then went on to produce the singular reading 
(see the discussion by the present writer, 'The Text of Matthew I. 16', in Studies 
ill the New Testament and Early Christian Literature j Essays in Honor of Allen P. Wikgrcn, 
f!d. by David E. Aune (Leiden, 1972), pp. 16-24). 
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taking away the stone?' agreeing with no other authority. In 
xviii the sequence of the narrative is altered in Sinaitic, vs. 24 
being inserted between verses 13 and 14, and verses 16-18 being 
placed after vs. 23, thus reprc-scnting Caiaphas, not Annas, as the 
questioner of J estis, and bringing together the whole narrative of 
Peter's denial. 

Among the readings that are distinctive to the Curetonian 
manuscript in comparison with the Sinai tic manuscript, the 
following may be mentioned. The Curetonian inserts the names 
Ahaziah, Joash, and Amaziah in Matt. i. 8 with some support 
from D and five Ethiopic manuscripts, but the Sinaitic agrees 
with the mass of authorities in omitting them. In vi. 13 the 
Curetonian (against N B D) retains the doxology to the Lord's 
Prayer, except the words 'and the power' (the Sinaitic is defective 
here). In Matt. xiii. 33 Curetonian is the only witness (along with 
Clement of Alexandria) that reads 'the kingdom of heaven is like 
leaven which a wise woman took and hid in meal, until it was all 
leavened'. On the other hand, Curetonian omits 'three measures of 
meal'. Curetonian agrees with D in inserting a long additional 
passage after xx. 28, but Sinaitic is defective here. 

As was mentioned earlier, Curctonian is defective in the whole 
of Mark, except one small fragment preserving xvi. 17-20, which 
is sufficient to show that it contained the last twelve verses of the 
Gospel, which Sinaitic, like Nand B, omits. 

In Luke ix. 55 Curetonian has the words 'and he said, "You do 
not know what manner of spirit you are of" " with D (partially), 
the minor uncials, minuscules, and Latin versions, while Sinaitic 
omits them with p4S, 75 NBC L W. In xxiv. 42 Curctonian retains 
'and of a honeycomb', whercas Sinaitic omits the words with p75 

NABD LW. 
In John i. 35 Curctonian by an error reads 'Jesus' for' iwo.vv'Y]s 

of the Greek, and in vs. 36 inserts 'Lo, the Messiah!' before 'Lo, 
the Lamb of God!' In iii. 15 Curetonian omits 'should not perish 
but', with p75 N B W. In iv. 47 instead of 'and heal his son' 
Curetonian reads 'and see his son' (confusing, from similarity of 
sound, r<'\.a.L1 'see' with r<aor<.l 'hea1'), and in vs. 52 the scribe 
reads 'ninth hour' for wpav ;'{386/-L'Y]v, confusing ~~ with ~L. 
In vi. 49 instead of 'manna' Curetonian reads 'bread'. 

From the preceding examples it is obvious that the Old Syriac 
manuscripts preserve many noteworthy readings, some of 
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which are not witnessed elsewhere. I In general the type of text 
represented in the two manuscripts belongs to the so-called 
Western type, though they also preserve many typically Alexan­
drian readings. Of the two witnesses Sinai tic differs from Cure­
tonian in presenting, on the whole, a shorter text2-which is 
another way of saying that Curetonian incorporates a greater 
number of Western additions than does Sinaitic. 

Linguistically the text of the Old Syriac Gospels, as Burkitt 
observed, 'is full of peculiarities of grammar and spelling which 
are hardly to be met elsewhere in Syriac literature, or arc 
found only in the oldest and best preserved works'. 3 According to 
Torrey, the two manuscripts differ in that Sinaitic prefers words 
and idioms that are more typical of Palestinian Aramaic than 
of classical, Edessene Syriac.4 Such a feature has been held to 
suggest an Antiochian origin of the form of text preserved in the 
Sinaitic manuscript. s Whether this was the work of one or of 
several translators was investigated by Hjelt, who, having made 
a comparison of parallel passages in the Gospels, concluded that 
the rendering represented in the Sinai palimpsest is not a unity, 
but that the individual Gospels were translated by three differ­
ent persons, the oldest translation being the Gospel of Matthew, 
and the latest the Gospel of Luke.6 

Although, as was mentioned earlier, no manuscript of the Old 
Syriac version of the Acts and Pauline Epistles has survived, more 
than one scholar has attempted to reconstruct fragments of such 
a version from citations of the Apostolos preserved in the writings 

I For a discussion of the peculiarities of the text of the Curetonian manuscript, see 
Friedrich Baethgcn, EMngelu,rfragmente. Der griechische Text des Cureton'schen Syrers 
wiederhtrgestellt (Leipzig, 1885), pp. 32-54, and F. C. Burkitt, Evangelion da· 
Mepharresht, ii (Cambridge, 1904), passim. The Sinaitic manuscript is the object 
of a learned and one-sided investigation by Adelbert Mcrx, Die vier kanonischen 
Evangelien nach ihrem iillesten bekannten Texte. Oberset~ung und Erliiuterung der syrischen 
im Sinaikloster gefundenen Palimpsesthandschrift, vol. i (Berlin, 1897), vol. ii in 3 parts 
(1902, 1905, 1911 ). 

2 For a list of important omissions in SyrS, see A. S. Lewis, The Old Syriac 
Gospels (London, 1910), pp. xlvii-Ixxviii. 

3 F. C. Burkitt, Evangelion da-Mepharreshe, ii (Cambridge, 1904), p. 39. 
" Charles C. Torrey, Documents of the Primitive Church, pp. 250-69. 
S So, e.g., Matthew Black, 'The Syriac Versional Tradition', in Die alten 

Oberset~ungen des Neuen Testaments, die Kirchenviiter~itate und Lektionare, ed. by K. Aland 
(Berlin and New York, 1972), p. 124. 

6 Arthur Hjelt, Die altsyrische Evangelienubersetzung und Tatians Diatessaron, be­
sonders in ihrem gegenseitigen Verhiiltnis (Zahn's Forschungen ~ur Geschichle des neutesta­
mentlichen Kanons, vii. I; Leipzig, 1903), pp. 96-1°7, and 162 f. 



44 The Syriac Versions 

of early Syrian Church Fathers. In the case of the Acts of the 
Apostles, the Armenian version of Ephraem's commentaryl on 
that book discloses that 'the Syriac text used by Ephraem was 
distinctly, and doubtless thoroughly, Western'.2 Zahn,3 having 
made a detailed study of Aphraates' quotations from the Pauline 
Epistles, collected not a few passages that differ from the Peshitta. 
In still more systematic fashion, Molitor4 combed the writings 
of Ephraem for citations from the Pauline Epistles; these show 
occasional agreements with Marcion and Tertullian, and often 
agree with G in opposition to a group of witnesses originating 
with D or supported by D. 

The most extensive study of the Old Syriac text of Acts and the 
Pauline Epistles is that of Kerschensteiner. Although Acts was 
quoted much less frequently than Paul, sufficient evidence has 
survived to render it certain that Aphraates, Ephraem, and the 
author of the Liber Graduum used essentially the same 'Old Syriac' 
text of Acts.s In the case of the Pauline Epistles Kerschensteiner6 

collected and analysed nearly 700 citations and allusions from 
fifteen early Syriac authors. He found evidence to prove the 
existence ofa unified Old Syriac text offourteen Pauline Epistles7 

throughout the fourth century, and with no trace of an earlier, 
different text. The theological complexion of the text discloses no 
heretical traits, though there are not a few free and targumic-like 
renderings. Textually the version finds its nearest affinities with 
a mixed text-type comprising many Western and some Alexan­
drian readings, similar to that current in Asia Minor during the 
second century. 8 

The Catholic Epistles and the Apocalypse were not accepted as 
canonical by the early Syriac-speaking Church, and hence they 
do not form part of the Old Syriac version. 

1 F. C. Conybcart·, 'The Commentary of Ephrem on Acts', in James H. Ropes, 
Ti,e Te:"t of Acts (London, '926), pp. 373-453-

z Ropes, op. cit., p. cxlviii. 
3 Thcodor Zahn, Geschichte des neuteslamentlichen Kanons, ii (ErJangen and Leipzig, 

1890 ), pp. 556-64. 
of Joseph Molitor, Der Paulustext ties hi. Ephraim auf seinem armenisch erhalten 

Paulinenkommentar untersucht und rekonslmiert (Rome, 1938). 
S Joseph Kcrschcnsteim'r, 'Bcobachtungen zum altc;yrischen Actatext', Rib, xlv 

(1964), 63-74· 
6 Der altsyrische Paulustext (CSCO cccxv, Subsidia, xxxvii; Louvain, 1970). 
7 Including 3 Corinthians (see pp. 161 and 163 below) and the Epistle to the 

Hebrews, but without Philemon. 
8 Der altsyrische Paulustext, p. 209. 
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3. PROBLEMS RELATING TO THE OLD SYRIAC VERSION 

Despite the deal of research that has been expended upon the 
Old Syriac version, more than one vexing problem still remains 
unsolved. (a) What are the mutual relations between the Dia­
tessaron and 'The Gospel of the Separated [Ones]" as the 
Sinaitic and Curetonian manuscripts were designated?1 (b) 
What is the relation between the Old Syriac and the Peshitta? 
(c) How should we explain the rarity of extant manuscripts of the 
Old Syriac as compared with the numbers ofPeshitta manuscripts? 

The question of the mutual relations between the Diatessaron 
and the two extant witnesses to the Old Syriac version continues 
to be debated. Was Tatian's harmony the first form in which 
the evangelic narratives were known in Syria, and was the 
Syriac version of the separated Gospels made later, as is 
argued by Baethgcn,Z Wright,3 Zahn,4 Nestle,s Burkitt,6 Turner,' 
Vogels,8 Baurrutark,9 Dobschiitz,IO Lagrange,! 1 VOObUS,lZ and 
Black ?13 Or, do the Sinaitic and Curetonian manuscripts 

I At the beginning of the Curetonian manuscript stands the heading: 'Gospel 
of the MepharresM, Matthew'; the Sinaitic closes with a colophon: 'Here ends the 
Gospel of the Mepharreshe, four books.' The Syriac word mepharreshe ('separate ones 
[books],) is the passive participle of ... +9, and designates the individual Gospels 
as opposed to a harmony or diatessaron of the four Gospels (Euangelion da-Me~alle!e, 
from ~~_, 'to mix or mingle'). 

2 Friedrich Baethgen, Evangelietifragmtnle, pp. 95-6. 
3 William Wright, A Short History of Syriac Literature (London, 1895), p. 8 . 
.. Theodor Zahn, Theologische Litteraturblatt, xvi (1895), pp. 17-2 I. Zahn had 

earlier favoured the priority of the separate Syriac Gospels; see his Forscltullgen zur 
Geschichte des neutestamentlicMn KalUJns, I. Theil (ErIangen, 1881), pp. 104-6. 

S Eberhard Nestle in Hastings's Dictionary of the Bible, iv (1902), 457a. 
6 F. C. Burkitt, Encycloptedia Biblica, iv (1902), col. 4999, and Evangelioll da­

Mepharreshe, ii (Cambridge, 1904), 212. 
7 C. H. Turner, 'Historical Introduction to the New Testamene, ]TS xi (1910), 

182 and 199. 
8 H. J. Vogels, Die altsyrischen Evangelien in ihrem Verhiiltnis zur Tatians Diatessaron 

(Biblische Studien, xvi. 5; Frciburg im Br., 19 11 ), p. 144. 
o Anton Baumstark, Geschichte der syrischen Literatur mit Ausschluss du christlich­

paliistinensischer Texte (Bonn, 1922), pp. 21-3. 
10 Ernst von Dobschiitz, Eberhard Nestle's Einfiihrung in das griechische Neue Testa­

ment, 4te Aufl. (Gottingen, 1923), p. 21. 
II M.-J. Lagrange, Critique lex/ueile, ii. La Critique rationnelle (Introduction a l'Itude 

Ndu ouveau Testament, ii; Paris, 1935), 204-13. 
U Arthur Voobus, Studies in the History of the Gospel Text in Syriac (CSCO cxxviii; 

Louvain, 1951), p. 168, and Early Versions, p. 78. 
13 Matthew Black, 'The Syriac Versional Tradition' (sec p. 43 n. 5), pp. 126 fT. 

Earlier Black held to the priority of the separate Gospels (An Aramaic Approach to 
1M Gospels and Acts, 3rd edn. (Oxford, 1967), pp. 265 ff.). 

8261705 c 
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represent a pre-Tatianic form of the Syriac text, as Stenning,1 
Brockelmann,2 Hjelt,3 Lewis,4 Harris,5 Mingana,6 and Torrey' 
have maintained? 

On the one hand, it is argued that Tatian's harmony could 
not have been made from the Old Syriac version, in view of 
important differences in text and wording. For example, the 
Diatessaron apparently included the account of the great light 
on the Jordan at the Baptism of Jesus, as well as Matt. xvi. 2-3 
and John v. 3-4, all of which are omitted by both Sinaitic and 
Curetonian, and the last twelve verses of Mark, Luke xxii. 43-4 
and xxiii. 34, which are omitted in Sinaitic, but included by 
Curetonian. 

On the other hand, those who think that the Old Syriac 
does not depend upon the Diatessaron pose the question: 
How should we conceive of the translator of the separated 
Gospels spending his time hunting through the Diatessaron 
to discover the rendering of this or that pericope, this or 
that verse? Furthermore, as Mingana phrases it, 'if this 
translator had considered the Diatcssaron as an orthodox lucu­
bration worthy of his attcntion, why did he omit all the 
apocryphal and mutilated verses that 'J'atian had accepted as 
authentic ?'8 

There is, of course, a third possibility, that Tatian and the Old 
Syriac represent more or less independent attempts to render the 
Greek. Burkitt championed this view, arguing that the Diates­
saron reflects the type of Greek in use at Rome by the middle 
of the second century, while the Old Syriac is the work of some­
one who, while having sorne knowledge of the Diatessaron, was 

I John F. Stenning ('Diatessaron', Hastings's Dictionary of the Bible, Extra Volume 
(New York, 1904), pp. 458-61), argues for the priority of the Old Syriac as 
represented by the Sinaitic manuscript. 

Z Carl Brockelmann, 'Die syrische und die christlich-arabische Litteratur', in 
Brockclmann, Finck, Leipoldt, and Littmann, Geschichte der christlichen Lilteraturen 
des Orients (Leipzig, 1907), p. 8. 

3 Arthur Hjelt, op. cit. (p. 43 n. 6), pp. 162 r. 
., Agnes Smith Lewis, 'Dr Vogcls on the Old Syriac Gospels', Exp, 8th ser., v 

(19 13), 52 - 62. 

S ]. R. Harris, 'An Important Reading in the Diatessaron', ExpTxxv (1913-14), 

347-9' 
(, Alphonse Mingana, 'Lewisian and Curetonian Versions of the Gospels', 

ExpTxxxvi (1914-15),47-8,93-4, and 235-6 . 
7 C. C. Torrey, Documents of the Primitive Church, p. 277. 
8 ExpTxxvi (19 14-15),235. 
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working from a Greek text in use at Antioch about the second 
half of the second century.1 

Consideration of the relation between the Old Syriac and 
the Peshitta will be deferred until the following section, but 
the question of the rarity of extant manuscripts of the Old 
Syriac as compared with those of the later versions deserves a 
few comments here. The observation was made by Lake that 

the various advocates of successive revisions [of the Syriac Scriptures] 
had apparently an almost unique aptitude for destroying all traces of 
rival predecessors. Theodoret, writing in the fifth century) mentions 
that he himself found over two hundred copies of Tatian in use in his 
province, and replaced them by the four Gospels. This vigorous line of 
action easily explains the disappearance of the Diatessaron, and the 
Old Syriac fared little better after the acceptance of the 'Vulgate', 
or Peshi tta. Z 

There is also the possibility that instead of being, so to speak, an 
official Old Syriac version, the Old Syriac manuscripts may be 
merely the work of private individuals who wanted copies of 
the separated Gospels. When such activity began, according to 
Black, 'it is impossible to say, but the evidence we do possess 
points to the existence of such attempts in the middle of the fourth 
century'.3 Most other scholars, however, would dispute so late 
a date, and, on the basis of the implications of evidence from 
earlier Syriac patristic quotations, argue for a much greater 
degree of antiquity of the Old Syriac version, holding that it goes 
back to the generation immediately following Tatian. In any 
case, few will dispute the judgement passed on the Curetonian 
manuscript by Hart a dozen years before the Sinai palimpsest 
was brought to light: 'The character of the fundamental text 
confirms the great antiquity of the version in its original form; 
while many readings suggest that, like the Latin version, it 

J So Burkitt in Evangelion da-Mepharreshe, ii (1903), 207 fr. and 223 fr., sum­
marized at the end of his life in ThL Cambridge Ancie1lt History, xii (1939), 493 f. and 
503. Lagrange, however, takes exception to classifying the Old Syriac as an Antio­
chian type of text (La Critique textuelle, p. 208). 

2 Kirsopp Lake, The Text of the New Testament, 6th edn., rcvd. by Silva New 
(London, 1928), p. 40. 

3 Black, 'The Syriac Versional Tradition', p. 130. Lagrange also saw no reason 
to date the Old Syriac texts earlier than the fourth century (Critique textuelle, pp. 208 
and 212). 
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degenerated by transcription and perhaps also by irregular 
revision.' I 

IV. THE PESHITTA SYRIAC VERSION 

1. NOTEWORTHY MANUSCRIPTS OF THE PESHI'fTA NEW 

TESTAMENT 

The word 'Peshitta'2 is a passive participle of the verb ~ 
('stretched out') signifying, among other meanings, what is simple 
or clear. The word appears to have been employed for the first 
time in designating a version of the Scriptures by the Jacobite 
Moses bar Kepha (d. 903),3 who applied it to the Syriac version 
of the Old Testament made from the Hebrew, in opposition to the 
version made by Paul of Tella from the Septuagint and supplied 
with complicated references drawn from Origen's Hexapla. In 
the case of the New Testament the same version would merit 
such an epithet in contrast to the Harclean version, which was 
furnished with a textual apparatus. Others interpret the word as 
meaning widely diffused or current. According to this interpretation 
the name 'Pcshitta' is parallel to the Latin Vulgata. 4 

The Peshitta version antedates the division of Syrian Chris­
tianity into two rival communities, and hence it was accepted by 
the N cstorians as well as by the J acobites. In its official form it 
includes twenty-two books ufthe New Testament, the four minor 
Catholic Epistles (2 Peter, 2 and 3 John, and Jude) and the 
Apocalypse being absent. It thus apparently reflects the canon 
according to the usage of the Church at Antioch in the fourth and 
fifth centuries. It does not include Luke xxii. 17-18 and the 
pericope de adultera (John vii. 53-viii. I I). 

I The .New Testament in the Original Greek; [ii] Introduction [and] Appendix (Cam­
bridge, 1881), p. 84. 

2 The spelling 'Peshitto' represents the Jacobite pronunciation of the word. 
On the morphology of the word, see Eberhard Nestle, 'Zum Namen del' syrischen 
Bibeluhersetzung Peschitta', ZDMC xlvii (1893), 157-9, and Ed. Konig, ibid., 
PP·3 16- 19· 

3 Syriac text in J. P. P. Martin, Introduction a la critique lextuelle du .Nouveau Testa-
m.ent, Partie theoriquc (Paris, 1883), p. 101 n. I; French trans. of Syriac text in 
Rubens Duval, Anciennes Liltlraturts chrltiennes; ii, La Litterature syriaque, 2nd edn. 
(Paris, Ig00), pp. 31 f . 

.. Cf. M. Black in the Bulletin of the Studiorum Novi Testamenti Societas, i 
(1950), 51 f. 
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Syrian scribes devoted great care to the transcription of the 
Peshitta version. A remarkable accord exists among the manu­
scripts of every age, there being on the average scarcely more 
than one important variant per chapter. 

At the beginning of the twentieth century Gregoryl was able 
to enumerate more than 300 Peshitta manuscripts of the New 
Testament ... Actually, however, the number is much larger, for 
Gregory did not include all the manuscripts that are in the 
libraries in the East. And since Gregory's time other manuscripts 
have come to light, particularly in little-known collections in 
the West. 2 Among manuscripts that have been catalogued the 
following are noteworthy for one reason or another-usually by 
reason of age. 3 

( I) What is considered4 to be probably the oldest copy of a 
portion of the New Testament in the Peshitta version is a frag­
ment ofa manuscript (Paris syr. MS. 296, 1°) containing Luke vi. 
49-xxi. 37, written by what appears to be the same hand that 

I See Caspar Rene Gregory, Textkritik des Neuen Testamenus, ii (Leipzig, 1902), 
508-23; iii (1909), 1300-1 (it should be noted that in vol. ii Gregory provides 
separate lists of manuscripts for the Gospels, the Acts and Catholic Epistles, and 
the Pauline Epistles). 

Z See, e.g., Julius Assfalg's Syrische Handschriftm (Verzeichnis der orientalischen 
Handschriften in Deutschland, v; '\Viesbaden, 1963) ; James T. Clemons, 'A Checklist 
of Syriac Manuscripts in the United States and Canada', OCP xxxii (1g66), 
224-522; id., An Index of Syriac Manuscripts containing the Epistles and the Apocalypse 
(Studies and Documents, xxxiii; Salt Lake City, 1968); and id., 'Some Additional 
Information on Syriac Manuscripts in the United States', Symposium Syriacum 1972 
(Orientalia christiana analecta, cxcvii; Rome, 1974), 505-8. 

3 On styles of Syriac writing, see W. H. P. Hatch, An Album of Dated Syriac 
Manuscripts (Boston, 1946), pp. 24-40; on the dating of Syriac manuscripts, see 
Ludger Bernhard, Die Chronologie der syrischen HandschriJten (Verzeichnis der orienia­
lischen Handschriften in Deutschland, Suppl. xiv; Wiesbaden, 1971). 

.. So Anton Baumstark, Geschichte der syrischen Literatur mit Ausschluss der christlich­
paliistinenischen Texte (Bonn, 1922), p. 73, Anm. 2. For a description of the manu­
script, see J. B. Chabot in ]A, ser. 9, viii (18g6), 241. 

The extravagant claims made by Norman M. Yonan for a seventh- or eighth­
century copy of the Pcshitta New Testament known as the Yonan Codex, viz. that 
it dates from about A.D. 350, that it is 'Christendom's most precious possession', 
and that, being written in the language that Jesus used, it is more authentic than 
any Greek manuscript of the New Testament, are altogether without foundation; 
see the present writer's article, 'Is the Yonan Codex Unique?' The Christian Cen­
tury, lxxiii (1956),234-6, and Edward F. Siegman, 'The Yonan Codex of the New 
Testament', CBQxvii (1956), 151--7. A photographic facsimile of the manuscript, 
which begins at Matt. ix. 35 and ends at Heb. xii. 9, is in the possession of the 
Institute for Antiquity and Christianity, Claremont, California. 



The Syriac Versions 

wrote British Museum MS. Add. 14425, which is dated A.D. 

463/4. 

(2) British Museum MS. Add. 14459 (fols. 1-66), written in 
a beautiful, Edessene Estrangela hand described by Wright (no. 
go) as 'apparently of the v th century', contains the Gospels ac­
cording to Matthew (beginning with vi. 20) and Mark. I It is 
bound with no. 8 below. 

(3) The copy of the four Gospels known as codex Phillipps 
1388, acquired in 1865 by the Royal Library in Berlin, was dated 
by Sachau2 to the end of the fifth or the beginning of the sixth 
century. Certain features in its lectionary system have been 
thought to point to a date toward the close of the fifth century.3 
Its text seems to represent a stage between that of the Old Syriac 
and the fully developed Peshitta text (see p. 60 below). 

(4) British Museum MS. Add. 17117, written in a good, 
regular Estrangela hand which is dated by Wright (no. 91) to the 
fifth century or the beginning of the sixth century (except fols. 
I, 8, 23, 24, 63, and 64, which are perhaps three centuries later), 
contains the Gospels according to Matthew and Mark (i. 1-

ix. 10). 

(5) British Museum MS. Add. 14453, written in a large, 
regular Estrangela hand which is dated by Wright (no. 66) to the 
fifth or sixth century, contains the four Gospels (ending with 
John xx. 25)' 

(6) British Museum MS. 14470, written in an elegant Edessene 
hand which is dated by ""right (no. 63) to the fifth or sixth 
century (except fols. 96, 101, and 154-63, which seem to be of the 
ninth century), contains the four Gospels, the Pauline Epistles, 
Acts, James, I Peter, and 1 John. 

(7) Morgan MS. 783, preserving 100 folios of a codex which is 
estimated to have had originally 2 I 6 folios, contains portions of 

I Described by G. H. Gwilliam, 'An Account of a Syriac Biblical Manuscript of 
the Fifth Century', Studia hihlica let ecclesiastica, i] (Oxford, 1885), pp. 151-74. 

2 E. Sachau, Verzeiclmis der syrischen Handschriften der konig. Bibliotluk zu Berlin, i 
(Berlin, 1899), 10-15. 

3 Arthur Allgeier, 'Cod. syr. Phillipps 1388 und seine altesten Perikopen­
vermerke', ~C, N.S., vi (1916), 147-52; cf. also id., 'Cod. syr. Phillipps 1388 in 
Berlin und seine Bedeutung fUr die Gcschichte der Pciitta', ibid., 3rd ser., vii 
(1932 ), I-IS· 
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three Gospels, beginning with Mark v. 23. According to Casey, 
'the script is of the second half of the fifth or first half of the sixth 
century ... not unlike that of British Museum Add. 14445, dated 
A.D. 532'.1 

(8) The earliest-dated manuscript containing two of the Gos­
pels in Syriac is British Museum MS. Add. 14459 (fols. 67-
169), written, according to a partially legible colophon, between 
A.D. 528-g and 537-8. It contains in a small, elegant Estrangela 
hand the Gospels according to Luke and John. It is bound with 
no. 2 above. For a specimen, see W. H. P. Hatch, An Album of 
Dated Syriac Manuscripts (Boston, 1946), plate xiii. 

(9) The earliest-dated manuscript of the Peshitta Apostolos is 
British Museum MS. Add. 14479, written at Edessa in a small, 
elegant Estrangela hand in the year 533-4; it contains the 
Pauline Epistles. For a specimen, see Hatch's Album, plate xvi. 

( 10) The earliest-dated manuscript containing the four Gos­
pels in Syriac is Vatican Cod. Sir. 12, written at Edessa in the 
year 548. For a specimen, see Hatch's Album, plate xx. 

( 1 I) The earliest-dated manuscript of the Syriac Gospels 
decorated with miniatures is the so-called 'Rabbula Gospels', 
written in the year 586 by a scribe named Rabbula in the Mono­
physite Monastery of Mar John, in Beth-Zagba. Today it is 
in the Laurentian Library of Florence (Plut. I, Cod. 56). For 
a specimen of the script, see Hatch's Album, plate xxxiv. A fac­
simile reproduction of all of the miniatures is available in The 
Rabbula Gospels ... , ed. by Carlo Cecchelli, Giuseppi Furlani, 
and Mario Salmi (Olten and Lausanne, 1959). 

Besides the manuscripts mentioned above which carry sixth­
century dates in scribal colophons, on the basis of palaeographi­
cal considerations nearly fifty other Peshitta manuscripts have 
also been assigned to the sixth century. Z 

I R. P. Casey, 'New Testament Manuscripts in the Pierpont Morgan Library', 
]TS, N.S. ii (1951),65. 

% Of this number special attention may be drawn to Morgan MS. 784, a copy 
of the four Gospels, beginning at Matt. xix. 19, which is said by Casey (ibid., 
p. 65) to have a subscription at the close of the Gospel of Matthew identical with 
that in Phillipps MS. 1388. In view of this circumstance it would be of interest to 
determine to what extent variant readings characteristic of the Phillipps codex 
(no. 3 above) may be present also in the Morgan manuscript. 
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2. NOTEWORTHY PRINTED EDITIONS OF THE PESIIITTA 

NEW TESTAMENT! 

The first printed edition of the Syriac New TestamenF was 
prepared by the hUlnanist Johann Albrecht Widmanstadt (or 
Widmanstctter), 1506-59, a senator and the Chancellor of Lower 
Austria. He had studied Syriac under Simeon, a Maronite 
bishop, and later collaborated with a Syrian Jacobite named 
Moses Mardincnsis (i.e. fi'om Mardin in Mesopotamia), who had 
been sent as legate to Pope Julius III. Moses brought with him 
a manuscript of the Syriac New Testament, which served as the 
basis of the printed volulne. As regards the four Gospels Wid­
manstadt states that they were edited from two manuscripts. 
Besides the one belonging to Moses of Mardin, the other may 
have been a codex belonging to Teseo Ambrogio, whom Wid­
manstadt met at R.eggio, but more probably was the Syriac 
tetraevangelion which he found in the Ptolemean Library at 
Sienna, and of which he made a transcript for himself.3 Nothing 
further is known of these manuscripts, or of the manner in which 
Widmanstadt utilized them. 

The Syriac type for the edition4 was prepared from steel 

1 Toward the close of the nineteenth century Eberhard Nestle- was abie to list 
more than thirty editions of the Peshitta New Testament, several of them having 
been reprinted many times (Syriac Grammar, with Bibliography, G'hrestomathy and 
Glossary, Eng. trans. from 2nd German cdn., by R. S. Kennedy (Berlin, 1889)). 
Cf. also the anonymous article, 'The Printed Editions of the Syriac New Testa­
ment', CQRxxvi (1888), 257-9; 1. H. Hall's Appendix, listing twenty-four editions 
of the Pcshitta, in James Murdoch's English translation of the Peshitta New Testa­
ment, 6th edn. (Boston and London, 1893), pp. 496-98; and Alfred Durand, • Les 
editions imprimecs du Nouveau Testament syriaque" RSR xi (1921),385-409. 

2 ••• Liher Sacrosancti Evangelii de 1esu Christo Domino et DeG nostro. Reliqua hoc 
CGdice compreltensa pa.gina proxima indicabit. Div. Ferdinandi rom. impera/~ris des~I:nati 
iusslt & lihera/ita/e, cltaracteribus & lingua Spa, 1esu Christo vemacula, Diuillo ipsius ore 
eoseerata, et a loh. Euiigelista Hebraica dicta, Seriptorio Prelo dili.geter E.\'pressa . .. 
[VieIUla, 1555]. 

Some copies are provided with about fifty additional pages (the colophon is 
dated February 1556), giving a primer of Syriac characters and syllables, as well as 
a reading-book arranged in four columns at each opening. The selections, which 
are given (right to left) in Syriac, in Hebrew characters, with transliteration of 
Syriac, and with Latin translation, include the Sanctus, the Lord's Prayer (with 
'Forgive us our debts and oursins', i.e. a text made up from Matthew and Luke), the 
Athanasian Creed, the rvlagniflcat, and a prayer for the dead. For a description 
of a copy printed in 1562, sec F. C. Burkitt in Proceedi,(l!,s of tlu Cambridge Antiquarian 
Society, xi (1906),265-8. 

1 See G. H. Gwilliam in Studia bibliea et ecclesiastica, ii (Oxford, 1890), 267-9. 
" The earliest Syriac type (Estrangela characters) was that used in Wilhelm 
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punches which a Swabian artist of Ellwagen, Caspar Crapht 
(Kraft), had engraved in imitation of the beautiful and dis­
tinctive handwriting of Moses of Mardin. l A thousand copies of 
the edition were printed at Venice in 1555 by Michael Cymber­
mann (Zimmermann) under the auspices and at the expense of 
Ferdinand I, King of Hungary and Bohemia, who three years 
later became Emperor of the Holy Roman Empire. In the Latin 
preface Widmanstadt expresses the hope that the edition might 
help promote the union of Christendom. 

It is of interest that a reference to Widmanstadt's edition is 
included in the 1611 English Bible. In the preface, known as 'The 
Translators to the Reader', mention is made of versions of the 
Scriptures in various vernaculars; in this context it is stated, 'So 
the Syrian translation of the New Testament is in most learned 
mens Libraries, of Widminstadius his setting forth.'2 

The second edition of the Syriac New Testament (Geneva, 
1569) was prepared by Immanuel Tremellius, professor of 
Hebrew in the University of Heidelberg (1561 -7 7). Although 
printed in Hebrew characters for lack of Syriac type, accord­
ing to Darlow and Moule 

it represents an advance on Widmanstadt's text, in that Tremellius 
attempted to give the vocalization fully, and especially collated for his 
text a Syriac MS. then preserved in the Elector Palatine's Library at 
Heidelberg .... The close Latin translation of the Syriac which he 
added was used as a basis for similar translations by later editors down 
to the time of Schaaf. 3 

At 1 John v. 7 Tremellius placed in the margin the comma 
Johanneum, translated by himself into Syriac. 

Postel's Linguarum duodecim characteribus differentium alphabetum . . . and Grammatico 
Arabica, both published in 1538 at Paris. More than half a century earlier Bernhard 
von Brcydenbach's Peregrinatio in terram sanctam . .. (Mainz, 1486) had utilized 
Syriac and other oriental alphabets in woodcut (see Eberhard Nestle, 'Geschichte 
des syrischen Druck.,,', in Marksteine aus der Weltlitteratur in Originalschriften, ed. by 
Johannes Baensch-Drugulin (Leipzig, 1902), pp. 35 fr. from end of volume, and 
Werner Strothmann, Die Anfiinge der syrischen Studien in Europa (COttinger Orient-

forschungen; I. Reihe: Syrioca, i; Wiesbaden, 1971). 

I So Eberhard Nestle ('Zur Geschichte der syrischen Typen', ZDMG lxxv 
(1903), 16 f.), who thought he had identified the very manuscript used as a model. 

2 The Translalors to the Reader. Preface to the King James Version 1611, ed. by 
Edgar J. Goodspeed (Chicago, 1935), p. 5 of facsimile. 

3 T. H. Darlow and H. F. Moule, Historical Catalogue of the Printed Editions of 
Holy Scripture • .. , ii (London, 1911), 1531. 
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The first edition of the Syriac New Testament to include the 
minor Catholic Epistles (2 Peter, 2 and 3 John, Jude) and the 
Apocalypse, though they formed no part of the original Pcshitta, 
was that contained in volume v (issued in two parts, 1630, 1633) 
of Guy Michel Le Jay's Paris Polyglot Bible. Gabriel Sionita, 
a Maronite scholar from Syria who at that time was Regius 
Professor and Interpreter of Syriac and Arabic at Paris, was 
mainly responsible for editing the Syriac text and its Latin trans­
lation. The Syriac vowels are here fully printed for the first time. 

Volume v of Brian Walton's London Polyglot Bible (1657) 
reproduces essentially the text of Sionita's edition, adding as well 
the pericope de adultera after John vii. 52. Aegidius Gutbier, whose 
edition (Hamburg, 1663, 1664) incorporates all of the above­
mentioned additions, even went so far as to introduce 1 John v. 7 
into the text. 

The last of this series is the well-known edition of Johann 
Leudsen and Carl Schaaf (Leiden, 1708; 2nd edn., 1717), which 
inserts, with inferior manuscript authority, 'raise the dead' at 
Matt. x. 8 (see Tischendorf, ad loc., with the note of Pusey­
Gwilliam). The sub-title of the edition proudly declares that the 
volume is furnished with a collation of the variant readings of all 
the previous editions ('Ad omnes editiones diligenter recensitum 
et variis lectionibus magno labore collectis adornatum'). 

According to Darlow and Moule, 
the editors disagreed about the system of printing to be adopted. 
Accordingly up to Luke xviii. 26 they give the Chaldean system, used 
by Tremellius and others, which Leusden preferred. After xviii. 26 
the printing follows the Syrian system, used in the Paris and London 
polyglots and approved by C. Schaaf. Leusden died in 1699, when the 
work had reached Luke xv. 20, and his colleague completed the task 
alone. I 

The foundation for an edition of the Gospels based on the 
collation of many Syriac manuscripts was laid by Philip Edward 
Pusey (1830-80), the deaf and crippled son of Edward Bouverie 
Pusey, the Tractarian leader. After Pusey's death the work of 
collating was continued by George Henry Gwilliam, and in 1901 
the Clarendon Press published at Oxford under both their names 
the edition entitled Tetraeuangelium Sanctum juxta simplicem Syro-

I T. H. Darlow and H. F. Moule, Historical Catalogue of the Printed Editums qf 
Holy Scripture . •. , ii (London, 191 I), 1537. 
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rum versionem. . The edition rests upon forty-two manu­
scripts, not all of which were collated fully,! and some of which 
are fragmentary. The resultant text agrees, to a very remarkable 
extent, with that of the editio princeps of 1555.2 The edition 
provides information from the Nestorian Massora, and the text 
is divided into paragraphs in accordance with the evidence of 
the most ancient manuscripts. A Latin translation is on facing 
pages. 

In 1905 the British and Foreign Bible Society published a 
reprint of Pusey and Gwilliam's edition, modified in several 
respects. The edition3 is without the apparatus and other notes 
of the I go I edition; on the other hand, two passages, lacking in 
all manuscripts of the Peshitta, are inserted, namely Luke xxii. 
17-18 and John vii. 53-viii. I I. The passages, a note explains, 
were taken from the Syriac New Testament prepared for the 
Bible Society in 1816 by Dr. Samuel Lee, and 'for the sake of 
completeness are inserted in this edition, but are placed within 
special marks [heavy square brackets] to indicate the different 
authority on which they rest'. 

In 1920 the Bible Society issued the Syriac text of the entire 
New Testament.4 For the text of the Acts of the Apostles, the 
three major Catholic Epistles (James, I Peter, I John), and the 
Pauline Epistles (including Hebrews) permission was granted to 
Inake use of the critical revision of the Peshitta prepared by 
Gwilliam for the Clarendon Press along lines similar to his 
earlier work on the Gospels. In the collation of manuscriptss 

1 e.g. the aberrant codex Phillipps 1388 (no. 3 in the list above) was only par­
tially collated; see the note in Pusey and Gwilliam's edition, pp. 3 I 6 f. 

2 For the criticism that Gwilliam determined his text by a majority vote of his 
manuscripts and therefore produced 'the latest not the earliest text of the Peshitta 
Tetraeuangelium', see Matthew Black, 'The Text of the Peshitta Tetracuangelium', 
Studia Paulina iTt honorem ]ohanTles de Zwaan (Haarlem, 1953), p. 26. 

Besides codex Phillipps 1388 (which has no fewer than seventy Old Syriac 
readings), two other Peshitta manuscripts mentioned in Gwilliam's apparatus con· 
tain an appreciable number of Old Syriac readings: a Vatican manuscript dated 
A.D. 548 (no. to in the list above) and codex Dawkins III, of disputed date (Payne 
Smith assigned it to the ninth century, but Burkitt and Gwilliam to a time prior 
to the middle of the sixth century). 

3 The Fourfold Gospel . .. Tetraeuallgelium Sanctum. In the Peshitta Version (London, 
1905). Each Gospc1 is paginated separately, a feature which allowed the Bible 
Society to issue the Gospels individually . 

.. The New Testament in Syriac (London, 1905-20; repro 1950). 
S For the identity of the several manuscripts, see R. Kilgour, ExpT xxxiii 

(1921-2), 332, and A. Guillaume, ibid., pp. 519 f. 
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the editor received help from John Pinkerton, who carried on and 
completed this work after Gwilliam's death in 1913. The remain­
der of the New Testament is taken from John Gwynn's editions 
of the four minor Catholic Epistles (1909) and Revelation 
(1897); for these editions, see pp. 66 and 68 below. 

The edition has a remarkable reading at Hcb. ii. 16, appar­
ently unknown to any other version or to any Greek manuscript: 
'For not over angels has death authority [or dominion], but over 
the seed of Abraham it has authority [or dominion].' Accord­
ing to Albert Bonus, I this reading, which is not found in any 
other printed edition of the Pcshitta, is supported by fourteen of 
twenty Syriac manuscripts which he inspected, including the 
two oldest. 

3. PROBLEMS CONCERNING THE DATE AND TEXTUAL 

AFFINITIES OF THE PESHITTA NEW TESTAMENT 

Until the beginning of the twentieth century it was commonly 
held that the Peshitta Syriac translation was one of the earliest 
versions, if not the earliest, of the New Testament to be made. 2 

The constant tradition among Syrian Christians has been that it 
was the work of one or more of the original Apostles or Evan­
gelists, some naming Mark and others Thaddeus as the translator. 
Among European scholars there was general agreement that the 
Peshitta was in existence by the end of the second century, and 
certainly by the beginning of the third. Several went so far as to 
suppose that it was made near the close of the first century or 
early in the second. 3 

I 'Reb. ii. 16 in the Pcshitta Syriac Version', ExpT, xxxiii (1921-2), 234--6. 
2 See, e.g., Richard Simon, Histoire critique des versions du Nouveau Testament 

(Rotterdam, 1690), pp. 159-64;J. P. P. l\iartin, Introduction a la critique textuelle du 
Nouveau Testament, Partie theorique (Paris, 1883), pp. 98-135; S. P. Trcgelles, 
vol. iv of Thomas H. Horne's Introduction to the Critical Study and Knowledge of the 
Holy Scriptures, 13th edn. (London, 1872), pp. 258-69; G. H. Gwilliam, 'The 
Materials for the Criticism I)f the Peshitta New Testament, with Specimens of the 
Syriac Ma'isorah', Studia hiblica et ecclesiastica, iii (Oxford, 1891), 47-103; and rid.] 
'The Text of the Syriac Gospels', CQR xl (1895), 102-32. 

J Those who a'isigncd a first-century date include Brian Walton, Carpzov, 
Leusden, Bishop Lowth, and Kennicott.J. D. Michaelis ascribed the Syriac version 
of hoth Testaments to the close of the first or to the earlier part of the second century 
(Introduction to the New Testament, 4th cdn., vol. ii, part 1 (London, 1823),29-38). 
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In 1901 F. C. Burkitt published a slender monograph which 

altered scholarly opinion concerning the date of the Peshitta.1 

After separating the spurious writings of Ephraem from the 
genuine ones, Burkitt found that the numerous Gospel quotations 
made by that prominent Syrian ecclesiastic, who died about 
A.D. 373, afford no evidence that he was acquainted with the 
Peshitta text, but rather that he relied upon a different and pre­
sumably earlier rendering of the separated Gospels. 

The same scholar also advanced the hypothesis that the 
Peshitta version of the New Testament was made by or for 
Rabbula, bishop of Edessa, probably in the early years of his 
episcopate, which extended from A.D. 411 to 435. Rabbula, 
according to a statement made by his biographer, an unknown 
cleric of Edessa writing about 450, 'translated by the wisdom of 
God that was in him the New Testament from Greek into Syriac, 
because of its variations, exactly as it was'. 2 This remark had 
indeed attracted the attention of scholars before Burkitt. Nestle 
thought that Rabbula's work involved a revision by way of fur­
ther assimilation of the Peshitta to some Greek tcxt. 3 Wright 
considered it more probable that Rabbula's revision was 'a first 
step in the direction of the Philoxenian version'." Burkitt, how­
ever, connected the biographer's remark with the first publica­
tion of the Peshitta, arguing that 'from the time of Rabbula 
the Syriac Vulgate holds a position of absolute supremacy. Before 
Rabbula, no trace of the Peshitta: after Rabbula, hardly a trace 
of any other text.'s 

The hypothesis of the Rabbulan authorship of the Peshitta 
New Testament soon came to be adopted by almost all scholars, 
being persuaded perhaps more by the confidence with which 

I S. Ephraim's Quotationsfrom the Gospel (Texts and Studies, vii; Cambridge, 1901 ; 
repro Nendeln, Liechtenstein, 1967). 

% J. J. Overbeck, S. Ephraemi Syri Rabulae episcopi Edessani BaLaei aliorumque opera 
selecta (Oxford, 1865), p. 172, lines 18-20; the translation given here is that of 
Burkitt (op. cit., p. 57). 

For what is known of Rabbula and his career as bishop of Edessa, see Georg 
G. Blum, Rabbula von Edessa. Der Christ, der Bischqf, der Thtolo.~ (CSCO ccc, Subsidia, 
34; Louvaiu, 1969). H. S. Pclser has promised the publication of his doctoral dis­
sertation, Rabbula, the Bishop of Edessa (cf. PeIser in De fructu oris sui, Essays in 
Honour of Adrianus von Selms, ed. by 1. H. Eybers et al. (Leiden, 1971), p. 162 U. I}. 

J Eberhard Nestle, Real-Encyklopiidie for protestantische Theologie und Kirche, 2te 
Aufl. xv (1885), 195. 

4 William Wright, A Short History of Syriac Literature (London, 1894), p. 11. 

5 Evangelwn da-Mepharreshe, ii (1904), 161. 
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Burkitt propounded it than by any proof other than circum­
stantial evidence. Among the fe\v dissenting voices,l Voobus has 
repeatedly attacked the validity of Burkitt's reconstruction of the 
history of the Peshitta, pointing out that it rests solely on specu­
lation and that, before one can confidently regard it as probable, 
Rabbula's quotations from the New Testament must be examined 
with a view to determining what version he himself commonly 
used. In default of the existence of any extensive composition by 
Rabbula himself, Voobus analysed the New Testament quota­
tions in Rabbula's Syriac translation of Cyril of Alexandria's 
llEpt 7ij~ op(Jij~ 7Tt07Ew~, written shortly after the beginning of the 
Nestorian controversy in 430.2 In this translation, instead of 
rendering Cyril's quotations from Scripture, Rabbula inserted 
the wording of the current Syriac version-a method which more 
than one author followed in translating from Greek into Syriac. 
V66bus discovered that in this treatise, published by Rabbula 
near the end of his life, only the shortest of the several citations 
(totalling about thirty-five from the Gospels, and about forty 
from the Epistles) agree with the Peshitta, and that many of the 
others, in differing from the Peshitta, agree with either the Old 
Syriac or the Diatessaron. 3 

Continuing his research into the history of the usc made of the 
Peshitta in the fifth century, V66bus4 analysed the nature of the 
Gospel text used by Rabbula's contemporaries and successors, as 
well as that included in the Syriac translation of the Acts of the 
Synod of Ephesus. Here too there is little or no evidence of the 
use of the Peshitta version among fifth-century Syriac sources. 
Furthermore, contrary to Burkitt's dictum that after Rabbula 
there is to be found hardly a trace of an Old Syriac text, V66bus 

I The most notable exceptions to the otherwise universal chorus of approval 
of Burkitt's hypothesis were F. Nau in Dictiolmaire de ta Bible, v (Paris, 1912), 
col. 1926; id., RHR ciii (1931),115;.1. R. Harris (tentatively), 'The Syriac New 
Testament', Exp, 8th ser., vi (1913), 456~5; and Alphonse Mingana, 'The 
Remaining Versions of the Gospels', &:pT xxvi (1915-16), 379; cr. id., 'A New 
Doctrine of Christian Monachism', Exp, 8th ser., ix (1915), 378. 

2 The Syriac text is available in Acta Martyrum et sanetorum, ed. P. Bedjan, v 
(Paris, 1895), 628 ff.; the Greek text is in Migne, PC lxxvi, cols. 1133 fT. 

3 Arthur Voobus, bwestigations into the Text of Ihe New Testament Used by Rahbula 
of l!.aessa (Contrihutions of Baltic University, no. 59; Pinneberg, 1947). 

oJ Researches on the Circulation of the Peshitta in the Middle of the Fifth Century, and 
Neue Ergebnisse in der Erforsclllmg der Geschicltte der Evangelientexte im Syrischen, being 
Contributions of Baltic University, nos. 64 and 65 respectively (Pinneberg, 1948), and 
'Das Alter der Peschitta', ~C, 4th ser., ii (1954), 1-10. 
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collected not a few Old Syriac (or, at least, non-Peshitta) read­
ings that continue to turn up in authors long after Rabbula.1 

In Voobus's opinion, the Peshitta, though older than Rabbula's 
time,2 met with considerable opposition, and was not introduced 
in Edessa as the official Gospel text until the end of the fifth or the 
beginning of the sixth century.3 

Other scholars have joined V 66bus in challenging Burkitt's 
thesis, though they do not always see eye to eye with his recon­
struction of the history of the Gospel text in Syriac. Matthew 
Black, for example, having analysed the quotations in Rabbula's 
translation of Cyril of Alexandria's treatise, concluded that 
Rabbula's quotations from the Gospels were made from a form 
of text that was 'a kind of half-way house between the Old 
Syriac represented by Sand C and the final and definitive form of 
the Syriac Vulgate which has come down to US'.4 

In analysing the nature of the Gospel text used in the biography 
of Rabbula, Baarda has found that the biographer's text of 
Matthew and Luke 'was less revised and contained more archaic 
elements than both SP and Scs have preserved .... The text of 
John used by the author of Rabbula's life was a more revised one 
than that of the extant Old Syriac manuscripts, although not yet 
the very same text that we have in the collated manuscripts of the 
Pesitta.'s 

The question who it was that produced the Peshitta version of 
the New Testament will perhaps never be answered. That it 
was not Rabbula has been proved by V66bus's researches. At 
the same time one is reluctant to believe that the statement 
by Rabbula's biographer is without any historical foundation. 
Baarda may well be correct in his supposition that Rabbula's 
work of revision was not a radical one: 'The purpose', he 

I Arthur Voobus, Studies in Iht History of tht Gospel Text in SyrifU (CSCO cxxviii, 
Subsidia, 3; Louvain, 1951), pp. 72-86. 

2 'The Oldest Extant Traces of the Syriac Peshitta', Mu, lxiii (1950), 19 I -204. 
3 Studies in the History of the Gospel Text in SyrifU, p. 175. 
4 'Rabbula of Edcssa and the Pcshitta', BJRL xxxiii (1951), 209; cf. also id., 

'The New Testament Peshitta and its Predecessors', Bulletin of the Studiorum Novi 
Testamenti Societas, i (1950), 51-62 ; 'Zur Geschichte des syrischen Evangelientextes', 
TLZ lxxvii (1952), cols. 705-· IO; and 'The Syriac New Testament in Early 
Patristic Tradition', La Bible et Its Peres, Colloque de Strasbourg (I er-3 oewbre r!fi9), 
ed. by Andre Benoit and Pierre Prigent (Paris, 1971), pp. 263-78. 

5 Tj. Baarda, 'The Gospel Text in the Biography of Rabbula', VC xiv (1960), 
124. 
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suggests, 'was to have a more accurate translation of passages 
that were important in the Christological discussions within the 
Edessenian clergy.'! Consequently, most of the changes Rabbula 
introduced involved passages in the Gospel according to John, 
a feature that, as was mentioned above, is reflected in the 
Gospel quotations included in the biography of Rabbula. 

I t appears that, besides Rabbula, other leaders in the Syrian 
Church also had a share in producing the Peshitta. The presence 
of a diversity of mannerisms and style in the Peshitta Gospels and 
Apostolos suggests that the revision of the Old Syriac was not 
homogeneous, but the work of several hands. 2 Whether, as 
Rende! Harris thought,3 one of the translators was Mar Koumi, 
a well-known Syrian bishop of the fifth century, is problematic. 
In any case, however, in view of the adoption of the same version 
of the Scriptures by both the Eastern (Nestorian) and Western 
(J acobite) branches of Syrian Christendom, we must conclude 
that it had attained a considerable degree of status before the 
division of the Syrian Church in A.D. 43 I. Despite the remark­
able degree of unanimity of reading among most manuscripts of 
the Peshitta version, there are occasional copies, such as codex 
Phillipps 1388 (see p. 50 above), that preserve scores of Old 
Syriac variae lectiones, a feature that, as Black remarks, 'disposes of 
the textual myth of a fixed Peshitta New Testament text, with 
little or no internal evidence of variant\) to shed light on its 
development and history'. 4 

Finally, some attention must be given to problems involved in 
determining the textual affinities of the Peshitta version of the 

J Tj. Baarda, 'The Gospel Text in the Biography of Rabbula', VC xiv 
(1960), 1~7· 

2 Cf. Arthur Voobus, Early Versions of the New Testament, pp. 9B f., and T. C. 
Falla, 'Studies in the Peshitta Gospels; an Examination of Four Groups of Pcshitta 
Gospel \\'ords and their Contribution to the Study of the Peshitta as a Revision' 
(unpublished Ph.D. thesis, University of Melbourne, 1971), pp. 328-33, and id., 
'Demons and Demoniacs in the Peshitta Gospels', A br-Nahrain , ix (1969-70), 
43-65, esp. 59· 

In the Peshitta text of the Pauline Epistles evidence has been found of 
dependence upon an earlier \-Vest Aramaic version similar to that preserved in 
the Palestinian Syriac version (see L. Delckat, 'Die SyropaHistinische Obersctzung 
der Paulusbriefe und die Peschitta', NTS iii (1956-7), 223-33). 

3 'Some Notes on the History of the Syriac New Testament', Exp, 8th ser., vi 
(19 13),456- 65. 

4 Matthew Black, 'The Text of the Peshitta Tctracuangelium', Studia Paulina in 
Iwnorem Johannes de Zwaan (Haarlem, 1953), p. 27. 
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New Testament. It has been frequently stated that the type of 
text represented by the Peshitta is what Hort designated the 
Syrian text and Ropes the Antiochian-a form of text which also 
appears in the writings of John Chrysostom and which eventually 
developed into the Byzantine Textus Receptus. I Nevertheless, 
in a considerable number of readings the Peshitta agrees with one 
or other of the pre-Syrian Greek texts, again~t the Antiochian 
Fathers and the late Greek text. 2 In a detailed examination of 
Matt. chaps. i-xiv, Gwilliam found that the Peshitta agrees with 
the Textus Receptus 108 times and with codex Vaticanus (B) 
sixty-five times, while in 137 instances it differs from both, usually 
with the support of the Old Syriac and/or the Old Latin, though 
in thirty-one instances (almost one-fourth of the whole number) 
it stands alone. 3 From these data he concluded that the un­
known author of the Peshitta 'revised an ancient work by 
Greek MSS. which have no representatives now extant, and thus 
has transmitted to us an independent witness to the Greek Text 
of the New Testament'.4 

In a similar examination of the Peshitta text of Mark,s Mrs. 
Downs collected all significant readings in that Gospel where the 
Sinaitic Syriac (the Curetonian manuscript fails almost com­
pletely for Mark) and the Peshitta are identical, but where all 
other witnesses disagree. Seventy unique agreements were found. 
She also drew up a list of agreements between the Sinai palim­
psest and the Peshitta in Mark having some support in Greek 
manuscripts or in other versions or both. An analysis of the 135 
readings of this list shows that 
in no case is the Neutral, Caesarean, or Western the prime factor in 
the composition of the text which Rabbula and his assistants used in 
making the Peshitto .... The fact that the MSS and versions which 
share these readings with the Syriac are habitually allied to the 

I So, e.g., Hermann von Soden, Die Schrifun des Neuen Testaments; I. Unter­
suchungen, i (Berlin, 1902), 1459 f. 

2 So Westcott and Hort, The New Testament in the Original Greek, [ii] Introductwn 
[and] Appendix, 2nd edn. (London, 1896), pp. 136 f. 

3 G. H. Gwilliam, 'The Place of the Peshitto Version in the Apparatus Criticus 
of the Greek New Testament', Studia hihlica et ecclesiastica, v. (1903), 187-237. 

• Ibid., p. 237. 
S Hope Broome Downs, 'The Peshitto as a Revision: its Background in Syriac 

and Greek Texts in Mark', JBL lxiii (1944), 141-59. The article is a condensation 
of Mrs. Downs's unpublished Ph.D. dissertation (with the same title) at Bryn 
Mawr College (1943). 
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Evangelion da-Mepharreshe, not to the Peshitto, carries its own 
decisive evidence .... Obviously Rabbula used a copy of the Evan­
gelion da-Mepharreshe as the basis of his translation. l 

As for the textual affinities of the Greek manuscript or manu­
scripts used in revising an Old Syriac base, Mrs. Downs's 
research partly confirms and partly contradicts the generally 
accepted opinion of the textual complexion of the Peshitta. On 
the onc hand, she found that of the 135 readings mentioned 
above the Peshitta agrees with the Ecclesiastical text in nearly 
half of the readings (48'9 per cent). On the other hand, of 
the several strands that account for the non-Ecclesiastical ele­
ments in the Peshitta, the Western type of text (D WMk i-v Old 
Latin) provides an unexpectedly large proportion of agreement 
(29· I per cent). Thus it appears that, contrary to the customary 
view which regards the Peshitta as an almost typical witness to 
the later form of text, a large number of its readings in Mark 
agree with the Old Syriac, and of the remainder only about one­
half agree with the Koine or Ecclesiastical text. 2 

In the case of the Acts of the Apostles, Hatch found that the 
Peshitta 'contains many "Western" readings, but its text is 
mainly that of the Old Uncial family'.3 According to the 
evaluation made by Ropes, the rendering is often very free, 
somewhat after the manner of the Western text; the translator 
has a habit of expressing one Greek word by two Syriac ones. 
With regard to its relation to the later type of text, Ropes declares : 
'Thc readings which depart from the Old Uncial text and follow 
the Antiochian are usually also found in "Western" witnesses, 
and there seems no trace of the peculiar and distinctive selection 
of readings which is the chief recognizable characteristic of the 
Antiochian text.'4 

For the rest of the New Testament in the Peshitta version very 
little research has been undertaken. In a hitherto unpublished 
dissertation James T. Clemons makes a study of the Syriac text of 

I Hope Broome Downs, op. cit., p. 151. 

2 Ibid., p. ISS. 
3 William H. P. Hatch (with James Hardy Ropes), 'The Vulgate, Pcshitto, 

Sahidic, and Bohairic Versions of Acts and the Greek Manuscripts', HTR xxi 
(1928), 81. 

.. James Hardy Ropes, The Text of Acts, being vol. iii of The Begilmings of Chris­
tianity, Part I, The Acts of the Apostles, cd. by F. j. Foakes Jackson and Kirsopp 
Lake (London, 1926), p. cxlix. 
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the Epistle to the Galatians, based on the collation of eighteen 
manuscripts and five printed editions and illustrated by patristic 
citations preserved in about fifty Syriac treatises. As regards 
textual affinities, Clemons concludes that 'the Peshitta [ of 
Galatiaru] contains several readings that cannot be traced en­
tirely to a Greek original represented by the Textus Receptus'.1 

In view of the abundance of manuscripts of the Peshitta, some 
of them of great antiquity, it is to be regretted that during the 
twentieth century so little scholarly effort has been directed to 
solving the many problems that clamour for attention. Among 
the most pressing desiderata is the publication of a concordance to 
the Peshitta New Testament. 2 

V. THE PHILOXENIAN AND / OR HARCLEAN VERSION(S) 

I. THE NATURE OF THE PROBLEM 

One of the most confused and confusing tangles connected 
with the Syriac versions involves the identification of the Philo­
xenian and/or Harclean version (s). The scanty evidence preserved 
in several colophons of Syriac manuscripts has usually been 
interpreted in one of two ways.3 On the one hand, it has been 
held that the Syriac version produced in A.D. 508 for Philoxenus, 
bishop of Mabbug (Hierapolis), by Polycarp his chorepiscopus 

I 'Studies in the Syriac Text of Galatians', Ph.D. dissertation, Duke University, 
1963; cf. Dissertation Abstracts, xxiv (Ann Arbor, 1964), pp. 4827 f. Clemons's 
article, 'Some Questions on the Syriac Support for Variant Greek Readings' 
(NovT x (1968), 26-30) draws upon his research concerning the rendering of 
K1J¢>iis, yap, and 8' in the Peshitta text of Galatians. 

:z In 1926 the Revd. Albert Bonus of Alphington, Exeter, finished making a hand­
written copy (on about 600 sheets of foolscap) of a concordance of the Pcshitta 
New Testament (an occasional section has been crossed out). Today Bonus's 
concordance is in the possession of the Department of Middle Eastern Studies, 
University of Melbourne. Dr. T. C. Falla is at work preparing a comprehensive 
index to the Peshitta Gospels, with indication of the corresponding Greek word 
for each Syriac word. 

3 The sceptical views of Gressmann and Lebon, that there is no certain trace of 
the Philoxenian version and that the Harc1ean has not yet been discovered, have 
found no approval among other scholars (Hugo Gress mann , 'Studien zum syrischen 
Tetraevangelium; I, Besitzen wir die Philoxeniana oder Harclensis?' ZNW v 
(1904), 248-52; Jules Lebon, 'La version philoxenienne de la Bible', RHE xii 
(1911), 413-36). Adequate rebuttals of these views are given in the criticism of 
Lebon (by Lagrange?) in RB ix (1912), 141-3, and the article by L.- J. Delaporte 
'L'evangeliaire heracleen et la tradition karkaphienne', ibid. 391-402. 
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was reissued in 6 I 6 by 'I'homas of Harkel (Heraclca), bishop of 
Mabbug, who merely added marginal notes derived from two 
or three Greek manuscripts (so White,l Tregelles,Z Martin,3 
Clark,4 New,s Lagrange,6 Kiimme1,7 and McHardy8). On the 
other hand, it has been held that the Philoxenian version was 
thoroughly revised by Thomas, who also added in the margin 
certain readings which he considered to be important but not 
worthy of inclusion in the text (so Bernstein, 9 Gwynn,IO 
Wright,II Burkitt,I2 Kenyon,IJ Ropes,r4 Lake,IS Hatch,16 
Zuntz,17 Vo6bus,18 and, tentatively, BlackI9). 

I Joseph White, Sacrorum evangeliorum versio S)riaca Philoxeniana e:" codd. mss. 
Ridleianis in bible coil. Nov. O;t."OTI. repositiJ· nunc primum edita, i (Oxford, 1778), pp. 
xviii-xxi. 

2 S. P. Tregelles, Ope cit. (p. 56 n. :2 above), pp. 269-78. 
3 J. P. P. Martin, Ope cit. (p. 48 n. 3 above), pp. 135-63. 
• A. C. Clark states his view very briefly in JTS xxix (1927), 19, and sub­

sequently at greater length in 'The Philoxenian Text' in his The Acts of the Apostles 
(Oxford, 1933), pp. 30 5-2 9. 

5 Silva New, 'The Harclcan Version of the Gospels', HTR xxi (1928), 376-95. 
6 Lagrange, Critique textueLJe, p. 229. 

7 W. G. Kiimmel, 'Textkritik und Textgeschichte des Neuen Testaments, 
1914-1937', ThRu, N.F., x (1938), 32. 

8 \Villiam Duff McHardy, 'James of Edcssa's Citations from the Philoxenian 
Text of the Book of Acts', ]TS xliii (1942), 168. 

9 G. H. Bernstein, De Gltarklensi Novi Testamenti translalione S)·riaca cOTmnentatio 
(Breslau, 1937), p. 5· 

10 John Gwynn, articles 'Polycarpus Chorepiscopus' and 'Thomas Harklensis', 
in Smith and Wace's Dictionary qfChristiatl Biography, iv (1887),431-4 and 1014-21 ; 
The Apocalypse of St. John in a Syriac Versiotlltitherto unknown . .. (Dublin, 1897) ; and 
Remnants of the Later Syriac Versions of the Bible (London, 1909; repr. Amsterdam, 
1973)· 

11 \.villiam Wright, A Short Hi.rtory of Syriac Literalure, p. 16. 
12 F. C. Burkitt, Encyclopadia Biblica, iv, col. 5005. 
13 F. G. Kenyon, Handbook to the Textual Criticism of the New Testament, 2nd edn. 

(London, 1912), pp. 164-7. Kenyon refers to the two stages of the development of 
the Philoxenian and the Harclean version, and the considerable modification of 
the text which Thomas introduced. 

14 James H. Ropes, The Text of Acts (London, 1926), p. dx. 
15 K. Lake, The Text of the New Testament, 6th edn., p. 42. 
16 William H. P. Hatch, 'The Subscription in the Chester Beatty Manuscript of 

the Harclean Gospels', HTR xxx (1937), 143. 
17 G. Zuntz, The Ancestry of the Harkleall New Testament (London, n.d.), p. 76. 
18 Arthur Voobus, 'New Data for the Solution of the Problem Concerning 

the Philoxenian Version', Spiritus et veritas. Festschrift Karl Kundzins (Eutin, 1953), 
pp. 169-86. 

10 Matthew Black, 'The Syriac Versional Tradition', Ope cit. (p. 43 n. 5 above), 
pp. 139-41. According to Black, Thomas's revision of the Philoxenian 'hardly 
appears to have been a major operation .... At times Thomas does no more than 
"touch up" the Philoxenian version' (p. 141). 



The Philoxenian and/or Harclean Version(s) 65 

According to the former view, there is but one version which 
was republished with variant readings added in the margin; 
according to the latter view, there are two separate versions 
entirely, the later one being provided with marginalia. Further­
more, if the second reconstruction is the correct onc, the Philo­
xenian version has disappeared except for certain nlanuscripts 
which contain the minor Catholic Epistles and the Book of 
Revelation. According to the former view, the Syriac version of 
these books was made by an unknown translator. 

2. THE PHILOXENIAN VERSION 

One of the most influential leaders of the Monophysite branch 
of the Church at the beginning of the sixth century was Philo­
xenus (Mar Aksenaya') of Mabbug in eastern Syria, who, with 
his contemporary, Severus of Antioch, founded Jacobite Mono­
physitism. Despite acrimonious charges levelled against him by 
his theological opponents, his writings disclose him as an acute 
dialectician, a prolific author, a subtle theologian, and an un­
compromising champion of the unity of the nature of Christ 
against what he regarded as the heresy of the two natures. I 

The work of translating the New Testament was performed in 
507-8, when the prestige of Philoxenus was at its height. Inas­
much as Philoxenus did not know Greek, he commissioned 
Polycarp, chorepiscopus in the diocese of ~Iabbug, to revise the 
Peshitta version in accordance with Greek manuscripts. 2 Poly­
carp sometimes replaced Syriac words with synonyms, sometinles 
used different prepositions, and generally gave preference to 
the independent possessive pronoun over against the suffixes.3 

It appears that Polycarp sought to make a more theologically 
accurate rendering of the Greek than the current Peshitta 
rendering. In addition to the books included in the earlier 

I See the comprehensive monograph by Andre de Halleux, PIliioxcne de Mabbog, 
sa vie, ses wits, sa thlologie (Louvain, 1963). 

2 This is the generally accepted view; Alphonse Mingana, however, thought 
that Philoxenus himself had prepared the version long before his episcopal ordina­
tion, in the monastery of Tel'eda, having possibly handed his work to Polycarp 
for the purpose of simple revision in 505-8 ('New Documents on Philoxenus 
of Hierapolis, and on the Philoxenian Version of the Biblc', Exl), 8th ser., xix 
(1920), 159)' 

3 For examples illustrating thesc and other modifications introduced by 
Polycarp, see V66bus, loco cit. (see p. 64 n. 18), pp. 180-3, and Early Versions of 
the New Testament, pp. 117 f.; cf. also de Hallcux, op. cit., pp. 122 f. 
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translation, the Philoxenian included (seemingly for the first 
time in Syriac) 2 Peter, 2 and 3 John, Jude, and the Book 
of Revelation. Since the Philoxenian version was made and 
sponsored by Jacobite ecclesiastics, it was used only by the Mono­
physite branch of Syriac-speaking Christendom. 

Philoxenian manuscripts and editions 

Apart from several manuscripts of the Gospels that have been 
thought by one or another scholar to preserve the Philoxenian 
version,1 the only assuredly Philoxenian manuscripts are those 
that contain the four minor Catholic Epistles and the Apocalypse. 
The former were first published at Leiden in J630 by Edward 
Pococke, from a late manuscript in the Bodleian (MS. Or. II g, 
written about A.D. 16 I 0). In this edition the text is given in both 
Syriac and Hebrew characters, and at the foot of the page are a 
Greek text and a Latin rendering of the Syriac. After the edition 
of Pococke had appeared, it was not long before these Epistles 
were incorporated into printed editions of the Peshitta, a version 
with which they have really nothing to do. 2 

In I gog, on the basis of a collation of twenty manuscripts, the 
oldest of which is dated A.D. 823 (British Museum Add. 14623), 
John Gwynn produced a fully reliable edition of the four Epistles, 
with prolegomena, supplemental notes, and the reconstruction of 
the Greek text attested by the version. 3 Gwynn divided the 
manuscripts into two groups, an older (ninth-twelfth century), 
and a later (fifteenth-seventeenth century; from this the usuaJ 
printed editions have been taken), besides several of inter­
mediate character. 4 

I c.g. the three manuscripts in Florence, Rome, and Beirut, proposed succcs­
sively by Adler, Bernstein, and Hall; for bibliography see Anton Baumstark, 
Geschichle der syrischell Liuralur (Bonn, 1922), pp. 144 f., and, for Hall, F. C. Burkitt, 
]TS xxxiii (1931-2), 255-62. 

2. This insertion was first made in the Paris Polyglot Bible (vol. v, part 1; 1630). 
3 Remnants of the Later Syriac Versio1ls of the Bible; Part I: New Testament. The 

Four Minor Catholic Epistles in the Origillal Philoxenian Versioll of the Sixth Century, and 
the History of the Woman Takell ill Adultery . .. (London and Oxford, 1909; repro 
Amsterdam, 1974). See also Gwynn's earlier discussion, 'The Older Syriac Version 
of the Four Minor Catholic Epistles', Hermathena, vii (1890), 281-3 14. 

4 There is also an Arabic version of the Philoxenian text of the Catholic Epistles, 
contained in a ninth-century copy on Mount Sinai (see pp. 262-3 below), which 
agrees in many instances with the readings of the later copies as embodied in 
the ordinary printed text. 
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The textual affinities of the reconstructed Greek text of the 
Epistles seem to be more with the Alexandrian than with the 
Koine or Ecclesiastical text. Of I 15 sets of variant readings, 
the Philoxenian agrees with N sixty-five times; with A, sixty; 
with B, fifty-three; with C, forty-four; with K, fifty-one; with L, 
fifty-five; with P, fifty-one. Furthermore, the agreements of 
the Philoxenian with the Harclean, Gwynn reports, are more 
nunlerous than with any of the Greek texts, being seventy-six in 
all, about two-thirds of the I 15 sets of readings. 

In the case of the pericope de adultera, which is lacking in the 
Peshitta version, I Gwynn assembled evidence for the text of the 
passage from twelve manuscripts. The oldest copy is a note in 
a hand of probably the ninth century, appended to folio IV of 
British Museum Add. 14470, a Peshitta manuscript of the fifth or 
sixth century (no. 6 in the list above). Several copies, including 
the earliest, ascribe the translation of the pericope from Greek into 
Syriac to 'the Abbot Paul, who found it in Alexandria'. Gwynn 
identified the translator as presumably Paul of Tella of the early 
seventh century, to whom we owe the Syro-Hexaplar of the Old 
Testament. Brock, on the other hand, thinks it more probable 
that a contemporary Syrian scholar of the same name is meant, 
the Abbot Paul who was Monophysite bishop of Edessa until the 
Persian invasion, when he fled to Cyprus where he made in 623-4 
a Syriac translation of the homilies of Gregory of Nazianzus. 2 

The Book of Revelation in Syriac exists in two forms, one of 
which, up to the twentieth century, has usually been printed in 
editions of the Syriac New Testament, beginning with the Paris 
Polyglot (volume v, part 2; 1633), edited by Gabriel Sionita. It 
was first published by Ludovicus de Dieu at Leiden in 1627 from 
a manuscript bequeathed by Scaliger to the library of the Uni­
versity of Leiden (cod. Scalig. 18 Syr.). At least ten other copies 

1 The pericope appeared for the first time in a printed book in L. de Dieu's 
Animadvcrsiones •.. in quatuor Evangelia (Leidcn, 1631), pp. 443-4. The text of the 
passage was taken from a manuscript (dated A.D. 1625) lent to him by ] ames 
Ussher and now preserved in the Library of Trinity College, Dublin (see]. Gwynn, 
'On a Syriac Manuscript belonging to the Collection of Archbishop Usshcr', 
Transactions o/the Royal Irish Academy, xxvii (1877-86),269-316). The text contains 
an egregious scribal blunder-the omission of the negative in vs. I I, so as to read 
'Go and sin more'! The ~ accordingly appears in brackets in the text printed by 
de Dieu. 

2 Sebastian Brock, The Syriac Version of the Pseudo-Nonrws Mythological Scholia 
(Cambridge, 197 1), p. 30. 
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of the same type of text have since become known, one of which 
identifies the text as a copy of the autograph of Thomas of 
Harkel. l 

The other form of the book is preserved in a manuscript dating 
from the late twelfth or early thirteenth century2-a manuscript 
which is noteworthy as being the only one thus far known that 
contains the whole N ew Testament in Syriac. 3 Purchased by 
the Earl of Crawford and Balcarres from an unknown dealer in 
London about 1860, it is today in the John Rylands Library at 
Manchester. The text of the Book of Revelation in the manuscript 
was edited in 1897 by Gwynn,4 who argued persuasively that 
the newly discovered version is nothing other than the unrevised 
Philoxenian version, and that the other fornl of the Apocalypse in 
Syriac is what is commonly called the Harclean version. The two 
forms differ in that the Philoxenian version is written in free and 
idiomatic Syriac, while the other Graecizes after the Harklensian 
fashion. 

As for textual affinities of the text of Revelation in the Craw­
ford manuscript, Gwynn concluded that it is a mixed text, the 
larger component of which is related to the uncials N A C P (or 
a majority of them), while the smaller component agrees with B 
(Westcott and Hort's B2) and the minuscules. Its special affinities 
are with N and, among the Latin versions, with the Primasian, 
the earliest known form of the book in Old Latin.s 

3. THE lIARCLEAN VERSION 

From the scattered pieces of information about Thomas of 

I It is MS. 724 of the Library of the Dominican Convent of San Marco, Florence; 
sec John Gwynn, 'On the Discovery of a ~lissing Syriac Manuscript of the Apo­
calypse', Hermathma, x (1899), 227-45. Clemons lists sixteen Syriac manuscripts 
of the Apocalypse, one of which is incomplete and another fragmentary; the type 
of text has not been analysed in all of them (James Clemons, An Index of Syriac 
Manuscripts Containing the Epistles and the Apocalypse (Salt Lake City, 1968)). 

l For a discussion of the date of the manuscript, see John Gwynn, 'On a Syriac 
MS. of the New Testament in the Library of the Earl of Crawford, and an Inedited 
Version of the Apocalypse included in it', Transactions of the Royal Irish Academy, xxx 
(Dublin, 1893), 361-76. 

3 The order of the contents of the manuscript is Gospels, Harclean Passiontide 
Harmony, Revelation, Acts, Catholic Epistles, Pauline Epistles. 

4 John Gwynn, The Apocalypse of St. John, in a Syriac Version hitherto unknown . .. 
(Dublin, 1897). (This was the first book involving Syriac characters printed by 
the Dublin University Press.) For an appreciative review article, see T. K. Abbott 
in Hermathena, x (1899), 27-35. 5 The Apocalypse of St. John, pp. Iv-lxxvi. 
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Harkel it appears that he was born probably at Heracleia 
in Cyrrhestice, a short distance north-west of Mabbug. After 
pursuing Greek studies at Qenneshe (i.e. the ancient Chalcis and 
the modern Qinneshrc), he became a monk in the Monastery 
ofTarfil near Beroea. In the course of time he became bishop of 
Mabbug. He was, however, expelled from his see by Domitian of 
Melitene, nephew of the Emperor Maurice, before A.D. 602, and 
went with other Syrian emigres to the monastery of the Antonians, 
located at Enaton, the nine-mile relay station near Alexandria. 
Here, at the insistence of Athanasius I---the titular patriarch of 
Antioch-Paul of Tella, with assistance from others, translated 
the Old Testament from the Greekhexaplaric and tetraplaric text 
of a copy made by Eusebius and Pamphilus. According to a colo­
phon a certain Thomas (doubtless Thomas of Harkel) was his 
chief assistant in translating the books of Kings. Other colophons 
state1 that it wa'i here at Enaton that Thomas produced his 
edition or revision of the Philoxenian New Testament (including 
all the twenty-seven books), which was completed in 6 I 6. 

The chief characteristic of the Harclean version is its slavish 
adaptation to the Greek, to the extent that even clarity is 
sacrificed. For example, at Mark xiv. 58 SUI -rptWV ~P-EPWV is 
translated in the Peshitta intelligibly, and in good Syriac, 
~c.. ; ~~, but because SUI is used in the Greek, the later 
version renders the passage in the following ridiculous and un­
intelligible manner, ~J( ~~ ~.It-; ~~ ~t r:' 'through [literally, 
'through the hand'] three days, I build another'. As compared 
with the Peshitta, the Harclean not infrequently uses a Greek 
loan-word instead of a native Syriac one. 2 This preference for 
transliteration shows itself even in the case of Semitic proper 
names, when, instead of allowing them to display their Semitic 
etymology, the reviser represents the Greek orthography. For 
example, when' IaKwf30s (Hebrew :JPli") occurs in the accusative, 
we find in this version the curious form ,Q.:.Q.J)}... In short, the 
edition of the New Testament produced by Thomas appears to be 

I Cf. Silva New, 'The Barclean Version or the Gospels', HTR xxi (1928), 
376--95; W. H. P. Hatch, 'The Subscription in the Chester Beatty Manuscript of 
the Harclean Gospels', ibid. xxx (1937), 141-56; G. Zuntz, The Ancestry of the 
Harklean New Testament (London, [1945]); and id., 'Die Subscriptioncn der Syra 
Harclcnsis', ZDMG ci (195 1), I74~. 

2 cr. Joseph Molitor, 'Die syrische Dbersetzung dt"s I. and 2. Thessalonicher­
briefcs', ~C, 4th ser., xix (1971),162. 
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a suitable counterpart to Paul of Tella's Syro-Hexaplar-a pain­
fully exact imitation of Greek idiom, even in the order of words, 
often in violation of Syriac idiom. As a result the modern 
scholar is hardly ever in doubt as to the Greek text intended by 
the translator. I 

It is otherwise as to the meaning of the obeli and asterisks with 
which Thomas identified readings in his complicated critical 
apparatus. The earliest assumption (held, e.g., by Wettstein), 
that the passages marked with obeli and asterisks had some 
relation to the Peshitta, was mistaken. Furthermore, though one 
might well suppose that the signs were used by Thomas in exactly 
the same way as by Origen in the Hexapla, 2 the data are not 
always susceptible of such an interpretation. Amid a variety 
of theories concerning their interpretation,3 there is one point 
upon which everyone is agreed, namely that these signs were 
frequently confused in the course of transmission. As it happens, 
no obeli occur in the Catholic Epistles, and in the Gospels their 
distribution varies. :Furthermore, not all Harclean manuscripts 
contain this critical apparatus, but its absence appears to be the 
result of later adaptation to liturgical use, not a more original 
form. The theory proposed by Black and others, that 'Thomas's 
Syriac marginalia are his rejected Philoxcnus text', 4 prompts the 
query why they should have been kept at all if they were rejected 
as not primary. Moreover, Thomas occasionally provides a vari­
ant reading in Greek. How he wished the reader to take such 
a reading in relation to the Syriac text has not been resolved. 
Obviously a great deal of work remains to be done on problems 
raised by the Harclean marginalia.s 

I See also the comments by Brock in section VII, pp. 83-98 below. 
2 Cf. C. T. Fritsch, 'The Treatment of the Hexaplaric Signs in the Syro-Hexapla 

of the Book of Proverbs', JBL lxxii (1953), 169--81. 
3 For somewhat different interpretations of the data in the Book of Acts, see 

A. C. Clark, The Acts of the Apostles (Oxford, 1933), pp. 308-29;]amcs H. Ropes, 
The Text of Acts (London, 1934), pp. clxi-clxviii; and F. C. Burkitt, ]TS xxxvi 
(1935), 192 f. 

4 Matthew Black, 'The Syriac Versional Tradition', Ope cit. (p. 43 n. 5), p. 141 
n.8sa. 

5 A start has been made by John D. Thomas in his unpublished Ph.D. dis­
sertation at the University of St. Andrews, entitled 'The Harclean Margin: 
A Study of the Asterisks, Obdi, and Marginalia of the Harclean Syriac Version 
with Special Reference to the Gospel of Luke' (1973). It is Dr. Thomas's opinion 
that the obelized readings are originally from the hand of Polycarp, while the 
readings marked with asterisks are from Thomas's hand (p. 122). 
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Harclean manuscripts and editions 
Among Harclean manuscripts, apart from lectionaries, passion­

tide harmonies (see p. 74 n. 5 below), and certain copies of the 
Apocalypse (see p. 68 n. 1 above), about sixty have been cata­
logued by Gregory, Baumstark, and Mingana. Of this number 
the following are noteworthy for one or another reason: 

(I) Moscow, Archaeological Society MS. I, of the seventh 
century, contains on thirty-four folios portions of the four Gos­
pels. 1 

(2) Selly Oak, Mingana MS. 124, of about A.D. 730, con­
tains on 26 I folios the four Gospels (with some lacunae, including 
John xviii. 3 to end). Some of the Greek marginal notes differ 
from those in White's edition. 

(3) Florence, Laurentian MS. I. 40, A.D. 756/757, contains on 
100 folios the four Gospels. Plate in Hatch's Album of Dated 
Syriac Manuscripts, no. liv. 

(4) Rome, Vatican Syriac MS. 267, of the eighth century, 
contains on 163 folios the four Gospels. 

(5) Selly Oak, Mingana MS. 42, dated A.D. 835, contains on 
182 folios the four Gospels, Epistle of James, 2 Timothy, and 
a quotation from the Epistle to the Hebrews. 

(6) London, British Museum, Add. 7163 Rich., of the eighth 
or ninth century, contains on thirty-six folios portions of the four 
Gospels. 

(7) Rome, Vatican Syriac MS. 26b, thought by Mai to have 
been written by Thomas of Harkel himself,2 but attributed to 
A.D. 858-9 by Hatch, contains on 172 folios the four Gospels. 
Plate in Hatch's Album, no. lxix. 

(8) The so-called Beirut codex, on loan to the Library of 
Union Theological Seminary, New York, attributed to the ninth 
century by Hall,3 but to a date a little before 1200 by Burkitt,4 

I Described and collated by R. Wagner, Z.,NW vi (1905), 286-90' 
% Angelo Mai, Scriptorum veterum nova collectio, v (part 2) (Rome, 1831), pp. 4-5. 

Since the manuscript contains the Harclean Passiontide Harmony, the date when 
it was written will be known when thefloruit of Rabban Mar Daniel, who drew up 
the Harmony, is known (see p. 75 n. I below). In any case, it cannot be Thomas's 
autograph! 

3 I. H. Hall, JAOS, Oct. 1877, pp. cxlvi--cxlix, and JBL (1883), pp. 142-52 . 
.. F. C. Burkitt, 'Dr. I. Hall's "Philoxenian" Codex', JTS xxxiii (1931-2), 

255-62. 
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contains on 203 folios the Gospels (with lacunae) in the Harclean 
version, and the rest of the Syriac canon in the Peshitta version. 

(9) British Museum Add. 14469, A.D. 935-6, written by a 
priest named John in the Convent of St. Mary Deipara in Nitria 
for the abbot Moses of Nisibis, contains on 205 folios the four 
Gospels. Plate in Hatch's Album, no. lxxiii. 

( 10) Oxford, New College MS. 333, of the eleventh century, 
contains on 273 folios the entire New Testament according to the 
Syriac canon (lacking Heb. xi. 27-xiii. 25) ; used by White as the 
basis of his edition. 

(I I) Cambridge, Univ. Add. 17°O, A.D. 1169-70, written by 
a scribe named Sahda in the Convent of Mar ~aliba in Edessa, 
contains on 2 I 6 folios the four Gospels, Acts, seven Catholic 
Epistles, and the Pauline Epistles (including Hebrews); and I 

and 2 Clement (which follow immediately after Jude). Plate in 
Hatch's Album, no. cxxix. 

(12) Dublin, Chester Beatty MS. Syr. 3, A.D. 1177, written in 
the church of Mar Thomas the Apostle, contains on 229 folios 
the four Gospels. l Plate in Hatch's Album, no. lxxxiii. 

The editio princeps of the [Philoxenian-]Harclean version of the 
New Testament was issued at the close of the eighteenth century 
by Joseph White, then Fellow of Wad ham College and Professor 
of Arabic, afterwards Canon of Christ Church, Oxford. z. He 
based his edition chiefly on one manuscript, Oxford, New College 
333 (no. 10 in the list above). Where this manuscript is defective 
in the Gospels he employed two codices (Oxford, New College 334 
and Bodleian Or. 361) which had been transcribed by Glocester 
(or Gloster) Ridley, Fellow of New College, Oxford. 3 Unfortu-

I On its colophon, see Hatch's article (p. 64 n. 16 above) ; on its text, see Paul 
E. Kahle, 'The Chester Beatty Manuscript of the Harklean Gospels', Miscellanea 
Giovanni Mercati, vi (Studi e testi, cxxvi; Vatican City, 1946), 208~13. 

2 Sacrorum Evangeliorum versw Syriaca Philoxeniana ex codd. msS. Ridleianis in bibl. 
coli. Nov. Oxon. repositis nunc primum edita: CWll interprctatione et annotationihus, 2 vols. 
(Oxford, 1778); and Actuum Apostolorum eI cpistolarum tam calholicamm quam Pauiinarum, 
versio Syriaca Philoxeniana, ex codice ms. Ridleiano in bibl. coil. Novi Oxon. reposito, nunc 
primwn edita: cum interpretatione et annotationibus, 2 vols. (Oxford, 1799, 1803). 

J For comments on the rather unsatisfactory manner in which ""hite displayed 
the textual evidence, along with lists of errata in his volumes, see William Duff' 
McHardy, 'The Text of Matthew and Mark in \Vhite's Versio SyrMca Philoxeniana 
and in the New College MS. 333', JTS xlix (194B), 175-8. 
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nately he had no manuscript to fill out the text of Hebrews, 
which breaks off at xi. 27. 

A half-century later Bernstein published the text of the Gospel 
according to John from a Harclean manuscript in the Vatican. I 

Finally, among the very few editions of Harclean materials2 

is Bensly's publication of the text of Heb. xi. 28 to the end of the 
Epistle, thus filling out the defective manuscript used for White's 
edition. 3 

In view of the general availability of a goodly number of Har­
clean manuscripts,4 it is no credit to New Testament scholarship 
that there is still lacking an adequate edition of that version. 

The textual affinities of the Harclean version have been 
described as belonging, on the whole, to the Antiochians or 
Byzantine type of text. 6 But the apparatus which Thomas at­
tached to the version has made it, at least for the Book of Acts, 
one of the most important witnesses to the Western text that 
have come down to us,, surpassed in this respect only by codex 

I Georg Heinrich Bernstein, Das heilige Evangelium des Iohannes. Syrisch in harklen­
sischer Ueberset;:ung, mit Vocalen und den Puncten Kuschoi und Rucoch nach einer vatica­
nischen HandschriJt, nebst kritischm Anmerkun.tten (Leipzig, 1853). Bernstein utilized 
Vatican MS. Syr. 271, written A.D. 1483. 

1 The so-called Beirut Codex, supposed by some to contain the [Philoxenian-]­
Harclean version (so E. J. Goodspeed, who edited part of the Gospel of Matthew, 
JBL xxv (1906), 58-81), is, in the judgement ofF. C. Burkitt, a subsequent modifi­
cation of the Harclean version (see p. 66 n. I above). 

3 Robert L. Bensly, The Harklean Version of the Epistle to the Hebrews, Chapler XI, 
28-XllI, 25, Now Editedfor the First Time . .. (Cambridge, 1889). Bensly utilized 
Cambridge MS. Add. 1700 (see no. I I in the list above). 

4 From time to time previously uncatalogucd manuscripts of the Harclean ver­
sion come to light; c.g. in 1972 it was announced that two Harclean manuscripts 
had been photographed for the Institute for New Testament Textual Research 
at Munster (so the Bericht deT StiJtung zur Forderung deT neutestamentliche Textforschung 
Jiir die Jahre 1970 und 1971 (Munster/W., (972), pp. 8 f.). A facsimile edition of a 
newly found Harclean manuscript of Revelation is being prepared by Voobus. 

It may be mentioned here that, according to a communication from C. F. 
Burney to the Academy (9 l-cb. 1895, p. 131), the Library of St. John's College, 
Oxford, possesses the collations made by Henry Dean of several Harclean manu­
scripts of the Gospels, entered in an interleaved copy of White's edition (the copy 
which the Librarian showed to the present writer had the collations entered on the 
margins of the pages). 

S SoJ. H. Ropes, The Text of Acts (London, 1926), p. c1x. 
6 So K. Lake, The Text of the New Testament, 6th cdn. (London, 1928), p. 42. 
7 .For a discussion of the relation of the marginal readings in the Harclean Acts 

to an interesting group of Greek minuscules, sec A. V. Valentine-Richards, The 
Text of Acts in Codex 611 (Tisch. 137) and its Allies, with an Introduction by J. M. 
Creed (Cambridge, 1934), pp. xvi-xix, and the comments of F. C. Burkitt, ]YS 
xxxvi (1935), 191-4. 
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Bezae. In the ca~e of the Gospels an analysis made by Mrs. New 
of the type of text represented in the marginal readings led her to 
conclude that for these books Thomas utilized a Greek manu­
script with a predominantly Caesarean text and an Old Syriac 
copy akin to the Sinai tic Syriac. 1 On the basis chiefly of a 
detailed examination of the colophons in Harclean manuscripts, 
Zuntz2 traced the Caesarean element in Acts and the Pauline 
Epistles back to a 'Euthalian' recension of these books, written in 
cola and commata, as constituted at Caesarea by Pamphilus and 
other grammarian theologians. 3 

4. HARCLEAN PASSION TIDE HARMONIES 

Not a few Harclean manuscripts contain the Syriac text of 
a harmony of the Passion narratives of the four Gospels. 4 

A detailed study made by Morris A. Weigelt5 of evidence from 
eight manuscripts reveals that the same basic harmony circulated 
in two somewhat different forms. One of them, which Weigelt 
designates Sequence A,6 is characterized by relatively long 
citations of Gospel text and infrequent shifts from Gospel to 
Gospel. The other form, Sequence B,' involves about twice as 

I So Silva New, HTR xxi (1928), 394. 
2 Gunther Zuntz, The Ancestry of Ihe Harkleatl New Testament (London, 1945), 

p. 121. 
3 For a critical assessment of Zuntz's research on the Harclean version, with 

evidence of not a few inaccuracies, see the review written by G. D. Kilpatrick and 
W. D. McHardy, JTS xlviii (1947), 92-9 . 

.. The harmony is extant in more than two dozen manuscripts. For earlier de­
scriptions of it, see]. P. P. Martin, Introduction a La critique tex/ueile du Nouveau Testa­
ment, Partie pratique, iii (Paris, 1885), pp. 121-44; id., 'Le Llw. T£uuapwv de 
Tatien', RQH xxxiii (1883), 336-78; and the literature cited in the following 
footnote. 

S In his unpublished dissertation, entitled 'Diatcssaric Harmonies of the Passion 
Narrative in the Harclcan Syriac Version' (Library of Princeton Theological 
Seminary, 1969), Weigelt provides collations of the harmony in six manuscripts, 
namely Vatican Syriac 268 (A.D. 859), British Museum Add. 18714 (A.D. 1214), 
Bibliotheque nationale Cod. Syr. 51 (A.D. 1138), Bibliotheque nationale Cod. Syr. 
52 (A.D. 1165), Cambridge University Add. 1700 (A.D. 1169), and Bibliotheque 
nationale Cod. Syr. 31 (A.D. 1203). In addition he makes use of the evidence of two 
other witnesses, one published by H. H. Spocr ('Spuren eines syrischcn Diatcs­
saron', :(,DMG lxi (1907), 850-9; George A. Barton and H. H. Spocr, 'Traces of 
the Diatessaron ofTatian in Harclean Syriac Harmonics', J BL xxiv (1905), 179-95) 
and the other by A.-S. Marmardji (Diatessaron de Tatien (Beirut, 1935), Appendix: 
'Evangeliaire diatessariquc syriaque', pp. 1*-75*). 

6 Contained in the first three manuscripts listed in the previous footnote. 
7 Contained in the last three manuscripts listed in n. 5 above, and in Spoer and 

Marmardji. 
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many separate citations, half as long as those in Sequence A. 
Furthermore, Sequence B begins at a later point in the Passion 
narrative than does Sequence A, and ends slightly earlier. At the 
same time, the two sequences share the same chronological 
scheme, show a preference for Matthean material, and contain 
certain duplicate accounts. Sequence B is thought by Weigelt to 
be probably an elaboration from Sequence A. 

Information concerning the identity of the compiler of the 
Passion harmony is contained in a note at the close of the har­
mony in Mingana Syr. MS. 105 (fo1. 2Isa). This reads: 'Here 
end the lessons for Good Friday, which are harmonized from the 
four Evangelists .... They were harmonized with great care by 
Rabban Mar Daniel, the man of many lights, from Beth Batin, 
a village which is near I:Iarran, and by the diligent Isaac, his 
disciple.' 1 

Textually the Harclcan harmony agrees, as one would have 
expected, with the Harclean version; structurally it differs from 
Tatianic witnesses-both Eastern and Western. 2 Unlike them 
the compiler of the Harclean Passion harmony seldom re­
arranges the order of Gospel material and prefers, instead, to 
present several duplicate accounts, while omitting John, chaps. 
xiv-xvii. By way of summary Weigelt concludes that the Harc1ean 
Passiontide harmony is 'an independent harmony not influenced 
by Tatian's Diatessaron either in structure or text. Although less 
creatively and skilfully constructed than Tatian's Diatessaron, it 
represents an important stage in the process of constructing 
harmonies and provides an interesting glimpse into the history of 
the transmission of the Harclean Syriac version.' J 

VI. THE PALESTINIAN SYRIAC VERSION 

1. THE ORIGIN OF THE VERSION 

What used to be called the Jerusalem Syriac version and has 
now come to be known as the Palestinian Syriac version nlight 

I See Alphonse Mingana, BJRL xv (1931), p. 178. Baumstark refers to several 
liturgical treatises by a Jacobite ecclesiastic called Rabban Daniel (Die Gescllichte 
der syrischen Literatur (Bonn, 1922), p. 283); J. de Zwaan, 'Harclean Gleanings 
from Mingana's Catalogue', NovT ii (1957-8), 176 f., who discusses the date of 
Mar Daniel's Jloruit. 

2 Contrary to Duncan Willey's opinion expressed in his discussion of the text 
of a page from a Harclean Passiontide Harmony ('A Fragment of Tatian's Diates­
saron', ExpTxxv (1913-14),31-5). 3 Op. cit., p. 3 (of Abstract). 
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with still more propriety be designated the Christian-Palestinian­
Aramaic version. The language of the version is the Aramaic 
dialectl used in Palestine during the early Christian centuries. 
The only claim to be called Syriac rests upon the script in which 
it is written, which resembles somewhat the Estrangela Syriac 
script, except that the characters are more square in their outline, 
and the dolath is usually without its diacritical point; there are 
two forms of the letter pc, representing the sounds 'ph' and 'p'. 
In both accidence and vocabulary the dialect is closer to Jewish 
Palestinian Aramaic than to the classical Syriac current at 
Edessa. 

In addition to sepulchral inscriptions, the documents that 
preserve the written language are almost exclusively religious in 
content. Besides material from the Old and New Testaments 
(though no single book has been preserved in its entirety), there 
are twenty leaves of a homily of Chrysostom, fragments of the life 
of St. Anthony, an early creed, two stanzas of a hymn in honour 
of Peter and Paul, a Liturgy of the Nile, a Euchologium, and 
a fragment of an apostolic legend. 

The language came to be used by Melchite Chri~tians, as they 
were called, not only in Palestine, but in adjoining lands as well. 
By the sixth and seventh centuries a considerable number of 
Palestinian Christians had settled in Egypt, where they nlade use 
of a liturgy in their native Palestinian Aramaic for the blessing of 
the Nile. 2 

Although a few manuscripts are thought to date fronl the sixth 
century, almost all of them derive from the ninth and follow­
ing centuries after the dialect had been replaced by Arabic as 
the speech of everyday life, though it continued to be used for 
some centuries longer as the liturgical language. Furthermore, 

I In addition to discussions of the language in the standard grammatical trea­
tises (e.g. Theodor NOldeke, 'Ober den christlich-paHistinischen DiaJekt', ZDNfG 
xxii (1868), 443-527; Frieurich Schulthess, Grammatik des christlichpaliislini­
schen Aramiiisch (Tiibingen, 1924)), sec A. Dupont-Sommer, La Doctrine gnostique de 
La lettre 'waw' d'apres une lamelle arameenne hi/diu (Paris, 1946), pp. 78 If. 

2 For this and other liturgical books in Palestinian Aramaic, see G. Margoliouth, 
'The Liturgy of the Nile', ]RAS (Oct. 1896), pp. 677-731; l\1atthew Black, 
Rituale Melchitorum: A Palestiniall Eucholol:ion (BonneT orimlalische Studien, cd. by 
P. E. Kahle and "'\T. Kirfel, Heft 22; Stuttgart, 1938); Hieronymus Engbcrding, 
'Der Nil in der liturgischen Frommigkeit des christlichen Ostens', DC xxxvii 
(1953),56-88, esp. 79-83; and Black, A Christian Palestinian Syriac Horologion (Texts 
and Studies, N.S. i; Cambridge, 1954). 
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as Schulthess pointed out, I the manuscripts belonging to the 
eleventh, twelfth, and thirteenth centuries show that even the 
clergy did not have a sufficient knowledge of the language. 

When the Palestinian Syriac version of the Bible was made is 
a moot question. Noldeke2 placed its origin sometime between 
A.D. 300 and 600, preferring an earlier rather than a later date 
within that period. Burkitt3 assigned it to the sixth century. 
Lagrange4 argued that sacred texts existed in oral tradition 
among Palestinian Christians during the fourth century, and that 
in the fifth century these took on written form. Sometime after 
the beginning of the fifth century seems to be required in the light 
of comments made by St. Egeria (Aetheria). During her pil­
grimage to Palestine at the end of the fourth or beginning of the 
fifth centuryS she found: 

In ea provincia pars populi et graecc et siriste novit, pars etialn alia 
per se graece, aliqua etiam pars tan tum siriste, itaque, quoniam 
episcopus, licet siriste noverit, tamen semper graece loquitur et 
nunquanl siriste; itaque ergo stat semper presbyter, qui, episcopo 
graece diccnte, siriste interpretatur, ut omnes audiant, quae ex­
ponuntur. Lcctiones etiam, quaecurnque in ecclesia leguntur, quia 
necesse est graecc legi, senlper stat, qui siriste interpretatur propter 
populum, ut semper discant.6 

In other words, it appears that a Greek-speaking bishop was 
accompanied by a presbyter, who translated the Scripture les­
sons as well as his sermon into Syriac (i.e. Aranlaic) so that all 
could understand. This suggests, as V 60bus points out,7 that 
the Palestinian Syriac version did not exist at that time, but that 
the Church provided an official (presbyter) to translate the Greek 
Scriptures orally. 

I Schulthess, op. cit., p. I; cf. also id., Lexicon syropalaestinum (Berlin, 1903), 
pp. iv f. 2 Op. cit., p. 52 5. 

3 F. C. Burkitt, 'Christian Palestinian Literature', ]TS ii (1901), 174-85, and 
Encyclop~dia Biblica, iv (1903), cols. 5005 f . 

.. 'L'origine de la version syro-palestinienne des cvangiles', RB xxxiv (192 5), 
481-5°4, esp. 497. 

S The dates are those assigned by Berthold Altaner and Alfred Stuiber, Patrologie 
(Freiburg im Br., 1966), p. 245. 

6 S. Silvia, Peregrinatio, xlvii. 3 (CSEL xxxix. 99, lines 13-21) . For a discussion of 
the problem presented by the use of Greek as the hieratic language of the liturgy 
in the East, cf. August Bludau, Die Pilgerreise der Aetheria (Studien zur Geschichte und 
Kultur des Alterturns, xv; Paderborn, 1927), pp. 182 fr. Jerome (EPist. cviii. 30) 
mentions that at the funeral of Paula psalms were sung in Greek, Latin, and 
Syriac. 7 Early Versions of the New Testament, pp. 126 f. 

8261706 D 
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2. NOTEWORTHY MANUSCRIPTS AND EDITIONS OF THE 

PALESTINIAN SYRIAC VERSION 

The existence of an ancient parchment codex containing a 
Gospel lectionary in a dialect of Aramaic had been known to the 
scholarly world since about the middle of the eighteenth century 
when a full description of it was published by two Maronite 
scholars, the cousins Assemani. 1 During the next generation a 
Danish scholar, J. G. C. Adler, having examined the manuscript 
in the Vatican Library, published an extract from it of the Gospel 
of Matthew. 2 

It was not, however, until a century after the Assemanis had 
drawn attention to the manuscript that a full and, indeed, 
sumptuous edition of it, with a Latin translation, was published 
by Count Francesco ~/liniscalchi Erizzo.3 On the eve of the 
discovery of two other manuscripts of the same lectionary, a post­
humous edition was published of Paul de Lagarde's fresh col­
lation of the Vatican manuscript, the text of which he had 
rearranged in scriptural sequence.4 

In 1892 Mrs. Agnes Smith Lewis came upon another manu­
script of the Palestinian Syriac lectionary in the library of the 
Monastery of St. Catherine on Mount Sinai, and the following 
year at the same place J. Rendcl Harris found a third. In 1899 
these were published, with the twice previously edited Vatican 
manuscript, by Mrs. Lewis and her twin sister, Mrs. Margaret 
Dunlop Gibson.s 

The dates of the three manuscripts are known from colophons 
preserved in the documents. The Vatican codex was written 
in A.D. J030, the other two in A.D. 1104 and I I 18. Specimens of 
the three manuscripts, which are usually designated, respectively, 
codices A, B, and C, are included in Hatch's Album.6 A colophon 

1 s. E. Assemani and J. S. Asscmani, Bibliothecae Aposwlicae Vaticanae codicum 
manuscriptomm caUzlogus, Pars I, Tom. ii (Rome, 1758), pp. 70-103. 

l Novi TesUzmmti versioncs Syriacae simplex, Phi/.oxeniana et Hierosolymitana (Oopen­
hagen, '789), pp. 135-201. 

J Evangeliarium Hierosolymilanum ex codice VaticarlO Palestino de/Jrompsit, edidit, Latine 
vertit, prolegomertis ac ,giossario adornavit .•• , 2 vols. (Verona, 1861, 1864). The Latin 
rendering cannot always be trusted to represent accurately the original Palestinian 
Syriac, for the translator sometimes inadvertently adopted turns of expression 
familiar to him from the Latin Vulgate. 

4- BibliQthecae Syriacae (Gottingen,1892), pp. 258-402. 
5 The Pales/in ian Syriac Lectionary of the Gospels, re-edited from two Sinai MSS. and 

from P. de Lagarde's edition of the' Evan,geliarium Ilierosolymitanum' (London, 1899). 
6 An Album of Dated Syriac lvlanuscripts (Boston, 1946), pp. 248-51. 
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in codex A states that the scribe was a priest named Elias el­
(Abudi, and that the manuscript was written in the Monastery 
of Anba Musa in Antioch of the Arabs, I in the district of ed­
Dqus. The scribe of codex B was a priest named Mafrig ibn Abu 
'1-l:Iair el-fAburu, and the scribe of codex C was a priest named 
Peter. The name of the place (s) at which codices Band C were 
written is not given. 

The Palestinian Syriac lectionary is modelled directly upon a 
typical Greek lec.tionary, for not only is the sequence of pericopes 
like that of the usual type of Greek lectionaries,2 but the choice 
and extent of the scriptural passages in the synaxarion are, with 
a few exceptions, identical with those appointed by the Byzantine 
Church. Even the incipits usually correspond with those common­
ly used in Greek lectionaries. Such a high degree of corre­
spondence between Palestinian Syriac and Greek lectionaries is 
particularly noteworthy inasmuch as both the earlier and the 
later Syriac lectionary systems present very considerable diver­
gences from this one. 3 

Besides the three primary witnesses to the Palestinian Syriac 
version, fragments of the text of the Gospels have survived in non­
lectionary manuscripts, as well as portions of Acts, of all the 
Pauline Epistles (including Hebrews) except 2 Thessalonians and 
Philemon, and of James and 2 Peter, some passages in more than 
one witncss.4 The most recent acquisitions have come to light at 

J The Assemanis, followed by Lagrange (Critique t~xtuelle, p. 239), identified 
'Antioch of the Arabs' with Gcrasa, the modern Jerash, which was onCe known 
as Antiochia ad Chrysorrhoam. But Burkitt (JTS ii (19°1-2), 179) and Hatch 
(Alhum, p. 249) think that the Antioch mentioned in the colophon must be Antioch 
in Syria, and that the phrase 'Antioch of the Arabs' may denote that part of the 
district which in the eleventh century was still under Mohammedan dominion. 

Z For a description of the arrangement of the several parts of the typical Greek 
lectionary, sec the present writer's chapter, 'Greek Lectionaries and a Critical 
Edition of the Greek New Testament', in Die altell Obersetzungen des Neuen Testa­
ments, die Kircherwiiierzilate und LekLwnare, ed. by K. Aland (Berlin and New York, 
1972), pp. 479--97. 

3 For a discussion of similarities and differences see the present writer's contribu­
tion, 'A Comparison of the Palestinian Syriac Lectionary and the Greek Gospel 
Lectionary', in Neotestamentica et semitica. Studies ill Honour of Matthew Black, cd. by 
E. Earle Ellis and Max Wilcox (Edinburgh, 1 g69), pp. 209-20 . 

.. For a complete list of editions of Christian Palestinian texts, published before 
1962, see Charles Perrot, 'Un fragment christo-palestinien decouvert a Khirbet 
Mird', RB Ixx (1963), 510 n. 5. For a list of scriptural passages preserved in texts 
of the Palestinian Syriac version edited before 1903, see Friedrich Schulthess, 
Lexicon Syropalaestinum (Berlin, 19°3), pp. vii-xvi. 
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Khirbet Mird;1 these include fragments from Luke (iii. I, 3-4), 
Acts (x. 28-9, 32-41),2 and Colossians (i. 16-18, 20 if.). 

3. CHARACTERISTICS OF THE PALESTINIAN SYRIAC 

VERSION 

The vocabulary of the Palestinian Syriac version exhibits not a 
few Graecisms. Thus, while the earlier Syriac versions commonly 
represent ' rYJaoiJ~ by ~CU.a, the Palestinian Syriac almost always 
transliterates it Q)(\D2 ... Even at Matt. xvi. 18 this version uses 
a transliteration of n€TpO~ rather than the Semitic Kepha' (as in 
the Curetonian [the Sinai tic Syriac is not extant here] and the 
Peshitta), destroying thereby the significance of the play on 
words in the context.3 

Graecizing went so far even in common words that occasionally 
ordinary Syriac words are abandoned for Greek words in Syriac 
dress. A typical example is the forsaking of kensd', the customary 
word in the Peshitta for 'crowd', and the use in its stead 
of 'ok/os (plural ' oklose'). Schwally4 lists about sixty words that 
are transliterated in the manner of oXAo~. 

Not only do individual words in Palestinian Syriac reveal their 
Greek origin, but the connected text displays instances of exceed­
ingly mechanical translation, particularly where the Greek text 
preserves a Semitic word or phrase with an appended Greek 
translation. For example, in the Marean narrative of the deaf 
and dumb man (vii. 34), the Greek text presents the Aramaic 
word used by Jesus, adding its meaning in Greek ('E~4>a8a 
[ == n1J~~~], ;; €UTW, L1tavotx8'Y/Tt.). Here the Palestinian Syriac, 
oddly enough, renders the entire text: 'And he said to him, "Be 
thou opened," whieh is, "Be thou opened." '5 

It was mentioned above that the Palestinian Syriac Lectionary 
mak~s use of the several varieties of incipit which are found in 

I See R. de Vaux, 'Fouille au Khirbet Qumran', RB Ix (1953),85 f. 
:z Edited by Perrot, op. cit., pp. 506-55. 
3 !<or other examples of proper names rendered in a more or less Graecizcd form, 

see Metzger's contribution to Black's Festschrift (p. 79 n. 3 above), p. 213 . 
.. Friedrich Schwally, Idioiicon des christlich palastinischen Aramaeisch (Giesscn, 

1893), pp. 103-13. On Greek words in Syriac, see Anton Schall, Studien iiher 
griechische Fremdworter im Syrischen (Darmstadt, 1960), and S. P. Brock, 'Greek Words 
in the Syriac Gospels (l,'et and pe)', Mu, lxxx (1g67), 389-426. 

S The Sinaitic Syriac (Curetonian hiat), Peshitta, and Arabic Diatessaron omit 
the explanatory phrase; the Harclean retains it. For other examples of pleonastic 
renderings, sec p. 214 of the present writer's article mentioned above (p. 79 n. 3). 
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Greek 1ectionaries. There is, however, a difference in the manner 
in which the incipit is joined to the pericope. Greek lectionaries 
introduce minor modifications in whatever expressions of time 
happen to stand in the opening sentence of the lection. But in the 
Palestinian Syriac Lectionary the incipits are prefixed to the 
pericopes in an altogether mechanical way with no attempt at 
smoothing the sense. Naturally the result is sometimes un­
satisfactory. For example, the very common Greek incipit TcfJ 
Ka"pcfJ EKElvCfJ is represented in the Palestinian Syriac Lectionary 
with such gaucheries as: 'And at that time; moreover on the last 
day of the feast ... '; 'And at that time; and on the next day he 
stood ... '; 'At that time; and after this he walked ... '. 

The Palestinian Syriac version contains several unusual and 
noteworthy readings. Examples include the following: 1 

Matt. xii. 36: 'Men must give an account of every good word 
which they do not speak' (codex C). 

Acts i. 12: 'Which is a journey of the caravans on a Sabbath.' 

Rom. iii. 23: 'All have sinned and lack the knowledge of the 
glory of God.' 

Rom. vi. 8: 'If we are dying with Christ we believe that we are 
living with him.' 

Rom. x. 4: 'God's end of the Law is Christ.' 

Eph. iii. 20: 'According to the power of him that works in us.' 

1 Thess. iv. 16: 'With the sound of the trumpet of God.' 

2 Tim. ii. 10: 'That they may receive salvation in Jesus Christ 
with his glory which is from heaven.' 

Tit. ii. 12: 'That in fear and righteousness and the love of God 
we may live in this world.' 

Jas. i. 1 : 'To the twelve tribes of Israel.' 

Jas. i. 5: 'Let him ask of God who gives everything to him 
little by little and does not put to shame.' 

The textual affinities of the Palestinian Syriac version have 
been variously described. The first analysis was made by Adler, 

I For other examples see J. T. Marshall, 'Remarkable Readings in the Epistles 
found in the Palestinian Syriac Lt.x:tionary', ]TS v (1903-4),437-45. For a caveat 
concerning some of the conclusion, drawn by Marshall, see F. C. Burkitt, ibid. vi 
(190 4-5), 91- 8• 
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who found that of 165 variations tabulated by him from codex A 
eleven agree with D alone; fourteen agree with D and another 
manuscript; and with D and many other manuscripts, fifty-four; 
making a total of seventy-nine. Manuscript B agrees with the 
same codex three times alone; and, with various other manu­
scripts, eighty-two times; making a total of eighty-five. 1 

Von Soden characterized the Palestinian Syriac version of the 
Synoptic Gospels as belonging to his 1 recension, with but very 
little influence from the K recension. The text of John, on the 
other hand, he found to exhibit considerably more K influence. 2 

Hoskier notffi point~ of contact between the text of this ver­
sion and the twelfth-century Greek minuscule 157,3 which has 
a curiously mixed type of text. More recently Lake, Blake, and 
New concluded that the Palestinian Syriac version is Caesarean 
in its textual affinities and thought that it derived its Caesarean 
colouring from a Syriac version of which no other trace remains." 

Finally, the Palestinian Syriac Gospels have been subjected to 
yet another kind of analysis. Black, prompted by occasional 
suggestions previously made that they contain several traces of 
the influence of the Diatessaron, undertook a more systematic 
induction of the evidence.s The result of his investigation con­
firms the earlier suspicions, for the text shows an unmistakable 
degree of Diatessaric influence. 

I t is obvious from the preceding characterizations that the text 
of the Palestinian Syriac version agrees with no one type of text, 
but embodies elements from quite disparate families and texts. 
At the same time it displays features that suggest a close relation­
ship to its Greek antecedents. 'If one compares', Lagr-ange 
correctly observes, 'the Old Syriac, the Peshitta, and the Pales­
tinian Syriac, one will easily recognize the first two as a single 
version revised, while in the third the vocabulary is so different 
and the contact with the Greek is so obvious that it gives the 
impression of an entirely new translation.'6 

1 Adler, op. cit., p. 201. ~ Von Soden, op. cit., pp. 1497-1506. 
3 H. C. Hoskier, 'Evan. 157 (Rome, Vat. Urb. 2)', JTS xiv (1913),242 f. 
4 'The Caesarean Text of the Gospel of Mark', HTR xxi (1928), 312-23. In 

the opinion, however, of Lagrange (Critique lextuetle, p. 167, note 4) and Colwell 
(JR xvii (1937), 56) the hypothetical Syriac version has been postulated without 
adequate reason. 

S Matthew Black, 'The Palestinian Syriac Gospels and the Diatessaron' [part I], 
OC xxxvi (1941), 101-11. (The continuation of this article appears never to have 
been published.) 6 Critique textueile, p. 239. 
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VII. LIMITATIONS OF SYRIAC IN REPRESENTING GREEKI 

by Sebastian P. Brock 

Because Syriac belongs to a completely different group of 
languages, translation into it from Greek imposed considerable 
problems, especially for the initial translators, who had little or 
no tradition of translation from Greek into Syriac on which to 
rely. As elsewhere in the sphere of biblical translation in antiquity, 
the combination of a steady increase in sheer experience and 
skill in translation (biblical and otherwise), and an ever greater 
reverence paid to the source-language and its contents, has meant 
that the latest translations into Syriac are the most literal, and 
the earliest the most free. Indeed, in the case of the seventh­
century reviser, 1'homas of Harkel, one can only admire the im­
mense skill he displayed in the formal representation in Syriac 
of the niceties of the Greek original. 

As a Semitic language Syriac is at a disadvantage in rendering 
a Greek original in the following main spheres : 

Syriac, having no case endings, is unable to indulge in 
the great freedom of word order that is characteristic of 
Greek. 

The Syriac and Greek tense systems differ very considerably. 

Although Syriac technically has a postpositive article (the 
so-called 'emphatic state'), its use does not correspond at all 
to that of the Greek article. 

Syriac prefers parataxis to hypo taxis, and this has led to the 
frequent restructuring of entire sentences (especially in the 
Old Syriac version). 

Syriac is rarely able to denote the presence of prepositional 

I Section VII, 'Limitations of Syriac in Representing Greek', makes use of the 
following sigla : 

,-.."J = 'is roughly equivalent to' 
C = Curetonian (Old Syriac) 

CPA = Christian Palestinian Aramaic (Palestinian Syriac) 
H = Harclean 
P = Peshitta 
S = Sinai tic (Old Syriac). 
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compound elements in verbs I and substantives, and com­
pound words cannot be rendered literally, e.g. 

Heb. vii. 16 'wfjs aKaTaAvTov 

P ~;~~ rc:\:t .-<&.»;, 

I Pet. i. 18 

P 

(lit. 'life which is not dissolved') 

(avaaTp0cPfjs) TTaTpoTTapa8oTov 

t~ ~~~:ua!'l ~al ••• __ ~~~ 
___ ~a:a':; r<' 

(lit. 'your works ... which you have received 
from your fathers') 

Syriac is less rich in adjectives than is Greek, and, while H 
normally provides (and even, if necessary, creates) suitable 
adjectival forms, the other versions prefer a periphrasis, e.g. 

Luke ii. 13 (aTpaTLaS) ovpavtov 

S C P ~L!'I (lit. 'of heaven') 

CPA t~(\L!'I (id.) 
H r<c)ula~ (lit. 'heavenly') 

Syriac has no comparative or superlative, e.g. 

John v. 36 (ll-apTVpLav) Il-€t,w TOV 'iwavvov 

C P H t1.ua...;, ~ r6,!'1 

CPA ~wa..!'1 t~~; 

(lit. 'great from (that) of John') 

The conjunction waw has a far wider range of meaning than 
Kat, and the presence of waw (especially in S and C) by no 
means implies that Kat featured in their Greek Vorlage. 

Syriac is comparatively poor in particles, and in the earlier 
verSIons the Greek particles are not consistently rendered. 

In the following pages it has been possible to deal with only 
a selection of salient features, and for the most part attention has 
been directed only to those that are of importance from the point 

1 Attempts to render compound verbs sometimes lead to the use of two separate 
verbs, e.g. Luke x. 39 TTapaKa8£CT8£iCTa ~ S C P 'she came and sat'. 
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of view of textual criticism. The vast majority of examples are 
taken from the Gospels, simply because here there are the most 
versions available for comparison. It may be assumed that what is 
said of the Peshitta Gospels applies grosso modo to the Peshitta in 
the Acts and Epistles, although there the revision of the lost 
Old Syriac1 was perhaps rather less thorough than in the Gospels. 
The Pococke Epistles and Crawford ApocalypseZ (which Gwynn 
considered to be the sole survivors of the Philoxenian version) 
represent a stage in translation technique somewhat between the 
Peshitta and Harclean, on the whole closer to the former than 
to the latter. 

PROPER NAMES 

The treatment of proper names in the New Testament (in 
particular in S, C, and P) has been discussed at some length by 
both Burkitt3 and Schwen.4 

Basically there are two ways open to the translator: the names 
may be transliterated, or they may be given their appropriate 
Semitic form (where applicable). In general it will be found that 
S, C, and P will provide the correct Semitic form for names of 
Semitic origin, whereas H and CPA are incoruistent (the latter 
providing many hybrids, as Iu~annis, quoted above). Obviously, 
wherever a genuine Semitic form is found, one is left with no in­
dication of the precise form of the translator's underlying Greek 
(e.g. Uriflem .-.J 'IEpovaaA~JL / f IEpoao'Avp.a; bf lzbwb (so 2 Kings i. 2 

Peshitta) -- BEEA~Ef3ovA). 
In the genealogies the tendency to assimilate the forms of the 

names to those found in the Peshitta Old Testament is particularly 

I For the Epistles, cf. J. Kcrschensteiner, Der altsyrische Paulus text (CSCO cccxv, 
Subsidia xxxvii; Louvain, 1970). 

Z Good descriptions of the character of their translation can be found in the 
introductions and supplementary notes in J. Gwynn's Remnants of the Later Syriac 
Versians of the Bible (London, 1909) and The Apocalypse of St. John iTl a Syriac Version 
hitherto unhwwn (Dublin, 1897). 

3 F. C. Burkitt, 'The Syriac forms of New Testament Proper Names', Proceedings 
of the British Academy, v (1911-12), 377-408. Burkitt pays special attention to 
problematical cases . 

.. P. Schwen, 'Die syrische Wiedergabc der neutestamentlichen Eigennamen', 
ZAW xxxi (1911), 267-303. Schwen gives a useful alphabetical list (his references 
to Sand C need controlling, since he makes use only of the inadequate editiones 
principes); in it he notes the corresponding forms in the Peshitta Old Testament. 
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strong (above all in the earlier versions), even if this differs from 
the Greek form in Matthew and Luke, e.g. 

cs P H CPA 
Matt. i. 4-5 Luke iii. 32 Ruth iv. 20 ...... ~ 

Pe.'1hiUa MaU. -;;od Luke 

Nao.aawv NaG(1(1W11 Ill,)iwn nQlwn nl}.lwn o"sswo l nl}.§wn 
XaJopwv EaAa/EaAJ.lWIf 11' 11' slmwn slmwn slmwn Matt. 

1'1'} Luke 
51' 

The Old Syriac assimilates the two names wholly to the Syriac 
Old Testament, P and CPA only partly. Thus It' in Sand C 
cannot be claimed as evidence for l:aAa in Luke, while the spell­
ings in P, CPA (s['), and, of course, H are indicative of the read­
ing in their underlying Greek text. 

Elsewhere well-known names of Semitic origin, such as Eliza­
beth, Jesus, John, Mary, Simon, etc., are normally rendered in 
their correct Semitic form, and only H and CPA provide excep­
tions, although in neither version is usage very consistent. Less 
obvious Semitic names are not always correctly recognized: thus 
Mava~v at Acts xiii. I is incorrectly semiticized as mn'yl (instead of 
mn~m) : in such places the Syriac cannot be quoted as a witness 
to a variant Greek reading. Occasionally Semitic names are not 
recognized at all, e.g. :4plras in 2 Cor. xi. 32 is simply transliterated 
'rtws (the name should be ~rtt). 

Place-names are treated in much the same way as personal 
names: those with Semitic counterparts are usually given the 
normal Semitic form,2 c.g. Na'ape8: 3 ~rt; llToAEl-'ats: 'kw; 
Tvpos: ~wr; but .I1,WTOS is simply transliterated (Peshitta O. T. 
'ldwd). 

In straight transliterations of proper names the following corre­
spondences between Greek and Syriac consonants are regularly 
observed in all versions: 

f3 .::J b KSl q 
y 
S , 
8 

~g 
~ d 
\ z 
~ t 

A l I 
7T ~ p 4> os.. p 
p , r ifJ does not occur 
a at) S 

T ~t 
X !II. k 

I In Matthew n"sswn is followed by ntz!w'l. This is characteristic ofH (at least in 
the prinkd edition): the first occurrence of the name is very often given as 
a transliteration of the Greek, whereas later on the Semitic form is used; cr. 
Luke i. 5 'lys'bhl, but i. 7 'lyJb'. 

2 This may not otherwise be attested, e.g. Kalla""" qln' in S C P and H. 
3 Also Na'wpa;o~ etc., /"'oJ na~raya, 'of Nazareth'. 
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The strictness with which this system is adhered to makes it 
certain, for example, that H's ) !Js' bht at Luke i. 35 represents 
-EO, not -E'T. 

Greek vowels, on the other hand, are very inconsistently rep­
resented by means of matres lectionis (supralinear vocalization 
does not antedate the late seventh century) : e.g. alaph represents 
a and E; he E and 'YJ (mainly confined to H); waw 0 W OV 01. v; and 
yudh t. Very often an interconsonantal Greek vowel will not be 
represented at all in the Syriac transcription. 

A whole variety of Greek nominal suffixes tend to be covered 
by -ws (as )tp€Ta~ above; )tOfjvat: 'tnws). The different case end­
ings are not usually expressed, although occasionally the vocative 
is reproduced (e.g. Tl.fL60EE: tymt" in 1 Tim. vi. 20, but not i. 18 
(-t'ws)). Owing to Syriac's dislike of certain consonantal clusters 
in an initial position a prosthetic alaph may be introduced, e.g. 
E71'avta ' spny' . 

In the case of proper names the older Syriac versions at times 
make use of local exegetical traditions: thus, while P renders 
MaT8ta~ in Acts i as mry', and :t1yafJo~ in Acts xi. 28 as 'gbws, the 
Old Syriac (to judge from early quotations) substituted tlmy 
(Tolmay) and' d' (Adda) respectively. A similar sort of case is the 
removal of the anachronistic mention of the Elamites (Acts ii. 9) 
in P, which substitutes the more suitable 'lny' (Alans), or the 
same version's rendering of ZEV~ in Acts xiv. 12 f. by mare alahe 
(Lord of the gods).l 

Certain proper names are treated in a very free way in S, C, 
and, to a lesser extent, P and CPA, and require special attention. 

(a) , I'YJ(Jov~ I Kvpl.o~ 
Burkitt pointed outZ that S in particular was apt to render 

'I'YJ(Jov~ by maran, 'our Lord', while the converse, ifot representing 
Kvpl.o~ where this refers to Jesus in the Greek, is common in 
S, C, and P. Throughout the Syriac versions there is a strong 
tendency to add the pronominal suffix 'my / our' to 'Lord'. A not 
dissimilar situation is found in CPA, where ' J.YJ(Jov~ is almost 
always rendered by mare [sus, 'the Lord Jesus'. 

I cr. H. J. W. Drijvcrs, Old-Syriac (Edessean) Inscriptions (Leiden, 1972), p. 13, 
for this deity. 

a F. C. Burkitt, Evangelion da-Mepharreshe, ii (Cambridge, 1904), 97-9. 
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(h) Etl-"wvIII£'TpO~/K7JcPa.~ 

The treatment of (Etl-"wv) n€'Tpor; in S, C, and P has been dis­
cussed by Burkitt,! Schwen,2 and Clemons,] who found that, 
while Etp-wv n€7pO~ is almost always rendered by semfun kepa, 
II£Tpor; alone is treated in a very inconsistent way, and the 
evidence of S, C, and P needs handling with particular caution: 
since, for example, S, C, and P avoid the transcription Ptrws, 
they cannot be used as evidence where the Greek manuscripts 
are divided between K7JcPiis and n€TpO~. 

(c) LJ uf.f3o~or; 

The Syriac versions, with the exception of H, are far from 
consistent in their treatment of S,a{3o~or;. While Sand C at 
times render this by , aleel qar~a, 'accuser', they more frequently 
substitute sa/ana (Matt. iv. I (C), 8 (S); Luke iv. 2, 5, 13 (S); 
John vi. 70 (S C), xiii 2 (S)),4 or hila (which represents 0 nOV1Jp6~ 
at Matt. v. 37 etc. ; so Matt. xiii. 39 (S C), John viii 44 (S) },5 or, 
once, hfeldhaha 'enemy' (Luke viii. 12 (S C).6 Only at Luke iv. 2 

is a Greek variant attested, and in view of their usage elsewhere, it 
is impossible to say whether Sand C really support the Greek 
variant EaTaviis there: certainly in all the other passages it is 
most unlikely that they represent an otherwise lost Greek variant, 
and their choice of rendering must be attributed to the lack of 
interest in the 'accusing' activity of the Devil that is observable 
in early Syriac writers. In this connection it may be noted that 
'evil one' and 'enemy' are particularly common appellations of 
the Devil in Syriac literature. 

P normally 'corrects' the Old Syriac, but sa/ana has been left 
at Matt. xiii. 39 (S C, however, have hisa), Luke iv. 5 (= S), 
John vi. 70 (= S C), xiii. 2 (= S), and 'enemy' at Luke viii. 12 

(= S C). In no case can a Greek variant safely be posited. In Acts 
and the Epistles P has sa/ana for ten out of the fifteen occurrences 
of 8,af3o~o~ in the singular: ' akel qar~a occurs only at Acts xiii. 10, 

lOp. cit., pp. 92-6, with useful tables. 
2 Art. cit.; table on pp. 2g&-7. 
3 J. T. Clemons, 'Some questions on the Syriac Support for Variant Greek 

Readings', Nov T x (1968), 26-30. 
• C is missing in Luke iv and John xiii. 
5 C is missing here. bila appears to be particularly favoured in the Syriac 

Diatessaron, where, for example, it is attested at Matthew xxv. 41, Luke iv. 13, 
John viii. 44. 6 Not attributable to a harmonization. 
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Eph. iv. 27, and vi. I I, while at Acts x. 38 P has hifa. Once again 
it is extremely doubtful whether P represents a Greek variant 
EaTaviis. l 

The same feature is observable in CPA, where usage seems to 
be consistent: St(if3oAo~ is regularly rendered by sa/ana. Again 
there is no question of any underlying Greek variant. 

WORD ORDER 

Of the Syriac versions only H adheres strictly to the word order 
of the original, in so far as this is possible in Syriac. At the other 
extreme the Old Syriac will on occasion completely restructure 
the sentence it is translating, and at times this has produced what 
can only be described as a free paraphrase. 2 

Certain general tendencies can be observed, which have their 
bearing on the evaluation of the older Syriac versions in in­
dividual passages. Thus there appears to be a strong inclination 
to provide the sequence: place + time, wherever the Greek has 
the reverse, e.g. 

Luke iv. 25 £V TarS" ~1-"'paLS" 'HALO v I £V Tip 'Iupa~A transpose S P. 

No Greek variant is attested here, and it is not likely that the 
Syriac implies one. 

Another instructive case is to be found a few verses later: 
Luke iv. 28 Kat £7TA~u(J'YJuav 7TClVT~S" (Jvp,ou fV rfj uvvaywyfj ciKOVOJlT~s" 

TauTa. 

Syriac prefers to give the verbs in their logical order, with the 
'hearing' preceding the 'anger'; thus a literal translation of S 
would be: 'and when they heard-those who were in the syna­
gogue-they were filled with wrath.' P leaves this word order, 
but inserts 'all of them' at the end of the sentence, to cover the 
Greek 7TavTE~, inadequately represented in S (it is extremely un­
likely that it was absent from S's Greek text). H and CPA, on 
the other hand, give the verbs in their Greek order. 

I Renderings of 1:aTavas are, as might be expected, much more regular. C, 
however, provides 'akel qarfQ at Luke xiii. 16, where no Greek variant 8HlfJoA~ 
is attested: since the whole tendency in S C is to avoid this term, it is possible that 
C may represent an otherwise lost variant. On the other hand it is conceivable 
that C represents a 'hypercorrection' (without reference to the Greek) of the kind 
that Burkitt envisaged in connection with maran/ilo' (op. cit. ii. 99). 

~ Luke x. 25 is a striking example. 
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There are certain patterns of word order that Syriac is totally 
unable to represent. Thus the possessive pronoun can come only 
after the substantive (usually in the form of a suffix) : e.g. aVTOU 
TO ovop.a and TO ovop.a aVTOU can be rendered only by 1mehlJma 
dileh (lit. 'name-his', 'name of-him'). 

On specific points of word order, the over-all usage of the 
individual Syriac versions requires examination before they can 
safely be used as evidence for a Greek variant. The position of 
the demonstrative may serve as an illustration. 

In Syriac, as in Greek, the demonstrative may be placed before 
or after the substantive. The Syriac versions (with the exception 
of CPA-see below) normally follow the word order of the 
original Greek exactly, but there is observable in S, C, and P a 
slight tendency to place the demonstrative before the substantive, 
where the Greek has it after. Thus in Luke S, C, and P (usually 
together) provide the order: demonstrative + substantive on fif­
teen occasions where the Greek has the reverse; only in seven 
of these passages is a variation in word order attested in the Greek 
tradition. It thus seems unlikely that S, C, and P can be quoted 
as supporting evidence for the variant order on those occasions 
where it is found in Greek manuscripts; they should certainly 
not be considered evidence for an otherwise unattested Greek 
variation in word order in the remaining eight passages. 

In CPA the demonstrative regularly appears before the sub­
stantive, whatever the order of the Greek. 1 

TENSE 

The differences between the Greek and Syriac tense systems 
posed certain difficulties for the translators, but various more or 
less standard ways of bridging these difficulties were evidently 
devised at an early date, for we find the following correspondences 
in fairly general use in all the Syriac versions: 

Greek present: Syriac participle (in the pe(al only distin­
guished from the perfect by the placing of a dot, which is often 
absent altogether in the two Old Syriac manuscripts). 

I In Luke I have found only one exception in the Lectionarics (xii. 37); F. 
Schulthess, Grammatik des christlich-paliistinischm Aramiiisch (Tiibingen, 1924). § 165, 
implies that both orders arc equally common: this is certainly not true as far as the 
Gospel translations are concerned. 
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Greek imperfect: Syriac participle + auxiliary. 
Greek future: Syriac imperfect, or (occasionally) participle. 
Greek aorist and perfect: Syriac perfect. 

Consistency in usage, however, can be expected only in H. 
Subordinate clauses posed special probl~ms, since Syriac has 

no subjunctive or optative: H is the only version to attempt some 
sort of formal representation, and this is confined to ElfLt and 
periphrases for EXW (which has no exact equivalent in Syriac), 
e.g. 

Luke viii. 9 
SCP 

H 
CPA 

John vi. 40 

SC 

" ., (Y \ , J ) tVa ••• E)((J ~W'YJV atwvtov 

~ ~r< •.. :'1 

P ml ~oml ... ~ 
H C'Q~ ~ .. r< r<Oml ... :'I 

CPA 

PARTICIPLES 

The frequent hypotactic use of the participle in Greek cannot 
be represented exactly in Syriac; S, C, and to a lesser extent P 
normally substitute the parataxis of two finite verbs, while the 
other versions (above all H) render the Greek participle by means 
of a subordinate clause consisting of a participle or perfect intro­
duced by kad, 'when'. H regularly distinguishes between Greek 
present and aorist participles thus: 

Greek present part.: kad + part. ± auxiliary verb. 
Greek aorist part. : kad + perfect. 

Examples of the different treatments of Greek participles in the 
various versions are: 

Luke viii. I SUVSEVEV ••• KTJpvaawv Kat EvayyEAL'6fLEVO~' 

S C ,=»~-:::ao .•. I"Cbm ~~ 

P i=~o r(om '~'::1l0 ••• r<om ~c),'!7l 

H i::tatt:lOO \~ ~ ... r<om V\~~ 
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Luke viii. I CPA ... ';:'aa:I.10 ,~ ... ~ ... r<"om 

Luke xx. 2 7 1TpOUEA(}6V'TE~?>e... €1T7JpcJyr7Juav athov A€­
yOV'TE~ 

s C cn\ t.a;''='3r<o .aCDcU~-LO ••• (\.::)'DO 

P m~ ~;'=r<o .a(T.1~ra..C\ ••• ta:\ a=;~ 

H ~ cn\ Q.ACYl ~r<.L~ ... ta~ Q.~ 'i.e ~~ 
ta~r< 

Here H represents the variant €1T7JpW7"WV. (CPA is not extant 
at this point.) 

Heb. xi. 30 (7"0. 7"EtX7J IEpEtXw) E1TEuav KVKAw(}ma 

p Q.~ ;~~r<!1 ~ al~l 

H Q.~~~r< ~ Q.\~l 

Apocalypse i. I Kat EcrrJp.aVEV a.1TOU7"Et>..a~ 

Crawford Apoc. ~x.. ~ ~:tcu. 

andH 

DEMONSTRATIVES 

The Syriac versionr;; normally distinguish between EKErVO~ and 
o37"o~, although where the plural is involved there is apt to be 
slight inconsistency. There appears to be a slight tendency in 
S C P to substitute halen, 'these', in places where hanon, 'those', 
might be expected: thus !lalen renders KaKEiva in Luke xi. 42 in 
S C P, and C has halen at Luke xiv. 24 to render EKdvwv (S P hanon) : 
in neither place is a Greek variant attested. 

The converse, hanon in S C P for 7"aVTat~ etc., is actually rather 
more frequent, and in Luke it occurs at i. 39, vi. 12, xix. 15, 
xx. 16, xxiii. 7, and xxiv. 18 (om.S C). In each case, except xxiv. 
18, a Greek variant EKEtvat~ etc. is otherwise attested. Closer 
examination, however, shows that four of these passages concern 
the phrase EV 7"ar~ ~p.€pat~ 7"aV7"aIS and it would appear that S C P 
regularly render this by 'in those days', for the same phenomenon 
is also found in Acts i. 15, vi. I, and xi. 27, the only other New 
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Testament passages where it occurs. It is accordingly most un­
likely that in these cases S C P can be quoted as representing the 
variant EKELvats. In the remaining Lucan passages (xix. 15, xx. 
16), however, there would appear to be no conditioning factor 
behind the rendering in S C P, and, while certainty is impossible, 
it would seem legitimate to quote th~m in support of the variant 
€KErVOS' etc. 

It should be noted that there are many places where haw hanon, 
'that, those', simply represents the article in Greek, e.g. 

Mark iii. 5 AEYEL 'Tip av8pclJ7TCf} 

SCP r<'.:1.~ a~ ~r< 

PARTICLES· 

To make up for the paucity of particles in Syriac many Greek 
particles were taken over into the language, especially in the 
later versions. The earlier versions (including P) are quite apt 
to ignore particles altogether, and thus cannot be taken as ev 
idence for their omission. 

The great care needed in citing the evidence of the Syriac ver­
sions in this area will be obvious from the situation that is to be 
found with the following three common particles. 

(a) rap 

rrip is normally rendered by ger, even in the Old Syriac, 
although occasionally d-, metul, or w- are employed (mostly 
corrected to ger in P). Where yap is entirely unrepresented in 
the Old Syriac, Sand C can probably legitimately be cited as 
evidence for the omission of the particle. 

On the other hand, ger is found in a number of passages in 
S, C, and to a lesser extent P, where yap is not to be found in the 
Greek, even as a variant. This means that it is uncertain whether 
the Syriac really represents the variant + yap in the cases where 
that variant is otherwise attested. 2 

(b) LlE 

In S C P and CPA there is no exact equivalence in usage be­
tween 8E and den: 8E is represented in these versions not only by 

I See furthel' S. P. Brock, 'The Treatment of Greek Particles in the Old Syriac 
Gospels, with Special Reference to Luke', Studies in New Teltament Language and 
Text, cd. by J. K. Elliott (Leiden, 1976), pp. 80-6. 

2 For the situation in Pcshitta Galatians, see Clemons, art. cit. 
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den,! but also by W-, 'and', or nothing at all. Conversely den 
may represent Kat, or have no equivalent at all in the Greek; 
while OE is sometimes otherwise attested as a variant in such 
passages, there remain many places where it is not. It would 
thus seem clear that normally S C P and CPA cannot be quoted 
as evidence for the presence or absence of OE in their underlying 
Greek texts. 

(c) 00)) 

In the later Syriac versions 00)) is regularly represented by 
hakil, but in the Old Syriac the situation is complicated, for, 
whereas 00)) is fairly often rendered by hakil, there are many 
instances, as Burkitt pointed out,2 where it is loosely rendered 
by w- or den; in such places P normally corrects to hakil, but 
there remain several instances (especially in John) where no such 
correction has been made. As a general criterion it may be said 
that, where hakil is present in S C P, it may be assumed that OV)) 

was to be found in their Greek Vorlage, but the absence of hakil 
does not necessarily mean that 00)) did not feature in their under­
lying Greek text either. 

PREPOSITIONS 

The Syriac system of prepositions differs considerably from 
the Greek, and Syriac is incapable of representing certain varia­
tions in Greek, such as a.7TO / EK, inTEp + g./7TEpt + g., E7Tt + g./d./a. 

To make up for the deficiency in prepositions, a nUluber of 
prepositional phrases are employed to render particular Greek 
prepositions, e.g. SL&' + gen. ~ byad, 'by the hand of'. Here 
particular care is needed in assessing the evidence of the Syriac for 
certain variants in the Greek. Thus, for example, the older Syriac 
versions cannot safely be cited as evidence for the variation 
oui ± rov aToJMlro~ (rov 7Tpo¢>+rov) , for, while S C usually render 
SUI in this sort of context by b- (P more frequently byad), C has 
bpum (lit. 'by the mouth of') three times (Matt. i. 22, viii. 17, xii. 
17) and S once (Matt. ii. 15) where no Greek variant is otherwise 
known: in all likelihood this is an inner-Syriac stylistic feature, 
and the same will apply to P in Acts xxviii. 25, where Sui is 
again rendered by bpum. 

I In Luke S' is represented by den in Sand C in only about one-fifth of its total 
occurrences in that book. lOp. cit. ii. 89-
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MISCELLANEOUS 

( a) , Ey€vero + articular infinitive 

This Greek construction is almost always paraphrased in the 
Old Syriac, which provides no equivalent to Eyo,€TO. In P this 
is only sometimes made good, e.g. 

Luke xvii. 1 I Kal. EY€VerO EV Tip 7Top€v€uBat 

S C r<am .l,r< ~C\ 
P .l,r<~:1 r<ama 

but Luke xvii. 14 

SC=P 

, " , _ f , 

Kat €Y€V€TO €V To/ V7TaYHV 

t~ \ \1'< !\~ a 

H and CPA, on the other hand, regularly represent EY€V€TO. 

(b) Indefinite TIS 

S C P and, a fortiori, the later versions are careful to render 
enclitic Tt~ (by /.lad, (')oo! etc.), but there are also several instances 
where J.wd is present in S C P, but Tt~ is not found in the Greek, 
even as a variant. Thus, while the absence of ~ad etc. in S C P 
can reasonably be taken as evidence for the absence of Tt~ from 
their underlying Greek text, it is impossible to assume that the 
converse is true. 

( c) fI OTI, recitativum 

There is a tendency in all the Syriac versions (including H) to 
introduce quotations of direct speech by d-, even when ChI, is 
absent from the Greek; no Greek variant can be assumed. 

(d) Pronouns 

One of the Semitic features of New Testament Greek is the 
over-use of the possessive pronoun aVrov (aVrwv). Syriac idiom in 
fact virtually demands the use of the suffix with, for example, 
words denoting parts of the body, and if there is variation ± aVTov 
in the Greek tradition, the Syriac (with the exception of H) can­
not be cited as evidence for the presence of the pronoun in its 
Greek Vorlage. A single example will suffice to illustrate this: in 
Matthew X€tp occurs ten times without the possessive pronoun, 
and in four of these there is no Greek variant + aVrov attested, 
yet in all ten cases S C P and (where extant) CPA add the suffix. 
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H, on the other hand, goes against Semitic idiom by having no 
suffix in eight out of the ten places, and so it may legitimately 
be quoted as supporting the variant + aVTOV in Matt. xv. 2 and 
xxvii. 24 where it does have the suffix. 

(e) Verbs of saying 
The older Syriac versions, in particular Sand C, are very free 

in their handling of verbs of saying: the tense will be freely 
altered, an indirect object may be added, the construction al­
tered by means of the addition or omission of the conjunction 
waw, the verb 'answered' may not infrequently be altogether 
dropped, I and if a7ToKptV€a()at occurs alone (i.e. without 'and said') 
in the original, the Old Syriac, and very often P too, render by 
the verb 'to say'. 

Further, SCI) and CPA do not distinguish between the con­
structions with dative and with 7Tp6~ + accusative after verbs of 
saying, employing 1- indiscriminately for both. H, on the other 
hand, uses 1- to represent the dative, and lwat for 7Tp6~ + acc. 

OLD TESTAMENT Q,UOTATIONS2 

Finally, it is important to consider the Syriac New Testament 
in the context of the Church which employed it, for the changing 
attitude of the Syriac-speaking Church over the course of time 
towards the Bible as a whole has left its mark on the various 
Syriac translations it has sponsored. 

To the primitive J udaeo-Christian Church the authority of 
the Old Testament was greater than that of the (still emerging) 
New Testament, and particular importance was attached to Old 
Testament prophecies which were considered to have been ful­
filled by Christ. Thus, in the earliest Syriac translations of the 
Gospels Old Testament quotations are very often found in a 
form that has been adapted to the wording of the Peshitta Old 
Testament, even when this may differ considerably from the form 
of the quotation in the Greek New Testament. 

Later, however, the situation was reversed, and the wording 
of the Greek Gospels was regarded as the final authority: accord­
ingly, in the later Syriac versions, Old Testament quotations 

I As Burkitt pointed out (op. cit. ii. 91), all one can reasonably assume is that, 
where Sand C have 'Ila, 'answered', their Greek text contained the verb &1T0-
Kptv(u8a." 2 Burkitt, op. cit. ii. 203-5' 
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are rendered strictly on the basis of their form in the Greek 
New Testament. 

An interesting example of this whole process can be seen in 
the first half of Matt. xxi. 5 = Zech. ix. 9, one of the very few 
passages with Old Testament quotations for which we are for­
tunate enough to have the text of the Syriac Diatessaron, pre­
served here in Ephraem's Commentary. The fact that the Diatessaron 
turns out to stand closest to the Peshitta Old Testament; and 
that C stands midway between it and P (S is not available), 
strongly suggests that the Diatessaron is both earlier than, and 
has exerted an influence on, the Old Syriac.2 

M . ., ... 8 \ l"' ,~\ t R \ I att. XXI. 5 Et1TaTE Tn vyaTpt ~,wv, toOV 0 fJaatl\EV~ aov 
", .A. ( \ , R R \ , \ 
EpXETat aot 1Tpav~ Kat E1TtfJEfJ'YJKW~ E1Tt 

OVOV • ••• ) 

C P r<'~r< ~':1J r<m . ~.m -.S ~~\ (\,~r< 

"'\ (+ a .... :s' C) ..:..\ 

Diatessaron3 ~~~\::a. r<co:. \Q..am 5 "''= (sic) ~a:. 

rC!u~o ~:.\ ~~ r<~r< 

Peshitta OT ~~=r.\!:1l r<m ... -.a..mS ~'= ~ ~o:t 

r6.a.~C\ r<bC\~C\ ~:" ~~\ r<~r< 

Assimilations to the Peshitta Old Testament are underlined. In 
numerous other passages too the Old Syriac (and to a much 
lesser extent P) has Old Testament quotations in a form strongly 

I Contrast Burkitt, who considered that the Diatessaron was less influenced by 
the Peshitta Old Testament than was the Old Syriac Cop. cit. ii. 205). An even 
more striking example is provided by a patristic quotation of Matt. xii. 18-20 

(= !sa. xlii. 1-4), if the quotation genuinely represents the Syriac Diatcssaron 
(text in I. Ortiz de Urbina, Vetus Evangelium SYToTum, Diatessaron Tatiani (Madrid, 
1967), p. 234). Here the Diatessaron form of the quotation is almost entirely 
adapted to the Peshitta Old Testament (which differs considerably from the 
Greek New Testament form); much of this is still preserved in Sand C, and even 
P has retained several traces. 

2 A conclusion many modern scholars would agree with on quite other grounds. 
J Ephraem, Camm. DiatessaTon, xviii. 1. While it is just possible that Ephraem is 

quoting the Peshitta Old Testament direct, the abbreviated form of the quotation 
suggests that it genuinely represents the Diatessaron reading at Matthew xxi. 5. 
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adapted to the Peshitta Old Testament text. 1 Obviously there is 
no question that in such passages the Syriac represents underlying 
Greek variant readings. 

CONCLUSION 

It will have been seen from the above examples that, while 
there are certain variations in Greek which cannot be repre­
sented in Syriac, the most problematical cases-from the text­
critical point of view-are those where the Syriac at first sight 
appears formally to support a Greek variant; here a closer 
examination, taking into account over-all usage in a particular 
version and book, will often indicate that formal identity can 
by no means be used as evidence that the Syriac supports the 
Greek variant in question. 2 The citing of the Syriac-versional 
evidence in a Greek apparatus must accordingly go hand in hand 
with a study of the translation technique of each individual ver­
sion in the book concerned.3 

I A good example is provided by Luke iii. 4--6 ( = !sa. xl. 3-5). Outside the 
Gospels P is again likely to be partly assimilated to the Peshitta Old Testament in 
quotations. 

2 Of the examples given above, the case of OE ~ den is perhaps the most striking. 
3 Although practically no work has been done on this, it would appear that in 

S C P there arc certain differences in translation technique between different books 
or groups of books. 



II 

The Coptic Versions 

I. THE INTRODUCTION OF CHRISTIANITY INTO EGYPT 

AND THE TRANSLATION OF THE NEW TESTAMENT 

T
HE origins of the Church in Egypt are enveloped in deep 
obscurity. When it was that Christianity was first intro­
duced into Egypt, and by whom, is totally unknown. 

According to Acts ii. 10 there were Jews from Egypt in Jerusalem 
at Pentecost, several of whom may have returned to their native 
land with some more or less clear knowledge concerning the new 
sect. By the middle of the first century, according to a Western 
reading in Acts xviii. 25, a certain form of Christianity had reached 
Alexandria. In this passage codex Bezae, supported by the Old 
Latin codex Gigas, adds EV rfi TraTp/.8, after KaT7))(17I-"vo~, thereby 
asserting that Apollos, a Jewish Christian from Alexandria, 'had 
been instructed in his own country in the word (or way) of the 
Lord'. In their comment on the passage Lake and Cadbury make 
the observation, 'If this reading were right, or a correct inference 
(and this is not impossible), it would prove that Christianity had 
reached Alexandria, as it did Rome, not later than A.D. 50, 
and moreover that it was of the same type as the teaching of 
Apollos before he met Priscilla and Aquila.'I 

According to a tradition reported by Eusebius on the basis 
of hearsay,2 it was the Evangelist Mark who first established 

I Ad loco in vol. iv of The Beginnings of Christianity, Part I, ed. by F. J. Foakes 
Jackson and Kirsopp Lake (London, 1933), p. 233. Walter Bauer, who mistrans­
lates the Western addition ('[Apollos] is said to have preached [gepredigt] already [in 
Alexandria],), is inclined to discount the importance of the variant reading; see his 
Orthodoxy and Heresy in Earliest Christianity, Engl. trans. (Philadelphia, 197 I), p. 46. 

Z Hist. eed. II. xvi. I: roG'rOV at [Mapl(ov] 1TP<AJ7'()V r/Jo,o,v E1T&' 'Tfj) A'YV1T'rOIJ D'rELAa­
p.£VOV, 'r0 EV(1i'i"'\"OV, 0 O~ 1«1' oWEypa.p(1'ro, l(71pG~(1', EI<I<A710'(1) 'rE 1TPWTOV E1T' av.,.ij) 
:4.AE~avOpEla) 01)0'r-,]oa08a,. That Eusebius gained his information from oral tradition 
seems to be clear from his use of the formula 'they say' (~(1o{v). The tradition is re­
peated by Epiphanius (HatT. Ii. 6), Jerome (de Vir. ill. vii), and Nicephorus (Hist. 
eeel. ii. 43). For a brief account of the traditional view of Mark's part in founding 
the Church in Alexandria, drawn from the Arabic History of the Patriarchs of the 
Coptic Chureh of Alexandria, see Aziz S. Atiya, History of Eastern Christianity (London 
and Notre Dame, 1968), pp. 25-8. 
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Christian churches in Alexandria. Elsewhere Eusebius reports 
that Mark continued to be in charge of the diocese (TTupOtKLa, lit. 
colony or province) of Alexandria until the eighth year of the 
reign of Nero (i.e. A.D. 62), when Annianus succeeded himl­
thus implying that the Evangelist died in that year. 2 This tradi­
tion, however, can scarcely be correct, for earlier and better­
attested accounts report that Mark, having accompanied Peter 
as his interpreter, 3 composed his Gospel in Rome during the 
late sixties, either before Peter's death under Nero,4 or (accord­
ing to the better tradition) after Peter's death.s In the face of 
these irreconcilable dates,6 most scholars regard the tradition 
of Mark's part in establishing churches in Alexandria as pure 
legend. 

Apart from these two highly dubious pieces of information con­
cerning Mark, Eusebius found nothing in his sources bearing on 
the introduction of Christianity into Egypt. In fact, for the period 
before the beginning of the lengthy episcopate of Bishop Deme­
trius of Alexandria (A.D. 188/9-231), about whom Eusebius pro­
vides not a little information, we look in vain for specific data 
concerning the dissemination of Christianity in Egypt. In such 
a situation the historian must rely on indirect hints and more or 
less cogent inferences based on those hints. He must canvass the 
early literature produced by and for Christians in Egypt, as well 
as collect the earliest papyrus fragments of the Scriptures pre­
served in the dry sands along the Nile. From these he can, 
perhaps, reconstruct the story of the planting and growth of 
the Church in Egypt during the first two centuries of the 
Chris tian era. 

I Hist. eccl. II. xxiv. I. Although Eusebius here avoids the word 'bishop', the 
Apostolic Constitutions (vii. 46) state that Mark ordained Annianus the first bishop 
of Alexandria. 

2 Jerome specifically states that Mark died in the eighth year of Nero and was 
buried in Alexandria (de Vir. ill. viii). 

3 So Papias, ap. Eusebius, Hist. eecl. II I. xxxix. 15. 
4 So Clement of Alexandria, ap. Eusebius, Hist. eecl. VI. xiv. 5, followed by 

Jerome, de Vir. ill. viii. 
s So Ircnaeus, Ado. haer. III. i. 1-2, repeated by Eusebius, Hist. eecl. V. viii. 2. 

(, Despite the inconsistency of dating, Jerome combines the two traditions: 
'Mark, the interpreter of the Apostle Peter, and the first bishop of the church in 
Alexandria ... narrated those things which he had heard his master [ viz. Peter] 
preaching ... ' (Prologue to the four Gospels from Jerome's Com. in Malt., Words-
worth and White's Nouum Testamentum Domini Nostri Jesu Christi Latine, i (Oxford, 
1889-1908), p. 12, lines 9-1 I). 
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Among Christian documents which during the second century 
either originated in Egypt or circulated there among both the 
orthodox and the Gnostics are numerous apocryphal gospels, acts, 
epistles, and apocalypses. Some of the more noteworthy are the 
Gospel according to the Egyptians, the Gospel of Truth, the 
Gospel of Thomas, the Gospel of Philip, the Kerygma of Peter, 
the Acts of John, the Epistle of Barnabas, the Epistle of the 
Apostles, and the Apocalypse of Peter. There are also fragments 
of exegetical and dogmatic works composed by Alexandrian 
Christians, chiefly Gnostics, during the second century. We know, 
for example, of such teachers as Basilides and his son Isidore, and 
of Valentinus, Ptolemaeus, Heracleon, and Pantaenus. All but 
the last-mentioned were unorthodox in onf" respect or another. 
In fact, to judge by the comments made by Clement of Alex­
andria, almost every deviant Christian sect was represented 
in Egypt during the second century; Clement mentions the 
Valentinians, the Basilidians, the Marcionites, the Peratae, 
the Encratites, the Docetists, the Haimetites, the Cainites, 
the Ophites, the Simonians, and the Eutychites. What proportion 
of Christians in Egypt during the second century were orthodox 
is not known. 

In addition to the treatises, teachers, and sects just mentioned 
-for the knowledge of which we are dependent upon later 
writers and copies from subsequent centuries-a different kind 
of evidence has come to light proving the existence of Christians 
in various parts of Egypt during the second century; these are 
biblical texts which were copied in the second century by or for 
Christians living in Egypt. One of the earliest of these is the 
Rylands fragment of the Gospel of John (p52) , usually dated 
in the first half of the second century. Next come the fragments 
of an unknown gospel (Egerton Pap. 2), dated by its editors to 
about the middle of the second century. 1 From the close of the 
second century or the beginning of the third century come several 
papyri containing one or more books, or parts of books, of the 
Greek New Testament. These are p46 (the Beatty codex of ten 
Pauline Epistles), p64 and p67 (parts of the same codex of Matthew, 

I Fragments of an Unkllown Gospel and Other Early Christian Papyri, ed. by H. Idris 
Bell and T. C. Skeat (London, 1935), p. 1. In his Cults and Creeds in Graeco-Roman 
Egypt (Liverpool, 1953), Bell states that 'the dates 125-165 probably give the 
approximate period within which this manuscript was written' (p. 80). 
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divided between Oxford and Barcelona); p66 (the Bodmer codex 
of John), and p77, a fragment from Oxyrhynchus (no. 2683) 
containing the text of Matt. xxiii. 30-4, 35-9, a portion not 
otherwise represented among any of the eighty or so papyri of 
the New Testament. All of these are conservatively dated c. 200, 

while several have been assigned to dates well within the second 
century (Herbert Hunger,2 for example, regards p66 as coming 
from the middle, if not even from the first half, of the second 
century). 

Besides copies of the New Testament transcribed in Egypt 
during the second century, several early fragments of the Greek 
Old Te.stament have also turned up in various parts of Egypt. 
Of course, a manuscript of the Old Testament might be of 
Jewish origin, but when that manuscript is in the form of a codex 
the presumption is that it was used by Christians-for Jews 
continued to prefer the roll for their sacred books. The earliest 
such Christian copy of the Septuagint appears to be a leaf from 
a codex of Genesis now at Yale University, dated by its editors 
to about A.D. 90.3 Substantial portions of the books of Numbers 
and Deuteronomy survive in the Chester Beatty Papyrus VI, 
a codex which Kenyon dated to about the middle of the second 
century.4 Since it contains examples of the nomina sacra, including 
) IT} ao Ds (== Joshua), it is almost certainly the work of a Christian 
scribe. One can also point to fragments of a second-century 

I C. H. Roberts, 'An Early Papyrus of the First Gospel', HTR xlvi (1953), 
233--7, and R. Roca-Puig, Un papiro griego del Evallgelio de san Mateo (2nd edn.), con 
una note de Colin Roberts (Barcelona, 1962). 

2 'Zur Datierung des Papyrus Bodmer II (P 66)', Anzeiger der osterreichischen 
Akademie der Wissenschaften, phil.-hist. Kl., 1960, Nr. 4, pp. 12-33· 

3 Tale Papyri, ed. by John F. Oates, Alan E. Samuels, and C. Bradford Welles 
(American Studies in Papyrology, ii; New Haven and Toronto, 1967),3. For a popular 
account, see Welles, 'The Yale Genesis Fragment', Tale University Library Gazette, 
xxxix (1g64), 1-8, whose verdict is that 'the document ... cannot have been 
written later than A.D. 100 and should be somewhat earlier' (p. I). In his dis­
cussion of the fragment C. H. Roberts comments, 'Even if a somewhat later date 
be accepted, it remains one of the very earliest Christian MSS. extant' ('P. Yale 1 

and the Early Christian Book', Essays in Honor of C. Bradford Welles (American 
Studies iTt Papyrowgy, i; New Haven, 1966), 25-8) . 

.. Frederic G. Kenyon, The Chester Beatty Biblical Papyri . .. , fasc. 2, Numbers 
and Deuteronomy (London, 1935), p. ix, who says, 'It does not seem possible to date 
it later than the second century, or even, in my opinion, after the middle of that 
century. This is also the opinion of Mr. H. I. Bell and Professor Schubart, and is 
confirmed by Professor Wilcken (ArchitJjUr PapyrusforschuTllJ, xi. 113), who speaks 
of the reign of Hadrian [A.D. 1 17-138].' 
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papyrus codex of Exodus and Deuteronomy at Heidelberg1 and 
a leaf from a second-century papyrus codex of the Psalms from 
Antinoopolis. 2 

Still other indirect testimonies provide hints concerning the 
early dissemination and growth of Christianity not only in 
Alexandria but also in many villages along the Nile. 3 Enough 
has been cited here, however, to allow one to make certain deduc­
tions concerning the spread of Christi~nity in Egypt during the 
second century. It is scarcely necessary to point out that for 
every Christian rnanuscript fortuitously preserved over the 
centuries there were probably scores, perhaps hundreds, which 
perished or still lie hidden in the sand, and for every owner of 
such a manuscript there were probably many Christians, some 
of them illiterate, who had none. It is therefore altogether reason­
able to conclude, as H. 1. Bell does after making a careful survey 
of biblical and theological papyri in Egypt: 

This evidence seems to justify the inference that even in the second 
century the number of Christians in Middle Egypt was by no means 
negligible and by the middle of the third was considerable. This 
papyrus evidence cOInbines with a priori probability and the literary 
sources to make it likely that, although in the second centmy Chris­
tians formed only a small minority of the population and even till 
late in the third century were probably not a large one, yet the transi­
tion from an overwhelmingly pagan country to the predominately 
Christian one which we find in the fourth was by no means as sudden 
and cataclysmic as some writers have too hastily assumed." 

During the third century there is much more ample informa­
tion concerning the external and internal expansion of Chris­
tianity throughout Egypt. 5 The earliest Christians used Greek, 

I Veriiffentliehungen aus den badischen Papyrus-Sammlungm, ed. by Friedrich llilabel, 
iv (Heidelberg, 1924), 24-7, no. 56. 

2 The Antinoopolis Papyri, cd. by C. H. Roberts, i (London, 1950), no. 7. Roberts 
comments that the fragment, which preserves Ps. lxxxi. 1-8, 'may well have been 
written about the middle of the second century' . 

3 See Adolf von Harnack, Die Mission ulld Ausbreitung des Christ~ntums in den crsten 
drei Jahrhunderten, 4te AuA., ii (Leipzig, 1924), pp. 705-10 (Engl. trans. from 2nd 
Germ. edn., The Mission and Expansion of Christianity in the First Three Centuries, 
2nd edn., ii (New York and London, 1908), 158-(2). 

4 'Evidences of Christianity in Egypt during the Roman Period', llTR xxxvii 
(1944), 185-204; quotation from p. 204. Cf. also C. H. Roberts, 'The Christian 
Book and the Greek Papyri', JTS I (1949), 155-68. 

S See Harnack, Ope cit. ii. 713-25 (Engl. trans., ii. 165-74). Mario Naldini, It 
Cristianesimo in EgittQ. uttere prilJate lle; papiri dei seeol; ii-iu (Florence, 1968); and 
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but soon the new faith found adherents outside the Hellenized 
section of the population--which, it must be remembered, was 
only a fraction in comparison with the number of native in­
habitants who used only the Egyptian language. The present 
state of our knowledge concerning the origin and early develop­
ment of national Egyptian Christianity has been sketched by 
Bardy. I It is sufficient here to mention that in a letter to Bishop 
Fabius concerning the Decian persecution, Bishop Dionysius 
distinguishes Greeks and Egyptians among the martyrs;2 the 
latter bear purely Coptic names, such as Besa and Amun. Origen 
(Hom. in Luf. xii) drops the remark that very many of the pros­
elytes among the Egyptians had accepted the Christian faith­
and by Egyptians he probably means the native-born peasants. 
There is an interesting passage in Eusebius which mentions that 
in A.D. 250 some 'country-folk' (xwptrul.) , presumably native 
Egyptians, near Alexandria took the part of the bishop and his 
adherents against the soldiers of the governor. J The first native 
Christian writer of whom it is reported that he wrote bibli­
cal studies in the Egyptian (Coptic) language was the ascetic 
Hieracas,4 who was born about A.D. 270 or a little earlier in 
Leontopolis in the Delta and lived to be over ninety years of age. 

Towards the end of the third century monasticism made its 
appearance in Egypt, beginning, as it seems, with S1. Antony 
(c. A.D. 251-356). At about the age of twenty Antony decided 
to give all he had to the poor and go as a hermit into the desert. 
The decisive moment occurred, so Athanasius his biographer 
states,S when one Sunday he heard the Scripture lesson of Matt. 
xix. 21 ('If thou wouldest be perfect, go and sell that thou hast, 

J. van Haclst's list of sixty-five Greek documentary papyri dating between c. A.D. 

270 and 350 which were written by or about Christians ('Les sources papyrolo-­
giques concernant l'Eglise en Egypte it l'epoque de Constantin', Proceedings of the 
Twelflh International COIl.ltress of Papyrolog)', ed. by Deborah H. Samuel (American 
Studie.f in Papyrology, V; Toronto, 1970 ), pp. 497-503). 

I Gustav Bardy, 'Les premiers tcmps du Christianisme de langue copte en 
Egypte', Memorial Lagrange (Paris, 1940), pp. 203--16. This is a far more balanced 
discussion than that by Walter Bauer in his Orthodoxy and Heresy in Earliest Chris­
tianil)', Eng. trans. (Philadelphia, 1971), pp. 44-60. 

2 Quoted by Eusebius, Hist. ecel. VI. xli. 
3 Hisl. teel. VI. xl. 5-9. 
of Epiphanius, Haer. lxvii; cf. C. Schmidt 'Die Urschrift der Pistis Sophia') 

ZNW xxiv (1925),218-4°, esp. 221-3, and Paul E. Kahle, Bala'izah; Coptic Texts 
from Deir ef-Bala'izah in Upper E..f{Ypt, i (London, 1954), 259 n. I. 

5 Athanasius, Vita Antollii, ii (Migne, PC xxvi, col. 841). 
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and give to the poor ... ') read in a little village church in 
southern Egypt. If we take the story seriously-and there is no 
reason why we should not do so, for in his youth Athanasius had 
known Antony personally-we must suppose (in view of An­
tony's ignorance of Greek) I either that a copy of the Gospel of 
Matthew in Coptic was available to the preacher on that eventful. 
Sunday, or that he provided an ad hoc translation of the Greek 
pericope into the local vernacular. In any case, it is probable that 
in the following few years the rapidly growing number of hermits 
and monks who imitated the example of Antony would have 
provided a strong impetus for the translation of the Scriptures 
into Coptic. We know that when Pachomius, the founder of 
coenobitic monasticism in Egypt, composed his rules c. A.D. 320, 
he required that all aspirants should be able to read twenty 
Psalms, or two Epistles, or a portion from another part of the 
Scriptures before being admitted to the monastic community­
and anyone who could not read had to learn the passages by 
heart.2 Such a rule implies the existence of most of the NewTesta­
ment and the Psalter in the local vernacular. Before considering 
such Coptic versions themselves, however, it will be necessary to 
say something concerning the various dialectal forms which 
the native language had assumed throughout Egypt. 

Coptic represents the last phase in the development of the 
ancient Egyptian language. 3 The words 'Copt' and 'Coptic' are 

I Cf. Jerome, De Vir. ill. lxxxviii, 'Antonius monachus ... misit aegyptiace ad 
diversa monasteria apostolici sensus sermonisque epistolas septem, quae in graecarn 
linguam translatae sunt.' 

l In the Coptic original we possess Pachomius' rules only in fragmentary form 
(edited by L. Th. Lefort in Arnand Boon's Pachomiana Latina (Louvain, 1932)), 
but they were translated into Greek, and Jerome in turn provided a Latin render­
ing. For the requirement about reading portions of the Scriptures, see Boon, Ope cit., 
Pp·49-50 . 

3 Besides the grammars mentioned in the follOWIng footnote, cf. Georg Steindorfl', 
'Bernerkungen iiber die Anfange der koptischen Sprachc und Literatur', Coptic 
Studies in Honor 0/ Walter Ewing Crum (Boston, 1950), pp. 189~-214. 

The question when it was that Coptic became a dead language (or at least 
passed out of common usage) has been answered variously. Usually it is said that 
by the close of the seventeenth century it ceased to be used as a living, spoken and 
written language. Cf. J. Simon, 'Wann starb das Koptischc aus?' :(,DMG xc 
(1936), #* f.). There art', however, tract's of its usage continuing still today. Be­
sides Werner Vycichl's description of spoken Coptic in Zcniya and other Coptic 
communities ('Pi-Solscl, ein Dorf mit koptischer Obcrlicferung', Mitteilungen des 
deutschen Instituts fur aegyptische Altertumskunde in Kairo, vi (1936), 169-75; for a 
synopsis cf. 'o\l. H. Worrell in A]SL liv (1937), I-I I). See also the handbooks of 
Munir Barsiim, one of which is a brief primer for self-instruction in Coptic along 
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derived from the Arabic Qobt (.b.:i), an incorrect pronunciation 
ofQibt, which in turn is a shortened form of the Greek AlyV1T'TLOS' 
('Egyptian', as the Arab conquerors called the Christian in­
habitants of the land). 

Just as in ancient Achaia, so also in the Nile valley topographi­
cal conditions were such as to foster the growth and differen­
tiation of similar but distinct dialects of the common parent 
language. During the early Christian period the old Egyptian 
language had assumed at least half a dozen dialectal forms, differ­
ing from one another chiefly in phonetics but al~o to some extent 
in vocabulary and syntax. 

Until the eighties of the last century only three Coptic dialects 
were known: Sahidic in the southern part of the country (that is, 
in Upper Egypt), Bohairic in the north around the Delta (that 
is, Lower Egypt), and Fayyumic, which was spoken in the neigh­
bourhood of the Oasis Fayyum. l Towards the end of the century 
a variety of documents came to light written in still other Coptic 
dialects, subsequently identified as Achmimic, sub-Achmimic, 
and Middle Egyptian. Recent research has led to the recognition 
that, long before the advent of Christianity, Sahidic was the 
standard literary language over the whole of Egypt. vVhether 
Proto-Sahidic originated at Oxyrhynchus,2 or in the Delta,3 or 
at Thebes,4 it developed into a, so to speak, neutral dialect with 
certain features found in, or drawn from, all the regional dia­
lects. U ntiI the eighth and ninth centuries Sahidic remained the 

the lines of the idea of Basic English; cf. Ernst Hammerschmidt, 'Einigc Bcispielc 
zu den \'Viedcrbelebungsversuchcn des Koptischen in heutigcn Agypten', Probleme 
der koptischen Literatlir, ed. by Peter Nagel (II. Koptische Arbeitskonferenz des Instituts 
fur B)'.zantinistik, 1966 (Halle, 1968), pp. 22531. 

I The terminology is that of present-day Coptologists; previously somewhat dif­
fen'nt nomenclature was employed. For both systems see Georg Steindorff, Kop­
tischt Grammatik, N"eudruck der zweiten Auflage mit Nachtrage (Berlin, 1930), pp. 
3-5; \Valter TiIl,Koptische Dialektgrammatik (Munich, 1931), pp. 1-2; G. Steindorff, 
Lehrbuch de,. koptischen Grammalik (Chicago, 195 I); and especially Paul E. Kahle, 
Bala'izah; Coptic Texts from Deir el-Bala'izah in Upper Egypt (London, 1954), 
pp. 19:~-268 and 888 f., who also provides a discussion of the characteristics of 
each dialect. 

Z So, e.g., William H. \-"orrell, Coptic Sounds (Ann Arbor, 1934), pp. 63-73. 
3 So, c.g., Kahil', Rala'izah, i. 233-52, esp. p. 247. 
4 So, e.g., H.J. Polotsky, 'Coptic', Current Trends in Linguistics, ed. by Thomas A. 

Sebeok, vi (The Hague, 1970), 560-1 ; repro in Afroasiatic; a Survey, ed. by Carleton 
T. Hodge (Janua linguarunl, Series Practica, clxiii; The Hague, 1971), pp. 68 f. 
This had been the view of scholars (such as Chaine and others) in an earlier 
generation. 



The Introduction of Christianity into Egypt 107 

language used by the educated native classes throughout Egypt. 
Eventually it was superseded, first in the Delta and later in the 
rest of Egypt, by Bohairic. Of the surviving Coptic documents 
from the fifth century or earlier, those in Sahidic are more than 
twice as numerous as those in all the other dialects. 

Instead of the ancient hieroglyphic \vriting, which continued 
to be employed until the third century A.D., and instead of the 
derivative hieratic and demotic scripts, a simplified alphabet was 
used in writing Coptic. This ,vas an alphabet of thirty-one letters, 
of which twenty-four were borrowed from the contemporary 
uncial Greek script, while seven additional letters were taken from 
a In are cursive variety of the native demotic script in order to 
express sounds that did not exist in spoken Greek. On the whole, 
Coptic was essentially the non-cultivated speech of chiefly rural 
folk, whereas the Egyptian 'aristocracy', being thoroughly hel­
lenized, used Greek. Coptic, as compared with Greek, is much 
more wooden and lacking in suppleness and variety of expres­
sion. 1 

At first Coptic scribes were not quite certain how many, if 
any, additional denl0tic lcttcrs they should usc. On the one hand, 
all the Old Coptic texts agree in using more demotic letters than 
Coptic 'was to do after it becarne standardized;2 on the other 

r Besides the discussion of limitations of Coptic in representing Greek found on 
pp. 141-5~ below, reference may be made to similar lists in the following publica­
tions: [George Horner], The CO/ltic Version if the New Testament ill the Northern Dialect, 
i (Oxford, 18gB), xviii-xxxi; N. Peters, Di.e saltidisch-koptische Obersctzung des Buches 
Ecrlesiasticus (Biblische Studien, iii. 3; Freiburg im Br., 1898), pp. 5-30 ;Joh. Lcipoldt, 
in H. von Soden's Die Schriften des JI{eue1l Testaments in ihrer altesten eneichbaren 
Trxtgestait, I. ii (Berlin, 1907), 14Bo f.; Herbert Thompson, in J. H. Ropes's The 
Text of Acts (London, 1926), pp. 319-21 (Sahidic), and pp. 359-60 (Bohairic); 
M.-J. Lagrange, CriliqUl' textutlle; ii, La critique 1ationnelle (Paris, 1935), pp. 315 -17 ; 
the lengthy introductory section of Rufus L. Moretz's 'The Textual Affinity of the 
Earliest Coptic Manuscripts of the Gospel of John [Bodmer II, sub-Achmimic 
John, and Fayyumic.Johnl', Diss. Duke University, 1969 (see Dissertation Abstracts 
International, Section A, The Humanities and Social Sciences, xxx. 6 (D(>c. 1969), 
2608 f.) ; and Gerd Mink in Die allet! Oberset:;,w1lten des NerulI Testaments, die Kirdzert­
viiler.:ilate und Lektionare, cd. by K. Aland (Berlin and New York, I~)72), pp. 18B-
27:3· 

~ Cf. C. \\T. Goodwin, 'On an Egyptian Text in Greek Characters', Z.iLS' vi 
(1868), 18'24; F. Ll. Griffith, 'The Date of the Old Coptic Texts, and their Re­
lation to Christian Coptic', ibid. xxxix (lg01), 78-82; \V. E. Crum, 'An Egyptian 
Text in Greek Charackrs', ]1'.,'A xxviii (1942), 20-31; and idem, 'Coptic Docu­
m('nts in Greek Script', Proceedings of the B,ilis/z ACf1dm~}', xxv (1939),249-71. I have 
not seen R. Haardt, 'Vefsllch ciner altkoptischen Grammatik' (typewritten, Vienna, 
1948). 
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hand, the fifty or so Coptic glosses in the old Fayyurnic dialect 
found in the margins of the Beatty Papyrus of Isaiah are written 
in Greek letters, without any supplementary letters borrowed 
from demotic. l 

II. EARLY MANUSCRIPTS OF THE COPTIC VERSIONS 

The Coptic versions of the Bible are for the most part preserved 
only in fragments which are scattered in collections all over the 
world. 2 Some of these have been published in extenso in books and 
articles; others are known merely from being listed in catalogues;3 
still others await discovery, or rediscovery, in archives and 
collections hitherto unnoticed. Earlier in the present century 
Vaschalde4 performed the useful task of conlpiling lists of all 
published Coptic biblical texts in such a way that one can easily 
find any particular passage in the printed editions. 1vlore recently 
Tills compiled a supplementary index, listing those editions of 

I Frederic G. Kenyon, The Chesler Beatty Biblical Papyri, fasc. vi, supplemented 
by another leaf originally from the same codex published in Papyri greci e Latini 
(PSI), xii (1951), no. 1273. Besides these Fayyumic glosses dating probably from 
the third century, we have other evidence that points to the presence of Christians 
in the neighbourhood of the Fayyum about A.D. 250. These are the libelli issued 
during the Decian persecution to those who offered sacrifices. Of the forty-one 
such certificates edited by J. R. Knipfmg, two or three appear to have been issued 
to Christians ('The Libdli ofthc Dccian Persecution', HTR xvi (1923),345-90). 

2 The list of Jean Simon ('Repertoire des bibliotheques publiqucs ct privecs 
contcnant des manuscrits coptes', Mu, xliv (1931), 137-51), while still valuable, 
needs to be revised and enlarged. 

3 It is regrettable that catalogues of several important collections of Coptic 
manuscripts have not yet been published. According to the late Theodore Petersen, 
'A catalogue written by E. C. Amelincau of the Coptic manuscript collection in 
the Bibliotheque Nationale in Paris remains unprinted. The catalogue prepared 
by H. Hyvernat of the large collection of Coptic manuscripts in the Pierpont 
Morgan Library in New York can likewise be consulted at the Library only in 
type-script form. Of the 377 pages of this catalogue (exclusive of 17 pages of Intro­
rluction and 58 pages of Appendix) a section of 58 pages is given to the listing of the 
biblical texts owned by the Library and all of which remain unpublished to date 
except for the variants in a codex ofthe Epistles of Paul [MS. Morgan 570 includcd 
in Horner's Sahidic New Testament], (CBQxxiii (1961), 247) . 

.. A. Vaschalde, 'Ce qui a ete publie des versions coptes de la Bible', RB xxix 
(1920),255-8; xxx (1921),237-46; xxxi (1922),81-8,234-58 (Sahidic) ; idem, j\I/U, 
xlv (1932), r 17-56 (Bohairic); xlvi (1933), 299-306 (Middle Egyptian) ; PP.306- 13 
(Akhmimic). 

S \'Valter C. Till, 'Coptic Biblical Texts Published after Vaschalde's Lists', 
BJRL xlii (1959), 220'40. The Institute [or New Testament Textual Research 
at Munster has compiled an official listing of all known Coptic manuscripts of the 
New Testament, including lectionaries. A beginning has been made also of assem­
bling a coller.tion of microfilms of Coptic manuscripts of the New Testament. 
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Coptic biblical texts that appeared since Vaschalde's lists were 
made or that were overlooked by Vaschalde. Furthermore, Kahle 
has drawn up a very helpful list of early Coptic manuscripts (all 
prior to the sixth century), whether edited or still awaiting 
publication. I In what follows attention will be directed to New 
Testament manuscripts of each Coptic dialect that are note­
worthy either because of age or for some other reason. 

I. THE SAHIDIC VERSION 

Until the twentieth century the Sahidic version of the New 
Testament was known only in relatively few and scattered frag­
ments, some of which were edited by Woide2 in 1799 and others 
by Amelineau 3 in 1884 and the following years. By the opening 
of the present century enough material had been acquired by the 
Borgian Museum to enable Balestri4 to publish an edition of 
the Sahidic New Testament in tolerably complete form. Several 
years later, by piecing together widely scattered scraps of text, 
Horners was able to produce an edition containing almost every 
verse of the entire New Testament. Monumental though Horner's 
work was in its time, today a new edition is called for not only 
because of the availability of earlier and more extensive manu­
script sources but also because of certain defects that have ap­
peared in Horner's work.6 

I P. E. Kahle, Bala'h:.ah, i. 269-78. 
z C. W. Woide, Appendix ad editionem Novi Testamenti graeci ... in qua continentur 

fragmenta Novi Testamenti juxta i"urpretationem dialecti superioris Aegypti quae thebaica 
vel sahidica apjJtllatur •.. (Oxford, I 799). 

J E. C. Amelineau, 'Fragments coptes du Nouveau Testament dans Ie dialecte 
thebain', Recueil de travaux relatifs a la philologie, v (1884), 105-39; he also edited 
other fragments in ZA'S xxiv (1886), 41-56, 103-14; xxv (1887), 42-57, 100-10, 
125-35; xxvi (1888), g6-105. 

4 Sacrorum Bibliorum fragmenta copto-sahidica Musei Borgiani; iii, Novum Testa­
mentum, ed. by Giuseppe Balestri (Rome, 1904; repro Leipzig, 1970). 

5 [George W. Horner,] The Coptic Version of the New Testament in the Southern 
Dialect, otherwise called Sahidic and Thebaic, with Critical Apparatus, Literal English 
Translation, Register of Fragments, and Estimate of the Version, 7 vols. (Oxford, 
1911-24; repro Osnabruck, 1969). Because of the manner in which Horner's text 
had to be edited (from diverse texts of quite disparate dates and provenance), 
one must beware against attributing to the edition any measure of homogeneity. 

6 While acknowledging that Horner's work was a great achievement in its time, 
P. E. Kahle mentions a number of defects which became apparent to him as he 
worked on the manuscripts from Bala'izah. Nearly all of the New Testament 
manuscripts in the Bala'izah collection were used by Horner, 'but his citations 
of not only the variant readings but also the manuscripts themselves are so in­
accurate and incomplete', Kahle declares, 'that it has been necessary to publish 
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In the spring of 1910 at Hamouli, on the site of the ruins 
of the monastery of the Archangel Michael near the southern 
border of the province of Fayyum, archaeologists came upon 
a large collection of ancient and complete manuscript~, almost 
all of them written in Sahidic. The collection, which comprises 
fifty-six biblical as well as patristic and hagiographic works, was 
acquired by the Pierpont Morgan Library in New York, and 
has been published in a magnificent facsiInilc edition. 1 l\!fany of 
the manuscripts are dated {i'om the first half of the ninth to 
the latter half of the tenth century. The collection is rich in 
biblical manuscripts. It contains six complete books of the Old 
Testament, namely, Leviticus, NUIllbers, Deuteronomy, I and 
2 Samuel, and Isaiah. The New Testament is represented by 
three complete Gospels, Matthew, ~1ark, and John (Luke is un­
fortunately incomplete, lacking iv. 33-ix. 30, ix. 62-xiii. 18), 
the fourteen Epistles of Paul, 1 and 2 Peter, and 1,2, and 3 John. 
Other famous collections which include Sahidic manuscripts of 
the Bible are the Chester Beatty collection in Dublin and the 
Martin Bodmer collection in Cologny-Geneva. 

Among the longer and more noteworthy Sahidic manuscripts 
of the New Testament the following deserve to be mentioned. 

Ear(y Sahidic manuscripts 
(I) The Crosby codex of the University of Mississippi, a single­

quire papyrus manuscript of fifty-two leaves or 104 consecutive 
pages, contains a nliscel1aneous assortment of documents in 
Sahidic, among which is the complete text of 1 Pctcr. 2 According 
to \Vi11iam H. V\;'illis, who is engaged in preparing a variorum 

all the manuscripts in full. Also, in the case of fragmentary manuscripts Horner 
only attempted to read the more legible parts, and often very much more is t'xtant 
than is indicated by him. I have found the same deficiencies in Horner's edition 
when collating manuscripts in the British Museum' (Bala'izah, i. 14). 

I Henri Hyvernat, Bybliothecae Pierpont Morgan codices coptici, photographice 
expressi ... , 56 vols. in 6:~ (Rome, 1922). For the contents of the volumes, see 
Hyvernafs A Check List of Coptic l'.1anuscripts in the Pierpont Morgan Library (New York, 
1919). The titles of the several volumes are cited in ,.vinifrcd Kammerer's A Coptic 
Bibliography (Ann Arbor, 1950), pp. 334, item no. 726. The only Bohairic docu­
ment in the series is a copy of the Gospel according to John (vol. vii). 

:2 For a description of the codex, which contains. in addition to 1 Pett'r, a portion 
of 2 Maccabees, the book of Jonah, and Melito's Homily on the Pascha, see 
\Villiam H. Willis, 'The New Collections of Papyri at the University of Mississippi'. 
Proceedings of the IX International Congress of Papyrology (Oslo, 1961), pp. 382-9. 



Early Manuscripts of the Coptic Versions I I I 

edition of the Sahidic text of I Peter,. the manuscript is no 
later than the turn of the third and fourth centuries. 

(2) British Museum MS. Or. 7594 comprises an unusual com­
bination of books: Deuteronomy, Jonah, and Acts. The editio 
princeps by Budge2 left something to be desired as regards ac­
curacy, and in the following year Thompson3 collated the edition 
against the manuscript and issued for private circulation a book­
let of some forty pages of corrections and notes. The manuscript 
can be dated more closely and with greater certainty than most 
early texts. It was enclosed in a binding made of leather over 
a pasteboard made up of Greek papyrus fragments. These frag­
ments, for the most part from documents, have been dated on 
palaeograpical grounds as well as from internal evidence to the 
latc third or early fourth century. Furthermore, at the end of 
Acts a colophon has been added in a cursive Greek hand which 
Kenyon assigned with confidence to a date not latcr than the 
middle of the fourth century. All told, thercfore, the evidence 
leads one, as Budge and Thompson point out, to fix upon A.D. 

300-20 as the date when the manuscript was copied. 

(3) Michigan MS. Inv. 3992 is a single-quire papyrus codex 
of rather small format, the pages being 14 to 15 cm. (5t to 6 in.) 
in height and 9 to 10 cm. (3! to 4 in.) in width. Fragments of 
forty-two folios have been identified, but a great number of frag­
ment') remain to be identified. So far as is known at present, the 
complete codex must have contained the Gospel according to 
John, an unknown text, I Corinthians, Titus, and the Book of 
Psalms, in this order, as well as Isaiah.'~ According to the editor, 
'it was written perhaps as early as the third century A.D. and 
certainly not later than the fourth' ;s Kahle places it in the fourth 
century. 6 

I For a list of other Sahidic manuscripts of 1 Peter, see William H. ""'illis, 'An 
Unrecognized Fragment of First Peter in Coptic', Classical, Mediaeval and Renaissance 
Studies in Honor of Berthold Louis Ullman, cd. by Charles Henderson, Jr., i (Storia 
e letteratura, xciii; Rome, 1964), pp. 265-71. 

1 E. A. Wallis Budge, Coptic Biblical Texts in the Dialect of Upper Egypt (London, 
1912). 

J Herbert Thompson, The New Biblical Papyrus; a Sahidic Version of Deuteronotrry, 
Jonah, and Acts of tire Apostles . .. Notes and a Collation (Printed for Private Circula­
tion, 1913) . 

.. Elinor M. Husselman in Coptic Texts in the Uni()ersi~y of Michigan Collection, ed. 
by William H. 'Vorrell (Ann Arbor and London, 1942), p. 6. 

s Husselman, op. cit., p. 5. 6 Kahle, Bala'izah, i. 270. 
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(4) Berlin MS. Or. 408 and British Museum Or. 3S18 belong 
together, being parts of the same fourth-century codex containing 
the Book of Revelation, 1 John, and Philemon, in this order. The 
text of the Apocalypse was edited by Goussen 1 in 189S, and again 
by Delaport2 in 1906. The latter also published the text of I John 
and Philemon from this manuscript. 3 

(S) Fragments of five parchment pages in the Bala'izah collec­
tion (Kahle's no. 22), judged by C. H. Roberts to be as early as 
the third or fourth century, are assigned by Kahle to the second 
half of the fourth century. The fragments contain the text of Eph. 
ii. I I and 13; I Pet. ii. IS-iii. I, 3, 4; 1 John ii. 4-IS; and Jas. 
iii. 14, 15, 17, 18; iv. 3, 5, 6. 

(6) Another parchment fragment in the Bala'izah collection 
(Kahle's no. 25) is thought to have been written by the same 
scribe who wrote the fragments described in no. 5 above. The 
leaf is fi'om a Greek-Coptic lectionary (Horner's ~'; Gregory­
Dobschiitz [16°4); it preserves Matt. v. 17-19 in Coptic and 
vii. 28; viii. 3, 4, 7-9 in Greek (the latter shows some striking 
variant readings). 

(7) With painstaking labours Fritz l-lintze and Hans-Martin 
Schenke have identified and edited about seventy more or less 
fragmentary pages belonging to a papyrus codex of the Book of 
Acts (Berlin P. 15926). The text of the manuscript, which the 
editors assign to the fourth century, contains a significant number 
of Western readings as well as several 'wild' readings, two of 
which agree with the Middle Egyptian codex of Acts known as 
the Glazier manuscript (see pp. 117 and Ilg beloW).4 

(8) Two papyrus fragments, belonging to the private collec­
tion of Jules Garrido of Cairo, preserve the text of Matt. xiv. 
20-2,25-7,30-1,36, and xvi. 8, 12, 15-16,20. They are dated 
by their owner to the fourth century.s 

I Henri Goussen, Studio theolo.~ica, rase. i (Leipzig, 1895). 
2 L. j. Delaport, Fragments sahidiques du .!Vouvcau Testament: Apocalypse (Paris, 

1906). 
3 RB, !';.s. ii (1905), 377-97. According to Kahle (Bala'izah, i. IS), the text of 

1 John represents a version independent of the normal Sahidic vcrsion . 
.. Die Berli,ler Handsellrift der sahidischen Aposte~geschichte (P. 15 926) (TV cix; 

Berlin, 1970), pp. 21-31. 
5 'Un nouveau papyrus de l'Evangile de saint l'vlatthieu en copte sahidique', 

Cahi~rs copIes, xv (Cairo, 1957), 5-18, and 'Hallazgo de un papiro del Nuevo 
Testamento en copto sahidico', EB, seg. cp., xvii (1958), 107--8. 
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(g) Manuscript V of the Rainer Collection in Vienna l is a 
parchment codex of the Book of Acts in Sahidic dating from 
c. A.D. 400. Lacking the beginning and the ending of the book, 
its fragmentary leaves preserve only intermittent portions of the 
text from ii. 35 to xxvi. 24. 

(10) A fourth- or fifth-century parchment codex in the Bod­
mer collection (no. XIX), containing the text of Matt. xiv. 28-
xxxviii. 20 and Rom. i. 2-ii. 3, was published by Kasser in 
1962. Z The editor distinguishes the work of four scribes, one who 
wrote the text of Matthew, one who wrote the text of Romans, 
and two later correctors. 

( I I) A papyrus leaf in the Bala'izah collection (Kahle's no. 
21), dating from the late fourth or early fifth century and con­
taining the text of I Tim. iv. 12-v. 2,4,10, II, 13-18, and Tit. 
i. g-ii. 14, bears the page numbers lO'Kc- and lOX" i.e. 836, 837. 
These are very remarkable and presumably the manuscript 
originally contained the whole of the New Testament. Kahle 
declares, 'I know of no other Coptic manuscript earlier than the 
ninth century which was so extensive.' 3 

(12) The Seminario de Papirologia de la Facultad Teol6gica 
at San Cugat del Valles (Barcelona) has acquired a parchment 
codex containing the Sahidic version of the Gospels according to 
Luke and Mark.4 The copying of the two gospels appears to have 
been done by two scribes, working at the same time in the same 
scriptorium during the first half of the fifth century. The text of 
Mark, which ends at xvi. 8, is divided into sections according 
to a pattern that differs markedly from the previously known 
divisions in Coptic versions. 

( I 3 and 14) What seem to be two of the earliest copies of the 
complete text of the Book of Acts and of the Pauline corpus were 
acquired by Mr. A. Chester Beatty in Ig24-5. They are carefully 

I Carl Wesse1y, Die Wiener Handschrifl der sahidischen Acta Apostolornm (Sb Wien 
clxxii, 2; Vienna, 1913). 

Z Rodolphc Kasser, Papyrus Bodmer XIX, Euangile de Matthieu XIV, 28-XXVIII, 
20, Epitre aux Romains 1. I-II. 3 en sahidique (Cologny-Geneva, 1962). The two 
books are paginated separately in the codex. 

3 Bala'izah, i. 382. 
4 Hans Queckc, Das Markusevangelium sai"disch. Text der Handsclrrift PPalau Rib. 

Inv.-Nr. 182 mit den Varianten der Handschrift lvI569 (Barcelona, 1972). The text 
of the Gospel of Luke, which precedes that of Mark, has not yet been publillhed. 
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written, having been transcribed at the important monastery of 
ApaJeremias at Saqqara, and date from c. A.D. 600. One of them, 
designated codex A, contains the fourteen Epistles of Paul, with 
Hebrews next after 2 Corinthians and before Galatians (this is 
the order found in aJl Sahidic 11lanuscripts containing the Epistles 
or so much of thelll as reveals their order). Codex B contains 
the Acts of the Apostles followed by the Gospel according toJohn. 
Each has a separate pagination. In view of the heterogeneous and 
not quite cODlplete text of the Book of Acts and of the Pauline 
corpus in Horner's edition, it is good to have a conlplete and homo­
geneous text of these New Testament books, I dating fronl a period 
when the national !\·1onophysite Church Vlas in its full vigour. 

2. THE ACHMIMIC VERSION 

The Achmimic form of Coptic, which Kahle2 thought originated 
at Thebes and then spread north to Akhmim, the ancient Pano­
polis, is preserved in a considerable nUluber of texts] showing a 
Inore or less uniform dialect. 4 According to Kahle, 'already the 
earliest manuscript in this dialect, the Achmimic Proverbs, shows 
a high degree of standardization which must have been effected 
late in the third century.'s 

"Vhat has survivcd of the New TestaDlcnt in Achmimic is very 
little indeed, both in number of texts and in extent of tcxt. 

EarlJ· Achmimic manuscripts 

(I) P. Os1. inv. 1661 is a pocket-sized codex, measuring 6·6 by 
5"6 ClU. (2~ by 2a in.) and dating from the early part of the fourth 

I l\IIanusaipt A and the text of Acts in ~I[anuscript B ,vere edited by Sir Herbert 
Thompson, The Coptic Version of the Acts of the A/Jostles ami the Pauline E.pistles in Ihe 
Sahidic Dialect (Cambridge, 1932). 

2 Kahle's opinion has been challenged by H. ]. Polotsky ('Coptic', Current 
Trt!1lds i,l Li1/.~uistics, cd. by Thomas A. Scbeok, vi (The Hague, 1970), 560; 
repro in /ifroasiatic; a Sun·e.)', ed. by Carleton T. Hodge (Jallua lillguarum, Series 
Practica, clxiji (The Hague, 1~)7r), p. 68). 

3 For a summary of Achmimic texts, see Jean Simon, 'Note sur Ie dossier des 
tt'xt(~S akhmimiqucs', Aflmorial Lagrange, cd. by L.-H. Vincent (Paris, 1940), 
pp. '97-2(1 ) . 

. , Tlw dialect has been studied by Friedrich ROsch, Vorhemerkungen ::;u cineI' 
Grammatik du achmimischen AJundart (Diss., Strassburg, 1909), and by VValtcr Till, 
Adllnimisch-koptische Grammatik, mit Chrt'slomathie und H!(jrterburll (Leipzig, '928). 

5 Kahle', Bala'iZllh, j. 197. 
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century.1 Fragments of thirteen leaves are extant, which once 
formed a single quire. After the text of Matt. xi. 25-30 in Greek 
the same passage follows in Coptic, but because of a lacuna the 
Coptic text breaks off at vs. 29. Following pages contain the 
G·reek text of Dan. iii. 5 1-3, 55. 

(2) A papyrus leaf of the fourth century, found in the Fayyum 
and now in Vienna,2 preserves the Achmimic text of Jas. v. 
17-18, 20. 

(3) Three fragmentary leaves, one of which bears pagination 
numbers 177-8, indicating that it is part of a good-sized codex, 
preserve portions of Luke xii. 27--34, 37-44, 49-53, 58; xiii. 1-3; 
xvii. 27-37; xviii. I-I I. Lefort, who edited3 the fragments, dates 
them to the fourth or fifth century, while Kahle prefers the fourth 
century:~ Because the fragments are from what was once a single­
quire codex, the editor is able to compute that this copy of the 
Gospels originally included Matthew, Luke, and John, but not 
Mark. The absence of Mark in a fourth-century Coptic codex of 
the Gospels is in harmony with the fact that neither the Life of 
Pachomius nor the Life of Shenoutc contains any clear quotation 
from this Gospcl. Among the interesting and unusual readings in 
this fragment (many of which are harmonizations with the text 
of Matthew) is the curious expression qnoi2.1t<f0iWOi (from 
TOiw 'bosom') in Luke xii. 37, which corresponds here to 
dVUKAtVEL UVTOVS and the Sahidic nqTp£i\\o'X0i. 

(4) Michigan MS. Inv. 353Sa is two small contiguous frag­
ments of a papyrus leaf, containing Gal. v. 11-14 on the recto 
and v. 22-vi. I (?) on the verso. Kahle datcs it provisionally to 
the fourth or fifth century. 4 

3. THE SUB-ACHMIMIC VERSION 

Sub-Achmimic stands between Achmimic and Middle Egyp­
tian. According to Kahle, 'Unlike Achmimic we do not find 
a uniform dialect; [ there are] two main groups, and apparently 
the new Gnostic find at Deir Chenoboskion provides yet a third 

f Leiv Amundsen, 'Christian Papyri from the Oslo Collec.tion', SO xxiv (1945), 
121-40 • 

Z Walter Till, 'Ein achmimisches Jakobusbrieffragment', Mu, Ii (1938), 69 fr. 
3 L. Th. Lefort, 'Fragments de S. Luc en akhmimique', Mu, lxii (1949), 199-205 ; 

idem, 'Fragments bibliques en dialecte akhmimique', ibid. lxvi (1953), 1-30. 
4 Kahle, Bala'izah, i. 273. 
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group .... But even within these main groups there are con­
siderable dialectal variatioILIi ... '1 The chief texts2 of the first 
group are a copy of the Gospel according to John, the Acta Pauli 
(edited by C. Schmidt in 1904), and the remnants of a Gnostic 
(Ophitic) work (British Museum MS. Or. 4920(1), Crum's no. 
522); the second group is fanned by the Manichaean texts 
(edited by C. R. C. AUberry and by H. J. Polotsky); the Cheno­
boskion (Nag Hammadi) texts arc in the course of publication. 

One of the earliest manuscripts written in the sub-Achmimic 
dialect is an almost complete copy of the Gospel according to 
John (designated by the siglum Q), now in the library of the 
British and Foreign Bible Society.3 Excavators at Qau el Kebir 
found the papyrus codex wrapped in a rag and tied with a thread, 
in a broken crock, buried some 18 inches under the surface in 
a cemetery near the village ofHamamich. Comprising originally 
100 numbered pages, the codex today has only forty-three leaves 
or fragments thereof; the text begins at ii. 12 on a page numbered 
7 and ends at xx. 20 on page 96. Therefore it is clear that six 
numbered pages, i.e. three leaves of text, are missing at the 
beginning and at the end of the codex. 

Each leaf measured originally about 25 cm. (10 in.) in height 
and about 12'.5 cm. (5 in.) in width.4 The handwriting bears a 
rather strong resemblance to that of codex Vaticanus, allowance 
being made for the circumstance that one is on papyrus and the 
other on vellum. In the opinion of Sir Frederic Kenyon, who 
studied photographs of the original, the manuscript was copied 
in the third quarter of the fourth century. 

The manuscript is noteworthy not only because of its early 
date but also because its dialect indicates more or less exactly 

I Kahle, Bala'izah, i. 206 -7. For a study of the grammatical peculiarities of the 
dialect sec Marius Chaine, Les Dialectes caples assioutiques A2 J' Les Caract/ristiques de 
leur phont!tique, de leur rrwrpholo,gie, de leur SJ'nla.\'e (Paris, 1934')' This was published at 
a time, however, when thc Manichacan manuscripts had just recently become 
known, and only a few extracts had been published. 

Z For a summary of texts, large and small, that have survived in sub-Achmimic, 
see Jean Simon, 'Note sur Ie dossicr des textcssub-akhmimiques', Jlu, lix (1946), 
497-50 9' 

3 The GoslN!l of St. John ac('ordin,/!. to the Earlust Coptic Manuscript, edited with 
a translation by Sir Herbert Thompson (London, 1924) . 

.. According to a suggestion made by Flinders Petrie, 'The height of the MS. 
indicates that it was for Church usc, rather than a private copy. It appears that, 
when too defective for regular reading, it had been set a~ide, and buried reverently 
in the cemetery' (ibid., p. x). 
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where the codex was written. In fact, it is one of the very few 
early Gospel manuscripts of which we are sure of the proven­
ance. I 

4. THE MIDDLE EGYPTIAN VERSION 

Very few documents are known in the Middle Egyptian 
dialect. 2 The earliest appears to be a Greek-Coptic glossary to 
Hosea and Amos, dating from the close of the third century and 
now in the British Museum. 3 Besides small fragments of Genesis, 
Job, and Romans which had been known previously, in May 
1961 two parchment manuscripts in this dialect came into the 
possession of Hans P. Kraus, the well-known rare-book dealer 
in New York. One of them, which oontains on 238 leaves, 
measuring 12'5 by 10'5 cm. (5 by 41 in.), the complete text of the 
Gospel according to Matthew, has been acquired recently by 
William H. Scheide of Princeton, New Jersey. The other, con­
taining-on 107 leaves of exactly the same dimensions as those of 
the Matthew codex-the text of Acts i. I-XV. 3, was purchased by 
the late William S. Glazier, and is at present in the keeping of the 
Pierpont Morgan Library of New York City. The date of the two 
manuscripts is judged to be the end of the fourth century (Mrs. 
Husselman and Till), the very late fourth or the fifth century 
(Roberts), the fifth century (Skeat), or the fifth or sixth century 
(Haenchen and Weigandt). 

Both manuscripts are written on good, but not first-rate parch­
ment. Because both have holes (which the scribes avoided as they 
wrote) and because of the snlall size of the page, it is probable 
that they were not written for liturgical purposes, but for private 

I Codex Washingtonianus (W) is the only Greek Gospel manuscript of early date 
(fifth century) of which we know the provenance. Though the exact spot in Egypt 
where it was found is not known, there are indications that it came from a monas­
tt~ry in the neighbourhood of the Pyramids. 

2 Kahle lists a dozen texts, half of them under the heading 'Middle Egyptian 
Proper' and the other half under 'Middle Egyptian with Fayyumic Influence', but 
in his Addenda he states that he has had second thoughts about the legitimacy of the 
second category, and prefers now to group them under the heading of Fayyumic 
texts (Bala'izah, i. 220"-7; and ii. 888 f.). More recently several scholars have 
preferred to identify the dialect as the Oxyrhynchite dialect; cf. Jozef Vergote, 
Grammaire capte, la (Louvain, 1973), 4, and Tito Orlandi (see p. 119 n. 4 below). 

3 H. I. Bell and H. Thompson, 'A Greek-Coptic Glossary to Hosea and Amos', 
.7 EA xi (1925), 241-.6. Bell and Thompson suggest that the glossary dates from 
a time when as yet no official version of the Min0r Prophets was in existence. 
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use. 1 At the same tinle, according to the 0pullon of the late 
Theodore C. Petersen, 'it is clear fronl the appearance of the 
two lnanuscripts that they were produced by professional scribes 
trained in rnaking deluxe copies orIiterary text for the book trade'.2 

The Scheide manuscript,J which is in the original binding of 
wooden boards, is one of the very oldest complete copies of the 
Gospel of Matthew (only Band N of the fourth century, and VV' 
of about the sanIe date as the Coptic manuscript, contain the 
entire text of 1/Iatthew; codices A and C preserve only small 
portions of ~1atthew; no Greek papyrus fragnlent preserves more 
than a relatively few verses of Matthew). The Coptic version 
of the present text appears to have been made directly from 
the Greek and is independent of all Coptic versions hitherto 
known. 

The text of the Gospel is divided into 170 sections; these re­
semblc the sections of codex \Taticanus, without, however, corrc­
sponding to those divisions. Textually the Coptic manuscript 
shows luany affinities with Band N, supporting the shorter text, 
for example, at Matt. vi. 13; x. 12; xvi. 2 f. ; xviii. I I ; and xxiii. 
14. At the same tinH~, however, it abandons these witnesses by 
incorporating several notable \\Testern readings, such as those at 
vi. 33; xi. 19; xii. 4-7 ; xvii. 2 I ; xx. J 6; and xxv. 4·1. 

After the close of the Gospel of Matthew the manuscript con­
tains, in a different hand, the Greek text of the Greater Doxology 
(Gloria in exce/siJDeo), which is followed by the Greater Doxology 
in a Middle Egyptian translation. The oldest manuscript evidence 
hitherto known for the Greek text of the Gloria is found in the New 
Testament volume (foJ. 569) of codex Alexandrinus, c. A.D. 400. 

The oldest manuscript evidence hitherto made known of the 
Coptic text of the Glo1"ia is found in a tenth-century Sahidic leaf 
in the Berlin Library (P. 8099). 

A curious feature of the Glazier codex of Acts is the circum­
stance that its text lacks a title and ends abruptly with xv. 3 on 

I So Ernst Haencht"n and Peter \Veiganrlt. 'The Original Text of Acts?' NTS 
xiv (196B), 479. The au thors are in error in designating the manuscript COpOS8; 

it is COpOG7 of the Glazier collection (see John Plummer, The Glazier Collection rif 
Illuminated }.Ifalluscripts (New York, (968), pp. 7 f.). 

2 'An Early Coptic :Manuscript of Acts: An Unrevised Version of the Ancient 
So-Called \Vestcrn Text', CBQxxvi ([964), 226 n. 4. 

3 For a fuller description of the S<:heide codex, sec the present writer's contribu­
t ion to the Festschrift in honour of G. D. Kilpatrick, StudieJ ill .New Testament 
Language and Text, ed. by J. K. glliott (Leidcn, (976), pp. 30[-I~. 



Early Manuscripts of the Coptic Versions 119 

fol. 155r while the following verso has been left blank. This is 
followed by an additional leaf on the recto of which is painted 
a miniature to face the blank verso, giving the impression of a 
monumental diptych. The composition is dominated by a great 
crux ansata ('cross with handle'), known also as the ankh- or 
looped-cross, a modf appearing frequently in Coptic textiles 
and stone sculptures. The cross is constructed of interlace work, 
flanked by two peacocks. The artist used simple yellows, reds, 
and browns, so as to produce a warm and raw-earth-colour 
tonality. I 

The text of the Glazier manuscript is a notable representa­
tive of the so-called Western type of text. How far it is valuable 
in ascertaining the primitive text of the Book of Acts depends 
largely on one's estimate of the character of the Western text: 
Eppz finds more than one original reading preserved in the 
manuscript, whereas Haenchen and Weigandt3 regard the 'ori­
ginal' text of the manuscript to have been a revised Coptic form 
of the Western text produced between about A.D. 350 and 450. 

Portions of ten Pauline Epistles in the Middle Egyptian dialect 
are preserved in a papyrus codex at the Instituto di Papirologia 
of the University of Milan (Pap. Mil. Cop. 1).4 The manuscript, 
which the editor dates to about the first half of the fifth century, 
comprises fifty-four fragmentary folios of a single-quire codex 
which originally had about 150 folios. The surviving fragments 
contain portions of the following (in this order) : Romans, I and 
2 Corinthians, Hebrews, Galatians, Philippians, Ephesians, I and 
2 Thessalonians, and Coloosians. According to textual analyses 
made by Orlandi, the version agrees most frequently with the 
Sahidic, but it also contains singular and sub-singular readings, 
several of which coincide with readings that are preserved in 
minor Greek manuscripts. 

I So Harry Bober, 'On the Illumination of the Glazier Codex; A contribution 
to Early Coptic Art and its Relation to Hiberno-Saxon Interlace'. Homage to 
a Bookman; Essays on Manuscripts, Books and Printing H'rittenfor Hans P. Kraus . .. , 
ed. by Hellmut Lehmann-Haupt (Berlin, [1967]), pp. 31-49, with a coloured plate 
of the miniature. 

2 Eldon j. Epp, 'Coptic Manuscript 067 and the Role of Codex Rezae as a 
Western Witness in Acts',JBL lxxxv (1966),197-212, and The Theological Tendency 
of Codex Be.(.ae Cantabrigiensis in Acts (Cambridge, Mass., 1966), pp. ix, 10 f., 
29 f., etc. 3 Haenchen and 'oVeigandt, op. cit., pp. 480 f. 

4 Tito Orlandi, Lettere di san Paolo in copto-ossiri1lchita (Papiri della Universita 
degli Studi di Milano, v; Milan, 1974). 
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5. THE FA YYUMIC VERSION 

In contrast with the Sahidic and Bohairic versions of the Coptic 
New 'festament, both of which are available in their entirety, 
the Fayyumic version is only partially represented by a relatively 
few published documents, scattered widely injournals and mono­
graphs. It was Kahle's intention to publish detailed studies on 
the Fayyumic version, and before his death he had investigated all 
known fragments, both edited and unedited. According to a sum­
mary which he had drawn up, I for the Gospels there are twenty­
two manuscripts from the sixth to the ninth century; for Acts 
there are two manuscripts, one of the fourth/fifth century (see 
no. 2 in the list below) and the other a late manuscript; for the 
Pauline Epistles there are fourteen manuscripts from the fourth/ 
fifth century to the ninth century; and for the Catholic Epistles 
there are three manuscripts of the fifth to the seventh centuries. 

Early Fayyumic manuscripts 
(I) Michigan Inv. 352 I is a single-quire papyrus codex, con­

taining portions of John vi. I I-XV. 10 on twenty-nine fragmentary 
folios. 2 Although Kahle had designated the dialect of the text as 
Middle Egyptian with Fayyumic infiuence,3 the editor of the 
manuscript states that 'since the dialect of this codex is closer 
to the later standardized literary Fayumic than to either Sahidic 
or Bohairic, I should prefer to call it Fayulnic, without attempt­
ing a closer classification'. 4 Palaeographically the script re­
sembles that of British Museum Or. 7594 (see no. 2 in the list of 
Sahidic MSS. above), and is therefore dated by the editor to the 
early part of the fourth century. 5 

(2) British Museum MS. Or. 6948 (3-4.) consists of two leaves 
written in a small uncial hand of the late fourth or early fifth 
century, containing Acts vii. 14-28 and ix. 28-39. The two pages 
arc well preserved on the hair-side and present little difficulty, 

I Kahle, Bala'izah, i. 282-5' For an earlier summary of Fayyumic texts, with 
important bibliographical notes, sec Jean Simon, 'Note sur Ie dossier des tcxtt~S 
fayoumiques', ZNW xxxvii (1939), 205-11. 

2 The Gospel of John in Fayumic Coptic (P. Mich. Inv. 352 J), cd. by Elinor M. 
Husselman (Ann Arbor, 1962). 

3 Kahle, Bala'izah, i. 274; yet cf. ii. 888 f., where Kahle indicates that perhaps 
it would have been better to class the manuscript simply as Fayyumic. 

4 HusscIman, op. cit., p. II. 

~ Kahle considered it to be fourth or fifth century (Bala'izah, i. 274). 
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but the text on the flesh-side is extremely difficult to read. 
Because the two earlier editors l of the fragments differ consider­
ably in their transcription of the flesh-side, Kahle collated the 
manuscript afresh, finding in the process that the text presents 
many agreements with the Bohairic version. 2 

(3) Several parchment leaves in the M. E. Saltykov-Shchedrin 
State Public Library in Leningrad (Copt. MS. 53, new series) 
contain, with lacunae, Mark xiv. 35-xvi. 20. They were edited 
first by Oscar von Lemm, 3 who was unable to identify the 
verso of his fragments II and III. Upon rearrangement of the 
fragments in their proper order Kahle found that the manuscript 
contains both the shorter and the longer ending of the Gospel of 
Mark.4 The text of the fragments has lately been re-edited by 
A. I. Elanskaja,5 who makes several corrections in von Lemm's 
transcription. 

6. THE BOHAIRIC VERSION 

Of the several Coptic dialects, Bohairic is the only one that 
continues to be used today as the liturgical language of the Coptic 
Orthodox Church.6 During the eleventh century the seat of the 
Coptic Patriarch was moved from Alexandria, where Bohairic 
was widely used, to Cairo, where the use of Sahidic was common. 
Here it eventually superseded Sahidic, while Arabic, the official 
language of Egypt, drove out the other Coptic dialects. 

The two most notable features in which Bohairic differs from 
all other Coptic dialects are its use of the letter :!J and OjO~ for 
~iU). In a few points it agrees with all or most of the sub-dialects 
against Sahidic, notably in the use of p- with Greek verbs. 

I Edited in 1910 by Sir Stephen Gaselce in JTS xi (1909-10), 514-17, and a few 
years later by L. Th. Lefort and H. Copptiers in Mu, N.S. xv (1914),49-60. 

2 Kahle, Bala'izah, i. 286-90. 
3 'MitteHigyptische Bibelfragmente', Etudes archi%giques, linguistiques et hista­

riques dediets a M. Ie Dr. C. Leemans (Leiden, 1885), pp. 95-102. Cf. also W. Till, 
'Faijumischc Bruchstiickc des Ncuen Testamentes', Mu, Ii (1938), 232-5. 

4 P. E. Kahle, 'The End of St. Mark's Gospel. The Witness of the Coptic Ver­
sions', JTS N.S. ii (1951),49-57. 

5 PSxx (83) (Leningrad, 1969),96-117; cf. G. 1\-1. Browne, RASP xiii (1976), 
4 1-3. 

6 See]. D. Prince, 'The Modern Pronunciation of Coptic in the Mass', JAOS 
xxiii (1902), 289-306; G. P. Sobhy, 'The Pronunciation of Coptic in the Church 
ofEgypt',JEA ii (1915), 15-19; idem, 'The Traditional Pronunciation of Coptic 
in the Church of Egypt', Bulletin de La Sod/U d' archlologie cople, vi (1940), r 09-17 ; 
and especially William H. Worrell, Coptic Sounds (Ann Arbor, 1934). 
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From what has been said earlier, it is no surprise that of the 
several Coptic versions of the New Testament the Bohairic has 
been known much longer and studied more fully than any of the 
others. Already in the seventeenth century Thomas Marshall, 
Rector of Lincoln College, made collations of its text for the 
apparatus in Bishop John Fell's edition of the Greek New Testa­
ment (Oxfi>rd, 1675). The editio princeps of the complete text of 
the Bohairic New Testanlcnt was published at Oxford in 1716 by 
David vVilkjns, a Prussian by birth but an Oxonian by adoption' 
LT nfortunately his kno\.vledge of the language was not thorough1y 
accurate, and his Latin translation cannot be trusted. Likewise 
the text itself was not constructed on any consistent or trust­
worthy principles, the editor following capriciously now one and 
now another source '·'lith no information given concerning the 
nlanuscript authority fin' the printed text in any particular passage. 

The standard edition today is that of George VV. Horner,' who 
tnadc use of forty-six manuscripts for the Gospels, twenty-four for 
the Epist.les and the Acts of the Apostles, and eleven for the 
Apocalypse. In the apparatus Horner cites all important variant 
readings of the manuscripts that he collated against the printed 
text, which is that of the oldest lnanuscript available for each 
section of the New TcstanlC'nt. In t.he Introduction, which con­
tains a Coptic Gran1mar ill lZUce, the editor provides precise 
palaeographical descriptions of the manuscripL~ which he in­
vestigated. The descriptions of the Inanuscripts, in fact, range 
f~tr beyond n1ercJy palaeographical interests; Horner includes, 
fin' exanlple, the prayers that scribes appended as colophons to 
their manuscripts, sonlctiIne.') in Bohairic, sometimes in Arabic.z 

In 1934 the Coptic Orthodox Society 'Abnaa d-Kanisa' at 
Cairo pu bJishecl a handsonlC one-volume edition of the Bohairic 

I The COI)tit- Version of the JI/ew Testament in the J\forthem Diaier.t, olhe1'w;se called 
lvfemlJllitic ami Bohairir., with Introduction. critical Apparatlls, and literal English 
Translation, 4- vols. (London, ,8gH-IgO:=;; repro Osnabriick, 1969). 

2 rVluch valuablt> information relating broadly to the history uf culture is prc­
scrn:d in colophons and oth(>r notes by scrihes of manuscripts; cf. Henri Hyvernat, 
'Les notes de copisles dans It's manllscrils urientaux cuIllme instrument de re­
cherche cl dc critique histOl"iqlW', iHiscelloIll'o di sloria ecclcsirulica e studii ausiliarii, 
i, no. 3 (lgo23}, ~n5. For colophuns in Coptic manuscripts, see Arnold van 
Lantschuot's Recueil des colophom des mallllscr;ts clmftiens d'l~f?J'pte; Tome i. Les Colophons 
coptes des mallllsaits sahidiques (Louvain, 1 92!}) . Tome ii (Les Colophons monolingufS 
des malluscrits bohairiques) seems never to have been published. For colophuns in 
Armenian manuscripts, Sf'C below, p. 16g. 
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New Testament. The text chosen for this edition is that of 
Henry Tattam's edition of the Coptic New Testament (2 vols., 
London, 1847-52). Tattam's text, which had been published by 
the S.P.C.K. for ecclesiastical use, is revised, and its errors and 
omissions are rectified. For this purpose, in addition to Horner's 
edition, two manuscripts in Old Cairo were consulted, one of 
A.D. 1331 and the other of A.D. 1250.1 In the light of its origin it 
will be appreciated that this edition is not intended for those 
who wish to use the Bohairic version for critical studies, but is for 
Copts and such students of Coptic as may desire merely a correct 
text of the New Testament in the Bohairic dialect. 2 

The sequence of the groups of books within the Apostolos 
of Bohairic manuscripts is regularly: Pauline Epistles, Catholic 
Epistles, Acts of the Apostles. The Book of Revelation is preserved 
in relatively few manuscripts. It is very seldom included in the 
same manuscript with other New Testament books; when it is 
included, the book is distinguished in some marked manner from 
the rest of the contents of the manuscript, suggesting the copyist's 
doubt regarding its canonical status. 

Early Bohairic manuscripts 
(I) Until about a century ago the oldest Bohairic biblical 

manuscripts (and indeed the oldest Bohairic manuscripts) known 
to scholars were no earlier than the ninth century.3 Then in 1922 
the University of Michigan acquired a most interesting school 
exercise book written in Bohairic," which competent palaeo­
graphers date to the beginning of the fourth century (so Bell, 
Youtie, Roberts, and, eventually, Kahle). The exercise book 
(which has been given the inventory no. 926) consists of a single 
quire of eight folios, with a bit of thread fastening four of the 

I These two manuscripts seem to be nos. 675 and 151, respectively, of Georg 
Graf's Catarogue de manuscrits arabes chritiens conserves au Caire (Vatican City, J934); 
the latter is the ancestor of MS At of Horner's edition (cf. vol. iii, pp. x-xiii). 

2 It may be mentioned here that Paul Boetticher's Epistulae Novi Testamenti 
copticae (Halle, 1852) was reprinted photo-mechanically in 1967 at Osnabruck 
under the name he adopted in 1854, Paul de Lagarde (the name ofa great-aunt). 
The edition rests upon four Bohairic manuscripts, the collations of which leave 
much to be desired in the way of accuracy and completeness (see the devastating 
review by Heinrich Brugsch in ZDMC vii (1853), II5-21). 

3 See L. Th. Lefort, 'Litterature hohairique', Mu, xliv (1931), 115-35 . 
.. Elinor M. Husselman, 'A Bohairic School Text on Papyrus', ]NES vi (1947), 

129-5 J • 
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folios together. The source of the manuscript was given by the 
dealer as Hant, the site of ancient Theadelphia in the Fayyum. 
The booklet contains a syllabary (in which each of the Greek 
consonants is combined with each of the seven vowels in order, 
concluded by either a Greek or a Coptic consonant), a list of 
biblical names, and the Bohairic text of Rom. i. 1-8, 13-15 and 
Job i. I. The editor of the papyrus suggests that perhaps the two 
passages were written as an exercise in memory rather than in 
dictation or copying, for though they agree generally with the 
published texts, variants occur which are, for the most part, 
unique, not only in Coptic but in the other versions as weil.l 

(2) Among the large collection of Coptic manuscripts found in 
1907 at Deir el-Bala'izah, situated on the west bank of the Nile 
some twelve miles south of Assiut, there is a parchment frag­
ment containing Phil. iii. I g-iv. 9, dated by Kahle to the fourth/ 
fifth century. He describes the dialect as 'Bohairic with a number 
of Sahidicisms'.2 

(3) The most extensive early Bohairic manuscript that has so 
far come to light is a copy of the Gospel according to John which 
M. Bodmer of Geneva acquired with other documents that had 
been found, it was said, in Upper Egypt. On palaeographical 
grounds the editor has assigned the codex to the fourth century.3 
Originally the codex contained 239 numbered pages, but the 
first twenty-two are badly damaged and only small fragments 
have survived; beginning at about the middle of the fourth 
chapter of John the text is much better preserved. The Gospel of 
John is followed By the text of Genesis with page numbers 
beginning with ~ in a new series. The text breaks off unaccoun­
tablyat Gen. iv. 2 with most of the final page left blank. Written 
on papyrus of mediocre quality, the number of letters per line 
varies within rather wide limits; 54 per cent of the lines have 
twenty to twenty-two letters, but the number goes up to thirty 

I Elinor M. Husselman, 'A Bohairic School Text on Papyrus', J.NES vi (1947), 
132 f. 

2 'A Biblical Fragment of the IVth_Vth Century in Semi-Bohairic', Mu, lxiii 
(1950), 147-53. Kahle re-edited the fragment, making a few minor corrections, in 
Bala'izah, i. 377-80. 

3 Rodolph(~ Kasscr, Papyrus Bodmer III. Evangile de Jean et Genese I-IV, 2 en bohai­
ri(Jue (CSCO clxxvii, Scriplores coptici, xxv; Louvain, 1958). Kasscr has also supplied 
a French translation of the Coptic text (CSCO cixxviii, Scriptores coptici, xxvi; 
1958). 
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and not a few lines are shorter than the average. On the verso of 
folio 28 (page nt:') the script changes markedly, being smaller 
and more compressed, resembling, so the editor s tates, the style 
typical of Coptic manuscripts of the Middle Ages. 1 The codex 
contains numerous corrections made by the original scribe. 

Among the many perplexing aspects of this rna nuscript are 
certain features which have been interpreted by the editor and 
others2. as signs that the copyist may have been a Gnostic. On the 
other hand, none of the features is absolutely unique to Gnosti­
cism, and K. H. Kuhn concludes that 'though it is possible that it 
[the Bodmer Papyrus III] may have been included in a library 
belonging to a Gnostic sect, the text itself reveals no clear Gnostic 
affinities' .3 

III. THE DATE AND MUTUAL RELATIONSHIP OF THE 

COPTIC VERSIONS 

When it was that the Coptic versions of the New Testament 
were made and what their relationship is to one another are 
questiouc; to which scholars have given very diverse answers. 
Toward the close of the last century it was customary to date the 
Bohairic version in the second century (so, for example, Light­
foot,4 Westcott and Hort, S Headlam,6 and H yvernat. 7 But in 
188g Guidi challenged the generally accepted opinion and sifted 
afresh the evidence upon which an early dating had been based.8 

As a result, many scholars9 were inclined to push the date of the 

I Curiously enough, this page contains the text of John vii. 51-2; viii. 12-16. 
The editor confesses his inability to find a satisfactory explanation of the questions 
when and by whom the page was written. 

2 e.g. Ed. Massaux, 'Quelques variantes importantes de P. Bodmer III et leur 
accointance avec la gnose', NTS v (1959),210-12. 

3 In a review of Kasser's edition of P. Bod. III in ]TS, N.S. x (1959), 368 . 
.. J. B. Lightfoot in F. H. A. Scrivener, A Plain Introduction to the Criticism of the 

New Testament, 3rd edn. (Cambridge, 1883), p. 371. 
S The New Testament in the Original Greek; [vol. ii,] ftltroduction [and] ApJMndix, 

2nd edn. (Cambridge, 18g6), pp. 85 f. 
6 A. C. Headlam in Scrivener-Miller, A Plain Introduction ... ,4th edn., ii 

(London, 1894), 126 fr. 
7 Henri Hyvernat, RB vi (1897),67-8. 
8 Ignazio Guidi, 'Le traduzioni dal copto', Nachrichten von der koniglichen Gesell­

scluift der Wissenschaften zu Gottingen, 6 Feb. 1889, no. 3, pp. 49-52 
9 But not all; H. C. Hoskier, for example, dated its origin in A.D. 250 or even 200 

(Concerning the Dale of the Bohairic Version (London, 1911), p. I). Hoskier tried to 
prove that the scribe of codex Sinaiticus had the Bohairic version before him and 
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Bohairic version forward to the seventh or even the eighth 
century (as, for example, Forbes Robinson,1 Burkitt,2 Leipoldt,3 
Baumstark,4 and HatchS). 

After the discovery, however, of the fifth-century manuscript 
of the Gospel of John in the sub-Achmimic dialect, the text of 
which agrees with the Bohairic version in a third of all the cases 
where it differs from the Sahidic,6 scholars found it difficult to be 
satisfied with such a late date for the Bohairic. Hedley, while 
maintaining still the customary seventh-century date for the 
Synoptic Gospels in Bohairic, declared that he was 'emboldened 
by the evidence of the su b-Achmimic codex . . . [to date the 
Bohairic] a couple of centuries earlier in writing of the Fourth 
Gospel'.? 

With the discovery of the Bala'izah fragment of Philippians in 
semi-Bohairic and the Bodmer papyrus of John, the picture 
became entirely changed. According to Kahle, 'There can be 
no question that the Bohairic version of the New Testament 
was made not later than the fourth century, since it appears not 
only in the scmi-Bohairic text of the present collection [i.e. 
Bala'izah], but also in a number of early Fayyumic manu­
scripts of thc latc fourth or early fifth century.'s 

The Bodmer papyrus of J ohu, while written in Bohairic, 
presents a form of text that differs somewhat from the Coptic 

was influenced by it. But his exampks prove only that in the Apocalypse there is 
a relationship between the Greek text on which the Bohairic version was based 
and N, a circumstance which is not surprising, since Hoskier himself considered 
that N was written in an Egyptian seriptorium. 

I 'The Egyptian Versions', Hastings's Dictionary of the Bible, i (1898), 670-3. 
z Encycl~pt:edia Bib/ica, iv (19°3), eols. 5008 f., and Encyclopaedia Britannica, 14th 

edn., iii (1928), 517. 
3 Johannes Leipoldt, CQJllxii (1906), 292-322, and 'Geschichtc cler koptischen 

Littcratur', in Brockelmann, Finck, Leipoldt, and Littmann, Gesclrichte der christ­
lichen Litteraturen des Orients (Leipzig, J9( 7), p. 179. 

"* Anton Baumstark, Die chris/lichen Lituraluren des Orients, i (Leipzig, 191 I), 
I J I. 

5 William H. P. Hatch, in James H. Ropes and Hatch, 'The Vulgate, Pcshitto, 
Sahidic, and Bohairic Versions of Acts and the Greek lvtanuscripts', HTR xxi 
(192B), BB. 

6 Sir Herbert Thompson, The Gospel of John accordin.1! jo the Earliest Coptic Manu­
script (London, 1924), p. xxv. 

7 P. L. Hedley, 'The Egyptian Texts of the Gospels', CQR cxviii (1934), 207. 
8 Bala'izah, i. 250; cf. also idem, Mu, lxiii (1950), 152, and Bala'izah, i. 279-90; 

the latter deals with the parallels between the Bohairic version and the British 
Museum fragment of Acts (no. 2 on p. 124 above). 
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versions previously known. According to Garitte l and Kasser,2 
this version is independent of both the Bohairic and the Sahidic 
and may be regarded ali an early precursor (but not a direct 
ancestor) of what became the classic Bohairic version. 

The question of the date of the Sahidic version has found more 
widespread agreement among scholars than that of the Bohairic 
version. Most have assigned it to the third or fourth century (e.g. 
Forbes Robinson,3 Steindorff,4 Burkitt,S Hatch,6 and Lagrange7 

favoured the third century; Guidi,S Leipoldt,9 and BaumstarklO 

favoured the fourth century). Horner I I and Thompson,12 however, 
were inclined to carry the version back to the second half of the 
second century. 

In view of the steadily increasing number of early Coptic texts 
coming to light, by the middle of the twentieth century the 
desideratum became more and more pressing that a systematic 
survey and cornprehensive integration should be made of the 
available data, set forth in terms of the mutual relationship 
among the several Coptic versions. One such investigation was 
undertaken by Kasser, whose knowledge of the texts is both 
broad and intimate, and the results are set forth in an imagi­
natively written article published in Biblica. I3 The following is 
a precis of Kasser's essay, often expressed in his own words (the 
footnotes have been supplied by the present writer). 

Before attempting to define the Coptic dialects already known, it is 
necessary to state precisely the terminology we shall utilize. What should 
one call-indeed, what can one call exactly a 'dialect'? Should one give this 
term a rather broad sense, or a rather narrow one? What criteria are at 
our disposal today to differentiate the diverse dialectal forms of Coptic in 

1 Gerard Garitte, in a review of Kasser's edition ofP. Bod. III, Mu, lxxiii (1960), 
437-9· 

% Rodolphe Kasser, 'Le Papyrus Bodmer III et les versions bibliques coptes', 
Mu,lxxiv (1g61), 423 -33. 

3 Op. cit. .~ Koptische Grammatik, 2te Auft. (Berlin, 1930), p. 2. 
sOp. cit. 6 Op. cit., p. 86. 
7 Critique textuelle (Paris, 1935), p. 325. 8 Op. cit., p. 50. 
9 'Geschichte der koptischen Litteratur', in Brockclmann, Finck, Lcipoldt, and 

Li ttmann, Geschichte der christlichen LitUraluren des Orunts (Leipzig, I 90 7), p. 139. 
lOOp. cit., p. 1 IO. 

11 The New Testament . .. Sahidic, iii (Oxford, 1911), 398-9. 
Il Op. cit., p. xxix. 
13 Rodolphc Kasser, 'Les dialectes coptes et les versions coptes bibliques', Bib, 

xlvi (1965), 287-3 I 0, reproduced in slightly condensed form as the prefatory 
section in Kasser's L' Evangile selon saint Jean et les versions coptes (Neuchatel, 1966), 
Pp·7-2 7· 
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antiquity? Theoretically the Coptic dialects were distinguished, one from 
another, by their pronunciation, but practically, for the scholar today, they 
are identified by their orthography, in accord with what we find in the 
manuscripts that are available to us. I t would be unwise to affirm cate­
gorically that the different Coptic orthographies always represent exactly 
the differences in the pronunciation of the various Coptic dialects. Certainly 
in a country as vast as Egypt, it is possible that writing in Coptic began 
almost simultaneously in different parts of Egypt, and that each one of these 
attempts opened the way for the initiative of different schools of scribes. 

It is not difficult to suppose that a variety of different orthographic con­
ventions developed, distinguished from one another by the different usage 
they made of the same letters. On the other hand, the multiplicity of ortho­
graphic forms of the word elloA S B (A and A2 archaic MSS.), or ~ilboA 
A A2 (and some ancient or popular S texts), ellboA M F (S and A2 popular 
texts), bolloA P (and popular S), Ull"'A, ellt,)A, eqoA (popular S), enoA G 
(Bashmuric texts?), and even ello}p (popular F) leads us to think that none 
of these spellings corresponded exactly to a specific locality. Of course, the 
pronunciation of this word varied a little from one region of Egypt to 
another, but one can believe that these variations were much less important 
than the orthography might lead us to suppose. 

At the same time, however, such considerations do not carry us very far, 
and practically we are forced to suppress our scruples and to deal with the 
abstraction that we have just now been condemning. For us, then, a 'Coptic 
dialect' is identical with an 'orthographic system' or a 'system of writing', by 
means of which the dialectal nuances are expressed. We must not forget, 
however, that these premisses are more or less arbitrary, and that they 
weaken our conclusions quite considerably. 

If we refer to the purely orthographic testimony in ancient sources, we 
discover the existence of eight or nine Coptic dialects (without counting the 
various sub-dialects or mixed dialects).l To those who are surprised at the 

1 Besides the six dialects generally recognized, Kasser has identified also an 
Achmuninic dialect (discussed at greater length in his article, 'Diakctcs, sous­
dialectes, et 'dialecticules' dans l'Egyptc copte', ZA·S xcii (1965), 112 f.), the dialect 
P (preserved in a copy of the book of Proverbs, P. Bodmer VI, ed. by Kasser (Lou­
vain, Ig(0», characterized, inter alia, by the use of the so-called Old Coptic 
letters (cf. Kasser in J l!."A xlix (1963), 157-60, and]. Vergote, 'Le dialecte copte 
P (P. Bod. VI: Proverbcs). Essai d'identification', Revue d'igyptologie, xx (1973), 
50~7), and the Bashmuric dialect, for \· ... hich we have no identifiable text but only 
the testimony of Athanasius of Kus that the dialect still existed in the eleventh 
century in the region of Bashmiir (Mansura), east of the Delta. For an attempt to 
subdivide still further various Coptic dialects, see Kasser's comments in his Com­
pliments au Dictionnaire cOple de Crum (Cairo, 1964), pp. xi-xvii. For a critique of 
Kasscr's tendency to multiply dialects and sub-dialects, see Peter Nagel, 'Der 
friihkoptische Dialekt von Theben' [deals, inter alia, with Kasser's identification 
of the 'P' dialectl, KOPlologische Slutiien in der lJDR, ed. by Institut fUr Byzantinistik 
der Martin-Luther-UniversiUit (Halle-\Vittenberg, 1965), pp. 30-49, and idem, 
'Der Bedeutung der Nag Hammadi-Textr fijI' die koptische Dialektgeschichtc', 
Von Nag Hammadi his Zypern, Eine A u/salZJammiung , ed. by Peter Nagel (Berliner 
/ryzantinistische Arbe;ten, xliii; Berlin, 1972), pp. 16-27. 
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multiplicity it must be said at once that only two of these dialects, the 
Sahidic and the Bohairic, continued long enough to become standardized, 
that is, to eliminate the greatest part of their internal orthographic varia­
tions, and to create, in the domain of orthography, more or less stable 
rules. The other dialects can be described as minor or embryonic. Each of 
the manuscripts that represents them is strongly individualized with refer­
ence to other witnesses of the same dialect, and one cannot explain these 
differences solely by having recourse constantly to the very convenient 
hypothesis of reciprocal influences among the dialects. We think that many 
of the resemblances between aberrant dialectal forms and forms of other 
dialects are the result of fortuitous coincidence rather than reciprocal 
influences. These minor dialects never passed beyond the stage of ortho­
graphic tentativeness, and however narrowly some of them may have been 
localized in space and in time, they appear to lack that minimum regularity 
that would allow them to be considered as veritable dialects and not as 
individual attempts (such as, perhaps, the dialect P). 

One can observe a striking difference between the dialects of the north 
and those of the south; the former have manifested a vitality and a resis­
tance much superior to the latter. Whatever the reasons may have been 
historically for such a situation (and we may suggest that Hellenistic in­
fluences stimulated a nationalistic reaction that found a literary outlet), it 
appears, as Kahle has argued, that Sahidic emerged first in the north and 
then made its way southward throughout all Egypt. Thereupon Sahidic 
entered into contact with most of the other Coptic dialects spoken in Egypt 
(as Attic among the Greek dialects), and little by little destroyed their 
most distinctive characteristics. 

The history of the development and the decline of Coptic dialects is 
linked closely to the history of the Coptic versions of the Bible. V<le may 
identify the following seven stages l of their development. 

(1) Preliminary Stage (A.D. 150-200). During this period ad hoc oral 
translations of individual passages were made for liturgical use. We can 
imagine that some person in the congregation would have been emboldened 
to make rapid notes of these first, improvised translations, for his private use 
or for the benefit of his friends. Though improvised and, naturally, un­
corrected, they probably had considerable literary freshness and great 
spontaneity of expression. Such translations would have been made almost 
anywhere in local dialects, though the Sahidic had, no doubt, the preference, 
because this dialect was the most widespread. 

(2) The Pre-Classical Sahidic Stage (A.D. 200-50). As the number of 
native Coptic Christians increased appreciably, the need was felt in various 
local communities to make available good translations of this or that 

I Kasser makes it clear that the seven stages arc merely convenient categories 
which he has chosen for the purpose of tracing the course of the evolution of the 
Coptic texts, and that between these fixed points there are intermediate stages in 
which one can observe reminiscences of the preceding stage as well as symptoms of 
preparation for the following stage. 
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biblical book. Though most of these translations were in Sahidic, from this 
period dates also the proto-Bohairic version of the Gospel of John. Some 
translations were made by those ill equipped to do a careful piece of work. 
Such, for example, is the pre-classical Sahidic version of Joshua;· it teems 
with errors, and was, without doubt, abandoned by the Church during the 
following period. 

Not al1 books of the Bible were translated at this stage,2 and some books 
(those most frequently read, such as the Fourth Gospel) were rendered into 
Coptic several times, in different styles, by local translators, who ignored 
others that were working at the same task. Other books of the Bible re­
mained entirely neglected, as they did not seem to correspond to the real 
needs of the churches. In any case, for these translators only the Greek text 
was regarded as the sacred text, the Coptic rendering being received only as 
an auxiliary means for evangelization. 

(3) The Classical Sahidic Stage (A.D. 250-c. 300). During this period the 
Coptic Church of Egypt seems to have bounded ahead; one sees, at any rate, 
that it was passing from a stage somewhat disordered to a stage character­
ized by organization and centralization. At a time when it was seeking to 
preserve a certain unity in its doctrines against Gnosticism and Manichae­
ism, it sought also to unify the diverse biblical texts utilized in its congre­
gations. It should not be surprising, therefore, to find that, along with the 
fragments of the diverse pre-classical Sahidic versions mentioned above, 
an official Coptic Bible had come into being. This was in the Sahidic dia­
lect, which for some time had been the only neutral dialect that could be 
understood throughout most of the country. The new version was more 
literal than the preceding renderings, and the translators (or revisers) were 
guided by rather precise criteria. In some passages they were content to 
choose the best of the pre-classical Sahidic versions, emending it a little here 
and there. For other passages, having judged the earlier versions to be too 
imperfect, they made a totally new rendering. 

Even though this first Coptic version rested upon the Greek text, it was 
far from being a robe without seams. On the contrary it was a hetero-

I The text survives in a manuscript divided between the Bodmer and the 
Beatty collections; cf. Rodolphe Kasser, Papyrus Bodmer XXI. Josue VI, 16-25, 
VII, 6-XI, 23, XXII. 1-2, 19-XXII1, 7. I5-XXIV, 23, en sahidique (Cologny­
Geneva. 1963). and A. F. Shore, Joshua I-VI and Other Passages in Coptic (Chester 
Beatty Monographs. ix; Dublin, 1963). Kasser dates the manuscript to the fourth 
century; Shore to the first half of that century. 

2 In the absence of any Coptic biblical texts that can be dated with assurance 
earlier than the latter part of the third century, Kasser's argument concerning 
Stages I and 2 of his reconstruction must remain totally hypothetical. Even the 
fragments of the Sahidic version of Gen. xxxii. 5-21 and xlii. 27-30, 35-8, recently 
retrieved from the binding of codex VII of the Nag Hammadi gnostic texts­
a binding which appears to date from about 345-50-supply no firm evidence of 
any third-century Coptic biblical text still extant (see Rodolphe Ka.'iser, 'Frag­
ments du livre biblique de la Genese caches dans la reliure d'un codex gnos­
tique', .Mu, lxxxv (1972),65-89). \"'ho can say how much time mllst elapse before 
a manuscript becomes so dilapidated as to be fit only for reinforcing the binding 
of another volume? 
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geneous work composed of disparate pieces, as one can prove by analysing 
its vocabulary. It is not the work of a single translator or of a group of 
translators working together. It reveals, rather, the labours of extremely 
diverse authors, separated by time (or space), whose productions were put 
together finally because they found favour in the eyes of a commission of 
experts who made a more or less thorough revision. This classical Sahidic 
version is attested by most of the manuscripts from antiquity and the 
t\lliddle Ages. At the same time the official version did not drive out the 
earlier, independent renderings, some of which, even though they had not 
been utilized in the official version, were no less excellent. One finds good 
copies of these independent translations in manuscripts of the sixth century. 
In fact, they were perpetuated for a much longer time, while degenerating 
textually, outside the control of the Church. These are the so-called 'wild' 
texts. 

(4) The Pre-Classical Bohairic Stage (c. A.D. 300-500). During this 
period the Coptic Church, having entered the Constantinian era, played 
a role it had not known before. Benefiting from the power of the State, it 
undertook to evangelize the countryside systematically. Since the Sahidic 
dialect was not sufficiently understood there, it was necessary to translate the 
classical Sahidic version into the principal minor dialects, thereby promot­
ing them to the status of literary dialects. From this period come fragments 
of the official Sahidic version retranslated into Achmimic and sub-Achmimic, 
into Middle Egyptian and the P dialect, and perhaps also into Fayyumic. 
The literary flowering of local dialects, however, was extremely ephemeral, 
for these dialects were quickly suffocated by the Sahidic, and these secon­
dary versions, without originality, disappeared as soon as their ecclesiastical 
usage no longer seemed indispensable. 

(5) The Classical Bohairic Stage (A.D. 500-650). During this period, the 
last stage before the Arab conquest, Christianity penetrated deeply into all 
regions of Egypt. The Sahidic version continued to exercise a preponderant 
influence in all of Christian Egypt except perhaps in the Bohairic region and 
its immediate vicinity. The P, A, A2, and M dialects were still extant, hut 
were in the process of disappearing. With their disappearance the Coptic 
versions made in those dialects also disappeared, having no more real use­
fulness. The only texts still surviving were the Fayyumic, certain of which 
were in the sphere of Bohairic influence and participated in the resistance 
that this northern dialect offered to Sahidic penetration. At this time, 
besides, the Bohairic was not content merely to survive; it proved its 
vitality and independence through a revision of its ancient pre-classical 
versions and through the creation, in turn, of a classical version. The 
criteria of translation utilized in the editing of the classical Bohairic version 
display the same attention given to literalism which we earlier observed in 
the creation of the classical Sahidic version, but this time literalism was 
pushed much further, producing a rendering that in places is excessively 
rigid. 

(6) The Final Sahidic Stage (A.D. 650-C. 1000). During this period 
Coptic civilization, smothered under the feet of Islam, began to die. 
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Egyptian Christianity in the Sahidic orbit declined slowly, and the classi­
cal Sahidic version gave way finally, throughout all Egypt, to the 
classical Bohairic version. It was perhaps in the seventh century that 
the classical Bohairic version adopted certain disputed passages, such as 
John vii. 53-viii. II; such passages were certainly translated much later 
than the rest of the official Bohairic text. Finally, in this declining stage of 
the Sahidic dialect the remaining minor dialects began to disappear as well. 

(7) The Final Bohairic Stage (after c. A.D. 1000). During this period the 
classical Bohairic version became the official text of the whole Christian 
Church in Egypt. But the Coptic language itself had no real vigour; even 
during the long centuries of its existence, it was incapable of producing any 
original literature. Sahidic was finally extinguished around the fourteenth 
centul'y in the countryside of southern Egypt, where it had succeeded in 
maintaining itself until this time. As for Bohairic, one could say that it was 
still spoken, though artificially enough, in certain Coptic families until the 
twentieth century. Today Coptic should be considered a dead language, 
though still being utilized in the liturgy of the Coptic Church services. 

The preceding summary of Kasscr's reconstruction of the 
development of the Coptic dialects and the Coptic versions of the 
Bible will be assessed differently by different persons, but most 
will admire its comprehensive scope and plausible depiction of 
the Sitz im Leben in which it appears that the several Coptic 
versions crnerged. Although one or another of Kasser's opinions 
concerning aspects of dialect or version will undoubtedly require 
Inodification or correction I in the light of further investigation L­

and he has acknowledged3 the existence of certain weaknesses in 
his methodology-his broad and imaginative delineation of the 
evolution of the major Coptic dialects as the matrix of the several 
versions of the Scriptures is a welcome contribution to the on­
going research of philologist and textual critic alike. 

1 Kasser's opinion that tht' versions in the chief minor dialects were translated 
from the Sahidic version (sec his section 4, 'The Pre-Classical Dohairic Stage') is 
not shared by other scholars; Peter Weigandt, e.g., argues that they are indepen­
dent witnesses to the New Testament text ('Zur Geschichtc der koptischen Dibel­
iibersetzungen', Bib, I (1969),80-95. (Most of this review article is a detailed and 
relentless critique of the main sections of Kasser's book mentioned in p. 127 n. 13 
above.) 

:z Kasser's synthesis is presented without exhibiting the supporting evidence; 
we are told only that his data come from an investigation of seven biblical books, 
but even their identity is undisclosed! 

3 'RefJexions sur q~elques methodes d\~tude d('s versions cortes neotestamen­
taires', Bib, Iv (1974), 233-56. cr. also Kasser's article, 'Les dialectes coptes', 
BuUe/ill de l'illslitutfranfais d'archeologie orientale, lxxiii (1973), 71--99. 



IV. TEXTUAL AFFINITIES OF THE COPTIC VERSIONS 

Ali might be expected from the manner in which the several 
Coptic versions appear to have been made, the earlier manu­
scripts present a wide spectrum of variant readings, a few of 
which are preserved in the later standardized texts. The textual 
affinities of the Sahidic and Bohairic version~ have been the 
subject of not a few analyses, some more refined than others. 
On the basis of collations prepared by Johannes Leipoldt, von 
Soden l found that both the major Coptic versions belong pre­
dominantly to the Hesychian recension, though during their 
transmission they suffered contamination in different degrees 
from the Koine recension. More detailed analyses of the several 
Coptic versions reveal textual profiles characteristic of the several 
sections of the New Testament. 

1. THE SAHIDIC VERSION 

According to earlier textual analyses undertaken by Horner2 

for the Gospels and by Hatch 3 for the Acts of the Apostles, the 
Sahidic version discloses a complex character, combining ele­
ments found in the Alexandrian and the Western texts. Inas­
much as the Sahidic version of Acts lacks almost all of the major 
Western readings, whereas it reads a large number of minor 
Western variants, the likelihood is that the Greek text of Acts on 
which the Sahidic was based was in origin a Western text which 
had been corrected in accordance with another of the Alexan­
drian type.4 In the Pauline and Catholic Epistles, and in the 
Apocalypse, Lagrange confirmed von Soden's opinion that the 
Sahidic version belongs to the Alexandrian recension.s A more 
detailed picture of the textual affinities of the Sahidic New Testa­
ment is revealed by the following recent studies. 

I Hermann von Soden, Die Schriftm des Neuen Testaments in ihrer iiltesten erreich­
baren Textgestalt, I. 'reiI, Untersuchungen, ii (Berlin, 1902), 1478--92; iii (19 10), 

1674-81, 1863-7, and 2072-3. 
:2 The Coptic Version of the New Testament . .. , iii (1911), 386~90. 
3 William H. P. Hatch in J. H. Ropes and Hatch, 'The Vulgate, Peshitto, 

Sahidic, and Bohairic Versions of Acts and the Greek Manuscripts', HTR xxi 
(1928), 86-8 . 

.. SoJ. H. Ropes, The Text of Acts (London, 1926), p. cxliii. Otherwise we should 
need to suppose that a corrector inserted into an Alexandrian type of text the 
smaller and unimportant ''''estern readings, while passing by the more interesting 
and important ones. 

5 Lagrange, op. cit., pp. 522, 56g-70, and 618-19. 
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In the Gospels, according to an analysis made by Adams of the 
evidence provided in the apparatus of the United Bible Societies' 
edi tion of the Greek New Testament (1966), I 'the Sahidic agrees 
with N B against D in 195 instances, and with D against N B in 
69; to these may be added: agreements with N against B D 41, 
with B against N D 80, with N D against B 44, and with B D 
agaim;t N 45'.2 The over-all figures are: 

Jl'ith Sahidic Against Sahidic 
lot 360 252 
B 401 212 
D 225 347 
Old Latin 282 3 1 7 

From the table it is clear that the Sahidic is in the main 
Alexandrian, and closer to B than to N. The proportions, however, 
vary in the different Gospels, the influence ofD being, according 
to Adams, greatest in John and least in Luke. 

Although the Sahidic Gospels preserve a certain proportion 
of \Vestern readings, there is a notable absence of the longer 
additions characteristic of codex Bezae (in contrast, Adams 
remarks, to the Bohairic). Furthermore, as concerns the major 
omissions of cod~x Bezae the Sahidic regularly joins the Alexan­
drian and other authorities in including such passages; for 
example, Matt. ix. 34 (cxorcisnl), xxi. 44 (the stone that crushes), 
l-Ouke v. 39 (old and new wine), xii. 21 (treasure with God), xix. 
25 (they said, Lord, he has ten pounds), xxii. Igb-20 (Last 
Suppcr--second cup), xxiv. 6a, 12, 36b, 40 (the Resurrection), 
John xii. 8 (the poor always with YOU).3 

The most recent detailed research on the Coptic versions of the 
book of Acts, that of Anton Joussen,4 reinforces and refines the 
conclusions of earlier investigators, namely that the Sahidic and 
the Rohairic versions of Acts are independent translations from 
the Greek, while the Fayyumic is dependent on the Bohairic. 
The Greek text presupposed by the Sahidic and the Bohairic 
(Fayyumic) belongs to the Alexandrian type represented by N 

I In the Gospels this edition slIpplit's evidence for more than 600 sets of variant 
readings. 

2 A. VV. Adams's revision of Frederic G. Kenyon's The Text of the Greek Bible 
(London, 1975), p. 138. 

3 Ibid., p. 139 . 
.• Die koptischen Versiollcrl der Apostelgeschichte (Kritik und Wertun,~) (Bonner hiblische 

Bei/rage, xxxiv; Bonn, 19(9), pp. Ig8-200. 
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and B but contains many Western textual elements. The fact, 
observed earlier in the century by Theodor Zahn,1 that the 
Sahidic and the Bohairic exhibit a considerable number of 
readings which occur elsewhere only in Latin and Syriac wit­
nesses, is to be accounted for by the supposition that all three 
versions have incorporated elements from the same type of 
Greek Vorlage. 2 

According to Adams's analysis of readings in Acts, selected on 
the same basis as in the Gospels (see above), the Sahidic is seen 
to agree with N B against D fifty-seven times, and with D against 
N B thirty-one times. The over-all figures are: 

With Sahidic Against Sahidic 
K 101 83 
B 101 83 
D 56 9 1 

Old Latin 79 73 

'I t is clear', continues Adams, 'that, although Alexandrian 
readings predominate, there is a strong Western element, as can 
easily be seen by inspection of an apparatus criticus. On the other 
hand, of the major additions and variants characteristic of D and 
its allies it has very few.'3 

For the Sahidic version of the Catholic Epistles the most 
comprehensive collection of evidence is included in a lengthy 
dissertation (858 pages) by Karlheinz Schiissler.4 Instead of 
piecing together fragments from various manuscripts (as Horner 
was compelled to do), Schussler has collated papyrus, parch­
ment, and paper manuscripts (including lectionaries) of the 
Epistles against MS. M572 of the Pierpont Morgan Library and 
part of the same manuscript in the Coptic Museum of Cairo (no. 
381 3). 

Among noteworthy readings of the Sahidic New Testament the 
following deserve to be mentioned. The doxology of the Matthean 
form of the Lord's Prayer is binary in form: 'For thine is the 
power and the glory for ever' (vi. 13, with which agree also the 
Fayyumic version and the doxology of the Lord's Prayer in the 
Didache (viii. 2)). In the Matthean account of the rich man (xix. 
16 f.) the Sahidic (with a manuscript of the Bohairic) makes the 

J Die Urausgabe der Apostelgeschicht-e des Lucas (Leipzig, 1916), p. 225. 

z So Janssen, op. cit., p. 200. 3 Op. cit., p. '40 • 

.. Epistularum catlwlicarum versio Sahidica, 2 vols. (Inaug.-Diss., Miinster, '969), 
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youth ask, 'Good master, what is that which I shall do, that 
I should obtain the eternal life ?' And Jesus replies, 'Why callest 
thou to me, Good? There is not good except one, God.' Since 
this is scarcely the original reading of Matthew, one must 
assume that the Marean and Lucan accounts have influenced the 
Sahidic of the first Gospel. A notable reading, as far as the extant 
witnesses are concerned, is represented by the Sahidic at Luke 
xvi. 19. Here the version reads, 'There was a rich man, with the 
name Nineue, who clothed himself', etc. This reading perhaps was 
formerly more widespread than we are able to ascertain today; 
at any rate, besides a scholium of uncertain date contained in the 
Greek manuscripts 36 and 37 (€VpOV 8€ TLV€S' Ka~ 'TOV 1TAovalov €v 
TLaLV dV'T,ypa~o,S' 'Tovvop.u NweVYJS' A€y6p.€vov), the Bodmer Luke­
John (p75) of about A.D. 200 reads 1TAovatOS' OV6P.U'TL N€vYJS' (the 
spelling is the result of a scribal error arising from the accidental 
omission of two letters of the exemplar, ONOMAT(IN)INEYH£).1 

The mixed character of the Sahidic text, mentioned above, 
combining elements of the Alexandrian and Western types of 
text, is illustrated most plainly in the reading of the so-called 
Apostolic Decree (Acts xv. 19 f. and 28 f.). A'i is well known, the 
decree has been transmitted in two main forms: the Alexandrian 
text, as well as most other witnesses, has four items of pro­
hibition, whereas the 'Vestern has three prohibitions followed by 
the negative Golden Rule. The Sahidic version, however, not 
only has the four prohibitions but they are also followed by the 
negative Golden Rule. Such a conflate text, which presupposes 
and draws upon the Eastern as well as the Western tradition, 
must be the product of one or more early Coptic scholars who 
compared manuscripts and took from each what seemed best 
to them. 

In Rom. v. 12 the Sahidic has an addition peculiar to itself, 
with no support in any Greek or Latin manuscript. The four 
known manuscripts of the Sahidic version of this passage add 
after ijp.up'TOV (with slight variations), (so also through one man 
life came forth'. It is remarkable that the addition should be 
found in all the known Sahidic texts, which are derived from 

J For other names that were given to the anonymous rich man, sec the present 
writer's article, 'Names for the Nameless in the New Testament; a Study in the 
Growth of Christian Tradition', in K)'fiakon: Festschrift Johannes Qpasten, ed. by 
Patrick Granfield and Josef A. Jungmann, i (MUnsterj\V., 1970), pp. 89 fr. 
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different parts of the country and span a period of six centuries 
(third to ninth). I 

2. THE BOHAIRIC VERSION 

In the opinion of most investigators the Bohairic version is 
closer to the Alexandrian type of text than is the Sahidic.2 The 
basic Greek text lying behind the Bohairic is best represented, 
according to Burkitt3 and Nestle, 4 by the Greek codex L, and 
among the Fathers by Cyril of Alexandria. (For examples of the 
special characteristics of the Bodmer Bohairic Papyrus III, see 
the section below on Minor Coptic Versions.) 

In the Gospels Adams found that the Bohairic version, as 
represented by the evidence presented in the apparatus of the 
United Bible Societies' edition of the Greek New Testament, 
agrees and disagrees with N, B, D, and the Old Latin in the 
following proportions: 

With Bohairic Against Bohairic 
K 
B 
D 
Old Latin 

390 223 
388 227 
218 354 
282 317 

These statistics indicate, as Adams points out, that 'whereas 
the Sahidic is somewhat closer to B than to N, in the Bohairic the 
balance is slightly the other way; in fact, this leaning towards N 
is more marked in the Synoptic Gospels, particularly in Luke, 
whereas in the fourth Gospel where N has a not inconsiderable 
Western element, both Bohairic and Sahidic are closer to B'.5 
Further analysis of passages in which the Bohairic witnesses are 
divided between an Alexandrian and a Western reading, and 

I For the Coptic text of the four manuscripts, see Sir Herbert Thompson, The 
Coptic Version of the Acts of the Apostles and the Pauline Epistles in the Sahidic Dialect 
(Cambridge, 1932), p. 97 in loco Thompson aptly remarks that the origin of the 
reading 'is evidently to be sought in the desire to complete the well-known anacolu­
thon here'. 

Z For example, von Soden, op. cit. 1. iii (1910), 1955 and 2072-3 ;J. H. Ropes, 
The Text of Acts (London, 1926), p. cxlv and pp. 357-8; M.-J. Lagrange, Critique 
texttulle (Paris, 1935), pp. 320,452 f., 522, and 618. 

3 Encyclopt$dio. Biblica, iv, col. 50 I O. 

.. 'Egyptian Coptic Versions', The New Schaff-Herzog Encyclopedia of Religious 
Knowledge, ii (1908), 133. 

S A. W. Adams's revision of Frederic G. Kenyon's The Text of the Gru/r. Bible 
(London, 1975). p. 142. 
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the Western reading has been assimilated into the Byzantine 
text, indicates that 'the earlier forms of the Bohairic Gospels were 
closely associated with the N B type, but that they had, as we see 
in the later forms, undergone revision not on the basis of Western 
Greek MSS but on those of Byzantine type'. r 

For the Book of Acts, Adams found that in about 180 sets of 
variant readings representative witnesses agree and disagree 
with the Bohairic version in the following proportions: 

lVith Bohairic Against Boluliric 
N 127 57 
B 132 50 
D 36 107 
Old Latin 73 76 

'These figures', Adams concludes, 'show that the Bohairic is 
very close to the N B text, containing far fewer readings of the D 
type than the Sahidic.'2 Furthermore, according to Koole, in the 
Acts the Bohairic never agrees with codex Vaticanus when that 
manuscript disagrees with the other Alexandrian witnesses. 3 

In the Pauline Epistles the Bohairic version, according to 
Koole's research, presents a greater number of Western readings 
than does the Sahidic.4 Moreover, when Western readings occur, 
the Sahidic witnesses are usually divided, leading one to conclude 
(as is true also concerning the Sahidic Gospels) that originally 
that version stood closer to the type of text in B, and that only at 
a later time was its character altered by Western influences. 
Western tendencies in the Bohairic are seldom pure, but gener­
ally have other attestation, chiefly Byzantine or Koine. s 

3. MINOR COPTIC VERSIONS 

Little is known concerning the textual affinities of the frag­
mentary remains of the New Testament in the other Coptic 
dialects. The Qau papyrus codex of the Gospel of John in the 
sub-Achmimic dialect, like the Sahidic version with which it is 

I A. W. Adams's revision of Frederic C. Kenyon's The Text qf the Greek Bible 
(London, 1975), p. 142. Z Ibid., p. 143. 

3 J. L. Koolc, 'Die koptischc Obersetzung der Apostelgeschichte', BBG xii 
(1937),69-70 • 

.. ShLdien zum koplischen Bibeltexl; Kollationen und Untersuchungen zum Text der 
Paulusbriefi in deY unler- und oberiigyjJtischen Obl'rliefirun.tt (Berlin, 1936), p. 89. 

5 Ibid., p. 67. 
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related, appears to be allied to the group of Greek manuscripts 
headed by the uncials N B L W.I In the 459 readings in John 
where Band N differ, Qsupports B against N in 263 and N against 
Bin 137. And in the same set of readings Qand W go together in 
262, of which 202 are in company with B and sixty with N. That 
is, Q follows Band W about twice as often as it follows N. 

Among noteworthy readings of Q perhaps the most curious is 
its agreement with early Greek and Latin witnesses (N* W itb (I)) 
in omitting John ix. 38-39a (<> 8~ ;~TJ, []urt"€VW, KVpl.€" Kat 
7TpOG€KVVTJG€V aVT<t>. Kat €l7r€V <> ' ITJGofis). Whether this omission 
is to be regarded as strong evidence for the existence of an 
early Greek-Latin-Coptic trilingual manuscript, as Thompson 
thought, 2 it is difficult to make up one's mind. Another unusual 
reading which Q shares only with the Bohairic Bodmer Papyrus 
III is that of John vi. 63, ' ... the words that I have spoken to you 
are spirits and are life', on which Thompson comments: cOL a c 
fVg and Tert [Resurr. earn. 37J, since the subject verba is plural, 
have spiritus sunt et vita (with varr.), which suggests an origin for 
this queer corruption. It may not be necessary to jump at once 
to a Latin-Coptic bilingual, as it may have come in as a gloss 
originally from a Gr .--Lat. bilingual.' 3 

The editor of the Fayyumic Gospel of John (P. Mich. Inv. 
3521) has assessed its textual affinities with the text of John 
in other Coptic dialects, with the following results. 4 The text 
exhibits twenty-five readings peculiar to it alone; it agrees with 
the Sahidic against the Bohairic sixty-eight times; and it agrees 
with the Bohairic against the Sahidic thirty times. Of particular 
interest are three passages where omissions from the text show a 
close relationship between the su b-Achmimic Q and Mich. 352 I . 
Both manuscripts omit .l.l.llOH ~"A"A~ in ix. 9, and both (with 
Bodmer Bohairic Papyrus III) omit ~1lI'X~ ~n"OiT~ 'XI £00) 
~p~1 at the beginning of xiii. 32. Perhaps even more significant 
is the omission in these two manuscripts of the whole of ix. 38 and 
the first four words of vs. 39. 

I So Sir Herbert Thompson, op. cit., p. xxvi. 
2 Ibid., p. xvi. 
3 Ibid., p. xxii. 
4 E. M. Husselman, The Gospel of John in Fayumic Coptic (Ann Arbor, 1962), 

pp. 14-17. The statistics cited here differ from those provided in Mrs. Hussclman's 
summaries, for she counts as only one instance a given grammatical or lexical 
variant even though it may occur in more than one passage. 
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The special nature of the Bodmer Bohairic Papyrus III has 
been alluded to more than once in the preceding paragraphs. I 
Another of its idiosyncratic readings, which it shares with only 
one other known witness (pS6), is at John xiii. 5. Here the other 
witnesses read 'he poured water into the basin (El~ 'TOV V(.7TTfipa)', 
but p66 and the Bodmer Bohairic have the reading 1To8ovL1TTfipa 
'foot-basin'. The origin of the reading is uncertain, but in any case 
we have another example of close contact between the Coptic 
versions and the Bodmer Greek texts. 

Yet another noteworthy example of agreement between an 
early Greek papyrus manuscript and the Coptic versions is the 
reading 'I am the shepherd orthe sheep' (John x. 7), supported by 
p75, three Coptic witnesses, the Sahidic version, the fourth­
century Fayyumic John at Michigan, and the fifth-century 
Achmimic bilingual papyrus 380 at Strasbourg.2 Such early and 
presumably independent evidence has led Weigandt3 to regard 
d 1TOI./LTJV as deserving of at least equal consideration to that 
accorded the traditional reading ~ Ovpa. 

As was mentioned earlier, the text of the Glazier codex of 
Acts in the Middle Egyptian dialect belongs to a Western type of 
text. More specifically, many typically Western readings, hither­
to known from codex Bezae, the Fleury Old Latin manuscript 
(h), and the margin of the Harclean Syriac version, are now 
found to have been current also in Egypt. Examples include the 
following :4 

i. I chosen] .+ to preach the gospel 
ii. 37 what shall we do?] + Show us! 
v. 36 claiming to be a great somebody 
vi. 15 an angel] + standing in their midst 

I A recent study by Rufus L. Moretz of the text of John in the Bodmer Boh. 
III, the sub-Achmimic Q, and the Michigan Fayyumic MS. 352 I finds the three 
of them to be closest to p75 and B and most distant from D ('The Textual Affinity 
of the Earliest ('.optic Manuscripts of the Gospel of John', Diss. Duke University, 
1969; cf. Dissertation Abstracts, xxx (1969), 2608A). 

:z The Greek and Achmimic texl of John was edited by Friedrich ROsch, Bruch­
stucke des ersten Clemensbriefis naelz rJem aehmimisdlt1l Papyrus . .. mit biblischen Yex/en 
(Strassburg, 1910), p. 123. Because of a lacuna in the papyrus the Greek of this 
part of John x is not available. 

3 Peter Weigandt, 'Zum Text von Joh. x, 7. Ein Beitrag zum Problem der 
koptischen Bibeliibersetzung', NovY ix (1967), 43-51. 

of The examples are cited from Petersen's prdiminary article (CBQxxvi (1964), 
225-4 1). 
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xii. 21 began to address them] + and he came to an agreement with 
the Tyrians 

xiii. 43 + The Word however spread through the whole city 
xiv. 25 Attalia] + and they preached to them. 

There are also many other readings which remind one of 
typically Western accretions but which are not found in any 
other known witness. Examples include the following: 1 

ii. 25 David says] + in the Psalms 
vi. I The Hebrew deacons were neglecting the Greek widows 
vii. 3 1-4 (The text is amplified by several extensive accretions from 

the Pentateuch.) 
vii. 42 the book of the prophets] + Amos the prophet 
vii. 48 prophet] + Isaiah 
viii. 35 Then Philip took his beginning from the Scripture, and now 

he was in the spirit, [and] he began to explain to him from the Scripture, 
[and] preached the Lord Jesus Christ to him 

viii. 39 When they came up out of the water the Holy Spirit came upon 
the eunuch. But the Angel of the Lord took Philip away from him 

xi. 30 to the presbyters who are in Jerusalem 
xii. 8-9 ... and follow me. But he seized him and drew him along before 

him and came out with him, and Peter followed 

v. LIMITATIONS OF COPTIC (SAHIDIC) IN REPRESENTING 

GREEK2 

by J . Martin Plumley 

It might be expected that in Egypt, which possessed at Alex­
andria a world-famous school of Greek grammar, the translation 
of a Greek work into the native language of the country would 
have been well done; and the resultant translation might also be 
expected to indicate how the Greek original could be recovered 
with some degree of exactness. Although in many respects the 
Coptic3 version of the New Testament realizes this expectation, 

I For other examples of Western readings in the Glazier manuscript, see the 
investigations of Epp and of Hacnchen and Weigandt mentioned in p. 119 nn. 2 

and 3 above. 
1 For bibliography of other statements concerning limitations of Coptic in 

representing Greek, see p. 107 n. I above. 
3 Throughout section v, 'Coptic' is to be taken to refer to the Sahidic dialect. 
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there are many instances where it cannot afford help, or, at 
the best, where its testimony is ambiguous. For, apart from the 
natural limitations of one language in relation to another, it is 
always to be borne in mind that a translator will on occasion-­
sometimes for reasons best known only to himself-· force his 
native tongue to abnormal constructions which he would not use 
in a purely original composition. While there are limitations to 
the use which can be made of the Coptic version as an aid to the 
recovery of the original Greek text of the New 'Testament, and 
while it is the purpose of the present discussion to point out some 
of those limitations, it should also be recognized that by and large 
the Coptic version can be a valuable aid to the scholar engaged in 
textual criticism, and because in certain passages it preserves 
very ancient traditions of interpretation, it ought to be of con­
siderable interest to the scholar working on the history and 
development of Christian doctrine. 

When Christianity caIne to Egypt a long-established system of 
writing was still in use, but the propagators of the new faith 
decided that a new form of writing should be used for the 
purposes of evangelism. The old system of writing, though 
capable of expressing the new truth, was both far too intricate 
and too gravely contaminated by its content of many symbolic 
forms redolent of an ancient and discredited paganism. A new 
system of writing was therefore devised based on the uncial form 
of the Greek alphabet, supplemented by seven extra signs taken 
from denlotic to express sounds which were unknown to the 
Greeks. This modified alphabet was able to represent the pho­
netics of any of the several dialects of Coptic that were cur­
rently spoken in the Nile Valley. 

The New Testament writings are fully represented in the 
two main dialects of Coptic: Sahidic and Bohairic, but much 
less fully in Achnlimic, Sub-Achmitnic, and Fayyumic, early 
dialects which eventually gave way to Sahidic and Bohairic. 
There are scanty remains of yet other dialects, witnesses to early 
penetrations of Christianity into the various districts of Egypt. 

By the sixth century it would seem that a standard text of the 
Coptic version of the New Testament had been fixed in Egypt, 
and variants after that century are the exception rather than the 
rule. It is possible that a careful comparison of the extant Cop­
tic translations of the Greek New Testament prior to the sixth 
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century would be a rewarding study, especially in respect of the 
'Western' readings. 

While the Coptic version may rightly be used in attempting 
to recover the original Greek text of the New Testament, one 
important and overriding fact about the Coptic language must 
always be borne in mind. Coptic, like the ancient Egyptian 
language from which it is the direct descendant, is a language of 
strict word order. This is so since there are no case endings. Word 
order is paramount. In the earliest written forms of the lan­
guage of the Nile Valley the normal word order of a sentence 
was: VERB-SUBjECT--OBjECT-INDIRECT OBJECT-ADVERB (or 
ADVERB EQ.UIV ALENT). During the course of many centuries 
various changes took place in the language, especially in the use 
of auxiliaries for expressing the various aspects of the verb. 
But the main features of the sentence remained unchanged: 
AUXILIARY---SUBjECT-VERBAL ROOT-OBJECT-INDIRECT OB­

JECT-ADVERB (or ADVERBIAL EQ.UIVALENT). It would seem that 
to the ancient Egyptians and to their descendants, the Copts, 
verbal action was the primary interest in a sentence, and there­
fore was to be placed at the beginning of a sentence, the normal 
place of emphasis. Thus in translating a simple sentence such 
as, 'Moses wrote the Law for our fathers', Coptic would read, 
'Did [the auxiliary of the perfect]-Moses-write-the Law­
for our fathers.' 

Cf. Luke ii. 9: Kat ayyEAoS' KVptOV E7daT'Y] m),.ofS' Kat. 8o~a 
KVp{OV TTEpdAa/-LtPEv aVTovS', where the Coptic has ~-n~{'{'£"Aoc 
.u.n"llO£lC OjU)"~ n~j fRIO"A ~jU) ~-n~ooj .u.n"llOfIC 
POjOfll\ £POOj, lit. 'Did the angel of the Lord appear to 
them forth and did the glory of the Lord become light for 
them.' 

However, for the purpose of emphasis and sometimes no doubt 
to imitate as closely as possible the order of the Greek, Coptic is 
able to place the subject or the object at the beginning of the 
sentence, and at the same time to indicate its normal place in the 
sentence by means of a resumptive pronoun. 

E.g. Matt. xix. 23: f 0 S€ 'I'Y]aoiJS' ElTTEV TO'S' /-LaOy]Ta,S' al),.ou, 
where the Coptic has IC ~£ n£"ll~q ii"£q.l.l.~eHTHC, lit. 
'J esus (S€) he said to his disciples' ; likewise Matt. xix. 17: 0 Se 
ElTTEV au,.cp, where the Coptic has iiTOq ~£ n£"ll~q '\~q, lit. 
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'He (8E) he said to hinl.' Note too John x. 27 TO. 7Tp6{3aTa T(l. €j1-o. 
rijs cPwvijs /-t0u axovouGLV, where the Coptic has n~ecooi 
~"OH ~Y~')~COYrll e."~CllH, lit. 'My sheep of mine they are 
accustomed to hear my voice.' 

In the same way it is possible to lay emphasis on the object. 

E.g. Luke xviii. 2 I : Taiha 7Tcl.VTa €cPvAaga €I( vE6TTJTO~, Coptic 
"~I THpO} ~I~~pl:~ epooi 'XH\T~lll\'rHo')I, lit. 'T'hese 
all I have kept them since my youth' ; and John ix. 25: €V ol8a, 
Coptic o·)~ ~nl'lH n~;-cooin .Lt.llOq, lit. 'One [thing] I it is 
who know it.' 

In a number of instances where no special emphasis was laid 
upon the subject, but where there seems to have been some 
desire on the part of the translator to preserve in Coptic as far as 
possible the order of the original Greek, use could be made of the 
particle "5\, placed before the su~ject. 

E.g. John xi. 12: El7Tav oov aVT~ o[ j.1a8''lTat, Coptic ne.'X~'y 
~~ "~q "(3'\ ll.l..l.~aHTHC, lit. 'Said they therefore to hinl, 
i.c. the disciples.' Also John xi. 17 'EA8wv OVV 0 'ITJaovs, Coptic 
\\Tepeq£1 5t: "51 Ie, lit. "\Vhen he had come therefore, i.c. 
Jesus.' 

In a nUluber of instances both the subject and the object could 
stand first in the Coptic sentence, their normal positions in 
the sentence being indicated by resumptive pronouns. Striking 
examples of this appear in I Cor. i. 22 and 23. 

, ~ \ \, I ~ A A' ~ \ flE'\ \ ,J,. , E7TEWTJ I(at OUoataL aTJflELa atTOUaLV KfU .. II\I\TJV€S aO'fJLav 
~"'7TovaLV .•. 'Iou8atotS flEV (TKa~'SaAOl/, g811€aLV 8E flwp{av, Coptic 
e.ne.'~H ~~p "IO'Y'~~I £ en-'..l.~e,,\ I1fi~\T~\ llll.OOi 
"~~'A'AHl\ .~£ ~}!:-lJll1t ,"\c~ O'yco~~,~ ••• i"oi~~l _,-ten 
o}cn~n·lIr..~'Aon l\~'y rr~ o'''fll.iiTC05 .~£ 11£ "u£ eonoc, 
lit. 'For since the Jews signs they were seeking thein, the 
Greeks (8E) they are inquiring after (a) wisdom ... The Jews 
(flEV) a stumbling-block it is to them, (a) foolishness (8E) it is 
to the na tions.' 

Here it would seem that the Coptic was attempting to re­
produce as closely as possible the original Greek. 

It is to be noted that since to the Coptic mind it seemed 
entirely logical that the employment of a transitive verb implied 
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the use of an object, an object, usually a pronoun, appears 
more often than not in the Coptic text. Thus the translation 
iil1£T"~ ~p£~ €poq, lit. 'You did not keep it', for the original 
OVK E4>vAa~a'TE (Acts vii. 53) does not necessarily imply an original 
aV'T6v. In Coptic an object is so regularly used with certain 
verbs, especially 0iU)£ 'to follow' and 'XU) 'to say', that it would 
be rash to imply from its presence a like representation in the 
Greek original. 

Generally speaking, in Coptic, as in ancient Egyptian, the 
adverb or its equivalent could not stand at the beginning of 
a sentence. The only regular exception to this general rule is 
when the adverb or its equivalent indicates some notion of time. 

E.g. John i. I : 'Ev apxll ..ryv <> A6yoS', Coptic ~ iiT~~ 0i£IT~ 
l\~~nyoon "(3'1 n!:y~'X£, lit. 'In the beginning he was exist­
ing, i.e. the Word.' Luke x. 2 I: ' Ev avrfj rfj wpq. ~yaAAu2Ua'T0, 
Coptic ~"T£i"Oi ~~. £T.Lt.ll~i ~qTe'AH"A, lit. 'In the 
hour (8') that he rejoiced.' 

Since the normal position of the adverb or its equivalent was at 
the end of the sentence, Coptic had to indicate emphasis on the 
adverb or its equivalent, wherever it occurred, by means of 
special forms of the auxiliary verb, the second tenses. 

E.g. Luke xiii. 28: EKEL EaraL 0 KAav8p.oS' Kat <> ppvyp.oS' 'TWV 
d86vrwv is represented in Coptic by epenp'lle "~~'JU)n€ 
llll.~i .uit nc3' ~(3''[ l\"ofl~ £, lit. 'It is there the weeping 
will happen with the gnashing of teeth.' Also Luke vii. 14: 
vEav{uKE, 0'0' A'yw, EY'p8TJTL, Coptic n£P~J\p~ £I'XU) ll.u.OC 

lt~H Tu)oil1{" lit. 'Young man, it is to thee that I say, 
Arise.' 

Because this is the normal way in which Coptic achieves 
emphasis on the adverb or its equivalent, the rendering of Luke 
xx. 2 as €R€'P£ ""~, ~ it ~!Y lie~oic,~, where ~R£IP~ is the 
second tense of the present auxiliary, quite properly represents 
the Greek EV 7T0{q. E~ouatq. 'Taiha 7TOLELS and cannot be held to 
imply the order 7TOLELS 'Tavra EV 7TOtq. E~ovUtq.. 

I t should be noted that this precise indication of stress upon 
the adverb or its equivalent in Coptic is a valuable witness to the 
interpretation of certain passages of the New Testament in early 
times. It is particularly valuable where the original Greek might 
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not seenl to indicate any special emphasis on the adverb or its 
equivalent. 

E.g. Matt. i. 22: Tou'TO SJ OAOV y€yoV€V iva 7TAYJPWOfj 'T() PYJOJv 
IJ1TO KUPLOU SL(l 'TOU 77p04>~'TOU where the Coptic has n~l '~e 
THpq "T~~HuU)n£ -xeR~C ~qe-xu)R ~fto'A "~l nenT~ 
n-XO£IC -xooq ~ITll n~npOtl!HTHC. The form iiT~q9JU)ne 
is the second perfect and implit'_'i that in the sentence the 
emphasis falls upon the fulfilment of what was spoken by 
the Lord rather than on the fact of the happening. Thus the 
Coptic is to be translated literally, 'In order that fulfilled 
should be what the Lord spoke by the prophet, all this 
happened.' 

Although as a rule an adverb or its equivalent could not stand 
at the beginning of a sentence, a number of exceptions can be 
found in the Coptic version of the New Testament, more espe­
cially in the Epistles. No doubt in such cases the translator felt 
that there were special reasons for retaining as far as possible the 
word order of the original Greek. 

E.g. Heb. i. I: IIoAulJ..€pW~ Kai 7TOAU'Tp67TW~ 7TaAat. 0 O€O~ 
AaA~aa~ T()t~ 7TQTpamV EV TOt~ 7Tp04>~Ta,s, Coptic 2.. ii~ ~~ 
llll£pOC ~iU) 2. "2~~ \tCllOT e~TlnOiTe ~q~-x£ llnlten­
£IOT£ "!yopil ~ "n£npO~HTHC, lit. 'In many ways and in 
many guises did God speak with our fathers at first by the 
prophets.' Ibid. xi. 4: 7TLUTH 7TA€LOVa OuuLav :A.f3€A 7Tapa Kd;;v 
1TPOu~vEYKevTijJ OeijJ, Coptic 2. nOi"lCTIC ~~A£"h. T~'A£2_oie­
e1"cl~ €2.p~1 n~p~R~eBt llnnoiT£, lit. 'In a faith did 
Abel offer a sacrifice up more than Cain to God.' Ibid. xi. 8: 
7TLU'TH KaAov/-tEvOs- l1{3paap. V7T~KOVUEV, Coptic 2 Ho,nlcTlc 
£~i·t.l.0iT£ £~ftp~2 ~.t.l. ~qcu)Tii, lit. 'In a faith, when 
they called Abraham, he heard.' 

The employment of Greek loan-words is a feature of the earlier 
Coptic versions. Later, and more especially during the period 
when the final redaction of the Bohairic version was made, there 
was a deliberate replacement of many of these loan-words by 
purely native Egyptian words. This replacing of many once 
acceptable Greek loan-words was symptomatic of the rise of 
nationalistic feeling in the Coptic Church during the centuries 
which followed the Arab invasion of Egypt in A.D. 641 when 
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Greek influence began to wane and Arabic was increasingly 
supplanting the old language of the Nile Valley. 

The use of so many Greek loan-words in the earliest period 
of Christianity in Egypt was due to the need to supply cer­
tain technical terms which could not be easily or satisfactorily 
represented by purely native words, e.g. /-LE'TUVOEfv, 7Tupp7]atu, 
XpE{U, etc. In some instances there were perfectly adequate 
native words, but they were thought to be contaminated by 
their use in pagan contexts, and therefore were considered quite 
unsuitable for use in a Christian setting and were replaced by 
Greek words; e.g. aW/-LG., ~VX~. In other cases the Greek words of 
the original were repugnant to the Coptic translators because, 
though current in Egypt, they possessed pagan connotations. 
Thus iEpEvr; tended to be used only of a pagan priest and was 
normally replaced by the Greek 7TpEa{JvTEpor;. 

Certain Greek words found in the New Testament seem to have 
been unfamiliar in Egypt. These are replaced in the Coptic text 
by better-known Greek words; e.g. Matt. xxiii. 25 nnt~\ for 
n~po\l[I(:, Acts viii. 27 Xp".u.~ for {I~~~, ibid. xi. 8 cO).u.~ 
for nTo).ll~, ibid. xi. 9 T~~OC for .u.ll".u.~. 

In transcribing Greek loan-words Coptic regularly represents 
substantives and proper names in their nominative singular form 
without modification for the plural or any of the oblique cases. 
Thus it is impossible to say if the Coptic transcription K~T~ 
nOAIe (Acts viii. 4) represents 7TO'\'V or 7To'\ELr;. 

Since Coptic has only two genders, the Greek neuter is generally, 
but not invariably, treated as if it were masculine. Nevertheless, 
transcriptions of neuter nominative endings are not uncommon; 
e.g. ~t.'~eoe and ~{'I~eon; non"poc. and nOllHpon. Greek 
verbs appear in their imperative singular active form, and to all 
intents and purposes are treated grammatically as if they were 
substantives. 

In the transcription of loan-words variations in spelling, espe­
cially in the vowels, are frequent. Some of these spellings are 
probably due to mistakes made by scribes writing from dictation, 
but others had undoubtedly been corrupted by long use in 
Egypt before the advent of Christianity. 

Since Coptic does not distinguish between d and t, the Greek S 
was generally confined to the transcription of loan-words. Even 
so, there was always a tendency in such words to replace ~ by T. 
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Thus CR~llT ~·h..Oll for aKavSaAov, and t:l\THll~ for EVSVJLa. For 
this reason it is not possible to decide if the Coptic "JIr.~ represents 
SE or TE (or, indeed, if Tt: represents TE or SE). Similarly, the 
writing of 0iT~ may point to either an original OVTE or oVSE. 

Although Coptic possesses both a definite and an indefini te 
article, their presence or absence in a sentence or phrase must not 
be taken to imply that the same was the case in the original 
Greek text. For example, Coptic does not admit of the definite 
article before a personal name. On the other hand, the Coptic 
definite article is always used before XPLaTOS and KVpLOS since 
these are regarded as titles. Where a personal name afterwards 
became the name of a people, the article could be used; e.g. 
nl(:p~H'h... Names of peoples, especially when used in the plural, 
often have the plural definite article where the original Greek has 
none (cf. Acts ii. 9-11). Similarly, Acts ii. 7 shows the indefinite 
plural article 2~l\~~'AI'A~loc. As a general rule, the definite 
article is used with the names of countries. The Coptic name 
for 'Egypt', I\Hllt:, never seems to have the article. Most cities 
do not take the article, but a number beginning with a vowel 
frequently do. 

The definite article is rarely used before a feminine substantive 
or personal name beginning with the letter theta, since it was 
wrongly assumed by the Copts that a word such as e~ 'h..~cc~ 
was a writing of T2. ~ 'h..~cc~; that is to say, the feminine definite 
article 'T prefixed to an assumed aspirated G·reek word aAaaaa. 
The usual Coptic transcription of (IEpoaoAuJLa as eu:poco-
'h..iH.~, or more commonly in its abbreviated form e,·XHH., 
indicates that the use of the article with this name is regular. 

Sometimes the Coptic indefinite article is equivalent to en­
clitic TIS. 

Although Coptic possesses a considerable number of simple 
and compound prepositions, it is rarely possible to establish with 
absolute certainty what Greek prepositions are represented in the 
original Greek texts. Thus, while the more commonly used 
prepositions a1TO, Eis, EK, EV, E1Tt, KaTa, {LETa, 1TPO, 1TPOS, avv, etc., 
can each be represented by prepositional forms in Coptic, it 
is not possible to demonstrate that such and such a Coptic 
prepositional form always represents one and the same Greek 
counterpart. For example, ant, a1TO, Sta, EK, 7Tapa, 1TPO, 1TpOS 
are each represented in different Coptic texts by compound 
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prepositions, all of which include the element Rlo'A with a basic 
meaning of 'loosing'. Again, it is very uifficult in many instances 
to demonstrate from the Coptic any real distinction between E1Tl 
and 1TPO, or 1TPO~ and avv, etc. 

Certainly it is impossible from the Coptic evidence to find sup­
port for the restoration of the special distinction which can be 
indicated in Greek when a preposition stands before a word or, 
as often happens, when no preposition is written and its function 
is preserved by the case-ending of the word. It is therefore quite 
impossible to infer from the Coptic of Acts iii. 16 if the Greek had 
rfi 1TtcrrEt or E1T~ 'Tn 1Tlu'TEt. 

Coptic possesses an ample number of conjunctions which 
could be used to translate their Greek counterparts. Neverthe­
less, a small number of Greek conjunctions were accepted into the 
Coptic literary language. Both aAAa and SE are common. Very 
frequently .~€. equals Kat, and it cannot be assumed with any 
certainty which c01'~unction originally stood in the Greek text. 

There is no Coptic equivalent for J-LEv. Occasionally it is 
transcribed into Coptic as U£l\, but is often represented 
by 'lI.~. 

Although Coptic does possess a number of conj unctions and 
borrows a small number from the Greek, the pervading practice 
of asyndeton makes it unlikely in many cases that the omission of 
a conjunction in Coptic implies any Greek variant. 

In questions where the Greek differentiates between the intro­
ductory particles ou or J-L~, Coptic, if it transcribes the Greek 
negative particle, always uses the form .u.K. No inference can 
therefore be drawn from the Coptic, where .uK occurs, that the 
original Greek also showed J-L~. 

The well-developed system of auxiliary verbs in Coptic, while 
capable of dealing with the main temporal aspects of the Greek 
verb, tire less able to represent the more subtle distinctions of 
mood, especially the subjunctive. Thus, where Coptic uses a 
future tense containing the element -"~-, it is not possible to 
decide whether the Greek text showed the future indicative or 
the aorist subjunctive. 

Nor can Coptic truly represent the Greek passive since it 
possesses only the active voice. The passive, in use in the earlier 
periods of the ancient Egyptian language, had already begun 
to show signs of disuse during the third millennium, being 
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eventually replaced by the impersonal use of the third person 
plural of the active verb. 

Thus Rom. viii. 36: €V~K~V aoD OavaTovl-l.€Oa OA17v T~V ~fl"pav, 
EAoy{a01JfJ-EV W~ 7Tp6f3uTa acPayfj~, Coptic ~Ti\HHTR ct:.u.0i-
0iT ll.u.O\\ .u.n~2. 001 THpq ~.'yonl{ l\e~ lilU4:Cooi· 
t:noltcoi, lit. 'Because of thee they are killing us in every 
day; they have reckoned us in the manner of the sheep to 
slay them.' Some peculiar literal translations of the Greek 
text result from this periphrastic use, as may be seen in Matt. 
. 6'1 \ f3 ~ \ , , , '1 'A.. ' ., ~ 11K' 'I; l' 1. I : UKW oE EYEVV1Jaev TOV wa1J'f' TOV avopa J.vlapta~, ES "fJ~ 

EYEw~B"fJ ' I'Y}aoD~ 0 AEy6fJ-EVO~ XptaT()<;, Coptic l~nU)i\ ,It.£ 

~q'X"O '\'u)CHt~ "£ ~l .u.u.~pl~ T~l ~"T~i'Xn~ Ie £~0'A 
"2..HTC n~l ~9J~')".u0i1"~ ~poq 'Xt: n~xc, lit. 'Jacob (OE) 
he begat Joseph the husband of Mary, this one (fern.) they 
begat Jesus through her, this one (masc.) whom they are wont 
to call him, the Christ.' 

As has already been observed, Coptic by means of its system of 
auxiliary verbs could represent reasonably adequatc1y the main 
temporal aspects of the Greek finite verb. Nevertheless, it must 
be recognized that the Coptic translator was not always able to 
appreciate the nlore delicate shades of nlcaning presented by 
such and such a Greek verb form. For example, where the Greek 
uses the imperfect tcnse, the Coptic will frequently employ the 
perfect auxiliary, an auxiliary which could be equally used by 
the translator to represent the Greek aorist. For this reason it is 
impossible to decide whether the Coptic perfect represents the 
imperfect or the aorist in the Greek text. Coptic did, however, 
possess an auxiliary which is termed the irnperfect. The funda­
mental idea of this auxiliary is that there formerly existed a time 
when an action continued, but that the period of time containing 
the action no longer exists. It is perhaps because of this concep­
tion that in Coptic the use of the imperfect is comparatively rare. 
In the translation of Greek originals it may be accepted that 
where Coptic uses the imperfect auxiliary the presence of the 
Greek imperfect is implicd. 

'The earlier forms of the Egyptian language had possessed a 
number of verbal forms comparable to Greek participles, but in 
the last stage of the language, i.c. Coptic, these forms had been 
superseded largely by a verbal auxiliary, distinguishable in Inost 
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of its forms from the present and perfect auxiliaries only by the 
presence of a prefixed ~-. These forms, known as the circum­
stantial and the less-frequent past circumstantial, can and often 
do represent a Greek participle followed by a finite form of the 
verb. 

Matt. xxii. 41: EVVTJYP-EVWV 8e 'TWV <Paptualwv E1fYJpclnT/uEv 

aVTov~ <> '/YJuofJ~ AEYWV, Coptic EiCOOj~ ~~ E~ 0i lt "~I 
~~PIC~IOC ~q~l1OjOi ii~1 IC Eq~c.o .u..uoc, lit. 'They­
being-gathered [circumstantial] (8E) in i.e. the Pharisees, he­
asked-them [perfect] i.e. Jesus, (he-) saying [circumstantial] 
it.' 

In many instances the reversing of the participle and the finite 
verb of the Greek into the finite verb and the circumstantial of 
the Coptic is in accordance with the idiom of the language and 
does not necessarily imply any variant in the Greek. 

Matt. xxvi. 49: Kat EV()EW~ 1fPOUEA()WV 'Tip , /"f}uofJ El1fEV, XaLpE, 

paf3f3l, Coptic ~jU) "'TE-jnoj ~~rtn~qojo~1 ~IC ~q~U) 
.t.l.llO~ ~t: X ~Ip~ ~p~~ltEI, lit. 'And immediately he-made­
his-way [perfect] to Jesus, (he-) saying [circumstantial] it, 
"Greetings, Master!" , 

In the translation of the next verse of this chapter the participle 
and finite verb of the Greek arc rendered in the Coptic, as is 
frequently the case, by two finite verbal forms without connect­
ing conjunctions. 

M . , \() , "Q _. \ , A " aU. XXVI. 50: TOTE 1fpOUE/\ OVTE~ E1fEfJaJ\OV Ta~ XEtpa~ E1ft 
"1 .... '" , , C' .l. TOV "f}UOVV Kat EKpaT"f}uav aVTOV, optIC 'TO'T£ ~j·\nEjOjO~1 
~jel"~ ''''€j51~ ~2.p~1 ~~thc ~j~ll~~'Tt: ii..uoq, lit. 
'Then they-made-their-way [perfect], they-bore [perfect] their 
hands down upon Jesus, they-seized [perfect] him.' 

I t may therefore be assumed that the Coptic version is not 
helpful in determining whether the original Greek text had a 
participle or a finite form of the verb. 

Coptic docs not possess any grammatical construction com­
parable with oratio obliqua; consequently, recourse is made to 
direct speech. 

Cf. Acts v. 36 where the Greek aVEUT"f} BEVSiis, AEywv E lval 

Twa EavTov is rendered in Coptic by ~q'Tu)Oj" "51 e~i~~c 
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eq'Xoo .u..u.oc epoq 'Xe &1\01\ Il~, lit. 'He arose, i.e. Theudas, 
(he) saying it of himself, "I am he." , 

In concluding this short survey it should perhaps be stated that 
it would be possible to add to the list of limitations the Coptic 
version presents when used as a means to the recovery of the 
origina1 Greek text. N everthe1ess, while the list given above does 
not claim to be exhaustive, it is hoped that the most important 
limitations have heen indicated, and in such a way that the 
survey will be useful both to those whose knowledge of Coptic is 
minimal and to those who arc totally unacquainted with that 
language. 



III 

The Armenian Version 

I. THE INTRODUCTION OF CHRISTIANITY INTO ARMENIA 

AND THE TRANSLATION OF THE NEW TESTAMENT 

AMENIA claims the honour of being the first kingdom 
to accept Christianity as its official religion. According 
to un')ubstantiated ecclesiastical tradition, the apostles 

Thaddaeus and Bartholomew laboured among the Armenians. I 
Although we cannot determine exactly when the Gospel was 
first preached in Armenia, according to Eusebius the Church was 
already established there by the middle of the third century, for 
Dionysius, the venerable bishop of Alexandria (died c. 264), 
wrote an epistle on the theme of repentance 'to the brethren in 
Armenia, whose bishop is Mcruzanes'. 2 

On the testimony of Agathangelos, who was secretary to 
Tiridates III, king of Armenia (c. 284-314), the founder of 
Armenian Christianity was Gregory the Illuminator (c. 257-
33 I ).3 The latter, an Armenian of royal lineage who had received 
Christian training at Caesarea in Cappadocia, toward the end of 
the third century returned as a missionary to his native land. 

J Cf. 'The Act.Ii and Martyrdom of the Holy Apostle Thaddaeus' and 'The Acts 
and Martyrdom of the Holy Apostle Bartholomew', translated by S. C. Malan in 
his Life and Times of S. Gregory the Illuminator; the Founder and Patron Saint of the 
Armenian Church (London, 1868), pp. 66--103. 

2 Eusebius, Hist. ecd. VI. xlvi. 3. Harnack points out that the name is Armenian 
(an Armenian satrap is so called in Faustus of Byzantium), but where Meruzanes' 
see was located, he is unable to say (see Die Mission und Ausbreitung des Christen turns 
ill den erslen drei Jahrhunderten, 4te Aufl. ii (Leipzig, 1924), 747; Engl. trans. from 
2te Aufl., The Mission and Expansion of Christianity in the First Three Centuries, 2nd edn. 
ii (New York and London, 1908), 197. 

The variant rt'ading in Acts ii. 9 (where Tertullian and Augustine substituted 
Armenia for • Iouoa{av) is curious but probably unrelated to the historical question 
of the Christianization of Armenia. Concerning the textual problems in Acts ii. 9, 
see the contribution by the present writer to Apostolic History and the Gospel; Biblical 
and Historical Essays presented to F. F. Bruce, ed. by W. vV. Gasque and R. P. Martin 
(Exeter, 1970), p. 133. 

3 Cf. Gerard Garittc, Documents pour ['etude du livre d' Agathange (Studi e lesti, cxxvii; 
Vatican City, 1956), and David M. Lang, Amu:nia, Cradle of Ciuilization (London, 
1970), pp. 155-"74' 
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Just after the beginning of the fourth century Tiridates, who 
previously had been a persecutor of the Church, was con­
verted, as well as large numbers of nobles. Thereupon Chris­
tianity was made by royal edict l the established religion of 
Armenia, and was embraced by the populace through wholesale 
baptisms. 

About 302 Gregory was consecrated bishop for Armenia by 
Leontius, bishop of Caesarea in Cappadocia. Subsequently he 
travelled east and at Ashtishat in the province of Taron de­
stroyed the most celebrated pagan sanctuary of the country; in its 
place a splendid Christian sanctuary, 'the mother of all Armen­
ian churches', was erected. From Taron Gregory went to the 
province of Ararat, where also a famous pagan sanctuary was 
turned into a Christian church. Gregory's cathedral was in the 
city of Valarshabad on the spot which he had named Etchmiad­
zin. In 325 Gregory was summoned to take part in the Council of 
Nicaea, but being unable to go himself sent his son Aristakes, 
who, with another delegate named Akritis,2 brought back the 
Nicaean decrees for the Armenian Church. 

In his programme of evangelization Gregory was assi~ted by 
co-workers from various backgrounds; by Armenians who had 
been trained in Hellenistic culture, as well as by Armenians who 
had been under Syrian influence. During this period, before 
the invention of an Armenian alphabet, books and documents 
existed only in Greek and Syriac and their translation was left to 
oral interpretation. Consequently it was through such cultural 
bridges that the Armenians received both Greek and Syrian 
Christianity, a~ well as the literature of both these peoples. 
Accordingly there came into the Armenian vocabulary a con­
siderable number of Greek and Syriac terms that were connected 
with the Christian cultus. For example, of Greek derivation are 
the Armenian words meaning 'martyr', 'bishop', 'Christian', 
'Sunday', 'church', etc., and of Syriac derivation the Armenian 
words meaning 'ascetic' or 'monk', 'priest', 'fasting', 'preacher', 
'Satan', etc. 3 

I According to S07.omen (Hist. eeel. II. viii), Tiridatcs 'issued commands to all 
his subjects, by a lu~rald, to adopt Christianity'. 

2 cr. Hcnricus Gelzer, Henricus Hilgenfeld, Otto Cuntz, Patrum Nicamorum 
nomina (Scrip/ores socr; et prtifani, ii; Lt"ipzig, 18g8), pp. lxii and 192. 

3 Henrich Hiibschmann, Armmische Grammatik (Leipzig, 1897; repro Darmstadt, 
1962), pp. 299 ff. and 337 ff. 
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Toward the latter part of the fourth century (between 384 and 
390) Armenia was partitioned between the Byzantine and the 
Persian Empires. The latter acquired about four-fifths of the 
country, including Taron and the headquarters of the Armenian 
Church. Thereafter Greek books were banned and burnt, and 
ecclesiastical literature circulated only in Syriac. In the following 
centuries, however, Greek influence was permitted once again to 
make itself felt in many ways. In fact, judging from extant 
Armenian manuscripts, Armenian scribes learned their codico­
logical and palaeographic techniques-such as the general for­
mat of the page (as regards size and use of two columns), the 
uncial appearance of Armenian script, and the use of enlarged 
initials-from Greek rather than Syriac models. 1 

The foundation of Armenian national literature, including the 
translation of the Bible, dates from the early part of the fifth 
century. The chief promoters of this cultural development were 
the catholicos of the Armenian Church, Sahak (Isaac, born c. 
350, died 7 Sept. 439), a son of Nerses the Great and a descen­
dant of Gregory the Illuminator, and Sahak's friend and helper, 
Mesrop (Mesrob or Mashtotz or Masto<;, born c. 361, died 17 
Feb. 439), who had changed a military career for the life of 
a monk, missionary, and teacher. 

The earliest attempt to construct an Armenian alphabet was 
made by a certain Bishop Daniel. Since he was a Syrian, he 
probably took the Aramaic alphabet as a pattern. According to 
the historian Koriun, z the alphabet was found to be unsuited to 
represent the sounds of the Armenian language. At length and 
with the encouragement of King Vramshapuh (c. 395-C• 415), 
Mcsrop succeeded, with the help of a Greek hermit and calli­
grapher, Rufanos of Samosata,3 in producing about A.D. 406 an 
Armenian alphabet of thirty-six letters:~ The question of the 
model or models of script on which Mesrop based his creation has 

I Cf. August Merk, 'Armenische und griechische Palaeographie', Miscellanea 
Francesco Ehr/e; Scritli di stona e paleografia ... , iv (Rome, 1924), I -2 I. 

2 Koriun, Beschreibung des Lebens und Strebens des hi. Lehrers Mesrop, translated by 
Simon Weber in Bibliothek der Kirchellviiter, lvii (Munich, 1927), 205-7. 

3 Koriun, 0p. cit., pp. 207 fr. 
4 Cf. E. G. Ter-Minassian, 'De la date de l'invention de l'alphabet armenien 

et autres questions s'y rapportant' [in Armenian, with Russian and French re­
sumes], Banber Matenadarani, vii (1964), 25-48. In the twelfth century two more 
letters were added at the end of the Armenian alphabet, viz. 0 andft. 
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received considerable attention. 1 Among the various theories 
that have been suggested two deserve to be mentioned here. 
According to the view advanced by Junker,2 both the Armenian 
and the Georgian alphabctc; are based on the Pahlavic script with 
the addition of some letters from the Avestan alphabet, while 
Greek influence was felt in the creation of vowels, the direction of 
writing, and the upright and regular position of the characters. 
What may be called the traditional view, which is held by most 
scholars, is that Mesrop depended chiefly upon the Greek 
alphabet, twenty letters coming directly from this source, twelve 
others being formed after a Greek model, and four being taken 
from Syriac. 3 

After creating the Armenian alphabet Mesrop gathered about 
him a band of keen scholars. Sending some of them to Edessa, to 
Constantinople, and as far as Rome in search of manuscripts 
of the Scriptures and of ecclesiastical and secular writers, he 
inaugurated a programme of translation which enriched and 
consolidated Armenian culture.4 The first book of the Bible 

I Sec Heinrich Hiibschmann, 'Uber Aussprache und U msehrcibung des Alt­
armenischcn', ZDMG xxx (1876), 53--73 ; Viktor Gardthausen, 'Dber den U rsprung 
der armenischen Schrift', ibid. 74-80; J. Marquart, Ober den Urs!JrUTlg des armeni­
schett Alphabets in Verbindung mit de, Biographie des Ill. Malt'oc' (Vienna, 19'7); and 
H. Adjarian, 'The Varieties and Developments of Armenian Uncial ""riling' [in 
Armenian], HA xxxviii (1924), eols. 507-21; ef. idem, xxix (1915), cols. 135-72; 
xxxv (1921), eoIs. 298-315; and Iii (1938), coIs. 289-318; P. Peeters, 'Pour 
l'histoire des origines de l'alphabet armenien', REA ix (1929), 203-37; F. Feydit, 
'Considerations sur I'alphabet de saint Mesrop', HA lxxvi (1962), eols. 183-200, 
361-84; lxxvii (1963), eols. 37-'58, 225-36, 359-72, and 515-30; and Jens j. 
Jensen, 'Die Reihcnfolge der Buchstaben des altarmcnischen Alphabets', HA 
lxxxi (1967), cols. 433-8. 

2 Heinrich F. ]. Junker, 'Das Awesta Alphabet und der Ursprung der 
al'menischen und georgischcn Sehrift', Caucasica, ii (1925), 1-91, and iii (1926), 
82- 139. 

J cr. Louis Leloir in Dictionnaire de la Bible, Suppliment, vi (Paris, 19(0) , col. 811, 
and Achot Hovhannissian, 'L'alphabet armenien et son action historique', REA, 
N.S. ii (1965), 361-73, and iii (1966), 359-67. 

4 Something of the broad scope of this hurst of literary activity can be judged 
from the fact that Karekin Zarbhanalian's Catalogue des anciennes traductions 
armlniermes (sircles iv-xiii) (Venice, 1889) fills a volume of nearly 800 pages. 
In not a few instances we are dependent upon the Armenian translation for 
our knowledge of earlier hooks and treatises no longer extant in Greek and 
Syriac; e.g. certain treatises of Philo J udaeus; the chronicle of Eusebius; 
the apology of Aristides; homilies of Severianus of Gabala; the commentaries 
of Ephraem on the Bible; and various writings of Basil the Great, Chrysostom, 
Cyril of Jerusalem, Athanasius, Epiphanius, Ellthalius, Gregory Thaumaturgus, 
and others. 
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that Mesrop translated was the Book of Proverbs; 1 this was 
followed by the New Testament. With the help of Sahak 
and perhaps other translators, the rest of the Old Testament 
was translated into Armenian, the work being finished about 
4 10-14. 

II. EARLY MANUSCRIPTS OF THE ARMENIAN VERSION 

I t is not generally realized how abundant are the manuscripts 
of the Armenian version of the New Testament. Contrary to a 
rather widespread impression of their rarity,2 more manuscripts 
of this version are extant than of any other ancient version, with 
the exception only of the Latin Vulgate. 

A tool which is of great assistance to scholars in the study of the 
Armenian version is Rhodes's annotated list of Armenian New 
Testament manuscripts. 3 After consulting scores of printed and 
handwritten catalogues of Armenian manuscripts and culling out 
those that contain all or part of the New Testament (except 
lectionaries and commentaries on the New Testament text), 
Rhodes compiled a list of 1,244 manuscripts, for most of which he 
supplies information concerning their location, contents, physical 
description, scribes, place and date of writing, as well as references 
to previous lists and monographs in which the manuscripts have 
been cited. 

Catalogues of collections of Armenian manuscripts published 
since Rhodes's volume include those edited by Sirarpie Der 

I According to A. T. Kanalanian, Mesrob considered the Book of Proverbs, with 
its practical advice concerning ethical and social problems, not less important 
for his people, in the given circumstances, than the more purely religious 
parts of the Scriptures ('Pourquoi Machtotz traduisit les Proverbes de Salomon' 
[in Armenian, with Russian and French resumes], Banber Matenadarani, vii [1964], 
113-24). 

l See, e.g., F. G. Kenyon's Our Bible and the Ancient Manuscripts, 5th edn., revised 
by A. W. Adams (London, 1958), p. 237. 

3 Erroll F. Rhodes, An Annotdted List of Armenian New Testament Manuscripts 
(Ikebukuro, Tokyo, 1959). Several years ago the Academy of the Armenian Soviet 
Socialist Republic began moving manuscripts from outlying districts to its central 
repository at Erevan, which now has more than 1,500 Gospel manuscripts and 
J 00 complete Bible manuscripts, not to mention incomplete and fragmentary 
manuscripts. Inasmuch as Rhodes lists 267 manuscripts in the Erevan collection, 
it will be seen that there is room for a revised and enlarged edition of his useful 
catalogue. 
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Nersessian,1 K. Roszko,2]. Assfalg and J. Molitor,3 B. Sargissian 
and G. Sargissian,4 Bogharian,s and Mouradian and Mardiros­
sian,6 as well as by a number of contributors to the Armenian 
journal Handes Amsorya.7 

The largest collection of Armenian manuscripts of the New 
Testament in the United States is in the possession of Mr. Harry 
Kurdian of Wichita, Kansas. At the beginning of 1975 the 
collection numbered fifty-nine manuscripts of the complete New 
Testament, and forty-one of part of the New Testament. 

The most ancient Armenian manuscripts of the Gospels, all 
dating from the ninth and tenth centurjes, are the following. 

(I) The oldest dated manuscript (Rhodes's Annotated List, 
no. 99 I) is a tetraevangelium copied in A.D. 887. It is written on 
229 folios of parchment in majuscules (erkat' agir) of twenty-two 

I Armenian Manuscripts in the Freer Gallery of Art (\Vashington, 1963). 
2 Roszko's catalogue of Armenian (and Georgian) manuscripts deposited in 

Polish libraries is vol. iii of Katalog rf.kopisow orientalrrych ze zbiorOw polskich, ed. 
by S. Strdcyn (1959). A brief account of the work of assembling the catalogue is 
given in Prze.gl"d orientalistyczny, iii (24) (1957), 307-12. 

3 Armenische Handschriften (Verzeichnis der oruntalischm Handschriften in Deutschland, 
iv; VViesbaden, 1962) . 

.. B. Sargissian, Grand Catalogue des manuscrits armlniens de La bibLiothtque des PP. 
Mekhitharistes de St.-Lazare, i (Venice, 1914); ii (1924); with G. Sargissian, iii (1g66) 
(in Armenian). 

5 N. Bogharian, Le Grand Catalogue des mallusaits de S. Jacques, 6 vols. (Jerusalem, 
1966-72) (in Armenian). 

6 S. A. Mouradian [Muratean] and N. B. Mardirossian [Martiroscan], 
Catalogue of Armenian Manuscripts of St. Arakelolz- Tarkmanchatz Nfonastery (MorJSh) 
and the Envirolls, cd. by A. Kalaydjian [Galaycean] (Jerusalem, 1967) (in 
Armenian). 

7 N. Akinian lists and describes the Armenian manuscripts in Cyprus (at present 
in Antilias, Lebanon), HA Ixix (1955), cols. 170 fr.; the Armenian manuscripts 
in the Armenian Hospital of St. Blasius in Rome, ibid., lxxi (1957), cols. 282-91, 
420.-:39, 537-58; and in the Pont. Lconiano Collegio in Rome, ibid. lxxii (1958), 
cols. 49-82 ; T. Balian, the Armenian manuscripts at the Monastery of St. Karapct 
in Caesarea, ibid. lxxiii (1959), cols. 253-74,421--43,540-51; lxxiv (1960), cols. 
537-50; J. Kossian, the Armenian manuscripts in the Arznian School in Erzerum, 
ibid.lxxvii (1963), cols. 23-38, 207-20, 371-9',505-15; lxxviii (1964), cols. 29-37, 
153-60,323-32; H. Oskian, the Armenian manuscripts of the Capuchin monastery 
in Beirut, ibid. lxxiv (1960), cols. 55°-67; in the University Library at Graz, ibid. 
lxxviii (1964), cols. 479-85; in the Austrian National Library in Vienna, ibid. 
lxxiv (1g65), cols. 361-72, 479-99; in the Armenian Patriarchate at Istanbul, 
ibid.lxxx (1966), co1s. 425-87; lxxxi (1967), cols. 439-48; in the Church of the 
Holy Cross at Garttal, ibid.lxxx (1g66), cols. 321- 38; in the Library of the Sultan 
Ahmed III of Constantinople, ibid. lxxxi (1967), cols. 183- g6; and G. Kalem­
kiarian, the Armenian manuscripts in the Czartoryski Library at Cracow, ibid. 
lxxx (1966), cols. 67-78, 185-94. (all in Armenian). 
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lines per page. A photographic reproduction was published at 
Moscow in 18gg. 1 

(2) A manuscript at Erevan (number unknown; Rhodes no. 
974) is described as a ninth-century tetraevangelium with 
miniatures. 

(3) MS. 68 in the Mekhitarist Monastery of St. Lazarus in 
Venice (Rhodes no. 301) is a mutilated tetraevangelium, lacking 
many folios of Mark. It dates from the ninth or tenth century. 

(4) MS. 190 in the Mekhitarist Monastery of St. Lazarus in 
Venice (Rhodes no. 312) is a mutilated tetraevangelium, lacking 
several folios of John. It dates from the ninth or tenth century. 

(5) MS. 25 in the Kurdian collection at Wichita, Kansas 
(Rhodes no. 1°72), contains Matthew i. 10-28: 20 and John i. 
IS-ix. 24 (John iii. 6-22; vii. 38-viii. 33 lacking). It dates from 
the ninth or tenth century. 

(6) MS. 1144 of the Mekhitarist Monastery of St. Lazarus in 
Venice (Rhodes no. 369) is a handsome copy of the Gospels with 
many miniatures, presented by Queen Mlk'e to the Varag 
Monastery.2 It was written in A.D. 901-2. 

(7) MS. 6202 in the Matenadaran at Erevan (Rhodes no. 
g66) is a tetraevangelium written in A.D. gog. 

(8) A tetraevangelium written in A.D. 965, whose present 
location is unknown, was formerly at the Sevan Monastery 
(Rhodes no. 10Ig). 

(g) MS. 537 of the Walters Art Gallery in Baltimore (Rhodes 
no. 1113), a tetraevangelium written in A.D. 966, 'is probably 
one of the oldest examples of the penetration of ornaments and 
miniatures into the Gospel text'. 3 

I G. Khalatheants, Evangile Iraduit m langue armenimne ancie,me et eeril ttl ['an 887. 
Edition phototypique du Ms. de [' lnstitut Lazarfj[ des tangues orientales (Moscow, 1899). 

2 Cf. Frederic Mader, 'Raboula-Mlqe', Melanges Charles Diehl. Etudes sur 
I' histoire el sur l' art de Byzance (Paris, 1930), pp. 81-97, and A. Baumstark, 'Abend­
landischer Einftuss in armenischcn Buchmalerei des 10. Jahrhunderts?' ~C, 3rd 
ser., xi (1936), 26-53. 

] Sirarpie Der Ncrsessian, 'Armenian Gospel Illustration as seen in Manuscripts 
in American CoUections', New Testament Manuscript Studies, ed. by M. M. Parvis 
and A. P. Wikgren (Chicago, 1950), p. 139. On the basis of extensive textual 
analyses of the manuscript, Casimir Roszko concludes that it agrees frequently 
with the Armenian text of the Diatessaron used by Armenians up to the eighth 
century, and differs greatly from the text of Zohrab's printed edition of 1805 
('Traces of the First Armenian Version of the Gospels in an Early Manuscript', 
Studii Biblici Frandscani Liber Annuus, xxiii (1973), 15-66). 
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(10) MS. 580 of the National Library at Sofia, Bulgaria 
(Rhodes no. 48), is a tetracvangelium written in A.D. 966. 

(I I) A tctraevangelium dated A.D. 974, whose present loca­
tion is unknown, was formerly in Axalc;xay, Georgia (Rhodes no. 
1168). 

(12) MS. 7445 in the Matenadaran at Erevan (Rhodes no. 
928) is a tetraevangelium written in A.D. 986. 

(13) A tetraevangclium formerly at Holy Saviour's Church, 
Leninakan, and now at Ercvan (Rhodes no. 982), was written in 
A.D. g88. 

(14) MS. 2374 in the Matenadaran at Erevan (formerly 
Etchmiadzin 229; Rhodes no. 724) is a tetraevangelium written, 
according to a colophon, in A.D. g8g 'from ancient and exact 
exemplars'. In 1920 the manuscript was published by Mader in 
photographic facsilnile. I For the much discussed gloss at Mark 
xvi. 8 ('of the presbyter Ariston'), see p. 163 below. 

(15) MS. 2555 of the Armenian Patriarchate in Jerusalem 
(Rhodes no. 496), though dated A.D. 602, is generally assigned to 
the tenth century.2 

(16) MS. 899 of the University of Chicago Library (Rhodes 
no. 1037), preserving portions of Matthew and Mark, dates from 
the tenth century. 

Except for a tetraevangclium of disputed age,3 as well as several 
stray leaves of ancient Inanuscripts used in the binding and 

I Frederic Mader, L' I~vangile armenien, edition plwtotypique du Ma,mscrit no. 229 
de La Bibliolheque d' Etchmiadzin, public sous les auspices de M. Leon Mantacheff 
(Paris, 1920). For a critique of the tt'xt of manuscript 229, sec Louis Maries, 'Le 
texte armcnien de l'Evangilc d'apres Matthieu et Marc', RSR x (1920), 26-54, 
and 'Le meilleur exemplaire de la version armenienne des evangiles', ibid. xii 
(1922), 69-72 • 

Z So Rhodes, W·eitzmann, Nordenfalk; on the other hand MIle Der Nersessian 
assigns it to the ninth century and Clark to the deventh century (for bibliographic 
reft'rences, sec Rhodes, p. 71). 

J Following Conybeare's opinion, Rhodes in his catalogue (no. 110) assigned 
a ninth-century date to Armenian MS. 1 in the John Rylands Library, Manchester. 
After having inspected the manuscript, however, he now indicates (letter dated 
26 Apr. 1973) that he has 'grave doubts that it could possibly be 9th century' and 
prefers to assign it to the eleventh century. For an analysis of certain \-Vestern 
readings in its text of Mark, sec A. F . .T. Klijn, 'An Old 'Witness of the Armenian 
Text', ]TS N.S. ii (1951), 168-70. 
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repair of later codices, I all other copies of the Armenian Gospels 
mentioned in Rhodes's catalogue are assigned to dates after the 
twelfth century. 

The earliest Armenian manuscript of Acts, the Catholic and 
the Pauline Epistles, and the book of Revelation is a bilingual 
Greek-Armenian codex at the Bibliotheque Nationale in Paris 
(Arm. MS. '27, olim Arm. MS. 9; Gregory-Aland no. 301; 
Rhodes no. 151). The Greek portion of the manuscript is dated 
by Gregory and Aland to the eleventh century; the Armenian 
portion is dated by Conybeare and Macler to the twelfth century. 

III. NOTEWORTHY FEATURES OF THE ARMENIAN 

VERSION 

Among noteworthy features of the Armenian version of the 
Bible was the inclusion of certain books that elsewhere came to 
be regarded as apocryphal. The Old Testament included the 
History of Joseph and Asenath and the Testaments of the 
Twelve Patriarchs, and the New Testament included the Epistle 
of the Corinthians to Paul and a Third Epistle of Paul to the 
Corinthians. 2 

I These fugitive fragments have been sought out and collected by Voobus, 
Early Versions of the New Testament (Stockholm, 1954), pp. 156-g; cf. also R. P. 
Casey ('An Early Armenian Fragment of Luke xvi. 3-2S',)TSxxxvi (1935), 70-3), 
who edited the text of a fragment from the ninth century incorporated into a 
fifteenth-century codex. 

2 As late as the thirteenth century 3 Corinthians was read at the Mass; cf. 
Augustin Szckula, Die Reihenfolge der Biicher des Neuen Testamentes be; den Armeniern 
(Vienna, 1949), p. 95· 

The existence of 3 Corinthians was first made known to European scholars 
through an Armenian manuscript from Smyrna to which Archbishop James Ussher 
called attention (In Polycarpianam epistolarum 19natianarum Syllogen Annotationes . .. 
(Oxford, 1644), p. 29). From this manuscript, which is incomplete, David Wilkins 
published the Armenian text with a Latin translation (Amsterdam, 1715)' A 
complete text from a less accurate manuscript from Aleppo was published with a 
Latin translation by La Croze (Milan, 1719). William and George \<Vhiston, sons 
of William Whiston the translator of Josephus, included the Armenian text, with a 
Latin and a Greek translation, in an Appendix to their History of Moses of Chorene 
(London, 1736), pp. 369-84. Lord Byron made an English translation of the Epistle 
and published it with the original text in his Armenian grammar and chrestomathy 
(Venice, 1819). The first more or less critical edition of the text was prepared by 
Zohrab for his edition of the Armenian Bible (Venice, 1805). For other informa­
tion on 3 Corinthians, see Bernard Pick, International Journal of the Apocrypha, ser. 
ix, no. 32 (Jan. 1913), 9--13; Karl Pink, 'Die pseudo-paulinischcn Bricfe', Bib, vi 
(1925),73-91; and A. F . .J. Klijn, 'The Apocryphal Correspondence Between Paul 
and the Corinthians', VC xvii (1963), 2-23. 
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Another characteristic feature of the Armenian version involves 
what N. Marr called 'Targum translations'. 1 These are readings 
that are not to be considered as derivative from a Greek Vorlage, 
but, as V60bus points out, 'must be put into a special category 
and be understood in the light of idiomatic Armenian'. 2 Examples 
of this feature of the translation include the following. 3 The Greek 
text of Mark vii. 25 speaks of a little daughter who 'had' (ElXEV) 
an unclean spirit, but the Armenian replaces this simple verb 
with "bluLi.wL 1;(" meaning 'was pressed' or 'was squeezed'. The 
paralytic at the Pool of Bethesda (John v. 7) says, 'but while I go 
thither' (€v cP s€ €PXOfLal, €yw), which seemed not sufficient and 
was replaced in Armenian by the paraphrase 'lu')"l,u'lfi,r, 'while 
I drag myself' or 'while I walk slowly'. In John vii. 49, instead of 
o DXAOS' ODTOS', the Armenian text offers "u"b l"wJwJ;,ul w"ifnl", 
'this riotous crowd'. In rendering OUK €yvwKas fLE, t1JlAI,7T7TE (John 
xiv. 9) the Armenian makes usc of a verb that means 'to take 
knowledge of', so that the passage comes to signify: 'Have I been 
with you so long, and yet you have not come to know me, 
Philip?' Here and there, iu<}tead of writing merely 'Egypt' or 
'Galilee' or 'Jordan' the Armenian translators expand to 'the 
land of the Egyptians', 'the regions of the Galileans', 'the river 
Jordan'.4 Despite such paraphrastic turul)-or perhaps because of 
them-the Armenian version has been called the Queen of the 

J 'Echmiadzinskij fragment drevne-gruzinskoj vcrsii Vctkhago Zavcta', KhV ii 
(19 13), 387. 

Z Arthur Voobus, Early Versions of the JVew Testament (Stockholm, 1954), p. 163. 
cr. also Giancarlo Bolognesi, 'La traduzionc armena del Vangclo; problemi di 
critica testuale', Studi suU'Oriente e fa Biblia offerti al P. Giovanni Rinaldi nel600 com­
pleatmo ... (Genoa, 1967), pp. 123--40, who considers passages (mentioned by 
Vlad Banatcanu, La Traduction arminienne des tour.r participiaux grecs (Bucharest, 
1937), and by Hans Jensen, Altarmenisclu Grammatik (Heidelberg, 1959), where 
the Armenian version may reflect a different Greek text from that generally 
receivcd. 

3 The first three examples are cited by Voobus, Early Versions oj the New Testa­
ment, p. 163. 

4 Such turns of expression oc.cur more frequently in the older form of the version 
as quotcd by early Armenian Church Fathers, though somc still remain in the 
printed editions of the version today (Joseph Molitor, Der Paulustext des hi. Ephriim, 
ails scinem Amumisch erhalten Paulinmkomlnenlar (Rome, 1938), pp. 10*-1 I·). Cf. also 
Georges Cucndct, 'Exactitude et adresse dans la version armenicnne dc la Bible', 
HA xlix (1935), cols. 563-70, and Pier Giuseppe Scardigli, 'Per una valutazione 
linguistica della versione armena dei Vangeli', Atti della Accademia Nazumale dei 
Lillui, viii ser., Rendiconti, Classe di scienze morali, storiche e filologiclw, xiv, fase. 
7-12 (Rome, 1959), 370-87· 
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Versions. I In any case, the version, by introducing in some degree 
the work of commentator as well as that of translator, provides 
the reader with a generally faithful and idiomatic rendering 
praised for its clarity and dignity of expression. 

Among significant, and indeed unique, readings in Armenian 
manuscripts mention must be made of the following. In 18g1 
Conybeare found in the Patriarchal Library at Etchmiadzin an 
Armenian manuscript of the Gospels written in A.D. g8g (no. 14 
in the list above) in which the last twelve verses of the Gospel 
according to Mark are introduced by a rubric, OJ the presbyter 
Ariston.2 Some scholars, following Conybeare's suggestion, have 
thought that the words are intended to identify the long ending 
of Mark as the work of the Aristion who is mentioned by PapiasJ 

as one of the disciples of the Lord. On the other hand, the 
identification has been contested by, for example, B. W. Bacon4 

and Clarence R. Williams,s who took the Ariston to be Aristo(n) 
of Pella, who, according to one interpretation of a statement of 
Moses ofChorene, was the secretary of the Evangelist Mark.6 The 
historical worth of the gloss is, moreover, reduced to almost nil if, 
as has been argued, it was not written by the original scribe of the 
manuscript, but was added in the fourteenth or fifteenth century 
by an unknown scribe.' In any case, Colwell has made it abund­
antly plain that the last twelve verses of Mark were not part of the 
original Armenian version.8 Of 220 Armenian manuscripts which 

I The first to describe the Armenian version thus was La Croze, who, according 
to Bredenkamp, allowed his love for the Armenian people to make such a 'purely 
partisan judgement' (Eichhorn's Allgemeine BibliotJuk der bibliscJun Lilteralur, iv. 4 
(Leipzig, 1793),633 f.). 

2 F. C. Conybeare, 'Aristion, the Author of the Last Twelve Verses of Mark', 
Exji, 4th ser., viii (1893), 241-54; and 'On the Last Twelve Verses of St. Mark's 
Gospel', ibid., 5th ser., ii (1895), 401-21. 

3 Apud Euseb., Hist. eccl. III. xxxix.4. 
• Cf. Bacon's article 'Aristion (Aristo)" Hastings's Dictionary of Christ and the 

Gospels, i (1908), 118. 
S The Appendices to the Gospel According to Mark: A Study in Textual Transmission 

(Transactions of the Connecticut Academy of Arts and Sciences, xviii; New Haven, 1915), 
383 f. 

6 For bibliography on the debate that ensued after Conybeare's confident inter­
pretation of the gloss in Etchmiadzin MS. 229, see Louis Maries in RJ.~A vi (1926), 
221-3, and E. C. Colwell in JBL lvi (1937), 382-6. 

7 SoJoseph Schafers in BZ xiii (1915), 24-5. 
8 Ernest C. Colwell, 'Mark 16: 9-20 in the Armenian Version" JBL Ivi (1937), 

369-86. For corrections in the tables of manuscripts on pp. 371 and 373, see ibid. 
lix (1940),53, note. Cf. also P. P. Ferhatian, 'Mark 16: 9-20 among the Armenians' 



The Armenian Version 

he studied, only eighty-eight include Mark xiv. 9-20 without 
comment; ninety-nine end the Gospel at xiv. 8; and in the others 
there is evidence which shows that the scribes had doubts whether 
the passage was authentic. 

It may also be mentioned that the so-called shorter ending 
of Mark's Gospel (i.e. the one that begins, 'But they reported 
briefly to Peter ... ') occurs in several Armenian texts1-includ­
ing a manuscript of the twelfth century (Etchmiadzin MS. 303; 
Rhodes, no. 798), which places the words of this ending at the 
close of Luke's Gospel.2-

IV. THE BASE OF THE ARMENIAN VERSION 

In view of the influence of both Greek and Syrian Christianity 
upon the primitive Armenian Church, it is not surprising that 
diverse opinions have been held concerning the primary base of 
the Armenian version. 3 Already among early Armenian authors 
we find opposing statements. According to Koriun and Lazar of 
Pfarp, who wrote during the fifth and sixth centuries respectively, 
their vernacular version was Mesrop's faithful rendering made 
from the Greek, but according to the testimony of Moses of 
Chorene of the fifth century, Sahak made the version from the 
Syriac. 

At first Conybeare was inclined to accept both accounts and 
held that the Bible was translated into Armenian twice before the 
end of the fourth century .• But after the publication of an essay 
on the Armenian version by J. Armitage Robinson, in which were 
pointed out certain slight affinities between the Armenian and 

(in Armenian), lluscharzan, Festschrift .. . der Mechitharisten Congre.gation in Wien 
(Vienna, 1911), pp. 372--8, and Albert J. Edmunds, 'The Six Endings of Mark 
in Later Manuscripts and Catholic and Protestant Imprints of the Old Armenian 
Version', MOllist, xxix (1919), pp. 520-5. 

I Sec Augustin Szekula, 'The "Shore' Ending of Mark in the Armenian 
Version' [in Armenian], HA lxiv (1950), cols. 448-52. 

2 cr. Lyonnet in M.-J. Lagrange, Critique te:ctuelle (Paris, '935), pp. 345 and 372, 
and Colwell, ]BL lvi (1937), 379-80. 

3 For a conspectus of opinions of scores of scholars, extending from Richard 
Simon (1684) to World War I, reference may be made to Frederic Mader, I.e 
Te:c/e arminim de l'ivangiu d'apres Matthieu et Marc (A,males du Musee Guimet, xxviii; 
Paris, 1919), pp. xxiv-Ixxiv. 

4 F. C. Conybeare in SCl·ivener~Millcr, A Plain Introduction to the Criticism o/the 
New Testament, 4th edn., ii (London, 1894), lSI. 
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various Syriac versions,1 Conybeare adopted the opinion, which 
he held to the end of his life, that the Armenian version was made 
from the Syriac.2 Merk,3 Blake," Baumstark,s and vVilliams6 

shared this view. On the other hand, scholars of no less stature 
(such as Macler,' Lyonnct,8 and Colwe1l9) have been inlpressed 
by several types of evidence pointing to a close affinity between 
the Armenian and the Greek text. 

Although the question cannot be regarded as settled, Colwell 
has argued with some degree of persuasion for the view that 
regards the Armenian as based directly upon the Greek and 
explains the Syriacisms as due partly to unconscious influence of 
the Syriac upon the translator, and partly to the translator's 
direct use of the Syriac version where the Greek was obscure or 
especially difficult. Syrian influence can also be seen in the 
circumstance that the early Armenian New Testament included 
the apocryphal Third Epistle to the Corinthians,1O as did the 
early Syriac canon. 

V. TEXTUAL AFFINITIES OF THE ARMENIAN VERSION 

What are the textual affinities of the Armenian version? 
According to Blake it belonged to the Caesarean family, deriv­
ing its characteristic readings from a postulated intermediary 

I Euthaliana (Texts and Studies, iii. 3; Cambridge, 1895), pp. 72-98. 
1. 'The Growth of the Peshitta Version of the New Testament, Illustrated from 

the Old Armenian and Georgian Versions" AJT i (1897), 883-912; 'The 
Armenian Version of thl~ New Testament', Hastings's Dictionary of the Bible, i 
(1898),153-4; and 'An Armenian Diatessaron?' JTSxxv (1924),232-45. 

J August Merk, 'Die Armenischcn Evanglien und ihre Vorlage', Bib, vii (1926), 
40-70. Merk assembles a table of about 200 readings in the four Gospels where 
the Armenian version agrees with the Syriac against the Greek. 

4 R. P. Blake, 'The Caesarean Text of Mark', HTR xxi (1928), 307 ff. 
5 Anton Baumstark, 'Zum georgischen Evangelientcxt', OC 3rd ser., iiijiv 

(1930), 117-24-
Cl C. S. C. Williams, 'Syriasms in the Armenian Tt'xt 01 (he Gospels', JYS xliii 

( 1 942), 161 -7. Williams finds, however, only one of the ten examples on which 
Robinson based his case to be convincing. 

7 Op. cit., pp. 403 ff. 
8 Stanislas Lyonnet, 'La version armenienne des evangiles et son modele grec; 

l'evangile scion saint Matthieu', RB xliii (1934),69-87; 'Les versions armenienne 
et georgienne', in Lagrange, Critique textuelle (Paris, 1935), pp. 353 ff.; 'Aux 
origines de l'cglise armenienne, la traduction de la Bible, et Ie temoignage des 
historiens armeniens', RSR xxv (1935), 170-87. 

I) 'The Caesarean Readings of Armenian Gospel Manuscripts', ATR xvi (192 4), 
113-32, and 'Slandered or Ignored: the Armenian Gospels', JR xvii (1937), 
48-61. 10 See p_ 161 n. :2 above. 
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Syriac version no longer extant. Later, some time before the 
middle of the fifth century, it was thoroughly revised to the 
Byzantine standard and only faint traces of its Caesarean an­
cestor remain. 1 

Part or all of this reconstruction has been vigorously challenged 
by Baumstark, Colwell, Lyonnet, Peradse, and Williams. Simul­
taneously ColwelP and Lyonnet3 published studies which show 
that many Armenian manuscripts and even Zorab's printed 
edition contain a text of Matthew and Mark which, far from 
being predominantly Byzantine, is strongly Caesarean in charac­
ter. More recently Williams, who likewise found Caesarean 
influence in the Armenian, denied the need of postulating an 
intermediate Syriac version between the Greek and the Armen­
ian. 4 The Caesarean complexion was derived, he suggested, from 
Greek manuscripts which Mesrop's disciples brought back with 
them from Cappadocia, where, at an earlier period, Origen had 
stayed with Bishop Firmilian for at least two years during the 
persecution under l\1aximinus. 

Striking out in a different direction, Baum~tark5 and Peradse6 

criticized the results of the Lake-Blake-New study of the 
Caesarean text and interpreted the presence of several harmon­
istic readings in the Armenian as proof of dependence upon 
Tatian's Diatessaron. Although these two scholars provide in­
sufficient evidence in support of their theory, Essabalcan7 and 
Lyonnct,8 following a suggestion thrown out by Conybcare in the 
last article to come from his pen,9 argued on the basis of readings 

I HTR xxi (1928),307-10; sec also K. Lake, The Text of the New Testament, 6th 
edn. (London, 1928), p. 44. 1. ATR xxvi (1934), 113-32. 

J RB xliii (1934),69-87; see also idem, 'Un important tt~moin du texte eesareen 
de saint Marc; la version arrnenicnne', Melanges de 1'1mil'ersiIC saint-Joseph (Bey­
routh), xix. 2 (1935), 1-66. 

4 C. S. C. Williams, 'The Annenian Tc-xt ofl\1ark I in the Bodleian MS. Arm. 
d. :->" JTS xlviii (1947), 196-200. s DC 3r<.1 scr., iii/iv (1930), 117-24. 

t. Gregor Pcradse, 'Die Probleme der georgischcn Evangdicniibersctzung', 
ZNW xxix (1930), 308--9. 

7 Paul Essabalcan, The Diatessaron of Tatian alld the First Translation of the Armenian 
Gospels, A Critical Study (Vienna, 1937) (in Armenian, with a French resume). 
The present wri ter has been unable to find a copy of this work and has depended 
upon reviews of it by R. P. Casey in ]BL lvii (1938),95-101, Lyonnet in Bib, xix 
(1938) 21 4-- 16, and Hengstenberg in ByzZx.xxvii (1937),520. 

8 'Vestiges d'un Diatessaron armenien', Bib, xix (1938), 121-50. 
I) 'An Armenian Diatessaron?' JTS xxv (1924), 232-45. Cf. also Conybean"s 

private comments on the subject, publislwd by G. Kruger in ZNW xxiii (1924), 
4-5· 



Textual Affinities of the Armenian Version 167 

preserved in the Armonian Breviary and Ritual that behind the 
present Armenian text of the Gospels there was an early Armen­
ian Diatessaron which rested upon the Syriac Diatcssaron of 
Tatian. 

A new stage was reached in 1950 with the publication of a 
thorough and painstaking investigation of the origins of the 
Armenian version} In this monograph Lyonnet, working along 
lines previously argued on the basis of far less evidence, has 
marshalled extensive and compelling data showing that an 
Armenian version of the Gospels ( = Arm!) existed before the 
emergence of the vulgate type of text represented by the edition 
of Zohrab ( = Arm2). Its existence is attested by the usage of 
ancient authors and translators2 who, in their quotations from 
the Gospels, often agree with readings preserved in the text of 
Ephraem's commentary on the Diatessaron and against the text 
ofZohrab. The conclusions which Lyonnet reached (with greater 
assurance in some cases than others) are as follows: (I) The basis 
of the earliest Armenian version was certainly a Syriac text. (2) 
This Syriac text differs widely from the Peshitta and agrees with 
the type of text represented by the Old Syriac. (3) This form of 
Old Syriac text comes closer to what we think Tatian read than 
it does to either the Sinaitic or the Curetonian Syriac manu­
scripts. (4) Without making a categorical statement, Lyonnet 
concluded that the earliest form of the Armenian text of the 
Gospels was probably a harmony of the Gospels. 

With respect to the last-mentioned opinion, V 66bus has 
entered a demurrer. On the one hand he acknowledges that the 
Diatessaron of Tatian had its partisans among the Armenians, 
but on the other hand he cannot find evidence that it was offi­
cially countenanced by ecclesiastical authorities, such as Mesrop 
clnd Sahak. He concludes, therefore, that the Armenian text of 
the Gospels in qfJicial use was based upon Old Syriac texts of the 
separated Gospels. 3 

I S[tanislas] Lyonnet, us Origines de fa version armenienne et Ie diatessaron (Biblica 
et orienUllia, xiii; Rome, 1950). 

2 There is also an extensive collection of quotations from Matthew made by 
ancient authors; see L. Leloir, Citalums du Nouveau Testament dans l'ancienne tradition 
armenienne; I, A, L'Evtlllgile de Matthieu, i-xii; and I, B, Matthieu, xiii-xxviii (CSCO 
cdxxxiii-iy, Subsidia, xxxi-xxxii; Louvain, 1967). 

3 Arthur Voobus, 'La premiere traduction armeniennc des evangiles,' RSR 
xxxvii (I 950), 581-6; and idem, Early Versions of the New Testament (Stockholm, 
1954), pp. 152-4· 
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As for the textual character of the rest of the Armenian New 
Testament, there is very little to report. Preliminary analyses 
made by Lyonnetl reveal that in Acts and the Pauline Epistles 
the version represents a mixture of the Alexandrian and Western 
texts in the proportion which is characteristic of the Caesarean 
text. In an analysis of the textual complexion of the Armenian 
version of the Epistle to the Ephesians,2 Molitor found that the 
text rests upon an Old Syriac version, traces of which have been 
transmitted in the Peshitta version. These Syriacisms are often 
represented in the variant readings which Zohrab cites under the 
siglum 'many [ manuscripts], in the apparatus of his edition. 

The seven Catholic Epistles in Armenian manuscripts are 
always (so Lyonnct states)3 found placed immediately after the 
Book of Acts in the following order: James, I and 2 Peter, I, 2, 

and 3 John, Jude. According to the same scholar, the textual 
affinities of these Epistles in the Armenian text are with the Greek 
codex V aticanus. 4 

Thanks to the labours of Conybeare and others, our knowledge 
of the Armenian text of the Book of Revelation is relatively full. 
Translated in the fifth century, the text underwent a remarkable 
series of revisions, of which Conybeare thought he could identify 
five. s The extant manuscripts fall into two groups depending on 
whether or not they reflect the work of Nerses of Lambron, who 
waC) bishop of Tarsus in the twelfth century. Although it would be 
natural to infer that the Armenian version of Revelation was 
made from the Greek, Conybeare was impressed by certain 
features which suggested to him that an Old Latin original was 
rendered into Armenian in the early fifth century, if not even the 
fourth century, and a short time later reworked from Greek 
manuscripts. Whether or not this reconstruction of its genealogy 

I In Lagrange, Critique lex/uelle (Paris, J 935), pp. 459 and 527-8. 
Z 'Der armcnisehe Ephcscrbrief und die syrischc Textiibcrli<,'fcrung', HA lxxviii 

(I 964), eols. 301-10. 
3 In Lagrange, Critique lextueile, p. 575. 
4 Ibid., p. 578. 
5 The Armenian Versions of Revelation . .. Edited from the Oldest JlASS. and Englished 

(London, Ig(7). Another edition of the same book, based on only two manuscripts 
(one of A.D. 11981202; the other of A.D. 1535) is Fr. Murad's Die Offenbarung 
Johanrlis in eitler alten armenischen Ubersetzung, nach ;:;wei Handschriftm .tum erstenmal 
/rerauJgegeben, mit dem griechischen Te.,·le ue'l;lichen, und mit einer Einleitun,~ und mit 
Amnerkungen (in Armenian) ; Tcil ii, Text (Jerusalem, 1905), Teil iii, Anmerkungen 
(1906), Teil i, Einleitung (1911). 
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is correct,1 the Armenian version of the Apocalypse is a valuable 
text and in some cases it alone may preserve the original reading 
of a book whose textual history is notoriously obscure and difficult. 

As was mentioned earlier, a very great number of manu­
scripts of the Armenian version of the New Testament have been 
preserved. Most of their scribes were careful and obviously made 
an effort to transmit the Scriptures with relatively few modifi­
cations. As with the Peshitta Syriac version, once the Armenian 
text was standardized, scribes carefully maintained its purity, 
introducing relatively few variations. 2 

A noteworthy feature of Armenian manuscripts in general is 
the presence in many of them of lengthy colophons which supply 
information on a broad range of topics. Frequently these com­
ments provide eyewitness or contemporary accounts of historical 
events that transpired during the production of the manuscripts. 3 

Among collections of colophons the most ambitious is that of the 
late Catholicos Garegin I Yovsepfean, who projected the publi­
cation, in four volumes, of thousands of colophons from manu­
scripts extending from A.D. 887 (i.e. MS. no. 1 in the list above) to 
the eighteenth century. Unfortunately only volume i,4 extending 
to the year 1250, was published before his death, but the work 
was carried on by L. S. Khatchikian, director of the Matena­
daran (Library of Manuscripts) at Erevan, who collected and 
published three volumes of colophons from manuscripts copied 
in the years 130 I to 1480.5 

I On the basis of a collation of the Armenian text of Revelation in the edi tions of 
Zohrab, Murad, and Conybeare, Molitor became convinced that the text of this 
book was translated directly from the Greek ('Zum Texteharakter der armenischen 
Apokalypsc', OC Iv (1971), 90-148; lvi (1972), 1-48 j see esp. 45-6). 

2 Cf. August Merk, 'Die Einheitlichkeit der armenisehen Evangclien­
Obersetzung', Bih, iv (1923),356-74; P. A. Vardanian, 'The Unity of the Armen­
ian Translation of the Gospels' [in Armenian], HA xlii (1928), eols. 481-90; and 
Erroll F. W. Rhodes, 'Mark I j The Internal Consistency and External Relations 
of the Armenian Version' (unpublished dissertation, University of Chicago, 1948). 

] Cf. L. S. Khatchikian, 'Colophons of Armenian Manuscripts as a Historical 
Source', XXV International Congress of Orientalists; Papers presented by the USSR 
Delegation (Moscow, 1960). 

4 Garegin I Kat'olikos, rilatakarank' Jeragra{, i (Antilias, Lebanon, 1951). 
5 XIV Dari Hayeren Jeragreri HilatMaranner (Erevan, 1950), and XV Dari Hayeren 

Je,:agreri Hisatakaranner, Part I covering 1401 to 1450 (Ercvan, 1955), Part 2 covering 
1451 to 1480 (Erevan, 1958). For an English translation of selected colophons see 
Avcdis K. Sanjian, Colophons of Armenian Manuscripts, 13°1-1480; A Source fM 
Middle Eastern History (Cambridge, Mass., 1969). About seventy of these contain 
bricf quotations from the Bible ef.; the list in Appendix E, pp. 441 f. 
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The first printed edition of the Armenian Bible was published 
in 16661 at Amsterdam by an Armenian cleric named A. D. 
Oskan (or Usgan). It is based on a manuscript copied for King 
Haitho (Hethum) in 1295.2 Iiere and there Oskan adjusted the 
text to the Latin Vulgate. 3 A later edition, issued in 1733 at Venice 
by Mekhitar, the founder of the monastery of San Lazzaro, 
is mainly a reprint of the edition of 1666. The only so-called 
critical edition of the Armenian Bible is that of Yovhan Zohra­
bian (John Zohrab); the New Testament was published at 
Venice in 1789, the entire Bible in 1805.4 The text of this edition 
reproduces, in the main, manuscript 1508 of the Mechitarist 
Monal)tery at Venice, containing the complete Bible and dating 
from A.D. 1319.5 In the apparatus Zohrab cites variant readings 
from eight other manuscripts of the Bible, thirty of the Gospels, 
fourteen of the Apostolos, and four lectionaries. Unfortunately, 
however, none of these is identified in the apparatus, and variant 
readings are introduced by such vague designations as 'one 
manuscript reads', 'some', 'several', and 'many'. It is obvious 

1 The date is not infrequently given (erroneously) as 1668 (or even 1669). 
The copy in the Library of the American Bible Society has eight unnumbered 
pages of front matter, plus 1-628 pages from Genesis to the end of Esther, plus 
1-834 pages from Job to the end of the Book of Revelation. For bibliography on 
Oskan's Bible, see Studia orimtalia christiana, Col/eclanea, no. 12 (Cairo, 1967), 
pp.618-21. 

2 This manuscript is preserved today at Erevan (Rhodes no. 671), with correc­
tions which are undoubtedly those of Oskan. 

3 Passages where Oskan's text agrees with the Latin Vulgate against all known 
Armenian manuscripts include Matt. xvi. 2-3; xxiii. 14; John viii. 1-11; Acts 
xv. 34; xxiii. 24; xxviii. 25; and most significant of all, 1 John v. 7.1o'or a discussion, 
see S. P. Tregelles, 'Armenian Version', in William Smith's Dictionary of the Bible, 
revised and edited by H. B. Hackett, iv (New York, 1870; repr. Grand Rapids, 
1971), p. 3374. For an account of the difficulties that were put in the path of 
Oskan, but which he finally surmounted, see Albert C. de Veer, 'Rome et la 
Bible armenicnne d'Uscan d'apres la correspondance de J.-B. van Neercassel' 
[Apostolic Vicar of the United Provinces, 1662-86], Reuue des Itudes byzantines, xvi 
(= Mllan,l{ts Slvlrien Salal-'ilk, Paris, 1958), 172-82 ; translated into Armenian, HA 
lxxx (1966), cols. 337-52 . 

.. The title is Astowacalownf matean hin ew nor katakaranf (God-inspired Scriptures 
of the Old and New Covenants) (Venice, 1805). According to a suggestion made 
by Rhodes (letter dated 26 Apr. 1973), since Zohrab's notes distinguish between 
yOrinakin ('the exemplar') and orinak mi ('an exemplar'), 'the former term may 
indicate the Venice Mekhitarist Ms. 1508, but I am not aware that a check on 
this possibility has ever been made: 

s A list of the principal editions of the Armenian Bible is given by A. Ghazikian, 
Nouvelle bibliographie armltlienne et encyclopedie de La lJie armenUnne 1512-1905 (Venice, 
1912), cols. 206-·18, '265-77: cf. also the list (compiled by Rhodes) in Book of a 
Thousand Ton.iJues, cd. by E. A. Nida (New York, 1972), pp. 20-1. 
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that a good critical edition of the Armenian New Testament is an 
urgent desideratum. 

VI. LIMITATIONS OF ARMENIAN IN REPRESENTING 

GREEK 

by Erroll F. Rhodes 

In the discussion that follows attention is concentrated on the 
contribution of the Armenian version to a critical apparatus of 
the Greek New Testament. The flexibility and sensitivity of the 
version permit it to reflect at times even the fine nuances of the 
Greek text in astonishing detail. Yet there are also instances 
where it is utterly useless for distinguishing between different 
Greek readings. We shall review in turn several phonetic, 
nlorphological, syntactical, and other characteristics of the 
Armenian version, observing briefly the nature of certain limita­
tions which the textual critic should consider in evaluating its 
relevance for his work. The text of the Armenian New Testament 
used is that of Zohrab, 1805. 

1. PHONETICS 

The translator(s) of the Armenian New Testament found that 
a few proper nouns could be rendered by traditional Armenian 
forms (e.g. ttEMTjv / Yoyn or het'anos, ' Iov8aro~ / hreay, Ka'Tf''Tf'a8oKta / 
Gam irs ), while others were more effectively translated than trans­
literated (e.g. KaAot A'J.L€v€r; / gelefik nawahangist Acts xxvii. 8, or 
Bap'wva. / ordi rovnanow 'son of Jonah' Matt. xvi. 17). In some 
instances the tradition is divided over the wisdom of translitera­
tion as against translation (e.g. A€yu.ov / gownds Matt. xxvi. 53, 
but Ugeovn Mark v. 9). But most frequently the proper nouns of 
the New Testament are patently transliterated from a Greek 
base. An examination of these yields the following observations. 

Greek consonants are quite consistently represented by their 
corresponding Armenian letters, though with certain qualifi­
cations. While () is always tt, and 'T is usually t, such forms as 
Ant'ipas would suggest that 'T is not invariably t. The double 
consonants e and .p are represented by kts and pts (not ks and ps). 
Double f3 8 K J.L v a and 'T are frequently represented by double 
consonants in Armenian, but sometimes by a single consonant 
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(e.g. )t8ol/ Addi, but eao8aro~ / Tfadeos, :4rraAEt.a I Atalia). The 
liquids A and p may each be represented by two different letters: I 
and I, rand f. The second of each pair frequently represents an 
initial or double liquid, but this distinction is not consistently 
observed (e.g. [JavAos I Pawlos, lt1ToAAws ! Apolos, pa~{3l / fabbi), 
and an initial p may also frequently become hf (e.g. fPax~A / 
Hfak'el). 

Greek vowels tend to be adapted more freely. A is most fre­
quently represented by a, but it may also become e by dissimi­
lation (Matt. i. 5 fPaxdll/ Hfekfabtext, Hfakfebmss , Hfakfabmss ), or 
be elided (John i. 28 Bet'abra). E is usually e, but it may become e 
(EvX€1L / Siwkem) , or a by dissimilation (Bet'lahem). H is usually e, 
but it frequently becomes e ('Hpc.p8TJ~ I Herovdes) , and sometimes a 
(Get'samani Matt. xxvi. 36text, Mark xiv. 32mss), or i (,HaaD / 
Isaw Heb. xi. 20, but ~saw Heb. xii. 16; cf. MI.'TVA~V1J / Mitiline). 
I is usually i, but it may also be iw (KtAlKUJ.! Kiwlikia), w (NlYEP / 
Nwger),y C Iai:pos I rayros) , e (AEytdJv / Ligeovn) , or elided (' IaaaK I 
Isahak Matt. i. 2, or Sahak Matt. viii. I I, ' IO'Kap,dJO I Iskariovtafi 
Luke xxii. 3, or Skariovtad Matt. x. 4). 0 is usually 0, but it is also 
found as aw (:41ToAAwS' / Apawlos), or a by dissimilation (Zopo­
~a{3€A I Zorababet Matt. i. 12tcxt, but also Zawrohahetmss ). Y is 
usually i or iw CEAvlLaS I Elimas, )1KvAaS' / Akiwlas), but it may 
also be a (Bt.8vvc.a I Biwt'ania), or e (Evxap I Sektar John iv. 5text , 

but also Sikfarmss, and SiwkfarrnSS). Q is usually ov, but it is 
requently shortened to 0 (ltapwv / Aharon Heb. v. 4, but also 
Aharovn Reb. vii. 1 I). 

Diphthongs are treated with If!sS variety, e.g. at may be e 
(AiYV1T'TOS I Egiptos), or e (eao8aro~ I Tfadeos) ; av is regularly aw 
(' H aaD / Isaw), as EV is ew (Evoola / Ewodia), and ov is ow (It{3c.ovo I 
Abiowd, but cf. AuyovaToS' / Aw.~ostos); OL is either i (<Potf3TJ I 
pfibe), or iw (<PoLvlKTJ I P'iwnike).Juxtaposed vowels which are not 
diphthongs are sometimes separated by h ()1apu'JV I Aharon), y 
(Natv I Nayin), or x ('Paaf31 Raxab Heb. xi. 31). 

Breathings are largely ignored in transcription, but there are 
exceptions (1t{3EA I Abel Matt. xxiii. 35, Habel Heb. xi. 4; f HpwoTJ~ 
/ Herovdes regularly). Sometimes Syriac influence may be sus­
pected, as in John v. 2 Bet' Hezda J;..m.! M. Greek forms which 
are similar are not always differentiated in Armenian, e.g . .f1vva 
Luke ii. 36 and 1tvvaS' Act~ iv. 6 are both Anna (with the variant 
Ana for .f1vvas Luke iii. 2, John xviii. 13), and in Rom. xvi. 14 
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both fEpplis and fEpp:ij~ are Ermeay (but cf. Hermes Acts xiv. 12). 
But again, the version also introduces some distinctions which are 
not present in the Greek text, e.g. ' 11JaofJ~ is generally Tisows, but 
for Barabbas it is resow, and for Joshua (Heb. iv. 8) it is resovay. 

2. MORPHOLOGY 

The Armenian noun is characterized by two numbers and 
seven cases. Like the Koine Greek noun it does not have a dual 
number, but it differs in lacking the vocative case and grammati­
cal gender. 

The plural form is usually found where a noun has a plural 
meaning (the characteristic suffix of the nominative plural is _k f

). 

There are many words, however, that are found only in the 
plural, e.g. p'afkf /8o,a, alawt'k' / 7TpoaEvX77, ftemarank f 

/ d7T08~K1J, 
eresk' / 7Tpoaw7Tov, kamk' / 8€A1Jp.a, etc. Melk

f 
translates ap.aprta 

and ap.aPT1JJLa as well as ap.aPTta". Some nouns are used in both 
the singular and plural forms with no difference in meaning, 
e.g. p."a8o~ is usually translated varJk', but var} is also found (Luke 
x. 7). Baniw (Matt. viii. 8, sg. instr.) translates £v)..oycp, but so does 
baniwk' (Matt. xxii. 15, pI. instr.). A more vividly concrete or 
specific meaning may attach to the plural of some nouns than to 
the singular, e.g.Jowr 'water', butJowrk' 'river' (Mark i. 10) or 
'sea' (Luke viii. 25). Also, the plural of an adjective may be used 
as an abstract noun, e.g. bari / dya8o~, barik' / TO dya80v (Rom. xii. 
9)· 

Although seven cases are distinguished for syntactical analysis, 
it is rare for a noun to have more than four different forms in 
either the singular or the plural. The coincidence of cases with 
forms is shown in Table I (p. 180), with variations given in 
parentheses. Note that the accusative and locative forms may be 
distinguished in the singular but not in the plural. The Greek 
distinction between EV with the dative for 'position in' and El~ 
with the accusative for 'motion toward' is represented in the 
singular by the preposition i with the locative and accusative 
cases respectively, but in the plural this distinction vanishes. The 
vocative is represented by the nominative with the enclitic 
pronoun (ywa, / kin dow John ii. 4), or with a preposed vocative 
particle (~ av8pw7TE / ov mard Rom. ii. I), but also frequently by 
the simple nominative form. 
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The personal pronoun has the same form whether used 
emphatically or as an enclitic. The distinction is expressed 
syntactically, with the emphatic pronoun preceding its verb. The 
emphatic pronoun may require a transposition of words, as in 
Matt. xviii. 6 TWV 11'LU7€VOVTWV €l~ EJ.LE / yis hawatafelof, just as it is 
necessary to transpose the unemphatic pronoun in Matt. xv. 8 J.L€ 
Tl.J.Lii-/ patowe zis. The relative pronoun has two plural forms in the 
nominative case, one of which is identical with the nominative 
singular form: when the latter is used there is no clue to the 
underlying Greek form (cf. John xi. 45). 

Instead of a single definite article in Armenian, there are 
suffixes -s, -d, and -n (corresponding to the Latin hie, isle, and 
ille) derived from the demonstrative pronominal stems. While 
these are commonly identified ali equivalent to the definite 
article, they are also roughly associated with the first, second, and 
third persons (e.g. Luke i. 44 T6 (3PECPOS / manowks '(my) child', 
Matt. ii. 13 T6 11'aLStov / manowkd '(your) child', Matt. ii. 14 76 
11'aLStov I manowkn '(his) child'). Although these suffixes usually 
reflect a definite article in the Greek text (there are exceptions; 
e.g. Mark viii. 20 anarthrous U11'vplSwv / zkotoro~n), their absence 
does not necessarily imply the lack of an article in Greek (e.g. oi 
ayy€AOL is regularly translated with the suffix in Luke, but not in 
Matthew and Mark; in Mark vii. 37 neither xli~ nor hamer~ I 
KWCPOV~ . • • clAaAov~ has a suffix). There is also no indefinite 
article in Armenian, but mi / €t~ and omn I T;S occur much more 
frequently with nouns than in Greek (e.g. Matt. ix. 9 av()pw11'OV 
I ayr mi, Luke xviii. I 11'apa{3oA~v I afak mi, Luke ii. 44 ~J.LEpa~ / 
awowr mioy, Luke iv. 13 aXPL Kat-pof) / a; lamanak mi, etc.). 

The Armenian verb is characterized by number and person, by 
two tense systems (or stems), and by three moods, the indicative, 
imperative, and conjunctive. The outline in Table 2 (pp. 180 f.) 
indicates the Greek forms commonly translated by the Armenian 
forms. Some of the implications of Table 2 should be noted 
explicitly. There is no perfect stem in Armenian: the perfect 
tense is translated periphrastically. Although the present and 
aorist stems appear in the indicative, the imperative, and the 
conjunctive moods, there is neither an aorist infinitive nor a pre­
sent participle. The present imperative is not used for positive 
commands, nor is the aorist imperative used for negative com­
mands. There is no future tense: the co~unctivc mood, which is 
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used to express action as unreal, whether as possible, conditional, 
or desirable, serves to express future and imperative action as 
well. 1 The aorist conjunctive form pahesfikt in John xiv. 15 can 
stand equally well for any of the variants 77JP~aer€, T7]P~a'YJT€, 
TTJP~aaT€. No distinction is drawn between Matt. viii. 2 Ed.V 
O'Ans and Matt. xvii. 4 €l (}EA€ts: both are interpreted as real 
conditions, and are translated by the indicative ete kamis. 

The Armenian infinitive (characteristic ending: -el) is versatile, 
translating not only the Greek infinitive but participial ex­
pressions as well, and on occasion summarizing a temporal 
clause (e.g. Luke xvii. 22 OT€ E7Tt,evp.~a€T€ I fankanaloy jez, literally 
TOV E7Tt,(}vp.fjaa" vp.os). The Greek infinitive, however, is also 
rendered by several other Armenian constructions, such as an 
adverbial clause (Luke xi. 27 EV TcfJ A'y€t.V aVTov TavTa / min?def 
xoser zays 'while he was saying this'), or even a noun (Matt. 
xxiii. 5 7TpOS TO (}€a(}fjvat, / i fOYf 'for a show'). 

The Armenian participle (characteristic ending: -eal) , how­
ever, contrasts strikingly with its Greek counterpart: it does not 
decline, and it is usually intransitive or passive in meaning. 2 It is 
used attributively and predicatively, and with auxiliary verbs to 
form periphrastic tenses (e.g. the perfect y'ypa7TTa" / greal e). 
While the participle generally translates a Greek participle (e.g. 
Luke i. 9 €la€AOwv / mteal), it is instructive to observe some of the 
alternative forms used by the Armenian translators. (I) Pre­
positional clauses: Matt. ii. 3 aKovaaS' / ibrew lowaw 'when he 
heard', Mark i. 19 KaTap-rt'oVTas I min~ kazmein 'while they were 
mending'. (2) The indicative with ew / Kat: Matt. ii. 7 KaAEaas .•• 
~Kplflwa€v I ko?eaf ... ew stowgeaf 'he summoned and inquired', 
Matt. iv. 23 7T€P"fjYEV •.• S"SdaKwv ••• Kat. KTJpvaawv / lrfer .. . 
owsowfaner . .. ew ktarozer 'he was going about ... teaching .. . 
and preaching'. (3) Relative clauses: Luke ii. 13 alvoVvTwV / or 
orhnein 'who were praising'. (4) Noun clauses: Matt. xiv. 26 
7T€p"7TaTOvvTa / zi gnayr 'that he was walking'. (5) Infinitives, 
interpreting the participle as purposive: Matt. iii. 1-2 7Tapa­
ytveTat, • • • KTJpvaawv • . . Kat A'ywv / gay . . . k' arozel . . . ew asel 
'he comes ... to preach ... and to say'. The genitive absolute is 

I See further C. Hannick, 'Der Gebrauch des Konjunctivs in der altarmcnischen 
Evangelicnubersetzung', ZVS lxxxix (1975), 152-73. 

1. Transitive active examples may also be found, cf. Luke iv. 20 7TTtJ,as TO 

{3,{3Mov I xp'eal zgirsn. 
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usually translated by a temporal prepositional clause, a simple 
participle, or a prepositional infinitive clause. 

Voice is not fully developed in the Armenian verb system. The 
passive voice has a separate form in the aorist stem (except for the 
participle), and to a limited extent in the present stem, where 
verbs in -em may have a passive -im form in the present indicative 
and in the imperative and conjunctive moods (but not in the im­
perfect indicative or the infinitive). A difference in Greek voice, 
however, may be represented by a change of verb, as avaKAdJfjva, I 
bazmel 'to sit down' (Mark vi. 39) and avaKArva, / bazmefowfanel 
'to cause to sit down' (Luke xii. 37).1 The middle voice does not 
have an independent form in Armenian: it is generally expressed 
by the passive form (e.g. John ix. 15 lvl,tPap-TJv /lowafay), although 
at times it is not distinguished from the active (e.g. the active 
form spasein translates Mark iii. 2 TrapE'T~pOVV, Luke vi. 7 TraperTJ­
povvro, and Luke xiv. 1 ~aav 1TapaTTJPoVp,EVO'). 

3. SYNTAX 

Word order in the Armenian sentence is generally quite un­
restricted, depending upon the intended emphasis of the sentence, 
and with stress or importance given to the words coming first in 
the sentence. The subject (S), object (0), and verb (V) may stand 
in almost any order (SVO, OVS, VOS, SOV, VSO are com­
mon). Not infrequently the precise word order of a Greek sen­
tence is preserved in the Armenian version. Within the units 
comprising a sentence, however, there is less freedom of word 
order than in Greek. The following comments suggest certain 
characteristic limitations. 

Phrases and related word groups tend to preserve their unity, 
resisting the intrusion of foreign elements, e.g. Luke i. 1 0 1TAfjeO~ 

.ryv rov Aaov TrpoUEvX6JJ-EVOV I bazmowtiwn zolovrdeann kayin yalot's 
(transposing the Greek word order 13425), Luke ii. 19 Travra 
O'vvEr~pE' ra p~l-'ara rafJra / zamenayn zbans zaysosik paher (trans­
posing 13452). Similarly, adjectival phrases in the attributive 
position require rephrasing, frequently as relative clauses, e.g. 
Luke i. 1 TrEP' rwv 1TE1TATJpoc/JOpTJJJ-EVWV €V ~I-'rv 1TpaYl-'arwv / vasn 
irafn Itastatelof i mez (transposing 126345), Luke i. 4 1TEP' eLv 

I Matt. xiv. 19 is only an apparent exception: the translator understood TOVS 

OX).ovs to be the object rather than the subject of the infinitive. 
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Ka'T'Tjx~8TjS '\oywv I ;:.hanifn orOf alakertefar (transposing 1423, cf. 
John vi. 14). 

Unstressed or supplementary words follow immediately the 
words with which they are construed, e.g. Luke ii. 12 'T'oiho vp.tv 
O'TjP.EtOV / ays n!anak je;:. (transposing 132), John xiv. 3 E'T'Otp.auw 
'T'07TOV vp.tv I patrastem je;:. teli (transposing 132), Luke xviii. 2 
€V 'T'Wt 1T0AEI. / i k' alak' i owremn (transposing 132). There are also 
certain expressions in which the Greek word order may vary, but 
not the Armenian, c.g. 'T'aiha 1TaV'Ta and 7Tana 'T'aV'T'a are both ays 
amenayn, while hogi sowrh is constant for ayl.Ov 1TVEvp.a, 7TvEvp.a 
a.yI.OV, and 'T'O 1TvEvp.a 'T'O aYl.ov. I In nominal sentences the verb 
tends to follow the predicate, e.g. in Matt. vi. 22 the Armenian 
places the verb last in all three clauses. In subordinate clauses 
also the verb tends to be placed last, e.g. Mark ix. 38 EK{3a'\­
AOV'T'a 8al.p.ovt.a I ;:.i dews haner, literally on 8al.p.ovI.a EgEfJaAAEV. 

There is a tendency to avoid the absolute use of the verb. This 
is done in two ways: by supplying an object or some other modi­
fication to the verb, or by a paraphrastic construction. Examples 
of the former are Luke ii. 36 ~v I and er (literally, EKE' ~v), Luke vi. 
9 E7TEPW'T'W vp.iis I harfif in? je;:. (literally, E7TEPW'T'W n vp.iis), Mark 
vii. 3 OVK Eu8tovul.v I haf Of owten (literally, ap'T'ov OVK Eu8tovul.v).1. 
The paraphrastic alternative may be illustrated by the trans­
lation of 7TPOUEvXEu(Jaf,: the verb alot'el 'to pray' is avoided in 
favour of such expressions as alot's arnel 'to make prayers' (Matt. 
xxvi. 41), yaloe's kal 'to stand at prayers' (Matt. vi. 9), or alot's 
matowfanel 'to offer prayers' (Luke xviii. I I). Similarly, the verb 
E7Tf,'T'aUUEI,V is translated hfamayel 'to command' (Mark vi. 27), 
and also hfaman tal 'to give a command' (Mark ix. 25). 

Asyndeton is also a common characteristic of idiomatic usage, 
especially when a Greek participle is followed immediately by 
a verb, e.g. Matt. ii. 8 7TOPEV8EV'T'£S EgE'T'aaa'T'E I gnafckt stowgefck' 
(literally, 7TOPEV8TjTE E~ETaaa'T'E), Matt. ii. 16 a7TOa'T'E{'\as aVEiAEV I 
afakfeaf kotoreaf (literally, a7TEO"T'EI.A£V aV€iAEv). Asyndeton may 
also occur in the idiomatic translation of a single verb, e.g. Luke 
viii. 54 EYEf,PE I an kaf (literally, 'get up! stand !'). 

Conjunctions, prepositions, and other relational particles are 

I On the other hand, bazowm I 1TO'\V~ follows the word order of the Greek text 
quite freely. 

2 Note, however, that the object 'bread' is lacking in Armenian in Mark vi. 44 
and Luke vii. 33. 
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particularly elusive for the textual critic. Armenian has no post­
positive conjunctions. Both Kat and OE arc translated ew; ard 
translates not only OVV Matt. i. 17, but also vuv Matt. xxvi. 65, vuv 
ovv Acts 10. 33, a.pa Matt. xix. 17, tOOU Luke xxiii. 15, and even 
a.pn John ix. 25; zi translates both yap and o'n, while (e)te trans­
lates on and €t; ba)'~' may represent not only OE, but dAAa and €t 
fL~ as well. Greek particles are certainly not translated with 
literal consistency, but in a variety of ways as their contexts 
require: C:)(JTE may be translated by minf" or min?ew with the 
infinitive 'so much so that' (Matt. viii. 24; xiii. 2), by apa owremn 
'so then, therefore' (Matt. xii. 12), or by the simple infinitive 'in 
order to' (Matt. x. I). Nor are prepositional expressions any marc 
closely identifiable in translation: i veray 'upon' may represent 
ETTt with the genitive (Matt. vi. 10, 19 ETTt ['T7]S'] yijs), with the 
accusative (Matt. vii. 24. ETTt ,ryv TTETpav) , or 'with the dative (Matt. 
xvi. 18 ETTt ... Tij TTETPq.), while in the space of four verses ETTt 
TTtvaKt is translated i vera), sktel (Matt. xiv. 8) and also by the 
simple instrumental sktelb (Matt. xiv. I I). Further, as the in­
strumental case is sufficient without the aid of a preposition to 
indicate agency or means, there i5 no way to confirm whether 
the translator read the presence or the absence of the pre­
position in Mark i. 8 (Jv) vOan ..• (Jv) TTV€u/J-an ayt<p. On the 
other hand, there are certain parallels of usage which are rather 
closely observed. llapa with the dative 'with' and with the 
genitive 'from' correspond closely to af with the genitive and i 
with the ablative respectively (John viii. 38, cf. Luke i. 37; for €l~ 
and EV, cf. p. 173 above). In the Gospels TTtUT€U€tV with €tS and 
with the dative are consistently translated by hawatal with i (and 
accusative) and with the simple dative, although in Acts TTtUT€U­
€LV with €tS, with ETTt, and with the dative are all translated by 
hawatal i and the accusative. 

4. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 

Beside the phonetic, morphological, and syntactical limitations 
mentioned above, there should also be recognized certain limi­
tations of a lexical and idiomatic nature. It is true that there 
is a remarkable consistency in the translation of many common 
words, such as AaAELv / xosel, A€Y€LV / asel, ctc. In the Gospels 
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ovpavtos (and in the Epistles ;:TTOVpaVtDs) is coruistently erknawor, 
distinguished from b EV TOrS ovpUvors I or yerkins(n) e. But variety in 
translating is not lacking. i1PTOS is Iza{ 'bread', but it is also 
nkanak 'loaf'; ;pwTiiv is harfanel 'to question', and also alatel or 
xndrel 'to request'. Also typical is the example of xwpa, which 
becomes asxarlz 'territory' (Luke viii. 26), gawaf 'country(side), 
(Luke xxi. 21), teli 'place' (Luke ii. 8), and 'land (field)' (Luke 
xii. 16), geawl 'village' (Acts viii. I), artorayk f 'fields' (John iv. 35), 
or kolmank' 'region' (Acts xvi. 6). The same is also true in reverse: 
asxarh may translate xwpa, but it is also used for KoaftOS (in John 
always), alwv (Matt. xii. 32), OlKOVftEvrl (Luke iv. 5), 7TEptXWpos 
(Luke vii. 17), and fJtos (Luke viii. 14). Greek words which are 
synonymous are often not distinguished, but translated by the 
same word, e.g. ayl translates both aAAos and ETEPOS (Gal. i. 6, 7) ; 
end mimeans may be 7TPOS' aN\~Aovs, 7TPOS EavTovs, or EV ;avTo,s; 
?aragorc is both KUK07TOLOS and KUKOVpyOS; datawor may be KPLT~S 
or S'KuaT~S; hiwand translates aa8EvrlS, aa8Evwv, and KUKWS 
€XEW as well. Satanay is used consistently for both aUTav (and 
aUTuviis) and SU.lfJoAos, except in a few instances where SLa{3oMS is 
rendered literally by ?araxos (twice) or bansarkow (twice), and at 
Rev. xii. 9, where it is paired with <> l:uTuviis and translated 
Beelzebowl. 

Variation in translation may be due at times to stylistic con­
siderations. The technical term ErpT]I-'Eptu is translated dasakarg 
'rank' in Luke i. 5, but in Luke i. 8 it becomes (karg) awowrcn 
Izasaneloy 'service schedule' (literally 'days of appearance'), yet 
hardly with any implication of a different translation base. A 
distinction has been proposed between Ev8vs / valvalaki and 
EVO'WS I noyn,tamayn in Mark i, but a survey of the six different 
translations (besides omissions) that are found in the forty-two 
relevant passages in the Gospel of Mark suggests ~tylistic freedom 
rather than literalism as the determinative factor. 

Nor should other factors be forgotten. At Matt. v. 32 and xix. 9 
th e Armenian text reads ew or zarjakealn arne fnay I Ka~ <> ( T7Jv ) 

a7ToAEAvft'VT]V yuftwv ftOt XiiTUt (or, 1-'0' XEVEL). Although this is close 
to the reading of codex B (which lacks the article and reads 
yaft~aus), it is identical with the parallel Armenian text of Luke 
xvi. 18. Its significance, then, may be rather as an example of 
intraversional parallelism than ali relevant to a translation base. 
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5. CONCLUSION 

It is not simply because of its fidelity as a literal translation that 
the Armenian version has been called the Queen of the versions, 
but rather because of its quality, its idiomatic ease and graceful 
authority. A review of the limitations of the language in repro­
ducing a Greek text helps the textual critic to appreciate the 
elements of warning as well as of pronlise in the words of Fr. 
Lyonnet: 

The Armenian translators ... were able to give their work two 
qualities which are usually lacking: an elegance which has made it 
a model of the classical language no less than such original works as 
Eznik's Treatise on God, while remaining scrupulously faithful. ... 
The differences are quite minimal and very definite. If they are kept 
in mind the model followed by the translator can be reconstructed: 
for the same care which he took in rendering precisely the nuances of 
an expression prevented him fronl ignoring details, and also led him 
to model his sentence structure on that of his exemplar whenever 
possible. This is what makes the Armenian version so valuable for 
the exegete, and what makes it possible to identify clearly the nature 
of his exelll plar. I 

TAB LEI. Cases and forms in declensions 

Singular 

Nom., Ace. (Loc.) 
Gen., Dat. (Loc., Abl., Instr.) 
Abl. 
Instr. 

Plural 

Nom. 
Ace., Loc. 
Gen., Dat., Abl. 
Instr. 

TAB L E 2. Verb forms and Greek parallels2 

Armenian 

Indic. present 
imperfect 
aorist 

Greek 

Indic. present (subj. present) 
Indic. imperfect, present participle, optative 
Indic. aorist, aorist participle 

T S. Lyonnct in M.-J. Lagrange, Critique t~xtuelle (Paris, 1935), pp. 348, 351. 
2 These equivalents are only rough and are not to be pressed; e.g. the Greek 

present tense is sometimes translated by an imperfect (Malt. ii. 18 OTt OUK €lu{v I zi 
of. lin), or by an aorist (Matt. ii. 22 pauLA£1Jn I t'agaworeaf) ; the Greek imperfect 
may also be translated by a present (Matt. iii. 14 1)'€KwAvEV I arge[ow), or by an 
aorist (Matt. ii.9 1TpOfjy€V I arajnordeaF)' The narrative aorist €l1TE{V) is most fre­
quently translated by the present tense asl. 
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Armenian 

)erative present 
aorist 

tj. present 
aorist 

nitive (present stem) 

ticiple (aorist stem) 

Greek 

Imper. present or aorist (negative) 
Imper. present or aorist (positive) 

Subj. present (or aorist), imper., indie. future 
Subj. aorist (or present), imper., indie. future, 

optative 

Infinitive, prepositional phrases 

Participle 



IV 

The Georgian Version 

I. THE INTRODUCTIOK OF CHRISTIANITY INTO GEORGIA 

AND THE TRANSLATION OF THE NE'V TESTAMENT 

A 
the opening of this century, C. R. Gregory began his 
discussion of the Georgian version with the sentence, 
'We know little concerning this version.' 1 In fact, so little 

information was available that Gregory's comments on this 
translation are briefer than those on any other ancient version 
treated in his comprehensive Textkritik des Neuen Testamentes. 
Happily, however, during the past half-century research has 
made commendable progress2 despite the limited num her of 
Western savants who are acquainted with Georgian, a Cauca­
sian language. 3 

Now within the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and called 
by the Russians Gruziya, the country of Georgia was anciently 
known as Iberia, whence is derived the name of the illustrious 
monastery of I veron on Mount Athos. The earliest tradition 
regarding the introduction of Christianity among the Iberians 
tells of the missionary work of a Christian slave woman named 
Nino, who, during the reign of the Emperor Constantine, was 
taken captive by Bakur, the pagan king of Georgia. 4 Apart 
from legendary details concerning miracles performed by Nino,s 

t Textkritik des Neuen Testamentes, ii (Leipzig, 19°2),573. 
2 For an account of the history of 'Georgian Studies at Oxford', see David M. 

Lang's chapter bearing that title in vol. vi of Oxford Slavonic Papers, edited by S. 
Konovalov (Oxford, 1955), pp. 115-43· 

3 The relation of the Georgian language to other languages has been greatly 
disputed. Some have sought connections with Basque (see Rene Lafon, 'Pour la 
comparison du basque et des langucs caucasiques', BedK xxv (I g68), 13-26, and 
xxvi (lg69), 13-17, xxvii (1970), 7--23; xxviii (1971),9-23, xxi-xxx (1972), 8-31), 
or even with Sumerian (so, e.g., M. Tscrctheli, 'Sumerian and Georgian; a Study 
in Comparative Philology', JRAS xlv (1913), 783-821; xlvi (lg14), 1-36; xlvii 
(1915),255-88; and xlviii (1916), I-58) . 

• As reported by Rufinus, Hist. eccl. i. 10, and repeated by Socrates, i. 20, 
Sozomen, II. 7, and Theodoret, 1.23. 

5 Sec 'Life of St. Nino', translated from the Georgian by Margery 'oVardrop 
and J. o. Wardrop, Studia biblica et ecclesiastica, v (lg03), 1-88. 



Introduction of Christianiry into Georgia 183 

historians are inclined to accept the date of about the middle of 
the fourth century for the introduction of Christianity among the 
Georgians. 1 

Of the two forms of the Life of St. Nino that have been handed 
down, traditions preserved in the shorter and apparently in­
complete account, which bears internal characteristics of very 
great antiquity, suggest that the Christian message was brought 
to Georgia at least in part by Jewish Christians. For example, 
according to this account, after 'St. Nino left the city ofMtzkheta, 
and went to the mountaineers, to carry the gospel to men in the 
form of wild beasts ... Abiathar, theJewish priest, was left here­
he who was a second Paul, who ceaselessly, day and night, 
preached Christ and his glory.'2 How far such a tradition pre­
serves historical reminiscences of Jewish-Christian origins in the 
evangelization of Georgia, it is difficult to say. Assuming that 
such may have been the case, V66bus speculates that perhaps 'the 
Aramaic Gospel according to the Hebrews satisfied the needs of 
these circles, the question concerning the translation of the Gospel 
text [into Georgian] being not raised'.3 The slender basis for such 
speculation is the evidence that came to light in 1940, when 
Georgian archaeologist~, excavating a tomb dating from the 
second century A.D. in the region of ancient Mtzkheta, discovered 
several inscriptions in Greek and in an Aramaic dialect. o4 

I So, e.g., Kornelios Kekdidze, Die Bekehrun.l? Georgiens zum Christen/urn (Morgen­
land, Darstellullgen aus Geschichte und Kullur des Ostens, Heft 18; Leip..:ig, 1928), who 
fixed upon the year 355-6; Josef Markwart, 'Die Bekehrung Iberiens und die 
beiden iiltestcn Dokumente der iberischen Kirche', Caucasica, Zeitschrift fur die 
Eiforschung der Spraclzen und Kulturm des Kaukasus und Armenums, fase. 7 (Leipzig, 
1931), pp. 111-67, who dates the beginnings of Christianity in Iberia in the de-cade 
350-60; W. E. D. Allen, A History of the Georgian People (London, 1932), p. 267; 
and Gregor Pcradze, 'Die Probleme der iiltesten Kirchengeschiehtc Georgiens', 
DC, srd sef., vii (1932), 153-74, both of whom arc content with a more general 
dating during the course of the fourth century. For earlier literature on the sub­
ject, see Peradze in ZKG xlix (1930), g6. 

;t The Georgian text, Akhali Varianti Tsm. NiT/OS Tzklwvrebisa, ed. by E. S. 
Takaishvili, is translated by the Wardrops, op. cit., p. 48 n. I. For discussions of 
th(' variant traditions, see P. Peeters, 'Les debuts du christianisme en Georgie 
d'apres les sources hagiographiques', AB i (1932),5-58; G. Peradze, DC, srd ser., 
vii (1932),169; M. Tarchnisvili, 'Die Legcndeder heiligcn Ninound die Geschichte 
des georgischen Nationalbewusstscins', ByzZ xl (1940), {8-75; and Nino Salia, 
'Notice sur la conversion de la Georgia par sainte Nino', BedK xxi-xxii (1966), 
52,,·64· 

3 Arthur Voobus, Early Versions of the New Testament (Stockholm, 1954), 
P·174· 

4- For a discussion see the chapter entitled, 'A Greek and Aramaic Inscription 
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Without deciding now the cogency of such speculation, what 
concerns us here is the question of the early translation of 
the Scriptures into Georgian. 

Before a translation could bc made, however, the Georgians 
needed an alphabet of their own. According to Armenian 
traditions (see p. 156 above), after St. Mcsrop had drawn up an 
alphabet for his fellow countrymen, he became concerned also 
about the lack of an alphabet anlong the Georgian people. 
When he had invented an alphabet that represented the sounds 
which occur in that language, King Bakur of Georgia arranged 
that it should be taught to boys of the lower social classes in 
various districts and provinces. I How far such traditions may 
need modification in the light of the discovery of ancient in­
scriptions bearing Georgian characters, it is perhaps premature 
to say. At any rate, according to the philologist Salia, 'The 
existence of a Georgian script before the fifth century seems at 
present altogether possible.'2 

How soon after the earliest evangelization of Georgia a trans­
lation of the Scriptures was made in the native language is not 
known exactly, but a careful induction of many strands of evi­
dence has led most scholars to suppose that at least the Gospels 
and other parts of the New Testament were translated before the 
middle of the fifth century.3 During subsequent centuries this 
version was revised, perhaps more than once, and traces of such 
revision are discernible in terms of both philology and textual 
criticism. 

from the standpoint of philology, an idiosyncrasy of Georgian 
morphology serves in some measure to date the several stages of 
the development of the Georgian language. During the earliest 
phase the velar fricative b (= ban) was used as a prefix in the 

Discovered at Armazi in Georgia', in the present writer's Historical and Literary 
Studie.s; Pa.gan, Jewish, and Greek (Leiden and Grand Rapids, 1968), pp, 34 47. 

I Koriun's 'Life and Death of S1. Mesrop', translated into German by Simon 
\oVeber in Bibliothek d£T Kirchenviiter, 2tc Aufi., lvii (Munich, 1927), 214. 

2 e.g., K. Salia, 'Note sur l'origine et age de l'alphabet georgicn', BedK xv-xvi 
(1963),5--18; quotation from p. 18. For other discussions concerning the age of 
Georgian writing, see M. Tarchnisvili, 'Les rccentes decouvertes epigraphiqut"s et 
littcraircs en georgien', Mu, liii (1950), 249 fT.; Gerhard Dectcrs, 'Das Alter der 
georgischcn Schrift', OCxxxix (1955),56-65; and George Tscret'di, 'The Most 
Ancient Georgian Inscriptions in Palestine', BedK xi-xii (1961), II 1-30. 

3 So, c.g., R. P. Blake, HTR xxi (1928), 358-75, especially 360, and Arthur 
Voobus, Early Versions of the New Testament (Stockholm, 1954), p. 178. 
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second and third persons of the verb and also in the comparative 
degree of the adjective. Later the use of this prefix was considered 
superfluous (meti = 'superfluous'), and therefore those texts which 
use the prefix are called the !Jo.n-meti texts. Since it appears, 
according to Dzavakhishvili, that the prefix b began to disappear 
in the first half of the seventh century, it is necessary to date the 
ban-meti texts in the sixth century. I The second phase started, 
according to the same scholar, with the eighth century, and this is 
characterized by the aspirate h ( = hae), which replaced !J as 
prefix, and which later was abandoned as old-fashioned, too. 
The texts that show this distinctive characteristic of the second 
phase are called hae-meti texts. 2 

A feature of Georgian palaeography that bears in some meas­
ure upon questions of the dating of manuscripts is the style of 
script. The Georgians have employed three alphabets: (a) The 
asom(avruli script, or ecclesiastical majuscule characters (some­
times called mrglovani script), was in general use until the end of 
the tenth century, and sporadically thereafter in manuscripts (it 
was used until a much later time in inscriptions). (b) The 
butsuri script, or ecclesiastical minuscules, was regularly used in 
theological manuscripts of the eleventh to the nineteenth century. 
(c) The m!Jedruli, literally the 'warrior' or 'knightly' hand, is the 
ancestor of the modern Georgian script. The oldest dated manu­
script using this alphabet, according to R. P. Blake, was written 
A.D. 1245, but there seem to be sporadic instances of its use in 
earlier undated documents. 3 With these explanations by way of 
preface, it will be appropriate now to list several of the earliest 
and most important of the extant manuscripts preserving the 
Georgian version. 4 

I I. Dzavakhishvili and A. Shanidze in Bulletin de I'Universili de Tijlis, ii (1922-
3),371 fr.; iii (1923-4). 366 fr.; vii (1926), 125 fr.; ix (1929), 329 fr., as reported 
by A. Voobus, Early Versions of the New Testament (Stgckholm, 1954), pp. 183 f. 
Other scholars (e.g. Blake, HTR xxi (1928), 370 r.) date the change about A.D. 700. 

According to Dr. J. Neville Birdsall (letter dated 7 May 1974) the change was 
not carried out everywhere in the chronological sequence ban, hae, zero, for 'ban 
and hae forms have survived in Georgian dialects, and the textual affiliations show 
that a banmeti document can have a text which is probably later than a non­
banmeti.' Cf. also Birdsall, 'Some recently discovered Georgian Palimpsest Frag­
ments of the Gospels', Studio evangelica, vi, ed. by E. A. Livingston (TU cxii, 
Berlin, 1973), II f. 

2 cr. Joseph Molitor, 'Die altgeorgischc Chanmeti- und Haemeti-Bibelfrag-
mente', Lexis, iv (1954), 79-84. 3 Byzantion, xvi (1943-3), 228 n. 6 . 

.. For libraries and collections that contain Georgian manuscripts, see Jean 
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II. EARLY MANUSCRIPTS OF THE GEORGIAN VERSION 

(I) Eighteen lJan-meti fragments of the four Gospels, Romans, 
and Galatians, and twenty-three hae-meti fragments of the four 
Gospels, all of them published previously, were collected and 
re-edited in 1956 by Molitor, who also published a series of 
studies bearing on textual and linguistic features of the lJan-meti 
fragments. T More recently still other lJan-meti fragments of the 
Synoptic Gospels have been edited, and furnished with a Latin 
translation, by Birdsall2 and by Outtier. 3 

(2) The Adysh manuscript, so named because it was found in 
the village of Adysh (or Hadisi) in upper Swanetia, comes from 

Simon, 'Repertoire des bibliotheques publiqut'li et privces d'Europe contenant des 
manuscriL,> georgiens') Orientalia, iii (1934), 9B-I03 (lists the titles of catalogues and 
libraries in twenty European cities), supplemented by Gregor Pcradze, 'Georgian 
MSS. in England', Georgica, i (1935),80-8; and Julius Assfalg, Georgische Handschrif­
len (Verzeichnis der orientaliscllen Handsclzriften i1l Deutschland, iii; \oViesbaden, 1963), 
list on pp. 75-7. 

The most extensive collections of Georgian manuscripts arc, as would he expected, 
in the Uelna~erta Instituti (Institute of Manuscripts) at Tifiis, the catalogues of 
which now run to seven volumes (vol. vii, 1973). Other extensive collections of 
Georgian manuscripts are described in the following: 'Professor Tsagareli's 
Catalogue of the Georgian Manuscripts in the Monastery of the Holy Cross at 
Jerusalem', translated by Oliver Wardrop, JBL xii (1893), 168-79; Robert P. 
Blake, 'Catalogue des rnanuscrits georgicns de la bibliothequc Patriarcalc grccque 
a Jerusalem', Revue de l'Orient chretien, xxiii (1922--3),345--413; xxiv (1924),190-
210, and 387-424; idem, 'Catalogue des manuscrits georgiens de la bibliotheque 
de la Laure d'Iviron au Mont Athos', ROC xxviii (1931-2),289-361; xxix (1933-4), 
114-59, and 225-71 ; and Gerard Garitte, Caiawgue des manuscrits getJrgiens litteraires 
du Mont Sinai (Louvain, 1956). 

Theodor Kluge's description of two Apostolos manuscripts, dated by him to the 
seventh or eighth century, leaves something to be desired ('uber zwei altgeorgische 
neutestamentliche Handschriften', NovT i (1956), 3°4-21). 

I Joseph Molitor, Monumenta Iberica Antiquiora. Textus Chanmeti et Haemeti e>.: 
Inscriptionibus, S. Bibliis et Patribus (CSCO clxvi, SubsUIia, x; Louvain, 1956); id., 
'Chanmetifragmentc. Ein Beitrag zur Textgeschichte der altgcorgischen Bibeluber­
setzung; 1. Die Matthaustextc', OC xli (1957),22-34; '2. Die Markustexte', xliii 
(1959),17-23; '3· Die Lukastexte', xliv (1960),17-24; xlv (1961),115-26; xlvi 
(1962), 19-24; '4. Die Johanncstexte', xlix (1965), 38-56. Two other valuable 
tools for the study of the Georgian text are Molitor's Glossarium Ibericum in quattuor 
Evangelia et Actus Apostolorum antiquioris llersionis etiam tex/us Chanmeti et Haemeti 
complectens (CSCO ccxxviii and ccxxxvii; Suhsidia, xx and xxi; Louvain, 1962 j 
xxiii (1964), and Glossarium Latitlum-Ibericwn ·Graecum . .. , (op. cit. cclxxx, Suhsidia, 
xxix [= xxx], 1967). 

:% J. Neville Birdsall, 'Khanmeti Fragments of the Synoptic Gospels from ms. 
Vind. Georg. 2', OC Iv (1971),62-89; cr. idem, TU cxii (1973), 11-13. 

3 B. Outtier, 'Un feuillet du lectionnaire georgien hanmeti a Paris', Mu, lxxxv 
(1972 ), 399-402 . 
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the Shatberd monastery in Tao-Klardzeei of south-west Georgia, 
which was founded by Gregory of tJandzt' a at the beginning of 
the ninth century. The manuscript, which contains the four 
Gospels in the asomt'avruli characters, was written in A.D. 897. 
According to ShanidzeJ the text of Luke iii. 9-xv. 7 and xvii. 25-
xxiii. 2 differs as regards terminology and grammar from the 
text of Matthew, Mark, and John. It appears, therefore, that the 
original from which the Adysh manuscript was copied, or, at any 
rate, one of its prototypes, was an imperfect manuscript. "The 
character of the text in the two sections of Luke resembles that of 
the Dzruc and ParlJ.al manuscripts (nos. 4 and 6 below). The 
Adysh manuscript, which is now at Tiflis, was published in photo­
graphic facsimile by A. S. Khakhanov and E. S. Takaishvili 
(Materiary po arxeologii Kavkaza, xiv (Moscow, 1916)). 

(3) The Opiza manuscript of the four Gospels comes from the 
Opiza monastery in Tao-Klardzetfi and is now preserved in the 
I veron monastery on Mount Athos. Written by a scribe named 
Grigol in rather small asomtfavruli characters, it dates from A.D. 

913.2 

(4) The Dzruc manuscript derives its name from the circum­
stance that it had been kept at the Dzruci monastery in upper 
Imereti before being transferred to the Institute of Manuscripts 
at Tiflis. The manuscript, which contains the four Gospels in 
asomt'avruli characters, came originally from the Shatberd mon­
astery, where it was written in A.D. 936. 

(5) What appears to be the oldest dated Georgian manuscript 
containing the Epistles of Paul, the Book of Acts, and the 
Catholic Epistles is MS. Athos I viron george no. 42. It was 
written by a priest named Mik'acl at the monastery of SSe 
Cosmas and Damien on Mount Olympus in Bithynia during the 
reign of Nicephorus Phocos (between 959 and 969). A dozen of 

I Akaki Shanidzc, Two Old Recensions of the Georgian Gospels accordirlg to Three 
Shatberd ManU-)~tipts (A.D. 897, 936, and 973) [in Georgian], (Monuments of the Old 
Georgian lAnguage, ii; TiRis: Academy of Sciences, 1945), p. 062. 

2 For a plate showing the cnd of the Gospel according to Mark (at xvi. 8) in 
the Opiza manuscript, see H. Goussen, 'Die georgischc BiheJiibersetzung', DC vi 
(1906), bctwc!,n pp. 300 and 301. The text of Matthew and of Mark in the Opiza 
and Thet' manuscripts was edited by Vladimir Bendcvic, Quattuor Evangeliorum 
versio Geor:giana vetus. E dllObus codicibus (aa. p. ChI'. II. 913 et 995) (St. Petersburg, 
1909; and 19JJ); his edition of Luke and John never appeared. 



188 The Georgian Version 

its pages were edited by F. C. Conybeare,l who retranslated the 
Georgian into Greek. 

(6) The Parb.al manuscript owes its name to the circumstance 
that it was prepared for presentation to the monastery of Parb.al 
in Tao-Klardze(i. For some unknown reason, however, it was 
kept as early as the eighteenth century at Zemo-C'ala, near 
Khasuri (ancient Mikhailov), and from there has been taken to 
the Institute of Manuscripts at Tiflis. Written in asomtavruli 
characters in A.D. 973, it contains the Gospels. 

(7) MS. Sinai georg. 39, dated A.D. 974, comprises today 132 
leaves of parchment, being mutilated at the beginning (it lacks 
the first four leaves of the first signature). Written in asomtfavruli 
characters, with occasional lines here and there in outsuri, it 
contains the text of Acts (except i. I -ii. 17) and the Pauline 
Epistles. A microfilm of the manuscript is at the Library of 
Congress in Washington. 

(8) Another manuscript containing the Epistles of Paul and 
Acts, written in asom(avruli characters and dating from A.D. 977, 
is also at St. Catherine's Monastery, Mount Sinai. Divided into 
three sections, it is identified as MSS. Sin. georg. 58 (comprising 
forty-five leaves), 31 (121 leaves containing Acts), and 60 (twelve 
leaves). A microfilm of the three sections is at the Library of 
Congress in Washington. 

(9) The oldest Georgian manuscript of the Book of Revelation, 
written by a monk named Saba at the monastery of Kranim in 
Bithynia, dates from A.D. 978. Formerly in the monastery of 
Shio-Mghwime, the manuscript today is in the Institute of 
Manuscripts at Tiflis. Photographs of the manuscript are in the 
J. P. Morgan collection of manuscript photographs at Harvard. 

( 10) MS. Sinai georg. 38, described as having 144 folios, two 
of which bear illumination (Mark standing and Matthew 
standing), dates from A.D. 979. A microfilm of the manuscript is 
at the Library of Congress in Washington. 

(I I) The Tbetf manuscript of the four Gospels, previously 
deposited in the Public Library at Leningrad (no. 212), has now 
been transferred to the Caucasian Museum at Tiflis. It derives 
its name from the monastery of the Holy Apostles at Tbetf in 

I 'The Old Georgian Version of Acts,' ZNW xii (1911), 131-40. 
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Savset'ia, where it was written in asomtavruli characters in A.D. 

995. 1 Photographs of the manuscript made by Kirsopp Lake are 
at Harvard University Library. 

( I 2) The Gospels of Bert' ay, a monastery situated north-west 
by north from Artanuj, is written in asomt'avruli characters dating 
from the tenth century. It is now in the museum of the Andover­
Newton Theological School, Newton Center, Massachusetts. 2 

(13) MS. Athos Iviron george 62, written in butsuri characters, 
contains the four Gospels in the revision of St. George the 
Athonite. It is thought that this manuscript was produced at 
Mount Athos about the middle of the eleventh century. 

The Adysh manuscript of the Gospels (no. 2 in the list above) 
forms the basis of an edition published by Blake and Briere in 
Patrologia Orientalis, 3 against which are collated the Opiza and 
Tbee manuscripts (nos. 3 and I I above). The Georgian text and 
variants are supplied with a Latin translation. In view, however, 
of the latitude which Blake allowed himself in the use of synonyms 
in order to avoid monotony, the rendering is not altogether satis­
factory for text-critical work. A more literally exact translation 
has been published by Molitor, who attempted to ensure that 
every Georgian word should be rendered by one and the same 
Latin equivalent. His translation of the Adysh manuscript is 
supplied with an apparatus of variant readings from parallel 
texts. 4 

The Adysh manuscript, along with the Dzruc and Parval 
manuscripts (nos. 4 and 6 in the list above), has also been edited 
by A. Shanidze.5 

Two manuscripts of the Acts of the Apostles from the monastery 
of St. Catherine on Mount Sinai (nos. 7 and 8 in the list above) 

I See p. 187 n. 2 above. 
2 cr. R. P. Blake and Sirarpie Der Nersessian, 'The Gospels of Bert'ay; an 

Old Georgian MS of the Tenth Century', Byz, xvi (1943-4),226-85. 
l Robert P. Blake, The Old Georgian Version of the Gospel of Mark (PO xx (Paris, 

1929), 435-574) ; Matthew (ibid. xxiv (1933), 1-168); John, edited by Blake and 
Maurice Briere (ibid. xxvi (1950), 454-599); and Luke, edited by Briere (ibid. 
xxvii (1955), 276-448; includes corrigenda for the editions or Matthew, Mark, 
and John, pp. 449-57). 

of Joseph Molitor, 'Das Adysh-Tetraevangelium, neu ubersetzt und mit alt­
georgischen Parallel-texten verglichen', DC xxxvii (1953), 30-5; xxxviii (1954), 
11-40; xxxi (1955), 1-32; xl (1956), 1-15; xli (1957), 1-21; xlii (1958), 1-18; 
xliii (1959), 1-16. 5 See p. 187 n. I above. 
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have been edited, with a Latin translation, by Gerard Garitte.I 
Unknown to Garitte,2 five years earlier eight other manuscripts 
of the book of Acts from the tenth to the fourteenth centuries had 
been edited by Ilia Abuladze. 3 

In addition to his many other studies and investigations,Joseph 
Molitor has made a literal Latin rendering of the Georgian version 
of the Catholic Epistles4 and of the Book of Revelation.s The 
textual basis of the former is the edition prepared by Mme 
K(e(evan I. Lort'k f ip(anidze;6 it rests upon four manuscripts 
dating from the tenth to the fourteenth century, including the 
notable tenth-century Kala-Lectionary,' which Kornelius Keke­
lidze discovered in IgI I at the monastery of SS. Cyriacus and 
J ulitta in Kala. The textual basis of Molitor's translation of the 
Apocalypse is the edition prepared by Ilia V. Imnaisvili8 and 
rests upon the oldest known Georgian manuscript of that book 
(see no. 9 in the list above), with variant readings from two other 
manuscripts. 

III. THE BASE OF THE GEORGIAN VERSION 

Opinion differs as to the question of the language from which 
the Georgian version was made. Conybeare9 at first thought that 
it was made from the Greek, but later altered his opinion to the 
view that it was translated from a Syriac text. lO Following his 

I L' Ancierme Version georgienne des Actes des AjJotres (Bibliotheque du !vfuseon, vol. 
xxxviii; Louvain, 1955). 2 Ibid., p. 7 n. 11. 

J The Acts of the Apostles according to the Old Manuscripts [in Georgian], (Monu­
ments of the Old Geor~ian Language, vii; Tiflis, 1950). 

4 'Die altgeorgischc Version der katholischen Briefe ins Lateinische iibertragf'n" 
OC xlix (1965), 1-17; I (1966),37-45. 

5 'Die georgische Version der Apokalypse (von 978) ins Lateinische iibertragen 
und untersucht,' OC I (1966), 1-12; Ii (1g67), 1-28; Iii (1968), 1-21. 

(, The Version oj the Catholic Epistles accorditlg to Manuscripts of the 10th-14th Cen­
turies [in Georgian] (Monuments of the Old Georgian Language, ix; Tiflis, 1956). 

7 Cf. Michel Tarchnischvili, Le Grand Lectio71naire de I' Eglise de Jerusalem, i 
(Louvain, 1959), pp. x-xi. 

S Tlte Apocalypse of John and its Commentary [in Georgian] (Tiflis, I g61). The com­
mentary is that of Andrew of Caesarea (d. 637), which is current also in many 
Greek manuscripts. 

9 In Scrivener-Miller, A Plain Introduction to the Criticism oj the New Teslflmenl, 
4th edn., ii (London, 1894), 156; Conybcare's opinion was adopted by Ll. J. M. 
Bebb, 'The Georgian Version', Hastings's Dictionary of the Bible, iv (lg02), 861. 

10 The Acadenry. I Feb. 18g6, p. 99, and more fully in 'The Growth of the Peshitta 
Version of the New Testament illustrated from the Old Armenian and Georgian 
Versions', AJTi (18g7), gog; see also p. 903. 
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lead, Voobus1 and Molitor2 have pointed out a not inconsider­
able number of Syriacisms which are preserved in the Georgian 
version of the Gospels. Most scholars have been impressed by 
similarities between the Georgian and the Armenian versions, 
and Goussen,3 Baumstark;~ and Peradses refer to the two versions 
as 'twin sisters', a term which Karst6 also evidently approved, 
though he preferred to speak of the 'Armenian-Syriac' basis of 
the Georgian. Other investigators, however, such as Kluge,7 

Burkitt,S Blake,9 and Lyonnet;O regard the relationship betwe~n 
the Armenian and the Georgian as that of parent and daughter. 
On the other hand, Zorcll il and Shanidzel2 have adopted Cony­
beare's original view, that the Georgian version was made directly 
from the Greek. 

The question has been raised concerning the earliest form of 
the Gospel traditions that circulated in Georgia: was only the 
tetraevangelium translated into Georgian, or did Tatian's 
Diatessaron find its way into Georgian Christianity too? Con­
sidering the wide popularity of the latter in Syria, and possibly 
also in Armenia, one would not be surprised to find that its 
influence extended as far as Georgia. Some slight trace of the 

I Arthur Voobus, Zur Geschichte des altgeorgischen Evangelientextes (Stockholm, 
1953), pp. 26f. 

l Joseph Molitor, 'Syrische Lesarten im altgeorgischen Tetraevangelium', 
BedK xix-xx (1965), 112-18; 'Altgeorgische Evangelieniibersetzung als Hiiterin 
syrischer Tradition', ibid. xxii-xxiv (1967), 136-42; xxv (1968), 185-93; xxvi 
(1969), 162-9. 

:1 Henri Goussen, 'Die georgische Bibeliibersetzung', OC vi (1906), .299-318, 
especially 309 . 

.. Die christlichen Litteraturen des Orients, ii (Leipzig, 191 I), 103. 
S 'Die altgeorgische Literatur und ihrc Problcmc', ~C, 3rd ser., ii (1927), 

2 0 7-8. 
(, J. Karst, Littlrature glorgiennt chrltienne (Paris, 1934), pp. 40-1. 
7 Theodor Kluge, 'Ober das Alter des georgischen Obersetzung des Neuen 

Testaments', ZNW xi (1910), 161-6. 
8 Encyclopaedia Britannica, 14th cdn., iii (1928), 517. Earlier, however, Burkitt 

thought that the Georgian was made from the Old Syriac; cf. Encyclopt£dia Biblica, 
iv (1903), col. 5012. 

\I HTR xxi (1928), 294; PO xx (1929), 445-6; and Qpantlliacumque, Studies 
Presented to Kirsopp Lake, ed. by Robert P. Casey et al. (London, 1937), pp. 355-63. 

10 In M.-J. Lagrange, Critique textuelle (Paris, 1935), p. 381. 
II Franz Zorcll, 'Ursprung unci Eigenart des georgischen Bibelubersetzung', 

HA xli (1927), cols. 669-80: 'The Georgian translation of the Bible was made from 
a Greek model, but it has many variant readings from the Armenian and Syriac' 
(col. 68o). 

12 A. Shanidze, Two Old Recensions of the Georgian Gospels According 10 Three SlLat­
herd Manuscripts (Tiflis, 1945), pp. 07-08, and 6-7. 
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Diatessaron has been thought to be reflected in the Acts of 
Martyrdom of St. Eustathius of Mzkheta, l dating from the 
second halfofthe sixth century. As long ago as 1901 von Harnack 
pu blished in the Proceedings of the Berlin Academy a German 
rendering of the text, with a detailed commentary.2 In this 
document it is recorded that before his martyrdom in A.D. 545 
Eustathius the Cobbler gave an account of his Christian belief 
before the Persian governor of Tiflis. Part of this apologia rcports 
sections of the Old Testament and a narrative of the life and 
sufferings of Christ. The latter is recounted in a cento of incidents 
drawn from all four Gospels, reminiscent ofTatian's Diatessaron. 
Here and there the pericopes as well as the words are combined 
with elements taken from parallel passages. As Voobus points 
out, 'This harmonistic combination does not seem to be acci­
dental but seems to belong to the structure of the narrative with 
which the author was familiar.'] More recently the question was 
opened by Birdsall,4 who shows conclusively that, though the 
collocation of incidents appears to depend upon some kind of 
harmony, there is no evidence that the harmony had any con­
nection with Tatian's Diatessaron. Furthermore, from textual 
considerations it appears that the harmonized account, whatever 
its origin, must be dated later than the translation of the separate 
Gospels in Georgian. 

Besides the harmonizing fusion of evangelic materials re­
counted in the Martyrdom of St. Eustathius, traces of harmon­
istic influence have been detected in the text of the separate 
Gospels. In their analyses of the Georgian text of Mark i, 

I Translated into English by D. M. Lang, Lives and Legends of the Georgian Saints 
(London and New York, 1956), pp. 95-'114. 

2 Dschawachoff [DzavachishviliJ, 'Das Martyrium des heiligen Eustatius von 
Mzchctta', vorgdcgt und bearbcitct von A. von Harnack, ShBer, xxxvii (1901), 
897 ff. 

3 Arthur Voohus, Early Versions of the New Testament (Stockholm, 1954), p. IBI. 
.. J. Neville Birdsall, ' "The Martyrdom of St. Eustathius of Mzketha" and the 

Diatessaron: an Investigation', NTS xviii (197 1-2), 452-6. 
The narrative of the Martyrdom, it may be pointed out, contains not a few 

targumic-like expansions, several of which occur elsewhere as variant readings. For 
example, Jesus took the widow of Nain's son by the hand and restored him alive 
to his mother; the woman with an issue of blood came with stealth behind Jesus 
and touched the hem of his garment and was healed; Lazarus came joyfully out 
of the tomb; at the trial of Jesus some hit him on the head with their fists; at the 
crucifixion Jesus was made to drink vinegar mingled with gall. Such features remind 
one of similar targumic renderings in the Armenian version (see p. 162 above). 
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Baumstark l and Molitor2 concluded that the translation was not 
made from the Greek text but fi'om the Armenian version in the 
form ofa harmony.3 Furthermore, in an examination of the New 
Testament quotations in a tJan-meti fragment of patristic citations 
(chiefly from Chrysostom), Molitor detected traces of influence 
from both Greek and Armenian sources; he also discovered one 
Tatianism, namely, the presence of OVK in Matt. xxi. 16a.4 In 
this connection it should be mentioned that several scholars have 
argued that the Georgian expression ototavi (i.e. 'four-chapters' 
[of the same work, of the same Gospel]), used with reference to 
the primitive Georgian tetraevangelium, seems to suggest a 
reminiscence of a Gospel harmony that preceded the separate 
Gospels in Georgia.s 

Whatever the origin of the Georgian version may have been,6 
during subsequent centuries its text underwent various revisions. 
According to the research of V6obus,7 the evolution of the style 
and language of the Georgian Gospels passed through the follow­
ing stages. In the rendering preserved in the Adysh manuscript 

I Anton Baumstark, 'Zum gcorgischen Evangclientext', DC, 3rd ser. iii/iv 
(1930), 117-24. According to Baumstark, the Georgian exhibits a relationship 
with the Middle Netherlandish recension of the Diatessaron. 

Z Joseph Molitor, 'Zur Harmonistik des altgeorgischen Evangclientextes', B-?" 
N.F. i (1957), 289-96. 

J Though he provides no examples of readings, Gregor Per adze declares that 
he had come to the same conclusion on the basis of an examination of the entire 
text of Mark in Georgian; see his 'Die Probleme der georgischcn Evangclienubcr­
sctzung', -?,NW xxix (1930 ), 304-9 . 

.. 'Evangelienzitate in einen altgeorgischcn Vatcrfragmcnt', DC xl (1956), 
16-2 I. Cf. idem, 'Synoptischc Evangdienzitate in Sinai-Mravelthavi von 864', 
ibid. xlviii (1964), 180-96. 

5 So Molitor, 'Zur Harmonistik .. .' (see n. 2 above), and A. Strobel, 'Der 
Bergriff des 'vierkapiteligen Evangeliums' in Pseudo-Ephraem C', ZKG lxx (1959), 
112-20. Molitor has also compared the Syriac text in Ortiz de Urbina's edition of 
Tatian's Diatessaron (see p. 19 n. 4 above) with the Old Georgian Gospel tradition 
('Tatian's Diatessaron und sein Verhaltnis zur altsyrischen und altgeorgischen 
Oberlieferung', OC liii (1969), 1-88; liv (1970), 1-75; Iv (1971), 1-61). 

() Lang, though seemingly balanced and cautious, opens the door to pure specu­
lation: 'It would be going too far to postulate that a translation of the Dialessaron 
necessarily preceded the rendering of the complete Gospels into Georgian, for 
although the Adysh text is represented only in a manuscript of the late ninth 
century, its language retains features characteristic of the fifth. There is, of course, 
nothing to prevent us from supposing that the four Gospels existed in early Christian 
Georgia alongside with some form of Gospel harmony, very possibly deriving from 
the Diatessaron' ('Recent Work on the Georgian New Testament', BSOAS xix 
(1957), 82 f.). 

7 Arthur Voobus, Early Versions of the New Testament (Stockholm, 1954), 
pp. 193-7· 
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one finds traces of asyndeton similar to that present in early 
Armenian texts where one Greek verb is rendered by two 
Armenian ones. This feature wa~ su bseq uently eliminated from 
the Georgian Gospels. The simplicity of construction in the 
Adysh text, which avoids complicated syntax and prefers simple 
parataxis, is in time modified by the introduction of hypotaxis 
characteristic of Greek models. Since the ban-meti and hae-meti 
Gospel fragments already show signs of revision by reference to 
the Greek, they represent an intermediate stage of development 
between the prototype reflected in the Adysh Gospels and the 
text that is found in such codices as the Opiza and the Tbee. 
Along with the two latter codices, which Lang, I following 
Shanidze, calls the 'proto-Vulgate' family of Georgian manu­
scripts, there is to be added the Gospels of Bereay (no. 12 in 
the list above). 

IV. TEXTUAL AFFINITIES OF THE GEORGIAN VERSION 

As was mentioned earlier in connection with the style and 
language of the Georgian Gospels, the Adysh, Opiza, and Tbet' 
manuscripts preserve two strains of Georgian text. The text of the 
Adysh manuscript, which appears to be archaic and lacks all 
trace of direct Greek influence, Blake designated Georgian I; 
while the Opiza and Tbee manuscript'i, which reveal in different 
amounts the influence of Greek upon style and syntax, he called 
A and B of Georgian 2. All three manuscripts, Blake thought, 
exhibit Caesarean tendencies; the Adysh manuscript he ranged 
with the group @, 565, and 700. The other two manifest special 
affinities to Family I and Family 13. The methodology that Blake 
followed is indicated by the sentence, 'If one rejects the different 
K variants found in the three manuscripts of Mark, the residuum 
of readings, when combined, affords a very pure Caesarean 
text.'2 The text of Matthew is much the same as that of Mark, 
but according to Blake, it 'has suffered more admixture of, and 
undergone more correction from, extraneous sources of various 
types'.3 

Blake's research, however, has not met with the approval of all 
textual critics. Colwell, for example, pointed out that Georgian 2 

I D. M. Lang, 'Recent \Vork on the Georgian New Testament', pp. 84f. 
2 PO xx. 3 (1929),447. 3 PO xxiv. 1 (1933), 7. 
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exhibits greater affinity to the Caesarean text than does 
Georgian I. I Furthermore, Colwell has shown that the Georgian 
text, contrary to Blake's opinion (an opinion shared by Lake as 
well),z is not so good a representative of the primitive stage of 
the Armenian text as are certain extant Armenian manuscripts 
themselves. 

The textual character of the lJan-meti fragments is not unified; 
some of the fragments are closer to Georgian I, and others are 
closer to Georgian 2. 3 An analysis of a Izae-meti fragment from the 
eighth or ninth century discloses a much closer affinity with 
Georgian 2 than with Georgian I (readings from twenty-three 
pericopcs from all four Gospels show 2gB agreements with 
Georgian 2 ali against twenty-four agreements with Georgian I):~ 

Conybeare's analysis of the text of the Acts, limited to a study 
of about four chapters of the book in a manuscript which he 
attributed to the twelfth or thirteenth century,S but which was 
actually written before 969,6 led him to conclude that its type of 
text resembles that of the bilingual Greek and Latin codices D 
and E, abounding in early Western readings. Although Cony­
beare confessed that he expected to find evidence of Syriacisms, 
he was unsuccessful in his search for them. 

More recently Garitte's publication of an edition of the Book of 
Acts in Old Georgian has enabled him to provide a broad assess­
ment of its textual affinities. He comes to the following con­
clusions:7 (I) It was translated from the Armenian. (2) The 
Armenian that served as a model of the Georgian version was not 
the vulgate Armenian extant today (the manuscripts of which do 
nnt come from earlier than the thirteenth century). (3) The Old 
Armenian, now lost, which was the origin of the primitive 
Georgian version, appears to have depended upon an Old Syriac 

I ATR xvi (1934), 127. 
2 K. Lake, The Text of the New Testament, 6th edn., revd. by Silva New (London, 

1928), p. 44. 
J Joseph Molitor, 'Ncuere Ergebnisse zur Tpxtgeschichte des georgischcn Ncuen 

Tt'..stamentes', BedK xxi-xxii (1g66), 111-20, especially 115-17 . 
.. Joseph Molitor, 'Das Haemeti-Palimpsestfragment TifUs 1329 und sein Ver­

haltnis zum altgeorgischen Evangelientext', NeutestamentliclLe Aufsiitze,. Festschrift 
for Prof· Josef Schmid (Regensburg, 1963), pp. 175--84. 

5 'The Old Georgian Version of Acts', ZNW xii (19 I I), 131-40. 
6 See manuscript no. 5 in the list above (pp. 187 f.). 
7 Gerard Garitte, L' Ancienlle VersiolI georgienne des Actes des Apotres (Louvain, 

1955), pp. 19-20. Cf. also Michel Tarchnisvili, 'A propos de la plus ancienne ver­
sion georgienne des Actes des Apotres·. Mu, lxix (1956), 347-68. 
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version (different from the Peshitta). (4) The Georgian version, 
translated from the Armenian, has undergone revisions tending 
to conform it to a Greek text. It will be seen that this recon­
structed history of the Georgian version of Acts resembles that 
which many scholars hold concerning the Georgian version of 
the Gospels. 

Some of the more noteworthy readings of the Georgian text of 
Acts include the following (the Latin rendering is that of Gar itt e) : 

i. 26 connumeratus-est undecim apostolis ut-duodecimus. 
viii. 27 indus (for AlBlmp) and Indiae (for AlB,,01TWV). 
ix. I I in templis (= aedibus) Iudae (for €V olKtc!- ' IovSa). 
xv. 26 se ipsos tradiderunt (for 1TapaS€SWKOaL 'T(1S' ifJvxds athwv). 

The textual complexion of the Epistle of James in the Georgian 
version, as in the case of other New Testament books, is charac­
teristically variegated. Molitor l finds fifty-three examples of what 
he calls 'pure Syriac readings' and fifty-one instances of 'pure 
Armenian readings'. He also finds fifty-nine inc;tances of'Syriac­
Armenian coloration', fifty-nine instances of otherwise unattested 
free renderings, and seven readings that can be explained only 
on the basis of the Greek text. Thus there are for the Epistle of 
James 163 non-Greek readings and sixty-six non-oriental read­
ings. From these statistics Molitor concludes, 'Therefore it is 
clearly proved that the Old Georgian text of the Epistle of 
James goes back essentially to a Syriac-Armenian translation.'2 

V. THE REVISED GEORGIAN VERSION 

A new stage in the history of the spiritual, literary, and cultural 
life of Georgia began at the close of the tenth century. Inaugurated 
by the Athonite school,3 which took over the principal role 
under the leadership of the Georgian monastery on Mount 

I Joseph Molitor, 'Zum Textcharacter dcr altgeorgischen katholischen Briefe: 
1, Dcr altgcorgische Jakobusbricf', DC Ii (1967), 51-66; cf. also idem, 'Die 
Bedeutung dcr gcorgischcn Version des Neuen Testamentes fUr die Novi Testa­
menti Gracci cditio maior critic a aufgezcigt am Textcharacter des altgeorgischen 
Jakobusbricfcs', BedKxxviii (1971),249-52. Since it is not evident how thoroughly 
Molitor has searched for parallel readings in other witnesses, one should, perhaps, 
be cautious about accepting in every case his evaluation of the 'purity' of a reading. 

2 OC Ii (1967),66. 
3 Cf. the chapter 'The Georgian Athonites' in David M. Lang's Lives and 

Legends of the Geol:gian Saints (London and New York, 1956), pp. 154-68. 
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Athos, there was a noticeable reorientation toward Greek cul­
ture. The I viron monks, sensitive to any accusation of doc­
trinal deviation that might be levelled against them by their 
Greek confreres, set to work to revise their Church books in 
accordance with Byzantine models. One of the most vigorous 
of the Georgian Athonites was St. Euthymius (d. 1028), who, 
according to his biographer, did much of this work at night by 
candlelight after a full day spent in administering the laura and 
in religious exercises. 

The blessed Euthymius [he tells us] went on translating without 
respite and gave himself no repose; day and night he distilled the 
sweet honey of the books of God, with which he adorned our language 
and our Church. fIe translated so many divine works that nobody 
could enumerate them, since he worked at his translations not only on 
Mount Olympus and Mount Athos (which works we can list in detail), 
but also in Constantinople, and while travelling, and in all kinds of 
other places. 1 

In addition to translating hagiographical and homiletic works, 
St. Euthymius early turned his attention to revising and com­
pleting the Georgian New Testament. The Book of Revelation, 
which for centuries was not regarded as canonical by the 
Georgian Church,2 was first translated into Georgian by St. 
Euthymius. His work must have been completed sometime 
before A.D. 978, which is the date of the earliest known Georgian 
nlanuscript of the Apocalypse (no. 9 in the list above). The base 
for his version appears to have been a copy of Andreas' Greek 
text of the book. Euthymius' translation must have been rather 
free, for, according to Molitor, the Georgian rendering shows 
traces of influence from the Philoxenian Syriac version and the 
Armenian version of that book. 3 Such reminiscences are particu­
larly noticeable in the spelling of proper names. 4 

I Quoted by D. M. Lang, Landmarks in Georgian Literature; An Inaugural ucture, 
School of Oriental and African Studies, University of London (1g66), p. 12. For 
further details about the literary and ecclesiastical work of St. Euthymius, see 
Michael Tarchnisvili, Geschichte der kirchlichen georgischen Literalur (Vatican City, 
1955), pp. 126-54· 

~ According to R. P. Blake, the Apocalypse, 'strictly speaking, never became 
canonical among the Georgians' (HTR xxi (1928),287). 

J Joseph Molitor, 'Die georgische Version cler Apokalypse (von 978) ins 
Lateinische iibertragen und untcrsucht', DC Iii (1968), 21. 

4 Joseph Molitor, 'Die Eigennamen in der Johanncsapokalypse des Euthymius', 
BedKxvii-xviii (1964),127-31. 
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The terminus of the labours on the Athonite revision came in 
the eleventh century with the work of St. George the Hagiorite 
(d. 1065), who, like Euthymius, was abbot of the Iberian 
monastery on Mount Athos. St. George's work, as Blake points 
out, 

may be considered as a continuation, and to some extent a rectification, 
of that of Euthymius. He translated some things which had not pre­
viously existed in Georgian, revised some others, and improved the 
translations of Euthymius. Among the latter he revised the Gospels, 
the Apostolic writings, and the Psalter-i.e. those sections which were 
used in the liturgy, and his versions displaced all others in common 
usc. l 

Most of the modifications introduced by St. George were rela­
tively minor and seem to have been based on Greek manuscripts 
of von Soden's K-type. Typical of his work is the comment on 
Matt. xxiv. 66 found in some copies of his recension, to the effect 
that 'since the words ovSJ 0 vi6~ [of vs. 36] did not occur in the 
three Greek Gospels, neither have I written them, says [George] 
the Hagiorite'. 2 One of the chief points of difference between his 
revision and that of St. Euthymius, according to Blake, is the 
inclusion of the pericope de adultera (John vii. 53-viii. I I) in St. 
George's text, a passage that is absent from all earlier forms of 
the Gospel of John in Georgian. 3 

As might have been expected, it is the work of the Athonite 
school of translators that is represented in the great majority of 
Georgian manuscripts, including virtually all of those written 
in lJutsuri characters. This revision became the vulgate of the 
Georgian Church and forms the basis of printed editions, be­
ginning with that of 1709 (the Gospels) published at Tiflis by 
King Vakhtang VI on the printing press newly established by 
him, and (according to Briere) reproduced without change in at 
least twelve editions of the Gospels and six editions of the whole 
New Testament. 4 

I R. P. Blake, 'Georgian Theological Literature', ]TS xxvi (1925), 57 f. 
Z Cited by A. Shanicize, Two Old Recensions . .. , p. 063. 
3 IlTR xxi (1928), 293, n. 36. Blake's statement, however, needs modification 

in the light of information kindly provided by Dr. Birdsall, namely that in Sinai 
MS. georg. 16, written at the Monastery of the Holy Cross at Jerusalem and dated 
(according to Tsagareli) A.D. 992, as well as in Vatican MS. ibcr. 1 (of about the 
same date), the pericope de adultera stands after John vii. 44. 

4 So Briere in PO xxvii (1955), 291 f. The editio princeps of the entire Georgian 
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VI. LIMITATIONS OF GEORGIAN IN REPRESENTING GREEK 

~y the late Canon Maurice Brierel 

For convenience of reference we have classified the examples of 
the limitations of the Georgian language in representing Greek 
under the headings of phonetics, morphology, and syntax. 2 All 
the Scripture references are to chapter and verse in the Gospel 
according to St. Luke. The Georgian evidence is drawn from six 
manuscripts, five of which are commonly designated by the 
names Adysh, Opiza, Dzruc, Parbal, Tbee, and a sixth which is 
at Mount Athos. We shall designate the first manuscript 'Gl ', 

and the four other named manuscripts, respectively, 'G2l', 

'G22', 'G23', 'G24', their combination 'G2' (when all four agree in 
giving the same text), and the Mount Athos manuscript 'g'.3 

The Adysh manuscript contains the Georgian text of the four 
Gospels which represents a version preserved in fragmentary 
texts called 'bannleti' and 'haemeti'. The Opiza, Dzruc, Parbal, 
and Tbet f manuscripts, which rest upon the text of the Adysh 
manuscript and correct it, form a 'proto-Vulgate' of the Georgian 
Gospels, to use Professor A. Shanidze's expression. The Mount 

Bible was published in 1743; see the description in T. H. Darlow and H. F. Moule, 
Historical Calalo,t:ue oj Printed Editions oj Holy Scripture . .. , ii (London, 191 I), 429. 
At this time the Tetracvangelium and the Apostolos were brought together in one 
corpus for the first time; cf. Theodor Kluge, 'Ober das Alter des georgischcn 
Obersetzung des Neuen Testaments', ZNW xi (19 10), 344. 

J [The material in section VI, 'Limitations of Georgian in Representing Greek', 
was drawn up (in French) by the late Canon Maurice Brierc, Honorary Professor 
of l'Institut catholique de Paris, to accompany his collation of the Old Georgian 
version of Luke against the Greek Tcxtus Receptus (Oxford, 1871) for the Inter­
national Greek New Testament Project. The reader will therefore find, in addition 
to information concerning limitations of Georgian in representing Greek, the cita­
tion of variant readings in manuscripts of the version as well as occasional com­
ments on the form of Briere's Latin rendering of the Old Georgian text of Luke 
published in PO xxvii (1955), 302-4413. For other, briefer accounts of the charac­
teristics of Georgian in comparison with Greek, see Franz Zorell, Grammatik zur 
altgeorgischen Bibeluhersetzung, mit Textproben und Worterveruichnis (Rome, 1930), 
pp. 6--8, and Joseph Molitor in Die aile Obersetzungen des Neuen Testaments, die 
Kirchenviiterzitaten und Lektionare, ed. by K. Aland (Berlin and New York, 1972), 
pp. 318-'25. B. M. M.] 

% For further details the reader is referred to La Langue giorgienne by N. Marr and 
M. Briere (Paris, 1931). [The deficiencies of this grammar, as Dr. Birdsall has 
pointed out to me, arc set forth in Hans Voges critical review of it in JA ccxxiii 
(juillet-decembrc '933; fascicule annexc), 142-5' B. M. M.] 

3 [For brief descriptions of the six manuscripts see nos. 2, 3, 4, 6, 1', and 13 in 
the list on pp. 186-9 above. B. M. M.] 
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Athos manuscript, I which is the result of several revisions on the 
basis of the Greek text,2 comprises the 'Vulgate' of the Georgian 
Gospels, which was transmitted unchanged from the editio prin­
ceps of 1709 to the present day.3 In the following discussion we 
shall make use of our edition of the Georgian version of Luke's 
Gospel4 for the Adysh, Opiza, and Tbet f manuscripts, Professor 
A. Shanidze's edition of the four Gospelss for the Dzruc and 
Parbal manuscript Ii, and a microfilm for manuscript no. 62 from 
Mount Athos, which ha~ not yet been edited. 

I. PHONETICS6 

Under this heading we shall deal with the orthography of 
proper names, limiting ourselves to only one reference (in Luke) 
by way of illustrating each item. 

A. Consonants 

( I) Change of one consonant to another 

(a) Dentals 

(i) Very frequent change of voiceless T to voiceless aspira-
ted (J. 

'EAt.aaf3€T] Elisabet' G21-22-24; cf. Elisabed G1G23g (i. 5) 
Na'ap€T] Nazaret' G1G2g (i. 26) 
aaf3(3aTov] Jabat' G2g; cf. !abad G1 (iv. 3 I) 
r€VV1Jaap€T] Genesaret' G1G2g (v. I) 

AchT] Lot' GtG21-22-23g; cf. Lot Gu (xvii. 28) 

1 For a description of this manuscript see Robert P. Blake's account under no. 62 
in his 'Catalogue des manuscrits georgiens de la bibliotheque de la Laure d'Iviron 
au Mont Athus', ROC xxix (1933-4), 25 I. 

2 Blake considered this manuscript, which presents a large number of corrections, 
to be the copy which St. George the Athonitc corrected in making his revision of 
the text already corrected by St. Euthymius. For information concerning these two 
tenth- and eleventh-century scribes, see Geschicl,te der kircl,lichen georgischen Literatur, 
auf Grund des ersten Bandes der georgischen Literaturgeschichte von K. Kekelicke, by Michael 
Tarchnisvili with the assistance of Julius Assfalg (Citta del Vaticano, 1955), pp. 
126-74· 

3 PO xxvii (1955), 291 f . 
.. Ibid. 275-457. 
S Two Old Recensions . .. , pp. '79--293. 
6 [It will be observed that here and there variations of spelling among the 

Georgian manuscripts complicate the attempt to present tidy categories of the 
limitations of Georgian in representing Greek. B. M. M.] 
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(ii) Change of voiced 8 to voiceless aspirated o. 
Llafil8] Davit' GI G2&' (i. 27) 

(iii) Change of voiceless 'T to voiced 8. 
'E>uaafier] Elisabed G 1G 23g; cf. Elisabet' G21-22-24 (i. 5) 
aafif3aTov] Jabad G1 ; cf. sabat' G2g (iv. 31) 

( b ) Gu tturals 

(i) Change of voiceless K to voiceless aspirated X and to 
voiced y. 

4>aAEK] P'alek' G 1 ; P'aleg G 2g (iii. 35) 

(c) Labials 

(i) Change of voiceless 7T to voiceless aspirated 4>. 

Ka7TEpvaovp.] Kap' arnaom G1G23 ; Kap' arnaum G21-22-24; 

cf. Kapernaum g (iv. 23). 

(ii) Change of voiceless aspirated 4> to voiced f3. 
, Iwcn]cP] Ioseb G21-22-23g; cf. Iosep' G1G24 (i. 27) 
B7J(}cPay~] Bet'bage GIG21-22-23g; cf. Bet'p'age G 24 (xix. 
29) 

(d) Sibilants 

(i) Change of voiceless s- to voiced ~. 

4>apES-] P'arez G1G2g (iii. 33) 
MUTOai'os-] Mat'eoz GIG21-22-23; cf. Mat'eos G 21 ; 

Matt'eos g (vi. IS) 
'Ep.p.aovs-] Emmaoz g; cf: Emmaiis G1G22 ; Evmaiis G21 ; 

Eumaos G 23 - 24 (xxiv. 13) 

(ii) Change of voiced , to voiceless s-. 

Boo'] Boos GIG21--22-23g; cf. Bovoz G24 (iii. 32) 

(2) Dissimilation of consonants 

Georgian docs not favour the repetition of l or r in the 
same word and replaces one of the occurrences with 
the other letter. I 

BEEA~Ef30VA] Berzebul G23 ; cf. Belzebul G1GZZg; Beelzebul 
G21 .-24 (xi. 15) 

I cr. La Langue georgienne, § 28. 
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(3) Epenthesis of a consonant. 

In order to avoid hiatus, the consonant v is inserted 
between two vowels, especially when one of them is 0. 1 

The consonant h, which is found in the same position, 
seems to have been taken from the Hebrew. 

, IwavV7}s-] lovane GIG21-22-23g; lohane G24 (i. 13) 
)4fJpadp,] Abraham G2g; cf. Abraam G1 (i. 73) 
B6o'] Bovo;:. G24 ; cf. Boos GIG21-22-2~ (iii. 32) 
Nwe] Nove G21-22-23; cf. Noe GIG2~ (iii. 36) 
, Iwavva] lohana GI G 2 ; cf. Ioanna g (viii. 3) 
y'evva] gehenia G1G2g (xii. 5) 
Et.'Awdp,] Silovam G23 ; cf. Siloam GIG21-22-24g (xiii. 4) 

(4) Reduction of two consonants 

(a) The same consonant doubled 

, Iwuvv1]s-] lovane GIG21-22-23g; lohane24 (i. 13) 
.ttvva] Ana G21-22-23; cf. Anna GIG2~ (ii. 36) 
<1>tAt1T1TOS-] P'ilipe GaGlg (iii. I) 
.ttvva] Ana GIG22-23; cf. Anna G21-2~ (iii. 2) 
, Iavva] lane GIg; cf. Ionne G21-22-23; lanne G24 (iii. 24) 
Marra8las-] Matat' GIG~ (iii. 25) 
Nayyal] Nage GIG2g (iii. 25) 
Marra8las-] Malat' GIg; Matit' G2 (iii. 26) 
, Iwavv<i] loanan g; cf. Danna GIG21-22-24; Dnna G23 (iii. 

27) 
Marra8u] Matat'an Gal-23-24g; Maat'an G22 ; cf. 

Matt'an G I (iii. 31) 
, Ieaaal] lese GIG21-22-2~; leyse G24 (iii. 32) 
Naaaawv] Naason G1G2g (iii. 32) 
aafJf3arov] sapat' GI ; sabat' G.,.g (iv. 16) 
'E'Ataaai'os-] Elise G1G2g (iv. 27) 
r EVV7Jaap'r] Genesaret' GIG 2g (v. I) 
, Iwuvva] lohana GIG 2 ; cr. loanna g (viii. 3) 
Eovaavva] Susana GIG·22-23-24; Susani (or: Susan) G21 ; 

cf. Susanna g (viii. 3) 
y'evva] l;ehenia GIGzg (xii. 5) 
BapafJf3<is-] Baraba G1G2g (xxiii. 18) 

I La Langue georgiemle, § 25, no. I. 
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(h) Two different consonants belonging to the class of mutes 

(i) The dentals TO reduce to 80, TT, or 0. 

MaTOaT] Mat't'an G 21- 24 ; cf. Matt'an G1G 22 ; Matat'an 
G2~ (iii. 24) 

MaTOaT] Mattat' g; cf. Matat' GIGZ (iii. 29) 
MaTOaios-] Mat'eoz GIG21-2Z-23; Mat'eos G 24 ; cf. 

Matt' eos g (vi. 15) 

(ii) The gutturals KX reduce to X. 

ZaKxarOS-] Zak'e GIG21-22-23g; Zak'ee G24 (xix. 2) 

B. Vowels 

( I) Reduction of two vowels 

(a) The same vowel doubled 

BTJOAEE/-L] Bet'lem G1G2g (ii. 15) 
, leraaK] lsak GIG21-23g; cf. Isaak G22- 24 (iii. 34) 
NEE/-Lav] Neman GIG21-22-23g; cf. Neeman G 24 (iv. 27) 
BeeA'e,BovA] Belzehul G1G22g; Berzehul G 23 ; cf. Beelzehul 

G21- 24 (xi. 15) 
Note: .i4apwv] Ahron GIG~ (i. 5), where the influence 

of Hebrew can be recognized. 

(h) Two different vowels forming a diphthong 

, ITovpala] lturea G2 ; ltwrea g; cf. Tyrii GI (iii. I) 

Nayyal] Nage GIG~ (iii. 25) 
EE/-LEt] Semi g; cf. Semei GIG22-23-24; Semii G21 (iii. 26) 
'EALaKELp.] Eliakim G1G2g (iii. 30) 
MaLvav] Menan G1G2 ; cf. Maynan g (iii. 31) 
, IEereral] lese GIG21-22-23g; leyse G 24 (iii. 32) 
'EALererarOS-] Elise (instead of Elisee) GIG~ (iv. 27) 
BapOoAop.aros-] Bart'lome (instead of Bart'lomee) G 1G 21-

22-23g; Bart'olome (instead of Bart'olomee) G 21 (vi. 14) 

MaT8aros-] Mat'eoz GIG21-22-23; Mat'eos G 24 ; Matt'eos g 
(vi. 15) 

J4A9>arOS-] Alp'e (instead of Alp'ee) G1G2g (vi. 15) 
raAtAala] Galilea G1 G 2 ; Galile (instead of Galilee) g 

(viii. 26) 
'laeLp0S-] lairos g; cf. laros G 1G2 (viii. 41) 
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ZaKxarOS'] Zak'e (instead of Zak'ee) GlG2l-22-23g; 
Zak'ee G21 (xix. 2) 

Note: Karuap] Keisar GtG21-22-23g; Keysar G 22 (xx. 24) 

(2) Change of vowel TJ to diphthong ey (pronounced 'C') 
, Iupa~~] lsraeyl Gl G 2g (ii. 34) 
)4~p] Aseyr Gl ; cf. Aser G~ (ii. 36) 
, I€povuaA~lL] Jerusaleym (written in contracted form: 

J-eylm) G lG 2g (ii. 41). This orthography is preferable 
to the spelling leyrusalem. I 

):t,8t~TJV~] AMleyna G21-22-23; cf. Abileni G l ; AMlrna G 24g 
(iii. I) 

fHpwSU1S'] E"yrodia G 24 ; cf. Herodia GlG21-22-23g (iii. 19) 
fH~i] Eyli G 21 - 23 ; cf. Eli GlG22-24g (iii. 23) 
, Iw~cP] loseyp' G 24 ; cf. losep' G l ; loseb G21-22-23g (iii. 

26) 
fPTJua] Reysa G l ; cf. Resa G2g (iii. 27) 
NTJpi] Neyri G21-23-24; cf. Neri GlG 22g (iii. 27) 
n Hp] EJ" G l G21 -. 23 ; cf. Er G22- 24g (iii. 28) 
E~IL] Seym G 21 ; cf. Sem GlG22-23-24g (iii. 36) 
Ma~E~E~~] Maleleyl G23- 24 ; cf. Malilel G1 ; MaieZ 

G21- 22 ; Male/eil g (iii. 37) 
E~8] Seyt' GtG2I-24; cf. Set' G22 -- 23 ; Seit' g (iii. 38) 
fLl~taS'] Eyelia Gl ; cf. Elia G2g (iv. 25) 
fHpwS'Y/S'] Heyrode G22 ; cf. Erode G 1 ; Herode G21-23'-24g 

(viii. 3) 
Mw~S'] Moseys G 21 ; cf. Mose GIG21-22-23g (xx. 37) 

2. MORPHOLOGY 

A. Declension 

( I) Nouns or substantives 

Proper names generally end in a vowel. 

(a) Change of a to e 
, Iavva] lane GIg; lonne G21-22-23; lanne G 24 (iii. 24) 
raAL~ata] Galile (instead of Galilee) g; cf. Galilea GIGS 
(viii. 26) 

I Cf. A. Shanidze, Caucasus Polyglottus, i. 99. 
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(b) Change of uS' to a and of ,uS' to ia or e 

Zuxuplus] Zak'aria GIG21-23-24g; cr. Zak'arian G 22 (i. 5) 
fHAtuS'] Elia G1G2g (i. 17) 
AuuuvluS'] Lusania G1 ; Lwsane G2g (iii. I) 

Kura4>uS'] Kayapa G1G 22 ; Kaiapa G21-23-24g (iii. 2) 
fHuutuS'] Esaya G 1 ; Esaia G2g (iii. 4) 
fHpw8taS'] Herodia GIG21-22-2~; Eyrodia G 24 (iii. 19) 
J4V8PEUS'] Andria G1G22 ; Andrea G21-23-24g (vi. 14) 
8WJLclS'] T'oma GIG~ (vi. 15) 
, Iov8uS'] Iuda G1G2g (vi. 16) 
XOU'clS'] K'oza GIG21-22-23g; K'uza G24 (viii. 3) 
, IwvclS'] lana G1G2g (xi. 29) 
fLUJLWVclS'] mamona G1G2g (xvi. II) 

BUPUf3/3clS'] Baraba GIG~ (xxiii. 18) 
KAE01TUS'] Kleopa G 1G 2g (xxiv. 18) 

(c) Change of 'Y]S' to e 

, Iwavvr}S'] lovane GIG21-22-Z3g; lohane G24 (i. 13) 
'Iop8av'Y]S'] lordane G1G2g (iii. 3) 
fHpcfJ8'Y]S'] Erode G1 ; Herode GZl-23-24g; Heyrode G22 

(viii. 3) 
Mwu1jS'] Mose GIG21-22-23g; cf. Moseys G24 (xx. 37) 

(d) Change of oS' to e (or dropped) and of LOS' to ia (or 
dropped) 

AVyoVO"ToS'] Avguste G24 ; cf. Agustos G1 ; Agwstos GZl- 22-

Z3g (ii. I) 
Kup~vtoS'J Kwrine G1G2g (ii. 2) 
T,,{3EPLOS'] Tiberia G1 ; Tiber G2g (iii. I) 

II"AclToS'] Pilate G1G2g (iii. I) 

4>tAt1T1TOS'] P'ilipe G1GZg (iii. I) 
XPLUTOS'] K'riste G1G2g (iii. 15) 
II€TpoS'] Petre G1GZg (v. 8) 
, IdKw,BoS'] lakob G1G2g (v. 10) 

ZE/3E8ufoS'] Zebede (instead of Zebedee) G1G2g (v. 10) 

Bap()oAofLUrOS'] Bart'lome (instead of Bart'lomee) G1G21-
22-23g; Bart'olome (instead of Bart'olomee) G21 (vi. 14) 

J4A4>uroS'] Alp'e (instead of Alp'ee) GIG~ (vi. 15) 
Aci'upos] Lazare G1Gzg (xvi. 20) 
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ZUKxuioS'] Zak'e (instead of Zak'ee) GtG21-22--23g; 

Zak'ee G24 (xix. 2) 

(e) Expansion of a to an 

ZuxuptuS'] Zak'arian G 22 ; cf. Zak'aria GIG21-23-24g (i. 5) 
, Iwawa] Ioanan g; cf. Danna GtG21-22-24; Dnna G23 (iii. 

27) 
MarraBa] Matt'an G 1 ; Malal'an G21--23--2~; Maat'an 

G22 (iii. 3 I) 

Note: MUTBaT] Matt' an G1G22 ; Mat't' an G21 - 24 ; Malat'­
an G23g (iii. 24) 

(2) Reflexive pronoun. 

The reflexive pronouns, 'myself', 'yourself', 'himself', 
etc., are expressed in Georgian by the noun 'the head' 
(or by another substantive having an analogous sense), 
generally accompanied by the possessive adjective ('my 
head', 'your headY, 'his head', etc.). 

/36.Ae UEUVTC5v] 'praecipita temetipsum' (litt. 'caput 
tuum') G 2g; cf. 'cade' G1 (iv. 9) 

£P,UVTOV ~gtW(]u] 'egometipse' (litt. 'caput meum') 
'dignus videbar' G1G2 ; 'a memetipso' (litt. 'capite 
meo') 'dignus videbar' g (vii. 7) 

Kat rTJV €UVTOV .jJvxrJv] 'scmetipsum quoque' (litt. 'caput 
quoque suum') G1G2 ; cf. 'animam quoque suam' g 
(xiv. 26) 

elS' €aVTOV S~ EABwv] 'cogitavit in semetipso (litt. 'capite 
suo') G2 ; 'cum venisset ad semetipsum' (litt. 'caput 
suum') g; cf. 'rediit ad mentem suam' G t (xv. 17) 

E'TrtSetgeTE €UVTOVS'] 'ostendite vos' (litt. 'capita') G1 ; 

'ostenditc vosmctipsos' (litt. 'capita vestra') G~ 
(xvii. 14) 

B. Conjugation 

(I) Objective pronominal particles 

Object') of the verb (direct or indirect), which may be 
nouns or pronouns, are indicated in the verbal for­
mation by pronominal particles called objectives. 
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When the objects are expressed before or after the verb, 
we omit these pronominal particles in the translation 
to avoid useless repetition. But when they are not ex­
pressed explicitly, we have translated these pronomi­
nal particles by putting them in italics and without 
brackets. 

a1ToKpdJeLS] 'respondit ci' GIG~ (i. I9) 
el1Tev aVTcp] 'et dixit ei' G1G 2g (i. I9) 
a1ToAVetS'] 'dimitte me' G21-22-23; cf. 'dimittes' G 1 ; 

'dimitte' G24g (ii. 29) 
a1To TOU a'tpOVTOS' TO. aa] 'qui auferet tibi' G1 ; 'qui 

auferet tibi' G2g (vi. 30) 
Ka7'I.S'1]O'e TO. 7'pav!-'aTa aVTOU] 'et alligavit ei vulnus illud' 

GIG21-22-23; cf. 'et alligavit ei vulnus illud' G24 ; 'cum 
alligasset ei vulnus illud' g (x. 34) 

EAeye SI.] 'et dicebat eis' G'21-22-23; cf. 'et dicebat eis' 
GIg; 'et dicebat' G 24 (xiii. 6) 

(2) Indication of the plural 

When a tranl)itive verb in the future or aorist of the 
active voice has a direct object in the plural, this is 
indicated in the verb form. But when the direct object 
is expressed neither before nor after the verb, we add it 
in the translation under either the nominal form (in 
italics and with brackets) or the pronominal form (in 
italics and without brackets). 

E1TEfJAeifJev] 'coniecit (oculos) , GIg; cf. 'respexit' G2 (i. 
48) 

a1ToAveTe] 'dimittite (debita)' G1 ; cf. 'dimittite' G2g (vi. 
37) 

E~E!-,a~e] 'extersit eos mihi' GIG21-22-24: 'extersit eos' 
G23g (vii. 44) 

1Tept~wO'a!-,evoS'] 'praecinge (lumbos tuos) , G2g; cf. 
'cingulum cinge' G1 (xvii. 8) 

ava,8AeifJov] 'recipe eos' G1G2g (xviii. 42) 
aVEfJAeljle] 'recepit eos' G1G2g (xviii. 43) 

C. Invariable words. Negatives. 

The two negatives ara and ver differ in that the former 
expresses the reality of the fact and the latter its possi-
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bility. In order to note this difference in our trans­
lation, when a verb is accompanied by the negative ver, 
we customarily precede its infinitive form with the verb 
'possum,' placing it in italics and without brackets. 

p.~ €VPOVTfS] 'non potuerunt invenire' G2 ; cf. 'cum non 
invenissent' G1 ; 'non invenerunt' g (ii. 45) 

OU avvijKav TO pijp.a] 'non potuerunt intelligcre verbum 
illud' G2g; cf. 'non cognovcrunt verbum eius' G1 

(ii. 50) 
OUK .qKovaav] 'non potUeTUllt audirc' g; cf. 'non audierunt' 

G1G2 (x. 24) 
OUK 0tP€uO€] 'non poteritis viderc' G1 ; cf. 'non videbitis' 

G2g (xvii. 22) 

3. SYNTAX 

A. Order of words 

In our Latin translation we retain the order of words in 
the Georgian text except for the following three cases: 

(I) Postpositives corresponding to Greek prepositions 

EV T{jJ va{jJ] 'in templo ilIo' (lilt. 'templo illo in') GIG~ 
(i. 2 I) 

E7Tl. yiJ~ €lp~V1J] 'in terra (Litt. 'terra super') pax' G1Gzg 
(ii. 14) 

(2) The conditional cOl'~junction t'u with the sense of 'if' 

OTav KA7JOfis-] 'si vocaverit (litt. 'vocaverit si') te aliquis' 
G1 ; 'cum vocaverit te aliquis' G2g (xiv. 10) 

(3) The adversative conjunction bolo, signifying 'but' 

~ DE] 'ilIa autem' (titl. 'autem illa') G 2g; cf. 'et ilIa' G1 

(i. 29) 

B. Function of words 

( I) Determination of the noun by means of the definite article 

Georgian makes up for its lack of the article by placing 
after the noun the adjective or demonlitrativc pronoun 
in one of the three persons (usually the third). I 

I cr. La Langue georgienne, § 310. 
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€V TatS ~JJ.Epa,s] 'in diebus illis' GIG~ (i. 5) 
TOU .BaUtAEws] 'regis illius' GI ; cf. 'regis' G2g (i. 5) 
T~S 'Iov8atas] 'Iudaeae' GIG~ (i. 5) 

209 

On the one hand proper nouns (as in the last citation), 
and on the other hand common nouns modified by a 
qualifying adjective or by another noun playing the 
role of complement, are not usually followed by a 
demonstrative pronoun in the third person. 

TO ovoJJ.U ~s napfNvov] 'nomen virginis illius' G1GZg (i. 
27) 

TOV f}povov TOU nUTpos aVTou] 'thronum patris eius (litt. 
'sui'f GIG2g (i. 32) 

~ JJ.~77JP TOU Kvptov] 'mater Domini' GIG~ (i. 43) 
TCtlV €Xf}pwv ~JJ.wv] 'inimicorum nostrorum' G~; cf. 

'inimicorum' GI (i. 74) 
~, "] 't 'G ' o nUT7Jp uov KUYW pater uus et ego 1; ego et pater 

tuus' G2g (ii. 48) 

(a) Placed after the noun, 'ille' corresponds to the definite 
article; placed before the noun, 'ille' corresponds to the 
demon~trative adjective. 

Tuthus TaS ~JJ.Epas] 'dies illos' (TOS) GIg; 'dies hos' 
(TavTus) G2 (i. 24) 

€v Tats ~JJ.EpUtS Tuv-ra,s] 'in diebus illis' (TUtS') GI : om. 
G21 ; 'in his (TUVTUtS') die bus' G22-23-24; 'in illis 
(TuvTa,s) diebus' g (i. 39) 

(b) Is it not necessary to relate this usage of 'ilIe' to the 
adverb 'inde' (derived from the same adjective or third 
person demonstrative pronoun) in the following con­
struction? 

ano T~S' 1TOAEWS] 'inde de civitate' (= 'de civitate ilIa') 
GIG2g (ix. 5) 

anD TOU opovs] 'inde de monte' (= 'de monte ilIo') 
GIG2g (ix. 37) 

'inde de mundo' (= 'de mundo ilIo') G2; 'inde' g (xvi. 9) 
anD T~S npouEvx~S] 'inde ab oratione' (= cab oratione 

ilIa') GIG2g (xxii. 45) 
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(2) Po~essive adjective of the third person 

While good usage in Latin employs 'eius' or 'suus' 
according as the possessor is or is not the same as the 
subject of the phrase, Georgian, on the other hand, can 
make use of the adjective or demonstrative pronoun of 
one of the three persons in the first case, or of the re­
flexive pronoun 'the head' (see above) in the second 
case, placing one or the other in the genitive. Although 
Georgian is far from rigorously observing this rule, our 
translation conforms to the Latin syntax. 

EV 'Ta,~ ~f.L€paIS aUTwv] 'in dicbus suis' (litt. 'eorum' G2g) 
G}G2g (i. 7) 

E7TL Tip OVOf.Lan 'ToD 7Ta'Tp6~ aUToD] 'ad nomen patris eius' 
(lilt. 'sui' G2) G}G2g (i. 59) 

€l~ T~V 7TOALV aVTwv] in civitatem suam' (lilt. 'eorum' Gt ) 

G}G2g (ii. 39) 
€l~ 'T~V X€Lpa athoD] 'in manum istius' G1 ; 'in manum 

eius' Gzg (xv. 22) 
S€Ka SOVAOV~ eav'Tov] 'decem servos suos' (litt. 'eius' 

G2l) G1G2g (xix. 23) 

(3) Interrogative adjective and pronoun 

When two interrogative words closely follow each other 
in a single question, we place one of them within square 
brackets (especially the su perfiuolls word). 

1TO'Ta7To~] 'quomodo [quid], G1 ; 'quomodo' G2g (i. 29) 
'Tt apa] 'quidnam [quid], G1 ; 'quidnam' G2g (i. 66) 
7Toaov] 'quantum [quid]' G t ; 'quantum' G2g (xvi. 5, 7) 
'Tts-] '[ quomodo] quisnam' G1 ; 'quisnam' Gzg (xix. 3) 

(4) Infinitive 

It sometinles happens that the infinitive in Georgian 
does not differ in function from a noun. 

E8avf.La~ov EV 'Tip xpovt~€t,v aVTOV 1 'mirabantur quod 
moraretur ille' (lilt. 'in mora illa eius') G1 ; 'miraban­
tur moram illam eius' G 2g (i. 2 I) 

a7Toypa,q)€a8at 7Tiiaav T~V OlKOVf.L€VYJV] 'censio totius 
mundi' G1 ; Cut censeretur totus mundus' G2g (ii. I) 



Limitations of Georgian 2 I I 

€v ar~ O€t Epya'€uBat] 'in quibus oportet operari' (lilt. 
'opus') G1G2g (xiii. 14) 

(5) Prepositions and postpositives 

(a) Because in Georgian, as in other languages, a pre­
position or postpositive ha,; several meanings, it is not 
always a question of using the same word when trans­
lating into Latin. Conversely, a Latin preposition does 
not necessarily correspond to the same Georgian pre­
position or postpositive. 

(b) The two prepositions that correspond to EV or €L~ and 
bd in Greek and to 'in' and 'super' in Latin are often 
understood in Georgian, the dative/accusative which 
they govern having a locative or a temporal sense. 
Therefore in our translation we place 'in' and 'super' in 
italics and without brackets. 

EV Tep vacp] 'in templo illa' G1 ; 'in templo illo' G2g (i. 22) 
€l~ TOV OlKOV] 'in domum illam' G1 ; 'in domum' G~ 

(i. 40) 
EV Ta;~ ~fd.patS EKElva,~] 'in diebus illis' (Tat~) G1 ; 'in 

illis (EK~lvat") diebus' G2g (ii. I) 
E1Tt TOV TpaX7]AOV aVTOV] 'super collum eius' G1 ; 'super 

collum eius' G2g (xv. 20) 
Note: €LUEABc1v Eis- TOV vaovJ 'cum ingressus esset tem­
plum illud' G1 ; 'et ingressus est templum' G2g, where 
the verb 'ingredior' governs the accusative without a 
preposition. 

(c) In Georgian the instrumental (which has the varied 
meanings of the Latin ablative) is sometimes used for 
EV followed by the dative. In translating we employ 
various prepositions, such as 'in' and 'cum' printed in 
roman type and without brackets. 

EV 1TVEVfLan Kat OvVafLELJ 'in spiritu (instr.) et virtute 
(instr.), G1G2g (i. 17) 

, '"J. I ( ... , ... ]' ( • ) 
€V a-yEUU UfLapTLWV aVTWV cum remlSSlonc znstr. 

peccatorum nostrorum' ('eorum' g) G~; cf. 'ad 
remittendum peccata eorum' G1 (i. 77) 

EV €LP~vnJ 'in pace (instr.), GIG~ (ii. 29) 
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(d) Sometimes El~ followed by the accusative is translated in 
Georgian by the final clause (motion toward) ; we ren­
der it by means of the prepositions 'in' or 'ad' printed 
in roman type and without brackets. 
El~ TOV OZKOV] 'in domum (fin.), G1Gzg (i. 56) 
Ei) TOV ovpavov] 'ad caclum (fin.), G1GZg (ii. 15) 

(6) Temporal conjunction 'cum' 

In order to render the Greek participle (which is very 
frequently used in the Gospels), the Georgian translator 
often employs a temporal preposition introduced by the 
subordinate conjunction 'cum', which is either ex­
pressed or understood; in the latter case we print 'cum' 
in italics and without brackets. I 

7TOPEVOp,EVOt] 'cum ambularent' G1; cf. 'et ambulabant' 
G 2g (i. 6) 

aypavAOVV'T"ES-] 'cum in agris starent' G2g; cf. 'foris stan­
tes' G1 (ii. 8) 

E7TtYVOVS- oe] 'cum intellexissent' GIg; 'cum intellexisset' 
Gz (v. 22) 

K1Jpvaawv Kat. EvaYYEAt'Op,EVO)] 'cum praedicaret et evan­
gelizaret' G1G2g (viii. I) 

oEgap,Evo~ 7TOT~PtOV] 'cum accepisset calicem' GIG21-22-
23; cf. 'accepit calicem' G24g (xxii. 17) 

( 7 ) Encli tics 

(a) The particle ve sometimes indicates identity ('the same'), 
sometimes gencrality.2 

(i) Joined to the adverb of place 'eo', it corresponds to the 
adverb 'eadem'. 
f I .1.] , . d' G f' . V7TEaTPE~aV reverSl sunt eo em 1; c. reverSl sunt et 

abierunt' Gzg (ii. 39) 
, I .1. " ] , • • d ' G f' . aVE7TEp,~EV aVTOV et mlslt eo em 1; c. ct mlSerunt 

cum' (om. g) G 21- 24g; 'et misit cum' G22- 23 (xxiii. I I) 

(ii) Joined to a personal pronoun in the plural or to a 
noun indicating number, it adds the sense of 'omnes', 
which we place in italics and without brackets. 

I La Laugue georgienne, § 424, no. 1 injine, and PO xxvii ('955), 288-90. 
2 Ibid., § 426, no. 3. 
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aVTO[] 'illi omnes' G1G2g (xi. 19) 
oi S£Ka] 'decem omnes' G 2g; cf. 'hi decem' G1 (xvii. 17) 
oi yap €1TTa] 'etenim septem omnes' G1 ; 'etenim septem 

omnes illi' G2g (xx. 33) 

(b) The particle ca, which renders the conjunction Kat in 
the sense of 'quoque', is added to the relative pronoun 
and adverb and to the interrogative pronoun and ad­
verb, as is ordinarily the case in medieval and modern 
Georgian. 

00] 'ubi quoque' G1G2g (iv. 16) 
<> KaA£aaS'] 'qui quoque vocavit' G1G2g (vii. 39) 
cJ> TO 1TA€tOV lxap{aaTo] 'cui quoque plus dimisit' G 1G 2g 

(vii. 43) 
00] 'quo quoque' G23g; cf. 'in quem' G1G21 ; 'quo' 

G 22 - 24 (xxiv. 28) 

The foregoing account of various particularities of the Geor­
gian language is designed to draw attention to certain features 
germane to the language itself. As we have previously stated, 
these variants did not originate in the particular readings of the 
original text from which the Georgian version of the Gospel of 
Luke derives. 

Still other variants have arisen-purely accidentally-from 
confusion of similar words in Georgian which resemble each 
other either in pronunciation or in spelling. 

KO¢>tVOI.] 'tUITes' (godoli) G1 ; cf. 'cophinos' (godori) G2g (ix. 17) 
lv ath-jj] 'tunc' (mafin) G1 ; 'in ilIa' (mas sina, or abbreviated 

m-s I-a) G~ (xxiv. 18) 

The following two variants, which arose through confusion, 
are found in almost all the manuscripts and in all the editions­
yet are overlooked in all revisions. 

aVYKv1TTovaa] 'tristic;' (dagonebul) GIG21-22-23g; cf. 'incurvata' 
(dagunebulor dagownebul) G24 (xiii. II) 

lfEKp£fLaTo] 'subiectus erat' (damorcilebul) G1G2g, where 'sus­
pensus erat' (damokidebul) is expected (xix. 48) 

In addition to what was said about traces of influence of the 
Greek text in the Georgian version, the following three passages 
may be noted. 
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';;t/;aTO J-tOV ns'J 'aliquis (ns-) tetigit me' GIG21-.22-24g; 'quis (rls-) 
tetigit me?' G23 (viii. 46). 

<> laxvpOrEp0s- avrov] 'fortior eo' G1 ; 'fortior eius' G2g, where 
avrov, which is the complement of the comparative, is taken 
as the possessive genitive (xi. 22). 

on avros- EYW ElfLL] 'quia ego idem sum' G1 ; 'quia ipse ego sum' 
G2g, avros- having these two meanings in Greek (xxiv. 39). 



v 

The Ethiopic Version 

I. THE INTRODUCTION OF CHRISTIANITY INTO ETHIOPIA 

AND THE TRANSLATION OF TIlE NEW TESTAMENT 

T
HE early history of Ethiopia, or Abyssinia,1 is shrouded in 
legend. Native tradition ascribes the name of the country 
and the foundation of the state to Ethiops, thc son of Cush, 

the son of Ham. The queen of Sheba who visited Solomon is 
identified with an Ethiopian queen, Makeda, who bore to 
Solomon a son, Menelik. The tradition continues that Menelik, 
after being educated in Jerusalem by his father, returned to the 
old capital Aksum (modern Axum), bringing with him Jewish 
priests and the ark of the covenant. The lattcr, which had been 
taken by stealth from the temple in Jerusalem, was deposited in 
the cathedral at Aksum. The official version of this legend, much 
elaborated, is contained in a voluminous work, greatly treasured, 
known as the Kebra-Nagast, or 'Glory of Kings', the current 
recension of which dates from the fourteenth century of the 
Christian era. 2 

I A distinction between the terms 'Ethiopia' and 'Abyssinia' is sometimes made 
on the basis that the former has a historical and the latter a geographical reference 
(so Enno Littmann, Abessinien (Hamburg, 1935), p. 13)' The two terms have en­
tirely different origins. The name' Abyssinians' is of Semitic derivation (though 
whether, as many have thought, it is from the south Arabian 'J:Iabashat' is now 
made doubtful by A. K. Irvine, 'On the Identity ofJ:Iabashat in the South Arabian 
Inscriptions', ]SS, x (1g65), 178-96) and refers to the ethnic and political entity 
which flourished during the old Aksumite kingdom. The word 'Ethiopians', on 
the other hand, as a personal name goes back to Mycenaean Greek of the second 
millennium B.C., and comes later to designate 'People with burnt faces' or 'People 
with burning, radiant faces' (cf. A. Dihle, Umstrittene Daten. Untersuchungen zum 
Aliftreten der Griecllen am Roten Metr (Koln-Opladen, 1965), pp. 65-79, and Ernst 
Hammerschmidt, if"thioj)ien. Glllistliches Reich zwischen Gestern und Morgen (\Viesbadcn, 
1967), pp. 150 f.). In the Septuagint Ai.8lor/J and AUho1Tla are the standard render­
ings of 'Cush' (trh~), except in Gen. x. 7, where the transliteration Xo,;~ is used. 

For bibliography on Ethiopica, ancient and modern, an indispensable tool is 
George F. Black's 'Ethiopica and Amharica; A List of Works in the New York 
Public Library', Bulletin of the New rork Public Library, xxxii (J 928), 4.43-81, 
528-62. 

2 First edited by Carl Bezold in AbhMu, xxiii, I (Munich, 1905); edited sub-
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Chary of relying upon such legendary source,>, modern scholars 
are content to sketch only in the broadest outline the severa] 
waves of Hamitic (Cushite) and Semitic invaders that subjugated 
the indigenous Negroid population. Between 1000 B.C. and 400 

B.C. Semitic intruders from south-west Arabia (Yemen) brought 
with them a more highly developed social organization, archi­
tecture, and art, as well as a system of writing. Although the 
origin of the Ethiopic alphabet has been disputed, most linguists 
today regard it ali a developluent from the South Semitic alphabet 
known as Sabaean. 1 From the evidence of inscriptions it appears 
that in the first half of the fourth century A.D. Sabaean speech and 
script were replaced by the early Ethiopic language and writing. 
While it is probable that the script as a whole was a gradual 
development of the South Semitic alphabet, the introduction of 
vocalization was no dou bt effected by a single individual. The 
vowel following each Ethiopic consonant is expressed by adding 
small appendages to the right or the left of each of the basic 
characters, or at the top or the bottom, by shortening or lengthen­
ing one of its main strokes, and by other differentiations. There 
are thus seven forms of each of twenty-six letters. Unlike other 
Semitic scripts Ethiopic is read from left to right. 

Of the various settlements formed by the invaders the most 
important was that centred at Aksum, whose port was Adulis on 
the Gulf of Zula, a sheltered inlet of the Red Sea. Through this 
port a whiff of Greek culture reached Aksum, as can be deduced 
from the discovery of a number of Greek inscriptions, some of 
which date from about the first century A.D. 2 The epigraphical 
evidence is supported also by literary evidence. The Periplus 

sequently by E. A. \.vallis Budge under the title, TIlt Queen of Sluba and her Only 
Son, Menyelek _ .. (London, 1922). 

I Earlier scholars sought the source of the Ethiopic alphabet in such widely 
diverse alphabets as Greek, Syriac, Coptic, Samaritan, and Indian scripts, or 
even the runes (cf. David Diringer, The Alplwbet, a Key to the History of Mankind, 3rd 
edn., i (New York, 1948), 179)- More recently Jacques Ryckmans (Bibliotheca 
orientalis, xii (1955), 2-8) and A.J. Drewes (Annalesd'Ethiopie, i (1955), 1216), 
have argued that the Ethiopic alphabet had its origin in a Thamiidic (north 
Arabian) form of writing ; but see the objections to this theory raised by ,"V. Lcslau 
(AJA lxii (1958), 112) and Edward Ullendorff (The Ethiopians, all Introduction to 
Countly and People, 2nd cdn. (London, 19(5), p. 133 n. I). 

2 Enno Littmann, Sabaische, griechische und altabessinische Inschriften (Deutsche 
Aksum-Expedition, iv; Berlin, 1913), pp. 2--5, and idem, 'Xthiopischc Inschriftcn', 
Miscellanea Academica Beroiincnsia, ii. 2 (Ik-rlin, 1950), 97-127. cr. also Sergew 
Hable-Se1assie, Beziehungen iithiopiens zur .t;riechische-romischen Welt (Bonn, 1964). 
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Maris Erythraei, an anonymous account of travel and trade on the 
Red Sea and the Indian Ocean written in the latter half of the 
first century A.D., describes the port of Adulis and states that 
eight days" journey inland lay the metropolis of the Aksumites, 
ruled by Zoscales, 'who is miserly in his ways and always striving 
for more, but otherwise upright and acquainted with Greek 
literature (ypa/LJLa:rwv fE>.AYJVLK{iW E/L'TTEl.pOS)'.1 

The time and circumstances of the planting of the Church in 
Ethiopia are difficult to ascertain. The account in Acts viii. 26-39 
of the conversion by Philip of an Ethiopian who was chamberlain 
of the Candace (or queen) of the Ethiopians is often assumed to 
have a bearing on the introduction of Christianity into Ethiopia. 2 

Apart from other considerations, however, it is fatal to this inter­
pretation that evidence is lacking that Ethiopia was governed at 
that time by a woman, whereas it is known that Candace was the 
title of the queens who ruled for some centuries over the kingdom 
of Mero~, which, lying to the north of the kingdom of Aksum, 
was often confused with it.3 Conflicting traditions in the early 
Church assign (he evangelization of Ethiopia to different apostles. 
Thus Rufinus4 and SocratesS report that Matthew preached in 
Ethiopia;6 Gelasios of Cyzicus7 links the name of Bartholomew 
with that country; and the confused account concerning the 
preaching of the apostles which is attributed to Epiphanius of 

I Wilfred H. Schoff, The Peri plus of the Erythraean Sea (New York, 1912), p. 23; 
cf. also A. H. M. Jones and E. Monroe, A History of Abyssinia (Oxford, 1935), 
repro as A History of Ethiopia (1955), p. 22, and Albrecht Dihle, Umstritlene Daten, 
pp. 9 ff. It is worth noting that coins ofAxum bore Greek characters down to the 
eighth century; see Arturo Anzani, 'Numismatica Axumita', Rivista Italiana di 
numismatica e scienze affini, xxxix (1926), 5-1 10. 

2 The assumption was made as early as Irenaeus (Adv. Haer. IV. xxiii. 2) and 
Eusebius (Hisl. eed. II. i. 13). 

3 See, e.g., K. Lake and H. J. Cad bury in vol. iv of The Beginnings of Christianity 
(London, 1933), pp. 95 f.; Dale H. Moore, 'Christianity in Ethiopia', Church 
History, v (1936), 271 ; and Albrecht Dihle, op. cit., pp. 42 f. 

.. Hist. eed. X. 9. 
5 Hist. eed. i. '9. 
6 The tradition that Matthew preached in Ethiopia is expanded with many 

details in the Martyrium Matlhaei, composed in Ethiopia after 524 and preserved 
in translation in the so-called Abdias Collection (J. A. Fabricius, Codex apocryphus 
Novi Testamenti, ed. sec. ii (Hamburg, 17 I 9), 636-68; on the Abdias Collection sec 
R. A. Lipsius, Die apokryphen Apostelgesehichlen und Apostel/egenckn, i (Braunschweig, 
1883), 124, 168, and 223; ii. 2 ( 1884), 124-41. 

7 Hist. eecl. iii. 9; cr. Anton Glas, Die Kircl~ngesehiehte des Gelasios von Kaisareia. 
D~ Vorlage for die heiden letzl~n Biicher der Kirchengesehichte Rufins (Leipzig, 1914), 
pp.41Jf. 
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Cyprus I mentions Ethiopia in connection with the work of 
Andrew in evangelizing the Scythians, the Sogdianoi and Gor­
sinians (?), and those who lived in Sebastopolis the Great. 

Except for a brief comment by Origen ('The Gospel is not said 
to have been preached to all the Ethiopians, especially to such as 
live beyond the River'),Z the first more or less firm literary evi­
dence we have for the presence of Christianity in Ethiopia comes 
from the end of the fourth century. According to Rufinus, 3 it was 
during the time of Constantine the Great (about 330) that two 
young men, Frumentius and JEdesius, accompanied their uncle, 
a philosopher from Tyre named Meropius, on a voyage on the 
Red Sea. The ship having stopped at a port on the Ethiopian 
coast for provisions, the natives attacked and murdered the crew 
and Meropius; only Frumentius and iEdesius survived. "I'he two 
youths were taken captive to Aksum, where they won confidence 
and honour, and eventually were allowed to preach Christianity. 
Some time later ..tEdesius returned to Tyre; Frumentius, after 
converting the royal family to the new faith, went to Alexandria, 
where he obtained missi-wonary coorkers from Athanasius, and 
was himself consecrated bishop and head of the Ethiopian 
Church, with the title Abba Salama, 'Father of Peace', which is 
still in use along with the later Abuna, 'Our l'ather'. Although 
there are doubtless many unhistorical elements in this romantic 
story, it may well preserve an essentially authentic core, particu­
larly in view of Rufinus' claim that he had learned the facts 
'from the mouth of .iEdesius himself ... who was later made 
a priest in Tyre'. 

I Prophetamm vitae fabulosac, indices apostolorum discipuloromque Domini . .. vindicata, 
ed. by Theodor Schermann (Leipzig, 1907), pp. 108 f. The manuscripts present 
variant readings for Sogdianoi and Gorsinians (:= Georgians?). Cf. also Francis 
Dvornik, The Idea of Apostolicity in Byzantium and tile Legend of Ihe Apostle Andrew 
(Cambridge, Mass., 1958), p. 174 n. II I, and pp. 208 f. 

2 In Mattlt. Comm., ser. 39 (Lommatzsch, iv, p. 269 f.). On the other hand, 
however, Origen's comment that Ps. lxxii. 9 (~VW,",OIl au-roii 7Tpou1r£uoiiv-raL AUJto-
1r£S' KU~ 01 EX8po2 au-roii xoiiv A£{~OVUtI,) and Zcph. iii. 10 (£K 1r£pa..'rUJII 1rOTUP.WII 
AUho1rtaS' O'UOVULV OvuluS' P.OL) are to be fulfilled at the second coming of Christ 
suggests that he regarded the Ethiopians as pagan (110m. xvi. 3 in lib. Jesu Nave, 
P·148). 

3 Hist. eee!. i. 9. The story is repeated, with some variations, in the ecclesiastical 
histories of Socrates (i. 19), Sozomen (ii. 24), and Thcodoret (i. 23). For additional 
information about Frumentius from Ethiopic sources, see Carlo Conti Rossini, 'A 
propos des textes ethiopiens concernant Salama (Frumentius)', /Elhiops: Bulletin 
Ge'u, i (1922),2-4,17-18. 
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In any case, apart from the credibility of certain details in 
Rufinus' account, one can point to epigraphical and numismatic 
evidence that confirms his central point concerning the arrival of 
Christianity in Ethiopia during the fourth century. Among the 
numerous stelae found at Aksum several record in Greek, 
Sabaean, and Ethiopic the military exploits of King Ezana, 
whose reign is dated by most scholars to the second and third 
quarters of the fourth century.l Besides mentioning Ezana's 
efforts to defend his kingdom and to safeguard the routes which 
meant everything to its prosperity, the inscriptions also provide 
evidence bearing upon the king's conversion to Christianity. In 
the last of a series of several inscriptions found at Aksum, Ezana 
no longer attributes hi.s military victories to the tutelary god 
Mal).rem (i.e. Ares), but to 'the Lord of the heavens who has 
power over all beings in heaven and earth'.2 Still more explicit is 
a recently discovered stele on which Ezana makes confession of 
his faith in the triune God, Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, through 
whose support and guidance the king was enabled to overcome 
his enemies. 3 Likewise numismatic evidence supplies confirma­
tory data bearing on Ezana's conversion to Christianity. His 
early coins bear the astral symbols of the crescent and the disc, 
whereas his later coins bear the cross. 4 

How rapidly the new faith spread among the populace we have 
no information. There is no indication that the conversion of the 
king was followed by any royal decree for the enforcement of the 

I So, e.g., Alfred Rahlfs, 'Zur den altabessinischen Konigsinschriftcn', DC, 
N.S. ii (1916), 282-305; A. Kammerer, Essai sur l'his/{)ire antique d'Abyssinie (Paris, 
1926), pp. 85-97; E. Littmann, Miscellanea Academica BerQlilltnsia, ii. 2 (Berlin, 
1950), 97; ]. Doressc, Ethiopia (London, 1959), pp. 30 f.; E. Ullcndorff, The 
Ethiopians (London, 1960), pp. 54 f.; and E. Hammerschmidt, ifthiopien (\Vies­
baden, 1967), pp. 39-42. On the other hand, Franz Althcim and Ruth Stiehl place 
the rule of Ezana about a century later ('Die Daticrung des Konigs Ezana von 
Aksum', Klio, xxxix (1g61), 234-48, and Christentum am Rolen Meer, i (Berlin, 1971), 
393-431 and 467-71). 

l Enno Littmann, Deutsche Aksum-Expedition, iv (Berlin, 1913),32 f. 
1 Francis Anfray, Andre Caquot, and Pierre Nautin, 'Une nouvelle inscription 

grecque d'Ezana, roi d'Axourn', Journal des savants (1970), pp. 260-73; cr. Sergew 
Hable Sellassie [sic], Ancient and Medieval Ethopian History to 1270 (Addis Ababa, 
1972), pp. 102 f. 

-l For coins minted by Ezana, see, besides the monograph by Anzani (p. 2,17 
n.l above), Francis Anfray, 'Lesroisd'Axoum d'apres la numismatiquc',]ESvi, 
no. 2. (1968), 1-5, and R. Pankhurst, 'The Greek Coins of Aksum', Abba Salama, vi 
(1975),70-83, esp. 79. Ezana's coins were among the earliest coins of any country 
to carry the Christian symbol of the cross. 
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faith on his people. Yet within a short time after its introduction 
into the country the Church had developed so significantly that 
the Emperor Constantius, who had adopted Arianism, thought of 
drawing it to his side. In 356 he wrote a letter l to 'his most 
honoured brothers' Ezana and Saizana (the latter is mentioned 
also on one of Ezana's inscriptions) alleging that Athanasius was 
'guilty of ten thousand crimes' and that therefore the canonical 
appointment of Frumentius by Athanasius was doubtful. Fru­
mentius, the letter urged, must be examined on doctrinal matters 
and instructed by the 'most venerable George', the Arian bishop 
imposed upon Alexandria. The advice and threats of Constan­
tius, however, appear not to have moved the rulers at Aksum, 
and Frumentius continued to preside as bishop of the Ethiopian 
Church. 

One of the problems concerning the earliest evangelization of 
Ethiopia is the conflict between Rufinus' account, on the one 
hand, and the account of his slightly later contemporary Philo­
storgius,:Z who speaks as if a certain Theophilus was responsible 
for the conversion of the Auxoumites in A.D. 356. It may well be, 
howeVer, as Winstcdt3 supposes, that Theophilus, who is called 0 
'Iv8o~ (i.e. the 'Ethiopian'), was FrUlnentius' successor. Another 
conflict occurs between Rufinus' account and the (later) tradi­
tional Ethiopian version of the story. The latter knows nothing of 
Ezana, but makes two twin brothers, Ashbeha and Abreha, the 
first Christian kings of Ethiopia. In seeking for a reconciliation 
between the two accounts, scholars have pointed to the tendency 
often observed in popular history to attach famous event') to 
famous names. During the sixth century two champions of the 
Christian faith ruled, one at Aksum named Ella Asheba and the 
other at Himyar in Yemen named Abraham.4 Although the two 
rulers were not related to each other, eventually legends gathered 
about both in Abyssinian and Arabic tradition, and they came to 
be celebrated as the twin brothers who introduced Christianity 

I The letter is preserved in Athanasius' Apologia ad Constantium Imperatorem, 31 
(Mignc, PC xxv, cols. 635 ff.), Eng. trans. by J[ohn] H[enry] N[ewman] in 
Athanasius' Historic Tract.r (A Library of the Falhers (Oxford, 1843)), pp. 182 f. 

l Hisl. eccl. iii. 6, ed. Joseph Bidez (Die griechischen christlichen Schriftst.eller, xxi; 
Leipzig, 19'3), p. 35· 

3 E. O. Winstedt, The Christian Topography of Cosmas Indicopleustes (Cambridge, 
190 9), p. 346 . 

.. For an account of the two rulers, see Jones and Monroe, op. cit., pp. 29-31. 
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into Ethiopia. Their names have symbolic significance, Asbeha 
meaning 'He who has brought about dawn', and Abreha, 'He 
who has made light'. 

Concerning the following century and a half little specific in­
formation about the status of the Church in Ethiopia has come 
down to us. Early in the sixth century, Cosmas Indicopleustes 
visited the country and reported that he found it thoroughly 
Christianized. 1 The stimulus to growth seems to have come 
partly because of support given by Christian rulers and partly 
from encouragement provided by the immigration of Christian 
believers from other lands. The latter were chiefly Monophysites 
who, having been condemned at the Council of Chalcedon in 
45 I, were persecuted by Byzantine rulers and found refuge in 
Ethiopia, which, because of its remote geographical location, 
remained unaffected by the religious controversies that were 
raging elsewhere. Noteworthy among the immigrants who helped 
to evangelize the remaining pagan areas in the northern part of 
the Aksumite kingdom were not a few monks, nuns, priests, and 
hermits from Egypt and Syria. Among these newcomers were 
nine celebrated monks who, because of their vigorous missionary 
activity and reputation for piety in Ethiopia, were accorded the 
status of sainthood.2. They founded monasteries, made transla­
tions of sacred books into the native language, developed the 
liturgy, and propagated Monophysite theology.3 According to the 
Chronicle of the Kings and the Ethiopic Synaxarion the names 
of the Nine Saints are as follows: Za-Mika'el (called 'Aregawi), 
Panteleon, Isaak (called Gerima), 'Af~e, Guba, Alef (called tOs), 
Matat or Yemfata, Liqanos, and ~el)ma. This list of names is 
highly interesting because, as Voobus points out, 'it offers Ara­
maic names and reveals to us that these monks were Syrians', 
a judgement which V 66bus finds confirmed by a va~ety of 
details bearing on their religio-ascetic ideas and habits.4 

I Topographia Christiana, iii (Migne, PC lxxxviii, col. 169), Eng. trans. by J. W. 
McCrindle (London, 1897), p. 120. cr. also the article by the Ethiopian student 
Bairu Tafla, 'The Establishment of the Ethiopian Church', Tarikh, ii. I (Ibadan, 
1967),32 f., and W. H. C. Frcnd, The Rise of the Monophysite Movement; Chapters in 
lIiswry of the Church in the Fifth and Sixth Centuries (Cambridge, 1972), pp. 304 ff. 

Z Cf. J.-B. Coulbeaux, Hisl()ire politique et religieuse d'Ahyssinie, i (Paris, c. 1928), 
167-74, and G. Bardy and L. Brehier in Histoire de l'E.glise de puis les originesJusqua' 
nos jours, ed. by Augustine 'Fliche and Victor Martin, iv (Paris, 1937), 524 f. 

3 Cf. A. Kammerer, Ope cit., pp. 103 f. 
4 Arthur Voobus, Early Versions of the New Testament; Manuscript Studies (Stock-
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The question when the Bible, or at least the New Testament, 
was translated into Ethiopic (or Gc fez, as the Ethiopians called 
their language) has been given the most widely divergent 
answers, extending at one extreme from the apostolic age to a 
time after the fourteenth century at the other. The learned Bishop 
Brian Walton, editor of the London Polyglot Bible, assumed that 
the Ethiopian eunuch whom Philip converted (Acts viii. 26-39) 
was successful in winning many of his fellow countrymen to the 
Christian faith and, on the basis of the dictum that the Church 
cannot exist without the Scriptures, concluded that there is every 
probability that the Ethiopic version was made 'ab exemplaribus 
Graecis antiquis, a proximis Apostolorum temporibus'.l Just as 
improbable, on the other hand, was de Lagarde's opinion that 
the version (at least of the Old Testament) was made from the 
Arabic or Coptic version after the fourteenth century.2 Native 
Ethiopian traditions make the claim that the version was executed 
in the time of Frumentius,3 a view which is followed by Mechi­
neau4 and Coulbeaux.5 Since, however, the nucleus of the Ethio­
pian Church was formed by Roman merchants resident in the 
country, the liturgical language may well have been Greek, and 

holm, 1954), p. 246, and idem, Die Spuren eines iilwen iithwpischen Eilangelienlextes 
im Lichte der literarischen Monumenu (Stockholm, 1951), pp. 13 f. For the role of the 
Nine Saints as well as of other Aramaic-speaking (Jewish) Christians in the creation 
and shaping of Ethiopian Christianity, see Scrgew Hable Sellassie [sic], Ancient 
and Medieval Ethiopian History to 1270 (Addis Ababa, 1972), pp. 115-21, and Ephraim 
Isaac, 'An Obscure Component in Ethiopian Church History', MII,lxxxv (1972), 
238 f., and idem, A New Text-Critical Introduction to Mllll;afa Behran (Leiden, 1974), 
Pp·5 1-73· 

t Prolegomena to the London Polyglot Bible, xv, § 12 (Wrangham's edn., ii 
(Cambridge, 1828),600). 

Z Paul de Lagarde, Gesammelte Abhandlungen (Leipzig, 1866), pp. 61, 113, and 
his Ankiindigung einer neuen Ausgabe der griechischen Obtrsetzung des Alten Testaments 
(Gottingen, 1882), p. 28. Concerning an Arabic Vorlage, cr. Gesenius's comment: 
'According to native accounts the translation of the New Testament was made 
from the Arabic; but this refers without doubt only to the apocryphal part of the 
New Testament, the Synodus, and has been quite erroneously transferred to the 
entire New Testament' (All.fJemeine Encyclopiidie der Wissenschaflen lind Kunste, ed. by 
J. S. Ersch and J. G. Gruber, ii (Leipzig, 181 9), p. 113). 

1 According to one group of Ethiopic chronick-; the propagation of the Gospels 
in Ethiopic was the work of certain individual monks, such as Abba Yohannes, who 
founded the monastery of Debra-Sina, or Abba Libanos, also known as Mata'c, 
of Byzantine origin, who was sent to Ethiopia at the instigation of St. Pachomius 
(cf. Jean Doresse, Ethiopia (London 1959), p. 64) . 

.. 'Version ethiopienne de la Bible', in Vigouroux's Dictwnnairt de la Bible, ii 
(Paris, 1899), col. 2°31. sOp. cit. i. 172. 
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need for an Ethiopic version would have arisen only at a later 
time, when Christianity became diffused among the indigenous 
population. Consequently many modern scholars date the origin 
of the Ethiopic version during the fifth and/or sixth century, in 
connection with the missionary activity of the Nine Saints. I 

II. EARLY MANUSCRIPTS OF THE ETHIOPIC VERSION 

Of the several thousand Ethiopic manuscripts in European 
and American collections, i about three hundred contain the text 
of one or more books of the New Testament. Unfortunately 
nlost of these manuscripts are relatively late, dating from the 
sixteenth to the nineteenth century. Until recently the oldest 
known Ethiopic manuscript of the Bible was a copy of the four 
Gospels in the Bibliotheque N ationale, thought by Zotenberg to 
have been copied in the thirteenth century3 and by Grebaut4 at 
the end of the fourteenth century (see no. 6 in the list below). 
Within the last decade information hali become available 

I Ignazio Guidi, Storia della lelteratura etiopica (Rome, 1932), p. 13; Luca dei 
Sabelli, Storia di Abissinia, i (Rome, 1936), 158 ff.; Voobus, Early Versions, p. 248; 
B. Botti, Supplement au Dictionnaire de La Bible, vi (Paris, 1960), col. 827; and Eduard 
Ullendorff, Ethiopia and the Bible (London, 1968), pp. 38 fr. cr. also W. H. C. 
Frend, The Rise of the Monophysite Movement (Cambridge, 1972), pp. 305 f. Bardy 
and Brehier (op. cit., p. 525 n. I), who agree with this view, draw attention to a 
statement in the Syriac Book of Mysteries, a vast collection of ecclesiastical traditions 
put together at the beginning of the fifteenth century by a monk named George of 
Sagla: 'As for the New Testament which we have in Ethiopia, it was translated 
entirely from Greek into Ethiopic before the doctrine of Nestorius appeared, before 
the confession of Leo was formed, before the Council of the Arians had been called, 
that is, of the bishops of Chalcedon. ' 

:: The largest collections of Ethiopic manuscripts outside Ethiopia are those in the 
Bibliotheque Nationalc of Paris (688 manuscripts in 1952), the British Museum 
(500 manuscripts), the Vatican Library (287 manuscripts in 1935), and the Bod­
leian Library at Oxford (just over 100 manuscripts in 1958). For an alphabetic list 
(arranged by author and title of work) of Ethiopic manuscripts in fourteen Euro­
pean collections, see Carlo Conti Rossini, 'Manuscritti cd opere abissine in Europa', 
Rendicollti della Reale Accademia dei Lincei, Classe di scienze morali, storiche e filolo­
giche, 5th ser., viii (Rome, 1899), 606-36. For a bibliography of catalogues and 
collections of Ethiopic manuscripts, see Silvio Zanutto, Bibliografia etiopica (Rome, 
1932), supplemented by the bibliography in I. Yu. Krachkovskii, Vvdmie v efiop­
skuyufilologiyu (Leningrad, 1955), pp. 177-209. 

3 [H. Zotenberg,] Catalogue des manuscrits Ithiopiens (gheez et amharique) de la 
BibliotlUque Nationale (Paris, 1877), p. 29. 

4 Sylvain Grebaut, 'L'Age du ms. Eth. nO 32 de Paris (Bibliotheque Nationale)" 
fEthiops: Bulletin Ge'ez, iv (1931),9-11. 
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concerning the existence of several older Ethiopic manuscripts. 
While visiting various monasteries in Ethiopia, Donald M. 
Davies, professor emeritus of Lincoln University, Pennsylvania, 
took photographs of not a few manuscripts, several of which, on 
the basis of evidence provided by colophons and palaeographic 
analysis, he regards as older than the Paris manuscript (see nos. I 

to 5 in the list below). I 
The oldest known copy of Acts and the Epistlcs in Ethiopic 

is included in a polyglot manuscript which is assigned to the 
end of the fourteenth or the beginning of the fifteenth century 
(no. 7 below). The oldest Ethiopic manuscripts of the Apocalypse 
date from the fifteenth century (nos. I I, 22, and 24 below). One 
of the most remarkable Ethiopic manuscripts from the point of 
view of iconography is the Pierpont Morgan MS. 828 of the four 
Gospels (no. I I below), which, according to the judgement of 
Patrick W. Skehan, 'i~ noteworthy in all of its parts; and in 
respect of the illuminations it is to a considerable extent unique, 
and in general intensely interesting'. 2 Doubtless still other im­
portant manuscripts will come to light as the result of a project 
for the systematic microfilming of manuscripts in monasteries 
and libraries in Ethiopia, sponsored by the Monal)tic Manuscript 
Library of Saint John's University, Collegeville, Minnesota. A 
descriptive catalogue of the manuscripts is being produced by 
William J. Macomber (vol. i, 1975). 

LIST OF EARLY ETHIOPIC MANUSCRIPTS3 

(I) Abba Garima, MS. I; tenth century;4 185 folios; contains 

I The present writer is grateful to Dr. Davies for his kindness in providing infor­
mation concerning these five manuscripts as well as nos. 12, 14, IS, and 16. 

2 'An Illuminated Gospd Book in Ethiopic', Shldies in Art and Literature for 
Belle da Costa Greene, cd. by Dorothy Miner (Princeton, 1954), p. :~50. On other 
illuminated Ethiopic manuscripts, sec Otto A. Jager and Lisolotte Deininger­
Engehart, 'Some Notes on Illuminations of Manuscripts in Ethiopia', Rassegna di 
studi etiopici, xvii (1961), 45-60, and Ethiopia. Illuminated Manuscripts. (UNESCO 
World Art Series.) Introduction by Jules Leroy, Text by Stephen Wright and 
Otto A. Jager (New York, 19(1). 

3 For further information concerning the manuscripts included in this list, 
reference may be made to the following catalogues: 

For nos. 6, 8,9,17, and 18, see Herman Zotenbcrg (p. 223 n. 3 above). 
For no. 7, see Grebaut (p. 226 n. I below). 
For no. 10, sec Murad Kamil, 'Die abcssinischcn Handschriften der Sammlung 

Littmann in Tubingen', Abhandlungenfiir die Kunde des Mor.~enlalldes, xxi, 8 (Leipzig, 
1936; reprinted, Nendcln, 1966), pp. I If. 

For no. II, see Skehan (n. 2 above). 

[Foolnoles 3 and 4 tOlllinue 011 0ppoJite page] 
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the four Gospels (with fugitive folios from the next two manu­
scripts) ; bound in boards overlaid with silver. 

(2) Abba Garima, l\1S. 2; eleventh century; 263 folios; con­
tains the four Gospels (many folios out of order, and the end of 
John lacking) ; bound with the following manuscript. 

(3) Abba Garima, ~1S. 3; eleventh century; 170 folios; con­
tains the four Gospels, each preceded by a portrait of the Evan­
gelist; bound with the preceding manuscript. 

(4) Lalibela-Medhani Alem; fourteenth century; 208 folios; 
contains the four Gospels; at the close of John a colophon states, 
'Given by King Lalibe1a, and my regnal name is Gu bre Mascal' 
(A.D. 1314-44). 

(5) Addis Ababa, National Library; A.D. 1349-50; 327 folios; 
contains the four Gospels, portraits of the Evangelist'), fifteen 
miniatures of the life of Christ, the Epistle of Eusebius to Carpi­
anus, and the Eusebian canons.' 

(6) Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale, Eth. MS. 22 (Zotenberg 
32) ; thirteenth century (Zotenberg), end of xiv cent. (Grebaut), 
before A.D. 1420 (Davies) ; 207 folios; contains the four Gospels, 
divided into sections nearly corresponding to the ancient TLTAot, 
with the Letter of Eusebius to Carpianus, the Eusebian canons, 
and a treatise on the harmony of the four Gospels. 

For no. 13, see Berhard Dorn, 'Ober die Aethiopischen Handschriften der 
offenlichen Kaiserlichen Bibliothek zu St.-Petersburg', Bulletin scienJijique pub lie par 
l' A eadem ie implriale des sciences de Saint-Petersbourg, iii (1838), 145-51. 

For no. 15, see Thomas Pell Platt, A Catalogue of the Ethiopic Manuscripts in the 
Royal Library of Paris, and ill the Library of the British and Foreign Bible Society . .. 
(London, (822). 

For nos. 19 and 26, see Edward Ullcndorff, Catalogue of Ethiopian Manuscripts 
in the Bodleian Library, ii (Oxford, 1951). 

For nos. 20, 21, 22, 23, and 24, sec Sylvain Grebaut and Eugene Tisserant, 
Codices Aethiopici Vaticani et Borgiani •.. , i (in Bybliotheca Vaticana, 1935). 

For no. 25, sec William Wright, Catalogue of the Ethiopic Manusaipts in tire British 
A{useum Acquired since the rea,. 1847 (London, 1877) . 

.. Cf. the discussion of the iconography of this manuscript by Jules Leroy, 
who, after having argued that the codex should be assigned to the ninth or tenth 
century, indicates in a postscript that a fresh examination of similar Byzantine 
and Armenian monuments has led him to think that the manuscript should be 
assigned to the x-xi century ('L'Evangeliairc ethiopien du couvent d'Abba Garima 
ct ses attaches avec I'ancien art chretien de Syrie', Cahiers archlologiquts, xi (1g60), 
13 1-43)' 

I On this manuscript see Pawlos $adwa, 'Un manoscritto ctiopico degli Evan­
geli', RSE xi (1952 (1953), 9-28. 
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(7) Milan, Biblioteca Ambrosiana, MS. B. 20 info (parts I and 
2); end offourteenth or beginning offifteenth century (Grebaut).l 
Part I has 275 folios and contains the (fourteen) Epistles of Paul 
in five languages. On the recto the order of the columns (left to 
right) is Ethiopic, Syriac, Coptic (Bohairic), Arabic, and (to the 
end offol. 175", Eph. chap. vi) Armenian; on the verso the order 
of the languages is reversed. Part 2 has 186 folios and contains 
the Catholic Epistles and the Acts of the Apostles in four lan­
guages (the column for the Armenian i'l vacant). 

(8) Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale, Eth. MS. 27 (Zotenberg 
45) ; A.D. 1378; 162 folios; contains the Epistles of Paul (includ­
ing Hebrews after 2 Thess.). 

(9) Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale, Eth. MS. 143 (Zotenberg 
40); fourteenth century; 27 folios; contains fragments of the 
Gospel of Luke ix. 23-xx. 25 (lacks xi. 2b-I8a, xiii. 14-28). 
According to Zotenberg the text does not accord entirely with 
that in other manuscripts. 

(10) Ttibingen, Littmann Collection, 2; fourteenth-fifteenth 
century; two pages from a lectionary; contains Matt. xx. 20 ff. 
and Mark x. 35 fi: 

( I I) N ew York, Pierpont Morgan Library, MS. 828; A.D. 

I 400'~-1; 206 folios; contains the four C.TOSpels, twenty-six full­
page miniatures, eight ornamented canon tables. four ornamen­
tal incipit folios. 

(12) Kebran, Lake Tana; A.D. 14.13; 241 folios; contains the 
four Gospels, portraits of the Evangelists, nineteen miniatures of 

I s. Grcbaut, 'Catalogue des manuscrits ethiopiens de la Bibliotheque Ambro­
sienne', ROC, :~rd sef., ix (1933-4), 27-32. For a description of the ('..optic, cf. [G. 
Horner,] The Coptic New Testament in the Northern Dialect, iii (Oxford, 1905), pp. 
xvii--xx. (Horner finds that the Coptic is in two hands, one of which he dates ~o 
the twelfth century and the other to the fourteenth century.) For other descriptions 
of the manuscript, see C. R. Gregory, Textkritik des Neuen Yestamentes, iii (Leipzig, 
19(9), 1310, and Enrico Galbiati, 'I manoscritti etiopici dell'Ambrosiana (Breve 
inventario)', Studi in onore di Mons. Carlo Castiglione (Fontes Ambrosumi, xxxii; Milan 
1957), pp. 339-40 • According to Dr. Helge Mrehlum, who kindly provided infor­
mation about the manuscript (letter dated 23 Jan. 1974), the Ethiopie text of 
Colossians represents an old form of text. 

For what appears to be a companion volume (the page dimensions arc the same 
as the Ambrosian manuscript), see the Vatican Pentaglot Psalter (Barberini or. 2), 
acquired in 1635 by the Monastery of 51. Macarius in the Seetis desert; dated by 
Tisscrant to the fourteenth century (Eugene Tisserant, Specimina codicum orien­
latium (Bonn, 1914), plate 80). 
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the life of Christ, Epistle of Eusebius to Carpi anus, the Eusebian 
canons. 

(13) Leningrad, M. E. Saltykov-Shchedrin State Public Lib­
rary, Efiop. 612 (1)orn 3) ; A.D. 1426; 153 folios; contains the four 
G·ospels. 

(14) Lalibela-Ashetin Maryam; fifteenth century (dated by 
a colophon to the reign of Zara Yaqob, A.D. 1434-68); 144 
folios; contains the four Gospels. 

(15) London, British and Foreign Bible Society, MS. 3; early 
fifteenth century (Davies) ; 52 folios; contains fragments of Matt. 
(38 folios) and Luke (14 folios). 

( 1 6) Lake Haik, Monastery of St. Stephen; xv cent. (dated by 
a colophon to A.D. 1478-1494); 201 folios; contains the four 
G-ospels, with portraits of the Evangelists. 

(17) Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale, :E:th. MS. 21 (Zotenberg 
35); A.D. 1483; 202 folios; contains the four Gospels; each 
Gospel is followed by a table of the chapters. 

(18) Paris, Bibliothequc Nationale, £th. MS. 26 (Zotenberg 
42) ; fifteenth century; 102 folios; contains the Catholic Epistles 
(in the order 1 and 2 Peter, I, 2, 3 John, James, Jude) and the 
Acts of the Apostles (lacks iv. 5-18; ix. 5b-18; xiii. 1 Ib-24; xvi. 
I7b- 2 9)· 

(19) Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS. Aeth. c. 2 (Ullendorff 
41); fifteenth century; ninety-eight folios; contains substantial 
portions of the Gospel of Matthew, Mark in its entirety, most of 
Luke, part of John chap. i; portraits of Mark, Luke, John; 
rubricated chapter headings added without much consistency. 

(20) Vatican, Eth. 1\l1S. 25; fifteenth century; 266 folios; con­
tains the four Gospels, Ammonian section numbers, and Euse­
hian canon numbers. This manuscript was used by Tasla-~ey6n 
in preparing the editio princeps of the Ethiopic Gospels (Rome, 
1548) ; see pp. 228-30 below. 

(21) Vatican, Eth. ~1S. 68; fifteenth century; 129 folios; con­
tains the Gospel of John without divisions or titles; the Apoca­
lypse of John (used by Tasffi-~ey6n for his edition of the New 
Testament). 
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(22) Vatican, Eth. MS. 47; fifteenth century; 2 17 folios; con­
tains the Gospel of John; the Apocalypse of John; a hymn; a 
prayer; the creed. 

(23) Vatican, Eth. MS. 1 I ; fifteenth century; 144 folios; con­
tains the Catholic Epistles (in the order I and 2 Peter, I, 2, and 
3 John, James, Jude); a prayer for offering incense; litanies; 
anaphoras; lessons from the New Testament (I John i. 1-7; Acts 
xiii. 27-39). 

(24) Vatican, Eth. MS. 49; fifteenth century; 134 folios; con­
tains the Apocalypse of John; prayers; a magical incantation. 

(25) London, British Museum, Orient. MS. 507 (Wright 33) ; 
fifteenth century; 149 folios; containing the four Gospels, with 
portraits of the Evangelists. 

(26) Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS. Aeth. c. I (Ullendorff 
40) ; probably end of fifteenth century; 207 folios; contains the 
four Gospels, Epistle of Eusebius to Carpianus, Eusebian canons. 

III. PRINTED EDITIONS OF THE ETHIOPIC NEW 

TESTAMENT 

The first printed edition of the Ethiopic New Testament was 
published in 1548-9 at Rome in two quarto volumes. The first 
volume contains, in this order, the Gospels, Apocalypse, Catholic 
Epistles (in the order of I, 2, and 3 John, I and 2 Peter, James, 
Jude), Hebrews, Acts, the Anaphora of Our Lord and that of 
Our Lady Mary; the second volume, which is foliated consecu­
tively with the first, contains the Pauline Epistles. T'he Latin 
title of the first volume contains the following information; 
Testamentum Novum cum Epistola Pauli ad Hebreos tantum, cum con­
cordantijs Euangelistarum Eusebij & numeratione omnium verborum 
eorundem. Missale cum benedictione incensi cerre et c. Alphabetum 
in lingua 'hll: ghccz, id est libera' quia a nulla alia origincm 
duxit, & vulgo dicitur Chaldea, Quae omnia Fr. Petrus Ethyops 
... curavit. Anno Salutis M.D.XLVIII. 

The work was edited by three Abyssinian monks of the monas­
tery of Dabra Libanos who had fled their country during the 
Muslim devastations then raging, bringing with them sacred 
manuscripts. Their names were Tasfa-$eyon ('Hope-of-Sion'), 
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Tanse'a-Wald ('Resurrection-of-the-Son'), and Za-SelHise ('He­
of-the Trinity'). Finding refuge at the monastery of St. Stefano 
in Rome they assumed the Latin names, respectively, Petrus, 
Paulus, and Bernardus. Petrus, who had been born (according to 
the inscription on his monument at Rome) I 'beyond the tropic of 
Capricorn' of noble parents, was well versed in many languages 
and appears to have been the leader of the three, for his name 
alone is mentioned on the title-page of the edition. 

The printers2 of the edition, the brothers Valerius Doricus and 
Ludovicus, were ignorant of the Ethiopic language and there­
fore had to work constantly under the supervision of the editor, 3 

who in several colophons requests the indulgence of the readers. 
After the Pauline Epistles, for example, there stands the following 
note in Ethiopic and Latin: 'Fathers and Brethren, be pleas'd 
not to interpret amiss the faults of this edition; for they who 
compos'd it could not read [viz. Ethiopic]; and for ourselves we 
know not how to compose. So then we help'd them, and they 
assisted us, as the blind leads the blind; and therefore we desire 
you to pardon us and them.'4 

The edition leaves not a little to be desired so far as a scienti­
fic edition is concerned. Besides being disfigured by countless 
typographical errors, which, in view of the ignorance of the 
Ethiopic language on the part of the printers, is not surprising, 
the text of the Book of Acts is a hodge-podge. The colophon to 

I The tomb of Petrus, who died on 28 Aug. 1552, in his forty-second year, is in 
the Church of S. Stefano dei Mori in Rome; see S. Euringer, 'Das Epitaphium 
des Tasfa ~ejon', ~C, srd ser., i (1926-7),49-66. 

Z For an account of early printers of Ethiopic, see Hendrik F. Wijnman, An 
Outline of the Development of Ethiopian Typography in Europe (Leiden, 1960) (repr. 
irom Books on the Orient). 

3 See Ignazio Guidi, 'La prima stampa del Nuovo Testamento in ctiopico, fatta 
in Roma nelI548-1549', Archivo della R. Sociela Romana di Storia Patrio, ix (1886), 
273-8. For other information concerning Petrus and his edition, see Job Ludolf, 
ad suam Historiam ... Commentarius (Frankfurt a.M., 1691), Bk. III, chap. iv; 
James Townley, Illustrations of Biblical Literature, ii (London, 1821), 148, and iii. 
60 f.; George F. Black, op. cit. (see p. 215 n. I above), pp. 534 f.; R. Lefevre, 
'Documenti e notizie su Tasfa ~eyon e la sua attivita roman a nel sec. XVI', RSE 
xxiv (1969-70), 74-IS3; and Oscar LOfgren, 'San Stefano dci Mori och de forsta 
etiopiska Bibeltrycken', Corona amicorum; Studier tillognade Tonnes Kleberg (Uppsala, 
1968), pp. 15S-80 . 

.. Other similar laments appear in colophons to the Gospels and Acts. The 
quaint English rendering of the colophon cited above is that of the translator of 
Ludolf's work, who identifies himself simply as j. P., Gent. (A New History of 
Ethiopia (London, 1682), p. 26S). 
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that book acknowledges that 'these Acts of the Apostles, for the 
most part, were translated [by the editor] from the Latin and the 
Greek by reason of the imperfection of the [Ethiopic] archetype; 
for what we have added or omitted, we beg your pardon, and 
request you to amend what is amiss'. The manuscripts which 
Petrus used for his edition included the two fifteenth-century 
copies mentioned above (nos. 20 and 2 I ) and a sixteenth­
century copy of the Catholic Epistles and Hebrews (Vatican, 
Eth. MS. 5). 

The text of Tasra-~eyon's New Testament was republished by 
Brian Walton in the New Testament volume (1657) of the 
London Polyglot Bible. The Ethiopic is accompanied by a Latin 
translation, prepared by Dudley Loftus of Dublin and revised by 
Edmund Castell. Unfortunately the new printing of the text 
incorporated additional corruptions, and its Latin rendering has 
more than once been excoriated as being far from accurate. 
In the middle of the eighteenth century Chri~toph August 
Bode devoted himself to a carefully executed Latin transla­
tion and critical study of Walton's text of the Ethiopic New 
Tostament .. 

Another edition of the Ethiopic New Testament was published 
in 1826 (the Gospels) and 1830 (the rest of the New Testament) 
by the British and Foreign Bible Society. This edition, printed by 
Richard ''''atts from type cast from matrices made a century and 
a half earlier by Job Ludolf and preserved in the Public Library 
at Frankfurt a.M., was prepared by Thomas Pell Platt, formerly 
Fellow of Trinity College, Cambridge. According to a statement 
in the volume containing the Gospels, 

the text of this edition is a recension based on a collation of Ethiopic 
mss. in the Royal Library at Paris; of certain mss. lent to, or pur­
chased by, the B[ritish and] F[oreignJ B[ible] S[ociety]; and of 
others containing between them the whole New Testament, pur­
chased at Jerusalem by J. Jowett, and presented by the C[hurch] 
M[issionaryJ S[ociety] in 1824; the whole being compared with the 
Ethiopic text given in the London Polyglot. 2 

I Novum Domini nostri [esu Christi Testamentum ex versione LEthiopici interpretis in 
Bibliis Polyglottis Anglicanis editum e."; /Ethiopica lingua in Latinam transtulit C. A. Bodius, 
2 vols. (Brunswick, 1753, 1755)· 

Z For the Acts and Epistles Platt had access to only one manuscript and 'Walton's 
text. 
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Unfortunately Platt preserved only the most desultory account of 
the several manuscripts that he had consulted, I and, in view of 
the missionary purpose of the edition, the editor proceeded in an 
eclectic manner and provided no variant readings. 2 

Platt's text was reprinted three times, with inconsequential 
emendations: in 1874-8 a diglot edition with an Amharic 
version on facing pages was prepared by J. Ludwig Krapf, a 
missionary to Abyssinia, and published at Basel under the 
auspices of the British and Foreign Bible Society; in 1899 an 
edition, revised by Franz Praetorius at the request of the Mis­
sion of the Swedish Evangelical National Society in Eritrea, was 
issued at Leipzig; and in 1968 the Platt-Praetorius text was 
reissued at Addis Ababa by the American Bible Society. 

The most recent edition of the Ethiopic New Testament wa') 
prepared by Francesco da Bassano, with the assistance of Ed oar do 
Gruson, and published in 1920 at Asmara by the Dominican 
Mission in Abyssinia) According to Oscar Lofgren4 the text is 'in 
the main that of Platt, corrected and revised'. A second edition, 
which was published in 1934, carries the information in a preface 
signed by the publishers to the effect that some expressions, more 
conformed to the Latin Vulgate than to the Greek text, which 
appeared in the first edition, were allowed to remain in the 
second edition. 

I t is not difficult to see that one of the most pressing desiderata 
is the preparation of a critical edition of the Ethiopic New Testa­
ment. In view of the relatively important place which the 
Ethiopic version holds in textual studies of the Old Testament,S 
it is certainly not to the credit of New Testament scholars that so 

I For a list of the manuscripts, with several more or less inconclusive guesses as 
to their. identity, see Samuel P. Tregelles in vol. iv of Thomas H. Horne's An 
Introduction to the Critical Study and Knowledge of the Holy Scriptures, 13th edn. (London, 
1872), p. 318, n. 2. 

2 According to Tregelles (op. cit., p. 318), L. A. Prevost of the British Museum 
collated Platt's text with that of Walton, and gave a literal translation of the varia­
tions between the two. 

3 Hadis kidan. Wangel qediis za'cgzfena wamadhtinina '/yasiis Krestos . .. (Asmara, 
1912). The date 1912 of the imprint is an error; the correct date is 1921. The im­
primatur is dated, '8 Dicembris, 1920'. 

4 See his review of the edition in Le Monde oriental, xxiii (1929), 180. 
S For a survey of critical work on the Ethiopic Old Testament see Edward 

Ullendorff, Ethiopia and the Bible (London, 1968), pp. 33 f. and Ernst 
Hammerschmidt, Ethiopian Studies at German Universities (Wiesbaden, 1970), 
PP·38-44· 
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little has been accomplished toward filling this lacuna in New 
Testament studies. l 

IV. TEXTUAL AFFINITIES OF THE ETHIOPIC VERSION 

With only a few exceptions all textual analyses of the Ethiopic 
New Testament have been based on the quite uncritical printed 
editions of the text or on Latin renderings of these editions. In 
view of this circumstance, the textual analyses of John Mill and 
H. C. Hoskier are the more surprising. In 1707 Mi1l2 pointed out 
not a few Ethiopic readings in which the London Polyglot text 
(or, rather, the Latin translation of the Ethiopic) is in agreement 
with codex Alexandrinus. Indeed, there are several readings 
supported by the Ethiopic alone, or with very few other witnesses, 
which he adjudged to preserve the original text. 3 More recently 
Hoskier4 identified more than fifty readings in the Pauline 
Epistles (without taking account of Hebrews) where the Ethiopic 
is practically alone in support of the Chester Beatty Papyrus II 
(p46). 

I. THE GOSPELS 

Scientific examination of the transmission of the Ethiopic text 
of the Gospels began with Zotenberg's analysis of the form of text 
preserved in what was at that time the oldest known copy of the 
Ethiopic Bible (Ethiopic MS. 22 in the Bibliotheque Nationale; 
no. 6 in the list above). In his descriptive account of the manu­
script, Zotenberg pointed out that its text, which differs from 
that in the printed editions, displays primitive features which 
indicate an origin from an original Greek Vorlage of the Alexan­
drian recension.s These include (I) proper names that preserve 

I cr. Oscar LOfgren, 'The Necessity of a Critical Edition of the Ethiopian Bible', 
Proceedings of the Third International Conference of Ethiopwn Studies, Addis Ababa, 1966 
(Institute of Ethiopian Studies, Haile Sellassie I University; Addis Ababa, 1970), 
pp. 167-61 . 

2 Novum Testamentum Graecum, 2nd edn. by Ludolf Kuster (Leipzig, 1723), 
Prolegomena, §§ 1190-1212. For Mill's acknowledgement that he depended upon 
the Latin rendering, see § 1472. 

3 Ibid., §§ 1213--18. 
4 Appendix to an Article on the Cizesur Beatty Papyrus of the Pauline Epistles known as 

p"s ... (Oxford, 1937), p. 5. 
5 [Zotenberg,] Gatalague des manuscrits Ithiopiens, p. 25. 
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the Greek spelling; (2) instances of Greek words that have been 
transliterated rather than translated; and (3) a certain number of 
mistranslations that can be explained only on the assumption that 
one Greek word or expression was erroneously taken for another. 
According to Zotenberg all other known Ethiopic manuscripts 
(and printed editions) present a revised form of text. 1 The in­
vestigation of the origin of the secondary features of the revised 
form of the Ethiopic version was left by Zotenbcrg for others to 
pursue. 

One such investigation was undertaken by Dillmann, who 
suggested that the numerous variations in the more widely read 
books of the New Testament, such as the Gospels, were due to the 
influence of the Coptic and Arabic versions. 2 The basis for such 
an assumption he found in the following facts: (I) Prolegomena 
translated from the Arabic were prefixed to the Ethiopic New 
Testament; (2) names of New Testament books derived from the 
Arabic displaced occasionally in later times the native nomen­
clature (e.g. the Acts were called Abraxis (= flpag€IS), and 
Revelation Abukalamis (= )11ToKaAv""~); and (3) the Arabic­
Coptic Sinod6s was naturalized early in the Ethiopic Church. 
Dillmann's preliminary studies were developed further by Guidi, 
who, in a study devoted principally to the translation of the 
Gospels into Arabic, pointed out that the Alexandrian 'vulgate' 
of the Arabic contaminated in varying degrees all manuscripts 
that present the revised form of the Ethiopic.3 

The next stage of the investigation was undertaken several years 
later by Hackspill on the basis of a meticulous examination of 
the text of Matthew i-x in several Ethiopic manuscripts.4 While 
confirming the opinion that the Ethiopic text of the Gospels was 
translated from a Greek base, Hackspill disagreed with Zoten­
berg's view that that base was an Alexandrian type of text; it was, 
Hackspill concluded, a Syrian or Syro-Western type of text, such 
as that represented by the Greek manuscripts (C) D E F G K 

I Ibid., p. 30 • 

% A. Dillmann, 'Athiopische BibeHibersetzung', Herzog's Protestantisclu Real­
Enzyclopadie, ii (Leipzig, 18n), 203-6. 

3 Ignazio Guidi, 'La traduzioni degli Evangelii in arabo e in etiopico', Memorie 
della Reale Accademia dei Lincei, Classe di scienze morali, storiche e filologiche, 4th 
ser., vol. iv, part la (Rome, 1888), 33-7 . 

... L. Hackspill, 'Die athiopische Evangelieniibersetzung (Math. I-X)" Zeit­
schriftfor Assyriologie, xi (1896), 1 17-g6 and 367-88. 
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and the Latin Vulgate. At the same time he acknowledged that 
the version does present a number of typically Alexandrian 
readings, agreeing with olanuscripts N B (C).I 

Beyond these textual analyses, however, Hackspill also investi­
gated the kinds of alterations that were introduced into Ethiopic 
manuscripts after the Arabizing strain entered Abyssinia at the 
close of the fourteenth century. After that date Ethiopic manu­
scripts generally fall into two classes: in some the new, Arabized 
readings appear side by side with the original text (Hackspill 
calls this the 'Kompilationsmethodc'), while in others the new 
reading has displaced the older text (the 'Substitutionsmethode').2 

An exaolple that illustrates Hackspill's 'compilation-method' 
can be found at the close of the Gospel according to Mark. The 
present writer, having examined the ending of Mark in sixty-five 
Ethiopic manuscripts, discovered that none, contrary to state­
ments made by previous investigators, closes the Gospel at xvi. 8, 
but that most (forty-seven manuscripts) present the so-called 
shorter ending directly after vs. 8, followed immediately by the 
longer ending (verses 9-20).3 

In short, the chief characteristic of the Ethiopic version of the 
Gospels is heterogeneity. In some passages it presents a slavish 
rendering, so that even the word order of the Greek has been 
preserved. In other passages--·and these constitute the great 
majority-one finds a surprising freedom, involving trans­
position of parts of clauses, simplification of more complicated 
phrases, abbreviations for the sake of simplicity, and many 
peculiar readings and additions. 

2. THE ACTS OF THE APOSTLES 

At the request of James Hardy Ropes, whose wide-ranging 
monograph on the text of Acts could present no analysis of the 

J L. Hackspill, 'Die athiopische Evangclienubersetzung (Math. I-X)', Zeit-
schriftfiir Assyriologie, xi (1896), p. 142. 2. Ibid., p. 192. 

3 'The Ending of the Gospel according to Mark in Ethiopic Manuscripts', 
Understanding the Sacred Text; Essays in Honor of Morton S. Enslin on the Hebrew 
Bible and Christian Beginnings, cd. by John Reumann (Valley Forge, 1972), pp. 
165-80. The shorter ending, which is transmitted with a number of variant read­
ings in individual Ethiopic manuscripts, is as follows: 'And all things which he 
[.Jesus] commanded Peter and those who were his, they finished telling, and 
after this Jesus manifested himself to them; and from the rising of the sun as far 
as the west he sent them to preach eternal salvation by the holy Gospel, which is 
incorruptible. ' 
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Ethiopic text of Acts for lack of reliable critical material, James 
A. Montgomery undertook to make a study of what seemed to be 
the oldest known copy of the Book of Acts in that version. I This is 
a fifteenth-century parchment codex which contains the Catholic 
Epistles and the Acts of the Apostles (see no. 18 in the list above). 
The scribe, according to Zotenberg, 'presents a great number of 
variations, of errors and small lacunae, sometimes of a word, 
sometimes of a phrase'. 2 Montgomery, who is more severe in his 
judgement on the ability of the scribe, describes him as 'most 
careless as copyist, committing all kinds of stupid omissions and 
duplications; he appears to have had little understanding of 
what he was copying, as is evident from his constant failure to 
distinguish among the several sets of very similar letters in the 
Ethiopic alphabet .... He appears unskilled in his native lexico­
graphy and grammar.'3 

The most marked characteristic of the Ethiopic text of Acts in 
this rather imperfect copy is its brevity. Indeed, the overwhelm­
ing urge to abbreviate iii quite unlike anything in the numerous 
Old Testament Ethiopic texts that have been critically established. 
l\10ntgomery concludes that the Greek exemplar used by the 
translator approached the Antiochian, or Syrian, form but did 
not possess the polish of the latter, being, in fact, a fair example of 
the Oriental Textus Receptus of the day. At the same time, there 
are a number of coincidences with the Greek codex Vaticanus (B) 
and other early texts. 4 In fact, four times it agrees with B alone 
against all other witnesses, vii. 2 I Eavrfi vtov; xi. 8 the order of B ; 
xiv. 26 omission of KaK£rOev; xxii. I I ovS€v; and twice in associ­
ation with the Sahidic, xx. 2 I ' I'Y}uofJv; xxvii. 37 the number '76' 
instead of '276'. 

By way of general summary, Montgomery ends his analysis 
with the sentence: 

In fine, we possess in the three texts studied [the Paris manuscript, 
the London Polyglot text, and the Bible Society's text] as many dif­
ferent strata of translation and revision: in P a mutilated form of 
primitive text; in L one that is still free from Arabism, but which has 
been revised at a late day from the Latin; and in B an Arabizing text, 
belonging to the category of most Ethiopic Biblical manuscripts.s 

I 'The Ethiopic Text of Acts of the Apostles', HTR xxvii (1934), 169-205. 
l Ibid., p. 40. 3 Ibid., pp. 172 f. .. Ibid., p. 193. 
S Ibid., p. 205. 
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3. THE PAULINE EPISTLES 

Except for Hoskier's surprising statistics concerning agreements 
of the Ethiopic version with readings of p46 (see p. 232 above), 
no other significant research on the Pauline Epistles has appeared 
in published form. It may be mentioned, however, that a Nor­
wegian scholar, Helge Mrehlum of the Norsk Lrererakademi in 
Bergen, is preparing a critical edition and textual analysis of 
the Ethiopic text of the Captivity Epistles (Eph., Phil., Col., and 
Philem.). 

4. THE CATHOLIC EPISTLES 

Of the Catholic Epistles only the Epistle of James has been 
investigated. On the basis of nine Ethiopic manuscripts (one a 
fragment of six verses), all of which present basically the same 
text as that of the printed editions, Josef Hofmann I concludes 
that the version was made from a Greek Vorlage, for the Ethiopic 
occasionally reproduces the Greek word order. It is difficult to 
determine to which textual family this Vorlage belonged, for in 
many cases the same Ethiopic text can represent one or another 
of the Greek variants. Furthermore, the Ethiopic shows only 
immaterial agreements with other versions (Sahidic, Bohairic, 
Peshitta), and these are probably accidental. As to possible 
influence from Arabic texts, Hofinann is unable to say any more 
than that he regards it as not impossible that those Arabic texts 
which were translated from Greek or Syriac have influenced the 
Ethiopic, but that those which were translated from Bohairic did 
not. 

5. THE BOOK OF REVELATION 

Of all the books of the New Testament in Ethiopic, the Apoca­
lypse has received the most thorough study. On the basis of a 
collation of twenty-six manuscripts,2 ranging in date from the 

I 'Das Neue Testament in athiopischen Sprache; Probleme der Dbersetzung 
und Stand der Forschung', Die allen ()bersetzungen des Neuen Teslaments, die Kirchen­
vdterzitale und Lektionare, ed. by K. Aland (Berlin and New York, 1972), pp. 345-73, 
especially pp. 364-7. 

Z In four of the manuscripts which Hofmann (sec the next footnote) utilized 
the Apocalypse follows the Gospel of John; in one it follows Acts and precedes 
the Catholic Epistles; in another it follows Paul (RomanS-I Thcss. iii. 12); in 
eight it follows Philemon, Hebrews, Acts, and the Catholic Epistles; the other 
twelve manuscripts contain only the Apocalypse. 



Textual Affinities of the Ethiopic Version 237 

fifteenth to the nineteenth century, Hofmann edited the text and 
provided a literal rendering into Latin. 1 All the manuscripts 
appear to go back to onc common text-type. That this rests upon 
a Greek Vorlage can be deduced from various considerations; for 
example, the personal names that occur only in the Apocalypse 
and the names of the twelve precious stones (xxi. 18 if.) are trans­
literated from Greek. In Hofmann's opinion the Vorlage repre­
sented a very good Greek text, which, in terms of Schmid's 
analysis of the Greek manuscripts of the Apocalypse,2 presents 
the following profile: (a) Av and K have had no influence upon 
the Ethiopic; (b) the Ethiopic agrees with the Greek manuscripts 
A C at places which are or appear to be original; (c) there is no 
relation with p47; and (d) the Ethiopic has something in common 
with the N text-type. 3 

According to Hofmann, the translator of the Apocalypse, who 
did his work between A.D. 550 and 650, was not the same as the 
one who rendered the Gospels into Ethiopic. He was a most 
competent workman, whose version is an important witness for 
the textual criticism of the Apocalypse. It is to be regretted, 
therefore, that we no longer have his rendering in its original 
form, for what the manuscripts ofter is a text that has been greatly 
contaminated by various influences over the centuries, including 
Schlimmverbesserungen, revisions, and alterations made on the basis 
of other versions." 

The most noteworthy of the latter are the changes that were 
introduced from the Coptic and the Arabic versions. According 
to Hofmann, two different revisions were made on the basis of the 
current Arabic versions.s The first revision has affected manu­
scripts dating from the fourteenth or fifteenth century; it could 
thus have taken place in the fourteenth or at the beginning of the 
fifteenth century. The influence of the second revision shows 

I Josef Hofmann, Die alhiopische Obersetzung der Johannes-Apokalypse (textus 
aethiopicus: CSCO cclxxxi, tom. 55; versio latina: cclxxxii, tom. 56; Louvain, 
1967). 

2 Joseph Schmid, Studien zur Geschichte des griechischen Apokalypse- Textes; ii. Die 
alten Stlimme (Munich, 1955), pp. 24 and 146--51. 

1 Hofmann, Die athiopische Johannes-Apokalypse kritisch untersuchl (CSCO ccxcvii, 
Subsidia, 33; Louvain, 1969), p. 65. 

4 Ibid., p. 66. 
S 'Dcr arabischc Einfluss in def athiopischen Obersctzung der Johannes­

Apokalypsc; tcxtkritischc Untcrsuchung auf Grund von Handschriften,' DC xliii 
(1959), pp. 24-53; xliv (1960), pp. 25-39· 

8261705 
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itself in manuscripts of the seventeenth century, and thus ap­
parently was made in the sixteenth century. Less easy to identify 
are the influences from the Coptic, particularly those of the 
Bohairic version, since the latter version lies also behind the 
Arabic. There are, however, traces of direct influence from 
the Sahidic,1 though these are not so strong as to suggest that the 
Ethiopic version was made directly from the Sahidic, as Goussen 
thought. 2 Despite such extensive contamination, however, the 
considerable value of the Ethiopic version of the Apocalypse, 
Hofmann concludes,3 rests upon (a) its being a direct transla­
tion from the Greek, (b) its being based on a good Greek Vorlage, 
and (c) its having been made by a competent translator. 

6. THE QUESTION OF SYRIAC INFLUENCE 

Resides influence from Coptic and Arabic on the text of the 
Ethiopic version, a certain amount of Syriac coloration has also 
been detected, though the degree and nature of such influence is 
debated. In 1882 Gildemeister4 pointed out several Aramaic 
(Syriac) features in the vocabulary of the version. He argued that 
the formation of ecclesiastical Ethiopic and the translation of the 
Bible belong to different periods, and that those who made the 
version from the Greek employed words and expressions that 
had been broug·ht to Abyssinia by Monophysite Syrian monks. 
Burkitt5 was impressed by Gildemeister's observations and pro­
posed the theory that behind the existing Ethiopic version of the 
Gospels, made from the Greek, there was a yet older version, 
made from the Syriac. Traces of this version survive, he thought, 
in occasional readings where the Ethiopic agrees with the Old 
Syriac against almost all other authorities (e.g. at Mark x. 50 it 
reads €'rrt{3uAwv for O:lTo{3aAwv, supported only by 565 and SyrS

). 

I jO'icph Hofmann, 'Beziehungen der sa'idischcn zur athiopischen Dbcrsetzung 
der j ohanncs-Apokalypsc', Neutestammtliche Aujsiitze, Festschrift fur Prof. Josef Schmid 
.tum 70. Geburtstag, ed. by J. Blinzler et al. (Rcgcnsbcrg, 1963), pp. 115--24. 

]. Henri Goussen, Apocalypsis S. Johannis Apostoli, versio sahidica (Leipzig, 1895), 
p. vii. In this opinion Goussen revived the judgement of Stephen Evodius Asscmani. 

3 Hofmann, op. cit. (p. 237 n. 3 above), p. 169 . 
.. Reported in Caspar Rene Gregory, Prolegomena, being vol. iii of Tischendorf's 

Novum Testamentwn Gracee, 8th edn. (Leipzig, 1884), pp. 895 f., and in Gregory's 
Textkritik des Neuen Testamentes, ii (Leipzig, 1902), 554 f. 

5 F. C. Burkitt, 'Texts and Versions', Encyclopauiia Bib/ica, iv (London and New 
York, 1903), col. 5012. 
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The debate was carried on by V66bus, who argued that it is a 
priori unlikely that Syrian monks would have carried with them 
Greek manuscripts of the New Testament.] Furthermore, while 
combing through hagiographic texts in Ethiopic, V66bus found 
scriptural quotations that have parallels in Old Syriac manu­
scripts and patristic texts. 2 Such data, V66bus holds, make it 
probable that the Ethiopic text of the Gospels was translated 
from an Old Syriac Vorlage. 

It is no doubt premature to attempt to reach a firm conclusion 
in a domain where the relevant patristic and hagiographic 
material has not yet been fully sifted and assessed and where the 
existing manuscripts of the version are relatively so late. At the 
same time, the investigation concerning Aramaic and/or Syriac 
terminology in Ethiopian Christianity has been carried forward 
in an eminently sane and sensible discussion contributed by 
Polotsky. In the light of his researches, it appears that the 
Aramaic loan-words which Gildemeister thought were intro­
duced by Christian monks into ecclesiastical Ethiopic are in fact 
part of the Judaic leaven within Christianity. None of them is 
characteristically and exclusively Syriac, and none is distinc­
tively Christian in meaning. 3 There still remain to be taken into 
account, however, occasional variant readings in the Ethiopic 
Gospels that find support only in Syriac witnesses, as well as 
several proper names that are transliterated. from Syriac, to 
which a Greek ending has been attached (such as the names for 
John and Jeremiah). In the face of such data side by side with 
eq ual1y clear evidence of a Greek Vorlage, Boismard, in a study 
of Ethiopic manuscripts of the Gospel of John, hal) ventured to 
suggest the theory that there once existed 'two primitive, inde­
pendent texts, one derived from the Syriac, the other from the 
Greek'. 4 Confronted by such diversity of opinions, one can 

I Arthur Voobus, Early Versions, pp. 253 fr. 
2 Voobus, Die Spuren, pp. 25 fr., and 'Ta'amera lyasus. Zeuge cines alter en 

athiopischen Evangelientypus', OCP xvii (1951),462-7. 
:l H. J. Polotsky, 'Aramaic, Syriac, and Gaf;;z', ]SS ix (1964), 1-10; repro in 

Polotsky's Collected Papers (Jerusalem, 197 I), pp. 8- I7. 
4 M.-E. Boismard, RB lxiii (1956),454. Independently of Boismard, Ullendorfr 

reached a similar assessment of the conflicting data: '1 fail to understand the 
position of those who claim either an exclusively Greek or an exclusively Syriac 
Vorlage . ... Some respectable pieces of evidence can be adduced in favour of each 
of several hypotheses, but it seems that reality was a good deal more complex and 
eclectic than is sometim~'S conceded, and the linguistic facts refuse to fall into neat 
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appreciate Hofmann's cautious-and altogether realistic­
evaluation: 'The question of the Vorlage of the Ethiopic Gospels 
is open and doubtless will remain so for a long time.'l 

In conclusion, it is clear that the several parts of the Ethiopic 
New Testament must be examined separately. vVhereas the text 
of the Gospels is far from homogeneous and its base, or bases, 
quite uncertain, for the Acts of the Apostles, the Catholic 
Epistles, and the Apocalypse the version was made from a Greek 
Vorlage, and therefore, despite subsequent accommodation here 
and there to an Arabic text of the so-called Egyptian Vulgate, is 
still of significance for the New Testament textual critic. 

VI. LIMITATIONS OF ETHIOPIC IN REPRESENTING GREEK 

by Josef Hofmann 

Whoever translates the Greek New Testament into Ethiopic 
must take certain limitations into account, for Ethiopic is so 
totally different from Greek that it can only to a certain degree 
represent the fine distinctions and nuances of the latter. 

I. PHONETICS 

The difficulties already begin ,vith the transcription of foreign 
words and proper names, for not every Greek sound can be 
represented by means of an exactly corresponding Ethiopic 

patterns .... On the face of it, work on one single linguistic Vorlage was, perhaps, 
the exception rather than the rule in the peculiar circumstances that obtained in 
the Aksumite kingdom of the fourth-sixth centuries' (Ethiopia and the Bible (London, 
1968), p. 56). 

Ullendorff's earlier investigation of the possibility that an Aramaic text of the 
book of Enoch underlay the Ethiopic version of that book has no necessary bearing 
on the problem of the Vorlage of the Ethiopic version of the New Testament; cf. his 
contribution 'An Aramaic "Vorlage" of the Ethiopic Text of Enoch?' in Atti del 
Convegno internazionale di Studi Etiopici, Roma 2-4 Apr. 1959 (Problemi attuali di 
scienza e di cullura, quad. N. 4.8; Accademia nazionale dei Lincei, anno ccclvii 
(Rome, 1960), pp. 259-(7). 

I 'Vas Neue Testament in athiopischer Sprache', op. cit. (p. 236 n. I), 

P·359· 
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sound. The transliteration I of consonants can be represented by 
the following scheme: 

{J y 8 , () 

b g d z 
K " 
q l 

/J- 11 g 17 

m n ks p,j,f 
p a 7' 4> X .p 
r s t f k s 

Double consonants are pronounced twice but written only once. 
The rendering of the vowels and diphthongs can be illustrated by 
the following basic scheme: 

{Ja {Ja {3E {JTJ {3t {3o {Jv {Jov {Jw {JaL 
ba, ba ba be, he he, hi hi, he, he ho be, hi, htl htl ho he 

{Jav {JEL {JEV {JOt 
haw hi, he hew hi, he 

The representation of vowels in Ethiopic reflects the itacistic 
pronunciation of later Greek. The accent is not marked. When an 
'i' or an 'c'is followed by a second vowel, a 'y' or a 'w' (respec­
tively) is inserted as a hiatus-filler. If the first vowel is an 'i', the 
combination 'iy' is usually dissimilated to 'ey'. From the manner 
of writing one cannot discern whether an Ethiopic letter is to be 
read without a vowel or with an 'e', and thus whether or not a 
vowel should follow the Greek letter which it represents. 

, Iai:pos] 'rya'iros, Ma80aros-] mti!:Jewos, O'1Toyyot] seJeng, AVKaovLa] 
/iqa' on~')Ia, .EvpOl/>ol.vLKI.O'O'a] sirOjiniqis, (Rev. xxi. 20) XPVO'OAt.-
80S-] kerisoluobe (3 MSS.), kereselUobe (4 MSS.), keriseletobe 
(I MSS.), keriso!ofobe (I MS.), ker'isoletobe (2 MSS.) 

2. MORPHOLOGY 

Inasmuch a'i Ethiopic has not developed the same grammatical 
categories as those in Greek, there is no exact correspondence 
between the two a'i concerns the forms of individual sentence­
units. 

A. Substantives 

Ethiopic has no compound substantives; Greek compounds, 

I The transliteration of the Ethiopic alphabet adopted here is as follows: U, ha; 
f\, fa; til, ~a; (lD, rna; iJI, fa; /., raj ft, sa; rp, qa; 0, ho; or, ta; »J,!Ja; f, na; 
Ii, 'a; 11, ka; aJ, wa; 0, 'a; H, ;;a; ~,ya;.,e, da; ·',ga; m, la; *,pa;~, ~\'a; 9,sa; 
/..,fa; or, pa; hu, kwa; "/-, gwa; 'It, qwa; 1 0 , bwa. 
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therefore, are usually expressed by the construct state, and even 
by the infinitive or by relative sentences. 

I Tim. i. 10: avopa7Too,aTai'~] saraqta sabe' 'fures hominum' 
Rom. xii. 13: cPtAog€vta] 'afqaro nagd 'diligere hospitem' 'dilectio 

hospitis' (objective gen.) 
I Tim. i. 10: apa€VOlwtTac.s-] wa-'e!ja ya~awerii diba be'esi 'ct-qui 

vadunt ad virum' 

(I) Gender 

Ethiopic lacks the neuter gender, a fact which is especially 
apparent in rendering the substantive use of an adjective. In such 
cases Ethiopic employs the masculine (less frequently the femi­
nine) form of the adjective to represent the missing neuter. 

Rom. ix. I I : Tt ayaOov ~ cPavAov] larEJaya wa-'ekiiya (masculine 
accusative) 'bonum et-malum' 

~1att. vii. 6: T(J aytOv] qujjesta (feminine accusative) 'sanctum' 

(2) Number 

Ethiopic clearly distinguishes between singular and plural. 

(3) Case 
One can hardly speak of a declension in Ethiopic. 

Genitive: expressed primarily by the construct state or by peri­
phrasis. 

Dative: expressed by the preposition la- ('to', 'towards'); in­
strumental dative by the preposition ha- ('with'). 

Accusative: expressed by changing the ending or by periphrasis. 

Vocative: expressed by prefixing or suffixing of -0-; sometimes 
by prefixing and suffixing at the same time. 

Rev. xiii. 15: rfj elKOVt TOO {}YJptov] la-' amJala (dative; construct 
state) zektii ' arwe 'imagini illius bcstiae' 

Rev. xiii. 15: ~ dKllv TOO 8YJptov] nuslii la-we'etii 'arwe (peri­
phrasis) 'imago (-cius sc.) cius bcstiae' 

Matt. ii. 2 I : TO 7TUtOtOV Kat T~V fJ-"t]TEpa athoD] ll£sana wa-' emo 
(by the ending) 'inf~lI1tcnl et-matrem-eius' 

Matt. i. 3: €YEvVYJa€l! T()V <PapE~ ] walada feres-ha (acc. by virtue 
of affix) 
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Matt. i. 2: EY€VvYJa€v TOV ' IUKwf3] walado la:yiiteqob (periphrasis) 
'genuit-eum (sc.) Iacobum' 

John ii. 4: YVVUt] 'o-be'esito (Luke xxii. 57: be'esito) 

(4) Determination 
Ethiopic possesses neither a definite nor an indefinite article. 

Ordinarily determination is expressed only when it is not self­
evident; thlL'i it is lacking with proper names and with substan­
tives accompanied by a demonstrative or possessive pronoun. 
Should it be desired, however, to represent a substantive as un­
conditionally determined, then either the demonstrative pronoun 
(usually forms of we'etii 'is') or a possessive suffix compensates 
for the article in Ethiopic. The indeterminate, indicated in Greek 
by TL~ or E[), can be indicated by the numeral 'Ia~adii ('unus'). 

Rev. viii. 5: 0 aYYEAoS'] we'etii mal'ak 'is angelus' 
Luke xxiii. 6: (d 0 av(}pW7ToS' raALAuioS' Eanv] la'e1J!!!Ja galiliiwi 

be' esilzii 'si Galilaeus vir( -eius)' 
Luke xvi. 19: av(}pw1ToS' 8€ TIS] 'a~adii be' esi 'unus vir' 
Matt. viii. 19: €t) YPUf'-f'-UT€US'] 'a~adii ~a~aji 'unus scriba' 

B. Adjectives 

The primary deficiency consists in the fact that the Ethiopic 
adjective has no heightened form. Only the following preposi­
tion 'em- indicates that the comparative or the superlative 
is meant. In most cases the heightened adjective is expressed 
verbally. 

Acts xxviii. 23: ~A(}ov ••• 1TA€[OVE~] wa-m~'ii ... hezii~iin 'et-
venerunt ... multi' 

M tt ' f ~ \ I 'Y' ""] , a . Xl. I I : 0 OE f'-LKPOTEpO) ••• f'-H':,WV aUTOU €aTLV za-yene es 
yatabi 'eme!!!Jclzii 'qui-parvus- (-minor-, -minimus-) est, 
maior-est quam is' 

C. Pronouns 

Ethiopic possesses a fully developed system of personal, 
demonstrative, interrogative, possessive, and indefinite pro­
nouns. Since reflexive pronouns are, however, lacking, the Greek 
reflexive possessive is expressed in Ethiopic by the usual possessive 
pronoun, and the reflexive personal pronoun by either the verb 
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form (III-stem) or by a substitute substantive such as re'es 
('caput'), nafs ('anima'), segit ('caro'), or le~ ('cor'). 

Rev. vi. IS: €Kpvt/Jav EaVTot~S'] tabab'u (III-stem) 'se absconde­
runt' (also: 'absconditi sunt') 

Luke iv. 23: BEpa1T€VaOV a€aVTov] Jal!}3'es re'esaka 'sana caput­
tuum' 

Luke xii. J 7: Kat S£€Aoyt,ETO EV EaU7'(t)] wa-baljaya ba-lel.!J!u 'et­
cogitavit in-corde-suo' 

Mark v. 5: Icat KaTaKo1TTwv Eavrov A lBo,s ] wa-yegemed !egiihu ba­
'ehan 'et-concidit carnem-suam (in-) lapidibus' 

Rom. xiii. 9: dya1T~a€LS' TOV 1TA']awv aov wS' G€aVTov] , a:/qer 
b~aka kama nafseka 'dilige socium-tuum ut animam-tuam' 

D. Numerals 

'''lords expressing numerals are, comparatively speaking, 
adequately translated. A minor difficulty is involved in the 
circumstance that Ethiopic has no special word for 'one thou­
sand'. The word' elf, whose etymological equivalents in other 
Semitic languages mean 'one thousand', has in Ethiopic the 
value of 'ten thousand'. Thousands are counted as ten times the 
hundreds. 

Rev. vii. 5: SW8€Ka XtALa8€S'] 'elf wa-fe!rii me'et 'myrias et-
viginti centum' 

Ordinals are missing from the number eleven onwards. To 
represent them, appropriate numbers are used with a relative 
pronoun. 

Rcv. xxi. 20: <> Ev8€KaTOS-] wa-'enta 'esrU wa-'a~ati 'et-quod 
decem et-unum' 

E. Verbs 
The Ethiopic verb, like the Greek, has a conjugation; i.c. it 

indicates through particular forms the person and number. In 
terms of time, gender, and mood, however, there are consider­
able differences, so that Ethiopic is capable of expressing only 
a very limited measure of the information that is contained in 
a Greek verb-form. 
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(I) Time 
The Ethiopic verb has no reference to time. It indicates only 

whether an action is regarded as complete (Perfect) or in­
complete (Imperfect). In the New Testament the Greek tenses 
are represented according to the following scheme: 

Present, Future, Present Perfect = Ethiopic Imperfect 
Aorist, Perfect = Ethiopic Perfect 
Imperfect, Pluperfect = Ethiopic Imperfect or Perfect, accord­

ing to the interpretation 

Mark i. 37 : 'Yj7'oDatv aE Jya~aJeJQka (impf.) 'quaerunt-te' 
Mark i. 8: /3a7T7'ta€L v!-'as-] ya!ameqake7!!:!!Jil (impf.) 'baptizabit-

vos' 
I Cor. xv. 27: V7T07"7'aK7'at]yegarer (impf.) 'subagitur' 
Acts i. 5: €/3cl7Tnao] 'almaqa (perf.) 'baptizavit' 
John i. 15: K'KpaYEv] ka!.!e~a (perf.) 'clamavit' 
Mark i. 32 : ;4>€pov] 'amfe'il (perf.) 'attulerunt' 

Luke vi. 19: €'~7'ovv])lefaqedi1 (impf.) 'volunt' 
Luke viii. 29: auvYjp7TclK€L aV7'6v] ya' abedo (impf.) 'amentem­

facit-eum' 

Luke viii. 2: €gEAYjAVOEL] w~'u (perf.) 'exierunt' 

(2) Mood 

Of the four Greek moods, only the indicative and the second 
person imperative have an exact correspondence in Ethiopic. 
The Greek subjunctive, optative, third person imperative, and 
negative imperative (prohibition) are expressed either by the 
Ethiopic subjunctive-which has also assumed the function of a 
jussive and can be reinforced by the particle la-or simply by 
the indicative. In this way many modal nuances in Greek (the 
number of which is increased even more by the presence of av) 
remain disregarded in Ethiopic. 

Luke iii. 10: -rt oov 7ToL~awlu:v] menta neghar (subj.) 'quid 
faciamus' 

~1att. v. 20: ov p..~ Ela'AOYj7'E] 'i-tebawe'u (ind.) 'non-intratis' 
Acts viii. 20: aot Ern] la-yekunka (subj.) '(ut-) fiat-tibi' 
Acts xvii. 18: 7" av (UAOL] mentayefaqed (ind.) 'quid vult' 
Mark iv. 3: aKOVE7'E] seme'u (imperat.) 'audite' 
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Matt. xi. IS: aKOVe'Tl.O] !a-yesm(t (subj.) '(ut-) audiat' 
John vi. 20: ft~ cfoo{3EtaBE] 'l-tejre~ii (subj.) 'nc-timeatis' 
Mark xv. 36: iSWftEV] ner'ay (subj.) 'videamus' 

(3) Voice oj the Verb 
The Ethiopic verb has no special formal ending which can 

give it an active, passive, or middle sense. In this respect it can 
operate only within its own system of stems: 

I Stem = transitive, active; intransitive 
II Stem = causative, transitive, active 

III Stem = reflexive; passive 
IV Stem = causative and reflexive 

"rhus, for the active voice Ethiopic has available the I and also 
the II Stem; for the passive and middle it has the III stem, and 
also in some cases the IV Stem. 

Luke xxiv. 20: €aTaUpWaav aVTov] wa-saqalewo (transitive, I 
Stem) 'et-crucifixerunt-eum' 

I Cor. i. 13: €aTavpwOTJ] tasaqla (passive, III Stem) 'cruci­
fixus-est' 

Matt. xxvii. 5: a1T~y~aTo] wa-tabanqa (reflexive, III Stem) 'et­
se-suspendit' (but also: 'et-suspensus-est') 

2 Cor. ii. 2: €y<1 AV1TW Uftas] 'ana 'atikezakemmii (transitive, II 
Stem) 'ego contristo-vos' 

2 Cor. ii. 4: iva AV7TTJB1]Te] kama tetak.Jezii (passive, III Stem) Cut 
con tristcmini' 

Rev. xii. I, 3: wc/>0TJ] 'astar'O)la (reflexive and causative, IV 
Stem) 'apparuit' (= 'lieB sich sehen') 

The active is frequently preferred to the unpopular passive. 

Matt. xxvii. 22 : aTavpwB~TW] seqe!i5 'crucifige-eum' 
Rev. viii. 7: €,8A~OTJ] warada 'descendit' (Rev. xii. 9 wadqa 

'cecidit') 

(4) elvat 

Ethiopic lacks a precise equivalent for elvaL used as a copula. If 
the meaning of the sentence is clear, the copula is simply passed 
over; otherwise it is expressed by means of the pronoun we' ctil 
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(,is'). Occasionally functioning as a copula are lza!Jawa ('adcst') 
and kona ('factus est'), despite their more literal meanings. 

Matt. v. I I : fLaKaptot EaTE] be[ii'an 'ante1!!:!!Ju 'beati vos' 
Matt. v. 13: Vfl-E t~ EaTE TO aAas-] 'anteTf!:!!}u we' -itii ~few 'vos id 

(= estis) sal' 
Matt. xiv. 23: fL6vo~ ~v EKEt] ba~etitu Izaljo heya 'solus adest ibi' 
Matt. xv. 26: OVK EartV KaAOV Aaf1Etv] 'i-kona laTEJaya na!i'a 'non­

fuit (= factum-est) bonum sumere' 

(5) EXE(.V 

Ethiopic possesses no special word for 'to have'. Instead it 
employs beya ('with me'), beka ('with you'), ralbeya ('not with 
me'), or 'albeka ('not with you'), which are construed sometimes 
with the nominative (corresponding to the original meaning) 
and sometimes with the accusative (= 'I have'). But one also 
finds circumlocutions with the preposition mesla ('cum') or with 
verbs like ~ora ('portavit'), 'a~ne'a ('tenuit'), rakaba ('invenit'), 
or hallo+baba ('adest apud'). 

Rev. ii. 7: <> EXWV ovs-] za-bo 'ezna (ace.) 'qui-habet aurem' or: 
za-bo 'ezn (nom.) 'cui-adest auris' 

Rev. iv. 8: Kat ava.7TaVatV OVK Exovaw] wa-'albomii terafta (ace.) 
'et-non-habent requiem' 

Rev. vi. 2 : EXWV T6~ov] qasta yii~anl 'arcum tenet' 
Rev. xii. 12: EXWV (JVfLOV fL€yav] mesla 'abiy ~emzii 'cum magno 

furore-suo' 

(6) Participles 

The most frequently used participial form si the qetiil-form, 
which corresponds exactly to the perfect passive participle as well 
as being employed almost exclusively for the rendering of this 
form. As regards the forming of other participial forms, the 
Ethiopic Janguage is limited in its possibilities. Similarly all 
the Greek participles, whether used substantively or adjectivally, 
can be rendered into Ethiopic only by means of helping con­
structions: either by complete clauses, whether paratactic or 
hypotactic (the latter by means of relative clauses as well as even 
by causal or temporal clauses), or by the gerund. 
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Ma tt. ix. 36: €O'KVAfL€VO£ Kat €PPLfLfL€vOL] serii&iin 'emiintii wa­
gediifiin 'vexati ii et-perditi' 

Luke iii. 3: Kat -ryABEV ••• K1JpVaawv] wa-foda wa-sabaka 'ct­
circumiit et-pracdicavit' 

Mark xiii. 14: EO'TT]KoTa] za:yeqawem 'qui-stat' 
Luke v. 12: lSwv • .• 1T€O'u)V] wa-soba re'eya . .. sagada 'et-quando 

vidit ... adoravit' 
Rev. xii. 12: ElSu)s-] 'esmayii'amer 'quia scit' 
Rev. xiii. 5: aTofLa AaAovv] 'af kama _venbab 'os ut loquatur' 

Ethiopic frequently employs the adverbial accusative of the 
infinitive with the suffix (gerund) as a pregnant rendering of 
Greek participial expressions (particularly the genitive absolute) 
and even of complete clauses (as a rule temporal clauses). 

Matt. ii. 22: aKovaas SI] wa-sam'to 'und bei seinem Horen' 
Matt. ii. 19: TEA€VT~O'avTos S€ TOV fHpc.[JSov] wa-mawito Izerodes 

'und bei seinem Sterben Herodes' 
John iv. 45: OTE OVV ~ABEVJ wa-bawi'o 'und bci seinem Kommcn' 
John iv. I : ws ovv €yvw] wa-'a'emiro 'und bei seinem vVissen' 

Because of the lack of a copula and the poverty of participial 
forms in Ethiopic, it is virtually impossible to imitate exactly the 
frequent New Testament periphrastic verbal forms (Elvat+ 
participle). Generally in these cases the simple verb is used. 

Mark xiii. 25: €aOVTaL .•• 1Tl1TTOVTESJ yewadeqii 'cadent' 
2 Cor. ii. 17: ov yap €afLEV •.• Ka7T1JAEvoVTES] 'esma 'i-ko1'J:!}a ... 

'ella yetmeyanewo 'quia non-fuimus (facti-sumus) ... qui 
falsant' 

(7) Infinitive 
Both languages have a full range of infinitives. vVhereas the 

Greek infinitive incorporates a temporal aspect, the Ethiopic 
infinitive is completely indifferent as regards time. In spite of 
this, however, the area of application of the infinitive in both 
languages is not greatly different. At the same time, Ethiopic also 
often uscs the subjunctive (with or without the conjunction 
kama 'ut') instead of the infinitive. Where the Greek infinitive 
is dependent upon a preposition, usually a complete clause is 
employed in Ethiopic. 
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Luke ii. 6 : at ~I-dpat ToD T€K€LV am-~v] C elata walidota 'Tag ihres 
Gebarens' 

Luke ii. 2 I : ~fLEpa" OKTW ToD 7T'€ptTOfL€LV athov] samiin C elat kama 
yegzerewo 'octavus dies ut circumciderent-eum' 

Luke iii. 8: OvvaTat ... eY€Lpat]yekel 'anse'o 'potest suscitare' 

Luke iv. 2 I : ';;p~aTo OE '\EY€LV] wa-' aba;:,a J'ebalomii 'et-coepit (ut) 
diceret-eis' 

Matt. xxvi. 32: fL€Ta OE Tb ey€pOiJval I-'€] wa-' emkama tansa' ekii 
'et-ut surrcxi' 

Matt. xiii. 4: Kat. EV TiiJ U'TT'€{pHV athov] wa-'enzayezarl 'et-dum 
seminat' 

F. Indeclinables 

(I) Adverbs 

Ethiopic has a sufficient range of temporal, local, and modal 
adverbs to render the corresponding Greek expressions almost 
exactly. Moreover, adjectives and substantives can be made to 
express an adverbial sense by placing them in the adverbial 
(= accusative) case. Several Greek adverbs are rendered by 
means of a verbal construction. 

Matt. ii. 8: aKpLf3w~] teyiiqa (acc.) 'accurate' 
Luke xviii. 7: ~fL€pa~ Kat. VVKT6~J macalta wa-lelita (acc.) 'die et­

nocte' 
Luke ix. 59: E'TT'lTP€,pOV fLOt 7T'PWTOV a'TT'€'\OoVTt. Oa,pa,,] 'abe/}ani 

'e~iir 'eqdem 'eqbero 'permitte-mihi (ut) vadam (ut) praeveni­
am (ut) sepeliam-eum' 

Matt. iii. 10: -Yjo1J ~ d~lV1J •.• K€iTaL] wadde' a ma/;lese ... yenaber 
'perfecit securis . . . iacet' 

Greek has three negatives: a privative (which negates a sub­
stantive or an adjective), ou, and fL~. The two latter words negate 
a complete sentence; as a rule OU precedes the indicative, whereas 
fL~ precedes the other moods, infinitives, and participles. In 
Ethiopic the relationships are somewhat different. There the 
most frequently used negative is the prefixed particle 'i-, which 
can negate both a single word and a complete sentence. If the 
negation is intensively expressed, one uses the particle 'akko. By 
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this means the clause which is to be negated is stressed; the train 
of thought can then be carried on by nlcans of a relative clause. 

Matt. xvii. 17: Jj yEllEn a1TtaTOS'] 'o-lewled 'f-'amanit '0 genus 
infidele' 

Matt. v. 17: OUK ~AOo" KaTaAvaat] 'f-ma.,fa'ekii 'elaromt7. 'non­
veni (ut) dissolvanl' 

Matt. vii. I : f.-t~ J<p{VETE] 't-tekwannenii 'ne-iudicetis' 

Matt. vi. 13: J<at f.-t~ ElaEl/€YKTJ~ ~fJ.aS ElS' 1TELpaaf.-tOv] wa-'i-tiibe'ana 
westa mansiit 'et-ne-inducas-nos in tentationem' 

Matt. ix. 13: EAEO" (}tAw Kat OU Oua{aJ)] me~rata 'ifaqed wa-'akkii 
maswa'eta 'nliscricordiam volo et-non sacrificium' 

M · ""(} , , ]' 'akk - -I t att. IX. 24: ou yap a1T€ (WEI' TO KopaaWlI esma 0 za-mo a 
lze§iin 'quia non (est) quod-nl0rtua-est infans' 

(2) Conjunctions 

The quantity and significance of conjunctions available in 
Ethiopic are adequate, even though here and there a correspond­
ing precision with the Greek is lacking. For example, an equiva­
lent to 0.1' is absent in Ethiopic; consequently the specific nuances 
indicated by this important particle lnust remain unexpressed in 
Ethiopic. 

Mark x. 43 oS' av 8E"n] za-..Yifaqed 'qui-vult' 
I Tiln. ii. 4 oS" ... OEAEL] we'eti(yifaqed 'is vult' 

(3) Prepositions 

Ethiopic has a sufficient quantity of prepositions and of 
adverbs with a prepositional function; so here there arc no 
lilnitations in representing Greek. 

(4) Interjections 

Genuine interjections scldorn occur in the New Testarnent; one 
ofthcln is oua{ (= 'alle)-j-the dative (or+a sufIix). Smne Greek 
imperatives are interjections in Ethiopic: Xa'ipE baba, loov niihii, 
EPXOU nata. 

3. SYNTAX 

Translating a sentence from Greek into Ethiopic involves 
various kinds of limitations which have their basis in Ethiopic 
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syntax. But their number is smaller than might have been 
inlagined in view of the dissimilarity of the two languages. 

A. l'Vord Order 

In Ethiopic there is great freedom in terms of word order, and 
generally it can follow the word order of the Greek. Thus the 
qualifier may stand either before or after that which is qualified; 
the verb need not necessarily be placed at the beginning of a 
sentence. The only really strict rule demands that, in the case of 
the construct relation, that which is possessed must stand im­
mediately before that which possesses. But if any attribute is 
placed between them, another genitive construction 11lust be 
used. 

Luke ix. 26: Kat T(VV aytwv ayy'Awv] wa-za-qer!.!!ilsiin malii' ektihii 
'et-sanctorum angclorum-suorum' 

Mark viii. 38: J.-I.era TWV aYY'Awv TWV aYLwv] nzesla malii' ektilzii 
qedilsan 'cum angelis-suis sanctis' 

John xvii. 3: Kat. ()V a7T€OTf:tAa<; , I1]Gouv] wa-za-Jannawko 'iyasiis 
'et-quem-misisti lesum' 

B. Sentences 

Ethiopic, like Greek, lnakes use of both parataxis and hypo­
taxis. 

( I) Principal Clauses 

In the construction of principal clauses-whether declarative, 
imperative, optative, or interrogative-Ethiopic differs very 
little from Greek. 

(a) Declarative sentences 

In both languages a special meaning can be given declarative 
sentences by means of specific particles; e.g. yap = 'esma gives a 
causal meaning, and dAAci =:: 'aida an adversative Ineaning. 

John xvi. 13: OU yap "a"~Go dc/>' eavTou, dAA' oaa dKOUGEt 
AaA7]Go] 'esma ''i-yenager za-'embabehii wa-za-sam'a da'emu 
yenager 'nam non-Ioquetur quod-ex-eo, et-quod-audivit 
autem loquetur' 

( b) Imperative sentences 

In Greek the fonn of the verb is either the imperative or the 
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negative subjunctive, whereas Ethiopic employs either the im­
perative or subjunctive (= jussive). The future with an impera­
tive sense is handled much like a normal imperative. 

John xix. 15: apov, aTavpwaov athov] 'a' eteto wa-seqelo 'tolle­
cum et-crucifige-cum' 

John iii. 7: p.~ 8avp.aans-] 'i-tanker 'ne-mireris' 
Matt. v. 21: ou c/>ov€vaEt~] 'i-teqtel nafsa 'ne-occidas animam' 

( c) Sentences involving wishes 

Here the Ethiopic subjunctive corresponds to the Greek sub­
junctive. 

Rev. iii. 15: oc/>EAov !fovxpo~ 1}S"] wa-retit -sa tekiln qwarzra 'utinam 
esses frigidus' 

(d) Interrogative sentences 

(I) Dependent interrogations are recognizable in both lan­
guages in terms of the question posed by the introductory pro­
noun or adjective. 

(2) Independent interrogations have in Greek no special 
mark (apart from the written sign of the interrogative). They are 
made recognizable in Ethiopic by means of the enclitic -nu or -hue 

John i. 38: pa{3{3t 7TOU fLEVEtS';] 1"ald!i 'ayte ta!Jader 'Rabbi, ubi 
habitas ?' 

John xi. 26: 7TLGTEUEL':l' TOVTO;] ta' ameni-nu zanta 'credis-ne hoc?' 

(2) Subordinate Clauses 

Even in rendering subordinate clauses Ethiopic is not at all 
limited. 

(a) Subject clauses 
In the New Testament subject clauses are usually introduced 

by tva+the subjunctive. In Ethiopic the corresponding clause 
hal) kama-\-the subjunctive (or kama may be omitted). 

John xvi. 7: GVfLcPEPEt v/-ttV iva €yw a1T€A8w] yebeyesake1!E!Ju 
[kama] 'e~ur 'ana 'melius-est-vobis (ut) vadam ego' 

(b) Object clauses 
Whereas the normal Greek collocation is OTt + the indicative, 

Ethiopic employs kama+the perfect or imperfect indicative. 
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After verbs of wishing or knowing, Greek normally uses the 
infinitive, whereas Ethiopic employs the subjunctive with (or 
sometimes without) kama, but the infinitive is also possible. 

John ix. 29: oioa/-tf:y OTt MwvaEL AE'\a'\1]KEY 0 lh6s] mi'amer kama 
la-muse tanagara 'egzi'abe!zer 'scimus quod Moysi collocutus­
est-ei Deus' 

John iv. 47: ~pwTa tva KaTa,Bfi] wa-sa' ala kamayerad 'et-rogavit­
cum ut descendcret' 

Matt. xxvi. 37: TjpgaTo AV7TELaBat] wa-' abaza yetaMez 'et-coepit 
(ut) contristaretur' 

John iii. 2: ouoEiS' ••. OVVaTUc. TauTu Ta aW"LELa 7TOC.ELV] 'alba za­
yekel yegbar zanta ta' amera 'non-est qui-potest (ut) faciat haec 
signa' 

Matt. ix. 28: ?)vvap,aL TOUTO 1ToLfjaat] 'ekel zanta gabira 'possum 
hoc facere' 

(c) Attributive clauses 

Attributive relative clauses in Ethiopic do not differ essentially 
in construction from those in Greek. When the relative pronoun 
is not in the nominative, Ethiopic must freg uently clarify the 
logical connection by means of a suffix. Neither the annexation 
nor the attraction of relative clauses is imitated in Ethiopic. 

Acts ii. 36: '/1]uoUv OV VP.ELS' €O"TaVpWaaTE] 'ryasus za-' antc1!!!!Ju 
saqalkcT!!:!!Jewa 'lesum quem-vos crucifixistis' 

Acts vii. 45: ~v (relative clause connective) Kai EtmJyayov] 
wa-' abe' ewa 'et-duxcrunt-eam' 

Acts vii. 45: TWV E8vwv eLv EgwaEv 0 BE6S'] 'abzab 'eIJa 'awse' amii 
'egzi 'abeber 'gentium quas expulit Deus' 

(d) Interrogative clauses 
Indirect interrogative clauses are uncongenial to Ethiopic; a 

direct form is preferably used for questions. This applies espe­
cially to disjunctive questions. Indirect deliberative questions are 
introduced by Et in Greek, but Ethiopic either employs (la- )'emma 
or alters the sentence to the direct form. 

Luke xii. 5: V1TOO€.tgw o~ V/-,LV Ttva 4>0{3T)8fjTE] wa-' ar' eyakerz!:!!Ju 
ma'Lna teJarebu 'et-monstrabo-vobis quem timeatis' (indic.) 
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Luke ix. 46: ElafjA(lEv SE SWAOY(.UJ1-0S" .•• TO TiS" av Ei1} J1-€t,wv 
uthwv] wa-ba/layu ... ma7.J:!Ju yaCabi 'eme1E]lhomu 'et-meditati­
sunt quis maior-sit (indie.) ex-iis' 

Mark xv. 44: E7T1}PWTTJU€V athov €t 7TUAUt a7TEOavEv] wa-yebilo 
wadde' a-nu mota 'et-dixit-ei: perfecit-ne mortuus est?' 

Luke xiv. 3I : {3oVA€Va€Tu(. Et SVVUT<)S" EUTLV] wa:yemaker la-'emma 
yekel 'et-deliberabit si possit' (indic.) 

( e) Temporal clauses 

Ethiopic lacks the fine distinctions which Greek makes be­
tween a temporal sentence with the indicative and one such as 
av+the subjunctive. In both cases Ethiopic employs either the 
perfect or the indicative of the imperfect, depending upon the 
tense of the Greek. 

John ii. 22 : OTE ovv ~y€p01}] wa-' ama lanse' a 'et-'1uando surrexit' 
John iv. 25: (hull EAOi7 EKEtVOS"] wa-'ama mala we'elu 'et-quando 

venit is' 
2 Cor. iii. 15: ~viKa av uvay(.vwuK'1}TUtJ soba yiinabebu 'cum 

legunt' 

(f) Final clauses 

The manner of expression of final clauses in Ethiopic corre­
sponds to the Greek: iva, 07TWS", wS" are translated by kama+the 
subjunctive. 

John xvii. 4: iva 7TO£~UW] kama 'egbar 'ut faciam' 
Matt. vii. I: iva J1-~ Kp/'OijT€] kama 'i-tetkwa1!!Janil 'ut non­

iudicemini' 
Matt. vi. 5: 07TWS" <!>avwu£v] kamayastar'eyu 'ut appareant' 

(g) Causal clauses 

In Ethiopic there is no difference between a principal clause 
having causal meaning and a subordinate causal clause; both 
have 'esma (= yap and OTL) as the characteristic conjunction. 

John xx. 29: OTL EWPUKaS" J.LE 7TE7TLuTEvKaS'] 'esma re'ikani-hu 
, amankani 'quia vidisti-me credidisti-mihi?' 

Matt. i. 21: aVToS' yap awue£] 'esma we'etii yiideben 'nam is 
salvabit' 
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(h) Consecutive clauses 

Greek prefers the infinitive following warE. Ethiopic, on the 
other hand, employs 'eska (soba) only with the finite verb. 

John iii. 16: waTE TOV VWV • . • ;DWKEV] 'eska waldo . . . walzaba 
'usque filium-suum ... dedit' 

J\,fatt. viii. 28: WUTE IL~ laXIlE'v] 'eska soba 'i-yekeL 'usque quando 
non-potest' (indic. imperf.) 

(i) Conditional clauses 

Ethiopic has difficulties with the preci.,e rendering of Greek 
conditions. Greek, unlike Ethiopic, can express all possible shades 
of condition by means of tense, mood, and the insertion of avo In 
general the following rules apply: 

(a) Real conditions: The conditional particle is d (Eav) = 
'emma, and the Ethiopic verb form corresponds to the time ex­
pressed in the Greek clause. Whereas the Greek form of the 
apodosis is in the future (Ethiopic = imperfect), the Ethiopic 
protasis prefers the perfect (= precise future). 

(f3) Unreal conditions: The conditional particle is EaV = soba 
with the perfect. In the apodosis Ethiopic places the particle' em­
before the verb in the perfect tense. 

J h · 8' \ \ >I~ , \ , l' o n IV. 4 : Eav p.:'} ••• W1)TE, OU 1L1) 7TtarEUGET€ el!!:!!Ja .•• 
'i-re'ike1!E!Ju 'i-la' amenu 'si ... non videritis, non-credetis' 

Matt. vi. 14: Eav yap d4>~TE ••• d¢>~GEt] 'esma 'e1!!!!Ja badaggemu 
•.. yalJadeq 'nam si remiseritis ... remittet' ......., 

Luke xi. 20: El S€ ••. EKf3a).,).,w •.• apa ;c!>()aaEV] wa-' emma-sa 
'ana 'awa-~e' omu ... yogike ba~~at 'et-si-autcm ego expello ... 
utique pervenit' 

J h . , >I~ \.\ >I , '] -h t -, -o n IV. 10: E"t TlOEIS ••• (TV av TlT1)aaf) aUTOV SO a-sa a amen . .. 
'anttni f fidi 'em-sa' alk!yo 'si autem scircs (perf.) ... tu-etiam 
amplius rogares-eum' (perf.) 

Ethiopic frequently transforms a conditional clause into a 
relative clause, especially sentences beginning with €i n,). Such 
clauses, however, are constructed with the verb-form which a 
pure conditional clause might also have. 

John vi. 51 : eav n~~ 4>aYTI ... '~aE£] za-hata ... y~ayu 'qui­
manducaverit ... vivet' 
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(j) Concessive clauses 

Concessive clauses, which are similar to conditional sentences 
in both languages, are introduced by El Kat = 'e~a-ni, 'emma­
hi, or by la-'l!E!Jea-ni, la-' et!E!Ja-hi, or simply by , el!!:!!Ja. 

C .. 8 ' \ '\ 1 f ~ , 1\]' 
2 or. VU. : EI. Kat EI\VTTTJaa vfLa~ ••• ou fL€TafL€l\ofLat, wa· emma-

ni ' atakJsazkukelJ!!!]u ... 'i-yanese~ani 'etsi contristavi-vos ... 
non-pocnitct-me' 

As the comparison of both languages indicates, Ethiopic, 
along with all other Semitic languages, exhibits many limitations 
vis-a.-vis Greek. In spite of this, however, its grammar permits 
certain freedoms and concessions which enable it to represent the 
text of the Greek New Testament better than many other related 
languages. 



VI 

Minor Eastern Versions 

T
HE minor Eastern versions that arc considered in the pre­
sent chapter are the Arabic, Nubian, Persian, Sogdian, 
and Caucasian Albanian versions. 1 

I. THE ARABIC VERSIONS 

I. THE ORIGIN OF THE ARABIC VERSIONS 

In antiquity Arabia as a geographical term comprised the 
territory west of Mesopotamia, east and south of Syria and 
Palestine, extending to the isthmus of Suez. This area, about one­
fourth that of Europe and one-third that of the United States, 
was divided by the geographer Ptolemy into three regions: Arabia 
Felix, the Happy or Fertile; Arabia Petraea, the Stony; and 
Arabia Deserta, the Desert. When and how and by whom the 
Gospel was brought to these diverse areas iii not known, for the 
data are scattered and inconclusive. According to Harnack, by 
the middle of the third century there were numerous bishoprics 

I Whether there was a version in the Hunnic language is problematic. According 
to information included in the Chronicle of Zacharias Rhetor (d. before 553), about 
the middle of the sixth century ~ardu~a~, bishop of Arran, sent three (or seven) 
priests beyond the Caspian Gates to minister to those taken captive by the Huns 
from the land of the Romans. As a result of the work of the missionaries not only 
were many of the captives baptized, but converts were made also among the Huns. 
The account closes with the statement that the priests 'were there for a week of 
years, and there they translated books into the Hunnic tongue' (Bk. XII, chap. 
vii of the Syriac text ed. by E. W. Brooks in CSCO, Scriptores Syri, III ser., vi 
(Paris, 1921),216; Eng. trans. by F.]. Hamilton and E. W. Brooks, The Syriac 
Chronicle known as that of Zachariah of Mity/me (London, 1899), p. 330). Although the 
identity of these books is not disclosed, it is altogether probable that they included 
one or more books of the Bible. 

As early as 635 a group of Nestorian missionaries arrived at Ch'ang-an, the 
capital of the newly founded T'ang Dynasty, where they prepared a Chinese 
translation of their sacred books, including, it would seem, the Gospels (see John 
Foster, The Church of the T'ang Dynasty (London, 1939». The monument at Si­
nang-fu (sec p. ~75 n. 5 below) speaks of 'the twenty-seven standard works of 
His [Christ's] Sutras' (Saeki's trans.). It is disputed whether this refers to the 
New Testament or to other Christian documents (see Sten Bugge, 'Den syriske 
kirkes nyt. kanon i China', Norsk teologisk tidsskrift, xli (1940), 97-JJ8). 
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in towns lying south of the Hauran and the l)ead Sea, all of 
which were grouped together in a single synod. I On at least two 
occasions Origen was invited to Arabia in order to participate 
in doctrinal discussions that were convened because of certain 
heretical tendencies on the part of Beryllus2 and of Heraclides. 3 

At a later date efforts were made to introduce Christianity among 
the nornad tribes. According to Socrates, during the fourth cen­
tury Mavia the queen of the Ishmaelites (the Saracens) arranged 
that Moses, a pious monk, should be consecrated bishop over her 
nation. 4 It also appears that during the same century Christian 
missions penetrated the southern part of the Arabian peninsula 
from Ethiopia. According to Philostorgius, through the efforts 
of one Theophilus, an Abyssinian of Arian faith, churches were 
built in Zafar, the capital of ~inlyaric Arabia, in Aden, and 
along the Persian Gulf: 5 

Who it was that made the first translation of the Scriptures into 
Arabic is not known. Various traditions have assigned the honour 
to different persons. According to a story reported by Michael 
the Syrian (died 1199) in his Chronicle,6 in the seventh century 
fAmr bar Safd bar abi Waqqas, the emir of the Arabs, requested 
John, the Jacobite Patriarch at Antioch (631-48), to make a 
translation of the Gospels frorn Syriac into Arabic, but to eli­
minate all references to the divinity of Jesus as well as mention 
of the Cross and baptism. After the Patriarch had vigorously re­
monstrated against the restrictions, he proceeded to gather a 
group of bishops who prepared the translation, but without 

I Adolf von Harnack, Die Mission und Ausbreitullg des Christentums in den ersten drei 
Jahrhunderten, 4te Auft., ii (Leipzig, 1924), 699 fr. (The Mission and Expansion of 
Christianity in the First Three Centuries, 2nd edn., ii (London, 1908), 153 fT.) . For a list 
of the chief churchmen in the several bishoprics, see R. Devreesse, 'I.e christianisme 
dans la province d'Arabie', Vivre et Penser, ii (= RB Ii) (1942), 110-46; for a rich 
bibliography on 'Christentum im vorislamischen Arabien', see Joseph Henninger 
in NZMRW iv (1948),222'-4. 

Z See I':usebius, /list. eecl. VI. xxxiii, and cf. Georg Kretschmer, 'Origines und die 
Araber', ZTK 1 (1953), 258-79. 

3 Ibid. VI. xxxvii, and cf. the papyrus codex discovered in 1941 at Tura near 
Cairo containing the Greek text of Origen's Discussion with Heraclides (ed. by J. 
Scherer; Cairo, 1949)' 

4 I1ist. eeel. iv. 36; cf. Theodoret, Hist. teel. iv. 20. See also L. Duchesne, 'Les 
missions chretiennes au sud de I'empire romain', Melanges d'arehlologie et d'histoire, 
xvi (1896), 112-18. 

S Hist. eed. iii. 6 (cd. J. Bidez, pp. 33 f.). 
6 Chronique de Michel Ie Syrien, edited by J.-B. Chabot, ii (Paris, 1901; repro 

Brussels, 1963), 431 f. 
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making the specified deletions. Although Baumstark I thought 
there might be some kernel of truth in the account, Graf,2 with 
more caution, raised serious questioru concerning the general 
plausibility of the story. In any case, nothing further is known of 
such a translation, nor have any traces of it been discovered in 
extant manuscript~. 

Another tradition concerning the translator of the Arabic ver­
sion of the Bible is preserved in the encyclopedic work known as 
al-Fihrist. The author of this tenth-century survey of Muslim 
culture states that during the calif ate of Ma'miin (813-33) a 
Muslim by the name of Al)mad ibn-fAbdulHih ibn-Salam made 
a translation, from the Hebrew and Greek, of 'the Torah, the 
Gospels, and the books of the prophets and disciples'.3 The pa'i­
sage has been studied by Krackovskij, who suggests the possibility 
that the Encylopedist confused the translator with aJew \vho had 
been converted to Islam named fAbd Allah ibn Salam (died 
663).4 Still another tradition, which for several centuries gained 
widespread currency,S has it that during the early part of the 
eighth century a Spanish bishop, John of Seville, translated the 
Gospels from the Latin Vulgate into Arabic. The story, however, 
was shown by Lagarde6 to rest upon a misunderstanding; though 
manuscripts are known to contain an Arabic rendering made from 
the Latin, they have nothing to do with John of Seville. 

1 'Eine fruhislamische und cine vorislamischc arabische Evangclieniibersetzung 
aus dem Syrischen', Atti tkl XIX Congresso internalionale degli orientalisti . .. Roma 
1935 (Rome, 1938), p. ~~82. 

;l Georg Graf, Gesrhichte der chris/lichen arabischm Literatur, i (Studi e testi, vol. 
cxviii; Vatican City, 1944), 35. 

;I Translated by Bayard Dodge, The Fihrist of al-Nadim, i (New York, 1970), 
P·42 • 

4- Ignaz Krackovskij, '0 perevode biblii lla arabskij yazyk pri Khalife al-
Ma'mune', Khristianskij Vostok, vi (1918), 189-96. For an Arabic manuscript of the 
Pentateuch dated A.D. 820, which was translated for a certain 'Abdallah al­
Ma'mun, sec Grar, op. cit., pp. 88 f., n. 2. 

" The tradition is mt'ntioncd in the Preface to the 161 I version of the English 
Bihle on the authority of a. certain Vas[s]cus, who datc-s the translation A.D. 7 I 7; 
set' Edgar J. Goodspeed, The Translators to the Reader,. Priface 10 the King James 
Version 1611 (Chicago, 1935), p. 24. In the nineteenth century J. L. Hug still re­
peated the same tradition (Introduct;on to the New Testament, translated by David 
Fosdick,Jr. (Andover, 1836), § 100). 

b Paul de Lagarde, Die llier Ellangelien arabisch (Leipzig, 1864; repro Osnabriick, 
1972), pp. xi-xvi; cf. also Peter Le Page Rcnouf, 'On the Supposed Latin Origin 
of the Arabic V t'rsion of the Gospels', The Atlantis,. or Register of Literature and Science 
rif the Calholic University of ireland, iv (1863) ~'P-59. 
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2. THE VARIETY OF ARABIC VERSIONS 

The variety of Arabic versions of the New Testament is almost 
bewildering. Lagarde, with characteristic piquancy, commented 
that there are more Arabic versions of the Gospels than can be 
welcome to theologians, pressed as they are with other urgent 
tasks. l According to the pioneering survey of more than seventy­
five Arabic manuscripts made by Ignazio Guidi,2 the Arabic 
versions of the Gospels existing in manuscript\) fall into five main 
groups: (I) those made directly from the Greek; (2) those made 
directly from or corrected from the Syriac Peshitta; (3) those 
made directly from or corrected from the Coptic; (4) manuscripts 
of two distinct eclectic recensions produced by the Alexandrian 
Patriarchate during the thirteenth century; and (5) miscella­
neous manuscripts, some of which are characterized by being 
cast into the form of rhymed prose made classic by the Koran. 
Furthermore, more than one Arabic version has been corrected 
from others derived from a different Vorlage. The situation is com­
plicated still further, for example, in a fifteenth-century manu­
script containing the Pauline epistles, some of which were trans­
lated from Syriac, others from Sahidic, and still others from 
Bohairic. 3 

In addition to the classes of Arabic versions enumerated above, 
translations were also nlade from Latin into Arabic. The first to 
do so, it seems, was IsJ:1aq ibn Balask (or Isaac, son ofVclasquez), 
a Spanish Christian of Cordova, who in 946 prepared a rather 
free translation of the Gospels. His Vorlage was a manuscript 
with an Old Latin text (preserving several Tatianisms), strongly 
influenced by the Vulgate.4 Whether Isaac also translated other 
parts of the New Testament is not known. In any case, a fragment 
of an Arabic~Latin manuscript of Galatians has been discovered 
which, on palaeographical grounds, is dated to the ninth or tenth 
century (see MS. no. 5 below). 

lOp. cit., p. iii. 
2 'Le traduzioni degli Evangdii in arabo c in etiopico', Att; della R. Accademia dei 

Lirlui, Memorie anno CCLXXV, scric quarta, classe di scicnzc lllorali, storiche c 
filologicht" iv, Partie la (Rome, 1888), pp. 5-76. 

3 Anton Baumstark, Die christliche Literalur des Orients, ii (Leipzig, 191 I), IS. 
4 So Anton Baumstark, 'Markus, Kap. 2 in der arab is chen Obersetzung des 

Isaak Valasquez', OC, 3rd seL, ix (1934), 226-39; idem, 'Neue oricntalistischc 
Problems biblisches Textgeschichte', ZDMG lxxxix (1935), 107 -9; cf. also Curt 
Peters, Das Diatessaron 'ratians (OriCTltalia christiana ana/ecla, cxxiii; Rome, 1939), 
pp. 175--7· 
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Subsequent to Guidi's preliminary survey two other mono­
graphs were published that provide the researcher in this field 
with an exceptionally broad range of codicological, textual, and 
bibliographical information: they arc Graf's extensive research 1 

based on Guidi's categories, and Henninger's briefer account of 
Arabic translations made for Melchites, Maronites, Nestorians, 
J acobites, and Copts.2 

3. EARLY MANUSCRIPTS OF THE ARABIC VERSIONS 

Among the earliest known Arabic manuscripts of the Gospels 
and Praxapostolos, the following may be mentioned as particu­
larly noteworthy. 

(I) What Burkitt considered to be 'perhaps the oldest monu­
ment of Arabic Christianity'3 is a manuscript formerly belonging 
to the Monastery of Mar Saba near Jerusalem, now cod. Vati­
canus arabicus 13, called by Tischendorf arvat (Greg. cod. 101), 

and assigned by Cardinal Mai and Guidi to the eighth century, 
but by Graf and Voobus to the ninth century. Written in Kufic 
letters, originally it contained the Psalter, the Gospels, Acts, and 
all the Epistles; of these only the Pauline Epistles, along with 
limited portions of the Synoptic Gospels, have survived on 178 
folios. The Arabic text, which was translated freely from the 
Syriac, occasionally preserves Old Syriac readings. 4 

(2) What appears to be the oldest dated copy of the Arabic 
Acts of the Apostles, and the Catholic Epistles, is cod. Sinai arab. 
151. Written in A.D. 867 in what Atiya describes as a 'rubricate 
transitional hand between Naskh and Kufic',s the codex contains 
many annotations in the margin which provide exegetical com­
ments on the Scripture text. The text of Romans, I and 2 

Corinthians, and Philippians, along with the annotations, has 
been edited, with an English translation, by Harvey Staal.6 

(3) MS. Borg. arab. 95 of the ninth century (according to 
Voobus it was copied before about A.D. 885) contains on 173 

lOp. cit., pp. 138-85. 
2 Joseph Henninger, 'Arabische Bibelubersetzungen vom Fruhmittelalter bis 

zurn 19. Jahrhundert', NZMRW xvii (1961), 210-23. 

3 'Arabic Versions', H~stings's Dictionary of the Bible, i (Edinburgh and New 
York, 1898), 136. .. So Curt Peters, Das DiIltessaron TatiaTls, pp. 56 fr. 

5 Aziz S. Atiya, The Arabic Manuscripts of Mount Sinai (Baltimore, 1955), p. 6. 
IJ Codex Sinai Arabic lSI, Pauline Epistles; Part I (Rom., I & II Cor., Phil.) (Studies 

and Documents, vol. xl; Salt Lake City, 1969). 
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folios the four Gospels; the translation, made from the Greek, 
was presumably done at the Monastery of Mar Saba. For a 
specimen of the script, see Eugenius Tisserant, Specimina codicum 
orientalium (Bonn, 1914), plate 55. 

(4) A codex of 226 folios and dated A.D. 892, brought by 
Tischendorf to the Imperial Library at St. Petersburg, contains 
the Pauline Epistles in a version that appears to have been made 
from a N estorian copy of the Peshitta. 1 Its text, which Tischen­
dorf quotes as arpet, was studied by Stenij.2 

(5) The library of the Chapter of Segiienza has a parchment 
leaf, containing some portions of Galatians in Latin and Arabic, 
which is dated by its editors3 on palaeographical grounds to the 
close of the ninth or the beginning of the tenth century. 

(6) MS. Sinai arab. 155, dating from the ninth or tenth cen­
tury, contains on 2 16 folios the Arabic version of the Wisdom of 
Sirach and several of the Pauline Epistles. The text of the latter 
was published by Margaret Dunlop Gibson.4 

(7) MS. Sinai arab. 154, dating from the ninth century, con­
tains a translation, made from Syriac, of Acts (beginning with 
vii. 37) and all seven Catholic Epistles (in the Greek order).s The 

lOne of the extraordinary readings of the manuscript is in Heb. ii. 9, 'And so 
he without God, who had united Himself with him as a temple, tasted death for 
all men.' According to Burkitt, who called attention to the reading (op. cit., p. 137, 
n. §), the variant xwp'cs e~ov is not found in the Syriac Vulgate except in Nestorian 
copies. For other noteworthy readings in the manuscript, see F. Delitzsch, Com­
mentar zum Bricfe an die lIehriier (Leipzig, 1857), pp. 764'-9. 

2 Edv. Stenij, Die altarahische Vhersetzung der Briefi an die Hehriier, an die Romer 
und an die Korinther, aus ei~m in St. Petersburg befmdlichen Codex TischendorJs vom Jahre 
892 n. Chr. (Helsinki, Ig01). I am grateful to Professor Harald Ricsenfcld for 
obtaining for rm~ a copy of this rare monograph. 

3 Donatien De Bruyne and Eugene Tisserant, 'Une fcuille arabo-latine de 
l'Epitrc aux Galates', RB, N.S. vii (1910), 321-43. With a plate . 

.. An Arabic Version of the Epistles cif St. Paul to the RomarlS, OJrinthian.s, Galatians, 
with Part of the Epistle to the Ephesians (Studia Sinaitica, No. ii; London 1894). The text 
of I Corinthians in this manuscript was made the subject of a Ph.D. dissertation 
by Robert H. Boyd ('The Arabic Text of I Corinthians in Studia Sinaitica, No. II; 
a Comparative, Linguistic and Critical Study', Princeton University Library, 
1942). 

5 An Arabic Version cif the Acts of the Apostles and the Seven Catholic Epistles • .. , ed. 
by Margaret Dunlop Gibson (Studia Sinaitica, No. vii; London, 1899). Another 
transcription of the text of the disputed Catholic Epistles, made by Mrs. A. Persis 
Burkitt, was edited by Adelbert Merx, 'Die in der Peschito fehlcndcn Briefe des 
Neuen Testamentes in arabischer der Philoxeniana cntstammender Dbersetzung', 
Zeitschriftfor Assyriologie, xii (1897),240-52,348-81; xiii (1898),1-28. 
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disputed Catholic Epistles (2 Peter, 2 and 3 John, and Jude) ap­
pear to have been rendered from the Philoxenian Syriac version; 
Acts and the rest of the Epistles, from the Syriac Peshitta. 

(8) Two fragmentary leaves, one at Sinai and the other at 
Leningrad, of a bilingual manuscript of the Gospels in Greek and 
Arabic, dating frorn the ninth century, preserve portions of Matt. 
xiii, xiv, and xxv--xxvi. The two leaves are identified today as 
Gregory-Aland 0136 and 0137; the Arabic text of the latter was 
edited by Agnes Smith Lewis in her Catalogue of the Syriac MSS. 
in the Convent oj S. Catherine on Mount Sinai (Studia Sinaitica, No. I; 
London, 1894), pp. 105 f. 

Other early Arabic manuscripts at Sinai, which, like those 
already mentioned, arc available in microfilm copies at the 
Library of Congress in Washington, are the following (the com­
ments are those provided by Atiya in his catalogue). 

(9) MS. Sinai arab. 70, the four Gospels, about the ninth 
century, 'in excellent simple Kufic divided according to the read­
ings of the Greek calendar'. 

( I 0) MS. Sinai arab. 72, the four Gospels, dated A.D. 897, 
'complete and excellent dated copy in neat Kufic, divided ac­
cording to the readings of the Greek calendar'. 

(I I) MS. Sinai arab. 73, Epistles of Paul (including Hebrews 
after 2 Thess.), dating from about the ninth century; incomplete 
text, beginning Rom. vi. 20, ending 2 Tim. iii. 8; 'divided ac­
cording to the Greek calendar'. I 

(12) MS. Sinai arab. 74, the four Gospels, about the ninth 
century, written in 'old Kufic; divided according to readings 
of the Greek calendar'. 

When the several Arabic versions that are represented in the 
extant manuscripts originated is not known. Most scholars have 
thought it improbable that any of them antedate Muhammad.2 

I The beginning and ending of the manuscript (containing Rom. i. I-vi. 19 
and 2 Tim. iii. 9-iv. 22, Titus, and Philemon) have been identified as parts of 
Paris Bib. Nat. MS. arab. 6725 (see Gerard Troupeau, 'Une anciennc version 
arabe de l'epitr~ it Philemon', Melanges de rUniversiU Saint-Joseph, xlvi (1970), 
343-51, who provides a transcription of the Arabic t~xt of Philemon). 

2. e.g. M. J. de Goeje, 'Quotations from the Bible in the Qoran and the Tradi­
tion', in Semitic Studies ill Memory of Alexander Kohut (Berlin, 1897), pp. 179-85; 
Martin Schreiner, 'Beitrage zur Geschichte der Bibel in cler arabischen Literatur', 
ibid., pp. 495-513; Burkitt, op. cit., p. 136; Georg Graf, Die christlich-arabische 
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On the other hand, Baumstarkl and Petcrs2 contended for a pre­
Islamic date (of as much as a century), basing their argument 
partly on certain liturgical data but chiefly on the consideration 
that missions to Arabia would require vernacular renderings of 
the Scriptures for the work of evangelization. 

By the beginning of the thirteenth century, amid the multi­
plicity of independent translations, a necd was fclt for a more 
fixed type, and one which took account of all the three great 
national Vulgates of the East-the Greek, the Syriac, and the 
Coptic. Consequently, about A.D. 1250 a scholar at Alexandria 
named Hibat Allah ibn al- f A4isal prepared a revised text of the 
Gospels with variant readings from the Greek, the Syriac, and 
the Coptic. 3 The edition, however, was found to be too com­
plicated for popular usc, and towards the end of the thirteenth 
century it was superseded by a less cumbersomc reccnsion. Ac­
cording to Guidi, this appears to have been translated from a 
Coptic (Bohairic) text very like that preserved in cod. Vatican 
Coptic 9, dated A.D. 1204/5, filled out by inserting from the Syriac 
or the Greek various pCUisages present in the latcr forms of those 
texts but absent from the ancient Coptic version.4 In many 
manuscripts these additions are indicated by marginal notes. 

During the succeeding centuries this recension, called the 
'Alexandrian Vulgate', became widely influential. Its text was 
Literatur bis zur friinkischen Zeil (Freiburg im Br., 1905), p. 60; Voobus, Early 
Versions of the New Testament, p. 293; Joseph Henninger, art. cit., NZMW xvii 
(1961), 206-10; and, on the basis of linguistic considerations, Joshua Blau, 'Sind 
uns Reste arabischer Bibcliibersctzungcn aus vorislamischer Zeit erhaltcn geblie­
ben?' Mu, lxxxvi (1973),67-72. 

I Anton Baumstark, 'Das Problem eines vorislamischcn christlichen-kirchlichen 
Schrifttums in arabischer Sprache' , Is/arnica, iv ( 1931), 562-75; 'Arabische 
Obersctzung eines altsyrischen Evangelient~xtes', DC, 3rd ser., ix (1934), 165-88 
(with an addendum, ibid., pp. 278 f.); and 'Bine frilhislamische und eine voris­
lamische arabische Evangelium-iibersetzung aus dem Syrischen', Atti del XIX con­
gresso internationale degli orientalisti, Romo, 23--29 Setlemhre 1935 (Rome, 1938), pp. 
682-4· 

2 Curt Peters, Das DiatessarQn TaJians (Rome, 1939), pp. 48-62; 'Von arabischen 
Evangclientcxtcn in Handschriften der Universitats-Bibliothek Leiden', AD xviii 
(1939-40), 124-37; and 'Grundsatzliche Bemerkungen zur Frage der arabischen 
Bibeltcxte', RSD xx (1942-3), 129-43. 

3 For details of Ibn al- 'AssaI's work, see Guidi, op. cit., pp. 18-22, and D. B. 
Macdonald, 'The Gospels in Arabic', Hartford Seminary Record, iii (1893), 163-76, 
and 252. 

~ Guidi, op. cit., pp. 22-4. According to Voobus (Early Versions, p. 289), the 
same type of text is found also in a codex at the University of Beirut, dated A.D. 

1048. 
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not only the source of corruptions in other classes of Arabic ver­
sions, as well as most manuscripts of the Ethiopic version, but 
it also formed the basis of all printed editions of the Arabic 
Gospels from the editio princeps of 15911 down to the twentieth 
century. It should also be mentioned that all of the four Arabic 
versions of the Book of Revelation, which was not regarded as 
canonical in the East, are of Coptic origin. 2 

For the Arabic Diatessaron, see pp. 14-17 above. 

4. EARLY PRINTED EDITIONS OF THE ARABIC VERSIONS 

As was mentioned above, all printed editions of the Arabic 
Gospels down to the present century represent varieties of the 
eclectic 'Alexandrian Vulgate', prepared at the close of the thir­
teenth century. They have, therefore, very little value for critical 
purposes. 

( 1) The editio princeps of the Gospels in Arabic (al-IntU al­
muqaddas. Evangelium sanctum . .. ) was printed at Rome in the 
Medicean printing-house; 1590 stands on the title-page, 159 I 

in the subscription. It was edited by Giovanni Battista Raimundi 
(Raymund), superintendent of the printing-office established by 
Cardinal Fernando de' Medici. A second printing in 159 I has an 
interlinear Latin translation made by Antonius Sionita. The edi­
tion was reissued with a new title-page in 1619 and again in 1774. 

The manuscript base of the edition is unknown. 

(2) The editio princeps of the New Testament in Arabic was 
prepared by Thomas Erpenius (Erpe; 1584-1624) and published 
at Leidcn in 1616. The text of the Gospels was based on a manu­
script bequeathed to the Leiden Library by Joseph Scaliger 
(MS. or. 2369), said to have been written in the monastery of 
St. John in the Thebaid, in the year of the Martyrs 1059 (A.D. 

1342-3). Two other manuscripts also employed by Erpenius for 
the Gospels are now in the Cambridge University Library (G. 5. 
33 and G. 5.27, written in A.D. 1285). The Acts, Pauline Epistles, 
James, 1 Peter, and I John in this edition are translated from the 
Peshitta; in the remaining Catholic Epistles the version seems 
to have been made directly from the Greek. In the Book of 

I So Burkitt, op. cit., p. 137, and T. H. Darlow and H. F. Moule, Historical 
Catalogue of the Printed Editions of Holy Scripture, ii (London, 1911). 63. 

:z Georg Graf, 'Arabische Dbersetzungen der Apokalypsc', Bib, x (1929), 170-94. 
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Revelation the text, according to Burkitt,1 is perhaps a combina­
tion of translations from the Greek and the Coptic. 

In 1752 a Latin rendering of Erpenius's Arabic text of the 
Gospel of Mark was published at Lemgo by C. A. Bode. 

(3) The Arabic version of the entire New Testament is in­
cluded in the Paris Polyglot Bible (vol. v, in two parts, 1630 and 
1633). The editor, Guy lVfichcl Le Jay, put two Maronite 
scholars from Lebanon, Johannes Hesronita and Gabriel Sionita, 
in charge of editing the Arabic text and its vocalization, as well 
as preparing the Latin translation. 2 The recension of the Gospels, 
contrary to de I.agarde's opinion, 3 was not an interpolated re­
print of Raimundi's Roman edition, but appears to be based on 
a nlanuscript from Aleppo similar to Paris Anc. f. 27 (of A.D. 

1619) and Coisl. 239 (new Supp!' Ar. 27).4 

(4) The Arabic version of the Paris Polyglot was reprinted, 
with minor alterations in text and Latin translation, in Walton's 
London Polyglot (1657). In the work on the Arabic text the 
editor was assisted by Edward Pococke, who also revised the 
Latin translation of the Arabic. 

(5) The editio princeps of the complete Bible in Arabic, apart 
from the text given in the Paris and London Polyglots, was pre­
pared, under the direction of the Congregatio de Propaganda 
Fide, by Sergius Risius (Sarkis ar-Ruzzi), the Maronite Arch­
bishop of Damascus, who had come to Rome in 1624, bringing 
with him manuscripts of the Arabic Scriptures. After Risius's 
death in 1638 the work was carried on by others; the completed 
work, with the Arabic text and the Latin Vulgate printed side 
by side, was finally published at R.ome in three volumes in 167 I. 
Inasmuch as the Arabic has been brought into conformity with 
the \Tulgate, the version possesses no independent critical value. 

(6) In 1703 Faustus Nalronus edited at Rome the Arabic 
New Testament in Karshunic characters for the use of Maronites, 
from a manuscript brought from Cyprus. It was reprinted at 

J Op. cit. (p. 261 n. 3), p. 137. 
Z For information about the basic texts and quality of translation of the Arabic 

version of the Paris and London Polyglots, sec John A. Thompson, 'The Major 
Arabic Bibles', Bib T vi (1955), [·-12, 51-5, 98-106, and 146-50; repr. in pamphlt:t 
form (New York, 1956). 3 Op. cit. (p. 259 n. 6), p. xi . 

.. SO J. Gildemcister, De evangeliis in Arabicum e simplici Syriaco translatis (Bonn, 
1865). 
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Paris in 1827. The Acts, Epistles, and Apocalypse represent the 
same version as that of Erpenius, but in a different rr,cension. 

(7) In 1708 the Gospels in Arabic were publilihcd at Aleppo 
by the Melchite Patriarch Athanasius IV of Antioch, with the 
financial assistance of a Russian Cossack hetman, I van ~lasepa. I 

5. TEXTUAL AFFINITIES OF EARLY ARABIC MANUSCRIPTS 

Many problems remain unsolved in the study of the earliest 
Arabic translations of the New Testament. For example, no 
lnorc than a beginning has been made in analysing the textual 
affinities of individual Arabic manuscripts. 2 Curt Peters, who 
tested sample passages from all four Gospels in a group which 
Guidi found to be translated from Greek, concluded that not 
a few Tatianisms have found their way into this Arabic version. 3 

In a thorough analysis of the entire text of Matthew and Mark 
in two Arabic manuscripts which were translated from the Greek, 
Bernhard Levin found that in addition to Tatianisms many 
readings characteristic of the Caesarean text are also present.4 

The version preserves an interesting agraphon as an expansion 
of Matt. vi. 34: 'Sufficient unto the day is the evil thereof, and 
unto the hour the pain thereof (~.~ :t&.l....JIJ).'5 

On the basis of a detailed analysis of sixty-three variant read­
ings in the text of I Corinthians contained in codex Sinai arab. 
155 (MS. no. 6 in the list above), Robert Boyd concluded that 
the underlying Greek text 'was of a predominantly Neutral or 
Alexandrian type which shows little effect of the assimilation to­
ward the late Byzantine type of text'. 6 In view of the relative 
freedom from influence by the Byzantine recension, Boyd thought 
that the Arabic translation was made before the seventh century 
--a conclusion, however, that is not required if the translator 

I For a description of the edition, see ZDMG viii (1854),386-9. 
2 Besides Guidi, op. cit., see the debate regarding two alleged 'sister' manuscripts 

now in the Vatican, Alberto Vaccari, 'Una Bibbia arab a per il primo Gesuita 
venuto al Libano', Melanges de I'Universiti Saint-Joseph (Beirut), x (1925), 79-104, 
and Sebastian Euringer, 'Zum Stammbaum der arabischen Bibelhandschriften 
Vat. ar. 468 and 467', ZSG vii (192 9), 259-73. 

3 'Proben cines bcdeutsamen arabischen Evange1icntcxtes" DC, 3rd ser., xi 
(1936), 188-211; also, idem, J)as Diales.5arOrl Tatian.5, pp. 54-62 . 

.. Die griechisch-arabische Evangelien-()bersetzung, Vat. Borg. aT. 95 ulld Ber. orient. 
oct. lloB (Diss., Uppsala, 1938), pp. 67-9. 

5 The same reading occurs in MSS. Band C of the Palestinian Syriac Lectionary 
(MS. A deest). 6 Op. cit (p. 262 n. 4), p. 153. 
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had utilized a relatively old copy of the Greek text, antedating 
the emergence of the Byzantine recension. 

Following a lead partly pursued by Baumstark, V66bus has 
discovered abundant traces of an Old Syriac type of text re­
flected in the Scripture quotations made by Christian Arabic 
writers. 1 It is also significant that the Muslim Ibn IS9aq, who 
about A.D. 725 wrote at Medina the treatise Sirat Rasiil Allah (the 
earliest prose work in the Arabic language to corne down to us), 
seems to have derived his knowledge of the Gospels from the 
Palestinian Syriac version, with which some of his quotations 
and allusions agrcc. 2 

The limitations of Arabic version(s) in representing the under-
lying Greek text involve the following categories of testimony: 

(a) Variations in the number of the noun; 

(b) Variations in the aspect, mood, or voice of the verb; 

(c) Addition or omission, and variation in the use of conjunctions; 

(d) Addition or omission of possessive pronouns and objective pro-
nouns, indicating the specific person of reference; 

(e) Unique variations in the use of certain personal pronouns; and 

(f) Addition or omission of demonstrative pronouns. 3 

II. THE NUBIAN VERSION4 

During the early centuries of the Christian era Nubia, which 
lay between Egypt on the north and Ethiopia on the south, com­
prised three distinct and independent kingdoms, each with its 
own king or chieftain. They were Nobatia (Arabic Niiba) in the 

I Voobus, Early Verswns, pp. 276 fT. 
z Cf. A. Baumstark, 'Eine altarabischc Evangelienubersetzung aus dem 

Christlich-PaHistincnischen', <'SG viii (1930-2), 201-9; Alfred Guillaume, 'The 
Version of the Gospels Used in Medina circa A.D. 700', Al-Andalus, xv (1950), 
289-96; and J. Schlacht, 'Une citation de l'Evangile de St. Jean dans la Sira 
d'Ibn ISQaq', ibid. xvi (1951),489-90. 

3 For examples from the Arabic version of 1 Corinthians illustrating each of 
these categories, see Boyd, op. cit. (p. 262 n. 4 above), pp. 138-42 . 

.. For a more detailed account of the Christianization of Nubia and the Nubian 
version, with fuller bibliography than is given here, reference may be made to the 
chapter on this subject in the present writer's volume, Hist.orical and Literary Studies, 
Pagan, Jewish, arui Christian (New Testament Tools and Studies, vol. viii; Leiden and 
Grand Rapids, 1968), pp. 111-22. Cf. also the Christian inscriptions in Greek 
discovered at Faras in Jadwiga Kubitiska, Inscriptions grecques chrltimnes ('Warsaw, 
1974). Announcement has been made of the publication by the National Museum 
at Warsaw of a volume to be entitled Studia Nubiana, comprising the papers pre­
sented at a colloquium held at \Varsaw, 19-22 June 1972. 
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north, between the First and Second Cataracts, with its capital 
at Pachoras (now Faras); Alodia (Arabic fAlwah) in the south, 
with its capital at Sobfl near the modern city of Khartoum; and 
between the two, Makuria (Arabic Makurrah), with its capital 
at (Old) Dongola. When the Romans, during the reign of Dio­
cletian (A.D. 284--305), withdrew from the Nile valley above 
Philae (just north of Nobatia near Aswan), they placed in it and 
in the stations up the river colonies of Nobadae, who acted as a 
buffer between them and marauding tribes of the fierce Blem­
myes from the eastern deserts. After a series of disturbances the 
power of the Blemmyes was broken by a powerful chieftain of the 
Nobadae named Silko, whose exploits are recounted at length 
in a Greek inscription which he caused to be cut about A.D. 500 
on a wall in the temple of Talmis (modem Kalabsha). 

When it was that Christianity first reached Nubia is not known. 
Probably Christian influences began to penetrate Nubia from the 
time that the Church became firmly established in Upper Egypt 
during the third and fourth centuries. Before 373 there must have 
been a number of Christians living at Philae, for Athanasius (who 
died in 373) says that he consecrated a certain Marcus as bishop 
of Philae. I During the fourth century the vast stretches south of 
Philae would have given shelter to more than one Christian 
driven from Egypt by the persecutions ordered by Diocletian. 
The first formally designated missionaries arrived in Nubia about 
the middle of the sixth century. According to the account of a 
contemporary writer, John of Ephesus,z about 545 a Mono­
physite prie.st named Julian, feeling deeply concerned for the 
spiritual condition of the Nobadae, sought the advice and assis­
tance of his patroness, the Empress Theodora. Being an ardent 
champion of Monophysitism the Empress promised to do every­
thing in her power for the conversion of the Nubian tribes from 

I Athanasius, Letter to the Antiochians, 10 (Mignc, PC xxvi, col. 808). In addition 
to the bibliography mentioned on pp. 1 12fT. of the chapter referred to in the pre­
ceding footnote, sec I .. P. Kirwan, 'Prelude to Nubian Christianity', Melanges 
ofJerts a Kazimierz .Michalowski (Warsaw, 1966), pp. 121-8, and Margaritc Rassart, 
'La Nubic chrcticnnt', terre de rencontre de l'Egypte copte et de l'Ethiopie 
chretienne', Annuaire de l'Institut de Philologie et d' Histoire orientales et slaves, xx 
(1968-72 ; published 1973), 363-77. 

2 The Third Part of the Ecclesiastical History of John, Bishop of Ephesus . .. , trans. 
by R. Payne Smith (Oxford, 1860), iv. &-9 and 49-53; the Syriac text is more con­
veniently available in the edition of E. W. Brooks in CSCO cv (Louvain, 1936; 
repro 1952). 

8261705 K 
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paganism. Rather injudiciously, however, she informed the 
Emperor Justinian of her plans. When her husband learned that 
the person she intended to send was opposed to the Council of 
Chalcedon, he decided to send a rival mission of his own so that 
the heathen might be saved from the errors of heresy. With 
picturesque detail, much of which is doubtless legendary, the 
historian relates how, despite many difficulties, Julian was suc­
cessful in converting the king and nobles of Nobatia. A few years 
later (about 569) another Monophysite priest, named Longinus, 
baptized the king and nobles of Alodia. 

This story, told with charming nalvete by John of Ephesus, him­
self an ardent Monophysite, arouses scepticism in view of the 
difficulty of reconciling it with the reported conversion of the 
more remote kingdom of Makuria to the orthodox faith. 1 More­
over, he is contradicted by the later historian Eutychius,2 who 
asserts in his Annals that all Nubia was originally Melkite (i.e. 
Orthodox), but transferred its allegiance in 719 to the Coptic 
faith after the Arab conquest of Egypt led to the suppression of 
the Melkites and the removal of their patriarch. 

In any case, at the beginning of the introduction of Christianity 
in Nubia there appears to have been active competition between 
the advocates of the Monophysite and the Melkite persuasions. 
Questions ali to how far each group prospered, what language or 
languages were used in the liturgies, and whether it iii possible to 
determine from the surviving ruins of churches which form of 
Christianity prevailed at a given place, need not detain us here. 3 

I t is enough to mention that during the succeeding centuries the 

1 According to a statement made by a contemporary chronicler in Spain, John 
of Biclarum, among the events that occurred in the third year of Justin II (i.e. 
about 569), 'Maccuritarum gens his temporibus Christi fidem recepit'-and by 
Christi fidem John means, of course, the orthodox Catholic faith. 

z Migne, PC cxi, cols. 1122 f. Eutychius was the Dyophysite Patriarch of 
Alexandria from A.D. 933 to 940. 

3 For recent discussions of these and related questions concerning early Nubian 
Christianity, see, besides the literature cited in the chapter mentioned above 
(p. 268 n. 4), Martin Krause, 'Zur Kirchen- und Theologiegeschichte Nubiens', 
Kunst und Geschichte Nubiens in chris/licher Zeit, cd. by Eric DinkIer (Rcchlinghausen, 
1970), pp. 71-86; idem, 'Neue Quellen und Probicme zur Kirchcngcschichtc 
Nubiens', in Franz Altheim and Ruth Stiehl, Chris/mtum am Roten Meer, i (Berlin, 
1971), 509-31; Ka:t:imierz Michalowski, 'Open Problems of Nubian Art and 
Culture in the Light of the Discoveries at Faras', Kunst und Ceschichte Nubims, ed. 
by Eric DinkIer, pp. 1 1-20; and \.y. H. C. Frend, 'Coptic, Greek, and Nubian 
at Q'asr Ibrin', Byslav, xxviii (1972),224-9. 



The Nubian Version 

number of churches in Nubia multiplied and were counted, we 
are told, by the hundreds. 1 For about five centuries Christianity 
flourished,2 providing the chief cohesive element in Nubian 
society. 

The decline of the Church coincided with the inroads made by 
Arab invaders pressing southward from Muslim Egypt. Accord­
ing to a recent account that makes use of archaeological as well 
as literary resources, 
excavations have shown that there was still a bishop at Qasr Ibrim 
in 1372, but the fact that his see had been combined with that of 
Faras is a measure of the diminished size of his flock. Probably Chris­
tianity had already vanished from a large part of Nubia by this time, 
and we know that the 'royal' church at Dongola had been trans­
formed into a mosque fifty years earlier. 3 

By the end of the fourteenth century, having been cut off for 
centuries from the rest of the Christian world, the weakened 
Nubian Church was ready to expire. The growing power of the 
Arabs hemmed in the Nubian Christians on the north, east, 
and west, and finally the whole population apostatized and em­
braced Islam. 

No one knows when the Scriptures were translated into 
Nubian. If, however, the pattern of evangelization was similar 
to that in other lands, it is probable that, soon after the introduc­
tion of Christianity on a wide scale in the sixth century, a ver­
nacular version would have been called for by the new converts. 
Before the twentieth century, however, nothing was known of the 
Nubian version. Our knowledge of it today rests upon only a 
most meagre basis. 

In 1906 Dr. Carl Schmidt purchased in Cairo some Nubian 
fragments which had come from Upper Egypt. At first he and 

J A. J. Butler in B. T. A. Evetts's edition of the early thirteenth-century treatise 
by Abu $alil;l, The Churches and Monasteries of Egypt and Some Neighbouring Countries 
(Oxford, 1895), pp. 263 f. For a recent archaeological study see William Y. Adams, 
'Architectural Evolution of the Nubian Church, 500-1400 A.D:, Journal of the 
American Research Center in Egypt, iv (1965), 87-139. 

2 For information from medieval Ethiopic records on Christian Nubia, sec Yu. 
M. Kobishchanov, 'Soobscenija srcdncvckovyx cfiopiskix istochnikovo xristian­
skoj Nubii', PS vii (70, 1962), 35-43; for anthropological aspects, see Bruce 
G. Trigger, History and Settlement in Lower Nubia (rale University Publications in Anthro­
pology, 6g; New Haven, Ig65), pp. 145-50. 

3 William Y. Adams, 'Post-Pharaonic Nubia in the Light of Archaeology' 
JEA Ii (1965), 177. 
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Heinrich Schafer were inclined to date the fragments in the 
eighth century,l but on further study they assigned them to the 
tenth or eleventh ccntury.2 The document consists of a quire of 
sixteen mutilated pages from a parchment codex, containing 
a portion of a lectionary for Christmastide. The appointed lessons 
extend from the 24th of Choiak to the 30th of Choiak, correspond­
ing to 20 to 26 December. For each day a pericope is supplied 
from the Apostolos and the Gospel. The identity of the Gospel 
passage is marked by the name of the Evangelist and by the 
Ammonian number of the first section. The contents of the frag­
ment are as follows: 

[24 Choiak Epistle ... ] 
Gospel, Matt. i. 22-5 (cf. 28th of Choiak) 

[25 Choiak] Epistle, Phil. ii. 12-18 
Gospel, lVIatt. v. 13-19 

[26 Choiak] Epistle, Rom. xi. 25-9 
[Gospel] 

27 Choiak Epistle, Reb. v. 4-10 
Gospel, John xvi. 33-xvii. 25 

28 Choiak Epistle, Heb. ix. 1-5 
Gospel, Matt. i. 18-25 (by reference; cf. 24th of Choiak) 

29 Choiak Epistle, Gal. iv. 4-7 
Gospel, Matt. ii. I - 12 

[30 Choiak] Epistle, Rom. viii. 3-7 (or more) 
[Gospel ... J 

Except for two instances, the sequence and choice of the lessons 
find no parallel in the Greek or Coptic lectionaries hitherto 
examined. The exceptions involve the two passages appointed for 
25 December (Gal. iv. 4-7 and Matt. ii. 1-12), which coincide 
with those of Greek menologia. Since the extant folios of the 
lectionary are numbered 100 to 115 and contain (as was men­
tioned above) daily lessons for the period corresponding to 
20 to 26 December, it appears that the lectionary began with 
1 September (as do also the Greek menologia). The presence of 
the Ammanian section numbers makes it probable that the 
lectionary was constructed from a non-lectionary text, at least so 
far as the Gospel pericopes are concerned. 

1 Heinrich Schafer and Carl Schmidt, 'Die erstcn Bruckstucke christlichcr 
Literature in altnubischen Sprachc', ShBer (1906), pp. 774--85. 

2 'Die altnubischen Handschriften der koniglichen Bibliothek zu Berlin', ibid. 
(1907), pp. 602-13. 



The Nubian Version 273 

Like other texts of Nubian, the lectionary is written in an al­
phabet that is essentially Coptic, reinforced by several additional 
letters needed to represent sounds peculiar to the language. U n­
like later Nubian dialects, which include many words borrowed 
from the Arabic, the language of the lectionary is characterized 
by the presence of Graecized forms of peculiarly biblical words. 
It is perhaps significant that in a related Nubian text recounting 
the miracles of St. Mena,l the proper names Alexandria and 
Mareotis appear under their Greek forms, and not the Coptic 
equivalents p~KOT~ and n~ltH~~'~T. As Griffith2 points out, 
these features indicate that Nubians translated their religious 
literature from Greek, not Coptic. In accordance with this con­
clusion is the statement made by Abu ~a1iJ:1 that the liturgy and 
prayers in the Nubian churches were in Greek. 3 

The textual affiliations of the Nubian version are difficult to 
ascertain with precision. The chief reason for this is the paucity 
of text that has been preserved; only about seventy verses are 
extant, and some of these are very imperfectly represented. 
Furthermore, one must bear in mind the distinction between 
renderings and readings, of which only the latter are of primary 
assistance in determining the textual analysis of a version. In spite 
of these circumstances, however, it is possible to draw tentative 
conclusions regarding the broad classification of the version. 

An examination of the variants disclosed by a collation of 
Griffith's reconstructed Greek text against the Textus Receptus 
and against the text of Westcott and Hort4 reveals that the Nubian 
version agrees with the Textus Receptus against the vVestcott­
Hort text in six of the twelve variants, but it never agrees with 
Westcott-Hort against the Textus Receptus. In six variants the 
Nubian goes against both the Textus Receptus and Westcott­
Hort; two of these instances are unique readings. 

If the variants are examined from the standpoint of the textual 
characteristics of supporting witnesses, one finds that several 
have Western and/or Caesarean affinities. Although occasionally 
the Sahidic version (or some of the Sahidic manuscripts) supports 

1 Sec Texts Relating to Saint Mlna of Egypt and Cmlons of Nicaea in a Nubian Dialect, 
ed. by E. A. Wallis Budge (London, 1909). 

~ F. Ll. Griffith, The Nubian Texts of the Christian Period (AbhBer (1913), No.8), 
p. 71. 3 Op. cit. (see p. 271 n. I), p. 272 . 

.. A list of the variant readings, with supporting evidence from Greek manu­
scripts and versions, is given in the chapter mentioned in p. 268 n. 4- above. 
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the Nubian, in most cases it does not. In one instance codex 
Vaticanus and MS. 1739 agree with the Nubian in an omission. 

If one may generalize on the basis of such a limited amount 
of textual data, it appears that the Nubian version as represented 
in the fragments of the lectionary was made fronl a Greek text 
which was predominantly BY-I:antine in character, but which pre­
served a mixture of other readings as weil.l 

During the past decade several other biblical fragments in 
Nubian have come to the attention of scholars. One is a leaf, 
found in a church on the Nile island of Sunnarti, containing por­
tions of ten lines of script on each side. According to C. Detlef 
G. Milller, the fragment is apparently from a lectionary.2 In 
1964 during the excavations of Qasr Ibrim a number of parch­
ment leaves were found on the floor of the cathedral. According 
toJ. Martin Plumley (letter dated 19 August 1974) they contain 
the Nubian text of John xi. 22-3Ia, 32-41, and Rev. vii. 15-17; 
viii. 1-8; and xiv. 6-14. In addition there is a page from an 
Epistolary containing readings for the first three Sundays in the 
month of Mesore. Two of the readings appear to be I Cor. ii. 
6-- I 0 and xiv. 35-40; the third reading has not yet been identified. 

III. THE PERSIAN VERSION 

How and when the Gospel reached Persia is not known, but by 
the third and fourth centuries we find a relatively wide dis­
semination of Christianity in that country. Of course neither' 
the reference to 'Parthians and Medes and Elanlites' (Acts ii. 9) 
at Jerusalem on the day of Pentecost nor the tradition that the 
Apostle Thomas took Parthia as his missionary sphere3 provides 
any specific information, and the latter should be given little 
credence. Likewise the statistics provided by Mari, the disciple of 
Addai,4 that by the second century there were 360 churches in 
A'iSyria and Persia docs not really tell us how far Christianity had 

I The preceding ten paragraphs arc reproduced, with minor alterations, from 
the present writer's study referred to above, p. 268 tl. 4. 

2 'Deutsche Textfundcn in Nubien', Kunst und Geschiehte Nub iens , cd. by Eric 
DinkIer, pp. 245-56. 

3 The tradition regarding Thomas is reported hy Ewwbius, Hist. feel. iii. I ; and is 
repeated in the Clementine Reco.t:llilions (ix. 29) and by Socrates, Hist. ted. i. 19. 

oJ Reported by Assemani, Bibliotheca Orientillis, iii. I, p. 611. 
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been extended in the latter country. But the statement lnade by 
Philip, a pupil ofBardesanes, at the close of his Book of the Laws f!.! 
the Countries, to the effect that Christianity made great social and 
1110ral changes wherever it had gone (' ... the Parthian Chris­
tians are not polygamists, nor do ChrL'itians in Media expose 
their dead to dogs, nor do Persian Christians marry their own 
daughters, nor are those in Bactria and among the Gelae de­
bauched ... ') 1 presupposes, by the beginning of the third cen­
tury, a considerable extension of Christianity, even as far as the 
eastern districts of Persia. According to traditions incorporated 
in the Chronicle of Arbcla,2 by A.D. 224 there were two bishoprics 
in Susiana-at Bait-Lapat and Hormizd-Ardasir. Furthermore, 
as Harnack observed, the great Persian persecution during the 
fourth century points to a notable spread of Christianity in the 
course of the third century.3 Under the guidance of Papa (247-
326), bishop of Seleucia-Ctesiphon, the hierarchic organization 
of the Church under a catholicos was finally completed, to be 
followed by a period of consolidation under Shem ton bar ~abba (e 
(326-344/5)"~ Despite the fierce persecution of Christians begun 
in 340 under Shapur II, the Church in Persia managed to survive. 
In the following century, at the Synod of Bait-Lapat (Jundi 
Shapur) in A.D. 484, a majority of the delegates enlbraccd 
Nestorianism; it was this form of Christianity that Persian mis­
sionaries carried to countries still farther east.s 

I Euseb. Praep. evang. vi. IO (Migne, Patrologia Gracca, xxi, col. 476). 
2. Eduard Sachau, Die Chronik lIon Arbela. Ein Beitrag ,;:;ur Kenntnis der iillesten 

Christentumsim Orient (AbhBer, 1915, No.6), p. 61. (On the legendary character of 
the early parts of the Chronicle, sec p. 7 n. 5 above.) cr. also Sachau, 'Vom 
Christen tum in der Persis'. ShBer (1916), pp. 958-60. 

3 Adolf von Harnack, Die Mission und Ausbreitung des Christentums in den ers/en dre; 
Jahrhunderten, 4te AuA., ii (Leipzig, 1924), pp. 694-,8. (Engl. trans., The Mission and 
Expansion o/Christianity in the First Three Centuries, ii (London, 1908), 147) . 

.. Shem 'on's death in the Great Massacre occurred between Sept. 344 and Jan. 
345; sec M. J. Higgins, 'Aphraatcs' Dates for Persian Persecutions', By,;:;Z xliv 
(1951), 265-71. For a general discussion of the work of Papa and Shcm'on, see 
J. Labourt, Le Christianisme dans ['empire perse sous la d),nastic Sassanidf (22~-632) 

(Paris, 1904). 
S In the seventh century Nestorian missionaries reached China, and in the follow­

ing century erected the celebrated monument at Si-ngan-fu, with an extensive 
inscription in Chinese and Syriac characters (A.D. 781). Persian names have bel~n 
found on Nestorian grave monuments in Siberia (cf. Otakar Klima inJan Rypka, 
Iranische Literalurgeschicht~ (Leipzig, 1959), p. 59). For further information cr. 
Alphonse Mingana, 'The Early Spread of Christianity in Central Asia and the 
Far East: A New Document', BJRL ix (1925),297-371, and P. Y. Saeki, The 
Jliestorion Documents and Relics in Lni,w (Tokyo, 1937; repro 1951). 
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During the earlier centuries of the Church in Persia it appears 
that Christians were accustomed to read the Scriptures in 
Syriac. When it was that one or more parts of the Bible were first 
translated into Middle Persian we do not know. To be sure, at 
the close of the fourth century John Chrysostom l declared that 
the doctrines of Christ had been translated into the languages 
of the Syrians, the Egyptians, the Indians, the Persians, and the 
Ethiopians-but when he added 'and ten thousand other nations 
(Kat. /-tvpta ETEpa e8Vf})', he weakened his own evidence in regard 
to the Persian or anyone version in particular. In the following 
century Theodoret wrote that the Persians 'venerate the writings 
of Peter, of Paul, of John, of Matthew, of Luke, and of Mark, 
as having come down from heaven'L--a statement which some 
have interpreted to imply that these had been translated into the 
vernacular. Inasmuch as during the second half of the fifth cen­
tury an eminent teacher, Marna of Shidiz,J made translations 
of the works of Diodorus, Theodore of Mopsucstia, and other 
ecclesiastical writers, from Syriac into his native Persian dialect, 
we may be confident that the Scriptures had already been 
translated. 

It is, however, much to be lamented that of all these early 
Christian literary monuments in Middle Persian next to nothing 
has survived. 4 Of the Scriptures, not a page of the New Testa­
ment is known today, and of the Old Testament only a dozen 
fragmentary leaves of the Psalter written in archaic Pahlavi 
script were discovered earlier this century at Bulayiq near 
Turfan. 5 After the first verse of each Psalm is a canon or response, 

I Hom. in Joh. (written about A.D. 391), ii, on]ohn i. I (Migne, PG lix, col. 32). 
2 Craecarum affectionum curatio, ix. 936 (Migne, PC lxxxiii, col. 1045C)' 
3 See Eduard Sachau, 'Vom Christcntum in der Persis', pp. 97 I and 979. It is 

generally assumed that this Ma f na was bishop of Revardashir (so Addai Scher, 
ROC, 2nd ser., i (1906),7, and Sachau), but Voobus has more recently s'uggt:sted 
that he was another Persian churchman with the same name (History of the School 
of Nisibis (Louvain, J965), pp. J8 and 38 n. 21) • 

.. There exists only part of a leaf preserving in extremely fragmentary form a 
logion of Jesus that is introduced by the formula, 'Thus Jesus says .. .'. For a de­
scription see Mary Boyce, A Catalogue of Iranian l~anuscripts in Manichean Script in the 
Gennan TurfaTl Collect;{}n (Berlin, 1960), p. 78, no. 1738 j for a transcription and 
translation, see ''''erner Sundcrrnann, 'Christliche Evangdicntexte in der Ubcr­
liefcrung def iranisch-manichaischcn Literatur', Mitteilungen des Instituts fiir Orient­
forscltung, xiv (Berlin, 1968), 404. 

5 F. C. Andreas, 'Bruchstucke einer Pchlewi-Obersctzung der Psalmen aus der 
Sassanidzeit', Sitzungsberichte der kiiniglich Preussischen Akademie der Wissenschaften 
(Berlin, 1910), pp. 869-72, and Kaj Barr's edition ofF. C. Andreas's 'Bruchstucke 
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written in red ink. The presence of such canons, which were 
appointed in the Syrian Church about the middle of the sixth 
century, shows that the fragments originated after that time. 
Since the translation, which was made from the Syriac, lacks 
several of the corruptions that are present in the oldest extant 
copies of the Peshitta Psalter dating from the end of the sixth 
century, Andreas is inclined to assign the translation to the first 
quarter of the fifth century.1 

The beginning of the period of Modern or New Persian is 
generally placed about the year 1000, and during the following 
centuries more than one translation of parts of the Bible was 
made.2 Although these do not belong, strictly speaking, to the 
category of 'early' versions, it may be appropriate to include in­
formation concerning two Persian versions of the Gospels which 
have sometimes been quoted in apparatus critici to the New Testa­
ment. 

(I) Volume v of Walton's Polyglot Bible contains the Persian 
version of the Gospels derived from an Oxford manuscript 
written in A.D. 1341, which belonged to Edward Pococke. The 
version, which was obviously made from the Peshitta Syriac, is 
'often so periphrastic as to claim a character of its own'.3 Of 
several noteworthy readings mention may be made of Matt. 
xvi. 23, where Jesus addresses Peter as 'faithless one' rather than 
'Satan'.4 The Persian text in the London Polyglot is provided 
with a Latin translation made by Samuel Clarke, and notes 
(printed in section vii of the Appendix, Ope cit., vol. vi, pp. 57-
g8) supplied by Thomas Graves (or Greaves). A century later 

einer Pehlevi-Obersetzung der Psalmcn', ShEer (1933), pp. 91-152, containing 
Psalms xciv-xcix and cxix-cxxxvi. 

I Ibid., p. 870 . 

2 For the Old Testamentcf.F. W.K. Muller, 'Einsyrisch-neupersischcsPsalmen­
stuck aus Chinesisch-Turkistan', Festschrift Eduard Sachau (Berlin, 1915), pp. 2 I 5-24, 
and Walter j. Fischel, 'The Bible in Persian Translation', HTR xlv (1952),3-45. 
On the New Persian Renaissance, see Richard N. Frye, The Heritage of Persia 
(Cleveland and New York, 1963), pp. 241-3. 

3 S. C. Malan, St. John's Gospel, translated from the Eleven Oldest Versions except 
the Latin . .. (London, 1872), p. xi. Richard Simon complained that he could 
not see the utility of the Persian version in the London Polyglot, for, among other 
reasons, the translator from the Syriac had not always been very intelligent (J-lis­
toire critique des versions du Nouveau Testament (Rotterdam, 1690), p. 205) . 

.. In the parallel passage in Mark viii. 23, however, the Persian reads '0 
Satan'. For other noteworthy readings see Francis Wrangham's edition of Walton's 
Prolegomena to the London Polyglot Bible, ii (Cambridge, 1828), 619-21. 
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Clarke's work was revised by C. A. Bode,1 from whose edition 
Tischendorf derived his references to the version, identified as 
persp

• 

(2) An edition of the Gospels in Persian2 was prepared by 
Abraham Wheelocke (Wheloc), professor of Arabic and Anglo­
Saxon and University Librarian at Cambridge. The basis of the 
text, according to Darlow and Moule, was 'an Oxford MS of a 
version (14th century?) apparently made from the Greek, which 
the editor in his elaborate notes at the end of each chapter com­
pared with a MS (apparently made from the Syriac and dated 
1341) in the possession of E. Poco eke, at Oxford, and another 
MS (dated 1607) at Cambridge'.3 Shortly after the first 108 pages 
(to Matt. xviii. 6) had been printed, \Vheelocke died (1653) ; but 
his whole text and Latin rendering, being found ready for the 
press, were carried forward by an anonymous editor, said by 
Edmund Castell (Lexicon Heptaglotton, praeJ.) to be a certain 
Pierson, otherwise unknown. In 1657 the book was published 
with a second title-page and a short Preface by the editor, who in 
lieu of Wheelocke's notes appended a collation of the Pococke 
manuscript from Matt. xviii. 7 onward to the end. The edition 
thus represents a mixed text, resting as it does upon manuscripts 
of versions made in one case from Greek and in the other from 
Syriac. Tischendorf identifies readings from the edition by the 
siglum persw. 

At the beginning of the twentieth century Gregory catalogued 
thirty-seven Persian manuscripts of the Gospels, dating from the 
fourteenth to the nineteenth century.4 No other part of the New 
Testament seems to be available in Persian, except in editions 
prepared in recent centuries for missionary purposes. 

I Ellangelium ex versioT18 Persici interpretis in bibliis polyglottis Anglicis editum . .• 
(Helmstedt, 1750 and 1751). 

2 Quatuor evangeliorum ... versio Persica, Syriacam el Arabicam sUQl)issime redolens, ad 
verba et men tern Graeci lex/us fideliter et venuste COnCiTl1lata codd. tribus perlatis, operose in­
vicem diLigenterque collalis per A. W. (London, 1657). 

3 T. H. Darlow and H. F. Moule, Historical Catalogue of the Prinud Editions of 
Iloly Scripture . .. , ii (London, 191 I), 1201. On the difficulty of ascertaining the 
identity of the Oxford manuscript used by Wheelocke, see Herbert Marsh's notes 
on]. D. Michaelis's Introduction to the New Testament, 4th edn., ii (London, 1823),618. 

4 C. R. Gregory, Textkritik des Neuen Testamenles, ii (Leipzig, 1902), 577 f., and 
iii (1909), 1322 f. For a seventeenth-century manuscript of the four Gospels in 
Persian (written in Georgian characters), with specimen passages, see N. Marr, 
'Opisanie persidskago rykopisnago cetveroevangelija', Zapiski vostolnago otdelenija 
imperator9kago russkogo arxologileskago oMiestva, iii (1888, published 1889), 377-81. 
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As for the textual affinities of the Persian version(s), Kirsopp 
Lake and Silva New mention that 'the suggestion has been made 
that the Persian shows traces of Caesarean readings'. I 

For the Persian Diatessaron, see pp. 17-19 above. 

IV. THE SOGDIAN VERSION 

The Sogdian language, a Middle Iranian tongue, was an 
eastern member of the Indo-European family of languages. 
During the second half of the first millennium of the Christian 
era it was widely used in East Turkestan and adjacent areas of 
Central Asia. According to Diringer,z 'Sogdian was actually for 
a long time the lingua franca of Central Asia.' Because of the 
Sogdians' energetic pursuit of colonization and trading activity, 
documents in their language were carried far and wide. 'In this 
respect', as Frye observes, 'the Sogdians played in Central Asia 
the same role as the Greeks in the ancient world, but on a much 
smaller scale.'3 

In contrast to what is now known to have been the widespread 
dissemination of Sogdian, before the beginning of the twentieth 
century modern scholars knew next to nothing about the lan­
guage. Then in 1903 Professor Albert Grtinwedel, director of the 
Indian Department of the Museum ftir V6lkerkunde at Berlin­
Dahlem, acquired a variety of Sogdian manuscripts, either by 
purchase or by actual exploration, from a place near Turfan. 
After the language had been deciphered it was f')und that, in 
addition to extensive remains of Manichaean and Buddhist texts, 
there were several Christian documents,4 written in a purely 
consonantal script resembling Estrangela Syriac. These proved 
to be several hagiographical treatisess and a section of Hermas' 

I The Text oj the New Testament, 6th edn. (London, 1928), p. 48. 
2 David Diringer, The Alphabet: A Key 10 the Hisrory of Mankind, 3rd edn., j 

(New York and London, 1968), 244. 
3 Richard N. Frye, 'Sughd and the Sogdians; A Comparison of Archaeological 

Discoveries with Arabic Sources', ]AOS lxiii (1943), 16 . 
.. For a brief survey of Christian Sogdian literature, sec Olaf Hansen, 'Die 

christliche Literatur der Soghdicr. Eine Obersicht', Jahrbuch der Akademie der 
Wissenschaflen und der Literalur itt Maim;, 1951, pp. 296-302. For popular accounts 
of the Sogdian material, see J. Rendel Harris, Side-Lights on New Teslammt Research 
(London, 1908), pp. 115-24, and Louis H. Gray, 'New Testament Fragments 
from Turkestan', ExpTxxv (19 13- 14), 59-61. 

5 Olaf Hansen, Berliner soghdische Texte, I. Bruchstucke einer soghdischm Version der 
Georgspassion (CI) (AbhBer (1941), N r. IO), and Berliner soghdische Texte) II. Bruch-
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Shepherd, I as well as fragments preserving a considerable number 
of passages of Matthew, Luke, and John (in the form of a lec­
tionary), and a few small scraps of I Corinthians and Galatians. 
There is also the Sogdian text of most of the Nestorian Confession 
of Faith, written in Uighur script (an offshoot of the Sogdian 
script) and in Syriac.2 

The preceding documents, which have been assigned to the 
period from the ninth to the eleventh century, testify to the exis­
ence of a vigorous N estorian mission in Sogdiana, and the transla­
tion of the New Testament into the native language. The nature of 
the translation appears to be rather literal. There are occasional 
instances of a Syriac word embedded in the Sogdian rendering, 
probably where no corresponding Sogdian word was as yet 
available. Most of these words are distinctively 'Christian' terms, 
such as the words for altar, bishop, deacon, cross, canon, Christ, 
Psalnl, Eucharist, and Church. 3 It may be concluded that the 
translation was made at the beginning of the Christian mission 
in Sogdiana, perhaps in the seventh century. 

The extant New Testament fragments in Sogdian are the 
following. 4 

(I) Portions of a Gospcllectionary, which, in Burkitt's opin­
ion,s is at least as early as the tenth century, are preserved on 
forty-nine fragments which belong to twenty-three leaves. Most 
(but not all) of the lessons agree with the Nestorian Syriac 
Gospel lectionary, known to us from manuscripts of the eleventh 

stucke der grossen Sammelhandschrift C2 (AhhMainz (1954), Nr. 15). The latter contains 
fragments of the accounts of the Martyrdom of Sts. Anahita, Adurhormizd, 
Pethion, Yazdin, Tharbo, Sahdost, Eustathius, and Theodosius; and fragments 
from the Apophthegmata Patrum, the Apostolic Canons, and several miscellaneous 
pieces. Cf. also E. Benveniste, 'Etudes sur quelques textes sogdiens chretiens', JA 
ccxliii (1955). 297'-335, and D. N. MacKenzie, 'Christian Sogdian Notes', BSOAS 
xxxiii (1970), I 16-24. 

I F. W', K. Muller, 'Eine Hermas-Stelle in manichtiischer Version', SbBer 
(1905), pp. 1077-83. The passage is Sim. ix. 12-25. 

Z Edited by F. W. K. Muller in Soghdische Texte, i (sec n. 4, below), pp. 84-8. 
3 For examples of these and other terms, see Olaf Hansen, 'Cber die verschie­

denen Qucllcn der christlichen Literatur der Sogder', Iranian Studies Presented to 
Kaj Barr . .. , cd. by Jes Peter Asmussen and Jergen Lcessee (Copenhagen, 1966), 
pp. 95 ff. 

" Edited by F. W. K. Muller, 'Neutestamentliche Bruchstucke in soghdischer 
Sprache', ShBer, 1907, pp. 260~70 (Luke i. 63-80 and Gal. iii. 25-,iv. 6); and 
Soghdische Texte, i (AMBer, 1912, Nr. 2) (portions of Matthew, Luke, and John). 

5 I". C. Burkitt, The Religion of the Manichees (Cambridge, 1925), pp. 119-25. 
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and succeeding centuries.' The section that survives begins with 
the first Sunday in December. This fragment, which is the first 
written leaf of the codex, contains Luke i. I -4 in bilingual format, 
with interlinear Syriac and Sogdian text. After Easter and again 
after the third Sunday of Summer are lessons commemorating 
the Confessors S. Barsabba~ (?) and SSe Sergius and Baccus. 

(2) A fragment, preserving parts of lines, some of which are 
very faint, 2 contains Luke xii. 24, the wording of which has been 
influenced by vs. 3 I. 3 

(3) Two fragments containing the Syriac and Sogdian text of 
I Cor. v. 7 and xi. 24 in alternate lines.4 

(4) A fragment thought by Muller to be from a homily, con­
taining the quotation of I Cor. xi. 23-5 in Sogdian.s 

(5) A single leaf containing the Syriac and Sogdian text of 
Gal. iii. 25-iv. 6 in alternate lines.6 

The textual affinities of the Sogdian version are, as would be 
expected, closely related to the Syriac Peshitta. After analysing 
the Gospel fragments Peters concluded that the type of Peshitta 
text lying behind the Sogdian was one in which there were em­
bedded not a few Old Syriac7 and Tatianic readings.8 This cir­
cumstance led Peters to make two observations: (a) the Peshitta 
was not a stiff uniform entity, for the boundary between the Old 
Syriac and the Peshitta was more fluctuating than has generally 
been thought; and (b) the variant readings from the Sogdian 
texts ought to be entered into future critical editions of the 
Pcshitta.9 

I See the table of lessons in Burkitt, ibid., pp. 121-3, and the discussion by 
Baumstark in ~C, N.S. iv (1914), 123-6. 

;z For a description of the fragment sec Mary Boyce, A Catalogue of Ihe Iranian 
Manuscripts in Manichea1l Script in the German Turfan Collection (Berlin, 1960), p. 26, 
no. 399. 

,l For a transcription and translation see \Verner Sundcrmann, 'Christlichc 
Evangelientextc in der Vberlieferung cler iranisch-manichaischen Literatur', 
Mitteilungen des Institutsfor Orientforschung, xiv (1968), 403 f. 

.. Miiller, Soghdische Te:l(le, i (see p. 280 n. 4 above), pp. 80-2. 
5 Idem, pp. 80 f. 
6 Idem, 'Neutestamentlichc Bruchstilckc .. .' (sec p. 280 n. 4 above), pp. 263-6, 

and Soghdisehe Texte, i. 82-4. 
7 'Dcr Text der soghdischen Evangelicnbruckstucke und das Problem der 

Peshitta', ~C, 3rcl ser. xi, (1936), 153-62. 
8 Peters, Das Diatessaron T atialls (OrieTltalia christiana analeeta, cxxiii; Rome, 

1939), pp. 46-8. 9 OC, 3rd ser., xi (1936), 161. 
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V. THE CAUCASIAN ALBANIAN VERSION 

Between the fifth and eleventh centuries of the Christian era 
the Albans or Alvans, a people of uncertain ethnic origin who 
lived in the part of the Caucasus that today is included within 
the Soviet Republic of Azerbaijan, developed a rich literature. 
Inasmuch as virtually all literary texts in their language have 
perished, present knowledge of the language depends mostly on 
inscriptions on stones and pottery sherds. 1 According to Armenian 
traditions, St. Mesrop, besides inventing the Armenian and 
Georgian alphabets, created yet another for the Albanians,2 

who had been evangelized through the labours of two of his 
disciples, Enoch and Dana. Sometime later, according to the 
same traditions, a certain Bishop Jeremiah set his hand to trans­
lating the Scriptures into the language of the Albanians. 

How much of the Bible was rendered into Albanian we do not 
know; in any case, nothing of the version has survived. Eventu­
ally the Church of the Albanians was submerged in the Islamic 
conquests, and the people themselves who had escaped annihila­
tion were assimilated by the Seljuk Turks. 3 It is thought probable 
that Caucasian Albanian still survives in the Udi dialect, spoken 
in the villages of Vartashen and Nish in the district of N ukha to 
the north of the river Kur or Kura.4 

I For a list of the fifty-two letters of the Caucasian Albanian alphabet, found 
in a manuscript written before 1446, see the articles by A. Shanidze, 'The Newly 
Discovered Alphabet of the Caucasian Albanians and its Significance for Science', 
and 1. Abuladze, 'On the Discovery oftlw Alphabet ofthl' Caucasian Albanians', 
both in Georgian in the Bulletin qfthe Marr Institute ('fiflis), iv (1938), summarized 
by fJ. \V. Bailey, JRAS (1943), p. 4. For another copy of the alphabet, made about 
IS80, see Harry Kurdian, 'The Newly Discovered Alphabet of the Caucasian 
Albanians', J RAS (1956), pp. 81-3. For discussions of the alphabet and literature 
written in that alphabet, see Robert H. Howsen, 'On the Alphabet of the Cauca­
sian Albanians', REA N.S. i (1964), 427-32, and H. S. Anassian, 'Un mise au point 
relative a l'lAbanie caucasienne', ibid. vi (1969), 2g8-330' Cf. also Kamilla 
V. Trevcr, 'The Culture of Caucasian Albania', XXV International Congress of 
Orienta/isiS; Papas Jmscllted ~)I the USSR Dele.l:ation (Moscow, 1960), pp. 6-11. 

2 Koriun's Life of St. Me,Smp, 15, trans. by Simon \"'eber in Bibliothck der Kirchen­
viiter, Ivii (Munich, 1927), 217-19; and Moses Kalankatua~i's History of the 
Caucasiall Alballiall.~., i. 27, trans. by C. J. F. Dowsett (London, 1961), pp. 54 f. 
The latter work was written in the tenth century. Thc Armenian scholar Akinian 
interprets Koriun's reference to mean an alphabet for the Goths (OC, 4th ser., 
iii (1955), 110 f.) . 

. 1 See Georges Dumezil, 'Une chrctientc disparUt~: les Albanicns du Caucase', 
J\felangl'S asialique.s (]A ccxxxii (1940 )), pp. 125-32. 

4 D. Diringer, The Alphabet, II Kf;Y In the Histor.~' of Jy[ankind, grd edn., i (New York 
Clnd London, 1968), 255. 
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VII 

The Latin Versions 

I
T would be difficult to over-estimate the importance of the in­
fluence exerted by the Latin versions of the Bible, and par­
ticularly by Jerome's Latin Vulgate. Whether one considers 

the Vulgate from a purely secular point of view, with its per­
vasive influence upon the development of Latin into the Romance 
languages, I or whether one has in view only the specifically 
religious influence, the extent of penetration into all areas of 
Western culture is well-nigh beyond calculation. The theology 
and the devotional language typical of the Roman Catholic 
Church were either created or transmitted by the Vulgate. Both 
Protestants and Roman Catholics are heirs of terminology that 
Jerome either coined anew or rebaptized with fresh significance­
words such as salvation, regeneration, justification, sanctification, 
propitiation, reconciliation, inspiration, scripture, sacrament, and 
many others. 

The history of the Latin versions of the New Testament bristles 
with difficult and disputed problems, not least of which arc the 
questions when, where, and by whom the earliest Latin rendering 
was made. 

I. THE OLD LATIN VERSIONS 

1. THE ORIGIN OF THE OLD LATIN VERSIONS 

Our information concerning the Old Latin translation of the 
New Testament is very defective, but it is certain that it was not 

lOne example from many of the influence of the Vulgate on the development 
of vernacular languages among the Romance peoples is the suppression of all 
derivatives from the Latin word verbum. The forms do indeed occur in the religious, 
technical sense (meaning 'the \-\lord'), but in the popular speech of the people they 
are replaced by representatives of the Latin word parabola, a word originally far 
less common than verbum (e.g. French, parole; Spanish, palabra ; Portuguese, palavra ; 
Italian, parola) ; see, inter alia, Fritz Abel, L' Adjectif dimonstratif dans la langue de la 
Bible latine. Etude sur la formation des systemes diictiques et de t' article dljini des langues 
roman.es (Beiheft zur Zeitschrift for Romanische Philologie, cxxv; Tiibingen, 197 I), who 
gives a wide-ranging bibliography on the influence of the Latin Bible on the 
Romance languages. 
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one uniform work; the books were translated a number of times 
and no single translator did all twenty-seven books. The exact 
date of the first Latin version of the Bible, or indeed of any part 
of the Bible, is uncertain. It is a remarkable fact that the Latin 
churches do not seem to have retained any memory of this great 
event in their history. Latin patristic writers report no legend or 
tradition bearing on the subject, and so we are reduced to build­
ing up a theory from scattered and sometimes ambiguous indica­
tions. 

The roots of the Old Latin version(s) are doubtless to be found 
in the practice of the double reading of holy Scripture during 
divine services, first in the Greek text (the Septuagint for the 
Old Testament), then in the vernacular tongue. The reading 
would probably be done in more or less brief sections, one after 
another, just as the Jews were accustomed to provide an Aramaic 
Targum at the reading of the Hebrew Scriptures. At first the 
Latin translation would have been oral, without book, but as part 
or all of it came to be written down and stereotyped, it was easier 
to take an existing text and to modify it to suit local requirements 
than to make an entirely new translation. For convenience the 
translation would at times have been interlinear; later on, manu­
scripts with two columns of text, sometimes arranged in cola and 
commata for ease of phrasing during the public reading of the 
lessons, were prepared. In some instances the Latin rendering, 
which may have been made earlier from a different Greek Vor­
lage, was accommodated to the Greek text to which it was now 
attached. The final stage came when the custom of reading the 
lesson in Greek died out, and thereafter copies would be made 
of the Latin texts alone. 

Although one might have supposed that the Latin Bible had 
its origin at Rome, the matter is complicated and far from certain. 
When the Church was founded in Rome, probably during the 
fourth or fifth decade of the first century, a major part of the 
population was of Greek-oriental origin,! using Greek rather 
than Latin. Juvcnal speaks with indignation concerning the ex­
tent to which Rome was being converted to 'a Greek city',2 and 

I Cf. what Seneca says concerning the mixed character of the Roman popula­
tion, the greater part of which had left their original places of residence and flocked 
to Rome for a wide variety of reasons (De consolatione ad Helviam, vi. 2-3)' 

Z Sat. iii. 60 f.; cr. vi. 187 ff. 
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Martial regards ignorance of Greek as a mark of rusticity.I 
Among Jewish inscriptions found at Rome, the overwhelming 
proportion are in Greek, with only a minority in Latin. 2 As for 
the earliest Christians at Rome, it must be remembered that in 
the sixth decade the Apostle Paul wrote his letter to the con­
gregations there in Greek, and at the close of the first century 
through Clement the Roman Church addressed a letter of 
admonition in Greek to the Church at Corinth. In the first 
decade of the second century Ignatius used the same language 
in writing to the Christians at Rome. Early Christian authors in 
Rome-such as Hermas, Justin Martyr, and Hippolytus, whose 
literary activity continued as late as 230-all wrote in Greek. 
The names of the earliest bishops of Rome are predominantly 
non-Latin. 3 As late as 250 Bishop Cornelius of Rome sent letters 
written in Greek to Bishop Fabian at Antioch. 

But Latin was slowly making its way. Pope Victor (c. 190) is 
mentioned by Jerome as the first author to write theological 
treatises in Latin.4 Among Christian authors in Rome whose 
writings have survived, Novatian is the first who made use of 
Latin rather than Greek-and this was at the middle of the 
third century. By this time sepulchral epitaphs of Christians begin 
to be written in Latin,S and soon thereafter the liturgy and the 
creed exchange a Greek dress for a Latin one.6 

How these data are to be interpreted so far as they bear on the 
question when Christians at Rome would have called for a Latin 
translation of the Bible is not altogether clear. To many scholars 

I Epigr. xiv. 58. 
2 J.-B. Frey, Corpus inscnptionum Iudaicarum, i (Vatican City, 1936; repr., with 

Prolegomenon by Baruch Lifshitz, New York, 1975). 
3 Of the twelve bishops of Rome from Linus to Eleuthcrius (c. A.D. 174-89), 

not more than three (Clement, Sixtus I (= Xystus), and Pius) bear Latin names. 
And of these three, Clement wrote in Greek, as did Pius' brother, Hermas . 

.. Jerome, De vir. illuslr. 34 and 53. According to G. La Piana ('The Roman 
Church at the End of the Second Century', HTR xviii (1925),201-77, esp. 231), 
with the advent of Victor, a North African by birth, as bishop of Rome, Latin 
presumably became the official language of the Church. 

S Josef Wilpert, Die Papstgraber ,md die Ciiciliengrufl in der Katakomhe des hi. 
Kallistus (Freiburg im Br., 1909), and C. M. Kaufmann, Handbuch der altchristlichen 
Epigraphik (Freiburg im Br., 1917), pp. 234 ff. 

o C. P. Caspari, Quellen ::u Geschichte des Taufsymbols und der Glauhensregel, iii 
(Christiania, 1875), 286-8, 303-34' Theodor Klauser dates the transition of the 
Roman anaphora to Latin as during the pontificate of Damasus (366-84) ('Dcr 
Obergang der romischen Kirchc von der griechischen zu lateinischen Liturgic­
sprache" Miscellanea Giovanni J\1ercati, i (Vatican City, 1946),467-82). 



The Latin Versions 

it appears probable that no later than the beginning of the third 
century, if not indeed during the second part of the second cen­
tury, Christians at Rome are likely to have produced a Latin 
version of the New Testament Scriptures. 1 

But the question rises whether, in fact, the need for a Latin 
version of the New Testament made it~clf felt elsewhere before 
one was provided for Christians at Rome. At the close of the 
nineteenth century several scholars suggested that Antioch in 
Syria was the place where the Old Latin version(s) originated. 2 

The strongest arguments in support of a Syrian origin are the 
knowledge of Hebrew and Aramaic which is revealed by the 
translators.! and the unmistakable relations with the Old Syriac 
version." Since, however, Jewish-Christian translators may have 
left their lnark on the Old Latin version wherever it was pro­
duced, and since agreements between the Old Latin and the 
Old Syriac may just possibly find their explanation in Tatian's 
bringing VVestern readings from Rome to the East, there remains 
no solid reason for regarding Antioch as the birthplace of the 
Latin Scriptures, and scholars today are inclined to look to 
North Africa as the home of the first Latin version of the New 
Testament. The following considerations seem to point in that 
direction. 

In North Africa at the opening of the Christian era, Punic, 
Berber, Greek, and Latin were used by various segments of the 
population. Soldiers and colonists spoke Latin, which was also 
used by officials of every level, a~ well as by merchants from Italy. 
It would have been necessary for the indigenous population to 
know Latin in order to enter into relations with their masters. 
While it may well be that the preaching of the Gospel in North 
Africa was first addressed to Greeks (in the Passion of SSe Perpetua 
and Felicitas, c. A.D. 202-3, we read that Perpetua conversed in 

I Cf. Matti A. Sainio, Semasiologische Untersuchungen uber die Ents/churl.1t der christ­
lichm Latiniliit (Helsinki, 194.0); Gustave Bardy, La Qpestioll des langues dans I' egLise 
ancierme, i (Paris, 1948), 100 fT.; cf. also Christine Mohnnann, 'Les origines de la 
latinitc chretiennc', VC iii (1949),67-106, 163--83; id., 'Die Rolle des Lateins in 
der Kirche des Westens', ThRu, Iii (1956), 1-18. 

2 e.g. \Villiam Sanday in the Guardian, 25 May 1892, p. 787, and H. A. A. 
Kennedy, 'The Old Latin Versions', in Ha~tings's Dictionary of the Bible, iii (1900) 54f. 

3 Cf. D. S. Blondheim, Les Par/us judio-romaills et La Vetus La/ina (Paris, 1925), 
pp. xcviii f . 

.. Cf. F. H. Chase, The Old Syriae Element in the Text of Codex Bu.ae (London, 
1893) and The L~To-Latin Text of the Gospels (London, 1895). 
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Greek with the bishop Optatus), at an early date Latin would 
have become the official language of the Church of Africa. I 

In A.D. 180 there was an outbreak of persecution in parts of the 
African province of Numidia (modern Tunisia). A record of the 
trial of Christians in a town named Scillium is the most ancient 
document that survives of African Christianity. This account, the 
Acts of the Scillitan Mart;'rs which was drawn up in Latin, identifies 
those who met their death by decapitation. It is significant that 
most of the martyrs bear Latin names: Speratus, N artgalus, 
Cittinus, Donata, Secunda, Vestia. Still more significant is the 
information that, when one of them, Speratus, was asked by the 
proconsul what he had in the box or receptacle (capsa) which 
he carried, he replied: 'Books and letters of a just man, one 
Paul.' Since it is not likely that the Scillitan Christians, so ob­
viously plebeian and without culture, were able to read Greek, 
we are driven to conclude that they possessed at least the Epistles 
of Paul in a Latin version. And if the Pauline Epistles were cir­
culating in a Latin version by A.D. 180, there is no doubt that the 
Gospels were likewise available in Latin.2 

While the earliest evidence for the existence of part of the New 
Testament in Latin comes to us from North Africa, the question 
has been raised whether the birthplace of the Latin New Testa­
ment might not have been at Rome after all.3 More than a cen­
tury ago Zahn pointed out many Latinisms in the Greek of the 
Shepherd of Hermas. 4 One of these Latinisms, as MIle Mohrmann 
has argued,S provides evidence bearing on the existence at Rome 
of Latin technical terms relating to the Christian life. For 
example, Hermas uses the expression (17"aT{wva €xW and explains 
the phrase by the Greek word V7]UT€VW, 'I am fasting'. Now 
statio as a technical term for ieiunium is known from Tertullian; it 

I I t is noteworthy that almost all the persons who figure in the Passion oj SS. 
Perpetua and Felicitas have Latin names: besides Perpetua and Felicitas there are 
Revocatus Saturninus, Sccundulus, Optatus, Tertius, Pomponius, Saturus, 
Jucundus, Artaxius, Rusticus; only Dinocrates bears a true Greek name. 

Z So, e.g., Arthur Voobus, Early Versions of the New Testament (Stockholm, 1954), 
Pp·35-7· 

3 See B. M. Peebles, 'Bible: Latin Versions', New Catholic E1lcyclopedia, ii (New 
York, 1967), 437 . 

.. Theodor Zahn, Der Hirt des Hermas (Gotha, 1868), pp. 485 ff. The subject has 
been investigated more recently by R. G. Tanner, 'Latinisms in the Text of 
Hcrmas', Colloquium, iv (1972), 12-23. 

5 Christine Mohrmann in VC iii (1949), 76 f. 
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designates a particular type of fast on Wednesdays and Fridays. 
Thus Hermas attests the existence of a highly technical term in 
Latin relating to the organization of Christian life fifty years 
before Tertullian and perhaps thirty years before the composi­
tion of the Acts of the Scillitan Alartyrs. That he wrote in Greek is 
no less significant -a Christian Latin idiom was emerging even 
while the official language of the Church remained Greek. It is 
possible, therefore-but no more than possible-that, as V66bus 
phrases it, parallel with such 'a national awakening in the Chris­
tian community in Rome ... the need for a translation [of the 
New Testament] among the uneducated masses may have been 
held to be pressing'. 1 

When one turns from the meagre evidenoe preserved in 
second-century Christian literature bearing on the usc of Latin 
to examine statements made by later writers about the Latin 
versions of the Scriptures, much more specific comments are 
available. According to a well-known passage in Augustine's 
De doctrina Christiana, in the early centuries of the Church a very 
great number of Latin translations were in circulation: 

Those who translated the Scriptures from Hebrew into Greek can 
be counted, but the Latin translators are out of all number. For in the 
early days of the faith, every man who happened to gain possession of 
a Greek Inanuscript [of the New Testament] and who imagined he 
had any facility in both languages, however slight that might have 
been, dared to make a translation. 2 

Elsewhere Augustine refers to the infinite variety of the Latin 
translators, and Jerome complains that there are almost as many 
different Latin versions of the Scriptures as there are manuscript 
copies (see p. 334 below). 

A problem arises concerning the nature of one of these versions, 
called the ltala by Augustine in a much-debated statement. 
The passage, with its immediate context, is as follows: 

Those who are anxious to know the Scriptures ought in the first 
place to use their skill in the correction of the texts, so that the un­
corrected ones should give way to the corrected, at least when they 
are copies of the same translation. Now among the translations them-

I Ibid., p. 36. 
:2 II. 16: 'Qui enim Scripturas ex hcbraea lingua in graecam verterunt, numerari 

possunt, Latini autcm intcrpretes nullo modo. Vt enim cuique primis fidei tem­
pori bus in manus venit codex graecus, et aliquantulum facultatis sibi utriusque 
linguae habere videbatur, ausus est interprctari.' 
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selves the Italian (Itala) is to be preferred to the others, for it keeps 
closer to the words without prejudice to clarity of expression. I 

Among the many divergent interpretations that have been 
placed on Augustine's words,2 the following deserve to be 
mentioned. 

(I) The traditional interpretation3 is that Augustine refers to 
a biblical version, or a revision of such a version, which was used 
in the political diocese of Italy, which at that time comprehended 
Verona, Aquileia, Brescia, Ravenna, and Milan. Although the 
words seem, on the surface, to bear such a meaning, many diffi­
culties stand in the way of accepting it as what Augustine really 
nlcant. For example, if he thought that, among the early Latin 
renderings, the Itala was to be preferred because of its fidelity and 
clarity, one would expect that he would have referred to it re­
peatedly in his writings. But his works contain no other reference 
to it. 

(2) In 1896 F. C. Burkitt published his famous monograph on 
the subject4 in which he rejected the prima-facie meaning of 
Augustine's words ali referring to an Old Latin version and argued 
that by Itala Augustine meantJcromc's Vulgate. This interpreta­
tion was, in fact, not new, but was a revival of the opinion of 
Isidore of Seville,s which was in turn restated in 1824 by C. A. 
Breyther.6 Burkitt's main argument is that the Gospel quotations 
in Augustine's De consensu evangelistarum and a passage in his 
Contra Felicem stand in closest agreement with the Vulgate. But 
even supposing that Augustine did use the Vulgate in one or more 

I Ibid., II. 21-2: 'nam codicibus emendandis primitus debet invigilare solertia 
eorum qui Scripturas divinas nosse desidcrant, ut emendatis non emcndati cedant, 
ex uno dumtaxat interprctationis gencrc vcnientcs. (22) In ipsis autem interpreta­
tionibus Itala ceteris praeferatur, nam cst verborum tenacior cum pcrspicuitate 
sententiae ••. ' 

~ For surveys of the several interpretations given to the passage, sec B. Botte, 
'ltala', Dictitmllaire de ta Bible, Suppllment, iv (1949), cols. 777-82, and Johannes 
Schildenberger, 'Die !tala des hI. Augustinus', Colligere fragmenta. Festschrift Alban 
Dold, ed. by B. Fischer and V. Fiala (Beuron, 1952), pp. 84-102. 

3 It received the approval, e.g., of Samuel Berger, Hisloire de la Vulgate pendant 
[es premiers siee/es du Moyen Age (Paris, 1893; repro New York, 1958), p. 6 . 

.. The Old Latin and the Itala (Texts and Studies, iv. 3; Cambridge, 1896). For 
Burkitt's reply to certain criticisms of the theory, see 'Saint Augustine's Bible and 
the Itala', ]TS xi (1910), 258~8, 447-58. 

5 Etymologiae, vi. 4 (Migne, PL lxxxii, col. 236). 
6 De vi quam antiquissimae versiones quae extant Latinae in cTisin Evangeliorum iv 

haheant (Diss., Merseburg, 1824)' 



The Latin Versions 

of his treatises (and there is no reason why he may not have done 
so), it is difficult to see how this proves that he designated it by 
the name [tala in the celebrated passage quoted above. The form 
in which Burkitt set forth his supporting argumentation con­
vinced such scholars as Zahn,I Berger,2 Corssen,3 Ropes," and 
Lake and New;5 it was rejected, however, by others equally 
eminent, such as ''''ordsworth and White,6 Mercati,7 Kennedy,S 
Denk,9 Eb. Nestle,IO Vogels,1I and Lagrange. 12 

(3) Several theories involving emendation of the passage in 
De doctrina Christiana have been proposed. In 1915 Vaccari con­
jectured that instead of [tala we should read Aquila. 13 This emen­
dation, however, does violence to the syntax of the phrase, for 
if it had been Augustine's intention to refer to Aquila's work he 
would have used the genitive Aquilae [interpretatio]. 

(4) D'Ales, who pointed out the inconcinnity involved in 
Vaccari's conjecture, supposed that Itala is a copyist's blunder 
for illa. 14 

(5) Still another conjectural emendation supporting the hypo­
thesis that Augustine had referred to Aquila's version was pro-

J Theologisches Literaturblatt, xvii (1896), cols. 374f. 
2 Bulktin critique, 2nd ser., ii (5 Sept. 1896),25. 
3 Peter Corssen, GOttingische gelehrte Anzeigen, clix ( I 897), 416-24, and his 

'Beric:ht tiber die lateinischcn Bibelilbersetzungcn', in Bursian's Jahresberichte fiber 
die Fortschritte der klassischeTl Altertumswissenschaft, ci (1899), 1-8g. Corsscn refined 
Burkitt's view by puinting out that in the context of the passage in De doctrina 
Christiana Augustine refers particularly to the Old Testament, and one ought 
consequently to apply the term Iiala, not to the Vulgate Bible as a whole or the 
Vulgate New Testament (as Burkitt tended to do), but only to the Vulgate Old 
Testament . 

.. James H. Ropes, Tire Text of Acts (London, 1926), p. cxxii. 
S K. Lake, The Text of the New Testament, 6th edn., revd. by S. New (London, 

1928), p. 29· 
(, Novum Testamentum . .. Latinc, i (Oxford, 1889-g8), 656 n. J. 

1 RB vi (1897),474 ff. 8 Hastings's Dictionary of the Bible, iii (1900), 57. 
9 Jos. Denk, BZ vi (1908), 225-44. 

10 The New SchqfJ-Herzog Encyclopedia of Religious Knowledge, ii (1908), 12 I. 
1 I BZ iv (1906), 267-95, and repeated in Biblische Studien, xiii. 5 (1908), 477-506. 
J2 Critique te:-:tuelle (Paris, 1935), p. 257 f. 
13 Alberto Vaccari, 'AIle origini della Volgata',CClxvi. 4 (1915),21-37; and 

'L'ltala di S. Agostino', ibid. lxvii, I (1916),77-84. 
14 Adhemar d'Alcs, RSR xi (1921),219; and id., Novatien; etude sur la th/ologie 

romaine au milieu du lIlt siecie (Paris, 1925), pp. 38 f. D'AU:s was not the first to pro­
pose this emendation; Bentley had suggested it in 1734, changing also nam to quae 
(see Scrivener-Miller, A Plain Introduction to the Criticism of the New Testament, 4th 
edn., ii (1894), 42, note). 
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posed by Quentin,1 who supposed that the textual transmission 
of the portion of Augustine's treatise at one stage involved a 
lacuna in the text between ita and lao Instead of the generally 
received text Quentin conjectured that the original read In ipsis 
autem interpretationibus ita [ ... unde fit ut a Iudaeis Aqui]la ceteris 
priferatur, etc. This restoration is assuredly ingenious, but whether 
it is persuasive, opinions will differ. If, in fact, AUbTUstine was re­
ferring to Aquila's Greek version of the Old Testament, the Itala 
vanishes, having, as Vaccari comments, 'no more real existence 
than the phoenix-one is only in the pen of the copyist, the other 
in the irnagination of the poet'.2 Degering's subsequent refine­
rnent (In ipsis autem interpretationibus ita [lata est a Iudaeis sententia 
ut eam quam fecit Aqui]la ceteris ... )3 is no better, for one cannot 
see any reason for Augustine's mentioning Aquila in this context. 

In view of the lack of certainty concerning the meaning of 
Augustine's reference to the I tala-although Schildenberger4 has 
made it probable that Augustine meant one European form of 
the Old Latin-it is to be regretted that JUlicher gave this name 
to his edition of the Old Latin as a whole. Present-day scholars 
prefer to speak of the Old Latin Bible or the pre-Vulgate, though 
to be strictly accurate they ought to speak of the Old Latin 
verSIOns. 

2. MANUSCRIPTS OF THE OLD LATIN VERSIONS 

As compared with the more than I 0,000 manuscript~-some of 
them de luxe copies-of Jerome's Latin Vulgate, the manuscripts 
of the Old Latin versions are relatively few in a number and un­
pretentious in format. 

No one manuscript contains the entire New Testament in the 
Old Latin version. Most of the copies are fragmentary and/or 
palimpsest. 5 In some cases a copy of the complete New Testament 

1 Henri Quentin, 'La pretendue Itala de saint Augustin', RB xxxvi (1927) 
216-2 5. 

7. 'Una "Itala" fenice negli scritti di S. Agostino', CC lxxx. 4 (1929), 108-17. 
3 Hermann Degering and Albert Beekler, Die Quedlinburger Italafragmenta 

(Berlin, 1932), p. 23. .. Op. cit. (p. 291 n. I above). 
s In an instructive study entitled 'Codices rcscripti: a List of the Oldest Latin 

Palimpsests with Stray Observation on their Origin' (Melanges Eugene Tisserant, 
v (Studi e testi, ccxxxv; Vatican City, 1964), 67-113, with six plates), E. A. Lowe 
points out that 'of palimpsested lower texts the largest group seems to have been 
condemned on the grounds of obsolescence; next come cases of duplication. Thus 
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in Latin may present Jerome's Vulgate text in most of the 
books, and the Old Latin in only one or two books. In other 
cases the number of Old Latin readings in a given book or books 
may be relatively few, making it problematic whether the text 
should not be classified as mixed Vulgate rather than Old Latin. 

I t is customary to list Old Latin manuscripts according to their 
contents, in the categories of Gospels, Acts, Pauline Epistles, 
Catholic Epistles, and the Book of Revelation (in some cases the 
same manuscript falls into two or more categories). The following 
check-list enumerates forty-six witnesscs for the Gospels, nine­
teen for Acts, twenty for Paul (including Hebrews), twelve for 
the Catholic Epistles, and seven for the Book of Revelation. I It 
should be noted that these figures include all manuscripts that 
have been considered, for one reason or another, to present an 
Old Latin text. Only a few (e.g. k e a j for the Gospels) are pure 
Old Latin; most are more or less mixed with the Vulgate text. 

Each Old Latin manuscript is designated by a lower-case italic 
letter (a custom begun by Karl Lachmann in his 1842-50 edition 
of the Greek and Latin New Testament), followed by the arabic 
numeral (enclosed within parentheses) which has been assigned 
to the manuscript by the Vetus Latina Institute at Beuron. Inas­
much as the total number of Old Latin manuscripts now exceeds 
the capabilities of the letters of the alphabet, more recently dis­
covered witnesses can be cited only by numerals. 

The following check-list provides information concerning each 
manuscript as to (a) its date, given by century in roman numerals 
(followed by abbreviations of the names of those who have as­
signed it to such a date) ; (h) its present location; (c) the contents 
of the manuscript; and (d) bibliographical details concerning 
editions, including a reference to a facsimile specimen of its script 
(when such is available) in E. A. Lowe's Codices Latini Antiquiores. 
For full bibliographical information concerning the editions of 
Sabatier, Bianchini, Jiilicher, cited in the check-list merely by 
the editor's namc, sec pp. 319-22 below. 

I t should be noted that, in view of the varying degrees of mix­
ture of Vulgate readings in several of the Old Latin manuscripts, 

pre-Jerome translations of the Bible were superseded by the Vulgate, and the 
Vulgate is found as the luwer text rofmanuscripts that antedate the ninth century] 
much more often than as the upper.' 

I But sec the Appendix, p. 4.61 below. 
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scholars may differ in their opinion concerning the legitimacy of 
classifying a given witn~-ss as Old Latin. In general the tendency 
among modern scholars has been to classify doubtful cases as 
'mixed texts' rather than continuing to identify them as Old 
J ~atin witnesses. For the sake of historical interest and convenience 
in referring to the older literature, the check-list includes wit­
nesses that no longer are generally regarded as Old Latin (e.g. 
0, dem, m, Xl, X2). 

CHECK-LIST OF OLD LATIN MANUSCRIPTS 
OF THE NEW TESTAMENTI 

Ay = Te6filo Ayuso Marazuela, La Vetus Latina Hispana; i. Prolegomenos (Madrid, 
1953)· 

Beu = Etzabtei Beuron, Vetus Latina: Die Rule der altlateiniscllen Bihel; i, Ver­
zeichnis der Sigel (Freiburg, 1949); XXiV/I, Epistula ad Ephesioj (1962-64); 
xxiv /2, Epistulae ad Philippenses et ad Colossenses (1966-71); xxvii I, Epistulae 
Catholicae (1956-69). 

B = Jose M. Bover, NOlli Testamenti biblia Graece et Latine, 3rd edn. (Madrid, 
1953)' 

J = A. Jiilicher, [tala: Das Neue Testament in altlateinischer Oberliejerung; i, 
Matthiius-Evangelium (Berlin, 1938; 2nd edn. 1972); ii, Marcus-Evangelium 
(1940; 2nd edn. 1970); iii, Lucas-Evangelium (1954; 2nd edn. 1976); iv, 
Johannes-Evangelium (1963). 

K = G. D. Kilpatrick, H KAINH ~IA8HKH, 2nd edn. (London, 1958). 

L = S. C. E. Legg, Novutrl Testamentum Graece • .. Euangelium secundum Marcum 
(Oxford, 1935); Euangelium secundum Malthaeum (Oxford, 1940). 

Lo = E. A. Lowe, Codices Latini Antiquiores: A Palaeographical Guide to Latin Manu­
scripts Prior to the Ninth Century, Parts i-xi (Oxford, 1934-66), Supplement 
(1971); Part ii, 2nd edn. (1972). 

M = Augustinus Merk, Novum Testamentum Graece et Latine, 9th edn. (Rome, 
1964)· 

N = E. Nestle and K. Aland, Novum Testamentum Graece, 25th edn. (Stuttgart, 
1963). 

R = J. H. Ropes, The Text oj Acts (The Beginnings ojChristiallity, Part I, cd. by 
by F. J. Foakes Jackson and K. Lake, iii; London, 1926). 

S = A. Souter, Novum Testamentum Graece, 2nd cdn. (Oxford, 1947). 

T = C. von Tischendorf, Novum Testamentum Graece; vol. iii, Prolegomena, by C. R. 
Gregory (Leipzig, 1884-94)' 

I The check-list was compiled by Dr. Robert P. Markham, Co-ordinator of 
Reference Services at the James A. Michener Library, University of Northern 
Colorado, and is used here with his kind permission. The present writer has 
reorganized the sequence within each description and has made small additions, 
chiefly by completing the citation of references to specimens in E. A. Lowe's 
Codices Latini Antiquiores. See also the Appendix, p. 461 below. 
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v 0,-" H.J. Vogels, Nooum Testamentum Graece et Latille, 4th edn. (Frciburg, 1955). 

W = J. Wordsworth and H. J. "'hite, NOl~um Testamentum Domi"i Noslri /esu 
Christi Latine, 3 vols. (Oxford, 1889-1954). 

THE GOSPELS 

a (3). Codex Vercellensis, saec. iv (Ay B Beu K M S T), iv-v (J N V \tV), ivz 

(Lo), at Vercelli, Biblioteca Capitolarc, contains the four Gospels (in the 
sequence Matt., John, Luke, ~'fark), with many lacunae; ed. by J. A. Irico, 
Codex Vercellensis (Milan, 1748), Bianchini (repr. in Mignc, PL xii, cols. 
141-538); J. Belsheim, Codex Vercellensis (Christiania, 1897); A. Gasquet, 
Codex Vercellensij' (Collectanea bibliea Latina, iii; Rome, 1914), for corrections 
see H. J. Vogels, BZ xv (1918-19),3°1--18; Jiilicher; Lowe, iv, no. 467. 

a2 (16), see also n, o. Codex Curiensis, saec. v (BeuJ Lo T W), v--vi (M V), 
at Chur, Rhatisches Museum, contains Luke xi. 11--29; xiii. 16-34; cd. by J. 
Wordsworth, W. Sanday, H. J. White, Portions of the Gospels According to St. 
Mark and St. Matthew (Old Latin Biblical Texts, ii; Oxford, 1886); J iilicher; 
for specimen of script, see Lowe, vii, no. 978a. 

aur ( 15), so B J V; is designated z by K M N. Codex Aureus Holmiensis, sacco 
vi-vii (V), vii (Ay BeuJ), vii-viii (B), viii (K M), vi-viii (N), at Stockholm, 
Kungl. Biblioteket, contains the four Gospels; ed. by J. Belsheim, Codex 
Aureus (Christiania, 1878); Jiilicher; for specimen of script, see Lowe, xi, 
no. 1642. 

b (4). Codex Veronensis, saec. iv-v (B W), v (Ay J K NT), vex (Beu Lo), 
v-vi (S), at Verona, Bibioteca Capitolare, Cod. VI, contains the four 
Gospels (in the sequence Matt., John, Luke, Mark), with several lacunae; 
ed. by Bianchini; J. Belsheim, Codex Veronensis. Quattuor Evangelia ... (Prague, 
1904); E. S. Buchanan, The Four Gospelsfrom the Codex Veronensis b (Old Latin 
Biblical Texts, vi; Oxford, 191 I), pp. 1-197 (but see H. A. Sanders, 'Bucha­
nans Publikationen altlateinischer Texte. Eine Warnung', ZJVWxxi (1922) 
291-9; and G. Mercati, 'Un paio di appunti sopre il codice purpureo 
Veronese dei vangeli', RB xxxiv (1925), 396-400); Julicher; for specimen 
of script, see Lowe, iv, no. 481. 

f3 (26). Codex Carinthianus, sacco vi-vii (Lo), vii (Beu J), at St. Paul in 
Carinthia (Austria), Stiftsbibliothek, 25.3.19 (XXV a. I), two folios, serving 
as front fly-leaves of a fifth-century manuscript, contains Luke i. 64-ii. 50; 
cd. by D. De Bruyne, RBin, xxxv (1923), 62-80; J ulicher; for specimen of 
script, see Lowe, x, no. 1449. 

c (6). Codex Colbertinus, saec. xi (W), xii (Ay BJ K M N S T V), xii-xiii 
(Beu), at Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale, Lat. 254 (Colbertinus 4051), con­
tains the four Gospels and Acts in Old Latin, with the rest of the New 
Testament in the Vulgate; ed. by J. Belsheim, Codex Colbertinus Parisiensis ..• 
4051 (Christiania, 1888); H. J. Vogels, Evangelium Colbertinum, 2 vols. 
(Bonner biblische Beitriige, iv and v; Bonn, 1953); Julicher. 
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d (S). Codex Cantabrigiensis, Codex Bezae (D), saec. v (Beu S), v-vi (K), vi 
(Ay BJ MNTVW), v in. (L02), at Cambridge, University Library, Nn. 2.41, 
contains the four Gospels (in the sequence Matt., John, Luke, Mark), Acts, 
3 John, with lacunae, Greek and Latin on facing pages; ed. by Sabatier; 
Thomas Kipling, Codex Theodori Bezae Cantabrigiensis, 2 vols. (Cambridge, 
1793); F. H. Scrivener, Bezae Codex Cantabrigiensis (Cambridge, 1864); Codex 
Rezae Cantabrigiensis (photographic facsimile edition) 2 vols. (Cambridge, 
1899); Jiilicher; Lowe, ii2, no. 140. An index verborum of d is included by 
Robert C. Stone in his monograph, The Language of the Latin Text of Codex 
Rezae (Illinois Studies in Language and Literature, xxx, nos. 2-3; Urbana, 1946). 

o (27). Codex Sangallensis, saec. ix (Ay B Beu K T W), at St. Gallen, 
Stiftsbibliothek, MS. 48, contains the four Gospels; ed. by H. C. M. Rettig, 
Antiquissimus quatuor evangeliorum canonicorum Codex Sangallensis, Graeco-Latinus 
interlinear is (Zurich, 1836), facsimile edition. 

e (2). Codex Palatinus, saec. iv-v (B K M N W), v (Ay BeuJ Lo S T V), at 
Trent, Museo Nazionale (Castel del Buon Consiglio) (formerly Hofbiblio­
thek, Vienna, Lat. 1 18S); one leaf at Dublin, Trinity College 1709 (N.4.18 
= Matt. xiii. 12-23) and one at London, British Museum, Add. 40107 
(= Matt. xiv. 11-22), contains the four Gospels (in the sequence Matt., 
John, Luke, Mark), with many lacunae; ed. by C. von Tischendorf, 
Evangelium Palatinum ineditum (Leipzig, 1847); J. Belsheim, Codex Palatinus 
(Christiania, 1896); T. K. Abbott, Par palimpsestorum Dublinensium (Dublin, 
1880); A. Souter, 'A Lost Leaf of Codex Palatinus (e) of the Old Latin 
Gospels Recovered', ]TS xxiii (1921-2), 284-6; Jiilicher; for specimen of 
script, see Lowe, iv, no. 437. 

f (10). Codex Brixianus, saec. vi (Ay BJ K M N S l' V W), viI (Beu Lo), at 
Brescia, Biblioteca civica Queriniana (deposited in Museo d'Arte Cristiana), 
contains the four Gospels with several lacunae; ed. by Bianchini; Words­
worth and White, Novum Testamentum Latine secundum editionem S. Hieronymi, i 
(Oxford, 1889-98); Jiilicher; for specimen of script, see Lowe, iii, no. 281. 

1J: JJl (9). Codex Corbeiensis I (Sangermanensis 21), later l>etropolitanus, 
saec. viii (W), x (Beu S T), x-xi (Ay V), xi (B K M N), at Leningrad, 
Public Library, O.v.I,3 (Corb. 21), contains Matthew, predominantly 
Vulgate tcxt; ed. by J. Martianay, Vulgata antiqua Latina et versio Evangelii 
secundum Matlllaeum . .• (Paris, 1695); Sabatier; Bianchini; J. Belsheim, Das 
Evangelium des Malthiius nach dem lateinischen Codex JJI Corbeiensis ... 
(Christiania, 1881) ; Julicher; for specimen of script, see Lowe, xi, no. 1624. 

ff2 (8). Codex Corbeiensis II (19S), saec. v (B Beu K Lo M N S V), v-vi (Ay 
J W), vii (1'), at Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale, fond. lat. 17225 (Corb. 19S), 
contains the four Gospels (in the sequence Matt., Luke, John, Mark), with 
lacunae; ed. by Sabatier;J. Belsheim, Codex Corbeiensis 195 (JJ2)(Christiania, 
1887); E. S. Buchanan, The Four Gospels from the Codex Corbeiensis if! (Old 
Latin Biblical Texts, v; Oxford, 1907), pp. I -g6 (cf. H. A. Sanders, 'Bucha­
nans Publikationen altlateinischer Texte. Eine Warnung', ZNWxxi (1922), 
291-9); Julicher; for specimen of script, see Lowe, v, no. 666, 
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g, gl (7). Codex Sangermanensis I, saec. vii (D), viii (.J TV), ix (Ay Beu 
K N W), x (B M S), at Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale, fond Jat. 11553 
(Sangermanensis 15), contains the Vulgate Bible, of which, in the New 
Testament, the Gospels contain Old Latin readings (Beu); ed. by Sabatier; 
J. Wordsworth, The Gospel According to St. lv/at/hew from St. Germain MS gl 
... (Old Latin Biblical Texts, i; Oxford, 1883), pp. 5-46; Julicher. 

g2 (29). Codex Sangermancnsis II, saec. x (Ay B Beu K M N T V W), at 
Paris, Bibliotheque Nationak, fond lat. 13169, contains the four Gospels; 
ed. by Sabatier. 

gat (30). Codex Gatianum, saec. vii (S), viii (Beu K), at Paris, Bibliothcque 
Nationale, nou". acquis. lat. 1587, contains the four Gospels; cd. by 
Sabatier; J. !vI. Heer, Euangelium Gatianum (Frciburg, 1910); for specimen 
of script, sec Lowc, v, no. 684. 

It (12). Codex Claromontanus, sacco iv-v (\V), v (B K!vl N S T V), v-vi (Ay 
J), vex. (Beu Lo), at Rome, Bibliotcca Apostolica Vaticana, Lat. 7223, fols. 
1-66, contains the four Gospels, of which only Matthew (lacks i. I-iii. 15; 
xiv. 33-xviii. 12) is Old Latin; cd. by Sabatier; Angelo IViai, Scriptorum 
veterum nova collectio, iii. 2 (Rome, 1828), pp. 257--88; J. Belsheim, Evangelium 
secundum Afatthaeum ... e codice olim Claromontano mmc Vaticano (Christiania 
Videnskabs-Selskabs Forhanlinger, 1892, no. 5; Christiania, 1892); Jiilichcr; 
for specimen of script, see Lowe, i, no. 53. 

i (17). Codex Vindobonensis, saec. v (K N), " ex. (Beu Lo), v-vi (Ay J S T 
V), vii (B ~1 W), at Naples, Biblioteca Nazionale, Lat. 3 (formerly at 
Vienna, Hofbibliothek, lat. 1235), contains fragments of Luke (x. 36-xxiii. 
10) and !vlark (ii. 17-iii. 29; iv. 4-X. I; x. 33-xiv. 36; xv. 33-40); cd. by J. 
Belsheim, Codex Vindobonensis membranaceus purpureus ... (Leipzig, 1885); 
J iilicher; for specimen of script, see Lowe, iii, no. 399. 

j (J K M) = z (T) (22). Codex Saretianus or Sarzanensis, saec. v (T W), 
v-vi (Ay K N), vi (J M), vi in. (Beu Lo), in the church at Sarczzano near 
Tortona (Prov. Alessandria), contains Luke xxiv and John (with many 
lacunae); John xviii. 36-xx. 14 is by another hand; ed. by G. Godu, Codex 
Sarzanensis, Fragments d'ancienne version latine du quatrieme Evangile (Spicilegium 
Casinense, ii; J.\..Iontecassino, 1936); J ulicher; for specimen of script, see Lowe, 
iv, no. 436a (and no. 436b). 

k (1). Codex Bobiensis, saec. iv (S), iv-v (Ay B Beu K 1..0 M N V \V), v (T), 
v-vi (J), at Turin, Biblioteca Universitaria Nazionale, G VII 15, contains 
Mark (viii. 8-1 I, 14-16; viii. 19-xvi. 9) and Matthew (i. I-iii. 10; iv. 2-
xiv. I7; xv. 20-36); cd. by J. Wordsworth, W. Sanday, H. J. ""hite, 
Portions qf the GOJPels According to St. Mark and St. Matthew (Old Latin Biblical 
Texts, ii; Oxford, 1886), pp. 1-54,95-122; C. H. Turner, F. C. Burkitt, 'A 
Re-Collation of Codex k of the Old Latin Gospels', ]TS v (190:-3-4.), 88-107 ; 
C. Cipolla, Il codice evangelico k della Biblioteca Universitaria nazionale di Torino 
(Torino, 1913; facsimile edition); Jiilicher; for specimen of script, see 
Lowe:. iv, no. 465. 
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I (II). Codex Rchdigcranus, saec. vii (8 T), vii-viii (Ay Beu J V), viii 
(B K M N), viii! (Lo), at Breslau, 8tadtbibliothek, Rehd. 169, contains the 
four Gospels contaminated by the Vulgate (Ay) ;John lacks xvi. I3-xxi . 25; 
ed. by H. J. Vogels, Codex Rehdigeranus (Collectanea Biblica Latina, ii; Rome, 
1913); Jiilicher; for specimen of script, see Lowe, viii, no. 1073. 

m (PS-AU spe). Speculum (M T), Speculum Ps-Augustine (K S V) or 
Sessorianus (B), a florilegium, saec. v, contains passages from all the 
books of the New Testament except 3 John, Hebrews, and Philemon. The 
superscript numbers used by Tischendorf indicate the page in the Mai 
edition; ed. by A. Mai, Spicilegium romanum, IX. 2 (Rome, 1843), 61-86; A. 
Mai, Nova Patrum Bibliotheca, I. 2 (Rome, 1852), I-I I7; F. Weihrich, S. 
Augustini liber qui appellatur SPeculum et Liber de Divinis Scripturis sive Speculum 
quodfertur S. Augustini (CSEL xii; Vienna, 1887), pp. 287-700; J. Belsheim, 
Fragmenta Novi Testamenti in libro 'Speculum' (Christiania, 1899). 

J.L (35). Book of Mulling or Codex Mull. Dublinensis, sacco vii (Ay K), vii 
ex. (Beu Lo), viii ex. (Lo Supp!), at Dublin, Trinity College 60 (A.LI5), 
contains the four Gospels; ed. by H. J. Lawlor, Chapters on the Book of 
lvlulling (Edinburgh, 1897); for specimen of script, see Lowe, ii, no. 276. 

n (16), see also a2, O. Codex Sangallensis, saec. iv-v (S), v (Beu,JJn Lo T W), 
v-vi (B K M N V), vi (.JMt ~lk), vi-vii (Ay), at St. Gall, Stiftsbibliothek 
1394, II. 51- 88 ; Stiftsbibliothek 172, p. 256; and Vadiana 70, contains 
fragments of the four Gospels; ed. by J. Wordsworth, W. Sanday, H.J. White, 
Portions of the Gospels Accordillg to St. Mark and St. Matthew (Old Latin Bibli­
cal Texts, ii; Oxford, 1886), pp. 55-7; Bernhard Bischoff, 'Neue Materialen 
zum Bestand und zur Gcschichtc del' altlateinischen Bibcliibersetzungen', 
Miscellanea Giovanni Mercati, i (Studi e testi, cxxi; Vatican City, 1946),420-4; 
Julicher; for specimen of script, see Lowe, vii, no. 978a. 

o (16), see also a2
, n. Codex Sangallensis, saec. vii (Beu T V), vii-viii (J W), 

at St. Gallcn, Stiftsbibliothek, 1394, III. 91-2, contains Mark xvi. 14-20; ed. 
by J. Wordsworth, W. Sanday, H.J. Whitc, Portions of the Gospels According to 
St. Mark and St. Matthew (Old LatitlBiblical Texls,ii; Oxford, 1886) ; Jiilicher; 
for specimen of script, see Lowe, vii, no. 978b. 

P (20). Codex Sangallensis, saec. vii-viii (B M \V), viii (Ay BeuJ Lo T), at St. 
Gallen, Stiftsbibliothek, 1395, VII. 430-3, contains John ix. 14-44; ed. by 
j. Wordsworth, W. Sanday, H . .J. White, Portions of the Gospels According to St. 
lvlark and St. Matthew (Old Latin Biblical Texts, ii; Oxford, 1886); pp. 75-7; 
Bernhard Bischoff, Miscellanea Giovanni Mercati, i (Studi e testi, cx..xi; Vatican 
City, 1946),425-7; Jiilicher; Lowe, vii, no. 989. 

11' (J) 0= w (Ay) (18). FJagmenta Stuttgartcnsia, Weingarten.c;ia, COIl­

stantiensia, saec. vii (Ay Beu J), at Stuttgart, Landesbibliothek, H.B. 
VII. 29; Darmstadt, Landesbibliothek, 895; Donaucschingen, Fiirsten­
bergischc Hofbibliothck, 192, 193, contains palimpsest fragments of Luke 
xiv. 8-12;John vii. 24--32, 37-8; iv. 22 .. 32; xi. 19-21,26,38--48; xx. 25, 28, 
29, 30; ed. by A. Dold, Konstanzer altlateinische Propheten- und Evangelien; 
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Bruchstiicke mit GloSJen (Texte und Arbeiten, i, 7-9; Beuron, 1923), pp. 194-224; 
Jiilicher; for specimen of script, see Lowe, viii, no. 1176. 

q (13). Codex Monacensis, saec. vi (1'), vi-vii (Ay J Lo V), vii (B Beu K M 
N S 'V), at Munich, Bayerische Staatsbibliothek, elm. 6224 (Frising. 24), 
contains the four Gospels (in the sequence Matt., John, Luke, rvlark), with 
lacunae; cd. by H. J. White, The Four Gospelsfrom the Munich MS. (q) (Old 
Latin Biblical Texts, iii; Oxford, 1888), pp. 1--137; cf. D. De Bruyne, RBen, 
xxviii (19 I 1), 75-80; J iilichcr; for specimen of script, see Lowe, ix, no. 1249. 

r, r1 (14), Codex Usscrianus I, sacco vi (S T), vi-vii (Ay B K M N V), vii in. 
(Beu.J Lo), at Dublin, Trinity College, 55, formerly A. 4. 15; contains the 
four Gospels (in the sequence J\;latt., John, Luke, Mark), with lacunae; 
ed. by T. K. Abbott, Evangeliorum Venio antehierotlymiana ex eodiee Usseriano 
(Dublin, 1884) ; Jiilichcr; for specimen of script, see Lowe, ii, no. 271. 

r2 (28), Codex Usserianus II, saec. viii (K), viii-ix (Beu Lo), ix (Ay B M N 
V) at Dublin, Trinity College 56 (A.4.6), contains the four Gospels in a 
mixed text; cd. by 1'. K. Abbott, Evangeliorum Versio atltehieronymiana ex 
codice lI.ueriano, vol. ii, Appendix (Dublin, 1884), pp. 81g-63; H. J. Lawlor, 
Chapters 011 the Book of ltfulling (Edinburgh, 1897), pp. 186-201; H. C. 
Hoskier, The Text qf Codex lJuerianus 2. r2 ('Garland of Howth') , with critical 
notes to supplement and correct the collation qf the late T. K. Abbott (Old Latin 
Biblical Texts; London, 1919) (so the titlc pagc; the paper cover reads: r2• 

New and Complete Edition of the Irish Latin Gospel Codex Usser. 2 or r 2, otherwise 
known as 'The Garland of Howth,' in Trinity College Library, Dublin (Old Latin 
Biblical Texts; London, 1919»; for specimen of script, see Lowe, ii, no. 272. 

p (24). Codex Ambrosianus, saec. vii~viii (Beu J Lo), at Milan, Biblioteca 
Ambrosiana 1\1. 12 sup., palimpsest, contains John xiii. 3-17 as a pericope in 
a liturgical book; ed. by A. ''''ilmart, RB xxxi (J 922), 182-202; for specimen 
of script, see Lowe, iii, no. 354. 

S (21). Codex Ambrosianus, saec. vex. (Beu Lo), vi (1' V W), v-vi (Ay), 
vi-vii (J), vii (B), vii-viii (J\;1), at Milan, Biblioteca Ambrosiana 0.210 sup. 
(formerly C.73 inf., fol. 73-6), contains fragments of Luke xvii-xxi; ed. by 
A. M. Ceriani, Monumenta sacra et prqfana e codicibus praesertim Biblioteeae 
Ambrasianae, I. 1 (Milan, 1861), 1--8; J. \Vordsworth, ''''. Sanday, H. J. 
White, Portions of the Gospels According to St. Mark and St. Matthew (Old Latin 
Biblical Texts, ii; Oxford, 1886), pp. 83-8; Julicher; for specimen of script, 
see Lowe, iii, no. 360. 

1(19). Fragmenta Bernensia, saec. v-vi (Ay J M V), v2 (Lo), vi (Beu W), at 
Bern, UniversiHitsbibliothek 611, fols. 143 and 144, contain Mark i. 2-23; 
ii. 22-7; iii. 11-18, palimpsest; cd. by H. Hagen, 'Ein Italafragment aus 
einem Berner Palimpsest des VI J ahrhunderts', Zeitschrift fur wisscnsehajt­
liche Theologie, xxvii (1884), 470-84; J. Wordsworth, W. Sanda)" H. J. 
White, Portiolls qf the Gospels According to St. Mark and St. }Ylatthew (Old Latin 
Biblical Texts, ii; Oxford, 1886), pp. 8g-94;Julicher; for specimen of script, 
see Lowe, vii, no. B67. 
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v (25). Codex Vindobonensi~, saec. vi-vii (Lo), vii (Ay B Beu J T), at 
Vienna, Nationalbibliothek, cod. lat. 502 end-paper, contains John xix. 27-
xx. I I ; cd. by H. J. White, The Four Gospels from the jHunich MS. q (Old Latin 
Biblical Texts, iii; Oxford, 1888), pp. 161-3;Jiilicher; for specimen of script, 
sec Lowe. x, no. q.BI. 

w (Ay) =:. 7T (J) 

Z (K M N) = aUT (B J V) 

z ('1') :.~j (J K M) 

23. Fragmentum Aberdonense, saec. v (Ay Beu J Lo), at Aberdeen, Uni­
versity Library, Papyrus 2a , contains John vii. 27-8, 30-1; cd. by E. O. 
'Ninstedt, The Classical Quarterly, i (lg07), p. 266; E. G. Turner, Cata­
logue rif Greek and Latin Papyri and Ostraea in the Possession qf the University qf 
Aberdeen (Aberdeen, 1939), pp. 1-2; for specimen of script, see Lowe, ii, 
no. 118. 

31. Ordo Scrutiniorum, saec. vi (Ay), xi (Beu), at Milan, Biblioteca 
Ambrosiana, T. 27 sup., contains 0.1'. and N.T. lessons and musical texts; 
ed. by C. Lambot, North Italian Services rif the XItlt Century (Henry Bradshaw 
Society, !xvii; 1931), pp. 7-35. 

32. Codex Weiss. Guelferbitanus (Wolfenbiittel), C. 500 (Beu), saec. v-vi 
i.Ay) vi in. (Lo), at Wolfenbiittel, Herzog-August-Bibliothek \'Veissenb. 76, 
palimpsest, contains lections from Old and New Testament; cd. by A. 
Dold, Das iilteste Liturgiebuch der lateinischen Kirche. Ein aitgallikaniJches Lektiollar 
des 5/6 . .Jahr. aus dem Wolfenbiitteler Palimpsest Codex Weissenburg (Textc ulld 
Arbeiten, xxvi-xxviii; Beuron, 1936); for specimen of script, see Lowe, ix, no. 
1392 • 

33. Codex Parisiensis sacco vex. (Beu), v--vi (Ay Lo), at Paris, Biblio­
theque Nationale, fond. 10439, contains the Gospel of John; chaps. i-vi are 
Old Latin, the rest is Vulgate; cf. S. Berger, Histoire de La Vulgate (Paris, 
1893), pp. 89-90; for specimen of scri pt, see Lowe, v, no. 600. 

34. Codex Cryptoferratensis, saec. ? (Ay, Beu), at Grottaferrata, Badia cod. 
r.{:3.VI, contains John i. 1-17; ed. by]. Cozza, Sacrorum Bihliorum vetustis­
sima fragmenta Graeca et Latina ex palimpsestis codicibus Bibliothecae cryptoferra­
tens is, ii (Rome, 1867), 336. 

36. Fragmentum Got. Giessenense, saec. v (Ay Beu), vi (Lo), at Giessen, 
UniversiHitsbibliothek cod. 651/20, contained Luke xxiii. 3-6; xxiv. 5·-9 
(see p. 381 below); ed. by P. Glaue, ZNW xi (1910), I-I7 (with fac­
simile); cf. Franz Riihl, ibid. xii (191 1),85-6; for specimen of script, see 
Lowe, viii, no. 1200. 

37. Hieronymus in l\latthaeum, saec. viii (Ay Beu) viii., ex (Lo), at 
Boulogne-sur-Mer, Bibliotheque ~[unicipale (42) 47, contains portions of 
IV[atthew; ed. by A. Souter, in Quantulacumque: Studies presented to Kirsopp 
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Lake ... , ed. by Robert P. Casey et al. (London, 1937), pp. 349-54; for 
specimen of script, see Lowe, vi, no. 736. 

38. Hieronymus in Matthaeum, saec. ix (Ay Beu), at Rome, Biblioteca 
Apostolica Vaticana cod. Pal at. lat. 177, contains portions of Matthew; ed. 
by A. Souter, in Quantulacumque: Studies preserzted to Kirsopp Lake . .. , ed. by 
Robert P. Casey et al. (London, 1937), pp. 349-54. 

39. Codex Pictaviensis, saec. ix (Ay Beu), viii ex. (Lo), at Poitiers, Biblio­
theque Municipale, MS. 17 (65), fols. 3-14, contains citations of the Gospels 
in Eusebian Canon Tables; cd. by P. Minard, 'Temoins inedits de la vieille 
version latine des Evangiles. Les canons a initia evangcliaires de Sainte­
Croix de Poitiers et la Trinite de Vend6me', RBen, lvi (1945-6), 58-92; for 
specimen of script, see Lowe, vi, no. 82 I . 

40. Codex Vennessenus, saec. x (Ay Beu), at Vendome, Bibliotheque 
Municipale 2, contains citations of the Gospels in Eusebian Canon Tables; 
ed. by P. ~1inard, 'Temoins inedits de la vieille version latine des Evangiles. 
Les canons a initia des evangeliaires de Sainte-Croix de Poitiers et la 
Trinite de Vendome', RBin, lvi (1945-6), 58--92. 

41. Lectionarium Veronense, saec. viii (Ay), viiiI (Beu Lo), at Verona, 
Biblioteca Capitolare vii (7), contains lessons from Matt. i-ix; for specimen 
of script, see Lowe, iv, no. 482. 

42. Codex Juv. Cantabrigiensis, saec. ix (Ay Beu), at Cambridge, Uni­
versity Library Ff.4.32, contains marginal glosses from the Gospels in a 
manuscript of Juvencus; cd. by A. W. Haddan and W. Stubbs, Councils and 
Ecclesiastical Documents relating to Great Britain and Ireland, i (Oxford, 1869), 
198; VV. A. Lindsay, Earty Welsh Script (Oxford, 1912), pp. 16-18. 

43. Codex Dim. Dublinensis, Book of Dimma, saec. viii (Ay Beu Lo), at 
Dublin, Trinity College 59 (A.4.23), contains the four Gospels; R. I. Best, 
'On the Subscriptions in the Book of Dimma', Hermathena, xx (1930),84-100 
and two plates; H. C. Boskier, On the Genesis of the Versions of the New Testa­
ment, i (London, 1910), passim, and ii (19 I I), 95 fT. 

THE ACTS OF THE APOSTLES 

c (6). See c in list of Gospels manuscripts. 

ct (56). See manuscript t below. 

d (5). See d in list of Gospels manuscripts. 

dem (59). Codex Demidovianus, saec. xii-xiii (R), xiii (Beu K W), (in the 
eighteenth century belonged to a certain Paul Demidov Gregorovitch, but 
its present location is unknown), contained the Vulgate Bible, with Old 
Latin readings in Acts, Catholic Epistles, Pauline Epistles; cd. by C. F. 
Matthaei, Novum Testamentum, 12 vols. (Riga, 1782-8), see esp. vol. ix, 
pp. xxx-xxxiii. 
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e (50). Codex Bodleianus Laudianus (E), Latin-Greek, saec. vi (Ay Beu Lo 
M S T V W), vi-vii (R), at Oxford, Bodleian Library, Laudianus Gr. 35 
(1119), (formerly F.82), contains Acts (lacks xxvi. 29-xxviii. 26); ed. by 
Sabatier; C. von Tischendorf, Nlomtmenta sacra inedita, Nova collectio, ix 
(Leipzig, 1870); J. Belsheim, Acta Apostolorum ante Hieronymum laline translala 
ex codice latino-graeco Laudiano Oxoniensi (Christiania, 1893); for specimen of 
script, see Lowe, ii, no. 251. 

g, gig (51). Codex Gigas, saec. xiii (Ay Beu K M N R T V W), at Stockholm, 
Kungl. Biblioteket, contains the Vulgate Bible, but Acts and Revelation are 
Old Latin; ed. by J. Belsheim, Die Apostelgeschicllte und die Offenbarung 
]ohannis in eincr alten lateinischen Ubersetzung aus dem 'Gigas librorum' auf der 
koniglichetl Bibliothek zu Stockholm (Christiania, 1879); J. Wordsworth, H. J. 
""hite, Novum Testamentum Latine secundum editionem S. Hieronymi, ii (Oxford, 
19°5); iii (1954); H. J. Vogels, Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der lateinischen 
Apokalypse-Obersetzung (Dusseldorf, 1920), pp. 165-75. 

g2 (52). Fragmentum Mediolanense, saec. viii (Ay), viiill (Beu Lo), x-xi 
(R S T W), at Milan, Biblioteca Ambrosiana B. 168 sup., contains Acts vi. 
8-vii. 2; vii. 51-viii. 4 as a pericope in a lectionary of the Ambrosian rite; 
eel. by A. M. Ceriani, Nlonumenta sacra et profana e codicibus praesertim 
Bibliotecae Ambrosianae, I. 2 (lVlilan, 1866), 127-8; for specimen of script, 
see Lowe, ii, no. 310. 

II (B K MRS V) c_· reg (T) (55). Codex Floriacensis, saec. v (Beu Lo N R 
S), vi-·vii (Ay B K M), vii (T V W), formerly at Fleury, now at Paris, 
Bibliotheque Nationale, fond. lat. 6400G, fo1s. 113-30, palimpsest, con­
tains fragments of Acts, Catholic Epistles, and Revelation; cd. by Sabatier; 
S. Berger, Le palimpseste de Fleury. Fragments du J./auveau Testament en latin 
(Paris, 1889); E. S. Buchanan, The Four Gospelsfrom the Codex Corbeiensis ... 
(Old Latin Biblical Texts, Vi Oxford, 1907), pp. 99-120; for specimen of 
script, see Lowe, v, no. 565. 

I (67). Codex Pal. Legionensis or Leon palimpsest, saec. vii (Ay Beu Lo), at 
Leon, Archivo Catedralicio 1\1S. 15, is a Vulgate manuscript containing an 
Old Latin text of Acts viii. 27-xi. 13, xiv. 21-xvii. 25; Jas. iv. 4-1 Pet. iii. 
14; I John i. 5--3 John 10; cf. R. Beer, in Eoletin de la Real Academia de la 
lIistoria, xi (Madrid, 1887), 345-9. 

m. See m in list of Gospels manuscripts. 

P (54). Codex Perpinianus or Perpinianensis, saec. xiii (Ay B Beu K N R S 
V W), at Paris, Bibliotheque Nationalc, fond. lat. 321, contains the Vulgate 
New Testament; Old Latin in Acts i. I-xiii. 6; xxviii. 16-31, and Catholic 
Epistles i ed. by S. Berger, 'Un ancient text latin des Actes des Apotres 
retrouve dans un manuscrit provenant de Perpignan', Notices et extra its des 
manuscrits de la Bibliotlleque .Nationale, xxxv. I (1895 [1896]), 169-208; F. 
Blass, Theologische Studien und Kritiken, lxix (1896), 436-71; E. S. Buchanan, 
'An Old Latin Text of the Catholic Epistles', ]TS xii (1910"'1 1),497-534. 
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r (Ay) (62). Codex Rodcnsis or Bible de Rosas, saec. x (Beu), at Paris, 
Bibliothcque Nationale, fond.lat. 6, a four-volume Vulgate Bible containing 
Old Latin readings in Acts, both text and margin; cd. by J. Wordsworth, 
H. J. White, Novum Testamentum Latine secundum editionem S. Hieronymi, pars 
11.1, Oxford, 1905; see T. Ayuso in EB, segunda cp., ii (1943),23 ff., 33 fT.; 
iv (1945), 35 fr., 259 fr.; v (1946),5 fT., 429 fr.; vi (1947), 187 fT., 347 ff.; 
vii (1948), 147 fr. 

r (K IV! R) = scel (57). Codex Schlettstadtensis, saec. vii--viii (Ay Beu K M 
R), viii (Lo), at Selcstal, Ribliotheque Municipale 1093, a lectionary 
containing Old Latin readings in lessons from Acts; cd. by G. l\10rin, 
Etudes, textes, decouvertes (Anecdota ./Haredsolana, 2nd ser. i; lVlaredsous, 1913), 
pp. 440-56; for specimen of script, see Lowe, vi, no. 829. 

reg (T) = h (B K 1\1 R S V). 

s (53). Codex Bobiensis, saec. v (T), v-vi (Ay B K M), vi (Beu Lo N S V "V), 
Naples, Biblioteca Nazionale, cod. Lat. 2 formerly at Vienna, Pal. (16), 
foIl. 42*, 43-56, 71-5, palimpsest, contains fragments of Acts and Catholic 
Epistles; ed. by J. Belsheim, Fragmenta Vindobonensia (Christiania, 1886); 
H. J. "Vhite, Portions of the ActJ qf the Apostles, of the Epistle of St. James, and of 
the FirJt Epistle of St. Peter, from the Bobbio Palimpsest (s) (Old Latin Biblical 
Texts, iv; Oxford, 1897), pp. 5-50;.J. Bick, -"Viener Palimpseste', Sb Wien, 
clix. 7 (Vienna, 1908), 50-89; for specimen of script, see Lowe, iii, no. 395. 

seel = r (K M R). 

t (56) Liber Comicus, Lectionarius Toletanus (V), or Liber Comicus 
Toletanus (B M), saec. xi (B Beu K M N R S V W), at Paris, Bibliotheque 
Nationale, nouv. acquis. Lat. 2171, contains Old Latin rcadings in lessons 
from Acts, Catholic and Pauline Epistles, Revelation; cd. by G. l\10rin, 
Liber ComicuJ sive Leetionarius Missae, quo Toletana Eeclesia aute amlOs mille et 
dueentos utebatur (Aneedota A;!aredsolana, i; Maredsous, 1893); J. Perez dc 
Urbcl, A. Gonzalez y Ruiz-ZorrilIa, Liher Commicus, 2 vols. (l\lladrid, 1950-5). 

w (58). Codex \Vernigerodensis or Stolbergensis, saec. xv (B Beu K M N R S 
V), at Prague, Comenius Evangelical Theo!. Fac., formerly at \Vernigerode 
am Harz, contains the Vulgate New Testament with Old Latin readings in 
Acts and Catholic Epistles; cf. F. Blass, TSK lxix (1896), 436-71; H. J. 
FI'cdc, Velus Latina, xxiv/'}., p. 265. 

Xl' saec. vii-viii (T), viiil (Lo), at Oxford, Bodleianus 3418 (Selden, 30), 
contains Acts (lacking xiv. 26-xv. 32); described by Westcott in William 
Smith's Dictionary of the Bible, iv, American cdn. (New York, 1870; repro 
Grand Rapids, 1971), 3458b; cd. by vVordsworth/White (ms. 0); for 
specimcn of script, see Lowe, ii, no. 257. 

60. Codex Boverianus, saec. xiii (Beu), at Sarrift (Barcelona), Colegio 
Maximo S.J., s.n. (fol. I 12V-1 13"'); contains Acts i. 15--26; cd. by J. !VI. 
Bover, 'Un fragmento de la Yetus Latina (Ac J : 15-26) en un Epistolario del 
Siglo XII 1', EstudiOJ eclesidsticos, vi (192 7), 331-4. 



The Old Latin Versions 
61. Codex Armachanus, or Book of Armagh, saec. ix (Beu), c. 807 (Lo), 
at Dublin, Trinity College 52, contains the Vulgate New Testament, but 
many Old Latin readings in Acts and an Old Latin tcxt of the Pauline 
Epistles; ed. by J. \Vordsworth, H. J. White, Novum Testamentum Latine 
(Oxford, 1905) ;J. Gwynn, Liber Ardmachanus. The Book of Armagh (Dublin, 
1913); for specimen of script, see Lowe, ii, no. 270. 

63. Michigan MS. 146, saec. xii (Beu), at Ann Arbor, University of 
rvlichigan Library, contains the Book of Acts and other material; ed. by 
H. A. Sanders and J. Ogden, 'The Text of Acts in MS. 146 of the Uni­
versity of Michigan', Proceedings of the American Philosophical Society, lxxvii. I 
(Philadelphia, 1937), 1-97· 

THE PAULINE EPISTLES 

c (6). See c in list of Gospels manuscripts. 

d (75). Codex Claromontanus (D), Graeco-Latin, sacco v (Lo), v-vi (Beu), 
vi (Ay B K M N S T V W), at Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale grcc 107 
(olim Reg. 2245), contains the Pauline Epistles (Rom. i. ~-7, 24-7 supplied 
by a later hand) ; ed. by Sabatier; C. von Tischendorf, Codex Claromontanus 
(Leipzig, 18S2); for specimen of script, see Lowe, v, no. S2 I. 

dem (59). See dem in list of Acts manuscripts. 

e (76). Codex Sangermanensis (E), formerly Petropolitanus Cacsarcus 
~1aralti xx, Graeco-Latin, sacco ix (Ay B Beu K M N T W), at Leningrad, 
Public Library, F.V.20, contains the Pauline Epistles (lacks Rom. viii. 21-
33; xi. I 5-2S; I Tim. i. I --vi. 15; Heb. xii. 8-xiii. 25; ed. by Sabatier; J. 
Belsheim, Epistulae Paulinae ante Hieronymum Latine translatae ex codice Sanger­
manensi Gr.-Lat. (Christiania, 188S). 

f (78). Codex Augiensis (F), Graeco-Latin, saec. ix (Ay B Beu K M N T V 
\V), at Cambridge, Trinity College, B. I 7. I, contains the Pauline Epistles 
(lacks Rom. i. I-iii. 19); ed. by F. H. Scrivener, An Exact Transcript of the 
Codex Augiensis (Cambridge, 1859). 

g (77). Codex Boemerianus (G), Gracco-Latin, saec. ix (Ay B Beu K N S T 
V W), at Dresden, Landesbibliothek MS. A. 145b , contains the Pauline 
Epistles (lacks Rom. i. 1-5; ii. 16~25; I Cor. iii. 8-16; vi. 7-14; Col. ii. 1-8; 
Philem. 21-5; all of Hebrews); ed. by A. Reichardt, Der Codex Boernerianus 
der Briefe des Ap. Paulus in Lichtdruck nachgebildet (Leipzig, 1909) . 

. gue (T) = w (B M). 

I (67). See 1 in list of Acts manuscripts. 

m (PS-AU spe). Sec m in list of Gospels manuscripts. 

p (W) = r' (Ay). 

r, ,1, r', r3 (64). Frisingensia Fragmenta, saec. v-vi (V W), vi (N S T), vi and 
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vii (Beu Lo), vii (M), vii-viii (B K), at Munich, Bayerische Staatsbiblio­
thek, Clm 6436 (Fris. 236), and Clm 6220, 6230, 6277, 6317, 28135; 
lVlunich, UniversiUitsbibliothek, 4°. 928; Gottweig, Stiftsbibliothek MS. 1 
(9), fol. 23--4, contain portions of the Pauline and Catholic Epistles; ed. 
by D. De Bruync, Les Fragments de Freising (Collectanea biblica latina, v; Rome, 
1921); for specimens of script, see Lowe, ix, nos. 1286a and 1286b. 

r4 (Ay) = P (\'\') (80). Fragmenta Heidelbergensia, saec. vi (Ay Bcu W), 
vii (Lo), at Heidelberg, UniversiHitsbibliothek 1334 (369/256), contain 
portions of Romans v and vi; ed. by R. SilIib, ZNJ1' vii (1906), 82-6; for 
specimen of script, see Lowe, viii, no. 1223. 

t (56). See t in list of Acts manuscripts. 

v (8J). Fragmentum Veronense, c. 800 (Beu), saec. vii-viii (N W), viii-ix 
(Lo), at Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale lat. 653, contains fragments of the 
Epistle to the Hebrews; ed. by A. Souter, 'A Fragment of an Unpublished 
Latin Text of the Epistle to the Hebrews', Miscellanea Francesco Ehrle, i 
(Studi e testi, xxxvii; Rome, 1924),39-46; for specimen of script, see Lowe, 
v, no. 527. 

w (B lVl) ~ gue (T) (79). Codex Guclferbytanus, Gothic and Latin, saec. vi 
(Ay B Beu M W), at WolfenbiitteI, Herzog-August-Bibliothek 4148, 
palimpsest, contains Rom. xi. 33-xii. 5; xii. 17-xiii. 1 ; xiv. 9-20; ed. by W. 
Streitberg, Die gotische Bibel; i, Der gotische Text und seine griechische Vorlage, 
6th edn. (Heidelberg, 197 I), pp. 239-49. 

Xli (T). Codex Bodleianus Laudianus, saec. viii-ix (B), ix (T), at Oxford, 
Bodleian Library, Laud. lat. 108, contains the Pauline Epistles (lacking 
Heb. xi. 34~-xiii. 25); described by Westcott in Wiliam Smith's Dictionary 
of the Bible, iv, American edn. (New York, 1870; repro Grand Rapids, 
197 1),3458b. 

z (65). Codex Harleianus, saec. vii (B), viii (Ay Beu), viii-ix (V), at 
London, British lVluseum, Harley 1772, contains the Pauline and Catholic 
Epistles and Revelation (to xiv. 16) in the Vulgate text; but Reb. x-xiii; 
1 Pet. ii. g-iv. 15; I John I. I-iii. 15 are Old Latin; ed. by E. S. 
Buchanan, The Epistles and Apocalypse from the Codex Harleianus (London, 
1912); for specimen of script, see Lowe, ii, no. 197. 

82. Fragmenta Monacensia, sacco ix (Beu), at Munich, Bayerische Staats­
bibliothek, Clm 29055a, contain Rcb. vii. 8-26; X. 23-39; cd. by Bernhard 
Bischoff, 'Neue Materialen zum Bestand und zur Gcschichte del' altlatei­
nischen Bibeliibersetzungen', Aliscellanea Giovanni Mercati, i (Studi e testi, 
cxxi; Rome, 1946), 427-36. 

84. Fragments of a list of Pauline pericopes, saec. viii (Beu Lo), at Rome, 
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, cod. Regin. lat. 9, fols. 2-3, contains passages 
from the Pauline Epistles; ed. by A. Dold, Die im Codex Vat. Reg. lat. 9 
vorge}u:Jtcle Lisle paulinischer LejlmgenJur die MessJeier (Te.\'te und Arbeiten, xxxv; 
Beuron, 1944). 
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85. Fragmentum Florentinum, saec. iv~v (Ay Beu Lo), at Florence, 
Biblioteca Mediceo-Laurenziana, P.S.I. 1306, Greek-Latin parchment leaf, 
contains Eph. vi. 5-6 (Greek Eph. vi. 11-12); ed. by G. Mercati, Papiri 
della Societa Italiana, xiii (1949), 87-102; for specimen of script, see Lowe, 
Supplement, no. 1694. 

86. Fragmentary manuscript, saec. x (Beu2.'), ix ex. (Beu25), at Monza, 
Biblioteca Capitolare, i-2, contains portions of Pauline Epistles; cd. by 

9 
H. J. Frede, Altlateinische Paulus-Handschriften (Vetus Latina. Aus der Geschichte 
der lateinischen Bibel, iv; Freiburg, 1964), pp. 121-286. 

87. Fragments of a lectionary, saec. vii-viii (Beu24 Lo), viii2 (Beu2S), at 
Selestat, Bibliotheque Municipale MS. I b, contains pericopes from Rom., 
1 and 2 Cor., Gal., Eph., Phil., Col., I and 2 Thess.; for specimen of 
script, see Lowe, v, no. 83 I. 

THE CATHOLIC EPISTLES 

c (6). See c in list of Gospels manuscripts. 

d (5). See d in list of Gospels manuscripts. 

dem (59). See dem in list of Acts manuscripts. 

1f (66). Codex Corbeiensis (olim Sangermanensis 625), saec. vi (K), ix (Beu 
(Vetus Latina 26/1, p. 16*) N), ix-x (S), x (Ay B M T V W), x~xi (Beu 
Verzeichnis», at Leningrad, Public Library, Q.v.I.39, contains the Epistle 
of James; ed. by Sabatier; J. Belsheim, Die Brief des Jakobus im alter latei­
nischer Obersetzung aus der Zeit vor Hieronymus . .. (Christiania, 1883); J. 
Wordsworth et at., Studia biblica [el ecclesiastica], i (Oxford, 1885), 113-50; 
W. Sanday, ibid. 233-63; J. B. Mayor, The Epistle of St. James, 2nd edn. 
(London, 18g7), pp. 3-27; J. Belser, Die Epistel des heil. Jakobus (Freiburg, 
1909), pp. 206-10; cf. A. Stacrk, Les Manuscrits latins du VII au Xl/Ie siede 
conserves a la Bibliotheque Imperiale de Saint Petersbourg, i (St. Petersburg, 19 I 0), 
132-4. 

h (55). See h in list of Acts manuscripts. 

I (67). See I in list of Acts manuscripts. 

m (PS-AU spe). See m in list of Gospels manuscripts. 

P (54). See p in list of Acts manuscripts. 

q (64). Sec r in list of Pauline manuscripts. 

r (Ay K M N) = q (B M S TV). 

s (53). See s in list of Acts manuscripts. 

t (56). See t in list of Acts manuscripts. 

z (65). See z in list of Pauline manuscripts. 
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TilE nOOK OF REVELATION 

c (6). See c in list of Gospels manuscripts. 

dem (59). See dem in list of Acts manuscripts. 

g (51). See g in list of Acts manuscripts. 

h (55). Sec It in list of Acts manuscripts. 

m (PS--AU spc). Sec m in list of Gospels manuscripts. 

reg ('1').:::: It (B K S). 

t (56). See t in list of Acts manm;cripts. 

z (65). See z in list of Pauline manuscripts. 

CONVERSION TABLES OF OLD LATIN MANUSCRIPTS 

I. Traditional jigla to Beuron numbers 

The abbreviations in the column marked 'Content' are as follows: e = 

Gospels; a ,ce_ Acts; p = Pauline Epistles; c - Cat.holic Epistles; r = Revela­
tion. 

Traditional .rigla Content Beuron 

a e 3 
a2, 11, 0 e 16 
aUT, Z e 15 
b e 4-
fJ e 26 

caper 6 
d eac 5 
d P 75 
8 e 27 
dem apcr 59 
e e 2 
e a 50 
e P 76 
f e 10 

f p 78 
jJ,ffl e 9 
ff c 66 
.if! e 8 
g,ll e 7 
g, gig ar 51 

g P 77 
g'l. e 29 
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Traditional sigla Content Beu1"01l 

g'!. a 52 
gat c 30 
gue, w p 79 
Ii e 12 
Ii acr 55 

e I7 
j, z e 22 
k e 
l e II 

I ac 67 
m. eaper }>S-AU spe 

fL e 35 
n, 0, a2 e 16 
0,11, a2 e 16 
p e 20 
p ac 54 
p, ,4 P 80 
7T,W e 18 
q e 13 
q P 64 
q, r c 64 
r, ,1 c 14 
r, seel a 57 
r a 62 

p 64 
r, q c 64 
r2 e 28 ,2 P 64 
r3 p 64 
y' p 80 
p c 24 
s e 21 
J ac 53 
Jcel, r a 57 
t aper 56 

e 19 
v e 25 
v p 81 
W,7T e 18 
w a 58 
w, gue P 79 
Xl a 
X 2 p 
Z, aur e 15 
z,j c 22 
z pcr 65 
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II. Beuron 1lumbers to traditi01lal Jigla 

Beuro1l numbers COlltent Traditional Jigla 

I c k 
2 C e 
3 c a 
4 c b 
5 cae d 
6 caper c 
7 e gl 
8 e jJ2 
9 C jj'l 

10 e f 
I I e I 
12 e It 
13 e g 
14 c r1 

15 e aur, Z 

16 c all, tl, 0 

I7 c 
18 C W,7T 

19 c t 
20 C P 
21 C S 

22 e j, Z 

23 c 
24 e p 
25 c v 
26 e p 
27 c S 
28 c r2 

29 c g2 

30 c gat 
31 c 

32 cape 

33 e 

34 e 

35 e J1-
36 e 

37 e 

38 e 

39 e 

40 e 
41 e 
42 e 

43 c 
50 a 
51 ~lT g~ gig 
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Beuron 'lumbers Content Traditional sigla 

52 a g2 

53 ac s 

54- ac P 
55 acr h 
56 apcr 

57 a Y, seel 
58 a w 

59 aper dem 
60 a 
61 ap 
62 a r2 

6:~ a 
64- pc rt, y2, f3, q 
65 per z 
66 c if 
67 ac l 
75 P d 
76 p e 
77 p g 
78 p f 
79 P gue, W 

80 p p, rot 
81 p v 
82 P 
83 p 
84 P 
8S P 
86 p 
87 P 

Among the more noteworthy I Old Latin manuscripts several 
lOne of the curwsa in the study of Latin manuscripts concerns the so-called 

Huntington or Tarragona codex, a medieval Latin Missal formerly in the pos­
session ofthe Cathedral at Tarragona and subsequently acquired by Mr. Archer 1\-1. 
Huntington for the Museum of the Hispanic Society of America, New York City. 
According to E. S. Buchanan the manuscript is a palimpsest, the under-writing 
of which presents the text of the Gospels and Acts in a form hitherto unknown, 
but which he regarded as more authentic than the traditional text. The outstanding 
characteristic of the new text is the frequent use of the word 'spirit' ; God is called 
'the Father of spirits', Jesus is 'the Saviour of spirits', men are designated 'the 
spirits of men'. There is no reference to hades or Gehenna, no day of judgement, no 
reference to the end of the age, and no mention of baptism. 

Buchanan's edition of the text was never published, for the firm of G. P. Put­
nam's Sons, which had sct up type for the volume, was advised that such eminent 
palaeographers as K. Lake, C. C. Edmunds, and E. A. Lowe could detect in the 
codex no trace of under-writing whatever! (A complete set of the proofs of the 
book is in the British Museum.) In several shorter publications Buchanan provided 
specimen passages of what he thought he saw as the under-writing of the manu-
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deserve nlore extended comment than can be given in the check­
list above. They arc codex Verccllensis (a.), codex Colbcrtinus 
(c), codex Palatinus (e), codex Brixianus (I), codex Gigas (g), 
the Fleury palimpsest (Iz), codex Bobiensis (k), the bilingual 1 

codices Bezae (D, d), Laudianus (E, e), Augiensis (F, f), and 
Boernerianus (G, g), as well as two or three more recently 
edited manuscripts. 

Codex Verccllcnsis (a), according to a tradition recorded in 
a document of the eighth century, was written by St. Eusebius, 
bishop of V crcelli, who died in the year 370 or 371. Inasmuch as 
its production is attributed to the hand of a saint, the manuscript 
has been highly venerated by the faithful, whose kisses over the 
centuries have damaged the writing on many pages, so that a con­
siderable portion of text is no longer legible. The manuscript is 
written in gold and silver letters on purple vellum, as are also 
codices b e f i j. The Gospels are in the usual Western order, 
Matthew, John, Luke, l\1ark (so also b d e ff2 q r). The last four 
leaves of the codex (after Mark xv. 15) have been cut out, and 
then follows a single leaf containing Mark xvi. 7 (from the word 
galileam) to 20 in a latcr hand and in the Vulgate text. According 
to calculations of space made by C. H. Turner, the four excised 

script: 'The Codex Huntingtonianus Palimpsestus', Bibliotheca Sacra, ]xxiv (1917), 
114-47; Gospel of St. Luke (U,!judai;;:ed Version) fr()m the Huntington Palimpsest . .. 
(London, 1918); Evangelium sec. Lucam (sine Judaizalltium emendationibus) e codice 
rescripto Tarragolltnsi ... (New York, 1919); Euangelium sec. Ioharmem ... (New 
York, 1919); Actus discipuhml1ll ... (New York, 1919); An Unique Gospel Text 
(31 Selections) from a Latill Palimpsest ill the Collectioll of the HiS/Janie Society of America 
(London, 1919). A more or less sympathetic account of Buchanan's claims was 
written by P. A. Gordon Clark, 'The Huntington Palimpsest', hxpository Times, xxxi 
(1919-20), 567-8. Six articles in two French newspapers, written by Camille 
Pitollet and Mgr. Pierre Batiffol for and against Buchanan, were reprinted, with 
an English translation, in The Oldest Text of the Gos/Jets ... , with an Introduction by 
E. S. Buchanan (New York, 1924). Cf. also H. A. Sanders, 'Buchanans Publika­
tionen altlateinischer Textc. Eine Warnung', :(eitschrift for die ncutestamentliche 
Wissensehafl, xxi (1922), 291-9, especially 297 ff., and comments by K: Lake, C. C. 
Edmunds, and E. A. Lowe in the New York Times, 30 Apr. 1923, p. 5; 4 May 
1923, p. 10 (Lowe suggest'> that here and then' in the manuscript one finds traces 
of an off-set of ink from the facing page). 

I On the part played by carly bilingual (and perhaps trilingual) manuscripts 
in the transmission of the text of the New Testament, reference may be made to 
data and theories set forth by H. C. Hoskier, Concerning the Genesis of the Versions of 
the New Testament,2 vols. (London, 1910, 191 I); H. A. Sanders, 'Hoskier's Genesis 
of the Versions', AJP xxxiii (1912), 30-42; Kirsopp Lake, 71le Text of the New 
Testament, 6th cdn. (London, 1928), p. 76; and A. C. Clark, The Acts of the Apostles 
(Oxford, 1933), pp. lviii-Ixiii. 
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leaves probably did not contain the long ending of Nlark, ~unless 
both very drastic luethods of compression were employed in the 
text itself, and also there was a complete absence of colophon 
or subscription .... [The manuscript] must have had either the 
shorter ending or none at all.'1 

Codex Colbertinus (c), a twelfth-century copy of the New 
Testament,z preserves the Old Latin text of the Gospels, and the 
\Tulgatc in the rest of the New Testament. The manuscript was 
written in Languedoc, where the use of the Old Latin version, 
prepared a thousand years earlier, lingered on long after other 
parts of France had adopted Jerome's Vulgate. Matthew and 
John are much less purely Old Latin than Mark and Luke, 
which are strongly influenced by the African type of Old Latin 
text. 3 Here and there the manuscript offers noteworthy ancient 
readings, some of which cannot be found in the much older 
codices. 

Codex Palatinus (e), a fifth-century copy of the Gospels, was 
found about 1730 in the Castle of the Bishop of Trent. Subse­
quently it was housed in the imperial library of Vienna (Biblio­
theca Palatina MS 1185), but after World War I it was moved 
back to Trent. It is written with silver and gold ink on purple 
vellum. The text contains the Gospels, which stand in the Western 
order (Matthew, John, Luke, Mark), with lacunae. The manu­
script presents an African type of text, though less pure than 
that of k. 

Codex Brixianus Cf), written in silver letters on purple vellum, 
and dating from the sixth century, contains the text of the four 
G·ospels, nearly complete. In their edition of the Vulgate Words­
worth and White printed the text of this manuscript underneath 
that of Jerome for comparison's sake as probably containing the 
text most nearly resembling that on which Jerome based his 
recension. Subsequent research, however, has disclosed that f 
is closely related to the famous Gothic codex Argenteus (see 

1 'Did Codex Vcrccllensis (a) contain the Last Twelve Verses of St. Mark?' 
JTS xxix (1927-8), 16-18. 

l According to H.J. Vogels, it was written in the second half of the twelfth 
century (Evangelium Colbertinum, ii (Bot/ncr biblische Beitriige, iv; Bonn, 1953) 6). For 
a facsimile of a typical folio, see Vogels, Codicum Novi Testament; specimillo (Bonn, 
J 929), plate xxxiii. 

3 Hans von Soden, Das lateillische Neue Testament in Africa zur zeit r.yprians (T(.'I:te 
und Untersuchungen, xxxiii; Leipzig, 1909), and]. Mizzi, 'A Comparative Study of 
Some Portions orcou. Palatinus and Cod. Bobiensis', RBin lxxv (1965), 7--39. 
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pp. 385-6 below). F. C. Burkitt held that the text of Brixianus 
was corrected from the Vulgate, and afterwards altered in 
conformity with the Gothic. 1 'I'he Germanic philologist F. 
Kauffmann independently corroborated Burkitt's view, differ­
ing only in believing that the text of Brixianus was derived from 
an earlier Latin nlanuscript which had been altered in con­
formity with the Gothic, and that it was afterwards assimilated to 
the Vulgate. 2 

Codex Gigas (g or gig), formerly in Prague but in 1648 taken to 
Stockholm by the Swedish army as war booty, is deservedly called 
the gigas ('giant') codex, for it is one of the very largest manu­
scripts in the world, requiring (it is said) two men to lift it. It 
contains the entire Latin Bible, Isidore of Seville's E~ymologiae 
(a general encyclopedia in twenty books), a Latin translation of 

Josephus' Antiquities rif the .Jews, Cosmas of Prague's Chronicle rif 
Bohemia, as well as other works. Only in Acts and the Book 
of Revelation does Gigas present an Old Latin text. Since its 
textual affinities are with the text of Acts as used by Lucifer of 
Cagliari in Sardinia----who cites more than an eighth of Acts 
verbatim in his treatises written between A.D. 355 and 362-Gigas 
attests a Latin version of Acts that was made before the middle of 
the fourth century. According to Ropes, 'Lucifer shows no trace 
of the use of any Greek text with different readings from those of 
gig. Both he and gig are very rarely affected by the Vulgate.'3 In 
the Book of Revelation its text is not, on the whole, as ancient as 
that in Acts. 

The Fleury palimpsest (h), of the fifth century, formerly belong­
ing to the Abbey of Fleury on the Loire and now at the Biblio­
theque Nationale in Paris, preserves fraglnents of the Apocalypse, 
Acts, I and 2 Peter, and I John, probably in this order. The 
script contains many errors, and the rendering into Latin is often 

I }TS i (1899-19°0), 129-34. 
2 ZDP xxxii (1899), 305-35. According to Kauffmann codex Argcnteus and 

codex Brixianus are in the same script, and were written at the same place in 
northern Italy in the sixth century. For a discussion of the import of the Preface in 
codex Brixianus and the problem of Gothic-Latin bilingual manuscripts of the 
Bible, see 'Valter Henss, Leitbilder der BibelUbersetzull/t im 5. }ahrhundert. Die Prae­
fatio im Evangelienkodex Brixiamls (f) WId das Problem der gotiscll-lateinischm Bibelbilin­
gUtTl (AbhHeid, 1973, 1. Abh). 

3 J. H. Ropes, The Text of Acts, being vol. iii of The Beginnings of G'hristianity, 
ed. by F. J. FoakesJackson and Kirsopp Lake (London, 1926), p. cx. 
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very free, although the Greek text followed can usually be dis­
cerned. Of about 203 verses of Acts that are extant in h, there 
are only ten differences from the text of Acts quoted in the 
Testimonia of Cyprian. I 

Codex Bobiensis (k), of which only ninety-six pages survive 
(fairly large portions of Mark; smaller parts of Matthew) , is said, 
according to creditable tradition, to have belonged to St. 
Columban, who died in 615 at the monastery he founded at 
Bobbio in northern Italy. It is the most important, as regards 
text, of all the Old Latin copies, being undoubtedly the oldest 
existing representative of the African type. I)ated by Burkitt and 
Souter to the fourth century, it was thought by Hoogterp to be 
'a direct copy of an archetype of the end of the third century', 2 

and Lowe considered it, on palaeographical grounds, to have 
been copied from a second-century papyrus. 3 The scribe, though 
committing many blunders in writing, was not uneducated, for 
he writes with a firm and practised hand. Burkitt supposed that 
he was a professional copier of books, perhaps a pagan or only 
a recent convert. At any rate, 'he seems to have been quite un­
familiar with Christian phraseology: a scribe who writes ueni ad 
regnum tuum in the Lord's Prayer (Matt. vi. 10) could not have 
known his Paternoster very well' .4 He stumbles over the names of 
Peter and Mary, writing cum puero for cum Petro (Mark xvi. 8 
adfin.) and Maxriams for Mariam (Matt. i. 20). On the other hand 
he twice brings in pagan deities: 'he calls Elias' appears as 
l/elion6 vocat (Mark xv. 34), and 'How much does a man differ 
from a sheep' is made into Quanto ergo differt homo loui (Matt. xii. 

I Hans von Soden, Das la/~inische Neue Testament in Afrika zur Zeit Cyprians (TV 
xxxiii; Berlin, 1909), pp. 221-42; 323-63; 550--67. 

z P. W. Hoogterp, Etude SUi le lati" du Codex Bobiensis (k) des Evangiles (Wagen­
ingen, 1930), p. 17. Whether the manuscript was written in Ireland, as Mme 
Bakker thought (cf. A. H. A. Bakker, A Study of Codex Evang. Bobbiensis (k) (Am­
sterdam, 1933), pp. 9 ff. and 79 ff.), is less certain; see IJer contra, F. C. Burkitt, 
]TS xxxv (1934), 330. 

3 Reported by D. Plooij in BBC xi (1936), 1 1 • 

.. ]TS v (1903-4), 106. cr. also Burkitt in the Cambridge University Reporter, xxxi 
(5 Mar. 1901),603. According to J. Mizzi, 'The text of k SCl~ms to be free from 
European and Italian influence [and it] betrays a tendency toward literal transla­
tion' ('A Comparative Study of Some Portions of Cod. Palatinus and Cod. 
Bobiensis', RBen, lxxv (1965), 39). 

5 According to the editors (Old Latin Biblical Texts, ii), the letter 'x' in maxridm 
was expungcd by the first hand (with a dot placed over the letter), and was 
deletcd by the second hand (with a line drawn through the letter). 

6 Helion (i.e. Phoebus) instead of Heliam (or Helian). 



The Latin Versions 

12) ! Thus the name of Jupiter was still on the tip of the tongue 
when k was being written. 

The manuscript contains a type of New Testament text akin 
to that used by Cyprian. The Greek text underlying it has a large 
element in common with D, as well as one almost equally large 
in common with B N. It stands alone among witnesses in present­
ing only the shorter cnding of Mark, an ending which is read 
also by L lJ' 274 al. in addition to the long ending. In Mark 
xv. 34 k reads (as ascertained by Burkitt l ) maledixisti, agreeing 
with tiJVf.tSLaas J-t€ (i.e. 'My God, my God, why hast thou taunted 
me ?') which is attested by Dgr and the pagan philosopher cited by 
Macarius ~fagnes (ii. 12, ed. C. Blondel, p. 2 I), as well as by the 
Latin manuscripts c and i. 

MS. 67 in the Vetus Latina notation is one of the more recently 
edited witnesses to the Old Latin version. It is a tenth-century 
palimpsest manuscript in the Cathedral library at Leon, Spain, 
containing Rufinus' translation of Eusebius' Church history. 
The under-writing is a seventh-century half-uncial of portions of 
the Scriptures, mostly in Jerome's \Tulgate but with an Old 
Latin text of the books of the Maccabees, the Catholic Epistles 
(Jas. iv. 4-1 Pet. iii. 14; I John j. 5-3 John 10), and the Acts 
of the Apostles (vii. 27-xi. 13 and xiv. 2 I -xvii. 25). Bonifatius 
Fischer has provided a transcript of the text of Acts as well as an 
analysis of its textual affinities, which are definitely of the 'Vestern 
text-type and stand closest to the Spanish Liber Comicus.2 

MS. 86 in the Vetus Latina notation refers to a manuscript in 
Biblioteca Capitolare at Monza (tr), comprising fifty-five pages 

or fragments, which are all that survive of the second volume of 
a two-volume Bible written in ~Ionza itself, or in Milan or its 
neighbourhood, about the beginning of the tenth century. Al­
though Berger had referred to the manuscript in his lIistoire de la 
Vulgate,3 it appears to have been almost completely neglected 
until recently when Frede provided a transcription and analysis 
of its affinities. 4 In addition to several portions of the Old Testa-

I ]TS i (1899-1900), 278 f. 
2 'Ein ncuer Zeuge zum westlichcn Text der Apostclgeschichte', Biblical and 

Patristic Studies in Memory of Roberl Pierce Cll.l'f)" ed. by J. Neville Birdsall and 
Robert \V. Thompson (Frciburg, 1963), pp. 33-63. 

3 pp. 139-40 • 

4 Hermann Josef Frede, Altlateinische Paulus-Ha,ulschriftm (Vetus Latina; Aus der 
Geschichtf der laleinischen Bibel~ iv; Freiburg. 1964.), pp. 121-286. 
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ment in a form of text that agrees substantially with the Vulgate, 
the extant portions of the Pauline Epistles (Rom. i. I-X. 2; XV. 

I I-xvi. 24; I Cor. i. 1-5; Eph. iv. I-end; Col.; 1-2 Thess.; 
I Tim.; 2 Tim. i. I-iii. I I) exhibit a pure Old Latin type of text. 
According to Frede it is a typical fourth-century ~1ilancse text, 
belonging to his I-type, and standing very close to Ambrose. 
One of the peculiarities of this witness in Romans is the placing 
of the doxology at the end of chap. xiv and not at the very end 
of the epistle, a reading which, though well attested in Greek 
authorities, is extremely rare in Latin. 

MS. 89 in the Vetus Latina notation is a newly discovered 
copy of the Pauline Epistles, with a commentary, dating from 
about the year A.D. 800 and identified as Codex latinus medii 
aevi I in the Hungarian National Museum at Budapest. Accord­
ing to its editor, H. J. Frede,l the text of tile manuscript agrees in 
86 per cent of its readings with the text of codex Claromontanus, 
our oldest witness to the Old Latin text of the Pauline Epistles. 

Several comments should also be added concerning the Old 
Latin version in bilingual manuscripts. Scholars have sharply 
disagreed as to the independent value of the Old Latin version 
in such witnesses as codex Bezae (D, d), codex Laudianus (E, e), 
codex Claromontanus (D2, d), and codex Boernerianus (G2, g). 
For example, Hort declared in no uncertain terms that, with 
respect to these four bilingual manuscripts, 
a genuine (independent) Old Latin text has been adopted as the basis, 
but altered throughout into verbal conformity with the Greek text 
by the side of which it was intended to stand. Here and there the 
assimilation has accidentally been complete, and the scattered dis­
crepant readings thus left are the only direct Old Latin evidence for 
the Greek text of the New Testament which the bilingual MSS supply. 
A large proportion of the Latin texts of these MSS is indeed, beyond 
all reasonable doubt, unaltered Old Latin: but where they exactly 
correspond to the Greek, as they do habitually, it is impossible to tell 
how much of the accordance is original, and how much artificial; 
so that for the criticism of the Greek text the Latin reading has here no 
independent authority.2 

I Ein neue,. Pau/ustext und Kommentar; Band i, Untersuchungen; Hand ii, Die Texte 
(Vetus Latina; Aus der Geschichte der laleinischen Bibel, vii, viii; Freiburg, 1973, 
1974)· 

2 B. F. Westcott and F. J. A. Hort, The New Testament in Ihe Original Greek; [ii] 
Introduction [and) Appendix, 2nd edn. (London, 1896), pp. 82 f. 
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Quite other was the opinion of J. Rende! Harris, who revived 
the view of earlier critics (such as Mill, Wettstein, and Middleton), 
namely that 'the whole of the Greek text of codex Bezae from the 
beginning of Matthew to the end of Acts is a re-adjustmcnt of 
an earlier text to the Latin version'. I As a consequence of what 
was taken to be Latinization of the Greek text of codex Bezae, 
Harris was unwilling to regard D as a distinct authority apart 
from d; instead one should 'regard D and d as representing a 
single bilingual tradition'. 2 

More recent scholars (with the exception ofH. J. Vogels, who 
adopted Harris's views)3 are persuaded, on what appears to be 
altogether solid grounds, that the Latin side of codex Bezae 
has been slavishly accommodated to the Greek text and is, con­
sequently, of no independent authority.4 It is only where the 
testimony of the Greek text of Rezae is lacking, either through 
erasure or mutilation, that d becomes a significant authority.s 

With regard to other Greek and Latin bilinguals, the interlinear 
Latin version of codex Sangallensis (Ll, S) appears to have been 
~somewhat modified from the Greek, so that it is of little value'. 6 

A notable feature of the Latin translation in this manuscript, as 
well as in codex Boernerianus (G, g), is the presence of alternative 
renderings for many Greek words; e.g. in Ll at Matt. i. 20 

uxorem vel corljugem stands above yvvuLKa, and in G at Col. iii. 8 
furorem vel indignation em is the rendering of ()v/J-ov. 

According to the most recent analysis of the text of the bilingual 

J Codex Bezae: a Study of the so-called Western Text of the New Testament (Texts and 
Studies, ii. I; Cambridge, 1891), p. 41. It goes without saying, of course, that the 
Latin text of the supplemental pages in codex Bezae has a different type of text; 
see j. Mizzi, 'The Vulgate of the Supplemental Pages of Codex Dezae Cantabri­
giensis', Sacris erudiri, xiv (1g6:~), 149-63. 

2 Ibid., p. 114. 
3 'Codex Bezae als Bilingue,' BBC ii (1926),8-12 . 
.. The proof rests upon instances where readings of d not attested elsewhere in 

Latin correspond to readings of D that are shown by other evidence to be genuine 
Greek variants. On the ambiguity of certain other kinds of proof, see A. S. Wilkins, 
'The Western Text of the Greek New Testament', E>:p, 4th ser., x (1896), 389-92. 

5 So, e.g.,j. H. Ropes, The Text of Acts (London, 1926), p. cxi; A. C. Clark, The 
Acts of the Apostles (Oxford, 1933), pp. 219-20; and M.-j. Lagrange, Critique 
tex/uelle (Paris, 1935), pp. 430 f. 

6 F. G. Kenyon, The Text of the Greek Bible (London, 1937), p. 102. On the other 
hand,j. Rendel Harris attempted to show that the Greek text of LJ was accommo­
dated to the Latin text, which he regarded as a representative of the Old Latin 
version (The Codex Sangallensis (LJ),. a Study in the Text of the Old Latin Gospels 
(London, r89')' 
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manuscripts that contain the Epistles of Paul,1 the author con­
cludes that they represent two branches of a common tradition: 
codex Sangermanen'iis (E, e) is a copy of codex Claromontanus 
(D, d), while codex Boernerianus (G, g) and codex Augiensis 
(F, f) are independent copies of a lost ancestor. Both branches 
derive ultimately fi'om the archetype, which is to be dated about 
A.D. 350.2 Both the Greek and the Latin texts, though indepen­
dent of each other, belong broadly to the Western type of text, 
and the subsequent variations to which both were subjected in 
the bilingual tradition have exercised very little influence on the 
history of the text in monolingual witnesses. 3 

3. EDITIONS OF THE OLD LATIN VERSIONS 

Although as long ago as 1690 Richard Simon4 drew attention 
to the existence of Latin versions that pre-date Jerome's Vulgate, 
it was not until near the middle of the eighteenth century that 
the first efforts were made to gather the evidence of such texts 
into usable collections. The credit of assembling the relics of these 
pre-Jeromic versions of the Old and New Testament, so far as 
they were accessible at that time, belongs to the Maurist Pierre 
Sabatier, whose posthulnously published work, Bibliorum sacrorum 
Latinae versiones antiquae seu Vetus Italica, 3 vols. (Rheims, 1743; 
also (with new title pages) Paris, 1751; repro Munich, 1976), 
remains indispensable, for it includes the evidence of manuscripts 
that later were lost. On each page there is presented the text of 
the oldest continuous nlanuscripts of the Old Latin available to 
the editor, along with the evidence of fragments and quotations 
of Church Fathers. 

Likewise in the mid-eighteenth century Giuseppe Bianchini 
(Josephus Blanchinus), a member of the Congregation of the 
Oratory, published his Evangeliarium quadruplex Latinae version is 
antiquae seu veteris Italicae, 2 vols. (Rome, 1749). Each page gives 
in larger type the text of manuscripts a and b, and in smaller type 

I Hermann Josef Frede, Altlateillische Paulus-Handschriften (Freiburg, 1964). 
Z Ibid., pp. 94-7. 
3 For a somewhat different assessment of the relationship among the several 

types of text, see Franz Hermann Tinnefcld, Untersuchungm :cur altlateinischen Oher­
leijertJ1Jg des /. Timotheushriefis: Der lateinische Paulustext in der Handschriftm DEli G 
,md in der KommentareTl des Amhrosiaster und des Pelal/,ius (Klassisch-philologische Studien, 
xxvi; Wiesbaden, Ig63). 

4 Histoire critique des versions du Nouveau Testament (Rotterdam, 1690), pp. 23-9. 
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the text of jj-2 and of J, with supplementation froni other Latin, 
Greek, and Eastern witnesses. Although linlited to the Gospels, 
Bianchini's edition supplements Sabatier and provides a con­
venient tool for conlparison of several important Old Latin wit­
nesses. It was reprinted in ~/Iigne, Patrologia Lat£na, vol. xii. 

By the beginning of the twentieth century more than one 
scholar felt acutely the need for a 'new Sabatier' that would 
incorporate evidence from the many additional Old Latin wit­
nesses that had come to light. At the suggestion of Eduard 
W uHRin, the principal founder of the Thesaurus linguae Latinae, one 
of his assistants, a parish priest nanled Joseph Denk (1849"-1 927), 
drew up plans and began to collect patristic quotations of 
the Old Latin Scriptures. I Before his death the tens of thousands 
of slips bearing Scripture citations which he had assernbled were 
given over to the monastery at Beuron under the care ofP. Alban 
Dold (1882--1960). One of the contributions that Dold made was 
the elaboration of a special process of reading palimpsests by 
means of photography with ultra-violet light. Subsequently, 
under the energetic leadership of P. Bonifatius Fischer, there was 
established at Beuron the Vctus Latina Institute. 2 In 1949 began 
the publication of Vetus Latina; Die Reste der altlateiniscllen Bibel 
nach Petrus Sabatier neu gesammelt und herausgegeben von der Erzabtei 
Beuron. Thus far the following volumes have been published: 

Vol. i, Verzeichnis der Sigel (Freiburg, 1949); a second edition 
was issued as ill under the title Verzeiclmis derSigelfiirKirchenschriflen 
(1963). Five Ergiinzungsliejerungen were also issued (1964-70). 

Vol. ii, Genesis, cd. by Bonifatius Fischer (1951-4.). 

Vol. XXiV/I, l!.pistula ad Ephesios, cd. by Hermann Josef Frede 
(1962-4). 

\.T 01. XXiV/2, Epistulae ad Philippenses et ad Colossenses, cd. by 
Hermann Josef Frede (1966-7 I ) . 

Vol. XXV, Epistulae ad Thessalonicenses, Timotheum, Titum, 
Philemonem, ilebraeos, ed. by Hermann .Josef Frede (1975- ). 

I Heinz Haffter, 'Del' Italaforschcr .Joseph Denk und das Thesaurus linguae 
Latinae', ZNlV Iviii (1967), I:~944. 

Z On I Jan. 1973, with the departure of Fischer for the Abbey of Maricndonk, 
the formal directorship of the Institute was taken over by Ursmar Engelmann, 
abbot of Beuron, while Dr. Walter Thiele has been taking charge de facto of the 
work at the Institute. 
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Vol. XXVi/I, Epistulae Catholicae, cd. by Walter Thiele (1956-
69)· 

The volumes are monuments of meticulous and accurate 
scholarship. In the New Testament volumes the page is arranged 
in four registers, namely (I) the text-types identified by the 
editor and printed underneath the Nestle-Aland Greek text; 
(2) a verse by verse statement of which of the manuscripts are 
deficient, together with orthographic variants; (3) the apparatus 
proper; (4) the extant patristic quotations, set out in full. The 
amount of information presented is enormous. The seven verses 
of Phil. ii. 5-1 I, for example, require fifty-five pages for their 
presentation, a full forty-five of them being devoted to the ap­
paratus of patristic citations. One single verse (vs. 7) requires 
twenty pages, with sixteen given to citations (those from Augus­
tine alone run to almost three) ; close to 1,200 citations have to 
be reckoned with for certain single verses. Among features of the 
edition that have been criticized 1 is the multiplication of text­
types identified in the first register, resulting in such a complicated 
presentation as to be a hindrance rather than a help. Another 
drawback is the adoption of a numerical system for the citation 
of all manuscripts, which introduces unfamiliar nomcnclature into 
a traditional usage with no marked advantage. 

A complete edition of the Old Latin manuscript') of the Gos­
pels, begun by Adolf Jiilicher, was published after his death by 
Walter Matzkow under the direction of the comnlission on 
Church Fathers of the Berlin Academy of Sciences (Volumes iii 
and iv and the second editions of the other two volumes have 
been under the supervision of Kurt Aland): [tala: Das Neue 
Testament in altlateinischer Uberlieferung nach den Hss herausgegeben; 
i, Matthiius-Evangelium (Berlin, 1938; 2nd edn., 1972) ; ii, Marcus­
Evangelium (1940; 2nd cdn., 1970); iii, Lucas-Evangelium (1954; 
2nd edn., 1976); iv, Johannes-Evangelium (1963). 

Jiilicher attempted to reconstruct the versio [tala and Afra, 
the latter represented basically by k and e. The later editors 
lamented that they were unable to detcrmine at all times 
J iilicher's principles of recension, especially of the ltala, and 
that his subjective judgement seems to have been decisive in 

I Cf. H. F. D. Sparks in ]TS, N.S. viii (1957), 301-7; G. G. Willis, ibid., N.S. 

xvii (1966),449-56; B. M. Metzger, ibid., N.S. xxii (1971), 209-11. 
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some cases. I Beginning with the Lucan volume the manuscripts 
themselves (or photographs of manuscripts) were examined; 
Jiilicher had often relied on printed editions. 

Another monumental project related to the Old Latin Bible, 
planned by the late Teofilo Ayuso Marazuela,2 is La Vetus Latino, 
Hispana: origen, dependencia, derivaciones, valor e iriflujo universal; re­
construccion, sistematizacion y alld(ysis de JUs diversos elementos; co­
ordinacion y edicion critica de su texto. Estudio comparativo con los 
demds elementos de la 'Vetus Latina', los padres y escritores eclesidsticos, 
los textos griegos y fa Vulgata. Of the eight projected volumes there 
have appeared thus far vol. i, Prolegomenos, introduccion general, 
estudio y analisis de las fuentes (Madrid, 1953), and several volumes 
of the Old Testament. 

The volume of prolegomena lists not only the Old Latin manu­
scripts of both Old and New Testaments but also the writings 
of nearly 1,000 ecclesiastical au thors of the first seven centuries, 
as well as a bibliography of more than 5,000 titles of monographs 
and studies related to the Latin versions. 

Editions of the more important individual manuscripts of the 
Old Latin Bible, as well as studies in Old Latin lectionaries, are 
published in several series : OldLatinBiblical Texts, 7 vols. (Oxford, 
1883-1923); Sacred Latin Texts, 4 vols. (London, 1912-19); Col­
lectanea biblica Latina, 13 vols. so far (Rome, 1912 onwards); and 
Vetus Latina. Aus der Geschichte der lateinischen Bibel, 8 vols. so far 
(Freiburg, 1957 onwards). 

4. LINGUISTIC AND TEXTUAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE 

OLD LATIN VERSIONS 

Augustine's lament concerning the great diversity among 
Latin translators of the Scriptures and the indifferent skill they 
possessed for the task,3 is amply corroborated by the extant 
evidence. In Luke xxiv. 4-5, for example, the Old Latin manu­
scripts present no fewer than twenty-seven variant readings! 

I Cf. Karl Th. Schafer, Die altlateillische Bibel (Bolmer alcademische Redm, xvii; 
Bonn, 1957), pp. 18 f. 

2 For a descriptive account of the varied contributions of Ayuso (who had b<"cn 
Canonigo Lectoral at Zaragoza) to the textual criticism of the New Testament, 
see the present writer's CluJplers in the History of /'lew Testament Textual Criticism 
(Lciden and Grand Rapids, 1963), pp. 121-41. 

.1 Besides the quotation cited above (sec p. 290), Augustine also refers (Retract. 
i. 2 I. 3) to the 'endless variety and multitude of Latin translators'. 
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Furthermore, the style of the translation in pre-Jerome versions 
is totally lacking in polish, often painfully literal, and occasionally 
even of dubious Latinity. 

It is not difficult to understand how such characteristics arose 
from interlinear renderings of the Greek text which sought to 
preserve the letter of the sacred text. Such concern led to many 
important consequences, the first being a strong exotic quality 
in both vocabulary and syntax. The traditional literary conven­
tion of the times frowned upon promiscuous borrowings from 
foreign languages. There is no hesitation, however, in introducing 
Greek terms (and even a few Hebrew ones, such as pascha, amen, 
alleluia) into the language of the first Latin Christians. Most of 
them were to become permanently established, such as apostolus, 
baptisma, blasphemia, diabolus, ecclesia, episcopus, eremus, laicus. Others 
persisted alongside native Latin words; for example, diaconus and 
minister, ethnici and gentiles. Complete figures are impossible to 
give because of the lack of information, but we may suppose that 
more than half of the Greek words imported into Latin Christian 
usage date from this first period of translation, that is, from the 
second century. 

Parallel with the adoption of Greek words there went the 
creation of many neologisms in Latin. These were made with 
no concern for the purity of the language, especially in the case 
of nouns in -tio, -tor, and verbs in -ficare. MIle Christine Mohr­
mann I has observed that Greek terms were kept on the whole 
for the concrete aspects-institutions (c.g. eucharistia, baptismus) 
and the hierarchy (e.g. episcopus, jJresbyter, diaconus)-while Latin 
neologisms were created, or old words used in a new sense, to 
express abstract or spiritual ideas like redemption and salvation. 
Examples include sanctificatio, a new word translating aytaO'fL6s, 
and confessio, an older word taking on a new sense to correspond 
to the EgofLOA6Y'Y'J0'IS of the Septuagint, and no longer meaning 
simply 'declaration' or 'avowal', but 'recognition of the greatness 
of God; praise' and so 'affirmation of belief'. 

In the ca"e of syntax, the slavish word-for-word rendering of 
the early translations introduced a certain number of Graecisms, 
or at least some constructions unknown in the literary language. 

1 'Traits caractcristiqucs du latin des chretiens', Miscellanea Giovanni Mercati, i 
(Studi e testi, cxxi; Vatican City, 1946), p. 437. For other examples, see \Valter 
Matzkow, De vocabulis quibusdam Ita/ae et Vulgatae christianis (Berlin, 1933). 
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Particularly to be noted are noun-clauses introduced by quod, 
quia, quoniam, instead of the accusative and infinitive construction, 
corresponding to the Greek on clauses; si used in indirect ques­
tions for llum, 'whether' (e.g. videre si, inten-ogare si, 'to see if, to 
ask if'); the infinitive of purpose, like venimus adm·are, 'we have 
come to worship' (lViatt. ii. 2) ; the codex Vercellensis even pre­
serves for us an example (John vi. 52) in which this infinitive is 
preceded by ad (dare ad manducare, 'to give to eae), which clearly 
betrays the popular character of the rendering. 

Sirnilarly one finds a certain fondness for lengthened words, 
especially those having sonorous endings. Thus odoramentum 
(Rev. v. 8; xviii. 13) is used instead of odor, and deliramentum 
(Luke xxiv. I I) for delirium. Beloved also are the endings -arium 
(as in cellarium and pulmentarium) and -aneum (calcaneum for calx). 

Another feature of these early translations is the colloquial and 
sometimes vivid, down-to-earth character of the Latinity. We 
find such an example in the vVestern reading of two manuscript,; 
at Matt. vi. 8 where, instead of the familiar words, 'Your Father 
knows what you need before you ask him' (7TpO 'TOV vp.fis al'Tijaat 
ath6v), codex Bezae (Greek text; Latin hiat) and h read 7TpO 'TOU 
avorgat 'TO a'Top.a, antequam os aperiatis, 'before ever you open your 
mouth'. Other instances of greater vivacity in the Old Latin arc 
fi>lInd in the parable of the Barren Fig Tree. In Luke xiii. 7, ac­
cording to the commonly received text, the owner commands the 
vinedresser, 'Cut it down; why should it use up the ground?' In 
codex Bezac, however, both the Greek and Latin prefix the order 
with, 'Bring the axe', cPEP€ 'T~v clgtJ'l}v, a4fers securem. The answer 
of the vinedresser (vs. 8), suggesting a delay 'till I shall dig 
about it and dung it', gains immeasurably in colloquial vividness 
in codex Rezae and several Old Latin witnesses: 'I will throw on a 
basket of dung', {3a)\W K0cP"vov K07TptWV, mittam qualum (= squalum) 
stercoris (d), or cophinum stercoris (Old Latin abc 1.ff2 i I q). 

Old Latin texts contain an abundance of superlatives as well 
as show a preference for participial forms-neither of which 
features was typical of classical Latin. I There is thus no denying 

I cr. \v. Suss, Studien zur la/ei71isCMII Bibel (Tartu, I 932), pp. 86 ff.;]. Schrijnen, 
Characlerislik des aitchTisllicMn La/eins (Nijmegen, 1932); and 'Christian Latin', in 
L. R. Palmer, The Latin Language (London} 1954), pp. 183-205; as w('11 as the litera­
ture cited in p. 288 n. 1 above. For a comprehensive bibliography on the Latinity 
of the Old Latin Biblt>, see Te6filo Ayuso Marazuela, La Vetus Latina Hispana; vol. i, 
Proleg6menos (1\1adrid, 1953), pp. 190 "5. 
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an early fourth-century verdict that the style of such versions was 
'commonplace and despicable ... the work of ignorant and un­
cultured men', I nor is one surprised that Augustine in his youth 
was repelled by their inelegance. 

The textual affinities of the Old Latin versions are unmistakably 
with the ""'estern type of text. Not infrequently noteworthy Old 
Latin readings agree with the Greek text of codex Bezae and the 
Old Syriac. On the whole the African form of the Old Latin 
presents the larger divergences from the generally received text, 
and the European the smaller. The diversity among the Old 
Latin witnesses is probably to be accounted for on the assumption 
that scribes, instead of transmitting the manuscripts mechani­
cally, allowed themselves considerable freedom in incorporating 
their own and others' traditions. In other words, the Old Latin 
was a living creation, constantly growing. 2 

Noteworthy among the additions to the Old Latin text of the 
Gospels are the so-called Great Interpolations, such as Matt. xvi. 
2, 3 (the signs of the sky), Matt. xx. 28.fin. ('Seek from little to 
increase'), Luke xxii. 43, 44 (the bloody swcat),John v. 3,4 (the 
descent of the angel) ; and the story of the woman taken in adul­
tery). 'Now the stronghold of these interpretations', as Burkitt 
commented long ago, 'is the Old Latin.' The comment continues: 

As we trace the history of the text of the N.T. in other languages we 
find the earliest fonn is free from these interpretations. In Greek they 
are absent from B and its allies; in Syriac they are absent from the 
Sinai Palimpsest, a MS with a very different text in other respects 
from B. But they seem to form an integral part of the earliest Latin 
version. They are especially characteristic of the African text: a fact 
all the more remarkable, as the best African documents often side 
with N B in rejecting the hannonistic and other ordinary additions 
often found in most other authorities. 3 

Other additions of varying lengths to the Gospel text arc 
present here and there in one or more Old Latin manuscripts, 
often with slight variations among the witnesses. Noteworthy 
examples include the statement that when Jesus 'was baptized, a 

I Arnobius, AdZ!. Gentes, i. 58. 
2. So, e.g., Hans von Soden, 'Der lateinische Paulustcxt bei Marcion und Tcr­

tul1ian', Festgabe fur Adolf Julicher (Tubingen, 1927), p. 273 n. I, and Hans H. 
Glunz, History of the Vulgate in England (Cambridge, 1933), pp. 14 ff. 

3 F. C. Burkitt, The Old Latin alld the Itala (Texts and Studies, iv. 3; Cambridge, 
18Q6), p. 16. 
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tremendous light flashed forth from the water, so that all who were 
present feared' (et cum baptizaretur lwnen ingens circumfulsit de aqua, 
ita ut timerent omnes qui advenerant, Matt. iii. 15 a and, with minor 
variations, gl). I The crucifixion narrative in the Gospels has been 
enriched by such additions as (I) the new accusation brought 
against Jesus by the chief priests and scribes, 'he alienates both 
our sons and our wives from us, for he does not baptize as we do' 
(et filios nostros et uxores avertit a nobis, non enim baptizatur sicut nos, 
Luke xxiii. 5 c and, with minor differences, e); (2) the names of 
the two robbers who were crucified with Jesus, <,oatham and 
Gamma (Matt. xxvii. 38 c; in Mark xv. 27 <,oathan and Chammatha) , 
or Joathas and Maggatras (Luke xxiii. 32 l; for the latter, r gives 
Gapnatas); (3) the expanded description of lamentation of the 
multitudes that witnessed the crucifixion, who said, 'Woe to 
us, because of the things that have happened today because of 
our sins; for the desolation of Jerusalem has come nigh!' (Vae 
nobis, quae facta sunt hodie propter peccata nostra, adpropinquavit enim 
desolatio Hierusalem, Luke xxiii. 48 gl) ;2 and (4) the expansion of 
Mark's account of the resurrection, 'Suddenly at the third hour 
of the day there was darkness throughout all the land, and angels 
descended from heaven; and he rose in the brightness of the 
living God, [and] at once they ascended with him, and im­
mediately there was light. Then they [ the women] drew near 
to the tomb' (Subito autem ad horam tertiam tenebrae diei factae sunt 
per totum orbem terrae, et descenderunt de caelis angeli et sur gent in 
claritate vivi Dei, Jimul ascenderunt cum eo, et continuo lux facta est. 
Tunc illae accesserunt ad monimentum, Mark xvi. 3 k).3 

Despite the very considerable diversity of readings among the 
witnesses to the Old Latin, to which reference has been made 
earlier (see p. 322 above), attempts have been made with 
more or less success to classify the extant documents. These wit­
nesses, according to Hort;~ fall into three main groups. (a) The 
earliest, which he named African, consists of texts which agree, 

I A similar statement is included in Tatian's Diatcssaron (cf. pp. 35-6 above). 
2 A similar statement is included in the Old Syriac (cf. p. 40 above), in the 

Diatessaron, and in the Gospel of Peter vii. 25. 
3 The English rendering gives the general scnse of the Latin, which is ungram­

matical at more than one point and requires cmendation. For a somewhat similar 
account, see the Gospel of Peter ix. 35-7. 

4 F. J. A. Hort, in a letter to The Acarkmy, 14 Aug. 1880, and in 'Vestcott and 
Hort, The New Testament in the Original Greek; [ii] Introduction [al/d] Appendix (Cam­
bridge, 1881), pp. 81 f. 



The Old Latin Versions 

on the whole, with the quotations of Tertullian and Cyprian. To 
this group he assigned k, e, and Iz in Acts and the Book of Revela­
tion. (b) A slightly later group, designated European, circulated in 
North Italy and the West of Europe generally. To this category 
belong most Old Latin manuscripts, except those mentioned as 
belonging to the other two groups. (c) The third family Hort 
called Italian, a name derived from the famous passage in Augus­
tine (see pp. 290-1 above), and assigned to it manuscriptsfand q, 
along with one or two fragments. In the following years, as 
further analyses were made of the textual affinities of Old Latin 
manuscripts, Hort's basic outline was adopted, with elaborations, 
by some scholars and modified by others. By the early part of 
the twentieth century what could be called a consensus of 
scholarly opinion approved the following schema of Old Latin 
manuscripts and early Latin Fathers: 

African: Tcrtullian Cyprian; Gospels k em; Acts m h; Epistles 
m Priscillian; Apocalypse h Primasius Tyconius. 

European: Gospels b a c if2 h i nos t p r Z Irenaeus ; Acts g g2 P s 
Lucifer; Catholic Epistles if; Apocalypse g. 

Italian: Gospels f q; Paul r r2 r3 ; Catholic Epistles g; bilingual 
codices (influenced by the Greek) d e f g. 

By the middle of the twentieth century, chiefly through the 
researches of Bover and Ayuso, I the lineaments of yet another 
group of Old Latin texts came to be clarified, the Spanish form 
of the Old Latin version. In fact, Ayuso found that it was not 
a single version but existed in several forms. These have been 
preserved in four types of sources: biblical manuscripts, marginal 
notes, the Mozarabic liturgy, and Hispanic Church fathers. 

Among those who have rejected the classification of an Italian 
group of Old Latin manuscript') was Burkitt, who (as was men­
tioned earlier) thought that Augustine, in mentioning the Itala, 
was referring to Jerome's Vulgate. Burkitt characterized the 
textual idiosyncrasies of the two main groups of witnesses (the 
African and the European) as follows: 

(I) The earliest Latin version contained a text of the Gospels 
enriched by additions, some of which go far beyond the mere 

I Cf. 'Recent Spanish Contributions to the Textual Criticism of the New 
Testament', in the present writer's volume, Chapters in the History of New Testament 
Textual Criticism (Leiden and Grand Rapids, 1963), pp. 121-41. 
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inventiveness of scribes and most ultimately have been derived from 
independent historical sources. In this respect the African text has 
Inost faithfully preserved the original Latin version. (2) Another series 
of interpolations of a less bold type is especially characteristic of the 
European Latin. 'I'his series is less certainly based on independent 
sources and seems to be of a later origin, though from the com­
paratively small scale of each addition they were easily introduced 
into ITlanuscripts and so are widely spread among various types of 
text. The comparative isolation of the African text, which has pre­
served the longer interpolations, has kept that text nlore free fr0111 these 
lesser interpolations than any other pred01ninantly 'Western' text. 1 

It has also been observed that certain renderings are charac­
teristic of each of the two main families. For example, as a trans­
lation of c/>WI;) the African family prefers lumen, the European lux; 
and for OO~a'€LV the African prefers clarijicare, the European glori-
ficare. Such preferences are obviously useful in determining the 
territorial affinities of a manuscript when patristic quotations2 

are scanty. 
Not a little attention has been directed toward solving the 

problem of the kind of New Testament text used by Marcion, 
whose edition of the Gospel according to Luke and ten Epistles 
of Paul has been lost, except for the extensive quotations made 
by later writers. From a comparison of the scriptural quotations 
made by Tertullian in his Contra Marcionem with those in his other 
writings it may be deduced that in Africa in his time there was 
not only the catholic Latin translation of the New T·estament 
but also a Latin version of Marc ion's New Testament. According 
to von Soden's analysis of differing terminology in quotations 
from the Pauline Epistles, serere, haptizare, peccatum would be Mar­
cionite, whereas seminare, tinguere, delinquentia would be catholic. 3 

As might have been expected, the textual affinities of the Mar­
cionitc version are much closer to the European Old Latin family 

I The Old Latin and the [tala (Cambridge, 1896), p. 52. 
2 For a comprehensive list of monographs (up to 1952) on scriptural citations 

in the writings of V\'estern patristic authors, sec Te6£1]0 Ayuso Marazuela, La 
Velus Latina Hisjlana, i (Madrid, '953), 195-7. 

J Cf. Hans von Soden, 'Der lateinische lJaulustext bei Marcion und Tertullian', 
Festgabefiir Adolf Jiilicher (Tubingen, 1927), pp. 229-81, and A. J. B. Higgins, 'The 
Latin Text of Luke in Marcion and Tertullian', VGv (1951),1-42. The latter re­
futes G. Quispcl's opinion (De bronnCll vall Tertulliallus' Adversus Marcionem (Utrecht, 
1943}) that Tertullian's quotations from Marcion are translations he made ad hoc 
from Marcion's Greek New Testament. 
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than are the quotations of the catholic version used by Tertullian, 
a version that is an older form of the African Old Latin which 
Cyprian quoted in the following generation. 1 

The influence of Marcion's text upon the Latin Bible can be 
seen not only in textual corruptions which have infected the 
Western types of text but also--as many scholars think-in pro­
viding the Great Church with a set of Latin Prologues to the 
Pauline Epistles. Examples of the former include such omissions 
as those at Luke v. 39 and xxiv. 20, both of which arc lacking in 
representatives of the Vetus Latina as well as the Vetus Syra, 
and such additions as Kat KQTaAVOVTa TOV VOf.LOV Kat. TOUS TTpocp~Tas 
in Luke xxiii. 2 and a.TTOUTp€c/JovTa Tas yvvarKas Kat. Tn T€KVa, 

vs·5·2 

Problems concerning the relation of Tatian's Diatessaron and 
()Id Latin witnesses have engaged the attention of many scholars 
(see pp. 26--31 above). It is clear that readings of the former 
have contaminated the transmission of non-harmonized Latin 
texts. 3 

I G.J. D. Aalders's view that Tcrtullian did not use the African version directly 
(Tertullianus' Gilaten uit de Evangelic" en de Oud-Latijnsclle Bijbelvertalillgell (Amster­
dam, 1932), supplemented by his article, 'Tertullian's Quotations from St. 
Luke', Mnemosyne, 3rd ser., v (1937), 241-82), is refuted by Merrill C. Tenney, 
who comes to the cautious conclusion that Tertullian probably possessed one or 
more Latin translations and that he may have been influenced by the Marcionite 
text or translation in his renderings of the Greek in dealing with non-controver!lial 
points (sec the abstract of his Ph.D. dissertation, 'The Quotations from Luke in 
Tertullian as Related to the Texts of the Second and Third Centuries', Harvard 
Studies in Classical Philology, lvi-Ivii (1947),257-60). 

:z Io'or other examples of ~farcionite influence on the textual transmission of 
Luke and Paul, see Adolf von Harnack, Marcion: das Evangelium lion fremdm Gott, 
2nd edn. (Leipzig, 1924), pp. 242*-54*; H. J. Vogels, Evangelium Palatinum. 
Studien zur allesten Geschichte der lateillischen Evan.gelienubersetzung (Neutestamentliche 
Abh~zndilingen, xii. 3; Munster in W., (926), pp. 95-9 and 132; Danid Plooij, 'The 
Latin Text of the Epistles of St. Paul', BBG xi (1936), I If.; E. C. Blackn.an, 
Mare ion and his Influence (London, 1948), pp. 50-60 and 128-68; C. S. C. Williams, 
Alterations to the Text of the Synoptic Gospels and Acts (Oxford, 1951); and H. J. 
Vogels, 'Der Einfluss Marcions lind Tatians auf Text und Kanon des Neuen 
rJ 'estaments', Synopti'sche Studien Alfred Wikenhauser zum 70. Geburtstag dargebraeht ... , 
ed. by Josef Schmid and Anton Vogtle (Munich, 1954), pp. 278--89. On the 
other hand, Lagrange (Critique textllclle, pp. 262-5) could find little or no Mar­
cionite influence in the transmission of the canonical text in Greek and Latin. 

3 The question whether the earliest Latin translation of the Gospels known at 
Rome was in the form of a diatessaron, as was held by von Soden (Die Schriften der 
Jlleum Testaments, 1. iii (Berlin, 1910), 1544-72), Vogels (Beitriige zur Geschichte des 
lJiatessaron im Abendland (Miinster in \V., 1919)), and Burkitt (JTS xxxvi (1935), 
257), has not been satisfactorily resolved. 
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By way of conclusion, two other features of the Old Latin 
versions deserve special comlnent. Despite the many diversities 
as to readings and renderings, according to which it is possible 
to group the witnesses into groups and families, here and there 
one finds a surprising unanimity, suggesting a common arche­
type at least for one or another book of the New Testament. How 
is it possible to explain the transposition 'no one looking back and 
putting his hand to the plough' (Luke ix. 62) against all Greek 
manuscripts-except codex Bezae, where the Greek may well 
have been influenced by the Latin~unless on the hypothesis of 
a single primitive version? At Luke ii. 14 all Old Latin manu­
scripts read Iwminibus bonae voluntatis ('to men of goodwill') in 
opposition to numerous Greek manuscripts that read €VSoK[a. 
More striking still is the agreement between representatives of 
the African and European groups in reading at Mark ix. 15 
gaudentes, a rendering which is due to misreading TPEXOVT€~ as 
xa{poVT€~. 

The other remarkable feature of the Old Latin versions is their 
longevity. Long after Jerome's revision had been disseminated 
far and wide, we still find evidence here and there of the use and 
transmission of the earlier versions. As late as the twelfth or 
thirteenth century three Latin manuscripts of the New Testa­
ment contain in one or more books an Old Latin text: codex 
Colbcrtinus (c), written in Languedoc, has an Old Latin text 
in the Gospels; codex Perpignan (p), written probably in South 
France, has an Old Latin text in Acts i. I -xiii. 6 and xxviii. 16-
31 ; and codex Gigas (g), written in Bohemia, has an Old Latin 
text in Actfi and the Book of Revelation. 

II. THE VULGA TEl 

I. JEROME'S EARLY TRAINING AND COMMISSION BY POPE 

DAMASUS 

As we have seen in the previous section, various people, at 
various times and in various places, with varying degrees of 

I This version did not receive the honorific title 'Vulgate' (in the sense of 'com­
monlyaccepted') until the end of the Middle Ag~s, wh~n Faber Stapulensis appears 
to have been the first so to designate it; cf. E. T. Sutcliffe, 'The Name Vulgate', 
Bib, xxix (1948), 345-52, and A. Allgeier, 'Haec vetus et vulgata editio. Neue wort­
und bcgrifTsgeschichtliche Beitrage 7.ur Bibd auf dem Tridentum', ibid. 353-90. 
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success, had translated various parts of the Bible into Latin. The 
result was chaos. The different versions had become so mixed and 
corrupt that no two manuscripts agreed. Accordingly Pope 
Damasus (366-84) undertook to remedy this intolerable situation, 
and the scholar to whom he entrusted the arduous task was the 
great biblical scholar of the ancient Latin Church, Sophronius 
Eusebius Hieronymus, known to us today as St. Jerome. 

Both the exact place and the date of Jerome's birth are un­
certain. According to his own statement in the final chapter of 
his Lives oj Illustrious Men, he was born in 'the city of Strido(n), 
which is on the border of Dalmatia and Pannonia, and was over­
thrown by the Goths'. Pannonia, as is well known, was the south­
ern part of what is now known as Hungary, and Dalmatia was 
to the south of Pannonia and north of the Adriatic (part of 
Yugoslavia today). Precisely where Stridon was located has been 
debated. According to recent opinion, it is probably to be iden­
tified with the modern Grahovo-polje, Yugoslavia. 1 

The date of his birth has been placed either at about 330 or in 
the year 346 or 347. The earlier date rests upon Prosper of 
Aquitania's statement in his Chronicon, that Jerome was ninety 
years old in 420, when he died. This, however, is contradicted by 
Jerome's own statement (Epist. Iii) that he was little more than a 
boy when, in 374, he wrote to Heliodorus (Epist. xiv). Further­
more, inasmuch as Jerome's literary activity began in 370, most 
scholars2 prefer the later date for his birth. 

Jerome's early training was calculated to fit him admirably 
for his great work as translator. The son of Christian parents who 
were moderately well-to-do, he received a first-class training in 
grammar and rhetoric at Rome under the illustrious teacher 
Aelius Donatus, of whom he always speaks with great respect, 

I Cf. F. Bulic, 'Wo lag Stridon, die Hcimat des h. Hieronymus?' Festschriftfor 
Otto Benndorf (Vienna, 18gB), pp. 276-80; L. Jelic, 'Das altcste kartographische 
Denkmal tiber die romische Provinz Dalmatia', WissenschafllicM Mittheilungen aus 
Bosnim und der Hercegovina, vii (Vienna, 1900), 194 f.; F. Bulic, 'Stridone (Grahavo­
polje in Bosnia), luogo natale di S. Girolamo, dottore massimo della Chiesa', 
A1iscellanea Geronimiana (Rome, 1920), pp. 253-330; and Germain Morin, 'A-t-on 
retrouve Stridon Ie lieu natal de Saint Jerome?' Strena Buliciana. Commentationes 
gratulatoriae Francisco Buli,; ... , ed. by M. Aramic and V. Hoffiller (Zagreb­
Alspalth, 1924), pp. 421-32. 

Z Not, however, Pierre Hamblenne ('La longevite de Jerome', Lalolnus, xxviii 
(1969), 1081-11 19), followed by J. N. D. Kelly (Jerome,. HiJ Life, Writings, and 
Controversies (New York, 1975), pp. 337-9). 
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calling him 'praeceptor meus'. Jerome applied himself wi th 
diligence to the study of rhetoric, and attended the law courts to 
hear the best pleaders of the day. He became familiar with the 
Latin classics and studied Plautus and Terence, Sallust, Lucre­
tius, Horace, Virgil, Persius, and Lucan, with commentaries on 
them by Donatus and others. I These developed his feeling for 
literary style, and he became a follower of Ciceronian traditions. 

In the Greek classics he was less thoroughly at home. Indeed, 
it appears that he did not learn Greek at all until he went to 
Antioch in 373-4, when he was about twenty-six years of 
age. He shows some acquaintance with Hesiod, Sophocles, 
Herodotus, Demosthenes, Aristotle, Theophrastus, and Gregory 
of N azianzus. 

His scholarly tools included also the Hebrew language. This he 
learned with great labour in his mature years, first from a con­
verted but anonymous Jew during Jerome's five years' ascetic 
seclusion in the Syrian desert of Chalcis (374-9), and after­
wards in Bethlehem (about 385) from the Palestinian Rabbi 
bar-Anina, who, through fear of the Jews, visited him by night. 
Although Jerome's knowledge of Hebrew was defective, it was 
much greater than that of Origen, Ephraem Syrus, and Epipha­
nius, the only other Church Fathers who knew Hebrew at all. 

Such was the philological training of the man who was des­
tined to fix the literary form of the Bible of the entire Western 
Church.2 Even the great Augustine seems to have stood in awe 
of Jerome's imlnense knowledge of things biblical. Although he 
felt obliged more than once to disagree with the learned monk of 
Bethlehem, he wrote him, not in false humility but in simple 
honesty: 'I have not as great a knowledge of the divine Scrip­
tures as you have, nor could I have such knowledge as I see in 
you.' 3 T'hat Jerome himself agreed whole-heartedly with such 
praise may be gathered from his boast to his opponent Rufiuus, 
that he was 'a philosopher, a rhetorician, a grammarian, a 

I Cf. Arthur Stanley Pease, 'The Attitude of Jerome toward Pagan Literature', 
Transactions and Proceedings of the American Philological Association, I (1919),150-67; 
Gerard L. Ellspcrmann, The Altitude of the Early Christian Latin Writers toward Pagan 
Litera/uTe am! Learning (\oVashington, 1949), pp. 126-73; Harald Hagendahl, Latin 
Fathers and the Classics (Studia graeca et latina gotlwbllrgensia, vi; Goteborg, 1958), 
pp. 89-328; and id., 'Jcrornt~ and the Latin Classics', VC xxviii (1974), 216-27. 

2 See K. K. lIulley, 'Principles of Textual Criticism Known to St. Jerome' 
Harvard Studies in Classical Philology, Iv (1944-), 89 ff. 

3 Migne, PL xxii, col. 912; xxxii, col. 247; cf. Kelly, op. cit., pp. 267-8. 
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dialectician, a Hebrew, a Greek, a Latin, three-tongued' (vir 
trilinguis).1 Despite supercilious pride in his learning, Jerome was 
by all odds the Inost competent scholar of his age who could 
attempt the revision of the Latin Bible. His commission to do so 
came about in the following way. 

I n the year 382 Pope Damasus summoned Jerome from Con­
stantinople to Rome as advisor at a synod (Epist. cviii. 6). After 
the synod had been held, during which Damasus learned to 
value Jerome's extensive erudition, he kept him at Rome as his 
secretary (Epist. cxxiii. yo). In the following year, though Jerome 
was probably no more than thirty-five years of age, Damasus 
commissioned him to produce a uniform and dependable text of 
the Latin Bible; he was not to make a new version, but to revise 
the texts which were in circulation, using for this purpose the 
Greek original. 

Although we do not have the original request of the scholarly 
Damasus, who is known today chiefly for his metrical epitaphs 
in several Roman catacombs, we can judge from Jerome's 
Preface to his revision of the four Gospels, addressed to Damasus 
about 384, how he regarded the Pope's mandate. He writes as 
follows: 

You urge me to revise the Old Latin version, and, as it were, to sit 
in judgement on the copies of the Scriptures which are now scattered 
throughout the world; and, inasmuch as they differ from one another, 
you would have me decide which of them agree wi th the Greek original. 
The labour is one of love, but at the same time both perilous and pre­
sumptuous; for in judging others I must be content to be judged by 
all; and how can I dare to change the language of the world in its 
hoary old age, and carry it back to the early days of its infancy? Is 
there a man, learned or unlearned, who will not, when he takes the 
volume in his hands, and perceives that what he reads does not suit 
his settled tastes, break out immediately into violent language and 
call me a forger and a profane person for having had the audacity 
to add anything to the ancient books, or to make any changes or 
corrections therein ?2 

There were two reasons, however, which prompted Jerome to 
incur such an amount of opprobrium. The first reason, as he goes 

1 Apol. adv. Ruf. iii. 6. His claim to be a philosopher may be questioned. 
2 For a critical edition of the Preface, see Wordsworth and White, Novum 

Testamelltum •.. Latine, vol. i, pp. 1-4, or R. Weber, Biblia sacra ilLda Vulgatam 
versionem, vol. ii, pp. 15 I 5 f. 
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on to say in the Preface, was the command laid upon him by 
Damasus, the supreme pontiff. The second was the shocking 
diversity among the Old Latin manuscripts. There were, in fact, 
as he says, 'almost as many forms of text as there are manu­
scripts' (tot sunt [exemplaria] paene quot codices),I 

Jerome's apprehension that he would be castigated for tamper­
ing with Holy Writ was not unfounded. His revision of the Latin 
Bible provoked both criticism and anger, sometimes with extra­
ordinary vehemence. According to Augustine (Epist. lxxi), dur­
ing the reading of the Scripture lesson in a service of worship 
at Oea, a town in North Africa, when the congregation heard 
that Jonah rested under hedera ('ivy'), instead of the familiar 
cucurbita ('gourd') of the earlier Latin versions, such a fanatical 
tumult was raised that the bishop was nearly left without a flock! 

For his part, Jerome defended his work with forthright vigour, 
referring on occasion to his detractors as 'two-legged asses' or 
'yelping dogs' -persons who 'think that ignorance is equivalent 
to holiness'. In the course of time, however, opposition to the 
revision subsided, and the superior accuracy and scholarship of 
Jerome's version gave it the victory. It was a clear case of the 
survival of the fittest. 

2. NOTE\VORTHY MANUSCRIPTS OF THE VULGATE 

In view of the exceedingly great number of manuscript copies 
of the Latin Vulgate (estimated to be in excess of 10,000), it is 
obvious that to enumerate even the most important is here im­
possible. All that can be done within the present context is to 
mention a few copies that represent each of the chief families of 
the Vulgate texts. They are listed in the following order of 
types of Vulgate text: (a) the Italian, (b) the Spanish, (c) the 
Irish, (d) the French, and the recensions of (e) Alcuin and of 
(1) Theodulf.2 

I Curiously enough, 'of no passage is this judgment more true than of this actual 
sentence itself, which is hardly quoted in the same way in any three MSS.' (H. J. 
White in Scrivener's Plain Introduction to the Criticism of the New Testament, 4th edn., 
ii (London, 1894), 42. See the apparatus to Jerome's Preface in Wordsworth and 
""hite, op. cit., vol. i, p. 2). 

2 The classic monograph on the several tyP(~S of Vulgate manuscripts is Samuel 
Berger, Histoire de la Vulgate pendant Its premiers siecies dlJ Moyen Age (Paris, 1893; 
repro New York, 1958); cf. also H.J. \Vhite's classified list of Vulgate manuscripts 
in Hastings's Dictionary oflhe Bible, iv (19()2), 586--9. For recent discussions see 
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(a) Vulgate lvfanuscripts with an Italian Type oj Text 

Codex Sangallcnsis (l:, Sangall. 1395, with a few leaves else­
where) is the oldest known copy of the Vulgate Gospels. Written 
in Verona probably during the fifth centurY,1 in the Middle 
Ages it was dismembered and its leaves were used as guard 
leaves in rebinding other manuscripts, which today are in St. 
Gall and other libraries. About half of the text of the four Gos­
pels has survived. 

Edited by C. H. Turner, The Oldest A1anuscript of the Vulgate Gospels, 
deciphered and edited with an Introduction and Appendix (Oxford, 1931); supple­
ments by P. Lehmann in :(,entralblatt fur Bibliothekswesen, I (1933), 50--76; 
A. Dold, ibid. 709-17, and Bib, xxii (1941), 105-47; and B. Bischoff, 'Neue 
~Iaterialen zur Bestand und zur Geschichte del' altlateinischen Bibclubcr­
setzungen', }l.tfiscellanea G. Afercati, i (Studi e lesti, cxxi; Vatican City, 1946), 
407-36, and id., 'Zur Rekonstruktion cler altesten Hanclschrift cler Vulgata­
Evangelien und der Vorlage ihrer ~larginalien', jWittelalterliche Studien, i 
(Stuttgart, 1966), IOI-I I. 

Codex Fuldensis (F) was written for, and corrected by, \Tictor, 
bishop ofCapua, who signed his name in it (making a blot from a 
spluttering pen in doing so) in the year 546. Later St. Boniface 
acquired the codex and in 745 gave it to the abbey of Fulda, 
whence it has taken its name ever since. The manuscript con­
tains the entire New Testament with the Epistle to the Laodi­
ceans, but the Gospels are in the form of a harmony which 
derives from Tatian's Diatessaron (see pp. 20-1 and 28-9 above). 

Edited by Elnst Ranke, Codex Fuldensis (Marburg and Leipzig, 1868); cr. 
John Chapman, Notes on the Early History of the Vulgate Gospels (Oxford, 
1908), pp. 78- 161. 

Codex Foro-JuIicnsis (J), of the sixth (or seventh) century, is 
a Gospels manuscript, portions of which are in three different 
collections. lVlatthew, Luke, and John (lacking xix. 24-40; xx. 
19-2 I, 25) are in the archaeological museum at Cividale del 
Friuli, and were edited by G. Bianchini, Evangeliarium quadruplex 
Bonifatius Fischer, 'Bibelausgaben des fruhen Mittelalters', Settimane di studio del 
Centro italiano sull' Alto Medioevo, x (Spol<>to, J 963), 519-600; Raphael Loewe, 'The 
Medieval History of the Latin Vulgate', in The Cambridge History of the Bible, ii, 
The West from the Fathers to the Re/ormation, ed. by G. W. H. Lampe (Cambridge, 
1969), pp. 102-54; and Bonifatius Fischer, 'Das Neue Testament in lateinischer 
Sprache', Die alien Obeneizungen des Neuen Testaments, die Kirchenviilerzitale und Lek­
tiorlare, cd. by K. Aland (Berlin and New York, 1972), pp. 1-92. 

I E. A. Lowe thought it possible that the manuscript could have been written 
during the lifetime of Jerome (Codices Latini Antiquiores, vii. 984). 
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Latinae versionis antiquae seu vetenf ltalicae, ii (Rome, 1749), 473 ff. 
Tattered fragments of the Gospel of Mark, scarcely legible, are in 
the Biblioteca Marciana at Venice. Another fragment, con­
taining Mark xii. 21 -xvi. 20, has been treasured at Prague, where 
popular legend had it that it was the veritable autograph of 
Mark himself! In the eighteenth century Dobrovsky, the founder 
of Slavic philology, was thrust into acrimonious controversy by 
his first publication, a textual analysis proving that the fragment 
dates from a period long after the lifetilllc of St. Mark. 

Josef Dobrovsky, Fragmentum Prageme Euangelii S. Afarci, vulgo autograplzi 
(Prague, 1778); reprinted (Prague, 1953), with an introductory essay by 
Bohumil Ryba (written in Czech, with resumes in Russian, French, and 
English), in which are related the circumstances in which Dobrov~ky wrote 
his monograph, the controversies which ensued upon its publication, and 
the history of the fragment itself (with photographic facsimile). 

Codex Arniatinus (A), generally considered to be the best 
authority extant for the Vulgate text, is a magnificent copy of the 
entire Latin Bible (called a Pandect).1 Containing 1,029 leaves 
of parchment, each measuring about 50 X 34 cm. (19~ X 131 in.) 
in length and breadth, it is written in a regular and beautiful 
hand, with the first lines of each book in red ink. The text is 
divided into lines of varying length (called technically cola et 
commata) corresponding to breaks in the sense. It was written 
early in the eighth century in the north of England, either at 
Wearmouth or J arrow, from manuscripts brought from Italy, 
perhaps by Theodore of Tarsus when he came to England to be 
archbishop of Canterbury in 669. In 716 Ceolfrid, abbot of 
\Vearmouth, set out with it for Rome, intending to present it to 
Pope Gregory II, but he died at Langres on the way. Carried to 
Rome by some of his companions, it was subsequently given to the 
Cistercian monastery of St. Salvator at Monte Anliata, whence it 
derived its name. Recalled temporarily to Rome to be consulted 
for the Sixtine edition of the Vulgate (see pp. 348-9 below), in 
1786 it finally found a home in the Laurentian Library at 
Florence. 2 

I Not until the time of Cassiodorus in the second half of the sixth century is 
there mention of a Latin 'Pandect'-a complete Bible with all the st'paratt' books 
bound within a single cover. On Cassiodorus, see Raphael Loewe, op. cit. (p. 334 
n. 2), pp. 115-20, and on Pandects, see B. Fischer, 'Die Idee der Pandekten', Die 
Bibel von Moutier-Grandval ... (Bern, 197 1), pp. 59 f. 

}. On the history of the manuscript, see H. J. White~ 'The Codex Amiatinus and 
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The complete text of the New Testament was published by C. von 

Tischendorf (Leipzig, 1850; reissued with corrections, 1854); in 1887 it was 
recollated by H. J. White and made the basis of Wordsworth and White's 
Oxford edition of the Vulgate. 

Codex Lindisfarnensis (Y), the magnificent Lindisfarne Gospels 
rivalling even the Book of Kells in the beauty of the script and the 
richness of ornamentation, is now in the British Museum (Cotton 
MS. Nero D. iv). Dating from the late seventh or early eighth 
century, it was written by Bishop Eadfrid in honour of St. 
Cuthbert (d. 687) and is illuminated in the finest style of the 
Northumbrian Anglo-Celtic school. A table of festivals on which 
special lections were read shows that it must have been copied 
from a Bible used in a church at Naples, probably one brought to 
England by the Neapolitan abbot Hadrian, the companion of 
Archbishop Theodore. Its text, which is closely akin to that of 
Amiatinus, was provided with an interlinear translation into 
Anglo-Saxon about A.D. 950 by a priest named Aldred (see pp. 
446-7 below). 

Edited by J. Stevenson and G. Waring (Surtees Society, xxvii, xxxix, 
xliii, and xlviii; 1854-65), and by W. W. Skeat, The Holy Gospels in Anglo­
Saxon, Northumbrian, and Old MercUzn Versums (Cambridge, 1871-87); 
facsimile edition prepared by T. K. Kendrick, with introduction by T. J. 
Brown, R. L. S. Bruce-Mitford, and A. S. C. Ross, Evangeliorum quattuor codex 
Lindisfarnensis . .. , 2 vols. (Olten and Lausanne, 1956, 1960). 

(b) Vulgate Manuscripts with a Spanish Type of Textl 

The history of the Spanish Vulgate begins with Jerome him­
self, who in the year 398 supervised the work of scribes sent by 
Lucinius Baeticus from Spain to copy his texts. 2 It is perhaps 
not surprising that (contrary to Ayuso's views), no extant 
Spanish texts derive from Lucinius' without contamination. 

Codex Cavensis (C), one of the two most important repre­
sentatives of the Spanish type of Vulgate text, is a superb 
specimen of calligraphy, 'perhaps the finest manuscript ever 

its Birthplace', Studia biblica et ecclesiastica, ii (Oxford, 18go), 273-309; G. Schmid, 
'Zur Geschichte des Codex Amiatinus', TQ lxxxix (1907), 571--84; A. Mercati, 
'Per la storia del Codice Amiatino', Bib, iii (1922),324-8; and Bonifatius Fisch<>r, 
'Codex Amiatinus und Cassiodor', BZ, N.F., vi (1g62), 57-79. 

I For a discussion of the Spanish types of Old Latin and Vulgate manuscripts, 
see Te6filo Ayuso Marazuda, La Vetus Latina HiJpana; i, Prolegomenos (Madrid, 
1953),3 13-535. 

2 Epist. lxxi. 5 and lxxv. 4. 
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penned by a Spanish scribe' (Lowe). Containing the whole 
Bible in a small, round Visigothic hand, it was written in the 
ninth century by a scribe who, in a colophon to the Lamenta­
tions of Jeremiah, identifies himself as 'Danila scriptor'. Today 
the manuscript is in the Benedictine abbey situated ncar La Cava 
in the province of Salerno. The text of the Gospels shows signs of 
being a revision, being mingled with Old Latin elements. It con­
tains the comma Johanneum,1 I John v. 7 after VS. 8. 

E. A. Lowe, 'The Codex Cavensis, New Light on its Later History', 
QJ.lanlulacumque, Studies Presented to Kirsopp Lake . .. , ed. by Robert P. Casey 
el at. (London, 1937), pp. 32 5-31. 

Codex Complutensis I, a copy of the entire Bible dating from 
the tenth century (completed A.D. 927), was used by Cardinal 
Ximenes in editing the Complutensian Polyglot Bible. During 
the Spanish Civil War (1936~9) it was almost totally destroyed; 
the little that still remains is in the Library of the Facultad de 
Filosofia y Letras in Madrid (Bib!. Univ. Cent. 31). The Bene­
dictines of the monastery of St. Jerome in Rome possess a photo­
copy of the entire manuscript. It was one of the most important 
Visigothic manuscripts, which in portions of the Old Testament 
presents an Old Latin version. In the New Testament the text is 
Vulgate, but with Spanish characteristics; the Epistle to the 
Laodiceans follows Hebrews. 

M. Revilla, La Biblia Po(yglota de Alcald (Madrid, 1917); and R. Miquelez 
and P. Martinez, 'EI c6dice complutense 0 la primera Hiblia visig6tica de 
Alcala', Anales de ta Universidad de Atfadrid, Letras, iv (1935), 204-19. 

Codex gothicus Legionensis (AL), a copy of the entire Bible, 
was written and illuminated in A.D. 960 by a scribe named 
Sanctius (Sancho) in Valeninica, near Tordomar (Burgos). 
Since the twelfth century the manuscript has belonged to the 
collegiate church of San Isidoro de Leon. There are a large 
number of Old Latin variant readings in the margins, especially 
in the Old Testament. It was collated for the Sixtine edition by 
Bp. Francisco Trujillo (and by him called codex Gothicus) ; the 
collation is preserved in the Vatican (Lat. 4859). Ayuso's opinion 
that the manuscript is a faithful reflection of the edition of the 
Bible prepared by Peregrinus in the fifth century was challenged 

I Cf. Mateo del Alamo, 'El "comma Joanro" ',EB, seg. ep., ii (1943), 75-105 
(with wide-ranging bibliography), and \Valtcr Thiele, 'Beobachtungen zum 
Comma Johanneum', ZNW 1 (1959), 61-73. 
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by Fischer, who shows that it belongs to a group of codices that 
originated in the tenth century in Castilla. 

cr. Teofilo Ayuso Marazuela, La biblia de 0;1a. Notable fragmento casi 
desconocido de un codice visigotico de la biblia de San Isidoro de Leon (Saragossa, 
1945), and articles by Ayuso in Estudios biblicos, seg. cp., ii-vii (1943-8); 
Bonifatius Fischer, 'Algunas observaciones sobre el "Codex Gothicus" de la 
R. C. de S. Isidoro en Leon y sobre Ia tradicion espanola de la Vulgata', 
Archivos leonenses, xv, nos. 29-30 (1961 ), 5-47. 

Codex Toletanus (T), apparently written at Seville and now in 
the National Library in Madrid (MS. Tol. 2. I, vitro 4), is a 
copy of the entire Bible, dating from the tenth century (com­
pleted A.D. 988).1 It contains the characteristic Spanish form of 
'Vulgate text, second only to codex Cavensis, and has the text of 
I John v. 7 in the same location (after vs. 8) as that manuscript. 
The manuscript was collated for the Sixtine revision by Chr. 
Palomares, whose work is preserved in the Vatican (Lat. 9508) ; 
the collation, however, was not used in that revision, as it reached 
Cardinal Caraffa too late. 

Published by Giuseppi Bianchini in his Vindiciae Canonicarum Scripturarum, 
Vlllgatae Latinae editiones ... , i (Rome, 1740), pp. xlvii-ccxvi, and reprinted 
by Migne, PL xxix, coIs. 915-1152. 

(c) Vulgate Manuscripts with an Irish Type oj Texf}. 

Codex Kenanensis (Q; the famous Book of Kells) is an eighth­
or ninth-century copy of the Gospels, with the most elaborate 
and beautiful Celtic decorations. Named from Kells or Kenanna, 
a monastery in County Meath, it was given by Archbishop 
Ussher to Trinity College, Dublin. The text, of the Irish type, 
shows a peculiar fondness for conflate readings. 

I Cf. E. A. Lowe, 'On the Date of Codex Toletanus', RBen, xxxv (1923),267-71 ; 
L. F. Smith, 'A Note on the Codex Toletanus', ibid. xxxvi (1924), 347; and A. C. 
Millares, Contribucion al 'Corpus' de codices visigoticos (Madrid, 1931), pp. 94-130. 

2 Cf. Lemuel J. Hopkins-James, The Celtic Gospels, Their Story and their Text 
(Oxford, 1934); L. Bieler, 'The New Testament in the Celtic Church', Studia 
evangelica, ed. by F. L. Cross, iii (TU lxxxviii, Berlin, 1964), 318-30; id., 'Der 
Bibeltext des hI. Patrick', Bib, xxviii (1947), 37-58, 235-67; A. Cardoliani, 'Le 
texte de la Bible en Irlande du YC au ] Xc siecle', RB lvii (1950), 3-39; Louis H. 
Gray, 'Biblical Citations in Lat.in Lives of Webh and Breton Saints Differing from 
the Vulgate', Traditio, viii (1952), 389-97; H. J. Frede, Pelagius. Der irische Bihel­
te:(t. Sedulius Scottus (Freiburg im. Br., 1961). 
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A collation is included by T. K. Abbott in his edition of Codex Usscrianus 
(Dublin, 1884). A facsimile edition, Evangelwrum quaUuor Codex Cenannensis, 3 
vols., was prepared by Ernest H. Alton and Paul Meyer (Bern, 1950-1). 

Codex Lichfeldensis (L) is traditionally ascribed to St. Chad 
and was written in the seventh or eighth century. Belonging 
formerly to the church of St. Teliau at Llandaff, Wales, the 
manuscript was brought to the chapter Library at Lichfield in 
the tenth century. The writing and ornamentation are very 
beautiful, and resemble the Book of Kells. The manuscript 
contains the text of Matthew, Mark, and Luke (as far as iii. 9; 
the second volume has been lost) and has been thought to show 
traces of occasional correction from the Greek. 

Edited by F. H. A. Scrivener, Codex S. Ceaddae La till us Evallgelii SSS 
Nlatthaei, JVlarci, Lucae ad cap. III. 9 complectens ..• (Cambridge, 1887). 

Codex Rushworthianus (R.), known also as 'the Gospels of 
Mac Regol' from the name of the scribe, who died in A.D. 820, 

contains the Gospels with an interlinear Old English gloss, 
Matthew in the Mercian dialect, the other Gospels in Northum­
brian (see p. 447 below). The text, which has frequent inver­
sions of order of words, especially in Matthew, has been thought 
to show corrections from the Greek. 

Edited by J. Stevenson and G. "Varing (Surtees Society, xxviii, xxxix, xliii, 
and xlviii; 1854~ .. 65), and by W. W. Skeat (Cambridge, 1871-87). 

Codex Dublinensis (D; the Book of Armagh), now in the 
Library of Trinity College, Dublin, is a copy of the New Testa­
ment written in A.D. 807 in a small and beautiful Irish hand, by a 
scribe named Fcrdomnach. It has the Epistle to the Laodiceans 
after Colossians, and the Book of Acts after the Apocalypse. It 
shows signs of having been corrected from Greek manuscripts 
akin to the Ferrar group (fam. 13). 

Edited by John Gwynn, Liber Ardmaclzatlus. The Book of Armagh . .. 
(Dublin, 1913). 

(d) Vulgate Manuscripts with a French T.-ype of Text l 

Codex Sangermanensis, the second half of a Bible (Paris, 
Bibl. Nat. I 1553) of the ninth century, contains portions of the 

I On Vulgate manuscripts of the French type, see especially Samuel Berger, 
His[.oire de fa Vulgate pendant les premiers siecies du Mo)·en Age (Paris, 1893; repr. 
New York, '958), pp. 61-111. 
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()ld Testament and the entire New Testament, cf which the text 
of Matthew is Old Latin (gl). Used in Robert Estienne's Biblia 
sacra (1540), as well as in the vVordsworth-White and the Stutt­
gart editions (siglum G), it is one of the more important witnesses 
to the French type of Vulgate text. The order of books of the New 
'I'estament is Gospels, Acts, Catholic Epistles, Apocalypse, and 
Pauline Epistles, followed by the Shepherd of Hermas (as far as 
Vis. iii. 8). The margins of the Gospel of John contain a remark­
able set of sortes sanetorum, used for purposes of divination. I 

Codex Beneventanus (British Museum add. 5463) is a care­
fully executed and well-preserved copy of the Gospels, written 
per cola et commata in an uncial script which Berger dated to the 
beginning of the ninth century. According to the same scholar 
the text contains a melange of Spanish and Irish readings which 
appear to form the basis of the French type of the Vulgate 
(~ospelS.2 

Codex Colbertinus (Paris, Bibl. Nat. 254) is composed of two 
different manuscripts; the first contains the Gospels in an Old 
Latin type of text (c), and the second, in another hand, the rest of 
the New Testament. It is dated by Berger on palaeographic 
grounds to the second half of the twelfth century; the archaic 
character of its illustrations indicates that it was executed in the 
south of France. The Acts of the Apostles is followed by a note, 
written in smaller script, on the passion of St. Peter and of St. 
Paul, analogous to that found in two ancient Spanish manu­
scripts (Leg.! and Compl.1). 

(e) Alanuscripts of Alcuin's recension of the Vulgate 

When Charlemagne became sole ruler of the Franks (A.D. 77 I) 
he found several types of text of the Vulgate Bible current in his 
dominions. In the interest of both accuracy and uniformity of text 
he issued more than one edict bearing on the copying and revision 
of the sacred books. In a capitulary issued in 789 (Admonitio 
generalis) he ordered that there should be 'in each monastery and 
parish good copies of the catholic books ... , and the boys must 
not be permitted to def~lce them either in reading them or by 

I On the sortes salletorum in codex Sangermanensis, see J. Rendd Harris, AJP ix 
(1888),58--63. 

Z So Berger, Histoire de La Vul.gale, p. 92. For bibliography on the manuscript, 
sec Lowe, ii. 48, no. 162. 
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writing on them; and if there is necessity for writing [i.e. copying] 
a Gospel, a Psalter, or a Missal, men of maturity are to do it, 
using all care (perfectae aetatis homines scribant cum omni diligentia)'. I 

Among the more scholarly efforts at bringing some order out of 
diverse and carelessly written copies of the Vulgate the name of 
Alcuin is prominent. Born about 730 in Northumbria, he was 
educated in the famous cathedral school of Archbishop Egbert of 
York, of which he became master in 766. After meeting Charle­
magne at Parma in 781 he was made his adviser in religious and 
educational nlattcrs, and upon becoming abbot of Tours in 796 
he established there an important school and library. In a letter 
written at Eastcrtidc, 800, to Gisela and Rothrude, Charle­
magne's sister and daughter, Alcuin says that he is busy with the 
king's charge (praeceptum) to emend the texts of both testaments.2 

Most scholars have taken the words to imply a specific injunction 
to Alcuin alone to make a uniformly revised text from the best 
Latin manuscripts available. Whether such an interpretation is 
justified, or whether, as Fischer has argued with considerable 
cogency,3 no more is implied than that Alcuin was working, like 
others, within the framework of the Emperor's general directive, 
it remains true that a good many of the superb Carolingian 
manuscripts, as they are called, which are found in libraries 
throughout Europe, contain Alcuin's revision. 

Alcuin, who was oblivious to the problems of textual criticism, 
made no attempt to restore the readings of Jerome. He aimed 
rather at the production of a text which should follow a gram­
matical nOlm and serve as a standard for monastery and school 
throughout the king's dominions. Editorial activity was limited 
to the purgation of errors in punctuation, grammar, and ortho­
graphy." For thi'i work Alcuin obtained manuscripts from his 

I Capilularia regtnn Francorum, cd. by A. Boretius, i (Monummta Germalliae hislorica, 
Legum scctio ii; Hannover, 1883), p. 60, lines 2-7. 

2 i!.pistoiae Karolini aevi, ed. by E. Dummler, ii (Monumellta Germaniae historica, 
Epistolarum, iv; Berlin, 1895), pp. 322 f.: 'Totius forsitan evangelii expositionem 
dircxerim vobis, si me non occupasset domini regis praeceptum in emendatione 
vcteris novique testamenti: 

3 Bonifatius Fischer, Die Alkuin-Bibel (Vetus Latina; AilS der Geschichte der lateini­
schen Bibel, i; Freiburg im Br., 1957); 'Bibeltext und Bibdrcform unter Karl cler 
Grosscn', Karl der Grosse, Lebenswerk und Nachleben; ii, J)as geistige Leben (Diisscldorf, 
1965), 156- 2 16; and 'Die Alkuin-Bibc1n', Die Bibel von Moutier-Grandllal (Bern, 
197 1), pp. 49-98 . 

.. Of existing Vulgate manuscripts, the famous codex Vallicellianus (see p. 343 
below) is often rt'garded as most nearly representing Alcuin's text. 
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native Northumbria, the scene at the beginning of the eighth 
century of the production of the magnificent codex Amiatinus 
and the Lindisfarne Gospels. It can be understood, however, that 
the prototypes used by Alcuin have not survived. 1 

Manuscripts belonging to the Alcuinian family--which 
textually shows a remarkable constancy-are designated by the 
siglum cP (Alcuin having borne the sobriquet Flaccus). Among 
many copies extant today, the following may be singled out for 
special mention. 

The St. Adelbert codex of the four Gospels (Gniezno Chapter 
Lib. MS. I) appears to have been written during the third 
quarter of the ninth century. Lacking Matt. vi. 5-27; xxvi. 56-
xxviii. 20; Mark i. I-V. 32; Luke i. I-iii. 38; and John i. I-V. 

38, the manuscript is considered by Gryglewicz to preserve a 
purer form of the Alcuin recension than has been thus far 
identified in any of the other Alcuin codices. 

Felix Gryglewicz, 'The St Adelbert Codex of the Gospels', ,NTSxi (1964-
5), 256-78 ; B. Bolz, Najdawniejsz,>" kalendarz gniei.nicllski wedlug kodeksu MS 
1 (Posnan, 1971). 

Codex Vallicellianus (V or !]JV), considered by many to be the 
best specimen of the A1cuinian Bible, is in the Library of the 
Oratorians (B 6), near the church of Sta Maria in Vallicella, 
sometimes called the Chiesa nuova of Rome. Dating from the 
ninth century, it is a carefully written copy in three columns 
(a format which is rather rare for Alcuinian Bibles, which are 
usually in two columns). The manuscript was used in making 
corrections in the Sixtine edition of the Vulgate. 

Codex Carolinus or Grandivallensis (K, or cpG) is a ninth­
century manuscript from the abbey of Moutiers Granval, near 
Basel, but since 1836 in the British Museum. Written in Tours 
about 834-5, it is splendidly illuminated, and has been published 
in a facsimile edition. 

Die Bibel von Moutier-Grandval. British Museum Add. MS. 10546 (Bern, 
197 1). 

Codex Paulinus (CPP), a ninth-century manuscript preserved 
in the Library of St. Paul without the Walls, was written for 

I For a chart showing such putative prototypes, sec Hanz Glunz, Britannien und 
Bibeltext; deT Vulgatatext deT Evangelien in seinem Verhiiltnis zur irisch-angelsiichischen 
Kultur des Friihmittelalters (Leipzig, 1930), facing p. 177. 
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Charles the Bald. Produced probably in northern France, it shows 
Saxon influence in its rich ornamentation. 

Codex Bambergensis (B), now in the Staatliche Bibliothek in 
Bamberg (MS. 1),1 is a handsome specimen of Carolingian art 
produced at Tours within some thirty years after Alcuin's death; 
it contains his portrait. The manuscript lacks the Book of Reve­
lation. 

(f) .. 'lanuscripts of Theodulf's Recension C!f the Vulgate2 

About the time of Alcuin's work of grammatical and ortho­
graphic revision of the Vulgate, another reviser began work 
along somewhat different lines. This was Theodulf, a Spaniard of 
Visigothic descent born near Zaragoza about 750. One of the 
leading theologians of his day, he was appointed both abbot of 
Fleury and bishop of Orleans (788-82 I ). As bishop he carried out 
many reforrns, including the introduction of parish schools and 
raising the standards of worship. He favoured especially the pro­
duction of manuscripts of the Bible and sought to purify the 
text of the Vulgate. 

Theodulf's text of the Vulgate (which he was at pains to 
improve continuously) is a precursor of modern editorial methods 
in respect of using sigla in margins to identify the sources of his 
variants, such as a for the Alcuinian reading and s for the Spanish 
recension. Unfortunately Theodulf's edition, though scholarly, 
was easily corrupted by careless scribes, who occasionally intro­
duced marginal readings into the text. Copies of the Theodulfian 
recension, which are fewer in number than the Alcuinian, include 
the following. 

Codex Thcodulphianus (<9), the property successively of the 
cathedral of Orleans, the family of the Mesmes, and the Biblio­
theque Nationale at Paris (Lat. 9380), contains the whole Bible. 
Written in a beautiful and minute minuscule, the manuscript has 
been thought by Berger3 to have been actually prepared under 
Theodulf's direction, the many marginalia being the result of his 

I See F. Leitschuh, Aus den Schiitzen der Ironiglichen Bibliothek zu Bamberg (Bamberg, 
1888), plates i--iv. 

2 cr. Leopold Delisle, 'Les Bibles de Theodulfe', Bibliotheque de i'l1cole des Charles, 
xl (Paris, 1879), pp. 1-47; Raphael Loewe, op. cit. (see p. 334 n. 2), pp. 126-9; 
and E. A. Lowe, Codices Latini Antiquiores, vi, p. xx. 

l Histoire de La Vulgate, pp. 149-76; E. A. Lowe dated the manuscript to the 
eighth-ninth century (Codices Latini Antiquiores, v. 576). 
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own editorial work. The Psalms and the Gospels arc written on 
purple parchment in letters of silver (initials arc in gold). 

Codex Aniciensis, now in the Bibliotheque Nationale (4 et 
42), is a ninth-century Bible, written under the direction of 
Theodulf, which so closely resembles the preceding codex that, 
as Delisle commented, many pages look almost like prooL,) 
struck from the same type. It bears a strong resemblance also to 
the following codex. The scribe committed not a few blunders, 
such as writing nomen for semen, Rom. iv. 8. 

Codex Hubertanus (H), formerly in the monastery of St. 
Hubert in the Ardenne, now in the British Museum (Add. 24142), 
ill assigned by vVordsworth and White to the ninth or tenth 
century. It is written in three columns (a format of which there 
are relatively few examples), and breaks off at 1 Pet. iv. 3. The 
text shows affinities with the Northumbrian text of Amiatinus, 
traceable to the dependence of each on south-Italian archetypes, 
while the corrections (inserted by erasure) present a Theodulfian 
type of text. 

The crowning glory in the transmission of the Vulgate during 
the Carolingian renaissance was the production of de luxe copies 
of the Scriptures, written on purple parchment with gold and 
silver ink, often wjth elaborate illumination. 1 Among such works 
of art what has been called one of the finest, if not the finest, of 
purple manuscripts in existence is the Golden Gospels now in the 
Pierpont Morgan Library of New York (M. 23). Written entirely 
in letters of burnished gold on purple parchment, this sumptuous 
codex contains the Gospels in a Vulgate Latin text with North­
umbrian and Irish affinities. Previously considered to date from 
the close of the seventh or the beginning of the eighth century, it 
has more rccently been assigned to the tcnth century.2 The codex 
shows signs of having been made in some haste (sixteen scribes 
took part in the work). Apparently it was never read by a 
corrector, nor was liturgical use ever made of it. It obviously was 

I For a list of such de luxe copies, see Berger, Histoire de la Vulgate, pp. 259-77, 
and, with more recent bibliography, H. HopA, Introdmtio generalis in sacram scriptu­
ram, 6th edn. by L. Leloir, i (Naples and Rome, 1958), 388 n. 4. 

;z The earlier date was advocated by \Vattenbach, de Rossi, Gregory, and its 
editor, H. C. Hoskier (The Golden Latin Gospels in the Library of J. Pierpont Morgan 
(New York, 1910»); the latn date was proposed by E. A. Lowe, 'The Morgan 
Golden Gospels: The Date and Origin of the Manuscript', Studies i" Art and Litera­
ture/or Belle da Costa Greene, cd. by Dorothy Miner (Princeton, 1954), pp. 266-79. 
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made at short notice as a gift for some special occasion, perhaps a 
royal visit. 

During subsequent centuries the Alcuinian recension suffered 
the same fate that befell other earlier attempts at purifying the 
Vulgate text. Its favour and reputation created a demand that 
outl)tripped the capacity of the writing school at Tours to 
produce accurate copies. Within a few generations, therefore, 
complaints of corruption of the text were heard once again, and 
other efforts were made to arrest the decline in purity of the text. 
One such effort was undertaken by Lanfranc, archbishop of 
Canterbury (1069-89), who is said to have worked at correcting 
all the books of the Old and New Testaments, and also the 
writings of the Fathers, secundum orthodoxam fidem. 1 None of his 
corrected manuscripts, however, is known to survive. 

In the early part of the twelfth century Stephen Harding, third 
abbot of Citeaux, rnade a similar revision. The four volumes of 
his corrected Bible, written in 1109, are still preserved in the 
public libraryofDijon (MS. 12-15). lIe purged the text ofa large 
number of interpolations, partly by collating good Latin and 
Greek manuscripts, partly with the aid of several learned Jewish 
scholars whom he consulted as to suspected passages in the Old 
Testament. 

In the thirteenth century the task of clearing the Vulgate 
Latin text of scribal corruptions was taken up more fully and 
systematically by societies of scholars who united their efforts to 
produce 'correctories' (correetoria, or, more properly, correeto­
riones).2 These were books listing variant readings, citing the 
testimony of Greek and Latin manuscripts as well as of Church 
Fathers. The principal correctoria are (I) the Correctorium Parisiense, 
produced probably about A.D. 1226 by theologians at the Uni­
versity of Paris; (2) the Correctorium Sorbonicum; (3) the Correcto­
rium of the Dominicans, prepared under the auspices of Hugo de 
St. Caro about 1240; and (4) the Correctorium Vaticanum, prepared, 
it is thought, by the Franciscan \Villiam de Mara, who had spent 
nearly forty years in compiling the work. The last mentioned is 

I So the Vita of Lanfranc by Milo Crispin, ch. xv (Migne, PL cl, col. 55). 
2 Cf. H. Dcnifle, 'Die Handschriften der Bibel-Correctorien cit'S 13. Jahrhun­

derts', Archiv for Literatur- and Kirchengeschichte des Miuewlter.s, iv (Freiburg im Be, 
J888), 263 fT., and 4.71 fT.; E. Magenot, 'Correctoires de la Bible', Dictiollnaire de la 
Bible, ii (Paris, 1899), eols. 1022-6, and Gotthold Prausnitz, 'Dber einige Bibel­
korrcctorien des I3. Jahrhunderts', TSK ciii (1931),457--64. 
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the best of the correctoria, and it is cited by \Vordsworth and White 
as cor. vat. 

The custom of referring to chapters when quoting from the 
Scriptures was rare before the twelfth century. 1 The develop­
ment of the lecture and reportatio method, however, must have 
shown the convenience of such a practice. The chief difficulty to 
its adoption arose from the lack of one generally agreed-upon 
system, for several systems of chapter-division from late antiquity 
and the early medieval period were current. The diversity was 
felt most acutely at the University of Paris, where the inter­
national provenance of the student body showed most clearly the 
absolute need for a standardized systeln of capitulation,2 as well 
as a standardized canonical order of scriptural books. 3 

Uniformity was introduced anlid such chaotic conditions by 
the Paris scholars, notably, as it appears,4 by Stephen Langton 
(d. 1228), then a doctor of the University of Paris, afterwards 
archbishop of Canterbury and leader of the barons in the struggle 
which gave birth to the Magna Carta. His system, which is 
substantially the one in use today, was adopted in the earliest 
printed editions of the \lulgate. The chapters were at first sub­
divided into seven portions (not paragraphs), marked in the 
margin by the letters a, b, c, d, c, f, g, reference being made 
by the chapter number and the letter under which the passage 
occurred. In the shorter Psalms, however, the division did not 
always extend to seven. The present verse division of the New 

J Cf. O. Schmidt, Ober verschiedene Eilltheilungen der heiligen Schrifl (Graz, 1892), 
and A. Landgraf, 'Dic Schriftzitatc in del' Scholastik urn die Wende des 12. zum 
13. Jahrh.', Bib, xviii (1937), 74~-94. 

2 On the diversity of earlier chapter divisions, see the tabulation of differences in 
P. Martin, 'Le textc parisien de Ja Vulgate latinc', Mu, viii (1889),444-66, and 
ix (1890), 55-70, and especially the important monographs by De Bruyne, Som­
maires, divisions et rubriques de fa Bible laline (Namur, 1920); for a summary of part 
of De Bruyne's research, sec Patrick McGurk, Latin GOJPel Books from A.D. 400 10 

A.D. 800 (Les Publications de Scriptorium, vol. v; Paris-Brussels-Amsterdam, IgOl), 
pp. 110-21. 

3 For a list of 284 difll'fcnt sequences of scriptural books in Latin manuscripts, 
see Bergcr, flis/oire de ta Vulgate, pp. 331-9; and for a list of twenty different 
sequences of the Pauline Epistl("s in Greek, Latin, and Coptic manuscripts, see 
H. J. frede, Velus Latina, xxiv/'.!, 4te Licferung (Freiburg, 1969), pp. Q90--303, 
and id., 'Die Ordnung del' Paulusbricfc', Studia Evangelica, vi, ed. by E. A. Living­
stone (TU cxii; Berlin, 1~)73), pp. 122-7. 

4 On the ambiguous evidence supporting the attribution to Langton, see Beryl 
Smalley, The Slud)' of the Bible in the Aliddle Ages, 2nd cdn. (New York, 1952), 
pp. l22-4' 
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Testament was introduced by Robert Estienne (Stephanus) tn 
his Greek and Latin New Testament published at Geneva tn 
1551. 

3. NOTE\,yORTHY PRINTED EDITIONS OF THE VULGATE1 

Johannes Gutenberg's invention of printing with movable type 
enabled books to be produced more rapidly, more cheaply, and 
more accurately. The first book printed by this method in 
Europe was the Latin Scriptures--the splendid Mazarin Bible (so 
called from the circumstance that the first copy which attracted 
attention in later times was that in the library of Cardinal 
Mazarin), issued at .rvfainz about 1456. But this edition, and 
many others which followed it, merely reproduced the current 
form of text, without revision or comparison with the best manu­
scripts.2 

The first really critical edition of the Latin Vulgate was that 
published in 1528 by I{obert Estienne (Stephanus) on the basis 
of three good manuscript\) of the Paris recension. It was revised 
several times by himself, the fourth edition, in which seventeen 
manuscripts are quoted, being issued in 1540. On 8 April 1546, 
the Council of Trent not only decreed the Vulgate's authority 
but also required that it be printed 'quam cmcndatissime' (i.e. 
with the fewest possible faults). 

No authoritative edition, however, was forthcoming until the 
accession of Pope Sixtus V in 1585. This Pope took up the matter 
vigorously, both by appointing a committee of scholars to under­
take the work, and by devoting himself strenuously to the task of 
revision. Good manuscripts were used as authorities, including 
notably the codex AOliatinus, and in May 1590 the completed 
work was issued frool the press in three volumes. 

The edition, however, was short-lived. On 27 August Pope 
Sixtus V died, and on 5 September the college of Cardinals 
stopped all further sales, bought up and destroyed as many copies 
as possible, and made preparations for another edition. Although 
the pretext for this action was the inaccuracy of its printing, it is 
thought that the attack against the edition had been instigated by 
the Jesuits, whom Sixtus had offended by putting one of Bellar-

I Cf. Jean Gribumont, 'Lcs editions critiques de la Vulgate', Studi medievali, 
3rd ser., ii (1961),363-77. 

2 H. Schneider, Der Text der Glilenbergbihel (Bonner biblische Beitriige, vii; Bonn, 
1954), pp. 79- 102• 
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mine's books on the 'Index', and took this method of revenging 
themselves. 

In any case, another edition, differing from the 1590 edition in 
about 3,000 places, was issued by Pope Clement VIII on 9 
November 1592, with a preface written by Cardinal Bellarmine. 
The misprints of this edition were partly eliminated in a second 
(1593) and a third (1598) edition (the latter contains also an 
Index corrigendorum).l The Clenlentine Vulgate remains the 
official Latin Bible text of the Roman Catholic Church to the 
present day.2 

A noteworthy edition of the Vulgate New Testament was 
issued by Karl Lachmann in connection with his Greek New 
Testament (2 vols., Berlin, 1842-50). The two texts are printed 
together, the upper part of the page containing the Greek and 
the lower the Latin, with the authorities between them. For 
the Latin his authorities, though good, were limited to codex 
Fuldensis and codex Amiatinus-and the latter, unfortunately, 
was accessible to him only in an imperfect collation. 

About I 877 John Wordsworth of Brasenose Collegc, Oxford, 
began work on what was destined to become a definitive, not to 
say monumental, edition of the Vulgate New Testanlcnt. 3 After 
Wordsworth became bishop of Salisbury in 188S, the chief part 

I In the twentieth century the widely used and dependable editions of the 
official Vulgate text prepared by A. Grammatica (Milan, 1914; 2nd edn., 1922) 
and by M. Hctzenaucr (Regensbul'g and Rome, 1914) have been followed by 
several other editions, viz. those prepared by G. NoIli, Biblia sacra Vulgata editionis 
iuxta PP. Clementis VIII decretum, 4 small vols., of which vol. 4 contains the New 
Testament with the Greek text edited by A. Merk on facing pages (Rome, 1955); 
L. Turrado and A. Colunga, Bihlia sacrajuxta Vulgatam Clementinam (Madrid, 1957) ; 
and J. Leal, Novum Testamentum D.N]Chjuxta editioncm Sixro-Clementinam (Madrid, 
1960). 

1 Cf. A. Maichlc, Das Deerel 'De editione el usu sacrorum Iibrorum', seine Entslehwlg 
und Erkliirung (Freiburg im Br., 1914) ; W. Koch, 'Dcr authentische Charakter del' 
Vulgata im Lichte del' Trienter Konzilsverhandlungen', TQxcvi (1914),401-22; 
xcvii (1915), 225-49; 529-49; xcviii (1916), 313-54; A. Allgeier, "'Authcntisch" 
auf dem Konzil zu Trent', Historisches Jahrbuch der Gorres-GeselischaJt, Ix (1940), 
14~-58; R. Draguet, 'Le maitre louvanistc Drcido, inspirateur du decret de 
Trent sur la Vulgate', Miscellanea historica in honorem Alberti De Meyer (Louvain 
and Brussels, 1946), pp. 836-5'1-;J. M. Voste, 'La Volgata al concilio di Trento', 
Bib, xxvii (1946),310-19; E. T. Sutcliffe, 'The Council of Trent on the AUlhentia 
of the Vulgate', ]TS lix (1948), 35-42; and B. Emmi, '11 Decreto Tridentino sulla 
Volgata nei commenti della prima (seconda) polemica protcstanticocattolica', 
Angelicum, xxx (1953), 107-30, 228-72. 

3 Nouum Testamentum Domini Nostr; lesu Christi laline secundum edilionem S. Iiiuofl)'mi 
ad codicum manuscriptoTumfidem, 3 vols. (Oxford, 1889-1954). 
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of the work fell upon the shoulders of his young collaborator, 
Henry Julian vYhite (born 1859). After twelve years of work the 
first fascicle, that containing the Introduction and the text of the 
Gospel According to Matthew, was published by the Clarendon 
Press (Oxford, 1889), while another nine years were required for 
the completion of the text of the four Gospels, together with 
elaborate prolegomena and an epilogus. The printed text is based 
upon the celebrated Northumbrian codex Amiatinus, written at 
Jarrow at the beginning of the eighth century. Textual evidence 
from nine other manuscripts (several of them fragmentary) is 
cited. In 1905 the Book of Acts was published. 

Not long afterward the British and Foreign Bible Society 
opened negotiations with Bishop vYordsworth and with the 
Clarendon Press for the production of an editio minor of the Vulgate 
New Testament, the text of which was to be that of the Oxford 
critical edition. Since the text of the latter, however, had not 
been definitely settled beyond the Epistle to the Romans, the 
editors were compelled to determine the text for the remaining 
books by a rather summary induction from the manuscripts 
which experience had shown to be of the highest value. This 
convenient edition, the work chiefly of H. J. \¥hite, was pub­
lished in 191 I, and is furnished with an apparatus of variant 
readings from seven manuscripts of the whole New Testament, 
along with two others of the Gospels. 1 

In subsequent years fascicles of the larger edition appeared at 
irregular intervals. Volume ii, containing the Pauline Epistles, 
began with Romans in 1913 and closed with Hebrews in 194 I. 
Volume iii, containing the Catholic Epistles (1949) and the Book 
of Revelation (1954), was edited by H. F. 1). Sparks, assisted by 
A. W. Adams. Thus, after seventy-seven years (sixty-five years 
after the first fascicle had appeared) the undertaking was brought 
to a succcssflIl close. 

I t is not surprising that, in a project which extended for two­
thirds of a century, a certain inner development in the edition 
can be detected. Wordsworth's primary interest was the creation 
of a critically established text, and only marginally in the history 
of the text. On the other hand beginning with the apparatus 
for Luke, White began to introduce, in ever greater number, 

I For information concerning the relation of the editio mitIOr to the editio maior, 
sec H. J. \Vhite, JTS xiii (1911-12), pp. 207 f. 
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variant readings from the Old Latin nlanuscripts. Fronl the Book 
of Acts onward increasing numbers of citations fi'om the Church 
Fathers were introduced. In the case of certain Old Latin and 
patristic witnesses, the edition has been criticized for relying upon 
inferior and/or inaccurate editions. 1 

The most recently published critical edition of the Vulgate is 
that issued in 1969 by the Wurttembergische Bibelanstalt, under 
the supervision of both Roman Catholic and Protestant scholars. Z 

The text is printed per cola et commata according to the ancient 
manuscripts and without punctuation. The editors have collated 
certain manuscripts not hitherto utilized by previous editors, 
such as N (fifth century) and S (first half of fifth century). The 
resulting text differs not only in many passages frOln the Clemen­
tine Vulgate, but also, here and there, from the large Oxford 
edition and from the manual edition of ''''hite (whose text differs 
from the Oxford edition only in I and 2 Cor., Gal., and Eph.). 
For Ephesians, Philippians, and the Catholic Epistles the editors 
have frequently adopted readings identified as Vulgate by the 
editors of the Vetus Latina against the Oxford edition. In agree­
ment with the Oxford edition and the Vetus Latina the new edition 
rejects the comma Johanneum of the Clementine Vulgate. In 1 

Thess. ii. 7 the editors adopt the reading lenes supported by cer­
tain Greek manuscripts, apart from any Latin evidence. 

Finally, although nothing of the New Testament has thus far 
been issued, Inention must be made of the work of the so-called 
Vulgate commission. In order to fulfil the mandate of Trent­
which the Clementine edition did not really satisfy--and in view 
of important advances 111ade since then by research into the 
history of the Bible text and its ancient versions, under the 
auspices of Pope Leo XIII a new critical edition of the Vulgate 
was planned. In 1907 Pope Pius X commissioned the Benedictine 
Order to undertake an extensive search, especially in Spain, for 
manuscripts hitherto unexanlined and to produce as pure a 
form as possible of J erolne's original text. Since 1933 the work of 

r For these and other criticisms of the edition, see Bonifatius Fischer, 'Del' 
Vulgata-Tcxt des Neuen Testamentes', ZNrV xlvi (1955), 178--96; cr. also F. 
Lo Bue, 'Old Latin Readings of the Apocalypse in the "\Yordsworth White" 
Edition of the Vulgate', VG ix (1955), 21 -4. 

1 Bib/ia sacra iuxtll Vulgatam versiollcm, adiuvantibus Bonifatio Fischer OS13, 
Iohannc Gribomont OSB, H. F. D. Sparks, \Y. Thiele, recensuit et brevi appa­
ratu instruxit Robertus Weber aSB, 2 vols. (Stuttgart, 1969; 2nd edn. 1975). 
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the comlllission has had its quarters, Inost appropriately, in the 
newly established St. J erOInc abbey in Rome. Only the revision 
of a number of Old Testament books has so far appeared. 

4. PROBLEMS CONCERNING JEROME'S "lORK AS REVISER 

Three lllain questions arise concerning Jerome's work as 
reviser of the New TestaIncnt. They are the following: (a) "Vhat 
was the type of Old Latin Text that Jerollle made the basis of his 
revision of the New Testament? (h) Can we identify the type of 
text in the ancient Greek nlanuscripts that he says he consulted 
in correcting the Latin? (c) How Inllch of the New Testament 
\Tulgate is really due to Jerome's work? 

(a) Obviously \ve cannot evaluate the work of Jerome as 
reviser of the New Testalllent until we know the fOfIn of the Old 
Latin text upon which he worked; only then can we estimate 
how much he contributed in revising it to produce the Vulgate. 
vVordsworth and \Nhite were among the first scholars to seek 
to identify the basic Latin text of the Gospels that was revised 
J eromc. They concluded, as was rnentioned earlier, that by the 
sixth-century codex Brixianus (f) represents this type of text. I 
About four-fifths of Brixianus is identical with the Vulgate, and 
a large part of the rcnlaining fifth in which the \Tulgate diverges 
ii'om it is explainable as corrections introduced by Jerollle. 

This theory of Wordsworth and vVhite, however, was severely 
shaken by F. C. Burkitt, who showed that Brixianus is largely 
indebted to, and dependent on, the Gothic manuscript codex 
Argen teus. 2 

Another atternpt to decide what fOrIn of Old Latin text under­
lies Jerome's work on the Gospels was lllade by Alexander 
Souter. 3 He cxalnined the quotation of a score of verses (Luke xv. 
11-32) which Jerolllc included in a letter to Pope Damasus 
(Epist. xxi. 4). Thc lettcr was written before Jerome finished his 
revision, and the length of the quotation is too long to be nlacle 
from memory. On the basis of an analysis of this material Souter 
concluded that codex Vercellellsis (a) reproduccs the basic Old 
Latin text that Jerome revised. 

1 }{ovum Testamentum Domini JVoslri lesu Christi [aline secundum editionem sancti 
Hieronymi, i (Oxford, 18B9-9B), 653 fT. 

2 "l'he Vulgate Gospels and the Codex Brixianus', ]TS i (188~) .19°0), 129-34. 
J 'The Type or Types of Gospel Text used by St. Jerome', ]TS xii (1911-12), 

583-92 • 
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Souter's conclusion, however, was unable to survive the 
criticism that H. J. Vogels levelled against it. 1 In the first place, 
he showed that Vercellensis and the quotation in the letter to 
Damasus arc not as closely related as Souter maintained. 
Secondly, a comparison of the Lucan text of Vercellensis with 
that of the Vulgate reveals so many differences which cannot be 
explained a~ corrections as to exclude the former as the sole 
Vorlage of the Vulgate text. 2 Furthermore, Vogels found that 
three other Old Latin Inanuscripts approach the Vulgate text 
closer than does Vercellensis, namely Corbiensis II (.fJ2) , 
Veronensis (b), and Vindobonensis (i). Vogels's conclusion is 
that the basic Old Latin text used by Jerome cannot be found 
preserved in anyone manuscript. 

Instead of seeking for a single manuscript, Vogels nlaintained 
that one must search for several manuscripts which together 
witness to the type of text lying behind Jerome's work of revision. 
He concluded that Jerome used now one type of Old Latin and 
now another type, represented chiefly in five Old Latin manu­
scripts which show least influence of the Vulgate, namely 
Vercellensis (a), Corbiensis II (ff2) , Veronensis (b), Vindobonensis 
(i), and Monacensis (q). On the basis of these and several other 
witnesses Vogels attempted to reconstruct the manuscript Jerome 
used as the foundation of his revision. Vogels concluded that 
J crome changed the text before him in about 3,500 places in 
the four Gospels, 3 either to correct evident mistranslations or to 
obtain stylistic improvements or to bring the text before him 
into harmony with the Greek. 

Ifwe compare these five codices with the Vulgate Gospels, we 
can learn something of Jerome's translational procedures. We 
learn, for example, that at the start of his work hc was morc 
exacting than during the later part of his work. Thus in Matthew 
hc introduces changcs which are of no importance and which he 
later neglects. For example, in the earlier part of his work he 
introduces very frequently the participial construction into the 
Vulgate, in accord with the Greek idiom, to replace the Old 
Latin finite verb. Later, however, he neglects to do this. Again, if 

I Vulgatastudien. Die Evangelicn der Vulgata untersucht auf ihre lateiniscM unt! grie-
chisCM Vorlage (Munster in W., 1928), pp. 14-18. Z Ibid., pp. 19-23. 

l In the opinion of others, however, Vogels exaggerated the number of changes 
that Jerome made; cr. Fischer, 'Das Neue Testament .. .' (p. 334 n. 2 above), 
pp. 62 f. 
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we compare the parable of the Wicked Husbandmen in the 
three Synoptic Gospels (Matt. xxi. 33-44; Mark xii. I-II ; Luke 
xx. 9-18) we sec that in MatthewJerOlne consistently corrects the 
Old Latin cololluS into agricola (both arc translations of the Greek 
y€Wpyo~) ; that in Mark he sonletimes introduces the change and 
sometimes retains the Old Latin; and that in Luke he no longer 
bothers to make the change. Another example that shows 
Jerome's indifference to consistency is his translation of apx£€p€V~, 
which in lVlatthew is rendered princeps sacerdotum, in Mark 
summus sacerdos, and in John pontiJex. 

Such examples do not necessarily indicate that Jerome did his 
work with less care later in his task. It may be that he, like other 
translators, had, at the outset of his work, regard for negligible 
details which he later disregarded because they were unimpor­
tant. In any case, it is clear that Jerome did not submit the Old 
Latin to a thorough linguL'itic revision, but left much that 
approximated the Greek untouched. In comparing the Old 
Latin with the Vulgate we see how very few words he introduces 
into his version. He coins no new words for his revision, and has 
often eliminated neo-Latinisms coined by the Old Latin trans­
lators in imitation of the Greek. l He corrects, indeed, with care 
the errors or the barbarisms of the Old Latin, but retains any 
word or expression that comes close to expressing the Greek. At 
times he is rneticulous in his alterations. Thus, John's Gospel 
usually places the enclitic fL€ after the verb 7T'EfL7T'€£v. Curiously the 
Old Latin texts reproduce this in the inverted order, me misit. 
Jerome has altered all but four of these instances, showing how 
much attention he paid to detail. 2 

By way of conclusion it can be said that, despite a certain 
unevenness and even an occasional error3 in Jerome's work as 

1 Cf. G. Q .. A. ~1cershoek, Le Latin biblique d'apres saint ]lrome (Latinilas 
Cltristiallorum Primceva, XX; Niimegen, 1966). 

~ For other examples, see Vogds, Vulgatasludien, pp. 48-55. 
3 Here and there an erroneous reading in the Old Latin escaped jerome's 

vigilant eye and so secured a place in the Vulgate; for example, Matt. v. 41, liade 
cum ilia et alia duo, where the Greek says nothing of two 'other' miles; Mark i. 44, 
principi sacerdotum instead of sace-rdoti; Luke ix. 44, cordibus instead of auribus; John 
vii. 25, Hiaosolymis instead of Hierosolymitis. 

On the other hand, in john x. 16 there is a notorious instance in which Jerome 
introduced an error where the Olel Latin text is correct; in defiance of the meaning 
of the Greek original (""a 1TO{P.VT/) jerome, succumbing (as it seems) to an advancing 
ecclesiasticism, replaced the Old Latin grex ('Hock') by ovile ('fold'). In fairness 
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reviser, the general standard of his labours is high. The \Tulgate 
represents the solid judgement of a competent and careful 
scholar, passed on textual materials as old (or in sonlC cases 
older) than those available to textual critics today. 

(b) The second problem confronting the investigator of 
J(~rome's revision of the New Testament is to determine what type 
of Greek manuscripts were used in correcting the Old Latin 
Vorlage. \,yherever Jerome changed the text without changing the 
meaning of the Old Latin we may be sure that he was influenced 
by the Greek copy before hinl. Thus there are several hundred 
passages in the Gospels ,,,,here Jerome has altercd the word-order 
of the Old Latin without changing the sense. Some of these 
alterations may indeed be due to the rhetorician's feeling for 
style, yet many of them may be used as an aid in identifying the 
type of Greek manuscript that was before him at that time. 

Here, however, we meet with great diversity of opinion among 
m.odern scholars. To adopt a phrase ofJeronle's, there are almost 
as many opinions concerning the textual character of these 
Greek manuscripts as scholars who have investigated the prob­
leln. Wordsworth and \Vhite concluded that he llsed the type 
of text represented by 13, N, and L. T According to von Soden, 
Jerome made use ofa type of Greek that was the archetype of the 
three great recensions, I, H, and K.2 

Vogels rejected these conclusions and held that Jerome 
utilized what modern scholars call the Koine or Byzantine type of 
Greek text. 3 Indeed, Vogels believed that Jerome was generally 
opposed to a certain type of reading. Inasmuch as many of the 
Old Latin readings that Jerome rejected are found only in codex 
to him, hO\o\/ever, it should be nwntioncd that in his C01nm. in Ezech. xlvi. 19-20 (Lib. 
xiv. 46) ,jerome writes of john x. 16: 'Et alias habeo quae non sllnt ex hoc atria . .. 
et fiet unum atrium et UlillS pastor'; 'hoc c-nim Graece at'IA~ significat, quod Latina 
simplicitas in ovitt transtulit.' \Vhcther this implies that jcromt' knew of Greek 
manuscripts which read f!{a auAl, (as H. F. D. Sparks SUPpOS('s, The Bible ill ils 
Anr.itml and English Vrrsiolls, ed. by H. "Vheeler Robinson (Oxford, 1940), p. 126 
n. :l), or ,,,hether the existence of such a reading in Greek involves a 'most im­
probable conjecture' (as John Chapman declares, ]7S xxiv (1922-3), 50 n.) need 
not be decided here. 

lOp. cit., pars prima, pp. {>55-72; d. also \'Vordsworth and \Vhite, 'On the 
Question of What Greek MSS., or Class of Greek MSS., St. Jerome uSf·d in Re­
vising the Latin Gospels', A(adt'1;~y, 27 jan. 1894, pr. B3-.J., wh(,l"l~ tht·y art' less 
cellain that the Vorlage of the Vulgate can be ascertained. 

J. Hermann von Soden, Die Schriften des ]+.feuen Tes/amenls, 1. iii (Leipzig, 191 I), 
15~4-·32. 3 VulgatastudiCTl, pp. 75-8. 
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Bezae, \' ogels concluded that either Jerome regarded the 
vVestern readings in codex Bezae to be wrong and therefore 
removed theln frOln his Latin, or he did not know them. In other 
words, such \tV estern readings ,,,'ere either rejected or unknown 
to a skilled textual scholar orthe fourth century. In either case, it 
may be argued, Western readings cannot be valued very highly. 

VogeIs's analysis was subjected to criticism by both Burkitt 
and Lagrange. The former denied that Jerome consulted only 
one type of Greek text, and held that he depended upon at least 
two, one si.milar to that found in B and the other sinlilar to that 
found in A.I I Jagrange also believed that J crome availed himself 
of more than one type of Greek text, but thought that, besides 
codices resembling A and B, Jeronle was influenced by the type of 
text represented in F even more than by that in A.2 

As for the text of the Acts of the Apostles, vVordsworth and 
\Vhite collected a series of readings which they interpreted as 
showing that Jerome's Greek text differed somewhat from any 
known to us.3 After a close scrutiny of the readings, however, 
]. H. Ropes r~jectcd their conclusion, holding that the Vulgate 
text of Acts i.s substantially the translation of an Old Uncial text 
of the general type of B, N, A, C, 8 1.4 Of these five manuscripts, 
the \Tulgate agrees most often with A, but also preserves a certain 
number of \Vestern readings derived from the Old Latin. 

(c) At this point in the discussion of the Greek text underlying 
the Vulgate it will be appropriate to consider the question how 
much of the New Testament Vulgate is really Jerome's work. 
The commonly accepted opinion has been that, having finished 
his revision of the Gospels in 384, Jerome performed his work on 
the rest of the New Testanlent in a nluch more cursory manner, 
leaving much of the Old Latin as he found it.s I)uring the hven-

I ]TS xxx (1929),108-12; see also ihid. xxvii (1926),18--5°, and xxx (192 9), 
4' I. l Critique textuelle, pp. 287 ff. 

3 \Vordsworth and \Vhitc, .'Ictus .1j)osl%rum, pp. xii f. 
4 The Text of Acts, p. cxxvii; andJ. H. Ropes and \'V. H. P. Hatch, 'The Vulgate, 

Peshitto, Sahidic, and Bohairic Versions of Acts and the Greek MSS', lITR 
xxi (1928), 69-95, especially 73 if. On the problem of the rdation of J crome's 
work to the Old Latin, Ropes follows closely Adolf Julicher's study, 'Kritische 
Analyse del' lateinischcn Ubcrsetzung del' Apostelgeschichte', Z.NlV xv (1914), 
163-88. 

S Sometimes it is assumed that this part of the Old Latin New Testament had 
been less corrupted than the Gospels and Acts and so required less attention from 
Jerome; so, c.g., Chapman, 'St. Jerome and the Vulgate New Testament', ]TS 
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tieth century, however, this view was vigorously opposed by 
several Roman Catholic scholars. The Benedictine Donatien De 
Bruyne proposed the astonishing thesis that what is commonly 
taken to be Jerome's Vulgate text of the Pauline Epistles is none 
other than the work of Pelagius.1 The arguments advanced in 
support of this opinion are chiefly two: (a) in his commentaries, 
Jerome very frequently quotes with approval a form of the text 
of the Pauline Epistles which he himself rejected in the Vul­
gate; and (b) Pelagius not only cites the text of the Vulgate but 
knew Greek well enough to produce such a version. Next, the 
Dominican M.-J. Lagrange, while not accepting the role of Pela­
gius in the production of the Vulgate, argued in such a way as 
to lead readers to conclude that he denied that Jerome had any 
part in producing the Vulgate text of Romans and Galatians. 2 

A few years later, the Jesuit Ferdinand Cavallera went beyond 
De Bruyne and denied that Jerome had any part in making the 
\lulgate text of Acts, the Epistles, and the Apocalypse. 3 

As would be expected, these views did not lack opponents who 
just as vigorously upheld the traditional view; notable among 
them were Buonaiuti,4 !vlangenot,5 Chapman,6 and Souter.7 In 
xxiv (1922-3), 282, and Tricot in A. Robert and A. Tricot, Initiation biblique, 
introduction a l'/tude des Sailltes Ecritures (Paris, Turin, and Rome, 1939), pp. 266, 267. 

J 'Etudes sur les origines de notre texte latin de saint Paul', RB, N.S. xii (1915), 
358-92 • 

2 'La Vulgate latin(' de I'Epitre aux Romains et Ie texte grec', RE, N.S. xiii 
(1916),225-35; 'La Vulgate latine de l'Epitre aux Galates et Ie texte grec', ibid. 
xiv (1917),424-50. 

3 'Saint Jerome et la Vulgate des Actcs, des Epitrcs ct de I'Apocalypse', Bulletin 
de litt/rature ecclisiastique (Toulousl'), 1920, pp. 269-92. 

4 Erncsto Buonaiuti, 'Pelagius and the Pauline Vulgate', i!.'xpTxxvii (1915/16), 
Pp·42 5-7· 

S E. Mangenot, 'Saint jen)mc reviseur du Nouveau Testament', RB, N.S. xv 
(1918), 244-53. In his rebuttal of Mangenot, Lagrange says that it was his 
intention to show that jerome had begun to use for his comml-ntarics a text which 
approached that which he was to issue later as the Vulgate, but which had not Yl·t 
been freed from as many Old Latin traits as the Vulgate; 'La revision de la Vul­
gate par S. jerome', RB, N.S. xv (1918),254.-7, and Critique lextuelle, p. 503. 

6 'St.Jerome and the Vulgate New Testament',]TSxxiv (19:l3), 33--51,113-25, 
282-99; 'Pelage et Ie texte de S. Paul', RHE xviii (1922), 46g-81; xix (1923), 
25-42 . 

7 'The Character and History of Pelagius' Commentary on the Epistles of St. 
Paul', Proceedings of the British Aeadenry, 1915-16, pp. 261'-96, esp. 264-74; 'Pelagius 
and the Pauline Text in the Book of Armagh', ]TS xvi (1915), 1°5; and Pe/agius's 
Expositions of Thirtem Epistles of St Paul; i, Introduction; ii, Text and Apparatus Criticus; 
iii, Pseudo-Jerome Interpolations (Texts and Studies, ix. 1-3; Cambridge, 1922-31), 
esp. i. 155-8. 
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opposition to De Bruyne, Chapman maintained that, at the time 
Pelagius wrote his conlmentaries on Paul, he knew no Greek and 
proposed no Greek variant readings. Furthermore, Souter found 
reason to believe that the scribe of MS. Augiensis cxix (see below) 
of Pel agius' Expositions had replaced the original lemmata with 
the text of Jerome's Vulgate. The chief proof that Jerome was then 
reviser of the entire New Testament, according to Chapman, is 
the uniformity of the principles according to which the Vulgate 
text as a whole differs from the Old Latin. In refutation of the 
argument based on the circumstance thatJerome approves in his 
commentaries what he r~jects in his translation, Chapman argued 
that: (a ) Jerome found reason to change his opinion on certain 
textual details during the interval between writing his com­
mentaries and the time that Chapman thought he completed his 
final revision of the Vulgate (A.D. 39 I); and (h) in other cases 
Jerome was simply inconsio;;tent in his literary work. 

The most recent debate concerning the precise nature of 
Pclagius' text of the Pauline Epistles involves a statistical analysis 
of his quotations as transmitted in two divergent manuscripts of 
his works, namely MS. Augiensis cxix of the Landesbibliothek at 
Karlsruhe, on the one hand, and, on the other, MS. 157 of 
Balliol College Library, Oxford, which presents readings related 
to Old Latin witnesses. N ellessen 1 and Borse,2 both students of 
Karl Theodor Schafer,) hold that the Balliol manuscript presents 
the most reliable guide to Pelagius' text of the Pauline Epistles, a 
text which is not yet the Vulgate, but a vulgate text dating from 
the end of the fourth century, still characterized by Old Latin 
readings. 

A contrary view, developed by H.J. Frede4 and Walter Thiele,s 
is that the divergent text in the Balliol manuscript, instead of 

I Ernst Nellessen, Untersuchungen zur altlaleinischen Uberliefmmg des ersten Thu­
salonicherbriifes (Bonner biblische Beitriige, xxii; Bonn, 1965), and 'Dcr latcinische 
Paulustext im Codex Baliolcnsis des Pelagius-kommcntars', ZNW lix (1968), 
210-30 . 

1 Udo Borse, Der Kolosserbriiftext des Pelagius (Inaugural-Dissertation; Bonn, 
1966). 

3 Cf. Schafer, 'Pelagius und die Vulgata', NTS ix (1962-3),361-6 . 
.. Hermann J. Frede, Pe/agius. Der irische Paulustext. Sedulius Scottus (Vetus Latina. 

Aus der Geschichte der lateinische Bibel, iii; Beuron, 1961), pp. 9-47; 'Der Paulustext 
des Pelagius', Sacris erudiri, xvi (1965), 165-83; and 'Epistula ad Colossenses', Vetus 
Latina, XxiV/2 (1g69), 277-84. 

5 Walter Thiele, 'Zum latcinischen Paulustext, Textkritik und Oberlieferungs­
geschichte', Z}lW Ix (1969), 264-73. 
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being a stage in the development towards the Vulgate, IS In 
reality Jerome's Vulgate text which has become contaminated by 
Old Latin readings. Ar:, a corollary, such an interpretation re­
gards the \Tulgate as too homogeneous and too systematic a 
revision to be the result of progressive modification. 

In any case, it appears that the most that can be said with 
certainty is that the Vulgate text of St. Paul's Epistles came into 
being in the closing years of the fourth century at the latest. Its 
author is unknown, although he is to be identified with the man 
who gave to the Vulgate at least the Catholic Epistles and per­
haps the whole of the New Testament apart from the Gospels. If 
it be asked why Jerome, having begun with the Gospels, did not 
continue with the rest of the New Testament, it may well be that 
Jerome's zeal for the Hebraica veritas led him to abandon, after 
the Gospels, his project to revise the entire New Testament. 1 

After this survey of research on the question how much Jerome 
had to do with the revision of the whole New Testament, we may 
return to investigations concerning the type of Greek text that 
lies behind the Vulgate in books other than the Gospels, \\rhoever 
it was that wal) responsible for producing the version. 

The most recent investigations of the textual complexion of the 
Vulgate text of the Pauline Epistles is summarized by Fischer as 
follows: 

The Vulgate is a revision according to a Greek text which was 
predominantly Alexandrian, but which nevertheless presented also 
several readings of the Koine and the Western texts. The Latin Vorlage 
stood close to the D-type with a mixture from the later stage of the 
I-type (pseudo-Augustinian Speculum, MS. 86, and especially MS. 
61).2 

I t thus appears that, as Lagrange suggested,3 Jerome reacted 
against the predominance of the Western type ofh~xt, and delib­
erately sought to orientate the Latin more with the Alexandrian 
type of tex t. 

For the Catholic Epistles of the Vulgate, there exists a type of 
text entirely distinct and of the greatest IInportance for the textual 

I So Jean Gribomont, La Maison-Dieu, lxxiii (1960), 48 n. 27. 
2 Bonifatius Fischer, 'Das Neue Testament in latcinischcr Sprache', in Die allen 

Obersetzungen des Neuen Testaments, die Kirchenvdterzitate ulld Lekliollare, ed. by K. 
Aland (Berlin and New York, 1972), p. 68; cf. also p. 21 n. 66. 

3 Critique textuelle, pp. 501 and 509. 
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critic. In a study of these Epistles, Harnack l translated the Vul­
gate of Wordsworth and VVhite into Greek and then compared 
it with the Greek text of four modern critical editions, namely 
those prepared by Tischendorf: ~Vestcott and Hort, B. V"leiss, and 
von Soden. In so doing he identified thirty readings which, 
though not approved by a consensus of the four modern editions, 
Harnack believed to be the 'definitive' text. Although Harnack's 
reconstituted Greek text is interesting, it is (as Vogels2 and 
Ktimmel3 point out) a text which never existed, for the Vulgate 
is a revision of the Old Latin according to the Greek, and it 
therefore contains variants which need not have existed at all in 
the Greek. 

Harnack also applied the same method of investigation to the 
Epistle to the Hebrews.4 Here he found that before Jerome's 
work of revision there existed at least two Latin translations 
of this Epistle, one represented today by the bilingual codex 
Claromontanus (d), and one which was used by Augustine and 
Capreolus of Carthage, of which considerable fragments exist 
today in the Freising codex (r). These two types he assigned to 
the early part of the third century, and thought that Jerome 
depended directly on the d-type, but also, in the interests of 
greater accuracy as well as the improvement of style, made use of 
the r-type. On the question whether Jerome consulted a Greek 
manuscript of Hebrews to aid him in his task, Harnack concluded 
that he did not, an opinion which has found few supporters. 

One of the most valuable features of Harnack's textual studies 
was the stimulus he provided for other investigators. In particular 
there must be mentioned the work of E. Diehls and Karl Theo­
dor Schafer.6 The former, on the basis of a deliberately restricted 
induction of data, came to the conclusion that the Old Latin 

I Adolf von Harnack, Zur Revision der Prinzipiell der neutestamentlicher Textkritik,­
die Bedeutung der Vulgata fur den Text der katlwliscllen Briife und der Anttil des Hiero­
nymus (Btitriige zur Einleitun.~ ill das Neue Testament, vii; Leipzig, 1916). 

1. llandbuch der neutestamentlichen Textkritik (Munster in W., 1923), pp. 118-19. 
J Werner G. Kiimmd, 'Textkritik und Textgeschichte des Neuen Testaments, 

1914-37', ThRu, N.F., x (1938),316-17. 
4 'Studien zur Vulgata des Hebraerbriefs', SbBer, '920, pp. 180-201; reprinted 

with an extensive addition in Studim zur Geschichte des Neuen Testaments und der aften 
Kirche; i, Zur Te:<tkritik (Berlin and Leipzig, 1931), 191-234. 

S E. Diehl, 'Zur Tcxtgcschichte des lateinischen Paulus; I, Die dircktc Ubcr­
licferung', ZNW xx (1921), 97-132. 

(, Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der lakinischen Obersetzung des Hebriierbriefs (Romische 
Oftartalschrift, xxiii Supplementheft; Freiburg im B., 1929). 
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witnesses as a group depend upon the d-type, and that this type 
goes back to the early third century. The latter scholar, after 
thorough study, confirmed the twofold division of the Old Latin 
versions of Hebrews, but maintained that Jerome knew nothing 
of the r-type, which flourished in Africa and which was made 
perhaps by Augustine. 1 Subsequently, however, the Vulgate text 
was corrupted by mixture with the r-type. 

Recent analysis of the Latin text of the Catholic Epistles 
discloses little that applies to all of them in the same way. 
Thiele's research2 shows that the Vulgate of these Epistles is the 
result of an irregularly executed revision of a Latin Vorlage of the 
T -type (i.e. broadly European) by a Greek text which corre­
sponded generally to that of codex Alexandrinus. The text of the 
Epistle of James exhibits markedly different characteristics from 
that of the other Catholic Epistles, particularly in the fluidity of 
the boundary between the Vulgate and the Old Latin texts. In 
I Peter the Latin Vorlage contained a considerable number of 
readings of the S-type (i.e. Spanish), while all that can be said of 
the basic Greek text is that it belonged to neither the Koine nor 
the type of text in Vaticanus. 

The most important study of the Vulgate text of the Apoca­
lypse is that by Vogels, who drew attention to the resemblances 
of the Vulgate to codex Sinaiticus.3 At the same time he refused 
to admit that Jerome based his work on this type of text, for 
Vogels was convinced that the ancestors of Sinai tic us were 
influenced by the Old Latin. Lagrange also observed the close 
connection between the Vulgate of the Apocalypse and the Old 
IJncial type of text, and believed that not only did the Old Latin 
base of the Vulgate belong to this general type, but that so far as 

1 De Bruyne worked out this hypothesis still further in his 'Saint Augustin 
reviseur de la Bible', Miscellanea Agostiniana, ii (Rome, 193 I), 52 I -606, holding 
that Augustine reviserl, for the Old Testament, the Latin text of the Psalms, 
\Visdom, the Heptateuch, and Job, and for the New Tl~stamcnt, the Gospels and 
the Pauline Epistles (including Hebrews, which he translated dirt'ctly from the 
Greek). The work by C. H. :t\1ilne, A Reconstruction of the Old Latin Text or Texts 0) 

the Gospels used by St. Augustine (Cambridge, 1926), is an incomplete and ill-digested 
collection of data, some of which are irrelevant to the subject; see Burkitt's stric­
hIres, JTS xxviii (1927), 101-5. 

1 For a full account of the textual affinities of each of the Catholic Epistles, see 
Walter Thiele's introductory essay in Vetus Latina, xxviiI, Epistulae catholicae (Frei­
burg, 1956--{i9), pp. 57*-101*. 

3 Untersuchungen zur Geschichte de,. lateinischen ApokalypseiibersetZllng (Dusseldorf, 
1920), pp. 19 if. 
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Jerolne revised the Old Latin it was still further in the direction 
of the Old Uncials. 1 It is easy to sec, therefore, why the \lulgate 
possesses an importance f()r the recovery of the text of the 
Apocalypse which the textual critic dare not overlook. 

III. LIMITATIONS OF LATIN IN REPRESENTING GREEK 

I~)' Bonifatius Fischer 2 

In order to assess rightly the testimony of thc Latin New 
Testanlent for the Greek text and it') variants, it is necessary to 
pay attention to the history and evolution of the Latin Bible. It is 
rather evident that not all differences within Latin itr;clf playa 
role here, but only the specific contact which has taken place 
with a Greek text. In this regard three things should be noted. 

(1) A Latin text-type is nonnally but one witness for the Greek 
Vorlage, no nlatter how 11lany single Latin witnesses represent the 
text-type. Consequently, the Fathers who quote the Vulgate arc 
not independent witnesses for the Greek; r (64) and Augustine 
are only one witness in Paul's letters, just as d (75), g (77), and 
Lucifer stand together; silnilarly g (51) and Lucifer in Acts, k (I) 
and Cyprian in the Gospels, etc. '1 'hi~ holds true also when the 
individual Latin witnesses are nunlerous. On the other hand, a 
Latin text-type cannot be ignored if only a single witness happens 
to be extant,3 for in that case ilnportant text-types would be 
neglected; e.g. K, when representcd only hy k (I) or e (2) or 
Cyprian, or F in James, for which usually only manuscriptff (66) 
is availablc. Isolated witnesses must, of course, be examined most 
strictly in order to ascertain whethcr they really represent a text­
type or whether they lllerely prescnt an individual error. 'The 
larger the number of witnesses at one's disposal the greater is the 
certainty concerning the reading of a text-type. Only from this 

1 Critique lex/ueile, p. 615. 
2 Translated, with permission, from the concluding section (pp. 80-92) of 

Fisclw!"s contribution 'Das Neue Testament in lateinischer Sprache', in Die alten 
()berselzullgm des Neuen Testammls, die Kirchetwdtetzitate Imd Ltktionare, ed. by K. 
Aland (Berlin and New York, 1972), pp. 1 -92. The bold-face letters signify text­
types within the history of the transmission of the Latin Bible (cf. ibid., pp. 24-39). 

J Such a proposal was made by E. C. Colwell in Studies ill the History and Text of 
the J'llew Testament in llonor of K. W. Clark (Studies and Documents, xxix; Salt Lake 
City, I967), p. 8. 
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point of view is it in senne measure justifiable to quote individual 
Latin witnesses in the apparatus of a Greek text. But the user of 
the apparatus goes astray if he values the cited manuscripts as a 
plurality of witnesses instead of merely an indication orthe degree 
of certainty of the text-type in question.. 

(2) The Latin testinlony relates to the place and tilne where 
contact with the Greek has taken place rather than to the place 
and time of the individual witness; hence it normally applies to 
the origin of the Latin text-type or of a variation within the type 
influenced by the Greek. 'V hen Gregory the Great quotes the 
Vulgate text of the Gospels, he witnesses to the Greek Vorlage of 
the revision undertaken by Jerome in Rome in A.D. 383; r (64) 
and Augustine witness to a Greek Vorlage not in North Africa at 
the time of Augustine but rather in upper Italy c. A.D. 370. The 
Latin is thus a witness for a second-century Greek text only if we 
can make contact with the original translation. The Old Latin 
testimony has a different weight in a Greek apparatus, one which 
wholly depends upon the nature of its text and which cannot be 
gathered simply from its individual witnesses. 

(3) The development of the Latin version was influenced 
again and again through contacts with Greek texts. This caused 
not only varieties of readings, but also some varieties of render­
ings. If a second Latin text-type presupposes the same Greek 
Vorlage of a particular passage, this may be caused by the cir-
cumstance that the Greek text of the passage was not consulted 
afresh; then the second text-type is not a second witness for the 
Greek. But if the Greek really was consulted and the agreement 
ascertained, then we have a second independent witness for the 
same Greek text. On the other hand, the consultation of the 
passage may have been so superficial that a difference either was 
overlooked or was, for one reason or another, not taken into 
account; in such a case again we have no new witness for the 
Greek. Often it cannot be decided which of these cases has really 
occurred. When, however, through its choice of words the Latin 
text-type attains closer assimilation to the Greek, the second case 
is assured, and thus we have a second, independent witness for 
the same Greek text. r Likewise, this second case is demonstrable 

1 See the cautious judgement by H.]. Frede in Vetus Latina, xxivj2, pp. 33, 34 f. 
(List V, 2) and 37f. as well as 281 f., concerning the Greek Vorlage of the Vulgate. 
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when an original faulty translation has been corrected in the 
course of development;r sometiInes, to be sure, it is difficult to 
decide whether what is involved is a misunderstanding by the 
translator or an inner Latin corruption. \Vith names special care 
is necessary: only by reverting to the Greek do 'Caiphas' and 
'Scarioth' become 'Caiaphas' and 'Iscariotes'; but with, e.g., 
'IstrahelJIsrahcl' and 'Isac/lsaac' one cannot be certain whether 
the spelling reflects the original translation or whether it is a cor­
rection representing the Greek text. It must also be taken into 
account that Jerome occasionally changed the Latin text of the 
Gospels without having a corresponding Greek Vorlage. 

How very closely the value of a Latin witness depends upon 
knowledge of the history of the Latin text is disclosed by com­
paring the view of AdolrJiilicher concerning the developnlent in 
tbe Acts of the Apostles and vValter Thiele's view concerning the 
Catholic Epistles. Julicher supposes one primitive translation 
from the \tVestern text, practically represented by the African 
text, which was subsequently totally transformed according to 
the normal Greek text, but is preserved today only in four 
European text-types, each of which has again incorporated 
Western elements. So far as these do not arise from Latin con­
taminations or arc new translations of the extant Greek manu­
rcripts D and E respectively, we should have to judge all Latin 
text-types as being witnesses for the Western text quite indepen­
dent of each other and from different times and places. Thiele, on 
the contrary, in the Catholic Epistles takes for granted Latin 
transformations of the African text with its Western readings. 
Accordingly all extant text-types constitute only one witness, 
representing usually the primitive translation, even where the 
African text itself is no longer extant but has been supplanted by 
European transformations. 2 

Certain limitations involved in the Greek and Latin languages 

1 'Primitive misrcadings and misunderstandings' is what A. V. Billen calls 
them (sec his Old Latin Texts of the Heptateuch (Cambridge, 1927), pp. 161--5; 
examples arc given of an original defect having been corrected by Cyprian, on the 
onc hand, and, on the other hand, having a long after-life). 

2 One must first of all classify Latin witnesses like MS. 67 in the history of the 
Latin text before assessing their value as witncsscs for the ""estern text of Acts. 
This is preferable to a direct comparison with the Grcek, Coptic, ami Syriac tradi­
tion, where the same must naturally be demanded for the Coptic and Syriac. wit­
nesses as for the Latin. This has not been sufficiently grasped by E. J. Epp in 
JBL lxxxiv (1965), 173· 



Limitations of Latin 

themselves must be observed if one wants to evaluate rightly the 
witness of the Latin in terms of its Greek Vorlage. Above all, 
we must take into account the fact that the relation between 
writing and speaking was different in the ancient world from 
what it is in our modern time. Today the written form of a 
word.is standard; in former times it was often only a rough and 
ready expedient for conveying sound in speaking, the main 
thing being the spoken word. Interest may have been focused 
on the correct pronunciation of a word, but never on its correct 
spelling-a circurnstance that holds for Latin just as much as 
for Greek. 

In summary we can therefore say that as concerns all the 
peculiarities and variants of sound and accidence of the Greek 
New Testament as dealt with in §§ 8-126 in Blass-Debrunner,I 
nothing can be concluded from the Latin versions. This also 
holds true for those cases in which the Greek text, though inter­
preted in a certain way, is nevertheless ambivalent in its written 
form as concerns word division, punctuation, accent (IlEVEL/IlEVEt 
John xiv. 17), breathing mark (avTofJjalJ'rofJ) , forms with or 
without iotas subscript (i.e. differences between nominative or 
dative), change of aL and E in words like Kat.Vov/KEVOV (John xix. 
41) or in certain forms like o:TTEXEaBaL/o:TTEXEaBE (1 Pet. ii. 1 I) and 
aTToB€aBuLjdTToBEaBE (Eph. iv. 22), or of wand 0 (difference 
between indicative/subjunctive and present/future). 

Although the Latin language is in general very suitable for use 
in making a translation from Greek, there still remain certain 
features which cannot be expressed in Latin. The aorist and the 
perfect tenses cannot be differentiated, so both EAaAT)aa and 
AEAaAT)Ku must be rendered loculus sum. 2 The same holds true for 
different forms of the imperative, e.g. aiTErTE/aLT~aaaBE (John xvi. 
24) ; also for the double negative (OVK EpwT~auTE ovO€V John xvi. 
23), which in Latin would be rendered by a literal translation,3 as 
generally for the different forms of the Greek negative particle 
OU, OUK, OUX, OUX', Il~, OU Il~, Il-.ry OU. That non as well as nonne 
can be used for the interrogative OUX' is involved in the inner 

I F. Blass and A. Debrunncr, A Greek Grammar of the New Testament and Other 
Early Christian Literature, translated and revised by R. \\'. Funk (Cambridge and 
Chicago, 1961). 

l For the preference of the African text in rendering the Greek imperfect by the 
Latin perfect, see below. 

3 But in Latin two negatives produce an affirmative statement! 
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development of the Latin language. In Jas. iii. 3 El s,/rS€/lSov 
iotacism also is involved. 

In the Latin language there is no definite article. When it has 
a certain syntactical function in Greek, its absence in Latin is 
confusing and often necessitates various expedients. By way of 
examples one can refer to Acts xxiv. 25 TO YVV EXOY = quod nunc 
adtinet in the Vulgate, nunc in g (5 I); I Pet. i. 10 oi 1TEPL T-ry~ El~ 
vj1-0S XciP~TO~ 1TpoCP7JTEvaavTE~ is rendered qui de futuro. in vos gratia 
dei prophetaverunt in text-type C, qui de futura in vobis gratia pro­
phetaverunt in the Vulgate, qui futuram gratiam in vobis prophetaverunt 
and qui venturam in vobis gratiam prophetaverunt in two citations 
by Pseudo-Vigilius; in the following verse the two translations 
qui in eis erat spiritus of text-type T and merely in eis jpiritus 
of the Vulgate both stand for TO EV athof~ 1TvEvj1-a. As the 
examples show, the usual expedient in Latin is to render the 
article by a relative clause; the same can also occur where a 
clause would not be necessary, as in Col. i. 26 quod absconditum 
fuit. 1 Under special circumstances the article is occasionally 
rendered by the demonstrative pronoun, above all in the 
expression hie mundus or hoc saeculum. On the other hand, the 
New Testament very seldom employs the construction that is 
frequent in the headings of certain Psalms (ipsi David = T<f) 

LJavtS) in order to make thedative of indeclinable proper names 
recognizable. z 

For the substantives that are pluralia tan tum , a true plural is 
missing; other substantives normally form no plural (see below, 
section (d)). Latin verbs lack the perfect active participle and 

I In Col. i. 26 this literal translation changes the Greek construction in the 
Latin, because everyone takes the following finite verb nunc autem mallifcslalum est 
to be the continuation of the relative sentence. See the different Latin translations 
in Hermann Josef Frede, Vetus Latina, xxiv/2, pp. 385 f., and, as a further example, 
the renderings of Toi, EP:TTP0(18EV (Phil. iii. 13). Concerning the complications which 
result by rendering the Greek article with qui, and specifically in connection with 
the present participle, cf. J. Svennung, Unter,fUchungen zu Palladius und zur lateitlischen 
F('ch- und Volkssprache (Uppsala, 1935), pp. 435 f.; S. Eklund, The Periphrastic, 
Completive and Finite Use of the Present Participle in Latin (Atta UTliversitatis Upsali­
ensis, Studia Latina Upsaliensia, 5; Uppsala, 1970), pp. 144-53. 

2 For the earliest stages and the beginnings of the Romance article, cf. the com­
ments and copious literature in J. B. Hofmann and A. Szantyr's Lateinische Syntax 
und Stilistik (Handbuch der Alterturn.f11.I issenschajt, 2. Abt., 2. Tcil, 2. Band; Munich, 
1963,1965), pp. 191-4 (§ 106). For special consideration of tile Latin biblical texts, 
see also F. Abel, L' AdJectif demonsttalif dans fa langue de la Bible latine; Etude sur fa 
formation deJ .rystemes diicliques et de l'ar/ick d-4Jini des Imlgues romallu (Beilu:jt zur 
Zeitschrift fur Romanische Philologie, cxxv j Tlibingen, 1971). 
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present passive participle, deponents lack the entire passive 
system, and all verbs lack the middle. If therefore the Greek 
participial construction is retained, the time relationship must 
often be sacrificed; otherwise one must alter the construction. 
One can easily see this happening in the most diverse ways when 
one examines some verses in the edition of the Vetus Latina or in 
the Nestle-Aland edition of the Greek-Latin New Testament and 
observes the rendering of the participles. I Therefore, in Acts 
xxviii. 6 one cannot decide with certainty whether the Vorlage 
was J-tf'rafJa>..6J-tlvOL or J-tlTa{3a>J..6J-t€VOL for the corwertentes se of the 
Vulgate or for the conversi in g (5 I). Especially difficult for the 
translator is the task of rendering a participle like wv, which is 
non-existent in Latin. For example, in Acts xxvii. 2 one finds 
various free renderings of OVTOS aVv ~J-trv J4pI.UTCl,pXOV, such as erat 
autem cum nobis Aristarchus (s [53]), ascendit ... (h [55]), navigabat 
... (g [51]), andperseverante . .. (Vulgate). In James iii. 4 esse is 
preserved in the translation, and in spite of that we have for 
T'Y}Al.KafiTa QVTa the renderings quae tam inmensae sunt (8), tam 
magnae runt . . . autem (F [the participle is resolved into the main 
co-ordinate clause]), and cum magnae sint (Vulgate). The Latin 
translator encounters similar problems with the Greek infinitive, 
whether with or without the article and with or without a pre­
position; they are resolved with more or less skil1.2 We are 

I The first possibility is that of changing participles in co-ordinate main clauses 
by connecting them with et; c.g., I Pet. ii. 20, KOAat/",OI-'EVO' (KoAa,6IJ.Evot) InTO­
/AEVE'TE ••• 1TQ(1](OVTE) iJ1TO/AEI'EtTE, punimini et szifJertis •.. palimini et sustinetis (text-type 
C), against colaphizati suffertis ..• patientes sustinetis (Vulgate), where the participles 
are introduced, paralleling the Greek. But this is an exact rendering only with 
patientes, since it happens to be a deponent, not with colaphizali, which should not 
be perfect tense. More complicated is the co-ordination of two participles and the 
connection of the following main clause with autem in the text-type F in James iii. 4 
(see the edition at the passage). According to the context one can naturaHy employ 
tl and autem as well as atque, sed, and other words for such a co-ordination. The other 
possibility is that of converting different kinds of subordinate clauses by means of 
cum (Jas. i. 12 text-type V; 1 Pet. i. 8 text-type C), dum (Jas. i. 12 text-type T), quia, 
qua, quando (all in different witnesses at 1 Pet. iv. 3), and most frequently in relative 
sentences, yet not exclusively when the article is present; the infinitive can also 
occur (I Pet. iv. 4 text-types T and A). For different usages of the present active 
participle, which can lead to difficulties in both languages, cf. the entire book by 
Sten Eklund (p. 366 n. I above). 

Z The best way of expressing the final infinitive is to render it with ul; e.g. I Pet. 
ii. 15 C and V. Yet 1 Pet. ii. 5 can show still other possibilities, where we find for 
aVEvlYKaL the following translations: offerre, offerre, offerentes, offerle, ad offerendas, ut 
olferatis. The reader who consults Vetus Latina xxviII on 1 Pet. v. 8 will be at his wits 
end to decide which Greek reading the different Latin readings at the end of the 
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content to conclude with a combined example from Matt. v. 13, €.l 
fL~ ~A1JB€v ;~w Kara7Tar€.taBaL, which in the Vulgate reads nisi ut 
mittatur ioras et conculcetur (cf. aL'io J iilicher-Aland on the passage). 

Nonnally there were difficulties with reciprocal pronouns such 
as o.AA~AWV, though in these cases the difficulties proceed more 
from the complicated development in Latin. 1 Certain Greek 
synonyms, such as Karayy€M€.Lv and o.vayy€AA€.LV, OlK€.LV and 
KarOLK€rV, are not precisely differentiated in Latin. 2 Especially 
great is the uncertainty with prepositions like €K and o.7T6, o.7T6 and 
v7T6, €V and €7Tt, and in Latin prepositions like a, de, and ex. 3 

Indeed, already in Koine Greek €.ls and €V generally overlap in 
meaning. The same development in vulgar and latc Latin results 
in the favouring of the accusative (especially where it is differ­
entiated from the ablative only by a final m) and its gradual 
development into the universal case which alone remains in the 
Romance languages. This uncertainty is not limited to instances 

verse really presuppose. Almost as varied is the situation concerning infinitives with 
a preposition; c.g. James iv. 15 aVTL TOV MYHV vl-'as, et !lOll did/is (8), propter quod 
dicere vos oportet (F), pro co ut dicatis (V) (striving for the most exact rendering!), 
quam 141 dicatis (Cassiodorus), pro eo quod debeatis dicere (Jerome). Only by chance is 
the rendering of Phil. i. 7 Sea 'TO £XHV JL~ more uniform, eo quod habeam (D, I, V), 
propteTta quod habeam (A) ; cr. also James iv. 2 propter quod for Sta 'To. On the other 
hand, ut usually serves not only for the plain infinitive but also when it is connt"cted 
with the preposition £l~ 'TO (Phil. i. lout and in hoc ut) or wpos 7"0 (Eph. vi. 11) instead 
of ad with the gerund and gerundive respectively. vVith certain verbs like esse 
or posse any other Latin translation is scarcely possible; e.g. Eph. vi. 1 I wpOS TO 
SvvuaOue vl-'a~, ut /)ossitis (variant ita ut possitis); in Eph. vi. 13 it renders iva 
SvvT}Ofju. If, as we shall see, the inference from a Latin preposition to the Greek 
Vorlage is generally uncertain, much more does this apply to prepositions before an 
infinitive in Greek; in fact, the question arises not merely which preposition 
was used, but whether any preposition at all stood in the Vorlage (c.g. Phil. i. 
23 Els). 

J Cf. J. B. Hofmann and A. Szantyr, op. cit. (p. 366 n. 2 above), pp. '76--8, and 
the literature mentioned there. 

2 Neither from habitaTe nor froIn inhabitare can one infer which one of two 
Greek words stood in the Vorlage; cf. H. J. Frede, Vetus Latina xxiv/2, p. 280. 

3 H. von Soden, Das lateinische Neue Testament in Afrika zur Zeit Cyprialls (Leipzig, 
1 gog), p. 155, says rightly: 'The range of meaning of a preposition differs very much 
in different languages, and it is not feasible to translate literalistically.' A clear 
example is £7T{+the geniti.ve, the natural translation of which is super; in temporal 
usage before proper names, however, it can scarcely be rendered otherwise than 
by sub (cf. Mark ii. 26; Luke iii. 2; iv. 27) ; and ill veritate is a natural way of ex­
pressing E-rr' aAT}Odas. Cf. also A. V. Dillen, The Old Latin Texts oj the Heptateuclt 
(Cambridge, 1927), pp. 150-5. This uncertainty in the rendering of prepositions 
is the more deplorable since they arc so frequent and are words especially suitable 
for statistical studies; see the remarks by R. Morgenthaler, Slatistik des llmtesta­
mentlichm fVortschatzes (Zurich, 1958), p. 160. 
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where actual variants are present in the corresponding Greek; I 
in other instances they certainly could have perished in the on­
going stream of the textual transmission. 

In general the translation technique of the Latin Bible is very 
literal; nevertheless a certain freedom is maintained. The trans­
lator does not always render the same Greek word by the identical 
Latin word. On the whole, the development in the Latin goes 
from a freer translation to an ever closer correspondence to the 
G·reek. For example, the Old African text-type favours illius etc. 
instead of eius for atn-ov etc., andfuit instead of erat for ~V.2 When 
we try to classify the kinds of freedom involved in translation, we 
can differentiate the following: 

(a) Word order.3 

(b) Various particles: 8' is rendered not only by autem or veTO but also by 
sed, et, -que, igitur, itaque, ergo, and enim; T€ Kat by simply et. Instead of 
sed or at, adversatives like nam can also stand for aAAa. Enim and autem 
are easily exchanged in Latin, so that reversions to 8' or yap arc very 
uncertain. As regards the usage and meaning of the particles, the 
various developments of late Latin are to be observed.4 Often inner 
Latin variations occur, such as sed and sed et, or sicut and sicut et. 

(c) Various pronouns. In addition to the aforementioned forms of ille 
for aVT6s-, one finds the intensifications of personal pronouns such as 
mc, memet, me ipsum, memet ipsum, and the like. Personal pronouns that 
accompany the Greek infinitive are usually expressed in Latin by the 
form of the verb. 

(d) Usage of singular or plural in some words, such as lignum, caro,s aqua, 
ventus,6 sanitas (Acts iv. 30), and especially manus. Some neuter plurals 
change to feminine singular, as gaudia to Italian gioia and French 

I The following are examples of such variation in Greek: inrlp 11T~pt with genitive 
(John i. 30) ; 1TEpt with genitive I (1TL with dative (John xii. 16); (1TL with dative / 
Jv (John xi. 6); E1TLwith accusative I EV (John iii. IS); El~ / E1TLwith accusative (John 
xxi. 4) ; 1TPOS with accusative / Els (John xi. 32; Jas. iii. 3) ; 1TPOS with dative I €v 
(John xx. I I); EK /1Tupa with genitive (John xvi. 28) or (i1T6 with genitive (John 
xi. 38). 

Z Cf. also the examples cited by Walter Thiele, 'Prohleme der Versio Latina in 
den Katholischen Briefen', in Die allen Obersetzungen des Neuen Testaments, die 
Kirchmuiiterzitate und Lekti()nare, cd. by K. Aland (Berlin and New York, 1972), 
pp. 96-1 IS· 

3 Cf. the statement by AdolfJulicher, ' ... especially docs [the Latin] abandon 
the word-order of tht> Greek innumerable times, even without adequate reason' 
(ZNW xv (1914), 178); cf. the examples cited by Thiele, op. cit., pp. 97 f. 

4 See J. B. Hofmann and A. Szantyr, Ope cit., pp. 473-515. 
s Cf. A. V. Billen, op. cit., p. 146. 
6 The plural venti in Acts xxvii. 7 (s [53]) could come from Acts xxvii. 4; see 

the example in section (g). 
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joie; therefore in biblical texts, for example, the inner Latin variants 
opera/oJ)eram or relia/retiam arc not infrequent. 

(e) The preference for stronger expressions shows it<;elf, for example, in 
the usc of eicere for ;gaYELv or pessimus or nequam for 710'll1]PO<;. Generally 
the Latin superlative can stand for the positive degree in Greek. 

(f) Latin constructions, such as intrare (ingredi) with or without in 'with the 
accusative or the ablative. and egredi with or without ex or de, adire 
(ad), etc. 

(g) "Vords or passages difficult to render: e.g. the word f.1.EAA€LV or the 
passage!-,~ 7Tpo(J'djjVTO~' ~!-,as TaU aVE!-'ov (Acts xxvii. 7), which reads 
cum venti essen! corl/rafii in s (53), et rlOrt admittente nos vento in g (51), 
and prohibente nos vento in the Vulgate. In Acts xxvii. 15 the Vulgate 
reads data rlave flatibus for £'TrLS6VT€~ over against the simple laxantes in 
s (53). 

(It) Stylistic formation: e.g. €O€'IITO (3ovA~v (Acts xxvii. 12) is rendered 
statuenmt consilium in the Vulgate, cOllsiiium ftcerunt in g (5 I), and 
habuenmt consilium in s (53). 

(i) Special meanings of words in late Latin: e.g. periculis for OavaTwv 
(2 Cor. i. 10); cf. also section (e). 

(j) l\Ilinor additions suggest themselves, such as the auxiliary word esse 
or some object; such variations may originate in Greek, or in Latin, 
or in both languages. I 

(I.:) Omissions of particular words which in Latin arc scarcely rendered, 
like uv, or which, in vicw of their frequent usage, are contrary to 
Latin idiom, as is the case of }-tEV; or the omission of other words, 
especially in difficult or overloaded constructions. J 

In such cases a Greek variant reading is ordinarily not to be 
inferred or reconstructed frOlTI the Latin. This is stilllTIOre evident 
when it is a questiori of inner-Latin corruptions; e.g. Cyprian 
substitutes ut JUJcitentur for ut iudicentur in I Pet. iv. 6, and Augus­
tine substitutes et videte for et vitae in J Pct. iii. 7. Such corruptions 
in Latin usually give good sense, a circumstance which has 
favoured their origin and preservation even when deviating far 
from the original; e.g. descendentiwn (Luke xix. 37) and discum­
bentiurn (John xxi. 12) for discentium "-~ discipulorum. James iii. 7 is 
strange; there the error can have originated in Greek (nAAWV 
instead of EVaA/WV) just as \vell as in Latin (ceterorum instead of 
cetorum).2 Developments of syntax in late Latin, such as the pre­
viously mentioned preference for the accusative and the change 

I For examples of (j) and (k), S(,l~ Thiele, op. cit. (p. 369 n. 2), pp. 98 f. 
7. cr. also Col. ii. 7 abundal1tes/ambulantes and 1T€Pt(T(J€UUVTE<;/1T€PL1TU'TOVI'T€>, in all 

cases following after Col. ii. 6. 
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j n meaning of different words (cf. section (i) above), need to be 
Inentioned only in passing. 

Finally, various peculiarities of phonetics as well as scribal 
peculiarities must be mentioned. The letters ae and open e, 
frequently written as ~, fall together phonetically; hence there are 
confusions between caedere and cedere, maerere and merere, hebdoma­
dae and hebdomade, novissime and novissimae, etc. This confusion is 
to be observed particularly with names, especially when a similar 
phenomenon occurs also in Greek. 

The sounds au and 0 indicate different linguistic orbits. Al­
ready in Cicero's time the patrician Claudius changed his name 
to Clod ius because he wished to become a tribune of the people; 
consequently claudus and clodus stand side by side in the Stuttgart 
Vulgate. 

The letters b and v are very often interchanged, I not only in 
Spain, where that is customary even today, but also frequently in 
sixth-century Italy; uncertainties between the perfect and the 
future tense occur in forms ending -avit or -abit, -evit or -ebit. 

The lettcrs band p are sometimes interchanged. Thus, owing to 
a certain etymological manner of writing, scribtum and scribtura 
frequently appear in good manuscripts. 

The lettcrs c and cll also alternate in purely Latin words (mihi 
and michi); in foreign words such as raca, however, one cannot 
draw conclusions as to the orthography of the Vorlage. 

The letters d and t change especially in the terminal sound; 
inquid is in late Latin a legitimate way of writing, as is ad ubi 
(which in scriptura continua is not differentiated from adubi) for at 
ubi. 

Especially the closed e often exchanges with i, producing un­
certainty between the present and the future tense in verbs of the 
third conjugation, such as dicit and dicet. 

The! etters f and ph are used entirely indiscriminately, espe­
cially in foreign words. 

The letters g and i can sound the same between two vowels; 
that makes an error like magis instead of maius possible, and vice 
versa. 

Since h had long since disappeared in the pronunciation of 
Latin, here the spelling is especially uncertain. Between vowels 

I Stated more precisely, b between vowels is pronounced like tI, while v as initial 
and after rand l is pronounced like h. 
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(especially a and e) h is likely to be inserted so as to prevent 
pronunciation as a diphthong ae (e.g. !srahe!). One filay ques­
tion whether this is the only basis [or Iohannes, or whether a 
remembrance of Jewish origins in the Hebrew comes into play 
here. 

As regards i, the long i or double ii can be written with an apex 
not only in inscriptions but also in certain fifth-century manu­
scripts, where it appears as i. Consequently the converging of the 
perfect and the present tense yields forms like abit and abiit, as 
also the difference involving venit exists only in the pronunciation 
of the e. 

One recalls that m had been practically silent at the ending of 
a word, and that it was often abbreviated in writing by means of 
a stroke; thus the confusion between the accusative and the 
ablative was furthered still more. 

The letter n made itself perceptible after vowels only as a 
nasalizing of the vowel, which favoured confusions of the type 
timens/times, ignorans/ignoras, and ignorantes/ignoratis. Forms like 
praegnas and praegnans, as well as formosus and formonsus therefore 
stand side by side in Latin biblical texts. 

The long 0 is also written as u, just as the short u can become o. 
Epistula and epistola, parabula and parabola, and diabolus and 
diabulus stand side by side. Therefore, fulguT ('lightning') and 
fulgor ('splendour') are often not differentiated, in spite of a 
different Greek Vorlage. 

The letter p in the conlbination -mpt- is uncertain. Certain 
fourth- and fifth-century manuscripts prefer to write promtus 
instead of promptus or temtatio instead of temptatio. The existence of 
the alternative forms volumtas and volumptas gives rise to frequent 
confusion between the different words voluntas and voluptas. 

Plain p also stand~ in place of ph, as in names like Iosep; that the 
letter was so pronounced is shown by the Italian 'Giuseppe'. 

With s the uncertainty between single and double consonants 
is especially frequent. I There is hardly any difference in pro­
nunciation since Latin knows only the voiceless s; therefore 
abscisus (from abscido) is identified with abscissus (from abscindo). 
vVhen medial s is involved with other consonants, t is inserted, as 
in the form Istrahel. Prefixing a vowel to s+consonant at the 

1 This is true not only in Irish manuscripts, even though their special pre­
dilection for this kind of error cannot be denied. 
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beginning of a word is known to have lived on in the Romance 
languages; c.g. Stephallus becomes 'Estienne' ('Etienne') and 
'Esteban'; on the other hand, through 'hyperurbanismus', 
instead of (H)ispania only Spania is written. 

Confusion of t and lh is usually harmless; in the case of proper 
names, however, one cannot draw· conclusions concerning the 
orthography of the Vorlage. 

Simple u also takes the place of double uu or u with an apex; 
consequently, the form manum can also stand as the genitive 
plural. 

The letter x coincides in pronunciation with s; one therefore 
encounters milex written instead of miles and res for rex as well as 
vice versa. 

The letter z seldom takes the place of s, yet often replaces di 
before a vowel in forms like zabulus (instead of diabulus) , resulting 
in possible confusion with Zabulon. 

Some manuscripts designate the thousands by a stroke over the 
numerals, while others as a rule differentiate all numerals by a 
similar stroke;1 according to the manuscripts, therefore, at 
Matt. xxvi. 53 the numeral XII means either duodecim or duo­
decim milia. Whereas in Greek the difference consists likewise only 
in the manner of making the stroke, here we have to do with 
parallel developments, a subject which will presently be dis­
cussed. Similarly, in the case of haplography and dittography of 
1 etters and syllables (arising from homoeoteleu ton), we find 
assimilations of word-endings to the preceding or following 
word; cf. Rev. vi. 6 animalium· dicentem (dicentium) or Rev. iv. I 

vox . .. tamquam tubae (tuba) loquentis. 
As for uncertainties that are occasioned both by Greek and by 

Latin, we must mention instances where biblical texts in both 
languages exhibit parallel developments, so that one cannot 
decide whether the variants originated in Greek, or in Latin, or 
in both languages independently of one another. This un­
certainty exists whether or not the corresponding variant is 

I Old manuscripts normally place a full stop before and after the numeral, 
as also often before and after names, in order to signify in such cases the separation 
of words despite scriptura continua. Marichal, in an investigation of a Latin frag­
ment of the third or fourth century, calls the overlining 'in principle irregular, 
but ancient and frequent' (sec G. G. Archi, M. David, E. Levy, R. Marichal, 
H. L. W. Nelson, Pauli Sentenliarum fragmentum I~idense (Studia Gaiana, iv; Leiden, 
1956), p. 4°)' 
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actually attested in Greek. The case of El~ and €v has already been 
mentioned. Some additional examples are the following: 

(a) The omission or the addition of the auxiliary verb. 1 

(b) The omission or the addition of pronouns as subject;Z the special case 
of personal pronouns with the Greek infinitive has already been 
mentioned. 

(c) The adjustment of constructions in terms of congruence in gender and 
Jlumber, especially with two or more subjects and verbs. 3 

(d) The adjustment of tenses; e.g. lVlark vii. 37 1T€1TO''Y/K€V ••• 1Tot€L 

(1TE1TOt'Y/KEV lv\r),jecit ... fecit in the VetlH Lalit/a. But the Vulgate has 
fecit ... jacit, even though most manuscripts make use of the same 
form fecit. 

(e) The interchange of nouns and pronouns; cf. Col. i. 18 in the VeitH 
Latina, xxiv/2. 

(f) The addition, especially by way of amplification, of titles in liturgical 
fashion; e.g. Dominus noster Jesus Chris/us. Generally to be kept in mind 
is the fact that confusions between DominuJ and Deus in all forms 
(which are regularly shortened as nomina sacra and therefore little 
differentiated in written representation) are reflected in almost every 
text-type in at least some manuscripts. 

(g) The influence of parallel passages when one cannot derive a Greek 
original from the different wording in Latin." This kind of contami­
nation occurs especially easily when the corresponding passage is 
given in the margin of the manuscript, as frequently occurs in the 
case of parallels in the Gospels as weB as Old Testament citations 
throughout the entire NcwTestament. 

I Cf. Blass-Debrunner, §§ 127-8, and the example of I Pet. iv. 14 beati estis, 
fLaKapwL+€u,d 255 1838. 

2 cr. Blass-Debrunner, §§ 129-30. 
3 For constructio ad SeT/sum and even stronger incongruences, cr. Blass- ·Debrunner, 

§§ 131-7. 
.. See the discussion of\Valter Thiele, op. ci t. (p. 369 n. 2), pp. lo3-9. 
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The Gothic Version 

I. THE INTRODUCTION OF CHRISTIANITY AMONG THE 

GOTHS AND THE TRANSLATION OF THE NEW TESTAMENT 

T
HE Gothic1 version of the New Testament is notable for 
several reasons. Besides the fact that we know who made it 
and the approximate date when it was completed, this 

version is of considerable cultural significance as being by several 
centuries the earliest surviving literary monument in a Teutonic 
language. The ancient Goths founded an extensive empire north 
of the lower Danube and the Black Sea. Two great tribes lived on 
opposite sides of the Dniester River: on the east the Osttogoths 
and on the west the Visigoths. It was the latter who first became 
acquainted with Christianity, which they subsequently carried to 
their eastern kinsmen. 

Already in the middle of the third century we hear of the 
success of evangelistic efforts on the part of Christian priests taken 
captive by the Goths following their invasions which ravaged 
Asia Minor during the reigns of Gallienus and the emperors 
who succeeded him.2 According to Philostorgius,3 in A.D. 264 

I Gothic, as every linguist knows, is a dead language. Less well known is the 
fact that Gothic has been bequeathed to us in a limited corpus of texts which take 
up no more than roughly 280 pages. Except for fewer than ten pages, the texts are 
translations of various books of the New Testament, plus about three pages of 
Nehemiah, fragments of Genesis v, and Psalm Iii. 2, 3 (two half-verses only). 
\Vell over half the total corpus consists of the Gospels, the text of which is pre­
served essentially in one source, the famous codex Argenteus at the University 
Library in Uppsala. For a convenient tabular arrangement of the several extant 
manuscripts of the Gothic Bible, see Elfriede Stutz, 'Das Neue Testament in 
gotischer Sprache', in Die altm Obersetzullgen des Neuen Testaments, die Kirehenviiler­
zitale und Lektumare, ed. by K. Aland (Berlin and New York, 1972), pp. 376 f. 

A useful bibliographical tool for the study of Gothic is Fernand Mosse's 'Biblio­
graphia Gotica; a Bibliography of \-"ritings on the Gothic Language. to the end 
of 1949', MeditEval Studies (Toronto), xii (1950 ), 237-324. Supplements appeared 
in subsequent years: ibid. xv (1953), 169~83; xix (1957), 174--96 (prepared by 
James W. Marchand); xxix (1967), 328-43 (prepared by Ernest A. Ebbinghaus); 
and xxxvi (1974), 199-214 (Ebbinghaus). 

:t Sozomen, Hist. eeel. ii. 6 (Migne, PG lxvii, col. 949). 
3 Philostorgius, Hist. eeel. ii. 5 (cd. Bidcz, p. I7 f.). 
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the grandparents of Ulfilas were deported to Dacia (modern 
Rumania) fi'om Sadagolthina in Cappadocia. Ulfilas, born about 
3 I I, was probably the son of a Cappadocian mother and a Gothic 
father, who gave him a typically Gothic name, a diminutive 
formed fronl wuifs, meaning 'little wolf'. 1 Although Christianity 
had already made itself felt among the Goth') (a Gothic bishop 
named Theophilus attended the Council of Nicaea in 325)/ 
Ulfilas well deserves the sobriquet 'Apostle of the Goths'. At the 
early age of thirty, Bishop Eusebius of Nicomedia elevated him 
to the episcopate, and thereafter until his death in 381 (or 383) 
Ulfilas laboured among his people both as bishop and as tem­
poralleader. 3 

Ulfilas' greatest accomplishlnent was the creation of an 
alphabet4 (composed primarily of Greek and Latin characters, 
but including elements of Gothic runes) and the translation of 
the Scriptures into his native tongue.s In theology Ulfilas was 

I The old historians wrote it Ou)..4>{>'a~, Ovpcpl>'a~, Ulfila, \Vulphilas, Vulfila. 
On the relation of the popular spelling Ulphila(s) with that involving an initial 
w, see Axel Koch, 'Zur Frage nach dem Namen des gotischen Bibeliibcrsetzers', 
Arkiv for nordisk filologi, N.F. xxxvi (1924), 314-19. Cf. also H. J. Graf~ 'Syrisch 
Aurophila(s) = 'rVulfila. Eine bisher unbekannte Nachricht iiber Wulfila', Bei­
trage zur Nameriforschullg, N.F. vii (1972), 79-Bo (in Michael the Syrian's Chronicle); 
ibid., p. 290. 

2 Cf. Heinrich Gelzer, Heinrich Hilgenfeld, and Otto Cuntz, edd., Pa/rum 
Niaenorum nomina (= Scriptores sacri et pro/ani, ii; Leipzig, 1898), p. 70. It is, how­
ever, not certain whether Theophilus was a Visigoth from north of the lower 
Danube or an Ostrogoth from the Crimea; see E. A. Thompson, The Visigoths in lite 
Time of Ulfila (Oxford, 1966), p. 164. 

3 For a recent discussion of problems relating to the conversion of the Goths, 
see Piergiuseppe Scardigli, 'La conversione dei goti al cristianesimo', Settimane di 
studio del Centro ilaliano di studi nell' alto medievo, xiv (Spoleto, 1967), 47-84 and (dis­
cussion of the paper) 471-84 . 

.. cr. Joseph Boiiiiaert, 'Oorsprong en vorming van het gotisch alphabet', 
Revue beige de philologie et d'histoire, xxviii (1950), 423-7 and James \V. l\1archand, 
'Dber den Ursprung des gotischen ))Orn-Zeichens', Beitrage zur Geschichte der 
deutschen Sprache und Literatur, lxxvii (1950), 490-4. The 'working hypothesis' pro­
posed by Siegfried Gutcnbrunncr, that Ulfilas merely revamped a previously 
existing Gothic alphabet ('Der Ursprung des gotischen Alphabets', Beitrage zur 
Geschichte der deutschen Spraclre und Lileratur, lxxii (1950),- 500-8) is refuted by 
James \V. Marchand ('Hatten die Goten vor 'rVulfila eine Schrift?' ibid. lxxxi 
(1959), 295-302. 

For extensive bibliography on the Gothic alphabet, sec Larry A. Vichmeyer, 
'The Gothic Alphabet. A Study and Derivation' (Diss., University of Illinois at 
Urbana-Champaign, 1971). Vichmcycr concludes that the Gothic alphabet was 
based primarily upon common Germanic futhork (Dissertation Abstracts, xxxii 
(197 1- 2 ),4597A ). 

5 The commonly accepted traditions concerning the part played by Ulfilas 
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hospitable to Arianism (or semi-Arianism) ; how far his theological 
views may have influenced his translation of the New Testament, 
or whether indeed there was any influence, has been debated. J 

Perhaps the only certain trace of the translator's dogmatic bias is 
fi)und in Phil. ii. 6, where reference is made to the pre-existent 
Christ in terms of being galeiko guda (= 'similar to God'), 
whereas the Greek Lan O€t{> should have been rendered ibna guda. 

About a century after the death of Ulfilas the Ostrogothic 
chieftain Theodoric invaded northern Italy and founded a 
mighty empire, the Visigoths being already in possession of 
Spain. Since the use of Ulfilas' version can be traced among the 
Goths of both countries, it must have been the vernacular Bible of 
a large portion of Europe. Many manuscript') of the version were 
certainly produced during the fifth and sixth centuries in the 
writing schools of northern Italy2 and elsewhere,] but only eight 
copies, most of them quite fragmentary, have survived until the 
present time. One of them, codex Argenteus of the early sixth 
century, was executed in de luxe format, being written on purple 
parchment in silver and some gold ink. Not only this feature but 
also the artistic style and quality of the workmanship suggest that 
the manuscript was made for a member of the royal household, 
perhaps King Theodoric himself. 

as creator of an alphabet and as translator of the Bible have been (unsuccessfully) 
challenged by N. Akinian, who attributed the Gothic alphabet to St. Mesrop ('Dcr 
Ursprung des gotischen Alphabets' (in Armenian, with a German resume), HA 
lxiii (1948), cols. 312-40; 441-:~; 449-96; 621-32; cf. also OC 4th ser., iii (1955), 
110-1 J), and by A. A. Leont'ev ('K probleme avtorstva "vul'filianskogo" pere­
voda', Problemy sravllitel' noj filologii. Sbomik statej k 7o-letijy lima korrespondenta AN 
SSSR V. M. ,(,innunsko.f!.o (Moscow-Leningrad, 1964), pp. 271-6). lowe this last 
reference to the kindness of Professor E. A. Ebbinghaus. 

J Cf. W. L. Krafft, Defontibus Ulfilae Arianism; (Bonn, 1860); Friedrich Kauff­
mann, 'Der Arianismus des \'Vulfila', <DP xxx (18g8), 93-112; H. A. van Bakel, 
'Het Credo van \'\'ulfila', Cirea sacra, Hiswriselze Studicn (Haarlcm, 1935), pp. 86-
I 13; Elfriede Stulz, Gotische LitcmturdeTlkmiiler (Stuttgart, J 966), pp. 5-7; and 
Thompson, op. CiL, pp. 107-10. 

2 A Gothic calligrapher named Viliaric (\Viljarith) lived and worked at Ravenna 
in the first half of the sixth century. For the suggestion that it was he who pro­
duced the famous codex Argenteus, see Jan-OlofTjader, 'Der Codex Argenteus in 
Uppsala und der Buchmeister ViIiaric in Ravenna', Siudia gotiea . ... Vortrage beim 
Gotensymposion ... Stockholm 1.970, ed. by Vlf Eric Hagberg (Stockholm, 1972), 
pp. 144-64. 

3 James \,y. Marchand ('The Original I-lome of Our Gothic Manuscripts', 
JEGP lvi (1957),217--19) and Elfriede Slutz (Golische Literaturdenkmiiler (Stuttgart, 
1965), p. 21) think that several surviving Gothic manuscripts may have been the 
product of writing schools in the area of Toulouse in south-west France. 
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The Ostrogothic kingdoln in Italy was of relatively brief 
duration (A.D. 488--554), and by the middle of the sixth century 
it was overthrown, succumbing in sanguinary battles to the power 
of the eastern Roman Empire. The survivors left Italy, and the 
Gothic language disappeared leaving scarcely a trace. Interest in 
Gothic manuscripts was completely lost. NIany of them were 
taken apart, the writing scraped off, and the expensive parch­
ment was used again for subject Blatter regarded as more 
appropriate to the time. Codex Argentells is the only surviving 
Gothic manuscript (in addition to a double leaf of Gothic and 
Latin found in Egypt) that did not suffer this harsh treatment. 

II. THE GOTHIC MANUSCRIPTS OF THE KE\V TESTAMENT 

The following is a list of all the extant manuscripts and frag­
ments of the Gothic New Testament. 

(I) The codex Argenteus contains the four Gospels written, as 
was rncntioned above, Oll purple parchrnent in silver and some 
gold ink. Of the original 336 leaves, measuring I g' 5 cm. wide and 
25 cnl. high (7'~ by 9~ inches), 188 have survived--one leaf 
having turned up as recently as 1970 (see below). The order of 
the Gospels is the so-called \Vestcrn order (Matthew,John, Luke, 
Mark), like that of codex Hrixianus and other Latin Bibles con­
taining an ()ld Latin type of text. Golden lettcrs lend special 
splendour to the first three lines of each Gospel. They arc also 
used for the beginnings of the different sections, as well as for the 
abbreviations of the narnes of the Evangelists in the four con­
cordance tables at the bottOIn of each page. The silver ink, now 
dark and oxidized, is very diflicult to read against the dark, 
mulberry-coloured background of thc parchment. The photo­
graphic reproduction of the script of Matthew and Luke differs 
from that of the script of John and Mark, suggesting the use of 
different kinds of silver ink (that used to copy John and IvIark had 
marc silver in it than that used to copy Matthew and Luke)} 

'The fate of the 'Silver Codex' during the first thousand years of 
its existence is veiled in obscurity. At the middle of the sixteenth 
century Antonius 1\Jorilloll, Cardinal Granvella's secretary, saw 

I cr. G. \V. S. Friedrichsen, 'The Silvcr Ink of Codex ArgcntclIs', ]1S xxxi 
(1929-30), 189-92, and IVfichacl l\1etlen, 'The Silver Ink of Codex Argentcus', 
JEGP xxxvi (193'7),244--5. 
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the manuscript in the library of the monastery ofvVerden on the 
Ruhr in Westphalia. He transcribed the Lord's Prayer and some 
other parts, which were afterwards published, as were other 
verses copied soon after by Arnold Mercator, the son of the 
illustrious cartographer, Gerhard Mercator. Subsequently two 
Belgian scholars, George Cassander and Cornelius Wouters, 
having learned of the existence of the manuscript, brought it to 
the attention of the learned world, and the Emperor Rudolph II, 
who admired objets d'art and manuscripts, took the codex to his 
favourite castle, the Hradcany in Prague. In 1648, the last year 
of the Thirty Years War, it was brought to Stockholm as part of 
the spoils of war, and presented to the young Queen of Sweden, 
Christina. After her abdication in 1654 her learned librarian, the 
Dutchman Isaac Vossius, acquired the manuscript, which then 
sct out on a new journey when Vossius returned to his native 
land. 

Chance now arranged for the manuscript to be seen by expert 
eyes. Voss ius' uncle, Franciscus Junius (son of the Reformed 
theologian of the same name), had made a detailed study of the 
old Teutonic languages. To Junius it seemed to be an act of 
Providence that his nephew should provide him with access to 
this unique document, and from a transcript of the text made by 
a scholar named })errer he produced the first printed edition of 
lJlfilas' version of the Gospels (Dordrecht, 1665). I Before the 
edition had come from the press, however, the codex had changed 
owners again, having been purchased in 1662 by the Swedish 
Lord High Chancellor, Count Magnus Gabriel De la Gardie, one 
or the country's most illustrious noblemen and patrons of art. 

The precious manuscript wal) almost lost for ever when, during 
a blinding storm, the ship which was carrying it back to Sweden 
ran aground on one of the islands in the Zuider Zee. But careful 
packing protected it fronl the effects of salt water and the next 
voyage on another ship was completed successfully. 

Fully aware of the historic worth of the codex, in 1669 De la 
(~ardie gave it to the Library ofUppsala University, after having 
ordered the court goldsmith to prepare for it a magnificent 

I For information concerning Junius' edition (which contained also an edition 
of the Anglo-Saxon Gospels; see pp. 452 f. below), as well as concerning the 
history of Gothic research in the Low Countries until the end of the eighteenth 
c('ntury, see R. G. van de Velde, Die sludie l!On he! GOlise" in de Nederlanden 
((}hent, 19(6), pp. 130-65. 
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binding of hand-wrought silver. Here it became the object of 
intensive research, and in subsequent years a number of edi­
tions of its text were made. From a philological point of view the 
definitive edition, with a beautiful facsimile, was produced in 
the nineteenth century by Anders Uppstrom (Uppsala, 1854; 
supplemented in 1857 by ten leaves of the Gospel of Mark 
which had been stolen from the manuscript between 1821 and 
1834, but which were restored by the thief upon his death-bed). 

In 1927, when Uppsala University celebrated its four­
hundred-and-fiftieth anniversary, a monumental facsimile edi­
tion of the manuscript was produced. A team of photographers, 
using the most advanced methods of reproduction, I succeeded in 
producing a set of plates of the entire manuscript which are more 
legible than the faded parchment leaves themselves, while the 
editors of the edition, Professor Quo von Friesen and Dr. Anders 
Grape, then the Librarian of the University, presented the results 
of their investigations of the palaeographic characteristics and 
adventures of the manuscript through the centuries.2 

The romantic story of the fortunes of this famous codex had yet 
another chapter added when, in 1970, in the course of the reno­
vation ofSt. Afra's chapel in the cathedral of Speyer, the diocesan 
archivist Dr. Franz Haffner discovered in a wooden chest of 
relics a manuscript page which upon examination turned out to 
belong to the codex Argenteus. The leaf preserves the concluding 
verses of the Gospel according to Mark (xvi. 12-20).3 A significant 
variant reading is the absence of Gothic representation of the 
participle Tr€pt:TraTOVU£v in vs. 12. The presence of the word farwa 
('appearance, form') in the same verse contributes an additional 
item to that which had been previously known of the total 
Gothic Wortschatz. 4 

I Cf. The Svedberg and Ivar Nordlund, Fotografisk undersokning av Codex Argenuus 
(Uppsala universitets drsskriJt, matematik och naturvetenskap, no. 1 ; U ppsala, 1918). 

Z Codex argenteus Upsalullsis jussu Senatus Universitatis plwtotypice editus (Uppsala, 
1927). Friesen and Grape also present their researches in Swedish in Om Codex 
Argenteus, dess tid, hem och aden (Shifter utgivna au Svenska litteratursiillskapet, no. 27; 
Uppsala, 1928). 

3 The underlying Greek text is reconstructed by Elfriede Stutz, 'Ein gotische 
Evangelicnfragmcnt in Speyer', in Kuhn's ZVS lxxxv (1971),85-95, and 'Frag­
mentum Spirense---Verso', ibid.lxxxvii (1973), 1-15 . 

.. For this and other grammatical and lexical features that are disclosed by the 
leaf, sec, besides the articles by Dr. Stutz mentioned in the previous footnote, 
Piergiuseppe Scardigli, 'Unum Rt'divivum Folium" Studi germanici, N.S. ix (1971), 
5-19; Oswald j. L. Szcmcrcnyi, 'A New Leaf of the Gothic Bible', Language, xlviii 
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(2) Near the beginning of the twentieth century a parchment 
leaf from a bilingual Gothic-Latin manuscript was discovered at 
Sheikh-fAbade, a village close to the site of ancient Antinoe in 
Egypt. I Dating from the sixth century2 it contained mutilated 
portions of several verses from the end of the Gospel of Luke 
(xxiii. 11-14; xxiv. 13-17). Unfortunately the fragment was 
completely ruined in 1945 by undetected seepage of water from 
the Lahn River into a bank vault in Giessen where it had been 
stored for safekeeping during the Second World War.3 

All the other Gothic manuscripts are palimpsests, thought by 
many scholars to have been rewritten at the monastery ofBobbio." 

(3) In 1 756 Franz A. Knittel discovered, and in 1762 pub­
lished, four leaves of a codex at Wolfcnbiittel (no. 4148), con­
taining some forty verses of the Gothic text from Rom. xi-xv. 

(4) The codices Ambrosiani, four in number, were discovered 
in the Ambrosian Library of Milan by Cardinal Mai in 1817. 
Two of them preserve portions of all the Pauline Epistles (only 
2 Cor. is complete); a third contains parts of Matt. xxv-xxvii; 
and the fourth, parts of Neh. v-vii.s 

(5) Codex Taurinensis consists of portions of four badly 
damaged leaves that once belonged to the same manuscript as 
one of the codices Ambrosiani. Found in 1866 by Reifferscheid in 

(I972)~ J-IO; B. Garbe, 'Das Speyerer Codex-Argenteus-Blatt', lndogermanische 
Forschungen, lxxvii (J972), 118 r.; id., 'Die Verso-Seit des Spt'ycrer Codex­
Argenteus-Blatts', ZDA ci (J972), 325 f.; and H. Pollak, 'Weitcrcr Kommentar 
zum Fragmentum Spirense', ZDP xcii (1973), 61-5. 

I Paul Glaue and Karl Helm, 'Das gotisch-Iateinische Bibelfragment der Gross­
herzoglichen UniversiHitsbibliothek Giessen', ZNWxi (191O), 1-38; with a photo­
graph. On Gothic-Latin bilingual manuscripts, see Henss (p. 386 n. 6 below). 

2 The date is assigned on the basis of Latin palaeography; cf. E. A. Lowe, Codices 
Latini Antiquiores, viii (Oxford, 1959), no. J 200. 

J James W. Marchand, ]EGP cvi (1951),213-15 . 
.. According to Charles H. Beeson ('The Palimpscsts of Bobbio', Miscellanea 

Giovanni Mercali, vi (Vatican City, J946), 162-84) at Bobbio Gothic texts were re­
used earlier than classical texts. Michiel van den Hout, however, thinks that the 
rewriting of the Gothic manuscripts was done before they came to Bobbio ('Gothic 
Palimpsests of Bobbio', Scriptorium, vi (1952), 91-3). 

5 The manuscripts have been most recently edited, with facsimiles, by Jan de 
Vries, Wulfilae codices Amhrosiani rescripti epistularum evangelicarum textum goticum 
exhihenus (Turin and }<'Iorencc, 1936). cr. also Charlotte T. Zietlow, 'The Gothic 
Text of Romans; a Decipherment, Edition, and Translation', Diss., University 
of Michigan, 1969 (see Dissertation Abstracts, xxx (1969), 2009A). 
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the binding of a manuscript at Turin, they preserve brief portions 
of Galatians and Colossians. 1 

No portion of Acts, the Epistle to the Hebrews, the Catholic 
Epistles, or the Apocalypse has survived. The standard edition of 
what remains of the Gothic Bible (with the exception of the 
recently discovered leaf of codex Argenteus) is that of Wilhelm 
Streitberg,2 who provides a reconstruction in Greek of the pre­
sumed Vorlage translated byUlfilas (see also the caution expressed 
below, p. 388). 

III. CHARACTERISTICS OF THE GOTHIC VERSION 

The Gothic version of the Gospels is severely literal. Ulfilas 
appears to have done his work of translation on a word-by-word 
basis, in which the order of the Greek is almost always retained, 
often against the native Gothic idiom) Another marked character­
istic of the style of the Gothic Gospels is the uniformity Ulfilas 
achieved in translating any word in the Greek by the same Gothic 
word, provided the sense allowed. o4 Thus, AEY€LV appears as qipan 
in 504 occurrences out of 508, and AUAErV is rendered by rodjan in 
all but two of the eighty passages where it occurs.5 Furthermore, 
the translation technique that Ulfilas followed sought to repre­
sent in Gothic every word of the Greek text (except the definite 
article), even particles like J-tEv, 0" <lv, and others which, being 
peculiar to Greek, are unidiomatic in another language.6 

At the same time it must also be observed that Ulfilas chose his 
I Edited with facsimile by de Vries (sec preceding footnote); cf. also Joan Mary 

Martin, 'The Gothic Version of Paul's Epistle to the Galatians: A Decipherment, 
Edition and Translation', Diss., University of Michigan, 1970 (cf. Dissertation 
Abstracts, xxxi (1970), 2368A). 

2 Die gotische Bibel; I. Der gotiJche Te:~t und seine griechiJche Vorlage. Mit Einleitung, 
usarten und QJleliennachweisen sowie den kleineren Denkmiilern als Anhang, 5tc, durchgcs. 
Aufl. (Heidelberg, 1965). For a critique of passages where Streitberg has corrected 
the Gothic text, see Hans Pollak, 'Zur Oberlieferung der gotischen Bibel', ZDP xci 
(1972 ), 49-58. 

J So Georges Cucndct, L'Ordre des mots dans I.e texu grec et dans les versions gotique, 
annenienne et lIieux slave des Evangiles, Ie partie, Les Groupes tlominaux (Paris, 1929), 
and Michael Mctlcn, '\'Vhat a Greek Interlinear of the Gothic Bible can Teach 
Us', JEGP xxxii (1933), 530~4B. 

4 For such study there is now available J. R. Puryear's 'Greek-Gothic Lexicon 
and Concordance to the New Testament', Diss., Vanderbilt University, 1965. 

5 So G. W. S. Friedrichsen, The Cothic Versi-Ons of the Gospels,. a Study of its Style 
and Textual History (Oxford, 1926), p. 2!{. For other examples of uniformity of 
rendering, see Friedrichsen, op. cit., pp. 15-68. 6 Ibid., p. 15. 
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renderings of individual words with care and discretion, so that 
his version possesses not a little individuality and colouring. For 
example, of the sixty-four Greek or Semitic words that have been 
taken over in transliteration into the Latin Vulgate, only twenty­
eight occur in the Gothic version of the Gospels. I Thus in the in­
dividual renderings the version is faithful to Gothic vocabulary. In 
fact, based on an examination of the Gothic rendering of Gal. v. 7 
and 8 and Luke iii. 23, Ulfilas has been judged 'to be a competent 
translator of Greek, more so than either Erasmus or Luther'.2 

Concerning the question whether Ulfilas followed a systematic 
stylistic device for the repetition of words, sentences, syllables, 
alliteration, and homoeoteleuton, opinion is divided, Kauff­
mann,3 for example, arguing affirmatively and Friedrichsen4-
negatively. In any case, however, it is agreed that his work is 
characterized by competence and faithfulness to such a degree 
that it is relatively easy, at least in the Gospels, to ascertain the 
wording of the underlying Greek.s 

More than once the question has been raised whether Dlfilas 
was assisted in translating the Bible into Gothic.6 As evidence 
that there was more than one translator some have pointed to the 
correspondence of two Gothic priests, Sunnia~ and Fretela, with 
Jerome7 about the true readings of certain passages in the Psalter 

I Ibid., pp. 35 ff. Cf. also C. Elis, Ober die Fremdwiirter undfremden Eigennamen in 
der golisc/len Biheliibe1'setzung (Gottingen, 1903). 

2 So Hermann Collitz, 'Zwei Hapax Legomena der gotischen Bibel', [G. 0.] 
Cunne Volume of Linguistic Studies (Philadelphia, 1930), pp. 60---83. 

3 Friedrich Kauffmann, 'Der Stil der gotischen Bibel', ZDP xlviii (1920), 
7- 80 ; 165-235,349-88; xlix (1923), I I-57 . 

.. Op. cit., pp. 28 fL, and The Gothic Version of tile Epistles j a Study of its Style and 
Textual History (Oxford, 1939), pp. 1# ff. 

S For additional examples illustrating how slavishly literal the rendering is, and 
therefore how valuable the Gothic is for recovering the Vorlage, see Hans Steubing, 
'Miscellen zur gotischen Bibeliibersetzung des Ulfilas', ZKG, 4te Folge, lxiv 
(r952-3),137-65· 

6 e.g. in the nineteenth century Eduard Sievers (Encyclopaedia Britannica, 9th edn., 
vol. x, S.v. 'Goths', p. 852) and J. Wright (Primer of the Gothic Language (Oxford, 
1899), and, more recently, Michael Metlcn, who finds among the Gospels differ­
ences in the Gothic rendering of participles (Does the Gothic Bible Represent Idiomatic 
Gothic ?-An Irwestigatwn Based Primarily on the Use of the Present Participk in the 
Gothic Bibk; with Some Corroborating Facts Drawn from Other Materials (Abstract of 
Dissertation, Northwestern University, Evanston, 1932), pp. 22-3). Metlen's 
evidence, however, is interpreted differently by G. W. S. Friedrichsen, The Gothic 
Version of the Epistles; a Study of its Style alld Textual History (Oxford, 1939), 
p. 259 n. I. 

7 Jerome, Epist. cvi. An English translation is provided by Metlen in his article 
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some twenty years after the death of Ulfilas. Their queries, how­
ever, may be interpreted on the supposition that the priests were 
engaged on a revision of the Gothic Psalms. 1 In the case of the 
New Testament certain divergencies in translational technique 
can be detected when the four Gospels are compared with one 
another. Such a comparison reveals, according to a recent sum­
mary, 'a greater uniformity of vocabulary, a simplicity of 
diction, and a more primitive translation technique in Matthew, 
and to some extent in John, as against the other two Gospels'. 2 

Most scholars, however, regard the differences, at least those in 
the New Testament, as insufficiently marked to warrant the 
supposition of different translators. Rather, the differences in 
technique seem to be best accounted for either (a) as arising from 
the relaxation of meticulousness of method as the translator went 
on, or (b) as resulting from the greater influence in Luke and 
Mark of the Old Latin version and subsequent revision. 3 

IV. TEXTUAL AFFINITIES OF THE GOTHIC VERSION 

The general textual complexion of the extant Gothic version is 
not difficult to determine. All investigators agree (e.g. Westcott 
and Hort;~ von Soden,s Streitbcrg,6 Nestle,7 Streeter,8 Kenyon,9 
'The Letter of St. Jerome to the Gothic Clergymen Sunna and Fripila Concerning 
Places in Their Copy of the Psalter which had been Corrupted from the Septua­
gint', JEGP xxxvi (1937), 515-42. The view of Donatien De Bruyne that the 
entire 106th Epistle is a fabrication and that the two Gothic priests are, so to speak, 
phantoms ('La lettre de jerome a Sunnia et Frctela sur Ie Psautier" ZNW xxviii 
(1929), 1-13), has been sufficiently answered by Jacques Zciller ('La lettre de 
saint Jerome aux Goths Sunnia ct Frctda', Comptes rendus de l' Academie des Inscrip­
tions et Belles-Lettres (Paris, 1935), pp. 238-50). 

1 So, e.g., Ll. j. M. Bcbb, 'The Gothic Version', Hastings's Dictionary of the 
Bible, iv (Edinburgh, 1902),861. 

2 M.j. Hunter, 'The Gothic Bible', in The Cambridge History of the Bible; vol. 2, 

The lVest from the Fathers /.() the Reformation, ed. by G. \>V. II. Lampe (Cambridge, 
19(9), p. 344. Hunter's statement is based on data and analyses published by 
Friedrichsen. 3 So, e.g., Hunter, ibid. 

• The Text of the New Testament in the Originnl Greek; [vol. ii,] Introduction, 2nd 
edn. (Cambridge, 18g6), p. 158. 

S Die Schriften des Neum Testaments, II. ii. 1469. 
(, Op. cit. i (1908), pp. xxxvii-xxxix. 
7 Eberhard Nestle, 'The Gothic Version of Ulfilas', New Schaff-Herzog Encyclo­

pedia of Religious Knowledge, ii (1908), 134. 
8 B. H. Streeter, The Four Gospels (London, 1924), pp. 113-14. Streeter observes 

that according to tradition Ulfilas was consecrated as bishop at Antioch, implying 
that here he acquired the typically Syrian type of Greek text. 

9 The Text of the Greek Bible (London, 1937), p. 149. 
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Friedrichsen, I et ai.), that it is basically a Syrian or Antiochian 
form of text which in the Gospels agrees generally with the group 
containing E F G H S U V, and in the Pauline Epistles with 
K L P, that is, with the text which Chrysostom used. It is, there­
fore, the oldest extant representative of the Lucianic or Antioch­
ian type of text. At the same time not a few Western readings are 
embedded in this Antiochian base, many of which agree with Old 
Latin witnesses and some of which support isolated readings in 
codex Bezae.2 In detailed analyses of the text-type of the Gothic 
version, von Soden was unable to find a precisely similar mixture 
of K and 1 readings, but he observed that its affinities seem 
closest to the Ka type.3 

That there are, nevertheless, not a few primitive readings pre­
served in the Gothic is revealed by Friedrichsen's analysis of 157 
readings of the Greek text of Luke, in which he tabulated only 
sixteen agreements with the Syrian or Koine type of text, as 
compared with sixty-eight agreements with pre-Syrian types of 
text, and thirty-two agreements with isolated uncial manuscripts 
against the Syrian type of text.4 In the Pauline Epistles there is 
a curious coincidence of a Gothic reading which agrees with the 
Peshitta Syriac and the Syriac version of Eusebius' ~cclesiastical 
History, III. iv. 8, and with no other known witnesses. In 2 Tim. 
iv. 10, instead of the generally accepted reading Kp~aKTJ~, one of 
the two Gothic witnesses reads Krispus, which is a confusion with 
Kpla7To~ in I Cor. i. 14. In view of the absence, so far as we know, 
of direct influence from Syriac sources on the Gothic version, it 
seems best to regard the coincidence as due to chance. 

The chief problem which confronts the scholar who wishes to 
go behind the extant Gothic witnesses concerns the origin of the 
()ld Latin element. Did Ulfilas work with an Old Latin version at 
his elbow as well as a Greek text (so Lietzmann),S or was the 

I G. W. S. Friedrichsen, The Gothic Version of the Gospels,. a Study of its Style and 
Textual History (Oxford, 1926), and especially The Gothic Version of the Epistles; 
a Study of its Style and Textual History (Oxford, 1939), p. 257. 

2 For such readings see Paul Odefey, Das gotische Lukas-Evangelium (Diss., Kiel, 
1908), p. 26. 

3 Die Schriften des Neuen Tes/amnlls, I. ii (Berlin, 1907), 1469 . 
.. G. W. S. Friedrichsen, 'The Greek Text Underlying the Gothic Version of the 

New Testament. The Gospel of St. Luke', Melanges de linguistique et de philologie; 
Fernand Mossl in MeffUJriam (Paris, 1959), pp. 161-84. 

S Hans Lietzmann, 'Die Vorlage der gotischen Biber, ZDA lvi (1919), 249-78, 
especially 276. 



The Gothic Version 

Latin tradition present already in a mixed Greek tcxt which 
Ulfilas uscd (so Jlilicher), 1 or has the Gothic version suffered 
Latinization in thc coursc of its transmission (so Kauffmann,2 
Dobschlitz,3 Streitbcrg,4 and Friedrichsen5)? Since all of the 
manuscripts are later than the migration (A.D. 410) of the \Vcst 
Goths from the Balkans to North Italy, and since most of the 
manuscripts are connected with the Lombard region of North 
Italy, extcrnal factors appear to favour the view that olany, if 
not most, of thc ()ld Latin elements entered the Gothic version 
aftcr it left the hands of Ulfilas. A fourth possibility, however, 
deserves to be investigated further~namely, how far Latin 
manuscript') may havc been revised fi'om the Gothic. Burkitt, 
for example, was able to collect a nuolber of readings in the 
Old Latin manuscript Brixianus (1) which differ from both 
the Old Latin and the Vulgate and agree with the Gothic.6 In 
short, there still remains not a little to be done in unravelling 
problems connected with the textual complexion of the Gothic 
version.' 

After account has been taken of contamination of the Gothic 
text by Old Latin elements, a subsidiary problem rcmains in 
discriminating among variant readings in Greek witnesses. The 
Greek Vorlage in Streitberg's edition, for example, is especially 
open to question, as Friedrichsen points out, 
when it happens that either of the alternative readings would have 
resulted in the same Gothic rendering, and when the readings differ 

I AdolfJulicher, 'Die gricchischc Vorlage der gotischcn Dibel', ZDA Iii (1910), 
365-87, especially 379. 

Z Friedrich Kauffmann, 'Dcr Stil der gotischen Bibel', ZDP xlviii (1920), 7-80, 
165-235, 34~88; xlix (1923), I I-57. 

3 Ernst von Dobschiitz, 'The Bible in the Church', Hastings's Ene;.ycloptedia of 
Religion and Ethics, ii (1910), 5BSa; and id., Nestle's Eil!1lihrung in das griechische 
Neuen Testammt, 4tc Aufl. (Gottingcn, 1923), pp. 47-8 . 

.. Op. cit. i (lgoB), pp. xl and xlv. 
5 The Gothic Version of the Gospels, p. 223, and The Gothic Version of the Epistles, 

PP·40 -3· 
6 F. C. Burkitt, 'The Vulgate Gospels and the Codex Brixianus', JTS xii (191 I), 

583-93. Friedrichsen also finds a relationship between the Gothic and the Old 
Latin manuscript e; cf. his article 'The Gothic Text of Luke in its Relation to the 
Codex Drixianus (f) and the Codcx Palatinus (e)"NTSxi (1964-5), 281-90; cf. 
also \'Valter Ht'nss's study, 'Gotischcs jah und -uh zwischen Partizipium und Ver­
bum finitum. Zur Herlcitung cler got. und altlat. Version des NT', ZNW xlviii 
(1957), 133-41. 

7 For a suggestive discussion of some of the problems, see Elfriede Stutz, 
Gotische Literaturdenkmiiler (Stuttgart, 1966), pp. 34-42. 
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only by the presence or absence of a particle, or by the different 
renderings of introductory particles or conjunctions such as Kat, SE, 
vov, yap, the representation of which in the Gothic text especially of 
St. John seems to be subject to irresponsible variation .. 

For further discussion and selected examples, see pp. 389 and 
393 below. 

There are several subordinate sources of information concern­
ing the Gothic version. Eight palimpsest parchment leaves, 
divided between the Anlbrosian and Vatican libraries, preserve a 
very early Gothic commentary on the Gospel of John. Since H. F. 
Massmann, the first editor of all eight pieces (Munich, 1834), the 
work has been called Skeireins ('interpretation, explanation', 
adopted from I Cor. xii. 10, xiv. 26). Owing to the unsatis­
factory state of the palimpsest leaves, most investigators of the 
text have felt the need to propose here and there a wide variety of 
emendations-which by now number about fourteen hundred! 
The most recent edition of the material is that of\,\'illiam Holmes 
Bennett,2 who, distrusting the multiplication of enlendations, 
attempts to make sense of the text of the manuscript witness it~elf: 
As for the much-debated question whether the Skeireins is a native 
composition or a translation of some Greek or Latin cOInmen­
tary, Bennett inclines to the belief that 'the commentary, like the 
Gothic Bible, derived its Greek features from Greek and its Latin 
features from Latin. Assuming a Gothic original leaves most of 
the facts unexplained.' 3 The task of making a retroversion of the 
text of the Skeireins into Greek has been accomplished by Fried­
richsen;~ who provides many valuable philological and text­
cI~itical side-lights. 

Another subordinate source of information concerning the 
G·othic version comes from the Veronese manuscript LI (49), which 
contains the Latin text of twenty-four homilies on the Gospels 
oy the Arian Bishop Maximus. Most of these are furnished 
with marginal notes in Gothic, thought to be contemporary with 

I G. W. S. Friedrichsen, Gothic Studies (= Medium Jivum Monographs, vi ; Oxford, 
1961), p. 2. 

l The Gothic Commentary 011 the Gospel of John: skeireins lliwaggeljons jJairh iohanTlen, 
a Decipherment, Edition, and Translation (New York, 1960). 

3 Ibid., p. 42 . 

.. NTS viii (1961-2).43-55 (leaves i-iv); x (1963-4),368-73 (leaf vi) ; 499-504 
(leaf viii); xvi (1969-70), 277-83 (leav('"s v and vii); cf. also id., 'Notes on the 
Gothic Bible', ibid. ix (1962-3),44-55. 
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the Latin text of the fifth or sixth century, giving a brief indi­
cation of the subject of the homily. 'Twelve of these annota­
tions are still more or less legible. Friedrichsen has discussed 
them in comparison with the ,rtTAot of the K€¢a'Aata concerned, 
along with the relevant capitula. 1 

The ancient recension of the Pauline and Catholic Epistles, 
divided into thought-lines and attributed variously to Euthalius, 
to Evagrius, and even to Pamphilus, seerrlS to have influenced, at 
least to some extent, the Gothic version. A preliminary study by 
James 'V. Marchand indicates the need for 'a thorough re­
investigation of our Gothic manuscripts with a view to determin­
ing with certainty their witness as to Euthalian matter'.2 

Finally, caution should be observed in the use of Streitberg's 
reconstructed Greek text, which professedly represents the Vor­
lage of what remains of Ulfilas's version. The reconstruction is 
doubtless adequate for securing a rough and ready impression of 
the underlying basis of the version, but the textual critic must 
beware against taking the Greek as reflecting in every case 
exactly either the original Gothic or the Gothic text of the sur­
viving nlanuscripts.3 

v. LIMITATIONS OF GOTHIC IN REPRESENTING GREEK4 

by G. TV. S. Friedrichsen 

The following notes are based on Friedrichsen's Gothic Studies 
(abbreviated GS).5 This work covers the whole of Streitberg's 

I NTS ix (1962-3), 39-43; corrected and supplemented by j. W. Marchand, 
ibid. xix (197~-3), 465-8. 

2 'The Gothic Evidence for" Euthalian Matter" " IITR xlix (1956), 159-67. 
3 In the second edition of Die gotische Bibel Streitbcrg himself expressed dissatis­

faction with his Greek text: 'Der griechische Text ist unvedindert gcbliebcn. 
Halle ieh freie Hand gchabt, so wurdc ich ihn an manchen Stelle umgestaltet 
haben' (Vorwort (1919), pp. xi f., which remains unchanged in the 5th edition 
(1965, durchgesehnt von Ernst A. Ebbinghaus)). Cf. also the judicious comments 
of Andre ,"Vilmart, 'Les Evangilcs gothiques', RB xxxvi (1927),46-71, esp. 51 f. 

4 Cf. also, chiefly from the standpoint of lexicography, B. T. P. Regan, 'The 
Differences between Greek and Gothic Vocabularies; an Analysis of the Use of 
Certain ,"Vords in the New Testament with a View toward Discovering the True 
Meaning of Corresponding Gothic Words in Ulfila's Gothic Bible', Diss., New 
York University, 1970 (see Dissertation Abstracts, xxxii (1971-2), 3981A) and id., 
The Gothic Word,. New Interpretations in the Ancient Biblical Translation (Albany, 
1972 ). 

5 Medium 1El'llm Monographs, vi (B. H. Blackwell, Oxford, 1961). 
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critical apparatus relating to Matthew, John, Luke, and 1 

Corinthians, and should provide a representative sample of the 
Gothic renderings which could normally result from either of two 
Greek variant readings. In some passages, e.g. John xvi. 21, 

Luke v. 28, xviii. 7, xix. 22, one of the Greek variants is 'accepted' 
as the original with good reason, but these are nevertheless 
included in the following lists because the Gothic rendering could 
equally well represent either variant. 

Gabelentz and Loebe l were well aware of this phenomenon and 
of the resulting doubt in deciding which of two Greek variant 
readings to adopt; cf. their Prolegomena (p. xxx); 'Inveniuntur 
quidem loca, ubi haereri possit, utram lectionem Gothus 
sequutus sit, quia eadem forma gothica duabus graecis respon­
det ... aut particulae graecae diversae a Gotho non satis dili­
genter sunt distinctae, uti SE et yap, SE et Kat, Kat et oov; in his 
satius erit Gothum codices eos secutum dicere, cum quibus con­
spirare fere solet.' A note on the rendering of the Greek particles 
will be found below. 

It is especially in the verbal forms that a Gothic rendering may 
represent two Greek forms of mood, tense, etc., which can be 
verified in the Grammatik of Gabelentz and Loebe and that of 
Streitberg;2 here it is only necessary to record the fact. The 
Gothic, like the parent Germanic, has no future form, but uses 
the present tense with future meaning; thus KptVEt and KpWEr 
would both be rendered by the one form, stojip. Then the Gothic 
usually prefers the singular form of the demonstrative pronoun, 
even where the Greek has the plural, as inJohn xii. 16 Taiha SE = 
patuh pan, and so in 2 Cor. xii. 19 Tel SE = patuh pan. If the Greek 
had the singular as a variant, it would be impossible, on linguis­
tic grounds alone, to decide which variant the translator had 
before him. 

To every item in the following lists the comment applies, 
'The Gothic would equally well represent either of the Greek 
variants.' Further comment is provided where needed. The 
Gospels are cited in their Western order, Matthew, John, Luke, 
and Mark. 

J H. c. von der Gabelentz and]. Loebe, Ulfilas, 2 vols., (Leipzig, 1843-6) ; avail­
able also in Migne, PL xviii, cols. 455-1560. 

2 w. Streitberg, Gotisch6s Elementarbuch (Heidelberg, 1920). 
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1. GREEK VARIANTS Of' MOOD AND TENSE 

Matt. vi. 5: 1TpoaEvXYJaf)E .•• €a€af)€: 1TpoaEvXTJ ••• €uTJ] bidjaip . .. 
sijaip. The subjunctive would be required for either reading. 
See GS, p. 7. 

Matt. xxvii. I: waTE f)aV(J.Twaat: Lva f)avaTwaOVatv] ei afdaupide­
deilla. See GS, p. g. 

Matt. xxvii. 49: a{oawv: awaat] nasjan. See GS, p. g. 
John vi. 40 : EXTJ; €XH] aigi. 
John vi. 45: (0) aKovw~': aKovaas-] (sa) gahaUJjands. See GS, p. 18. 
John vi. 58: ~~a€L: {~a€TaL] lihaip. 
John vii. 27: €PXYJTaL: €PX€Tat] qimip. The Gothic indicative for the 

Greek subjunctive is here normal. Sec GS, p. 30. 
John vii. 35: EVp~aWf-t€V: -aof-tEv] bigitaima, the Gothic subjunctive 

being appropriate in either casco 
John viii. 12: 1T€pt1TaT~aTJ: -aEt] gaggip. 
John X. 5: aKoAoVO~aOv(nv: -awaLv] laistjand. 
John xii. 18: ijKovaav: ijKovaEv] hausidedun. Collectives Inay take 

a singular or (as often) a plural verb. See GS, p. 31. 
John xii. 40: (Lva) ••. laawf-tut: lUuof-tut] (ei) ... ganasidedjau. 
John xii. 40: 1TETrWPWKEV: €-7TwpwaEv] gadauhida. 
John xii. 47 : KptVW: KptVW (judico, judicaho) stoja. 
John xii. 48: KptVEL: KptvEi'] stojip. 
John xv. 24: 1T€1TotYJKEV: E1TotYJa€v] gatawida. 
John xvi. 13: aKOVaEt: aKovaTJ hauseip. 
John xvi. 2 I : TtKTTJ: TtKTEt] bairip. See GS, p. 23. 

John xvi. 2 I : YEvv~aTJ : y€VV~a€L] gabauran ist. 
John xvii. 2: SWUTJ: SWaEt] gibai. See GS, p. 32. 
J Oh11 xvii. 24: €SWKas-: SESWKUS-] gaft. 
Luke iii. 10, 12, 14: 1TOt~aWf-tEv: -aof-t€v] taujaima. See GS, p. 45. 
Luke V. 28: KaTaAt1Twv: KaTaAEtTrWv] bileipands. The first reading 

is accepted; see GS, p. 54. 
Luke vi. 34-: SaV€t~YJT€: -ET€] (jabai) leihwid. See GS, p. 52. 
Luke vii. 16: Ey~yEpTaL: ~yEpf)YJJ urrais. For the aorist, etc., see 

GS, p. 45. 
Luke x. 19: (ou f-t~) aStK~(lTJ: -aEt] ni gaskapjip. The first reading 

is accepted. 
Luke xvii. 4: a<p~aEts: acPf.S] fraletais. See CS, p. 46. 
Luke xviii. 7: f-taKpof)vf-tWv: -f-tEL] usbeidands ist. See GS, p. 46. 
Luke xviii. 7: 1TOt~UTJ: 1TOt~aEL] gawrikai. The first reading IS 

accepted. See GS, p. 53. 
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Luke xix. 22: KPf,YW (judicaho): KptyW (judico)] stoja. The first 
reading is accepted. 

2. VARIATION IN VOCABULARY 

Matt. vii. 16: aTuc/>vAas: aTac/>vA~Y] weinabasjo. See GS, p. 9. 
Matt. ix. 6: aov 'T~V KAty'YJY: 'TOY Kpa{JaT'T6y aov] pana ligr peinana. 

See GS, p. 9. 
Matt. xi. 23: Ka7TEpyaOvp-: Ka~apyaovp-] Kafarnaum, which IS 

from the Latin, as is often the case with proper names. 
Matt. xxvi. 71 : TO'I} €KE': aUTo'l} €1(Et] du paim jainar. 
John viii. 38: a (~KovaaTE) : ;; (€WpaKaTE)] patei (hausidedup). See 

GS, p. 13. 
John x. 26: OTt. OVK: ou yap] unte ni. See GS, p. 14. 
John xii. 32 : 0:176: EK] qf Cf. Luke ix. 54. 
John xv. 14: oaa 0] patei. Cf. John viii. 38. See GS, p. 22. 

John xviii. 28: TTpwta: 7TPWt] maurgins. 
Luke i. 37: TTapt'i Tip flEip: napa TOV Beov: Tip Beip] guda. The 

third reading has a good a claim as the first or second. See 
GS, p. 44. 

Luke ii. 37: Kat. aUT~: Kat. aUT'YJ] soh pan. Soh may properly repre-
sent aVT~, atrr'Y], or i/. See GS, p. 45. 

Luke iv. 41 : Kpa'OYTa: Kpavya'oJI'Ta] hropjandeins. 
Luke iv. 42: E'~TOVY: l7Te'~TOVY] sokidedun. 
Luke vii. I I : €Y rfi €~~I}: €V Tip €~~I}] in pamma afardaga. 
Luke vii. 24 : TTPOI} TOl8 0XAOVS- : TOrI} 0XAOf,I}] du manageim. Gothic du 

may represent the plain dative of the Greek. See GS, p. 52. 
Luke vii. 44: Bp,~tY: (}Pt~'Y Ti]l} Kec/>aA~I}] skufta. Gothic skuft (O.N. 

skopt) means the hair of the head, and would probably not toler­
ate the addition of haubidis. 

Luke viii. 5: €aVTov: athov] seinamma. 
Luke viii. 34-: TO yeYEV'YJp-EYOY: TO yEyoy6s-] pata waurpano. 
Luke ix. 52: TTpO TTpoaclJTTOV EauTov: TTPO npoawTTo.v aVTov]faura sis. 

See GS, p. 52. 
Luke ix. 54: &.176: €K] us. Ct: John xii. 32. 

Luke xiv. 2 I : 0 OOVAOI}: <> OoVAol} €KE'VOS-] sa shalks. The pronoun sa 
renders €KE'YOI} but also the definite article. 

Luke xv. 28: <> OE: <> OVY] ip. The first reading is accepted, but ip 
= both OE and oVY: see below. 

I k · '" I " , "']b'P .u e XIX. 41 : El7 aVT'YJY: err aV77J Z O. 
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3. VARIATION IN WORD ORDER 

John vi. 2 I: Aa{3€LV athov: aUTOV Aa{3Etv] ina niman. The first 
reading is accepted, but the Gothic could represent either. See 
GS, p. 18. 

John xix. 13 : TOVTWV TWV AOyWV : TWV AOYWV TOVTWV] pize < waurde>. 
See GS, p. 32. 

Luke i. 59 : EV Tfj ~J1-€Pq. Tfj oySon : EV Tfj oySon ~J1-€Pq.] in daga ahtu­
din. Ordinals may stand before or after the noun. See GS, p. 37. 

Luke xiv. 27: Elvat J1-0V J1-a(J'f)T~~: fLoV Elva, J1-a(J'f)T~S-] wisan meins 
siponeis. See GS, p. 53. This is not a matter of word-order, but of 
emphasis. Of. next example. 

Luke xiv. 33: €lvat J1-0V fLa(JTJT~~: J1-0iJ €lVaL fLa(J'f)~~] wisan meins 
siponeis. See GS, p. 42, and cf. preceding example. 

Luke xv. I : aUTip EyyL~OVr€~: EYYL~OVT€~ aurip] imma nehiajandalls 
sik. See GS, p. 53. 

Luke xvii. 25: 7ToAAa 7Ta(J€tV aurov: athov 7TOAAa 7Ta(J€tv] manag 
gap ulan. 

The pronoun is not represented in the Gothic, therefore it is 
not possible on linguistic grounds alone to decide which of the 
Greek readings should be selected. 

4. VARIATION IN Q.UANTITY 

Matt. xxvii. 42: E7T' aUTip: aU7"ii>] lmma. The first reading is 
accepted. See GS, p. 9. 

John xviii. 39: {30VA€U()€ oov tva: om. tva] wilwidu nu ei. The 
presence or absence of tva is not decisive: ei regularly intro­
duces a final clause. 

Luke xv. 21: OUK€Tt: Kat OUK€TtJ ju panaseips; but this could be 
from Luke V. 19 in the Gothic text. Also ju = Kat in Mk. ix. 13, 
after Matt. xvii. 12. 

Luke xvii. 3 : Ea.V: Eav S€] jabai. See GS, p. 43. 
Luke xx. 5: SLaTL oov: Start] appan duhwe. See GS, p. 44. 

APPENDIX I: PASSAGES FROM I CORINTHIANS 

The material brought together in GS (pp. 65-89) for the 
Greek text underlying the Epistles includes fourteen passages in 
I Corinthians in which the Gothic rendering would properly 
represent either of the Greek readings given under Group I (77 
readings, pp. 79-83). 
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i. 16: AOL7TOV: 'TO AOL1TOV] pata an par. 
v. 13: KpLVEi: Kp{VEf,] stojip. 
vii. 5: a"KOAa~ 1]'TE: aKoAaOfj'TE] uhteigai sijaip. 

.. " ~ ] Vll. 13: avros-: OUTOS- sa. 
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ix. 6: 'ToD JL~ €pya~EaeaL: om. 'ToD] du ni waurkjan (du would be 
needed in either case). 

ix. 2 I : KEpo~aw: KEpOaVW] gageig < aidedj) au. 
xi. 5: avrijs-: Javrfjs-] sein. 
xii. II : 'TO EV: EV] ains. 
xiii. 3: Kav()~awJLaf,: -aOJLaL: KaVx~aWJ.La,] ei gabrannjaidau. 
xv. 7: EtTa: E7TEL'Ta] paprop-pan. 
XV. 24: 7Tapaoc'p: 7TapaoLoc'p] anaji.llzip. 
xv. 50: KA1]poVOJ.LE'i: -J.L1]aEL] arbjo wairpip. 
XVI. 17: 'TO VJ.LE'TEPOV: 'TO vp.wv] izwarana. 

. '" "] p . XVI. 1 7 : OV'TOl,: aVTOl. at. 

APPENDIX II: THE RENDERINGS OF Ka{, OE, 03v, AND yap IN 

GOTHIC 

These renderings have been treated, for the Gospels and the 
Epistles, in GS, pp. 90-1 I I, to which the reader is referred for the 
copious details there provided. For the present purpose it will 
suffice to reproduce the summary table (p. 102), which shows that 
numerically the greatest amount of duplication exists in the 
G·reek originals, either O€ or ovv, of the Gothic ip and pan (appan). 

8' ovv 
Matthew John Luke Mark Matthf'w John Luke Mark 

iP 51 89 96 95 (Ep. 146) 0 10 0 0 

pan 3 1 41 164 39 (Ep. 30) 36 4 I 
appon 10 II 17 II (Ep. 152) 0 I 2 

pallUh I 2 5 0 36 0 

paruh 0 3 16 4- 0 28 0 0 
nu 0 0 0 12 10 12 2 (Ep.51) 

jah 5 0 0 0 0 0 



IX 

The Old Church Slavonic Version 

I. THE INTRODUCTION OF CHRISTIANITY AMONG THE 

SLAVS AND THE TRANSLATION OF THE NEW TESTAMENT 

THE introduction of Christianity among the Slavic peoples 
is shrouded in the mists of semi-historical legends. Accord­
ing to an account dating three hundred years after the 

event, the first deliberate attempt to evangelize the Slavs was 
undertaken by the Emperor Heraclius (c. 575-641), who in this 
case seems to have been moved as much by political considera­
tions as by religious zeal. In the sixth century hordes of a fierce 
Asiatic people, the Avars, appeared prominently on the fron­
tiers of the Roman Empire. After they had ravaged the Balkan 
territories of the Eastern Empire, coming up even to the very 
walls of Constantinople, Heraclius considered it necessary to 
Christianize the Croats, who then would serve as a buffer pre­
venting further incursions and predatory raids. Consequently, 
according to an account given by Constantine Porphyrogenitus 
(905-59), Heraclius decided to bring priests from Rome, 
and made of them an archbishop and a bishop and elders and 
deacons, and baptized the Croats. l Later in his narrative Con­
stantine comments concerning the same emperor's attempt to 
evangelize the Serbs, again with the help of elders brought from 
Rome. 2 

How far one should give credence to Constantine's account has 
been widely debated. On the one hand, many historians reject 
his statements outright, since it is generally held that Byzantium 
and Rome were not on good terms and that, if Heraclius had 
desired to introduce Christianity into the Balkan peninsula, he 
would have sent Byzantine missionaries. On the other hand, it is 
necessary to recall-as Dvornik points out3--that Byzantium and 

I De administrando imperio, chap. xxxi, ed. by Gy. Moravcsik and R.J. H. Jenkins 
(Budapest, 1949), p. 149. 2 Ibid., chap. xxxiv, pp. 153-5' 

.1 Francis Dvornik, 'Byzantium, Rome, the Franks, and the Christianization of 
the Southern Slavs', Cyrillo-Mel}lOdimla. Zur Friilzgeschichte des Christentums bei den 
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Rome were not always quarrelling, and that, until A.D. 732, the 
whole of Illyricum was subject ecclesiastically to the Roman 
patriarchate. In any case, however, even if one accepts Con­
stantine's statenlents concerning the missionary efforts of 
Hcraclius, unfortunately we have no further information that 
would answer questions concerning the extent and success of 
such efforts at evangelization during the first half of the seventh 
century. 

During the ninth century another mission to the Slavs was 
undertaken, and of this one, happily, history has preserved a 
somewhat fuller, though not entirely unambiguous, account. It is 
clear, in any case, that few events have had such a profound 
influence on the cultural development of so many nations as 
had the Byzantine mission to Moravia (in what is now central 
Czechoslovakia). Although the mission failed in the country for 
which it had been destined, the work eventually produced un­
expected results among the Bulgarians, Serbians, Croats, and 
Eastern Slavs, and became the ba~is of the oldest Christian Slavic 
culture. Information concerning the Moravian mission has come 
down to us most fully in two Slavonic sources (the so-called 
Pannonian legends) 1 entitled Vita Constantini and Vita Alethodii.2 

Although the broad historical reliability of these documents, 
composed, as it appears, not long after the events which they 
record, is now generally accepted, their limitations, arising from 
the vicissitudes of their transmission3 as well as from their 

Slaven 863-1963 (Slavistische Forschungen, ed. by M. Hdlmann and R. Olesch, Band 
6, Cologne-Graz, 19(4), p. 88, and idem, Byzantine Missions AmoTlg the Slavs; SS. 
Constantine-Cyril ami Methodiu5 (Ne\\I Brunswick, N.J., 1970), pp. 5 f. 

I The traditional designation 'Pannonian' is due to a mistaken ninetecnth­
century theory that Old Church Slavonic was a Pannonian dialect. 

2 The standard edition of the two live'S is that of]>. A. Lavron, Materialy po islorii 
llozniknovenija drevnejf~ slardallskoj pis'mentlOsti (Leningrad, 1930; rcpr. in Slavistic 
Printings and Reprintings, cd. C. H. van Schooneveld, lxvii; The Hague, 1966). A 
French translation is given by Fr. Dvornik, Les Ugendes de Constantin et de Methode 
vues de Byzance (Prague, 1933; rcpr., with additional notes in English, by Academic 
lnternational, Hattiesburg, Mississippi, 1969), pp. 349--93; a German translation 
with commentary, is given by Josef Bujnoch, Zwischen Rom und Byzanz (Graz­
Vienna-Cologne, 1958), pp. 19-100; and a Latin translation is included in F. 
Grivec and F. Tomsic, Conslantinus et Methodius Thessalonicenses, Fontes (Radovi 
Staroslavenskog instituta, 4; Zagreb, 1960). 

3 The manuscript tradition of the two Lives is very different. According to 
Horace G. Lunt, 'The Vita Methodii is known only in eight copies, all Russian, 
and none of the latl'r seven (fifteenth-eighteenth centuries) offers readings that 
enable us to reconstruct anything of importance not found in the oldest, a clear 



The Old Church Slavonic Version 

occasional lack of precision, leave the historian more than once 
in despair. VVhen, however, the Vitae report details that agree 
with the ancient and shorter Latin account entitled Legenda 
italica, otherwise known as Vita cum Translatione S. Clementis, I most 
scholars feel fairly confident of their accuracy.2 

From these sources the following can be gleaned concerning 
the 'Apostles to the Slavs',3 as they came to be called. The two 
brothers were native Greeks of Thessalonica, Methodius being 

and rather archaic copy from the end of the twelfth century .... The Vita Con­
stantin; has survived in some thirty copies of importance, none earlier than 1450. 
There are two major redactions, a South Slavic and an East Slavic one, the latter 
subdivided into a number of groups. Thus our text of VM is at least three hundred 
years removed from the original, and that of VC has undergone at least five 
centuries of copying and editing' ('The Beginning of 'Vritten Slavic', SR xxiii 
(1964), 2 I 3). Cf. also Natalino Radovich, Le pericopi glagolitiche della Vita Constantini 
e [a tradizione marwscritta cirillica (Naples, I g68). 

I The Translatio, as it is commonly called, describes Cyril's discovery of what 
were taken to be the bones of St. Clement of Rome, who, according to one legend, 
had been banished to the Crimea in the reign of Trajan and forced to work in the 
mines. The document is edited in the Bollandist Acta sarlCt~rum, 9 Martii, vol. ii, 
pp. 20-2, and is available also in F. Grivec and F. Tomsic, op. cit. According to 
Paul Devos and Paul Mcyvaert, the first edition of the Translalio S. Clement is was 
made probably as early as the middle of 879 ('La date de la premiere redaction 
de la 'Legende italiquc', Cyrillo-MetMdiana (see p. 394 n. 3 above), pp. 57-7 1). 

On the question of the bones of St. Clement, see Ambrosius Essl'r, "Vo fand der hl. 
Konstantin-Kyrill die Gebeine des hI. Clemens von Rom?' Cyrillo-Methodiana, 
pp. Ul6-47· 

2 On the agreement between Eastern and Western sources, cf. V. Jagic in his 
classic essay 'Conversion of the Slavs', Cambridge Medieval History, iv (Cambridge 
and New York, 1933), 2 I 5--29. 

3 Much has been written in modern times concerning SS. Cyril and Methodius; 
a rich literature on their history and accomplishments is available in all Slavic 
languages, in German, French, Italian, and recently also in English. For Cyrillo­
Mcthodiana scholars are fortunate in having two useful bibliographical tools: 
G. A. Il'inskij, Opyt sistematiceskoj Kirillo-Mefod'euskoj bibliograJii, edited with ad­
ditions by M. G. Popruzenko and S. M. Romanski (Sofia, 1934), and M. G. 
Popruzenko and S. M. Romanski, Bibliografski pregled na .rlavjanskite kirilski iztolnici 
za tilJola i dejnost'ta na Kirila i Metodija (Sofia, 1935). In the former volume there is 
indexed in comprehensive fashion literature on the life, activity, and significance 
of the Apostit'-s to the Slavs. The second volume is a survey of the sources for the life 
and activity of the two saints. The authors cite Slavic sources which are written in 
Cyrillic and the libraries in which these manuscripts are found, as well as works 
which treat (If these sources. For literature on Cyril and Methouius since the date 
of publication of these two works, refl'rCIlCe may be made to Emil Georgiev, 'Die 
bulgarische Literaturwissenschaft in den J ahren 1929-1939', ZSP xvii (1940-1), 
171-5, and to the bibliographical sections which appear regularly in ByzZ and 
Byslav. Bibliographical guidance in the wider area of Slavic theological literature 
in general is supplied by Slal.lOTUm litterae theologicae, being Acta Academiae Velehra­
densis, i (1905), and succeeding volumes. 
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born, it seems, about the year 815, and his younger brother, 
christened Constantine, born in 826 or 827. Their father Leo was 
a high-ranking officer (drungarios), a rank nearly as high as that 
of colonel. 1 Since masses of Slavs had settled in the neighbourhood 
of Thessalonica, which was an important outpost of the empire 
and the second city after Constantinople, the two brothers were 
acquainted from childhood with the Slavic dialect spoken in the 
district. The younger brother, having completed his university 
education at Constantinople, took orders and became Librarian 
(chartophylax) of Santa Sophia. He also began to teach philosophy 
and theology, and eventually, as the successor of Photius at the 
University of Constantinople, came to be known henceforth as 
the Philosopher. He is said to have travelled into Mohammedan 
territory to debate with the inhabitants. 

Later, about 860-1, and accompanied by his brother Metho­
dius, Constantine engaged in a religious mission to the non­
Christian Khazars in Russia, a Finno-Turkic tribe on the Sea 
of Azov. While they were spending some months in Cherson, the 
Byzantine possession in the Crimea, Constantine is said (Vita, 
chap. viii) to have acquired a thorough knowledge of the Hebrew 
language in preparation for his encounter with certain Jewish 
scholars of that district. His biographer likewise declares that 
after Constantine had had discussions with a Samaritan, he was 
able to learn enough of that language to read Samaritan books 
(perhaps of the Old Testament). How much of this account of 
Constantine's linguistic accomplishments should be taken cum 
grano salis is debatable; in any case, the Translatio is more moder­
ate at this point and refers to his learning only one language in 
Cherson, that of the Khazars. 

The author of the Vita also states that while in Cherson Con­
stantine 'found there [a copy of] the Gospel and the Psalter 
written in "rus'skymi" letters and a man speaking that language'. 
Since we have no definite evidence of the previous existence of 
any developed Slavic script (although there may have been a runic 
script among certain Slavs),2 this passage has given risc to quite 
diverse theories. Vasiliev argued that these letters were Gothic. 3 

1 See Ihor Sevcenko, 'On tht" Social Background of Cyril and Methodius', Studia 
1,alaeoslovenica (Prague, 1971), pp. 341-51. 

2 Cf. V. Jagic, 'Vopros 0 runax u Slavjan', Encikwptdija slavjanskoj fitologii, iii 
(St. Petersburg, 1911), 1-36. 

l A. A. Vasili{'v, The Goths in the Crimea (Cambridge, Mass., 1936), pp. 113 f. 
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Vernadsky suggested a mixture of Armenian and Georgian 
characters adapted to the local Slavic dialect. 1 VaillanP proposed 
an emendation which was endorsed by Gregoire,3 elaborated by 
Jakobson,4 and subsequently adopted by LuntS and Dvornik,6 
namely that instead of reading pOl(Cl\CKMMH nHCl1At8HM ('Russian 
letters') the adjective should be altered slightly to read CO'{'pl\CKMMH 

('Syriac'). In support of the emendation is the circumstance that 
elsewhere in the manuscripts of the Vita Constantini exactly the 
same metathesis has occurred between Suri ('Syrians') and Rusi 
('Russians').7 Furthermore, the presence of Syriac books in 
Cherson at this time is probable in view of the circumstance that 
the Crimea was then under the ecclesiastical jurisdiction of 
Antioch, i.e. the Syrian Church.8 

The chief work of Constantine and Methodius was still to be 
accomplished. Shortly after the middle of the ninth century a 
Moravian prince, Rostislav,9 sent a petition to the Emperor 
Michael III ('The Drunkard') of Constantinople, for missionaries 

I George Vernadsky, Ancient Russia, i (New Haven, 1943), 349-50. 
2 Andre Vaillant, 'Les Lettres russes de la Vie de Constantin', RES xv (1935). 

75-7. 3 Henri Gregoire, Byzantion, x (1935), 771. 
.. Roman Jakobson, 'Saint Constantin et la langue syriaque', Annuaire de I'in­

stitut de philologie et d' histoire orientales et slaves (U niversi te libre de Bruxelles), vii 
(1939-44), 181-6. A decade later Jakobson reopened the questions whether Cyril 
may not have known Syriac (see also p. 4~4 n. 4- below) and, ifso, whether 'he had 
looked into the 5yriac Dialessaron' (HSS ii (1954),69-70). Essentially the same point 
of view was taken by Karel Horalek in an article entitled, '5v. Kirill i semitskie 
jazyki', which he contributed to the Festschrift For Roman Jakobson, Essays 011 the 
Occasion of his Sixtieth Birthday . .. , compiled by Morris Halle et at. (The Hague, 
1956), pp. 230--4. In fact Horalek went so far as to assert that Cyril knew various 
Semitic languages and sometimes used the Syriac and Aramaic (!) versions when 
translating the Gospels into Old Slavonic (see also the French summary ofHoratek's 
article by A. Dostal in Byslav, xix (1958), 391). This problem, it need scarcely be 
mentiuned, is quite different from the presence of Hebraisms in the Slavonic Old 
Testament; see Metropolit Iladon [I van Ohijenko], 'Die Hebraismcn in der 
altkirchenslavischen biblischen Sprache', Miinchener Bei/rage zur Slavenkunde, Fest­
gabefur Paul D;~ls (1953), pp. 163-78. By a curious coincidence the Ostromir Lec­
tionary represents the Cry of Dereliction (Matt. xxvii. 46) by azav'tanii (fol. 190) 
and by azav'tani (fol. ~oo), reproducing the Hebrew .. ~.t:':;ln? (Ps. xxii. 2); see 
Pavel VyskoCiI in Slavia, xxxii (1963), 395-7. . . 

5 Horace G. Lunt, 'The Beginning of Written Slavic', SR xxiii (1964), 217 f. 
6 Francis Dvornik, Byzantine Missions Among the Sial's; S~·. Constantine-Cyril and 

Afethodius (New Brunswick, 1970), p. 66. 
7 Chap. xvi (ef. Grivec and Tomsic, up. cit., p. 136, note on xvi. 8). 
8 My attention was called to this fact by Professor Lunt. 
Q The spelling Rastislav, preserved in Vita Constantini xiv, is South Slavic; since, 

however, Rostislav was a \Vest Slav, the spelling with '0', preserved in Vita 
Alcthodii, is to be preferred. 
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to instruct his people. The emperor, more noted for his dissi­
pation than his piety, acceded to Rostislav's request, and, perhaps 
after consulting with the Patriarch Photius, sent Constantine, 
accompanied by his brother Methodius. Arriving in Moravia 
about 863, the brothers were received with honour and began 
the instruction of pupils who were confided to them. At this time, 
according to the Vita Constantini (chap. xv), Constantine trans­
lated 'the ecclesiastical order' (crbkovnyj linb, perhaps 'order of 
service(s)') and some of the other liturgical books into Slavonic, 
and also started to train Moravians for the clergy. 

Soon afterwards a controversy developed over the introduc­
tion of the Byzantine rite, sung in the language of the Slavs, into 
a land over which the bishops of Passau and Salzburg claimed 
spiritual sovereignty. The 'theological' base of the argument was 
that only Greek, Latin, and Hebrew had the right to serve as 
liturgical languages. Behind the cry of heresy in using any other 
language as the vehicle of worship, it is not difficult to under­
stand that German priests would look with jaundiced eye upon 
a movement which would probably lead to Slavic independence 
of German ecclesiastical control. In spite of machinations against 
Constantine and Methodius, eventually two popes-Hadrian II 
and John VIII-gave approval for the use of the Slavonic 
vernacular in divine services. There was, however, one require­
ment that both pontiffs imposed: the Scripture lessons were to be 
read first in Latin and then in the Slavonic translation. 1 

I For the order of Pope Hadrian II, see his letter of 869 to Rostislav and two 
other Slavic princes, Svatopluk and Koce! (preserved in the Vila Methodii, chap. 
vii) : 'Unus vero hie servandus est mos, ut in missa primum Apostolus et Evangelium 
legantur lingua Romana, postea SIovenica', Monumenta GerT1UJniae historica, Epistolae, 
vi (Berlin, 1925),764; see also Ph. Jaffe, Regesta pontificum romanorum ... , ed. sec.,i 
(Leipzig, 1885), 368 (no. 2924). The genuineness of this letter has been doubted, 
(:.g. by Ernst Perels (Mon. Germ. hist., Ep., vi, p. 763 n. J), Gerhard Ficker and 
Heinrich Hermelink (Dos Mittelalter, 2te Autl. (Tubingen, 1929), p. 54), and V. SI. 
Kiselkov, 'Kiril i Metodij v Rim i papa Adrian II', lstorileski Pregkd, iii (1946-7). 
98-1°5). On the other hand, Milko Kos ('0 pismu papeZa Hadriana II knezom 
Rastislava, Svetopluki in Koclju', Razprave Slovenska akademija -tnanosti in umetnosti 
(Ljubljana), ii. 12 (1944), 269-301), F. Grivec, ('SIAva na vysostech Bohu', 
Siovanski studie; Sbirka stati, vlnovanjch ... J. Vajsovi k uctlni jeho Zivotniho dila 
(Prague, 1948), pp. 45-51), and Bogo Grafenauer ('War der Brief Hadrians II. 
an die slavischen Fursten: echt, verfalscht oder Falschung?' Cyrillo-Methodianischen 
Fragen, Slavische Philologie und Altertumskunde. Acta Congressus historiae Slavicae Salis­
burgensis (Annales lnstituti Slavici, 1/4; Wiesbaden, 1968), pp. 63-'77) argue on the 
basis of certain characteristics of diplomatic style found in contemporary papal 
documents that the Vita Methodii preserves a more or less faithful abridgement of 
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After a sojourn in Moravia, which the Vita Constantini declares 
to have been forty months and the Translatio four and a half 
years, the two brothers set out for Rome. According to both 
Vitae as well as the Translatio, Constantine fell ill while at Rome 
and, sensing that his end was approaching, took monastic 
vows and assumed the name Cyril. Fifty days later he died 
(14 February 869) and was buried in the basilica dedicated to 
St. Clement. Subsequently Methodius returned to Pannonia 
(in what is now western Hungary) as archbishop of Sirmium 
(including, probably, Moravia as well), a province which had 
lapsed at the time of the Avar invasion in the sixth century. 
Methodius' new authority came into direct conflict with the 
Bavarian hierarchy, and the ensuing polemics resulted in his 
imprisonment for two and a half years. 1 In 863 the Pope (now 
John VIII), having become aware of the situation, saw to it that 
Methodius was released, and the Slavonic liturgy was reinstated 
in Moravia. Upon the death of Methodius in 885, however, the 
German clergy renewed their efforts to forbid the use of the 
Slavonic liturgy in Moravia, and the disciples of Methodius 
were brutally expelled from the country and in some instances 
sold into slavery. Thus, extinguished in its first home, Slavonic 
Christianity was carried by these refugees to other Slavic lands. 

a genuine letter of Hadrian II. In any case, however, the information which it 
supplies regarding the use of the two languages in the reading of the Scriptures 
must be correct; if it were not, the falsehood would be so obvious to anyone who 
attended the Liturgy in Slavic lands as to discredit the letter totally. The only un­
certainty, if the letter be spurious, concerns the date at which the custom of the 
two-fold reading was instituted. 

For the order of Pope John VIII (which, in spite of the scepticism of, e.g., 
Leopold K. Goetz, Geschiclrte der Slavenapostel Konstantinus (Kyrillus) und Melhodius 
(Gotha, 1897), pp. 58-71, is undoubtedly genuine, cf. V. Jagic in The Cambridge 
Medieval History, iv (1923),228), sce his lettcr of880 to Svatopluk: 'Jubemus tamcn 
ut in omnibus ecclcsiis terrae vestrae propter majorcm honorificentiam, Evange1ium 
Latine lcgatur, et postmodum Sclavonica lingua translatum in auribus populi Latina 
verba non intelligentis, annuntietur sicut in quibusdam ecclesiis fieri videtur', 
Migne, PL, cxxvi, col. 906e, and Mon. Germ. hist., Ep., vii. 222. For further texts and 
bibliography, see Heinz Lowe, Der Streit um Methodius. Quellen zu den nationalkirchlichen 
Bestrebungen in Malzren und Pannonien im9. Jahrhundert (Koln, 1947), and F. Grivec, 
Konstantin und Method. Lehrer der Slaven (\oVicsbaden, 1960), pp. 241-61. 

I Cf. P. J. Alexander, 'The Papacy, the Bavarian Clergy, and the Slavonic 
Apostles', SEER xx (1941), 266-93; A. Ziegler, 'Der Slawenapostel Methodius im 
Schwabenlandc', Dillingen und Schwaben, Festschrift zur VierhutldertJahrfeier der Univer­
sitiit Dillingen a. d. D. (Dillingen a. d. D., 1949), pp. 16g-89; and V. Burr, 'An­
merkungen zum Konflikt zwischen Methodius und den Baycrischen Bischofen', 
Cyrillo-Metlwdiana (see p. 39411.3 above), pp. 39-.56. 
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Intensive cultural activity in Bulgaria and Macedonia toward 
the close of the ninth century and throughout part of the tenth 
century provided a suitable context in which the Christian faith 
found root. Particularly in Bulgaria under Czar Simeon (893-
92 7) there was a blossoming of literature which was to form 
the basis of the medieval Slavonic literature of the Orthodox 
Church. The latter part of the tenth century, however, saw a 
number of setbacks to Christianity in the Balkan peninsula, and 
thereafter the chief creative centre of Slavic culture was in 
Russia, where Christianity became the state religion as a result of 
the baptism of the ruling prince, Vladimir, in A.D. g88. 

Our attention must now turn to the invention of the Slavic 
alphabets and the earliest translation of the Scriptures into 
Slavonic. According to the Vita Constantini, supported by the 
Translatio, before leaving for Moravia Cyril devic;ed an alphabet 
for the writing of Slavonic and began the translation of the Gospel, 1 

commencing (says the Vita) with the passage, 'In the beginning 
was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was 
God.' A treatise entitled 'On the Letters',2 composed some 
years later by a learned monk named Khrabr, tells us that 
Cyril's alphabet consisted of thirty-eight letters, and was as well 
suited to the needs of the Slavs as the Greek alphabet was for the 
Greeks. The difficulties that the modern philologist faces, how­
ever, arise from the circumstance that the extant Old Church 
Slavonic manuscripts present us with two distinct alphabets, 
the Glagolitic and the Cyrillic. Which of the alphabets Cyril 

I Actually Vita Constantin; (chap. 14) merely states that Cyril started writing 
down (not translating, though this is doubtless what is meant) heseda evangelbskoja 
(literally, 'the Gospel wording'). But exactly what the expression implies is a philo­
lugical puzzle, since evangelbskaja, being an adjectival modifier, says nothing about 
the number of Gospels Cyril translated, and, in fact, since beseda normally means 
spoken word or even conversation (it translates, so Professor Lunt informs me, 
,\aALCl Matt. xxvi. 73, John viii. 43, and 8LaAoy~ Ps. ciii. 34, etc.), it is conceivable 
that all that the biographer states is that Cyril wrote down a homily on the text 
of John i. 1. 

On the question of the existence or non-existence of Slavonic letters before Cyril 
made preparation for his Moravian mission, sec, respectively, G. Sotiroff, 'Ya-t-il 
eu une ecriture autochtone en terre slave avant Ie temps de Cyrille ct Methode?' 
Revue canadi,.,ne d'eludes slaves, i (1g67), 79-94, and Robert Auty, 'Slavonic Letters 
before St Cyril: the Evidence of the Vita ('~mstantiTti', Studia palaeoslovenica (Prague, 
197 1), pp. 27-30 • 

% The treatise it variously entitled in different copies, the earliest of which dates 
from 1348; for a list of ~ iitions of the text, see A. P. Vlasto, The Entry of the Slat'S 
into Christendom (Cambridge, 1970), p. 373 n. 87. 
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invented, the relationship of the two alphabets to each other, 
and their antecedents, are questions to which widely divergent 
answers have been given. Today, however, there is widespread 
agreement that the alphabet invented by Cyril to take to the 
Nforavian Slavs was that now called Glagolitic. Many attempts 
have been made to demonstrate the affinity of the Glagolitic with 
a wide variety of other alphabets (including Hebrew, Samaritan, 
Gothic, Ethiopic, Anncnian, and Georgian), but none of them 
can be regarded as successful. 1 It appears that Cyril, taking as 
a model the increasingly flamboyant Greek minuscule script 
of the ninth century, and perhaps adopting also several 
Latin and Hebrew (or Samaritan) signs, used his inventive 
powers to devise an assortrnent of stylized and symmetrical 
characters made up of little quadrangles, triangles, and circles, 
with appendages. 2 

The Cyrillic alphabet is, as most scholars agree,3 of later 
provenance than the Glagolitic and is, without doubt, based on 
the Greek uncial script of the ninth and tenth centuries. This 
alphabet, which is considerably less individualistic than the 
Glagolitic, may have been devised by St. Kliment, a pupil of 
Cyril and Methodius and an active missionary in Bulgaria. After 
some amount of local variation, in 893 a great Bulgarian council 
held at Presiav not only decreed the general use of the Slavic 

I An attempt has even been made to prove that Glagolitic is a cryptographic 
alphabet for usc as a script that could be kept secret from the Franks, i.e. a script 
made up of zodiacal, alchemistic, and other esoteric signs; cf. E. E. Granstrem, 
'0 proisxozdenii glagolicf'skoj azbuki', Trudy otdela drevllewsskoj literatury Illstiluta 
russkoj I iteratU1)1 Aill SSSR, xi (1955), 300-13. 

2 According to the Finnish scholar Georg Tschcrnochvostoff, Cyril devised the 
Glagolitic characters from the three sacred symbols-the circle (representing 
eternity), the triangle (representing the Trinity), and the cross; cf. Valentin 
Kiparsky, 'Tschernochvostoffs TheOl'ie iiber den Ursprung des glagolitischen 
Alphabets', Gyri//~-Methodiana (see p. 394· n. 3 above), pp. 393 -400, and lVlichae1 
Samilov, 'Da~ glagolitisclw Alphabet', Das heidllische ulld christliche Slaven/ron (Amw­
les IlIslituti Slavic;, II/2 ; \Viesbaden, 1970), pp. 98-104. 

3 Cr., c.g., Horace G. LUllt, Old Chmch S/alJoTli(' Grammar, 6th edn. (The Hague, 
1974), pp. 14 f. ;,J. Kurz, 'Vyznam cinnosti slovanskych apostolu Cyrila a ?vletodeje 
v dejinach slovanskt~ kultury', Slavia, xxxii (1963), 315-1 R; Ihor ~evcenko, 'Three 
Paradoxes of the Cyrillo-~1ethodian lVIission', SR xxiii ((964), 2:l5 f.; and \OVilhdm 
Lettenbauer, 'Hemerkungcn zur Entstehung del' Glagolica', in ()rillo-l\1elhodiana 
(p. :~!H n. 3 above), pp. 401 - 10. An attempt (dictated, as it appears, more by 
political than linguistic considerations) to prove the priority Oflll{' Cyrillic alphabet 
,·vas made by the Bulgarian scholar Emil Georgiev in his monograph SlmjaTlskaja 
pis'mermost' do Kirilla i Mifodija (Sofia, 1952); the argument is summarized in 
Crt'orgiev's article 'Pis'mennost' rossov' in Cyrillo-Metlwdimw, pp. 372-81. 
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language in the Church, but a.lso finally codified the Cyrillic 
alphabet, making it official for both ecclesiastical and secular 
use. I 

The very earliest Old Church Slavonic manuscripts, preserv­
ing biblical, liturgical, and theological texts, are written in 
Glagolitic script. It must be observed, however, that no manu­
script conveys to us directly the language of Cyril and NIetho­
dius, for by the tenth and eleventh centuries-the date of our 
earliest manuscripts-the extant texts already show dialectal 
variations, reflecting the area in which their originals were 
written. 

It is impossible to determine with certainty what portions of 
the Bible were translated by Cyril and Methodius themselves. 
The Vita lllethodii (chap. xv) tells us that the brothers together 
translated from the Greek the Gospel and the Apostolos. In this 
context the word Gospel (evangelic) is ambiguous. It may refer to 
a copy containing the full text of all four Gospels (a tetra­
evangelium) or to a lectionary, a book of pericopes appointed to 
be read on the several days of the ecclesiastical calendar. After 
the death of Cyril, Methodius, with the help of two (or threei ) 

priests serving as scribes, is said to have completed the translation 
of the whole Bible from Greek into Slavonic, omitting only the 
books of the Maccabees. According to the Vita AletllOdii the work 
took eight3 months, from March to 26 October 884. This com­
plete translation seems to have been soon lost, which, as Vlasto 
remarks, 'is hardly surprising if there were only one or at most 
two copies, in the turmoil which followed Methodius' death'. 4 

Of course copies would have been made of the Psalter and of 
most of the New Testament books (the Book of Revelation, not 
being included in the Orthodox lectionary, had not been trans­
lated). Since only excerpts from the Old Testament are required 
in the Eastern Church, it is perhaps not surprising that the first 
complete collection of biblical books in the Church Slavonic 
language originated in Russia only during the last decade of the 
fifteenth century. It was made by Archbishop Gennadius of 

I Cf. Vlasto, op. cit., pp. 41 and 174-5. 
:& The reading 'two' produces garbled syntax, whereas if the text is emended by 

reading 'three' the syntactical problems disappear. 
3 The text of the Vita reads six months; a Glagolitic numeral has been 

misread. 
4 Vlasto, op. cit., p. 78. 
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Novgorod, the New Testament being based upon the Old Church 
Slavonic Version, and the Old Testament being translated 
partly from the Septuagint and partly from the Vulgate. 1 Today 
Church Slavonic is a dead language, used only in the lessons and 
liturgy of the Church. 

II. MANUSCRIPTS OF THE OLD CHURCH SLAVONIC 

VERSION 

Since none of the Old Church Slavonic manuscripts is dated, 
scholars must determine their approximate age by considering 
not only palaeographic and iconographic features but also the 
presence or absence of archaic phonetic features. 2 Besides the 
Old Church Slavonic texts per se there are also later national 
'recensions'3 of Church Slavonic in which the language took on 
local colouring according to the areas in which it was used.4 Thus, 
orthographical and grammatical differences help to characterize 
a Bohemian, a Croatian, a Serbian, a Bulgarian, and a Russian 
'recension' of Church Slavonic. 

In the following list of New Testament manuscripts, which has 
been drawn up to accord with the texts listed as Fontes in the 
Czech Academy's Lexicon Linguae Palaeoslovenicae,5 mention is 
made, when appropriate, of the national recension of the Church 
Slavonic text. The sigla are those used by the Lexicon. 

I The book commonly known as ~ Esdras (called 3 Esdras in the Slavonic 
Bible) was translated from the Latin Vulgate (where it is called 4 Esdras). 

Z For a discussion of criteria for determining the date of Old Slavonic manu­
scripts, cf. H. G. Lunt, 'On Slavonic Palimpsests', American Omtributions to the 
Fourth International Congress of Slavicists, Moscow, Sept. 1958 (The Hague. 1958), 
pp. 191-209; cf. also N. Molnar, 'The Calques of Greek Origin in the Most 
Ancient Old Slavic Gospel Texts', SS x (1964), 99-146, especially 99 fr., and Mar­
shall ""rinokur, 'An Orthographic-at Study of Toponyms and Names of Inhabi­
tants in Old Church Slavonic', Ph.D. dissertation, University of Pennsylvania, 
1973· 

3 By 'recension' is to be understood the linguistic structure of the Church 
Slavonic without reference to the history of textual transmission. 

4 At the same time, as Lunt points out, 'there is no clear-cut set offeatures which 
differentiate the language of the manuscripts called Old Church Slavonic from the 
oldest of the texts termed simply Church Slavonic, but the relatively' 'correct" usage 
of certain letters and the relatively high occurrence of certain morphological forms 
which comparative evidence shows to be old give us some criteria', Old Church 
Slavonic Grammar, 6th edn. (The Hague, 197~), p. 5· 

5 SIQl!Tlik ja{Yka staroslovensktlw; fasc. ii, Uvod (Ceskoslovenska Akademic ved, 
Slovansky ustav; Prague, 1959), pp. lxii f. 
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A. GOSPELS 

(I) Codex Zographensis (Zogr), a Glagolitic tetraevangelium 
of 288 folios,1 wal) written in Macedonia perhaps as early as the 
end of the tenth century.2 The manuscript takes hs name from 
the Zographou Monastery on Mount Athos, whose monks pre­
sented it in 1860 to the Russian Tsar Alexander II. Today it is 
in the Saltykov-Shchedrin Public Library at Leningrad (Glag. 
no. I). The initial folios of the manuscript are missing, and the 
text begins with Matt. iii. I I. Folios 41-57, containing Matt. 
xvi. 20-xxiv. 20, are replaced, having been written in a rough 
Glagolitic hand dating from the latc eleventh or early twelfth 
century.3 The language of Zographensis is a good reflection of 
the earliest Old Church Slavonic, except that the jers arc 
assimilated. The manuscript wa') edited (in Cyrillic transcription) 
by V. J agic, Q,uattuor evangeliorum codex glagoliticus olim Zographensis 
nunc Petropolitanus (Berlin, 1879; rcpr. Graz, 1954).4 

(2) The Codex Marianus (Mar) is a Glagolitic manuscript of 
174 folios, which, according to Auty,s was probably written in 
Macedonia in the late tenth or early eleventh century. Although 
in the form of a tetraevangelium, it has been clearly influenced by 
a lectionary, for it often includes incipits which are introduced 
very awkwardly.6 In 1845 the manuscript was taken by the 
Russian scholar V. Grigorovic from the monastery of the Holy 
Virgin on Mount Athos to Russia. Unfortunately the first folios 
are lost, and so the text of Matt. i. I-V. 22 is lacking.7 Today the 

I The Gospel translation ends with fol. 288; there follows a Cyrillic synaxarion 
(calendar of saints' days with indication of the Scripture lesson for the day) of 
later date. 

2 So Robert Auty, Handbook of Old Church Slavonic, Part ii, Texts and Glossary 
(London, 1965), p. 50. 

3 See Horace G. Lunt, 'On Old Church Slavonic Phonemes: the Codex 
Zographensia', Word, vii ('952), 326 f. 

4 JagiC's publication of the manuscript unfortunately leaves something to be 
desired, for the edition contains numerous errors in the reproduction and place­
ment of supralinear and punctuation marks, the failure to indicate ligatures, in­
stances of incorrect word-division, and various omissions and misreadings of 
letters. A re-examination of the manuscript was made by Leszek Moszynski (Ze 
studi6w nad rf.kopisem Kodeksu Zograftkiego (Wrodaw-Warsaw-Cracow, '961 )), 
who provides seventy-four pages of corrections of JagiC's errors and omissions. 

5 Op. cit., p. 34. 
6 For this information, as well as for other details concerning several of the other 

manuscripts described in the list, I am indebted to Professor Lunt. 
7 Smaller lacunae arc at Matt. ix. 7; xii. 42; John i. 1-23; xviii. 13-29; xxi. 

18-2 5, 
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first two folios, which contain Matt. v. 23-vi. 16, are in the 
N ationalbibliothek in Vienna, while the rest of the codex (con­
taining Matt. vi. 17--John xxi. 17) is in the Lenin Library in 
Moscow ((/J 87, no. 1689). The definitive edition of Marianus, 
with a glossary and an analysis of its language, is that of V. 
Jagic, Quattuor evangeliorum versionis palaeoslovenicae codex Marianus 
glagoliticus (Berlin and St. Petersburg, 1883; repro Graz, 1960). 

(3) The Decani tetraevangelium (Dec), formerly of the Decani 
monastery in Serbia and now in the Public Library in Leningrad 
(Gilf. 4), is a thirteenth-century copy of the Gospels in the 
Bulgarian recension of Church Slavonic. J agic used this manu­
script for his edition of codex Marianus in order to fill out the 
text of Matt. i. I'-V. 22, which is lacking in Marianus; see no. 2. 

(4) The codex Assemanianus (As), a Glagolitic manuscript of 
158 folios, is a Gospel lectionary, followed by a calendar of saints' 
days (fols. I 12b-ISB).I It is usually dated to the eleventh century, 
but Vajs argued for a date in the tenth century. Inasmuch as the 
menology commemorates several Macedonian saints, including 
Methodius' disciple St. Climent of Ochrid, the manuscript is 
presumed to have been copied in Macedonia. In 1736 it was 
bought from Orthodox monks in Jerusalem by the Syrian 
Christian Joseph S. Assemani, whose nephew Stephan E. Asse­
mani left it to the Vatican Library, where it is now preserved. 
Two nineteenth-century editions of the manuscript (by F. 
Racki in 1865, and by I. ernCic in 1878) were not altogether 
satisfactory and have been superseded by the handsome edition of 
Josef Vajs and Josef Kurz, Evangeliarium Assemani. Codex Vati­
canus 3 slavicus glagoliticus. Editio phototypica cum prolegomenis, textu 
litteris Cyrillicis transcripto, analysi, annotationibus palaeographicis, 
variis lectionibus, glossario; i, Prolegomena, Tabulae (Prague, 1929); 
ii (Prague, 1955). 

(5) T'he Ostromir lectionary (Ostr), a Cyrillic manuscript of 
294 folios, was written in 1056-7 by the Deacon Grigorij for 
Ostronlir, the posadnik (mayor) of Novgorod; it is now in the 
Public Library in Leningrad (F n I 5). The earliest dated Slavic 
manuscript, according to Auty2 it is without doubt a copy of an 
original of cast-Bulgarian provenance, but the native Russian of 

1 Fol. 29, containing John xiv. 1-21, is by a different scribe from the one re-
sponsible for the rest of the manuscript. 2 Op. cit., p. 83. 
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the scribe has overlaid the original language. The lectionary is 
of the 'short'type (see p. 428 below). The edition of Alcksandr 
Vostokov, Ostromirovo evangelie, 1056-57 g. (St. Petersburg, 1843; 
repr. Wiesbaden, 1964), must be supplemented by the photo­
lithographic reproduction (made at the expense of the St. 
Petersburg merchant Ilja Savinkov), Ostromirovo evangelic (St. 
Petersburg, 1883 and 1889). 

(6) The Cyrillic manuscript known as Savvina Kniga (Sav), 
dating from the eleventh century, is an incomplete copy which 
originally may have contained about 200 folios. Of the extant 
166 folios, only 129 are the work of the original scribe, a certain 
'popu Savva'. The text, according to Lunt, is presumably east­
Bulgarian Old Church Slavonic and preserves many singular 
readings, including several odd displacements of individual lec­
tions ; e.g. Sunday of the seventh week of Luke is transposed with 
Sunday of the sixth week, in company with Ar1 (see p. 410 below). 
Originally preserved in a monastery near Pskov, today the manu­
script is at Moscow in the Drevnekhranilishche Tsentrarkhiva 
R.S.F.S.R. The edition of V. N. Shchepkin, Savvina kniga (St. 
Petersburg, 1903; repro Graz, 1959), is provided with a glossary. 

(7) The Ochrid Folia (Achr) are two leaves of a Glagolitic 
lectionary, discovered at Ochrid by V. Grigorovic in 1845; they 
contain several lessons appointed to be read from Tuesday after 
Easter to Monday of the following week. \'Vritten probably in the 
eleventh century, the leaves today are in the University Library 
at Odessa. Among several editions the best is G. A. Il'inskij, 
Oxridskie glagoliceskie listki. Otryvok drevnecerkovnoslavjanskogo evan­
gelija XI V. (Pa~jatniki staroslavjanskogo jazyka, III. 2; St. 
Petersburg, 1915), printed in Cyrillic characters. 

(8) The Fragmenta Undol'sky (Und) comprise two folios of 
a Cyrillic lectionary written in the eleventh century. Preserved in 
the Lenin Library in Moscow ((/J 310, no. 961), it was edited by 
E. F. Karskij, Listki Undol'skogo; otryvok kirillovskogo evangelija XI­
go veka (St. Petersburg, 1904). 

(9) The Fragmenta Kuprijanivii (Kupr) are two folios of an 
eleventh-century Cyrillic lectionary, with some Russian elements. 
Now in the Public Library in Leningrad (F n 158), it was edited 
by F. V. Kaminskij, 'Otryvki evangelskix ctenij XI v.', Izvesty'a 
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otdeleniJa russkogo Ja;;yka i slovesnosti Akademii nauk, xxviii (Lenin­
grad, 1924), 273-6. 

( 10) The tetraevangelium Nicolai (Nik), dating from the 
beginning of the fifteenth century and formerly in the Serbian 
monastery of St. Nicholas, was transferred in the nineteenth 
century to the Belgrade National Library. It was edited by Dj. 
DaniCic, Nikolsko JevandJelJe (Belgrade, 1864). 

B. OTHER BOOKS OF THE NEW TESTAMENT 

(I I) The Christinopolitan Praxapostolos (Christ) is a twelfth­
century manuscript in the Russian recension of Church Slavonic. 
Formerly in the Christinopolitan Monastery in Galicia, it is now 
in the Library of the Stauropigian Institute of L'vov. It was 
edited by Ae. Kaluzniacki, Actus epistolaeque apostolorum palaeo­
slovenice adfidem codicis Christinopolitani (Vienna, 1896). Where the 
codex is defective the editor has supplied material from the Hil'­
ferding codex and two Moscow codices; see nos. 12, 13, and 14. 

( I 2) The Apostolos of the Hil'ferding Collection (Hilf), now 
Gil 'f. 14 of the Public Library at Leningrad, is a fourteenth­
century Church Slavonic manuscript of the Serbian recension. 
I t was used by Kaluzniacki to fill out lacunae in Acts and 
I Peter of the Christinopolitan Apostolos; see no. I I. 

(13) An Apostolos (Moska
) written A.D. 1220, formerly no. 7 

of the Moscow Synodical Library and now in the Library of the 
Historical Museum, presents the Russian redaction of Church 
Slavonic. It was used by Kaluzniacki to fill out portions of 1 

Corinthians lacking in the Christinopolitan Apostolos ; see no. I I. 

(14) A fifteenth-century Apostolos (Moskb ), formerly no. 18 of 
the Moscow Synodical Library and now in the Library of the 
Historical Museum, presents the Russian recension of Church 
Slavonic. It was used by Kaluzniacki to fill out portions of 
several Pauline Epistles lacking in the Christinopolitan Apostolos; 
see no. II. 

(15) The GrskoviCiana Fragments (Grs) are four leaves of an 
Apostolos dating from the end of the twelfth or the beginning of 
the thirteenth century and written in Croatian Glagolitic. Now in 
the Yugoslav Academy of Sciences in Zagreb, they were edited by 
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V. Jagic, 'Grskoicev odlomak glagolskog apostola', Starine Jugo­
slavenske akademije znanoJti i umjetnosti, xxvi (Zagreb, 1893),46-53. 

(16) Praxapostolos Achridanus (Ochr) is a twelfth-century 
manuscript presenting the Bulgarian recension of Church 
Slavonic, now in the Lenin Library at Moscow ((/) 87, no. 1695). 
It was edited by S. M.Kul'bakin, 'Oxridskaja rukopis' apostola 
konca XII veka') Bulgarski starini, iii (Sofia, 1907). 

(17) Praxapostolos Slepcensis (Slept), a twelfth-century 
manuscript of the Bulgarian recension of Church Slavonic, gains 
itl) name from having been at the Monastery of Slepce, near 
Prilep in Macedonia. Today the greater part of the codex is in the 
Public Library at Leningrad (F n 1. 101, lOla), while stray 
leaves from it are in several other libraries. The text of the codex 
was edited by G. A. Il'inskij, Slepcenskij apostol XII veka (Moscow, 
1912). 

(18) Praxapostolos Macedonicus (Mak), a twelfth-century 
manuscript of the Bulgarian recension of Ch urch Sla vonie, is in 
the Library of the National Museum in Prague (no. IX E 25). 

(19) Praxapostolos Sisatovacensis (Sis), a manuscript of the 
Serbian redaction of Church Slavonic, was written in 1324. It was 
edited by F. Miklosich, Apostolus e codice monasterii Sistovac palaeo­
slovenice (Vienna, 1853). 

(20) The MihanoviCiana Fragmenta (Mih) are two leaves of a 
Glagolitic praxapostolos, written at the end of the twelfth or the 
beginning of the thirteenth century. Preserved in the archives 
of the Yugoslavian Academy of Sciences, they were edited by 
V. Jagic, 'Gradja za glagolsku paleografiju', Rad Jugoslavenske 
akademije znanosti i umJetnosti, ii (Zagreb, 1868), 1-35. 

(2 I) Pagina I Foliorum Kijevensium (Kijb), written in Croatia 
at the beginning of the twelfth century, contains part of the 
Epistle to the Romans (xiii. I I-xiv. 3). It was edited. by V. Jagic 
in Glagolitica (Vienna, 1890). 

(22) The Book of Revelation is preserved in Codex Hval 
(Hval) , a fifteenth-century Church Slavonic manuscript of the 
Serbian (Bosnian) recension. Now at Bologna, the manuscript 
was edited by Dj. DanCic, 'Apokalipsa iz Hvalova rukopisa', 
Starine Jugoslavenske akademiJe znanosti i umjetnosti, iv (Zagreb, 
1872), 86-109. 
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Besides the manuscriptl) listed above, which arc (as was 
mentioned earlier) utilized in the Czech Academy's Old Church 
Slavonic Lexicon, there arc two or three other Slavonic texts 
that, for one reason or another, deserve to be described here. 

The Archangel Gospel Lectionary, written in 1092 in the 
Russian recension of Old Slavonic, was copied by two scribes 
from lectionaries of differing types. The part known as Ar l com­
prises seventy-six folios containing Saturday and Sunday lessons 
from the fifth Sunday of John up to Lent, but with significant 
lacunae. Ar2 comprises folios 77-174 and presents Saturday and 
Sunday lessons for Lent, as well as daily lessons for Holy Week 
and the Inenologion. According to an analysis made by L. P. 
2 ukovskaya, 1 the textual witness of Arl is earlier and much 
superior to that of Ar2; the latter is from the 'full' lectionary of 
the Mstislav type. A facsimile was published at Moscow in 1912 
by the authorities of the Rumjancev lVluseUlll. 

The Miroslav Gospel lectionary, dating from the close of the 
twelfth or the beginning of the thirteenth century, is a magnifi­
cent illuminated Cyrillic manuscript which, according to Lunt, 
manifests no sign of usc. It was written by Serbian scribes for 
a Serbian prince; the text shows evidence of having been de­
rived from a Russian Old Slavonic redaction. The object of 
many studies and monographs,2 the manuscript was published 
in a facsiolilc edition by Lj. Stojanivic, J.~firoJlavljevo jevandjelje 
(Odlomci) (Spomenik Srpske kralj. akademije, xx; Belgrade, 1893). A 
study of the relation between the system of the weekday lessons 
in lvli and the systClll represented in a small group of Greek 
lcctionaries isolated by VVilliarn D. Bray3 was published by ~1rs. 
Yvonne Burns. 4 

An apostolos lectionary in ()ld Bulgarian, dating from the 

I 'Novye dan nyc ob originalax russkoj rukopisi 1092 go', IstocYnikovedenie i istorija 
rus.skogo jo.::;yka (Akademija nauk, Institut russkogo jazyka; Moscow, 1964), pp. 
U4- 118. 

2 For a thorough study of problems posed by the manuscript, see Josip Vrana, 
L' EVtlllgtliairc de 1'dims/av; Contribution {; l'etude de SOil origilllJ (The Hague, 1961). 

3 The IVeek Dll)' Lessons/rom Luke ill Ihe Greek Gos/Jel Lectiol101Y (Chicago, 1959). 
On the two forms of Dray's \\lork, sce IVlet;t,ger, 'Greek Lcctionarics and a Critical 
Edition of the Grcck New Testament', Die allen cJberselzullgell des JVeum Testaments, 
die Kircherwiiler::.ilalf unci L(!klional'c, cd. by K. Aland (Berlin and New York, 1972), 
pp. 489 f. 

-I 'Rasporf'd neddjnih perikopa u :Miroslavljcvom jevandjelju, Zbomik T/arod7log 
mu::eja, vi (Delgradc, 1970), 259-86, '''lith a brief English resume. 
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eleventh century, came to the attention of scholars through a 
fortuitous discovery. In 1 g60 at the village Enina in the Balkan 
mountains, an ancient church which had been unused for many 
years was being restored as an 'archaeological' monument. In a 
rubbish heap in the churchyard someone by chance picked up a 
nondescript clod, dirty and covered with lime; it turned out to be 
portions of thirty-nine parchment leaves of a Cyrillic codex that 
must have at onc time contained about 215 or 220 lcaves. The 
badly prcserved remains have been published in convenient 
format by K. Mirchev and Ch. Kodov, Eninski apostol. Staro­
bulgarski pametnik ot XI v. (Sofia, I g65), in which the photographic 
reproduction and the diplomatic transcription occupy facing 
pages. Many of the folios have been damaged and are illegible. 
The leaves that remain preserve portions of Acts xvii. 16-22; 
Rom. vi. 3-1 I ; xiii. 1 I-xiv. 4, 19-26; 1 Cor. I. IS-ii. 2; v. 6-14; 
vi. 12-20; viii. 8-ix. 2; xi. 23-32; Gal. iii. 13-14; iv. 22-30; 
Phil. iv. 4-9; Col. iii. 12-16; 2 Tim. ii. 4-10, II-Ig; Heb., 
portions of all chapters; and 1 John iv. 12-1g. 

What is perhaps the oldest known manuscript of the Book of 
Revelation in Slavonic is a fourteenth-century copy which pre­
sents the text in the Russian recension of Church Slavonic. Its 
text is considered inferior to the younger Hval codex (no. 22 
above). Now in the Lenin Library in Moscow (4) 256, no. 8), it 
was edited by Archimandrite Amphilochij, Apokalipsis XIV veka 
Rumjancevskogo Muzeja (Moscow, 1886). 

Besides the New Testament manuscripts listed above, several 
other Old Church Slavonic manuscripts contain excerpts of the 
Old and New Testaments. One of the more noteworthy of these is 
codex Supraslicnsis, a Cyrillic manuscript of which 285 folios arc 
extant.' Its name is derived from the monastery of Suprasl near 
Bialystok in north-east Poland, where it was found by M. I. 
Bobrovskij in 1838-9. It was subsequently broken up, and fols. 
1-"118 were sent to Ljubljana, where they arc now in the Uni­
versity Library; the remainder (with the exception of the first 
sixteen folios, which are now in the Saltykov-Shchedrin Library 
in Leningrad) found their way to the Zamojski Library in War­
saw. Codex Suprasliensis, which is the longest of the extant Old 

J The first edition of Supraslicnsis, made by Miklosich in 1851, has been super­
seded by that of S. Scver'janov, Suprasl'skaja rukopis' (St. Petersburg, 1904; repro 
in two volumes, Graz, (956). 
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Church Slavonic documents, contains a menology for the month 
of March, comprising twenty-four lives of saints or other sacred 
legends, twenty-three sermons, and a prayer. Another book of 
homilies in Old Church Slavonic is the Glagolita Clozianus, 
which survives today in only fourteen folios of Glagolitic text. 
Formerly the property of Count Paris Cloz (d. 1856), two of the 
folios are now in the Ferdinandeum at Innsbruck, the other 
twelve in the :t\1usco Civico at Trento in northern Italy. The most 
recent edition is that by A. Dostal, Clozianus. Codex palaeoslovenicus 
g lagoliticus tridentinus et oenipontanus (Prague, 1959). Although 
most of the homilies parallel those in Suprasliensis, one of them 
which does not has been thought to be a sermon composed by 
Methodius himself.t 

Both Suprasliensis and Clozianus contain many quotations 
and allusions to the Old and New Testaments which the textual 
critic Can identify with relative easc by consulting the indexes to 
biblical passages drawn up by Nikolai Durnov02 and by Andre 
Vaillant. 3 

Finally it should be mentioned that the date of the Slavonic 
translation of the Book of Revelation is not known \vith certainty. 
How much earlier than the oldest known manuscript (see p. 41 I 

above) the book was translated is disputed. In a thorough and 
cautious study of the question Oblak came to the conclusion that 
the translation was made no later than the twelfth century and 

I So A. Vaillant, 'Une homilie de Methode', RES xxiii (1947), :~4-7. 
J. 'K voprosu 0 drevnejsix pcrcvodax na staroslavjanskij jazyk biblt·jskix tckstov. 

Suprasl'skaja rukopis", jzvestija otdelenija russkogo ja,z;lka i slove.mosti, 1925 g., xxx 
(Akademija nauk SSSR; Leningrad, 1926), pp. 353-429. The index of New 
Testam~nt quotations and allusions, cited in full from Suprasliensis, extends from 
p. 373 to p. 406. 

3 'Les citations des Ecritures dans Ie Supraslicnsis ct lc Clozianus') Slavislifna 
rel/ija, x (1957), 34-40. Vaillant, who was apparently unaware of Durnovo's index, 
lists only the biblical references of direct quotations in the two manuscripts. Lunt, 
who kindly brought the indexes of Durnovo and Vaillant to the present writer's 
attention, makes the following comment: 'Old Church Slavonic patristic transla­
tions are no help in t'stablishing a Cyrillo-Methodius text. The translations of the 
homilies and saints' lives that are found in the two OCS collections (the extensive 
Suprasliensis and the fragmentary Clozianus) do not with certainty date b;1ck to the 
Moravian Mission, and Su in any case has undergone extensive linguistic revisions. 
What is more important, the translators apparently treated even long and obvious 
Gospel citations as part of the work they ''''cre translating. (For example, all 
forms in Matt. iv. 19 remain plmal in Su, though they are properly dual in Zo 
Ma.) Coincidences with one or another variant of the five chief witnesses are 
random'. 
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Inight well (in the light of certain 'Pannonian' features in gram­
mar and lexicography) be somewhat earlier. 1 In any case, the 
book has been generally neglected by the official Orthodox 
Slavic Churches (just as no lesson from the Apocalypse is in­
cluded in the lectionary of the Greek Orthodox Church). On the 
other hand, the Bogomils of Bulgaria and the Patarines of Bosnia, 
as might have been expected, made considerable use of the book 
to support their views. 

III. SURVEY OF RESEARCH ON THE OLD CHURCH SLAVONIC 

VERSION 2 

Apparently the first3 editor of the Greek New Testament to cite 
evidence from the Slavonic version was Christian Friedrich 
Matthaei, a Thuringian scholar who at various times taught 
classical literature at Moscow, first in a gymnasium and later in 
the University. While in Russia Matthaei added considerably to 
the knowledge of the textual basis of the New Testament by 
collating many Greek nlanuscripts hitherto unknown to Western 
scholarship." During the course of the publication of his ram­
bling, twelve-volume edition of the Greek New Testament, he 
indicates that it occurred to him to cite evidence also from the 

I V. Oblak, 'Die kirchenslavische Dbersetzung dcr Apokalypsc', ASP xiii 
(18gl), 321-61, especially 346 and 357. Cf. also V. Perctc, 'Drevnejsij spisok slav­
janskogo tolkovogo Apokalipsisa', Slavia, ii (1923-4),641-4. Perctc was unaware 
of Oblak's study.1osip Hamm ('Apokalipsa bosanskih krstjana', with a resume in 
French, SloV() (Zagreb), ix-x (I g60), 43-104), on the basis of three Bosnian manu­
scripts of the Apocalypse, reconstructed the form of the text which hypothetically 
was current in round or semi-round Glagolitic lettcrs of the eleventh or twelfth 
century, several of which he supposes were confused by later copyists. 

Z The material of section III is taken, with modifications and additions, from the 
present writer's discussion in his Chapters in the History of New Testament Textual 
C,.iticism (Leiden and Grand Rapids, 1963), pp. 77-90. 

3 Gregory indeed states that at earlier date 1.1. Wettstein had cited Slavic evi­
dence (Caspar Rene Gregory, Textkritik des Neuen Testamentes, ii (Leipzig, 1902), 
734), but he supplies no references by which to verify this statement, nor does 
Wettstein discuss the Slavonic version in the Prolegomena to his edition (Amster­
dam, 1751-2). 

4 It appears that Matthaei was, moreover, guilty of purloining from Russian 
libraries many Grcek manuscripts of both the Classics and the Fathers. Some of 
these he kept in his own library, others he sold to various libraries in Germany and 
Holland. For an account of his life with incriminating evidencc of his brazen 
thievery, see Oscar von Gebhardt, 'Christian Friedrich Matthaei und seine Samm­
lung griechischer Handschriften' , Cenlmlblatt fur Bibliothekswesen, xv (18g8), 345-57, 
393-420,441-82, and 537-66. 
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Slavonic version. (T'he only other version represented in his 
edition is the Latin Vulgate, based upon a single manuscript at 
Moscow, now lost, codex Demidovianus; see p. 302 above.) In 
an appendix to his edition of the Book of Revelation, Matthaei 
lists ten Slavonic manuscripts which he had seen in Russia. He 
contented himself, however, with collating the text of Revelation 
given in the folio edition of the Slavonic Bible published at 
Moscow in 1762. This evidence is given in Latin, the collation 
having been made against the Vulgate manuscript previously 
mentioned. 1 

Franz Karl Alter, a Jesuit from Silesia who was professor of 
Greek at Vienna, was the first editor of the Greek New Testament 
to incorporate evidence from Slavonic manuscripts themselves. 
In his cumbersome and inconvenient edition of the Greek Testa­
ment, he chose to print a thirteenth-century Greek manuscript 
in the Royal Library at Vienna (Greg. 218; von Soden, 8 300), 
which he corrected by substituting the text of Stephanus' first 
edition (1546). A list of readings thus modified is given at the end 
of each volume. On the basis of this oddly constructed text, Alter 
supplied in separate appendixes evidence from twenty-four other 
manuscripts in the same Library, including three Slavonic codices 
collated for him by Fortunatus Durich. 2 Unfortunately, however, 
most of the Slavonic evidence can be used only by one who is 
acquainted with that tongue, for the variants are cited by a 
transliteration of the Slavonic words in Roman letters. 

The first textual critic who can be said to have made really 
serious use of the Slavonic version was Johann Jakob Griesbach. 
At his request Josef Dobrovsky, the founder of Slavic philology 

I Christianus Fridericus Matthaei, Joannis apocalypsis graece et codicihus nunquam 
anlea examinatis ... (Riga, 1785), Appendix ii, 'De versione slavonica apocalypseos', 
PP·343-88· 

l Franciscus Carolus Alter, .Nov/ull Testamentum ad codicem VindoborltrlSem graece 
expressum, i (Vienna, 1787), 1122-56, 1157-94; ii (Vienna, q86), 968-1039. The 
three manuscripts are numbers 101, 355, and 356, dating from the fifteenth or 
sixteenth century. Alter refers to these in his Preface as follows: 'Solum tres codices 
slavonicos eo consilio perlustravi, ut eruditos viros ad hanc utilissimam versionem 
(verbo venia sit, kralitzam, id est, reginam versionum appellarim) attentos red­
derem .. .' (vol. i, p. vii). 

In addition to these three manuscripts, which arc completely collated in the 
Gospels, Alter also supplied Slavonic evidence from a fragment containing Luke 
xxiv. 12-35 (vol. i, pp. 1008- II) as well as a collation of the printed text of John 
i-xiv in the Slavonic edition published at Moscow in 1614 (vol. i, pp. 403-1 I; see 
also p. 1202). 
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(1753-1829), collected noteworthy readings from nearly a score 
of Old Slavonic manuscripts. I Griesbach incorporated this 
evidence in the second edition of his Greek New Testament/· 
which remained for several generations substantially the only 
source of information concerning Slavonic variants. In fact, 
in 1869-72 Tischendorf borrowed the fruit of Dobrovskfs 
labours from the pages of Griesbach, and Gregory reproduced 
Dobrovsky's catalogue of Slavonic manuscripts of the New 
'Testament.3 

At the close of the last century, Voskresenskij began prelimin­
ary work in classifying Slavonic manuscripts of the New Testa­
ment.4 He divided them into four families which represent, he 
thought, four recensions. The oldest recension is preserved in the 
south-Slavonic manuscripts, to which group most of the famous 
codices belong. The second recension is preserved in the oldest 
Russian manuscripts, dating from the eleventh and twelfth 
centuries. The other two recensions belong to the fourteenth and 
fifteenth centuries. Voskresenskij believed that he had shown that, 
in the Gospels, the Old Slavonic version agrees with the type of 
Greek text used by Photius, Patriarch of Constantinople. 

It was not until well on in the twentieth century that the 
Old Church Slavonic version began to receive more sustained 
attention from a text-critical point of view. In a painstaking 
study of permanent value on the translation technique of the Old 
Church Slavonic version of the Gospels, Grtinenthal devoted 
some attention to the textual affiliation of the more important 

I cr.josefDobrovskY, 'Ober den ersten Text der bohmischen Bibelilbersetzung, 
nach den altesten Han dsch rif ten derselben, besonders nach der Dresdener', Neuere 
Abhwzdlungen der Koniglichen bohmischen Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften, diplom.-hist.­
litt. Theil, iii (Prague, 1798), 260. 

Z j. j. Griesbach, Novum Testamentum graece, ed. sec., i (Halle and London, 1796), 
pp. xc-xci, xcvii, cxxvii-cxxxii; ii (Halle and London, 1806), pp. xix-xxi and 
xxxii-xxxix. 

J C. R. Gregory, Prolegomena (Leipzig, 1894), pp. 1113-17, and Tcxtkritik des 
Neuen Testamentes, ii {Leipzig, 1902}, 736-8 . 

.. G. A. Voskresenskij, Drevne-slazja1lSkij Apostol. Poslanie Svjatogo Apostola Pavia 
k Rimljanam; po osnov'!.>'m spiskam lelyrex redakcij rulropisnogo slavjanskogo apostol'skogo 
teksta s raznoctenijami izpjatidesjati odnoj rukopisi Apostola XI/-XVI VT)., Part i (Moscow, 
1892) ; E~langelie ot Marka po OS1l011nym spiskam letyrex redakcij rukojJisllogo slavjansk()go 
evangel'skogo teksta, s raznoltmijami iz sta vos'mi rukopisej Evangelija XI-XVI Vt'. (Mos­
cow, 1894); and Xarakteristileskie tcr~y letyrex redakcij slavjanskogo perevoda Evangelija 
of Marka po s/(J dvenadcati rukopisjam Evangelija XI-XVI vv. (Moscow, 1896). For 
information concerning the first two of these works, cr. [Ll. j. M. Bebb] , 'The 
Russian Bible', CQR xli (Oct. 1895), 203-25. 
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manuscripts of this version. J He found that the text of codex 
Marianus frequently agrees with the Constantinopolitan (or 
Lucianic) type of text found in the Greek manuscripts E F G H 
K M S U V, while the text of codex Zographensis offers more 
often a vVestern type of reading, agreeing with D, the Old Latin, 
and Vulgate text. Griinenthal also observed that although the 
Old Church Slavonic lectionaries, Assernanianus, and Savvina 
Kniga may present the saIne Gospel pericope twice at different 
places in the saIne lnanuscript, yet occasionally in Assernanianus 
and fi'equently in Savvina Kniga one can discern a different type 
of texF' as well as a diflerent translation technique. 

A few years later the veteran Slavic philologist Vatroslav 
J agic published a thorough study of the fourteenth-century codex 
Matica-Apostolus, containing the Acts, the Catholic Epistles, and 
the Pauline Epistles. 3 Jagic found that in all its part~ this manu­
script shows a close dependence upon the older forms of the 
Byzantine text, and even reveals sporadic agreements with pre­
Byzantine texts. 

In 1922 Andrej Snoj, professor of Sacred Scripture at Ljubljana 
(Laibach), challenged the preliminary analyses made by Vos­
kresenskij.4 On the basis of more detailed study, Snoj discovered 
not a few readings which had previously been overlooked where 
the Old Slavonic version agrees with the Egyptian (or so-called 
Hesychian) text in opposition to Photius. The chief object of his 
brief report was to plead that the Old Slavonic version, which 
contains old readings, should not be neglected by textual critics. 

The scholar in the twentieth century who, more than any 
other, gave sustained attention to the 01d Slavonic version was 

( O. Griinenthal, 'Die Cbersetzungstechnik der altkirchenslavischen Evangelien­
iibersetzung', ASP xxxi (19 JO), 321-66, 507-28; xxxii (19 I I). 1 -4.8. For other 
analyses of the translation technique, from a semantic rather than a text-critical 
view, sec the scvt'ral contributions on the subject by E. tvr. Vcrdcagin listed in 
footnote 1 of his article, 'eyrills uncI 1 ... kthods Obcrsctzungstcchnik: drei Typen 
der Entsprcchung zwischen griechischen und slavischcn \Vortcrn', ZSP xxxvi 
(1972 ), 373-85. 

2 Exactly the same phenomena occur in Greek lectionaries. 
J Vatroslav jagic, Zum allkirchenslavisclum Apostolus; I, Grammalisches und Kritisches, 

in Sb Wien, Band cxci, Auh. 2 (1919). For a list of other Slavonic apostoloi, sec 
F. V. Mard, 'Rokycansky rukopis drkcvneslovansk~ho Apostola', Slavia, xxvii 
(1957), 180-91. 

.. Andrej Snoj, 'Veteroslavicae vcrsionis cvangdiorum pro critica et exegesi sacri 
textlls momentum', Bib, iii (1922), 180-7. His book, Staroslovenski Malejcv euallgelij 
(Ljubljana, 1922), was not available to me. Sec also p. 420 below. 
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Professor Josef Va.js of Prague. I In considering the more signifi­
cant of his many contributions to the subject one may begin with 
the first volume of his 'Critical Studies of the Old Slavonic 
Biblical Text'. This iii an edition of the Slavonic text of Mark 
with the Greek rrextus Receptus printed on opposite pages. 2 

Vajs summarizes his research into the textual complexion of the 
()ld Slavonic as follows: 

An attentive examination of the Gospel of St. Mark has revealed 
that the Slavonic version belongs chiefly to the Syrian (or Constan­
tinopolitan) recension, with numerous pre-Syrian readings of two 
kinds, Western anti Alexandrian. The Greek manuscript frOln which it 
was translated was therefore a mixed manuscript; by reason of the 
numerous pre-Syrian elements which it contains, the Slavonic version 
is as worthy of attention as some other manuscripts or groups, such 
as the Ferrar group, Lake's fam. I) or the manuscript 565 .... Among 
the pre-Syrian variants, the Western readings are lnore nUlllerous 
than the Alexandrian; but the majority of the pre-Syrian readings, 
being common to the two groups, Western and Alexandrian, it is 
difficult to discover their origin. 3 

Two years later Vajs published an article4 in which he reveals 
that, of about 2,500 variant readings that he had found in Old 
Slavonic tetraevangelia, about one-half belong to the Byzantine 
or Antiochian recension, about a fifth to the Western, and an 
even smaller proportion to the Alexandrian.s 

Continuing his study of the nature of the prevailing Byzantine 
element in the Old Slavonic Version, Vajs discovered that it 
comes closest to von Soden's Ki and Ka families, particularly the 
latter.6 (According to von Soden, the Ka family has manuscripts 
A K II at its head, with about one hundred others in more or 
less close relationship, of which A is the oldest and II the best 
representative.) The Old Slavonic version, Vajs declared, 'like 

1 For an appreciative survey of Vajs's work, published on the occasion of his 
seventieth birthday, see Josef Kurz's article in Byslav, vi (1935-6), 221-35 (with 
a picture of Vajs). A bibliography of 168 items is included; very many of these 
deal with the Old Church Slavonic version. 

Z Euangelium Sl!. Marka a jeho pomer k fecki pfedloze (Kritickt stu die slaroslot'ansktho 
textu biblicktho, i; Prague, 1927). 3 Ibid., p. 127 (French resume). 

" 'Byzantska rccensc a evangclijni kodcxy staroslovenske (German resume, 'Die 
byzantinische Rczension und die altkirchcnslavischen Evangelienkodexc'), Byslav, i 
(1929), 1-9. 5 Ibid., p. 8. 

f> 'Byzantska recensc a cvangelijni kodexy staroslovcnske, II' (German resume, 
. Die byzantinische Rezension und die altkirchenslavischen Evanglicn-Kodexe'), 
Byslall, iv (1932), 1-12. 
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the Ka family, (a) retains in many passages the word order of the 
Western text, and (b) in still more passages agrees with Western 
additions or even omissions'. 1 

Vaj's next publications grew out of a proposal made at the 
meeting of the First Congress of Slavic Philologists, held at 
Prague in 1929, namely that the Old Slavonic text of the Gospels 
be reconstructed. As a preliminary step in editing such a text, 
Vajs published a study of certain noteworthy characteristics of 
the earliest manuscripts of the Old Slavonic version. 2 After 
classifying and assessing the relative worth of the manuscripts, 
Vajs concluded that 'since the Old Slavonic Lectionary was 
certainly the first literary work of St. Constantine-Cyril, in the 
reconstruction of the Gospel text one must proceed from the 
oldest Lectionary (Assemani)'.3 

Furthermore, Vajs found that in a relatively recent manuscript 
of Bogomil origin, the tetraevangelium Nicolai (no. loin the list 
above) from the beginning of the fifteenth century, 'the Alexan­
drian and the so-called Western variants are present in much 
greater number than in the other manuscripts. This circumstance 
leads us necessarily to the conviction that this codex is to be 
regarded as a fairly accurate copy of a Glagolitic original, 
especially with reference to textual criticism.'4 

The fruits of Vajs's studies in the Old Slavonic version were 
published during 1935 and 1936 in four volumes.s In each volume 
he prints his reconstructed text of the Old Slavonic version on one 
page and on the opposite page gives the Greek which inferentially 
lies behind the Old Slavonic. 

In the introduction to his volume on Mark, Vajs presents 
statistics regarding the frequency of the Constantinopolitan 
(Koine) and the Western variants contained in his reconstructed 
Old Slavonic text.6 These figures are as follows: 

I 'Byzantska recense a cvangclijni kodcxy staroslovcnske, II' (German resume, 
'Die byzantinische Rezension und die altkirchenslavischcn Evanglien-Kodexe'), 
Byslav, iv (1932), p. 1 I. 

2 'K characteristice nejstarsich cvang. rukopisu staroslovenskych' (German re­
sume, 'ZurCharacteristik der alteren altslavischen evang. Handschriften'), Byslav, v 
(1933-4), 113-19. 3 Ibid., p. 119. 4 Ibid. 

5 Evallgelium sv. MatouIe. Text rekonstruovall} (Prague, 1935); Evan.~elium sv. 
Marka. Te:d rekollstruOVall} (Prague, 1935) ; Evangelium Sl'. LukdJe. Text rekonstmovon} 
(Prague, 1936); and Evan.l!elium so. Jana. Text rekonslruova7l} (Prague, 1936). These 
are vols. iii, iv, v, and vi respectively of the series Kriticki studie staroslovansUho 
textu biblickelro. 6 Evallgelium sv. Marka, p. xii. 
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Constantinopolitan 
Western 

Matthew 

306 
292 

Mark 

29 1 

200 

Luke 

319 
289 

John 

169 
210 

As can be seen, in each Gospel, except that of John, the num­
ber of Constantinopolitan readings exceeds the Western. For 
Matthew the percentages are: Constantinopolitan = 5 I -25 per 
cent, Western = 48.8 per cent; for Mark, Constantinopolitan = 
57-3 per cent, 42'7 per cent; for Luke, Constantinopolitan = 
52' 4 per cent, Western = 47.6 per cent; for John, Constantino­
politan = 44.6 per cent, Western = 55"4 per cent. 

Concerning the question what significance is to be found in the 
circumstance that the Gospel of John has the highest percentage 
of pre-Syrian variant readings, while the Gospel of Mark has the 
highest percentage of Byzantine readings, another Slavic scholar, 
Josef Kurz, suggested that the answer is related to the histori­
cal background of the making of the Old Slavonic version from 
a lectionary text. 1 In a standard Eastern Orthodox lectionary 
almost the entire text of the Gospel of John is represented (90·6 
per cent of the Gospel), whereas only about one-fourth of the 
text of Mark is included (27 per cent)_ Obviously, therefore, the 
G·reek lectionary text which lay behind the extant Old Slavonic 
version had proportionately more Western variants than did the 
non-lectionary Greek original which, probably at a somewhat 
later date, was used to supplement all the Slavonic Gospels (but 
chiefly Mark) in making a non-lectionary Slavic text. 

Noteworthy among reviews of Vajs's Old Slavonic Gospels 
was a critique prepared by Robert P. Casey and Silva Lake. 2 

Restricting themselves to the Gospel of Mark, they conclude that 
Vajs, having followed von Soden's faulty grouping of New 
Testament Greek manuscripts, was in error in thinking that the 
Old Slavonic text belongs to family Ka. On the basis of a more 
highly refined analysis of family relationship in two chapters 
of Mark (chaps. vi and xi), Casey and Mrs. Lake made 'the 

I Byslav, vi (1935-()), 238 and 242- A few years earlier, on the basis of an 
examination of linguistic phenomena, Nicolaas van Wijk had proposed the same 
explanation; see his brief note, 'Evangclistar und Tetraevangelium', Slavia, v 
(1926-7), 677· 

2 Robert P. Casey and Silva Lake, 'A New Edition of the Old Slavic Gospels', 
JBL Iv (1936), '95-209. For a briefer statement, see Casey in New Testament 
Manuscript Studies, ed. by M. M. Parvis and A. P. Wikgrcn (Chicago, 1950), 
PP·78-80. 
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tentative suggestion that possibly von Soden's Iff text lies behind 
the original Slavonic version. This is the text which he believes 
to have been that of the Cappadocian fathers, Basil, Gregory of 
Nyssa and Gregory Nazianzcnus, and is extant in N, E, l/J, and ii. 
This suggestion is, however, lnost tentative .... '1 

Casey and Mrs. Lake comment also upon Vajs's method of 
reconstructing the Old Slavonic version. As a working rule, Vajs 
apparently favoured the reading that diverges from the later 
Byzantine type of text. On the one hand Casey and Mrs. Lake 
acknowledge that 'within very definite limits this method is un­
doubtedly sound',z but at the same tinie they rightly point out 
that a wooden application of such a rule produces a quite dis­
torted 'original' text. They conclude their study by expressing 
appreciation of Vajs's preliminary work, while acknowledging 
that 'the text of the Slavonic still remains one of the most obscure 
problems in the history of the text of the New Testament',3 

After the publication of his reconstructed text, VaJs gave atten­
tion to various intra-versional problems unearthed during his pre­
vious study. For example, continuing Grtinenthal's preliminary 
analysis, \lajs rightly concluded that, despite the superiority of 
codex lVlarianus in accidence and vocabulary, because it so fre­
quentlyexhibits later (Constantinopolitan) readings itcan scarcely 
be regarded as preserving a primitive fornl of the Old Church 
Slavonic vcrsion.4 On the other hand (as Vajs had pointed out in 
an earlier study), the late Bogomil manuscript Nicolai preserves 
a proportionately larger number of the older \Vestern readings. 

In a subsequent brief study, Vajs rejects Snoj's view that the 
Alexandrian type of text exerted an influence upon the Old 
Slavonic version, and reiterates in still more sharply defined 
terms his own view, namely that Cyril and Methodius used a 
Byzantine manwicript of their own age, containing an extra­
ordinary number of non-Byzantine variants which were pre­
dominantly Palestinian in origin.s Vajs refers to von Soden's I" 

I JBL Iv (1936), 208. 

2 Ibid., p. 206. 
3 Ibid., p. 209. Casey (in Parvis and Wikgren, op. cit., p. 79) is less satisfied with 

Vajs's standards of completeness and accuracy . 
.. 'Kladnc a za.porne vyslcdky kritickeho badani v staroslovanskcm t'vangelnim 

textu' (with a German resume), Byslav, vii (1937--8), 149-57. 
5 'La reccnsionc bizantina e la vcrsione paleoslavia df'i Santi Vangeli', Studi 

bizantini e neoellenici, v (AUi del V congresso infernazionale distudi bizantini; Rome, 1939), 
560-4. 
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group as an example of such a mixed text. This subdivision of the 
I-text includes, according to von Soden's judgement, manu­
scripts U, 213, 443,1071 (except Matthew), 1321 (only inJohn), 
1574, 21 45. 

The next contribution l chronologically marks a retrogression 
in reliable conclusions. Joseph Schweigl published what, at first 
sight, appears to be a careful and sound investigation regarding 
the Slavic Textus Receptus of the liturgical form of the Gospels. 2 

Here he concluded that the lectionary text in common use to­
day in Slavic lands, namely the Liturgical Gospel published 
at Moscow in 1905, 'approaches closely to the H-type of text 
(Egyptian-Alexandrian), and therefore greatly excels the Old 
Slavonic (Glagolitic) version of the ninth century, which in many 
passages reveals a dependence upon the Palestinian-Caesarean 
recension'.3 It is, however, only by a most perverse and uncritical 
evaluation of the significance of his evidence that Schweigl can 
come to this conclusion. The long lists of citations of passages that 
he has labelled Alexandrian4 are made up of examples such as the 
following. 

Matt. xi. 19, the Slavonic lectionary support Ii 'T€KI/WV with 
C L lP 33,892, al., whereas EPYWV is read by B* N W 788,2145, al. 

Mark x. 29, the Slavonic lectionary adds Kat yvvai'Ka with C lP 
28, 33, 597, 892 , al., whereas the \vords are lacking in B F D, ale 

Luke xxii. 64, the Slavonic lectionary supports ETtJ7T'TOV av'TOV 

TO 7Tpoaw7Tov with lP 33, 579, 892, at., whereas the phrase is lack­
ing in B N K L 11 T ll, 209, ale 

To identify these lectionary readings as Alexandrian is to dis­
play ignorance of the most elementary knowledge of New Testa­
Inent textual criticism. The extraordinary number of presumed 

I No account is taken here of the edition of the Old Slavonic Gospels published 
at Rome in 1943 (the first Slavic edition to receive general approval from the 
Holy Roman Apostolic See), inasmuch as it was professedly framed not on critical 
but on 'practical' principles and designed for liturgical services; see Schweigl's 
review in Bib, xxv (1944), 240-3. 

Z 'De textu recepto slavico evangelii liturgici', Bib, xxiv (1943), 289-303. In an 
earlier article, 'La Bibbia slava del 1751 (1756)', Bib, xviii (1937),51-73, Schweigl 
refers to several bibliographical items of historical interest. It may he mentioned 
also that much curious information regarding the Old Slavonic Scriptures and 
early Bibles printed in Russia can be found in Ebenezer Henderson's Biblical 
Researches and Travel.s i71 Russia (London, 1826), pp. 60-135. 

3 Bib, xxiv (1943), 294; cf. also 303. 4 Ibid. 292-4. 
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Alexandrian readings that Schweigl supposed he had discov­
ered in the liturgical Slavonic Gospel is gained by labelling as 
Alexandrian any variant that may be supported by even one 
Alexandrian manuscript, irrespective of the character of that 
manuscript or the weight of the evidence for the contrary reading. 

Mention must also be made of the debate regarding the ques­
tion of possible influence on the Old Slavonic version from the 
Latin and the Gothic versions. So long ago as 1853, the philolo­
gist Safarik expressed the opinion that the Old Slavonic text of 
the Gospels exhibits a certain influence from the Vulgate. l In 
1925 Pogorelov worked afresh on the problem and found what he 
believed to be additional exanlples of Latin influence upon the 
Old Slavonic version.2 Having scrutinzed Pogorelov's examples 
Vajs concluded that they were insufficient to prove his thesis) 
The noted linguist Meillet also weighed Pogorelov's hypothesis 
and found that hi') examples prove no more than that the old 
Slavonic vocabulary which Cyril and Methodius used had al­
ready been influenced by certain Latinisms, and that these are 
quite insufficient to prove any influence of the Vulgate upon the 
Old Slavonic version as such.4 

In the following year the Polish scholar, Slonski, in a much 
more detailed discussion, concluded that apparent agreements 
with thc Vulgate text against the presumed Greek original, so far 
as they do not rest upon hitherto unknown Greek variants, may 
bc explained best by postulating a certain critical independence 
on the part of the Slavonic translator in making the version.s 

In a subsequent article Vajs6 made several small concessions to 
Pogorelov's thesis by admitting that there arc a few passages 
which can scarcely be explained apart from reference to thc 
corresponding Vulgate renderings. Thcse are Matt. xxiii. 4, 
which involves a misunderstanding of colligunt and alligant ; John 

1 P. J. Safarik, Panuitky MaholsUlio pisemnictvi (Prague, 1853), pp. xxiv, xxxvi ff. 
(referred to by van Wijk in Byslav, iii (1931),89). 

Z Valerij Pogorelov, 'Iz nabljudenij v oblasti drevne-slavjanskoj perevodnoj 
literatury; i, Latinskoe vlijanie v perevode Evangelija', Sbornik jilosojicki fakulty 
Universit)t K'omcllskiho v Bratislovl, iii. 32 (6) (1925), 209-16. 

3 'Jaky vliv mcla latinska Vulgata na staroslovansky preklad cvangclif', Slavia, v 
(1926-7),158-62. 

4- A. Meillet, 'L'hypothcse d'une influence de let Vulgate sur la traduction slave 
de l'Evangilc', RES vi (1926), 39-41. 

5 Stanislaw Slonski, '0 rzekomym wplywie lacinskiej Vulgaty na staroslowianski 
przeklad ewangclii', Slavia, vi (1927-8), 246-64. 6 By.dav, i (192 7), 9. 
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vi. 23, which rests on a misinterpretation, gratias agentes (instead 
of agente) Deo (instead of Domino): Evxaptan]aavTE~ TOU KVp{OV; 
and Matt. vi. I I, nasestbn)" which is a literal translation of 
Jerome's supersubstantialem for €1TLOVULOV. According to a critique 
by Rozov, however, each of these examples is susceptible of a 
different explanation which does not involve the supposition of 
influence from the Vulgate.! 

Nicolaas van Wijk introduced a new element into the dis­
cussion by suggesting that the Old Slavonic rendering of avvEAE~av 
in Matt. xiii. 48 as izbbras~ ('they chose') reveals dependence 
upon Tatian's Diatessaron (via the Latin Vulgate elegerunt).2 

In 1942 the Croatian scholar Hamm proposed the theory that 
the Gothic version influenced the Old Slavonic. J He recognized 
that, according to all that is known of the Goths and their litera­
ture, it is unthinkable that the Gothic Bible could have influenced 
Cyril and Methodius in the second half of the ninth century. On 
the strength, therefore, of supposed parallels between the two 
versions, Hamm went so far as to transpose the beginnings of the 
Old Slavonic version to an earlier period, as early as the sixth or 
seventh century. Such a theory, if it is to be proposed at all, must 
be supported with the strongest kind of evidence. Instead of this, 
however, Hamm's eXaInples arc of the most trivial sort, which if 
valid, could be used to prove, mutatis mutandis, that the Authorized 
English version is dependent upon the Old Slavonic! In subse­
quent studies Vajs4 and Jank05 refuted Hamm's opinion, the 
former by showing that the underlying type of text represented 
in the Gothic version is markedly different from that of the Old 
Slavonic version, and the latter by considering the question from 
the standpoint of linguistics. 

I Vladimir Rozov, Slavia, ix (1930-1), 620-1. 
1. 'Eine Vulgatalesart im slavischen Evangelium (Mat. XIII, 4.8)?' Byslav, iii 

( 1 93 1 ), 89-9 I. 
3 Josip Hamm, 'Ober den gotischen Einftuss auf die altkirchenslavische Bibcl­

iibersetzung', ZVS lxvii (1942), 1 12-'28 . 
.. 'Je-li staroslovensky pl-cklad cvangelif a zaltare nejak zavisly na gotskem 

pfekladu Vulfilove?' (with a French resume), Byslav, viii (1936-4.6), 145-71. 
Vajs also supported his contention indirectly in another article, 'Kterc recense 
byla fecka prcdloha staroslovcnskeho ptekladu zaltarc (with a French resume), 
ibid., pp. 55-86, where he indicates, on the basis of an examination of 500 
readings in the Old Slavonic Psalter, that 449 are pure Lucianic and the others 
are influenced by the Vulgate. None shows Gothic influence. 

S Josef Janko, 'Mel-Ii \Vulfiluv gotsky prcklad bible vliv na pteklad starodr­
kevneslovansky?' Casopis pro modern;jilologii, xxviii (1942),29-42,121-34,254-68. 
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A decade after Hamm's misguided article appeared, Ferdinand 
Liewehr, in a brief study "vhich reveals little knowledge of 
previous literature on the subject, attempted to show that Cyril, 
while in Cherson, became acquainted with Ulfilas' translation of 
the Scriptures} He confined his attention to the phrase 'Russian 
letters' in the Vita Constantini,2 interpreting it to mean 'Gothic 
letters'. Liewehr was answered in a richly documented article 
by Dietrich Gerhardt,3 who had no difficulty in showing the 
improbability of Cyril's contact with Gothic.4 From yet another 
side, Hamm's theory was given the coup de grdce by the Germanist 
scholar Leopold ZatoCiI, who, on the basis of a minute analysis of 
the first five chapters of the Gospel of Mark, proves that the 
Gothic and Slavonic versions have nothing in common. S 

In a posthumously published essay by Pechuska, edited by 
Kurz, attention is given to the Old Slavonic text of Acts as 
preserved in manuscripts of the twelfth and thirteenth cen­
turies. According to the author, this text was based on a Greek 
original of mixed characteristics, belonging principally to the 
Constantinopolitan recension with pre-Syrian clements of two 
types, the Alexandrian and Western. Of these the Western read­
ings predominate.6 

I '\Vic Konstantin-Kyrill mit vVulfilas Bibelubersetzung bekannt wurde', Bei­
trage zur Namenforschung, iii (1951--2), 287-90. 

2 See pp. 397-8 above. 
3 'Goten, Slaven odcr Syrer im altcn Cherson?' Beitrage zur Namenforschung, iv 

(1953), 78-- 88. 
4 At the same time Gerhardt supposes that Cyril was acquaintt'd with the Syriac, 

suggesting that he, 'with the textual critical interest of a missionary preacher, 
could have studied their version [i.e. that of the Syrian merchants of Chersoll] of 
the Scriptures exactly as Charlemagne on the very last day of his life corrected the 
Gospels cum Graecis et Siris' (p. 85; this comment concerning Charlemagne is found 
in Thegan, Vita IIludovici Imperatoris, § 7 (Migne, PL evi, col. <~09)). But, in view of 
the difficulty that Charlemagne had in learning to write ('tcmptabat et scribcrc 
... sed parum successit labor praepostcrus ac sero inchoatlls', Einhard, Vita Karoli 
Imperaloris, §25 (= Mfmumenlll Germaniae historica, Scrip/ores, ii. 457, lines 2 fr.)), 
Thcgan is probably to be understood as meaning no more than that Charlemagne 
asked Greeks and Syrians questions regarding the Gospds. In any case, the in­
cident has nothing to do with the question whether Cyril knew Syriac and used 
Tatian's Diatessaron. 

5 'Zum Problem der vermeilltlichcn Einwirkung der gotischen Bibeliibersctzung 
auf die altkirchenslavische', Sbomik pracf, Filosoficlci faculta, Brnenske universita, 
xiii (A 12) (1964), 81-95. 

() Fr. Pechuska, '[{eck.i. predloha staroslovanskeho textu Skutku apoStolskych', 
Slovanske sludie; Sb{rka stati, vlllovanjch ... J. Vq;sovi k uctlnfjeho bvotlliho dila (Prague, 
1948), pp. 60-5· 
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Attention must now be directed to several studies by the Czech 
scholar Karel Honl.lek, who has argued that a progressive 
stylistic deterioration marks the textual transmission of the Old 
Slavonic text of the Gospels. What he terms the exquisite style of 
the original translation has suffered, he thinks, from the mechani­
cal work of the scribes who replaced many a free but happy turn 
with a servile imitation of the Greek model, going so far as even 
to adopt the Greek order of words. 1 Horalek also distinguishes 
among the special characteristics of various Old Slavonic text­
types. In the Balkans the Slavonic translation was subsequently 
harmonized with the official Greek text of the Byzantine Church. 
The Bogomil Gospel texts have a rather pronounced archaic 
character; relatively well preserved from the lexical point of 
view, they reveal nevertheless a syntax which is strongly Hellen­
ized. The Croatian Glagolitic texts bear traces of a revision rest­
ing upon the Latin Vulgate.2 

In a wide-ranging volume entitled 'The Lectionaries and the 
Four Gospel Manuscripts; Contributions to the Textual Criti­
cism and History of the Old Slavonic Version of the GOSpel',3 
Horalek takes as his starting-point the generally accepted view 
that Cyril translated a Greek lectionary of the shorter variety. 
Subsequently the text was completed by additions taken from 
a tetraevangelium. During the production and transmission of 
this text two types of modifications were introduced, those that 
reflected variant readings in Greek manuscripts and those that 
were merely stylistic and due to the translator(s). Horalek is 
pessimistic regarding the possibility of determining exactly the 
archetype of the Old Church Slavonic text, particularly since the 
transmission of the text discloses Slavonic readings which find no 
parallel in previously collated Greek manuscripts. 

In an article entitled 'La traduction vieux-slave de l'Evangile 
- sa version originale et son developpement ulterieur',4 Horalek 

1 This had been pointed out earlier, c.g., by Georges Cuendet, L'Ordre des mots 
dans Ie texte grec et dans ies versions gotique, armenienne et vieux slave des Evangiles; lere 
partie, Les GrQupes nominaux (Paris, 1929) ; compare also Vaillant's article mentioned 
in p. 412 n. 3 above. 

2 K. Horalek, 'K dejimim tekstu staroslovenskeho evangelia' (with a Latin 
summary), Acla Academiae Velehradensis, xix (1948), 208-29. 

3 Evangelidfe a ltveroevan.~elia. PYisplvky k texlove kritice a k dljintim starosiovlnsktho 
pfekladu evangelia (Statni pcdagogicke nakladatclstvi, Prague, 1954), with a re­
sume in Russian . 

.. Byslav, xx (1959), 267--84, being essentially an expansion of HonHck's artjcle, 
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examines selected renderings in several Old Slavonic manuscripts, 
and reiterates his view that copyists made alterations in the Old 
Slavonic version, so that little by little it lost its pure Slavonic 
character and more and more imitated turns of expression in the 
underlying Greek. There is also a marked difference, he finds, 
between the characteristics of the Slavonic text that was trans­
lated originally from a Greek lectionary and those supplementary 
portions that were added later from Greek manuscripts of the 
four Gospels. 

IV. THE PRESENT STATE OF RESEARCH ON THE OLD 

CHURCH SLAVONIC VERSIONl 

The present state of research on the Old Church Slavonic 
version leaves something to be desired. As was mentioned earlier in 
describing the earliest manuscripts of the version, not all of them 
have been made available in published editions. Furthermore, 
among the hundreds of later manuscripts that embody in a more 
developed stage the several dialectal forms of the Slavonic,2 

only a beginning has been made in the task of systematically 
cataloguing their contents, to say nothing of the collation of 
their text. As regards one of the later Slavonic versions, the Old 

'K dejinflm tekstu staroslovenskeho evangelia', Acta Academiae Velehradensis, xix 
(19413), 208-29. For a subsequent survey by the same author, see 'Zum heutigen 
Stand der textkritischen Erforschung des altkirchenslavischen Evangeliums', ZSP 
xxvii (1958-9), 255-74. 

I For a comprehensive survey of the present state of research on the Old Church 
Slavonic version, see Christian Hannick, 'Das Neue Testament in altkirchen­
slavischer Sprache; der gegcnwartige Stand seiner Erforschung und seine Be­
deutung fUr die griechische Tcxtgeschichte', in Die alten Obersetzungen des Neuen 
TesUlmentes, die Kirchenviilerzitate und Lektiotlare, cd. by K. Aland (Berlin and 
New York, 1972), pp. 403-35; for a brief summary, see Hannick, 'The Old­
Slavonic Version of the New Testament', BibT xxv (1974), 143-6 and 353. Cf. 
also K. Logachev, 'The Work of Prof. I. E. Evseycv on the History of the Slavonic 
Bible', Journal oj the Moscow Patriarchate (English cdn.), 1972 (8) pp. 76-8. 

2 According to a census made earlier in the twentieth century, there are 4,101 
Biblical manuscripts in a variety of Slavic dialects, dating from the eleventh to 
the seventeenth century, found in various libraries; see I. E. Evseyev, 'Rukopisnoe 
predanie slavjanskoj biblii', Xristi(l1lskoe cienie (191 I), pp. 436-50, 644-60 (brief 
summary in Latin in Acta Academiae Velehradensis, ix (1913), 89). J. Vasica and 
J. Vajs have catalogued the Old Slavonic manuscripts which arc in the National 
Museum at Prague; see their Soupis staroswvanskjch rukfJjJisu narodniho musea v Praze 
(Prague, 1957). 
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Bohemian (which Tischendorf cited occasionally), in 1926 James 
Hardy Ropes lamented with a degree of justification: 

A complete knowledge of the Old Bohemian Acts might yield re­
sults of much importance for the 'Western' text of Acts. Such a know­
ledge would not be difficult to secure, and it is not to the credit of New 
Testament scholarship that nearly a century and a half have passed 
[since Dobrovsky] without any use being made of sources easily acces­
sible in Germany and Bohemia. 1 

A start, however, has been made in the long-overdue work of 
classifying more distinctly the several kinds of Slavonic lection­
aries. The preliminary work of Vrana in his study of 'The 
Types, Redactions, and the Mutual Relationships of the Old 
Slavonic Gospels', 2 in which he sets forth in convenient tabular 
form statistics concerning characteristic variations in seven of the 
more important Old Church Slavonic manuscript Ii, has been 
carried much further by the Russian palaeographer, L. P. 
2ukovskaya. Concentrating on cataloguing and classifying the 
several kinds of Slavonic lectionaries or aprakos (the term, used 
for both the singular and the plural, is derived from the Greek 
expression a:rrpaKTOt ~I-tEpa,), Madam 2ukovskaya has collected 
information concerning 506 Slavic manuscripts of the Russian 
redaction. She has found that aprakos, which predominate over 
tetraevangelia by a ratio of about five to two, fall into three main 
classes :3 

(a) The full aprakos, giving lessons for each day of the year 
I The Text of Act.r, being vol. iii of The Beginnings of Christianity, Part I, The Acts 

f!f the Apostles, ed. by F. J. Foakes Jackson and Kirsopp Lake (London, 1926), 
p. cxli. That a certain amount of work, however, has been accomplished on this 
version can be seen from the admirable surveys by Josef VraStil, S.J., 'Conspectus 
reccntiorum de antiqlla bibliorum versione bohemica litterarum et consilia', 
Acta Accukmiae Velehradensis, ix (1913),31-44, and by J. Vasica, Staroceski Evangelidfe, 
being No. 68 of the Rozpravy leski alcademie vM a umlni, iii (Prague, 193 I). 

2 Josip Vrana, '0 tipovima, redakcijama i medusobnom odnosu staroslov­
j~nskih evandelja', Slama, xxvi (19.57),321-36; cf. also idem, 'Makedonska rc­
dakcija staroslavenskih evandelja', Simpo;:;ium 11Oo-godiJnina od smrtta na Kifil 
solunski, ii (Skopje, 1970), 51-64 (Eng. resume, 'Macedonian Redaction of the 
Old Slavonic Gospels', pp. 65-6). 

3 Lidiya P. 2ukovskaja, "Ob obeme pervoj slavjanskoj knigi, perevedenn~j s 
greceskogo Kirrillom i Mefodiem', Voprosy slavjdnskogo jazykoznanija (Moscow), vii 
(1963),73-81; id., 'Nckotorye dannye 0 gruppirovke slavjanskix rukopisej polnogo 
aprakosa XII-XIV vv.' (with a German resume), PS xvii (80) (1967), 176-84; 
and id., 'Tipologija rukopiscj drevnerusskogo polnogo aprakosa XI-XIV vv. v 
s\.jazi s lingvisticeskim izuccniem ix', Pamjatniki drevnerusskoj pis'mennosti. Jazyk i 
tekstologija, (Moscow, 1968), pp. 199-332. 



The Old Church Slavonic Version 

except during Lent. There are, in fact, several variant forms of 
the full aprakos, differing as to the selection of the Scripture 
lessons. 

(b) The short aprakos, providing lessons for all days of the 
period from Easter to Pentecost, but only those for Saturdays and 
Sundays during the rest of the year. 

(c) An uncommon type which supplies only the Saturday and 
Sunday lessons and those for Holy vVeek (Russian voskresnoe 
evangelie) . 

Much work still needs to be done in tracing relationships 
among copies of aprakos, as well as seeking their ancestry in the 
several types of Greek lectionary manuscripts. I In the future more 
care Hlust be taken in describing the contents of aprakos, not only 
as to the choice and sequence of lessons but also as to determining 
how far variant readings reflect a Greek Vorlage or have arisen 
through dialectal variation. 2 

Vajs's critical edition of the four Gospels in Old Church 
Slavonic, with the presumed Greek Vorlage, serviceable though it 
is in the absence of anything better, i~ satisfactory neither in 
scope nor execution. The casual user of the edition is likely to 
receive the impression that the reconstructed text rests throughout 
on the evidence of the thirteen manuscripts quoted in the 
apparatus. Such an impression, however, would be quite 
erroneous, not only because several of the manuscripts are 
defective, but also because Vajs provides an incomplete citation 
of evidence from the manuscripts he professes to use. 

1 A beginning has been made by Mrs. Yvonne Eileen Burns, 'A Comparative 
Study of the 'Veekday Lection Systems found in Some Greek and Early Slavonic 
Gospel Lectionaries' (Ph.D. digs., University of London, School of Slavonic and 
East European Studies, 1975), who distinguishes three types of Greek week-day 
lcctionaries, as well as several sub-groups, and discusses their relationships to one 
another and to several Slavonic lectionaries. cr. also her paper, 'The Canaanitess 
and other Additional Lections in Early Slavonic Lcctionaries', read at thc Third 
International Congress for South East European Studies, Bucharest, Sept. 1974. 

2 On the relation between the two types of analysis, see Josip Vrana, 'Vbcr das 
vergleichende Sprach- und Textstudium altkirchenslavischcn Evangclien', WS v 
(1960), 418-28; cf. also LL'Szek Moszynski's lexical investigations of the text of 
aprakos in his article, 'Staro-ccrkicwno-slowianski aprakos', Studia z jitologii polskit} 
i slowiatlski~j (vVarsaw), ii (1957), 373---95, a study which was followed a decade 
later by Moszynski's attempt to trace the ancestry of the long form of the apl'akos 
('Pokrewienstwo najstarszych staro-cerkiewno-slowiaIiskich tekst6w ewangelijnych 
w swictle statystyki slov\"nikowej', SllU';a Occidentalis, xxvii (1968), 153-8). 



The Present State of Research 

While recognizing the limitations of Vajs's edition, one can 
nevertheless gain from it at least a partial representation of the 
textual complexion of the version, especially if one pays attention 
to evidence of individual witnesses in the apparatus. Using a 
collation of chapter viii of Vajs's Slavonic text of Luke against 
the Greek Textus Receptus,1 the present writer collected the 
following data. 2 Sixty-three variant readings involving the re­
constructed text and/or one or more Slavonic manuscripts find 
support among non-Slavonic evidence as follows: one or more 
of the Old Latin witnesses agree with Old Slavonic readings 
twenty-three times; the Syriac Peshitta agrees eighteen times; N, 
X, and I agree sixteen times; L, €i, and the Latin Vulgate agree 
fourteen times; D and 33 agree thirteen times; 69, 157, 2 13, and 
I 192 agree twelve times; 1071 and the Curetonian Syriac agree 
eleven times; B and I ~4 agree ten times; C, 13 and the Harklean 
Syriac agree nine times; R, \V, 22, 118, 1012, and 1241 agree 
eight times. Each of eighty-five other witnesses exhibits fewer than 
eight agreements with the Old Slavonic. Finally, it should be 
mentioned that fifteen variants from the Greek Textus Receptus 
have no support from non-Slavonic witnesses. More than half of 
these variants, however, involve Slavonic renderings which might 
find an explanation in terms of idiomatic considerations without 
reflecting a different Greek original. 

It is clear from these data that the Old Church Slavonic 
possesses textual elements derived from several distinct families. 
The basic text is, as one would expect, the Byzantine or Koine. 
This, however, is not any of the later varieties, but seems to be a 
development of that earlier form of the Koine that also lies behind 
the Syriac Peshitta3 of the fifth century. This latter, as is well 
known, is a text which on the whole ranges itself with the 
Constantinopolitan or Koine type, yet not wholly, having a 
considerable intermixture of readings characteristic of the f3 and 
S texts.4 The proportion of Vvestern readings normal to this form 

I The collation was made in 1951 by Professor Giuliano Bonfante, at that time 
at Princeton University. 

2 For a more detailed account, see Metzger's Chapters in the History of New Testa­
mmt Textual Criticism (Lciden and Grand Rapids, J 963), pp. 92-6. 

3 More than a century ago the Russian scholar K. 1. Ncvostruev discussed the 
question of influence from the Pcshitta Syriac version in the Old Church Slavonic 
Gospels; cf. Kirillomefodievskij sbornik (Moscow, 1865), pp. 209-34 . 

.. See pp. 418-20 above. 
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of the Koine is, in the case of the Old Slavonic, considerably 
heightened by the admixture of a Western strain similar to that 
which appears in the Old Latin, the Vulgate, and D. One is not 
surprised, therefore, to find that the Old Church Slavonic agrees 
not infrequently with N, L, X, and 8, all of them being witnesses 
that oscillate between the f1 and S texts. 

The question of the origin of the Western readings in the Old 
Church Slavonic has been debated more than once and is still 
sub judice. Their presence may well be the result of the papal 
requirement that, though the Byzantine liturgy might be used, 
the Scriptures should be read in Latin before they were read in 
Slavonic (see p. 399 above). What recension of the Vulgate was 
current in Moravia in the late ninth century may be difficult to 
determine with precision, but undoubtedly the way was open 
for a certain number of Vulgate (i.e. Western) readings to be 
introduced into the Old Church Slavonic version. 

Whether, in addition to such accidental contamination with 
Vulgate readings, the Old Church Slavonic also had from the 
beginning a dual parentage of both Greek and Latin Vorlagen has 
been answered recently by Horalek in a qualified affirmative: 
'The general situation speaks rather clearly for the use [by 
Constantine and Methodius] of the Latin Vorlage at least as a 
Hilfsmittel.' I At the same time, the continuing debate over 
individual passages that are presumed to exhibit Latinisms seems 
to be without end-and without conclusive proof.2. 

In assessing the value of the Old Church Slavonic version for 
the textual critic today, it goes without saying that tills version, 
originating as it did in the ninth century, has little or no signifi­
cance so far as an attempt to a<lcertain the original text is con­
cerned.3 On the other hand, however, besides providing welcome 

I K. Horalek, 'Zur Frage der lateinischen Einfiuss in der altkirchcnslavischcll 
Bibeliibersetzung', Cyrillo-Metlrodianische FraJ:en, Slavische Philologie und Altertumskunde 
(Wiesbaden, 1968), pp. 29-42; quotation from p. 41. 

2 In addition to the literature mentioned above (pp. 422-3) the continuing 
debate has been carried on by N. Mohlar, 'The Calques of Greek Origin in the 
Most Ancient Old Slavic Gospel Texts', SS x (1964), 108-16; D. G. Huntley, 'Is 
Old Church Slavonic "Lead us not into temptation .... " a Latinism?' Siauia, 
xxxv (1966), 431-5; and Heinz Wissemann, 'Die altkirchenslavischen V crsionen 
der vierten Bitte des Vaterunsers', WS xiv (1969), 393-405. 

3 A different view is taken by most Russian Orthodox scholars, who consider the 
Byzantine recension to preserve most nearly the original text of the New Testa­
ment; cf. R. P. Casey, 'A Russian Orthodox View of New Testament Textual 
Criticism', 77leolog)" Ix (1957), 50-4, a series of articles in the Zhurnal Moskovskoj 
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information concerning the history of later stages in the trans­
mission of the text, the version is useful in supplying fuller infor­
mation concerning the development of the several divergent 
patterns among Greek lectionaries that served as models for the 
Slavonic aprakos. 

V. LIMITATIONS OF OLD CHURCH SLAVONIC IN 

REPRESENTING GREEK 

by Horace G. Lunt 

The Moravian Mission of Cyril and Methodius produced a 
Slavic translation of the entire Bible, except Maccabees, in the 
period 863-85. Much of this was lost immediately, and only the 
Gospels and the Psalter have come down to us in relatively 
archaic south-Slavic manuscripts preserving the language defined 
as Old Church Slavonic. The four properly O.C.S. Gospel 
codices I probably date from shortly afler A.D. 1000, give or take 
a decade or two; palaeographic dating is pure guesswork, and 
linguistic dating rests on a series of unprovable hypotheses. The 
four show all kinds of linguistic and textological variants, but it is 
possible to discern the outlines and some major details of the 
early translation and its language.2 

The surface structures of O.C.S. and Greek coincide in nearly 
all major features. The form-classes are generally the same: verbs 
(conjugated for several tenses, with person-number desinences), 
substantives (nouns and adjectives, including participles, de­
clined for case and number), pronouns (personal, demonstrative, 

Patriarkhii by A. Ivanov and K. I. Logachev (for summaries see Hannick, 'Das 
Neue Testament in altkirchenslavischer Sprache', op. cit., pp. 432 f., and Erich 
Bryner in BibT xxv (1974), 327 fr.), and K. I. Logachev, 'The Problem of the 
Relationship of the Greek Text of the Bible to the Church Slavonic and Russian 
Text', ibid. xxv (1974), 313-18. 

I The Zographensis and Marianus are tetraevangelia, while Assemanianus and 
Savvina Kniga ('Saba's Book') are lectionarics (called 'short' in recent Russian 
scholarship, fi)r they provide no wt'ek-day lessons from Pentecost to Holy \Veek). 

2 The witness of the oldest dated Slavic manuscript, the Ostromir, an East 
Slavic 'short' lectionary of 1056, is often cited for textological purposes, although 
important phonetic details cause most scholars to exclude Os from linguistic de­
scriptions of O.C.S. A numbl~r of fragments and somewhat younger manuscripts 
must be brought in for textological investigations, but for the present discussion 
the five manuscripts are sufficient. 
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interrogative, relative; declined for gender, case, and num­
ber), numerals (declined), prepositions, adverbs, a variety of 
conjunctions, and particles. Syntactical devices are closely com­
parable and even word formation follows the same general 
patterns. So close were the two languages that a reasonable 
translation often could be achieved by a word-for-word render­
ing. In every manuscript there are examples of undue literalism, 
but on the whole the translation appears to have been made by 
people who had mastery of both languages and who aimed at 
reproducing the spirit and the ITleaning of the Greek while keep­
ing very closely to the original wording. To judge in detail just 
what is too literal and therefore un-Slavic, and what is gramma­
tically correct but somewhat unidiomatic is a perilous task, for 
we have no original O.C.S. writings to serve as a measure of 
'normal' usage. In the vast literature on this topic1 the successful 
parts of the translation (and scholars are by no means agreed as 
to what constitutes success here) are usually attributed to the 
original work of Cyril, perhaps with his brother,z and the mis­
understandings or over-literal passages are blamed on later 
copyists and 'correctors'.3 

Three of the manuscripts (Zo Ma As) are written in the Glago­
litic alphabet, surely invented in 863 for the new translation, 
while Sa and Os use the probably misnanled Cyrillic, which is 
simply Greek uncials with extra letters for specifically Slavic 
sounds. The phonetics of proper names and loan-words reflect 
current Greek pronunciation. Thus i stands for t, 7], €t; e for €, at; 
while upsilon (and its special Glagolitic equivalent) reflects both 

I The most useful general assessmcnt is still Otto Griinenthal, 'Die O'bersetzungs­
tcchnik der altkirchenslavischen Evangclieniibersetzung', ASP xxxi (1909- 10), 
321-63, and xxxii (1910-1 I), 1-4.8. 

2 The most ambitious attempt to represent the 'odginal' Cyrillo-Methodian 
translation was publis}wd in Prague by the late Mgr. Joscf Vajs, who printed his 
O.C.S. reconstruction facing his reconstruction of the Greek text the early translators 
allegedly used. (Matthew and Mark came out in 1935, Luke and John in 1936.) 
Vajs's concept of the complexity of the problems was much too simplc; his philo­
logical practice was uneven, to say the least. The convenient format still leads 
scholars to refer to Vajs for quick answers, despite detailed and severe criticism of 
his work, and I therefore offer a few illustrative cautionary rem<;trks in subsequent 
notes. 

J The gradual evolution of the original translation is a fascinating topic, worthy 
of detailed study. Scribes and more authoritative editors constantly referred to 
various Greek and Slavonic manuscripts, producing many new families of text. 
Y ct nonc of the waves of reform resulted in anything that could be called a new 
translation until modern times. 
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v and 0', with variants u and i (Siirija, Surija, Sirija for Evpw.). The 
oIncga of both alphabets is used as the equivalent of ordinary o. 
Cyrillic uses Greek psi and xi appropriately; Glagolitic simply 
juxtaposes p.s and ks. A special Glagolitic letter, transcribed g, 
appears for y before a front vowel. Glagolitic provides for theta 
and phi, but the corresponding sounds were obviously foreign to 
Slavic and t and 1) may be used instead in either alphabet, e.g. 
Vithleemo or Vitleerno BTJBA€€J-t. Fluctuations such as Nazaret'O and 
Nazareth'O thus are unreliable clues as to whether the Greek had 
Na~ap€() or Na~ap€T. The scribes had the usual difficulties with 
proper names, particularly in the genealogies, but on the whole 
variants parallel Greek variants. It is a curiosity that expected 
Vith(o)saidal or Vit('O)saida are minority spellings for more usual 
Vid( '0 )saida BTJ()aalSa. 

The native character of the translation is guaranteed by the 
appropriate use of the dual in all possible conjugated and de­
clined forms; it reflects the Greek plural. The O.C.S. supine, 
expressing purpose after a verb of motion, is generally used 
correctly, although it can be replaced by an infinitive. 

The use of cases and of prepositions in the O.C.S. Gospels is 
generally native and idiomatic, despite occasional oddities and 
a considerable arnount of variation which can be credited to 
differences in the local dialects of our unknown scribes and their 
predecessors. Thus Luke viii. 43 laTpOr~ / El~ laTpov~ can be ex­
pressed only by the dative vralemo. Matt. xiii. 52 /1-a()TJTEv()E1S rfj 
f3aaI.AEtq./El~ T~V {3aal,AEtav has to be naulb s~ clsarostvbju, for the 
O.C.S. verb requires a dative complement.2 The Greek instru­
Inental (EV) 7TvEvfLan ay{cp always results in the O.C.S. instru­
Inental case duxomb sv~ryimb, but the fact that baptism (EV) ;;SaTI. is 
rendered by the instrumental vodoje except in John i. 3 I VO vodl 
(As has pI. Vo vodax'O) docs not guarantee that the underlying 
Goreek had no preposition except in this last instance. In Matt. 
xiii. I EgEA()WV <> 'ITJaofJ~ (d7TO/EK) rYj~ olK{a~ O.C.S. must usc a 

I O.C.S. had few possihle consonant clusters and no geminates. In foreign names 
and words 11 or b (presumably representing short, lax u and i in noative words in the 
early period) often occurs hetween letters making up intolerable clusters; e.g. 
Mark xiv. 32 r€(JUTJILaJl{ gethsimmlii Os, gelbSimani Sa, gedsimani Ma, guibsimani As, 
gen'simani Zo; Matt. i. 15 Ma88J.JI lWattanb As, Matbthanb Sa. There is some evi­
dence that this was purely graphic, but it is possible that in some Slavic traditions 
these letters were sometimes pronounced in such cases. 

Z O.C.S. spelling is normalized in this paper (except for the preceding footnote), 
even in citations of individual manuscripts. 
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preposition, ifbdo lsuso iz domu. I Other examples of the inadequacy 
of O.C.S. in reflecting the Greek cases and prepositional phrases 
occur below in the discussion of other features. 

The O.C.S. pronominal system agrees at every major point 
with the Greek, and there seem to be no important passages 
where the Slavic text allows for more than one Greek reading. 2 

Old Church Slavonic lacks an explicit definite article, and thus 
fails to reflect the presence or absence of the Greek article before 
a personal name or unmodified noun. Therefore in Mark iii. I, 

preposition plus noun vo sonbmifte represents Els uvvaywy~v or Els 
'T'iJv uvvaywy~v. In Matt. xxvi. 27, participle plus accusative 
priimo cafe is a literal translation of either Aa{3wv TO 1rOT~PWV or 
simply Aaf1wv TTOT~pLOV.3 

Adjectives and participles may express definiteness by means of 
the long or compound declensional forms, which usually corre­
spond to a Greek syntagma containing a definite article. Thus 
Mark i. 4 Ioano k'fbst~ shows no Greek article, ) iwavv'Y}S f1a1rTt,wv,4 
but vi. 14 krbst~i surely reflects 0 /3a1rTt,wv. Grunenthal found 
duxo JV~to ten times for TTvEvfta aywv, in clear contrast to duxo 
sv~ryi for 1rVEufta TO aywv eleven times. 

Unfortunately, however, there is a series of complications .. 
Certain adjectives, whether for formal or semantic reasons, 
apparently were used only in the long form. In Matt. xix. 30, 
bedeto prbvii poslldbnii i postedbnii prbvii, Euovnu 1rPWTOl, (oi) 
EuxaTO£ Kat (ot) EUXUTO£ TTPWTO£, the adjective 'last' contains a 
formant -b11- that requires the compound declension, while the 
substantivized 'first' seems to require definition here in the same 
way English does.s Thus neither long form requires us to look for 

1 This is one of many cases where we have no basis for making a selection from 
among reasonably common Greek variants. Vajs arbitrarily prints U1TO. 

:I c.g. in Luke ii. 22 'rov KuOapteTl'oD (aim7.IV/athijo;) Sa omits the pronoun, with 
some Greek witnesses, while the other texts attest uv-rwv: the dual eju demonstrates 
that the translator had in mind specifically Mother plus either Child or husband, but 
not both. 

3 This sort of ambiguity is not hinted at by Vajs. He offers the articles in both 
these cases and the similar instances that abound in the Gospels. His decisions 
affecting the articles before names, particularly (&) 'I1JeTous, are based purely on his 
preference for certain types of texts. 

4 The O.C.S. stem Ioan- had surely been domesticated, though Ioann- occurs. 
O.C.S. is no guide to the Greek ' Iwavv1J~ vs. ' /wav1JO;, cf. p. 433 n. I above. 

5 Similarly, English must say 'the Holy Ghost/Spirit': Grunenthal found definite 
dux7) sv€tyi five times for anarthrous 1Tv~lJl'a tlytOV, but no discrepancies in the other 
direction. 
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a Greek variant with article. The extant spellings of many O.C.S. 
words can be taken as indefinite or as phonetically contracted 
compound forms (Mark vii. 23 TO. 7TOVY]pa.: Zo as expected 
zolaja vs. Ma Zbla). Possessive and locational adjectives apparently 
serve as definiteness-markers even in short form, but the relation­
ship to Greek definite articles is ambiguous (cf. Griinenthal). 
Some expressions consistently fail to agree with the Greek, e.g. 
¢wvT] f30WVTO~ never adds TOU, but O.C.S. has the definite glasb 
V'bPiJestaego. It is well known that the details of usage of definite 
articles or other definitizers may differ among closely related 
dialects; it is not surprising that O.C.S. has considerable internal 
variation and that we cannot equate fluctuating Greek usage to 
specific O'.C.S. variants. 

The Greek article with prepositional phrases tended to be 
translated by an O.C.S. adjective, but occasionally it is rendered 
by means of a relative pronoun, e.g. Matt. vi. 23 T() 4>w~ TD €V aoi 
svetb ize Vb lebe. This construction is rare in the Gospels, and it 
was probably felt as an elliptic relative clause, with the copula 
omitted. In John xix. 38 Iosifo ize Olb Arimathe~ (As) surely reflects 
(0) 'IwaTJcp 0 d7TD :4pt/Laf}aia~, while Iosifb Olb Arimathe€ (Os) more 
likely shows (0) , IWaTJcp d7TD :4pLJ-taf}ata~ (along with all witnesses 
to Mark xv. 43). Yet D.C.S. ordinarily does not tolerate equa­
tional sentences without copula,! so John xix. 38 in Zo Ma have 
Iosifo ite be Olb A, in retroversion (0) , Iwa-r,cp o~ ~v d7TD )to Simi­
larly Luke viii. 45 0 I1ETPO~ Kat oi uvv aVTcjJ (or /LETa athou) has 
been expanded to a relative clause with the appropriate imper­
fect form of 'be' ( = ~aav) : Petro i ize Sb nimb beaxQ. Given this 
information, however, it seems likely that Luke v. 7 jJric(stbnikomo 
ite beaxp Vb dru3emb korablji reflects the Greek variant with article 
before the prepositional phrase TOL!) J-tET6XOL~ €V Tip €TI.p<p 7TAoL<p. 
On the other hand Mark v. 27 sly!avosi 0 !suse is ambiguous, 
" (\ ) \ ( -)' I .... UKovaaaa Ta 7TEpt TOV 'Y]uov. 

The O.C.S. verb distinguishes a present tense and two simple 
preterites (the imperfect and aorist) which specify person and 
number (singular, dual, plural), plus an active rcsultative 
participle used with the auxiliary 'be' to form perfect, plu­
perfect, and conditional-hypothetical tenses which also specify 
gender. Further, there are active and passive present and 

I Compare Mark xii. 16lii est'b obraz;1J Sb TLI'OS ~ £tKe,;W atrr71, or Luke iv. 36 iblo 
('st'b slovo se Tls ((erTtl') 0 Aoyos OVTOS, where evidence for EUTtV is very weak. 
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preterite participles wh.ich function as detennined or non­
determined adjectives plus the verbal meaning. 

Most O.C.S. verbs occur in pairs that are formally distinct but 
semantically identical except for the grammatical category of 
aspect: one is perfective and presents the action as a whole 
(usually completed), the other is imperfective and has no ex­
plicit reference to the wholeness of the action. Generally speak­
ing, O.C.S. perfectives correspond to Greek aoristic forms. 

On the whole the intersection of grammatical form and cate­
gory in the two languages makes it possible to predict corre­
spondences with a high degree of exactness, so that literalistic 
translation is possible. Y ct in fact such expectations are often 
disappointed, for obviously the details of the two systems did not 
coincide fully. A translator was sometimes forced away from 
literalism by syntactic and sernantic requirements of O.C.S. In 
other cases the Greek offered a choice of interpretation and the 
translator chose one that is, at this distance, unexpected. In short, 
good translation into O.C.S. itself becomes a limitation in decid­
ing on possible Greek variants. 

The Greek present, imperfect, and aorist regularly correspond 
to O.C.S. present, imperfect, and aorist. Yet the O.C.S. aorist is 
the usual narrative tense, and it may take over from a Greek 
narrative or historical present! or perfect. vVhile the meanings of 
the O.C.S. and Greek perfects appear to be very similar, the 
translators, puzzlingly enough, did not equate the two. The 
O.C.S. perfect is rare in the Gospels, and it may render a Greek 
aorist or perfect. Th us, for aorist, John vii. 46 nikolize tako est'b 
glagolaln Clovlko ovSI1ToTE OVTWS EAaA'YjuEv aVepW1TO~; for the per­
fect, inconsistently, John xvii. 22 Ka:y£1 T~V S6tav ~V SISwKas (or 
eSWKUS) ILOt SISwKu UVTOtS i az-o slave jeze dal'h esi (perf.) mone dax'b 
(aor.) imo; with hesitation, Luke xv. 30 EOVUU~ aVTfiJ TOV p..6axov 
zaklal'b emu esi tehcb (perf., As) but zakla emu ielbcb (aor., rel.). 
Therefore Mark i. 38 izid-o (aor., morphological variant izidoxo) 
does not allow us to choose between EeEA~Av(}a and Ef)jAOOV2 while 
prodasto Matt. xiii. 46 could reflect the unusual E1TWA'YjU~ (D) as 

I Mark iii. 13 ubzideliterallycquals aVE{31'/, lmtitisagood translation for ava{3a{v£L . 
.z The jJyid(b) 'I came' of As probably shows unprcfixcd £>'~Av8a or an un­

recorded v.l. ~>'OOI), since the O.C.S. prefixes ordinarily correspond closely to those 
of Greek when the meaning is concrete. Vajs here incolTt'ctly attributes i:;.id1.J to As, 
and hf: automatically follows the Tf:xtus Rcceptus in giving only £eEA~>'v8a. This 
sort of procedure is common in his v'lOrk and it renders his statistics meaningless. 
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well as normal 7TE1T'paKEv. Mark vi. 14 vosta is closest to dVEO"TT] , 

but quite good for €y~YEpTa, or ~yEpOT]. John xii. 40 TETV4>AWKEV 

••• 7TE7TWpWKW/ €7TWpWaEv comes out with aorist osllpi but perfect 
okamenllo esto. 

The O.C.S. pluperfect is extremely rare, but when it occurs it 
is fully appropriate, though it ha'i little to do with the Greek; e.g. 
John xx. 12 ideze be lezalo tllo, lit. 'where the body had been 
lying' 07TOV EKELTO TO a<7J/la. Luke v. I 7 ~aav €AT]AV06TE~ is literally 
rendered blaxQ prisbli, but the same O.S.C. stands in John xi. 19 
fi)r EAT]AVO€l,aav. 

The O.C.S. conditional reflects a variety of Greek forms. Let 
one sentence suffice: John xviii. 36 aIte oto sego mira hi bylo (1) 
cesarbstvo moe, slugy ubo mo~ podvi3aly s~ bis~ (2) da ne predan'h 
bimb byl» (3) ijudeomo Ei €K TOU KOa/lOV TOVTOV tjv (I) ~ {3aal.Ada . 
t " t t , ~ t, \, 'Y ()" \ ~ 0-'Y} E/l'Y}, OL V7T'Y}PETUL av ot E/lOt 'Y}yWVt,:;OVTO 2, tva /l'Y} 7Tapaoo W 
(3) TOt~ , Iov8ulol.r;. O.C.S. offers no way to distinguish Greek sub­
junctive from indicative forms: 7TO/.~an and 7To/.~aEt, 7TO'~UW/lEV 
and 7TOt~UO/lEV will be translated alike. 

O.C.S. is no real help in sifting out cases where Greek perfects 
and presents are in competition, for Slavonic is likely to choose the 
present. Thus in John i. 26 stoito 'stands' may either be good 
translation fur €U7IJKEV or a literal rendering of O"T~KEL. InJohn xx. 
23 d4>lEVTal./d4>EwvTaL appears as a perfective present otopust~to s€ 
which may indicate a single act completed in future time or a 
timeless completed action; the following KEKpaT'Y}vTaL comes out 
imperfective present drbZfJto s~, surely expressing general validity. 
I M k ·· \-, '/ A \ \ ,J. \ n ar vu. 37 l(aI\W~ 1T'UVTa 7T€1T'O"T]K€V 7TotEL, Kat TOVS KW'P0V~ 

7TOtEt/7T€1TOLT]K€V O.C.S. generally has present tvorito both times, 
though As has the perfective aorist sotvori '(has) made' for the 
second. This gives no information about the underlying Greek. 

O.C.S. has no future tenl)e. The most usual equivalent of a 
Greek future, which is aoristic and hence 'perfective', is a per­
fi~ctive present, e.g. Matt. xix. 16 TL ayaOoy 7TOt~aW Cbto blago 
sotvorjQ ( cf. John xiv. 31 oiYrws 7TOtW tako tvorjQ). I This remains the 
case in some types of subordinate clauses, e.g. John xx. 31 per­
fective vlrQ imete probably assures 7Tf,UTEVU1JTE. In a specific 
condition a present may be excluded, as in Matt. v. 39 OO"TtS U€ 

I A Greek present with implied future meaning may become O.C.S. perfective 
present: Matt. xii. 45 70n 1TOp€V£7aL Kat 1TapaAap.f3o.V€L togda idetb i poimetb (perf. 
pres.). 
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pa7Tl,€t/ pa7Tlu€1, €l~/ E7Tt rryv S€~l,a.v uwyova uou, I alle kolo if/. udarith 
vo desnf2jf2 lanilf2 with the perfective verb as the only possible 
equivalent for either Greek variant. On the other hand, a com­
pletely general statement or condition is ordinarily in the im­
perfective present: Matt. xii. 50 ite bo alie tvoriio (pres.) could 
represent any of the four Greek variants 7Tot~UTJ/7TOt~U€L/7TOLii/ 
7TOU:L. 

Futurity is made clear in rare instances by the addition of an 
auxiliary 'begin': Mark xiii. 25 zvlZ~Y nacbnt,!to padati 'the stars 
will start to fall' for oi aOlEpE~ 7TEaoVVTat. 2 Sometimes. especially in 
the presence of negation, the translators employed an auxiliary 
'have' plus infinitive, which may also render I-d>J..w: the line 
between simple future, imnlinent action, and various modal ex­
pressions is obliterated; e.g. Luke xviii. 22 imlti imafi sokrovifte 
;~EIS 8YJaaupov; l\1att. v. 20 ne imate voniti ov j-t1] EluEA8YJ'T€; Matt. 
xxiv. 6 uslyfati ze imate (Ma As Os; Sa uslyfile, perfective pres.) 
j-tEAA~UE'T€/ j-tEAAE'T€ S€ a,(ov€w; Matt. x. 19 kako ili hio imatc 
glagolati (As Os; Zo Ma vozglagoLJete, perfective pres.) 7TW~ ~ 'Tt 
AaA~aYJrE • 

O.C.S. clauses introduced by da are very close to a variety of 
tva-clauses, but no sure guide. Since a da-clause may represent a 
Greek infinitival clause (Mark vii. 27 a4)€~ 7TPW'TOV xop-rauOijval, 'To. 
TEKva ostani da pnvle nasyt~t'b st: cf/.da), in Mark x. 36 Cbto xofteta 
da s'btvorjQ varna may represent the usual rl 8EAE'T€ 7TOt~UW vj-ttV 
(Zo omits da), or the variant with tva, or even one of the variants 
with 7TOl,ijual,. Da may further represent 07TW~, WOIE, or various 
prepositions plus articulated infinitive, and with negative j-t~, 
j-tYJSE, El j-t~, etc. O.C.S. is much poorer in means for expressing 
nuances of subordination than Greek. 

O.C.S. is therefore inconsistent in rendering many kinds of 
Greek subordinate clauses. The O.C.S. dative absolute is so close 
in function to the Greek genitive absolute that some scholars 
believe it to be a special syntactic borrowing. Yet it may translate 
an articulated infinitive, though such an infinitive may also be 
rendered with a finite verb. Luke xviii. 35 EYEVE'TO S€ €v 'Tep 
Eyyt,€tV av'Tov (,IYJuov in lectionary incipit) is reproduced liter-

I O.C.S. gives no help with the preposition, but sho""s omission of aov. 

2 Some consider the O.C.S. a felicitous free translation (perhaps influenced by 
Matt. xxiv. 29) of the somewhat odd but impeccably attested £aov'Tat 1T{1T'TOII'TE~, 
well represented in early non-O.C.S. codices with the literal bQdQtb padajQ1t€ 'will-be 
falling'. Vajs gives the usual Greek without comment. 
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ally in the lectionaries, ~YJto prihliliti s~ /susovi, but becomes finite 
'when he approached' in the tetraevangelia, hysto le egda priblili 
Sf. In Matt. ix. 10 EY€lIero UUTOV allaKEtl-tEVOV the O.C.S. dative 
absolute is appropriately used in most texts, hysto emu vo;:,lel~stu, 
but Sa has the infinitive, hysto vo;:,lesti emu. In the parallel Mark ii. 
15, where Greek has (Ev To/) KUTUKEra8uL, O.C.S. codices agree in 
the dative absolute. In Mark ii. 2 waTE JLTJK€Tt XWpErV JLTJ8e has 
both literal and expanded translations: jako kotomu ne vomlftaaxQ 
s€ (3 pI. imperfect, Zo Ma as), but vomlstati s~ (inf., AS).l 

Aspect in the infinitive and imperative is governed by the same 
general principles in Greek and Slavic: action regarded as a 
complete unity or as terminated is expressed by Slavic perfective 
and Greek aorist, and action not specifically so regarded is 
expressed by the Slavic imperfective and Greek present. The 
principles leave a good deal of room for choice, however, and one 
cannot expect the two languages to agree in every case. In Matt. 
x. 28 Kat fL~ c/>o{3E'ia8E/c/>of3TJ8fjTE ••• c/>of3E'ia()E/c/>of3~(}1JTE 8~ JLfi.A'Aov 
O.C.S. has perfective ne uboite s~ both times, except that Ma has 
irnperfective ne boite s~ the second time. In Mark iv. 3 €gfj'A8ev 0 
aTTElpwv (TOV) a1TELpUt, O.C.S. has i;:,ide sl~i sejat'b (imperfective 
supine), just as in Luke viii. 5, while the TOV G1TEtpEtvjaTTE'ipat of 
11att. xiii. 4 also comes out imperfective, but with a finite clause 
da sleto.2 In the subsequent verse (Mark iv. 4), for EV Tip a1TElpEtV, 
().C.S. keeps to the imperfective (a finite clause egda sljaafe in 
l\1ark and Luke, but dative absolute in Matt.). It would appear 
that the verb 'to sow' offered no suitable perfective form in O.C.S. 
Examples of this sort can easily be multiplied. 

O.C.S. has no formal equivalent of the Greek middle and 
passive. Passive may be expressed explicitly by means of the past 
passive participle plus an auxiliary 'be', and passive and middle 
by the so-called reflexive. For example, Matt. xxvi. 2 0 VLOS' TOV 
all(}pw1ToV TTapu8lS0Tat dS' TO aTavpw(}fjvUf. .ryno Clovlhsko prldano 
hgdeto (ppp +. 'will-be') na prop~tbe3 in As Os Ma, but pridasto s~ 

I Further in this verse, for Tn 'fTPOS T~V Ovpav, O.C.S. predictably has no equivalent 
fur the article. Zo Ma Os have prld71 dVbrbmi 'before (in front of) the door', while 
As has the less specific pri dVbrbxb 'at the duor'. Incidentally, the O.C.S. noun is 

pluralc tantutll and could stand for a Greek plural, as in Matt. xxiv. 33 bTl. 8vp(us 
pri dVb1OXb. Therefore Mark i. 33 kb dVbTbtllo allows no choice between T~V 8vpav 
and T<h· 8vpas. 

Z This sort of clause may represent a Greek final infinitive or tva-clause. The 
O.C.S. supine expresses purpose but is restricted to position after a verb of motion. 

3 The Greek passiw infinitive here is rendered by a verbal noun 'crucifixion'. 
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(perfective pres. reflexive) in Zoo The reflexive is more frequently 
used, particularly if the agent is not naIned. Another device for 
rendering a Greek passive, however, is a third-plural verb with 
no explicit subject: c.g. Matt. xiv. I I Kat ~VEXe1] ~ K€c/>aA~ •.• Kat 
lD6B'Y} i prinlsf! glavf! ... i daIl!, 'and they brought ... and gave'. 
Therefore in Matt. xii. 22 privbf!. emu blfbnujf!stb Sf!. literally corre­
sponds to 1TpOa~V€yKav alrr0 Datp..ovt,6p,€vov, hut could also repre­
sent 1TpOaYJvEx01] aV70 Dat/-wvt,6p..€vor; (as Vajs assumes). A passive 
infinitive rnay simply become active: Matt. xiv. 9 EKEA€Va€V 
DoBfjvat (avrfj) povell dati (ei). 

O.C.S. has a series of particles that the translators used as close 
eq uivalents of Greek particles. Thus Mark ii. 24 i farisei reflects 
Kat oi (/Japtaa'iot, but Sa has farisei ,te, implying reference to a 
Greek text with oi DE cPaptaa'iot. However O.C.S. usage is varied 
enough so that it is no sure guide to the Greek. 

The word order in the O.C.S. Gospel texts overwhelmingly 
follows the Greek a') faithfiIlly as is possible, and deviations 
usually turn out to coincide with known Greek variants. We 
may wish to assume that the original O.C.S. version had inde­
pendent and native word order, but the O.C.S. codices offcr only 
hints as to what it may have been. A few examples will suffice as 
illustrations: Matt. xxvii. 34 €bWKaV aiJ7(fJ 1TtEfv ogo~ (or O. 1T.) 
pili OCbtb Zo As Os, but OCbtb piti !\1a Sa. Matt. xviii. 26 Kat. 7UJ.VTU 

a:TTobwaw aOt (or a. a.) voadzmb ti !\1a (and Vajs) but ti vbzdamb 
As Sa OS.1 Matt. xxii. 46 Kat ovS€tS' Ebvva70 a1TOJ<pdJijvat aV7cfJ (or 
avo a1T., or aV7cfJ onlitted) otovlJtati emu Ma vs. emu otovlstati Os Sa 
vs. simply otovlltati Sa. On the whole, then, O.C.S. word order is 
an advantage for establishing the Greek text, rather than the 
limitation one might expect it to be. 

O.C.S. vocabulary is rich and flexible, but often cannot help us 
to select Greek variants, as some examples above have already 
suggested. The single verb Ijubiti (with perfectivc vozljubiti) 
stands for aya1Taw, Epaw, and c/>,AEW. 2 Occasionally O.C.S. does 

1 The latter seems to me the neutral Slavic order, and I would suspect Ma 
here of Hellenization. How risky this sort of judgement is, is well demonstrated by 
the extensive and often polemic discussion of variants in word order (and many 
other features) in Karel Horalek, Evan,gelidfe a ctvcroelJallgelia (Prague, 1954.). His 
chief opponents are also Czechs, whose general 'feel' for the material might ' .... ell be 
closer to Horalek's than the reactions of a native speaker of a different Slavic 
language, let alone those of a non-Slav. 

Z For a judicious selection of instances of thoughtful and idiomatic renderings, 
see the classic article by Erich Bcrnekcr, 'K yrills Dbcrsctzungskunst', Indoger-
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offer a decision, however, as in Mark iv. 37 jako jute pogr~zn(!ti 
xotlase (ei), which indicates rather WO'T€ ijS'Y} f3vO{~€O'Oat (atrrcp) 
than the usual WO'T€ atho iiSYJ y€/-.d'€aOat that \7 ajs prints. 1 On the 
other hand, common verbs like /3dAAW and TtO'Y}jJ.-t are translated 
by many different O.C.S. verbs, each appropriate to its context. 
It is not uncommon for the O.C.S. witnesses. to vary among them­
selves, surely because of scribal emendations to adapt vocabulary 
to local usage. 

Apart from these questions of the nature of the difference 
between Old Church Slavonic and Greek, and the fact that O.C.S. 
evidence yields at best a ninth-century text, there remains a major 
drawback in using O.C.S. evidence to represent Greek variants: 
it is that the O.C.S. codices do not speak with one voice, as 
examples I have cited above demonstrate. The Slavic Church 
lived in the shadow of the Greek Church for centuries. Especially 
in the first decades of Slavic Christianity, when the texts were 
being intensively worked on and multiplied for the use of the 
nlany new parishes and monasteries, most of the Slavic clergy 
constantly heard and probably read the Greek Church books. 
C~eneration after generation, Greek manuscripts were referred to 
in order to verify the O.C.S. wording and 'correct' it in the light 
of local Greek authority. The original O.C.S. translation had 
little prestige; it was modified whenever and wherever a scribe 
saw fit to make a change. Therefore in verse after verse our five 
ancient Slavonic witnesses offer several disparate variants, 
usually coinciding with major or minor known Greek variants, 
and the picture becom~-s more bewildering as soon as more 
twelfth-century Slavonic manuscripts are consulted. 

A major task before Slavic scholarship is to examine more 
closely the differences between the O.C.S. lectionary text-~-not as 
a whole, but lection by lection-and the full tetraevangelion 
version. Heretofore comparisons of O.C.S. codices have been 
nlade on the assunlption, surely false, that the original translation, 

manische Forschungen, xxxi (1912), 399--412. Horalek (see preceding footnote) also 
discusses vocabulary. The anniversary celebrations of the Moravian Mission (863) 
and the death of Cyril (869) called forth a mass of O.C.S. vocabulary studies in the 
Slavic countries, but none, in my opinion, is based on realistic hypotheses that 
survive after a careful textological examination of Greek sources. 

I The addition of xollale, an equivalent of TiII.EAA£, makes this infinitival clause 
finite and renders the sense of danger much stronger. Ma has an equivalent of 
aVTcp, Zo does not. 
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and indeed all later emendations, were made from a Greek 
tetraevangelion. It is vital now to recognize the independent 
tradition of the Greek lectionary and to compare O.C.S. lections 
with Greek lections. An indispensable preliminary is that many 
details about ninth- and tenth-century Greek lectionaries be 
made available for Slavists. The history of the known O.C.S. and 
other early Slavonic Gospel manuscripts is still very obscure. 



x 

Minor Western Versions 

T
HE minor Western versions of the New Testament made 
before A.D. 1000 that fall to be considered in the prescnt 
chapter are the Anglo-Saxon, 1 certain Old High German, 

and the Old Saxon (Old Low German) versions. Whether a ver-
sion in the Thracian language ever existed is problematic; in any 
case, no copy is known to survive today.2 

I. THE ANGLO-SAXON VERSION 

I. THE INTRODUCTION 01' CHRISTIANITY INTO BRITAIN 

AND THE TRANSLATION OF THE NEW TESTAMENT 

The arrival of Christianity in Britain is shrouded in the mists of 
legend. The most circumstantial account is a late tradition 
preserved in an expanded version of William of Malmesbury's 
On the Antiquiry of the Church of Glastonbury, 3 to the effect that in the 

I On the debate whether 'Old English' or 'Anglo-Saxon' should he used in 
describing the literatw-e produced in England before the Norman Conquest, see 
George K. Anderson, The Literature cif the Anglo-Saxons, revd. edn. (Princeton, 
1966), pp. 40 - 2 • 

Z Despite confident assertions to the contrary, patristic testimonia thought to 
bear on the question of the existence of a Thracian version of the Gospels are ei ther 
irrelevant or ambiguous; for a discussion of the evangelization of Thrace and the 
conversion of the tribe of the Bessians, see the present writer's contribution to the 
forthcoming Festschrift in honour of Arthur Voobus, edited by Robert H. Fischer, 
to be published at Louvain in 1977. 

3 De antiquitate Glastoniensis ecclesiae (Migne, PL clxxix, coIs. 168 fr.). On the 
basis of internal considerations as well as comparison with William's other his­
torical writings, it is generally agreed that the original form of the tr~atise attri­
buted the introduction of Christianity into Britain to the preaching of SS. Phagan 
and Deruvian, who were sent by Pope Eleutherius about A.D. 166 at the request 
of Lucius king ofthe Britons. Subsequent scribes, however, embellished the account 
and declared that when these two holy men came to the Isle of Avalon they found 
the ruins of the church that had been built the previous century by the hands of the 
disciples of Christ, etc. See ""ilIiam W. Newell, 'William of Malmcsbury on the 
Antiquity of Glastonbury', Publications of the Modern Language Association cif America, 
xvii (1903), 459-512; J. Armitage Robinson, Somerset Historical Essays (London, 
1921), pp. 1-25; idem, Two Glastonbury Legends: King Arthur and Sf. Joseph of 
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year 63, at the instigation of St. Philip, Joseph of Arimathea with 
twelve companions arrived in Britain from Gaul, and, having 
settled near what came to be known as Glastonbury, built an 
oratory of twisted wattles and daub in honour of the Blessed 
Virgin. 

Other less detailed notices concerning the beginnings of 
Christianity in Britain start with brief COlnments made by 
Tertullian 'and Origen. The former,1 writing c. 200, speaks of 
parts of Britain, inaccessible to the Romans, which had yet been 
conquered by Christ, and the latter,2 writing c. 240, alludes to the 
Christian faith as a unifying force anlong the Britons. Despite the 
rhetorical exaggeration of the two authors, Harnack considered 
it 'quite possible that Christians had arrived in Britain and 
labourcd there by the end of the second century', 3 while Miss 
Toynbce thinks that the two reports, brief though they arc, 
'testify to a well-establilihed Christian community, capable of at 
least some missionary effort, and to a fairly widespread diffusion 
of the faith, in the province by about the year 200'.4 

The first Christian in Britain whose name is recorded is Alban, 
a layman of the Roman city of V crulamium, who, according to 

Arimathea (Cambridge, 1926); Margaret Deansley, The Pre-Conquest Church in 
England, ~md edn. (London, 1963), pp. 1-19; and R. F. Treharne, The Glastonbury 
Legends: .Joseph of Arimathea, The Holy Grail (md King Arthur (London, 1967). 

J Tertullian, Adv. Judaeos vii: 'Britannorum inaccessa Rornanis Inca Christo 
vero subdita.' On this passage John T. McNeill comments: 'Allowing for the 
exuberance of Tertullian, we must also remember that he was one of the best­
informed persons of his time. His "Bri tannorum inaccessa Romanis loea" is a studied 
phrase. It may well represent a report he had heard from a Christian traveler, 
conceivably one who had been himself displaced from somewhere in the Scottish 
lowlands where the Romans had then recently lost a wide territory to the Piets' 
{The Celtic Churches, a Hi.rtory A.D. 200 to 1200 (Chicago, 1974), p. 19). 

2 Origen, Homil. iv. 1 in Ezek. (Migne, PL xxv, col. 723), 'quando enim terra 
Britanniae ante adventum Christi in unius dei consensit rcligionem?' 

3 Adolf Harnack, Die Mission und Ausbreitung des Christenturns in den ersten drel 
Jahrhunderten, 4te Aufl., ii (Leipzig, 1924), 886 f. (Eng. trans., The Mission and 
Expansion of Christianity in the First Three em turies , 2nd edn., ii (N'cw York and 
London, 1908), 272). 

4 J. M. C. Toynbee, 'Christianity in Roman Britain', Journal of the British 
Archaeological A.rsocialion, 3rd ser., xvi (1953), 1-24; quotation from p. 2. Frend is 
inclined to regard Origen's statement about Christianity being a unifying force 
among the Britons as having littIt· basis in fact, for 'Christianity in Britain was not 
in the first place an indigenous movement' (\V. H. C. Frend, 'The Christianization 
of Roman Britain', Christianiry in Brilaitl, 300-700, Papers presented 10 the Conference 
on Christianity in Roman and Sub-Roman Britain . .. , ed. by M. W. Barley and R. P. C. 
Hanson (Leicester, 1969), pp. 36 -49; quotation from p. 37). 
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Bede,! had given shelter to a Christian priest fleeing from his 
persecutors. During the following days, while the priest remained 
in hiding, Alban learned of the Christian faith and was converted. 
''''hen the soldiers came to arrest the fugitive, Alban, wearing the 
priest's hooded cloak (caracula) , gave himself up, and was con­
demned to death and martyred at the hill where the Abbey 
church of St. Albans, Hertfordshire, now stands. The date is 
generally assumed to have been about 304 or 305, during the 
persecutions under Diocletian. 

By the early part of the fourth century Christianity must have 
spread rapidly in the British Isles, for the Church was sufficiently 
organized and established to send three bishops to the Synod of 
ArIes in 3 I 4, one from London, one from York, and one from 
Lincoln (though the name of this locality is uncertain). In the 
second half of the fifth century, however, the coming of Anglo­
Saxon invaders submerged Celtic culture and drove Christians 
into the western parts of Britain, and the new faith suffered 
a temporary eclipse. The conversion of the Teutonic pagan 
conquerors was subsequently undertaken from two sources, one 
by the labours of Celtic missionaries from monasteries of Ireland 
and Scotland and the other by the mission headed by St. 
Augustine sent in 596 from Rome by Pope Gregory the Great. 
The two traditions, Celtic and Roman, differed in a number of 
nlatters, one of which was the date when Eal)tcr should be 
celebrated. Even after the Synod of Whitby in 664, when an 
agreement was effected in favour of Roman customs, an inde­
pendent Celtic Christianity lingered on in Wales and Ireland for 
Inany years. 

The earliest translations of portions of the Scriptu res into Anglo­
Saxon were made in the seventh and eighth centuries. Un­
fortunately, however, neither the metrical paraphrases ascribed 
to Caedmon (died c. 680), a layman serving as cowherd at the 
monastery at Whitby,l nor the translation of the Gospel accord­
ing to John, which the Venerable Bede is credited with finishing 
on his death-bed (A.D. 735),3 has come down to us. According to 

J The Ecclesiastical History of the English People, ed. by Philip Hereford (London, 
1935), Bk. I, chap. vii (pp. 11-14). 

~ Ibid., Bk. IV, chap. xxiv (pp. 239-43). 
3 So the Epistola Cuthberti de obitu Bedae. Unfortunately nothing certain is known 

of the author, recipient, or date of composition of this letter; for a discussion of 
theories, see Alan S. C. Ross, 'A Connection between Bede and the Anglo-Saxon 



Minor Western Versions 

William of Malmesbury, at the close of the ninth century an 
attempt to translate the Psalter was made by King Alfred, who, 
however, died when he had 'barely finished the first part'. I 
Whether this can be identified with the prose version of the first 
fifty psalms in the eleventh-century bilingual Paris Psalter2 is a 
question on which scholars are not in agreement. 3 

T'he oldest extant New Testament material in Anglo-Saxon is 
in the form of interlinear glosses to a Latin text-for glossing was 
a feature of Old English pedagogy. While such glosses give a 
rendering of (almost) every word in the text, they naturally 
follow the Latin order instead of the Anglo-Saxon, and would 
therefore require to be rearranged, and frequently made more 
idiomatic, before they could serve as an independent translation. 
In fact, they were not intended to take the place of the Latin 
text, but to help the reader understand it. One of the most note­
worthy of these interlinear manuscripts is the famous Lindisfarne 
Gospels, a superb example of the art of the luedieval scribe (cf: 
p. 337 above).4 The Latin original dates from about the year 700 
and was written by Eadfrid, bishop of Lindisfarne, in honour 
of St. Cuthbert (d. 687). During the tenth century the manu .. 
script was transferred to Che$ter-Ie-Street, near Durham, and 
there, before 970,5 an interlinear gloss in the rather rare literary 

Gloss to thc Lindisfarnc Gospels?' JTS, N.S. xx (1969),482-94. Ross suggests that 
what Bede did was to dictate a gloss rather than a straightforward translation of 
the Gospel of John (ibid., p. 493). 

1 Gesta regum Anglorum ii. 123, 'Psalterium transferre aggrcssus vix prima parte 
explicata vivendi finem fecit.' 

2 The Paris Psalter (Bibliotheque Nat. MS. fonds Latin 8824) presents the re­
maining Psalms in a mctrical version of Anglo-Saxon alliterative versc. The manu­
script was edited by Benjamin Thorpe, Libri Psalmorum versio Latina cum paraphrasi 
Anglo-Saxonica, partim soluta oratione partim met rice composita, nunc primum e codice MS. 
bz Bibliotheca Parisimsi adseruato (Oxford, 1835). A facsimile edition was published 
by Bertram Colgrave as vol. viii of the series Early English NfamJscripts in Facsimile 
(Copenhagen, 1958). 

3 For a survey of the debate see John ra. Bromwich, 'Who was the T~anslator 
of the Prose Portion of the Paris Psalter?' in The Early Cultures of North- West Europe, 
ed. by Sir Cyril Fox and Bruce Dickens (Cambridge, 1950), pp. 289-303, and 
Minnie C. Morrell, A Manual of Old ETlglish Biblical Materials -(Knoxville, 1965), 
pp. 139-47· 

.. A handsome facsimile edition of the Lindisfarne Gospels was prepared by 
T. D. Kendrick et at., 2 vols. (Evangeliorum quattuor codex Lindiifamensis . .. (Ohun 
and Lausanne, 1956, 1960)). 

5 On the datc of the gloss, see Marco K. Minicoff, 'Zur Altersfrage der Lindis­
farne Glosse', Archiu fur das Stlldium der neueren Sprachen, clxxiii (1938), 31-43; 
Alan S. C. Ross, Studies in the Accidence of the Lindisfarne Gospels (Leeds, 1937), 
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dialect of Old Northumbrian was added under the supervision of 
a priest named Aldred. I Another famous Latin manuscript, the 
IZushworth2 Gospels (cf. p. 340 above), written in an Irish 
hand of about A.D. 800, was glossed in the latter half of the tenth 
century. The gloss on Matthew is in the rare Old Mercian 
dialect, which was spoken in the central part of England, while 
that added to the other three Gospels is a form of Old Northum­
brian.3 The work was done by two men: a priest named Farman," 
of Harewood in Yorkshire, who glossed all of Matthew, Mark i. 
I -ii. 15, and John xviii. I -3, and a scribe named Owun, who 
worked on the rest of the Gospels. Farman's portion (except the 
part from Mark, where he generally follows the Lindisfarne 
gloss) is marked by considerable freedom of translation, whereas 
Owun was content to base his part of the work on the Lindis­
farne gloss. 

As distinct from interlinear glosses, which tend to be wooden 
and unidiomatic, the first attempt at producing a separate and 
marc freely rendered version of the Gospels in Anglo-Saxon dates 
from no later than the second half of the tenth century, being 
related, as is generally thought, to the so-called Benedictine 
Reform.s At the close of the last century the question of the 

17-25; and idem, Book 2, 'The Anglo-Saxon Gloss', in Euangeliorum quattuor codex 
Lindisfarnensis . .. , ii (Oltun and Lausanne, 1960), 32. 

1 On Aldred, who seems to have begun to insert the gloss himself from John 
v. 10 onwards, see N. R. Ker, 'Aldred the Scribe', Essays and Studies, xxviii (1943), 
pp. 7-12 and 106. On the question whether Aldred followed other Latin manu­
scripts while glossing Lindisfarne, see Alan S. C. Ross, 'On the "Text" of the 
Anglo-Saxon Gloss to the Lindisfarne Gospels', JTS, N.S. ix (1958), 38-52. There 
appears to be some evidence that Aldred made use of Bede's translation of the 
Gospel of John; see Constance O. Elliott and A. S. C. Ross, 'The Linguistic 
Peculiarities of the Gloss on St. John's Gospel', English Philological Studies, xiii 
(1972),49-72, and Ross, 'Supplementary Note', ]TS, N.S. xxiv (1973), 519-21. 

: The name is given to the manuscript because, at the time of its first historical 
appearance, it was in the possession of a deputy clerk of the House of Commons 
in the Long Parliament by the name of John Rushworth. 

3 Uno Lindclof, Die siidnordthumbrische Mundart des 10. Jahrhunderts (Bonner Bei­
triige zur Anglistik, x; Bonn, 1901). 

4 On the question how far Farman may have depended upon an earlier gloss, 
see Robert J. Menner, 'Farman Vindicatus', Anglia, Iviii (1934), 1--27, who con­
cludes that Farman probably did his work independently of an older gloss. 

5 On the Benedictine Reform (which was less a reformation than a refounding 
of monastic life in England after the Danish invasions) and its stimulus in the 
production of manuscripts, see David Knowles, The Monastic Orders in England 
(Cambridge, (949), and Eleanor S. Duckett, St. Dunstan of Canterbury: a Study of 
J\1onastic Reform in the Tenth Century (New York, 1955). 
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authorship of the version was investigated by Allison Drake, who 
concluded that 'the authorship of the West Saxon Gospels is at 
least dual, and probably triple; more explicitly, that the Matthew 
is by one translator, the Mark and Luke by another, the John by 
a third (unless possibly the translator of the Matthew)'.1 These 
conclusions are based on an evaluation, from Gospel to Gospel, 
of such linguistic data as the use of the weak forn1 of heofon, of 
underfon as a synonym for orifon, of willan after pae! to express pur­
posc, and several similar features. Although Drake's argument') 
persuaded several other investigators,2 Bright and others3 con­
sidered the evidence to be insufficient, pointing out that he had 
not taken into account either the differences in stylc of the Gos­
pels in the original, or the translator's gradual modification of 
stylistic traits as he proceeded in his work. 

The Anglo-Saxon version of the Gospels exists in several 
closely related manuscripts, none of which is the original. To 
judge from the dialect, the version was made in the south-west of 
England, in the region known as Wessex. 'Vhether more of the 
New Testament besides the Gospels was translated we do not 
know; in any case only the Gospels in West Saxon have survived. 
The following is a list of all the known manuscripts. 

2. ANGLO-SAXON MANUSCRIPTS OF THE GOSPELS4 

(I) Cambridge, Corpus Christi College, MS. 140, dating from 
the eleventh or twelfth century (so Ker; others date it about 
A.D. 1000), is generally considered the principal authority for the 
West Saxon Gospels. A scribal note at the end of Matthew (fol. 
45V

) a<;sociates the manuscript with Bath Abbey: 'Ego iElfricus 
scripsi hunc librum in Monasterio Ba5ponio et dedi Brihtwoldo 
preposito.' Each Gospel is in a different hand, except that Mark 
xii. 26-38 is in the same hand as Luke. The initials, in green, 
blue, or red (two shades), are well drawn and often slightly 

1 The Authorship of the West Sa:~on Gospels (Diss., New York, 1894). 
2 e.g. O. Brenner in ESxx (1895), 297, and G. Sarrazin in .?,DPxxix (1897),139. 
3 James \·V. Bright, The Gospel of Saini John ill West-Saxon (Boston and London, 

1904), pp. xxv sq.; Hans Glunz, Die lauinische Vorlage der westsiichsischm Evangelien­
versitm (Leipzig, 1928), pp. 60-2 and 82 f. ; and George K. Anderson, The Literature 
of the Anglo-Saxons, revel. edn. (Princeton, 1966), p. 351. 

.. For palaeographic and codicological information concerning the manuscripts~ 
see N. R. Ker, Catalo.gue of klanuscripts Contain;n.!; Anglo-Saxon (Oxford, 1957)' 
The manuscripts described by Ker are as follows: (I) is Ker's no. 35; ('.2) is no. 20 ; 
(3) is no. 312; (4) is no. 181; (5) is no. 325; (6) is no. 245. 
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decorated with a crescent ornament. The manuscript was 
bequeathed to Corpus Christi College by Archbishop Parker. 

(2) Cambridge University Library MS. Ii.2. 1 I, is 'a handsome 
regular hand of the "Exeter" type' (Ker) , with red, blue, or 
green initials, and is generally dated to about A.D. 1050. The text 
of the Gospels is valuable for its accuracy in grammatical forms 
and the purity of its W(",st Saxon orthography. The rubrics relate 
the Gospel text to the openings of the liturgicallections through­
out the Church's year. According to an inscription the manu­
script was given by Bishop Leofric (d. 1072) to his cathedral 
church at Exeter, just after the Conquest. Another inscription 
records the gift of the book by the dean and chapter of Exeter to 
Archbishop Parker in 1566, who gave it to Cambridge University 
in 1574. In addition to the four Gospels, the manuscript contains 
the apocryphal Gospel of Nicodemus and the Embassy of Nathan 
the Jew to Tibcrius Caesar, both in Anglo-Saxon. 

(3) Bodleian MS. 441, dating from the first half of the eleventh 
century, lacks about a dozen folios (those that contained Mark i. 
I-iv. 37; xvi. 14-end; Luke xvi. 14-xvii. 1 ; xxiv. 5 I -end; John 
xx. g-end); these were restored on new parchment in the six­
teenth century, supposedly under Archbishop Parker's direction, 
the text being taken from the Corpus manuscript (no. 1 above). 
The first edition of the Anglo-Saxon Gospels, published by John 
Foxe in 1571, was printed from this manuscript. 

(4) British Museum Cotton MS. Otho C. i, dating from the 
Iniddle of the eleventh century, was severely damaged by fire in 
1751. Because of the fire, as well as accidental loss of folios, the 
manuscript today lacks all of Matthew; Mark i. I -vii. 2 I ; Luke 
xxiv. 7-29; and John xix. 27-xx. 22. A scribal note at the end of 
the Gospel of John reads: 'Wulfwi me wrat.' 

(5) British Museum MS. Royal I A. xiv, dating from the latter 
part of the twelfth century, has the four Gospels in the order 
Mark, Matthew, Luke, John. Each Gospel begins on a new quire. 
The manuscript lacks the text of Luke xvi. I4--xvii. I ; and the con­
eluding words of Mark (from xvi. 14 'nehstan'), Luke (from xxiv. 
:> I cpa he') and John (from xxi. 25 'awritene') were originally 
omitted and have been supplied by another hand. That all four 
omissions correspond to omissions due to the loss of folios from 
Bodleian MS. 441 (no. 3 above) shows that the latter is an ancestor 
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of this manuscript. Initials are alternately in red and green, and 
both colours are employed in the larger initials at the beginning of 
each gospel. Linguistic forms are Kentish. The manuscript once 
belonged to St. Augustine's Abbey, Canterbury, and subsequently 
to Archbishop Thomas Cranmer, whose name is on fol. I. 

(6) Bodleian MS. Hatton 38, dating from the twelfth or 
thirteenth century, contains the four Gospels in the order Mark, 
Luke, Matthew, and John. Each Gospel begins a new quire. In 
the sixteenth century the text of Luke xvi. 14-xvii. I, which is 
missing on fol. 6I\', was supplied on fol. 62. The omission shows 
that the manuscript is a descendant of the Bodleian MS. 441 
(no. 3 above), from which a leaf with these contents is missing. 
According to Ker, the translation of the last verses of Mark, 
Luke, and John is like that in Briti~h Museum MS. Royal I A. 
xiv (no. 5 above) and unlike that in other copies. Probably 
therefore thi;; manuscript is a copy of Royal I A. xiv, which is 
itself a copy of Bodley 441. The Latin Gospel-texts added in the 
margins of Bodley 441 are here part of the text, as in Royal I A. 
xiv. T The initial letters arc alternately red and blue, with orna­
mentation in the other colour. A third colour, green, is used in 
the larger initials at the beginning of each Gospel. The linguistic 
forms are Kentish. The manuscript once belonged to the Revd. 
John Parker, son of Archbishop Thomas Parker, and later to 
Lord Hatton, when it was used by Thomas Marshall for the 
edition of the Gothic and Anglo-Saxon Gospels which he and 
Francis Junius published in 1665 (see p. 379 above). It was ac­
quired by the Bodleian with other Hatton manuscripts in 1671. 

Numerous studies have been made of the interrelation among 
the principal witnesses to the West Saxon Gospels. Skeat drew 
up the following stemm a :2-

Original MS. (now lost) 

I 
Corpus (1) 

I 
Bodley (III) 

I 
Royal (VI) 

I 
Hatton (V) 

I N. R. Ker, Catalogue, p. 387. 

I 
I 

Otho C. i (IV) 
I 

Cambridge (II) 

2 Walter W. Skeat, The Gospel According to St. Luke in Anglo-Saxon and Northumbrian 
Versions . .. (Cambridge, 1874), p. x. 
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Contrary to earlier views that the Gospels in the vernacular may 
have existed in more than one version and have been fairly 
numerous, Skeat concludes : 

When we consider ... that, out of the six MSS. now existing, it is 
absolutely certain that MSS. I., III., and IV. scarcely differ in a 
single letter (due allowances being made for variable spellings) ; that 
MS. V. is copied fromMS. VI. and from nothing else, and that MS. 
VI. is copied fronl MS. III. and from nothing else, we are almost 
irresistibly led to conclude that perhaps not very many of the copies 
perished, and that they nlay never have been very numerous, and that 
there is at present not the faintest trace of any other version.! 

On the other hand, the recently published study by Grunberg2 

of the Gospel of Matthew in the West Saxon manuscripts has cast 
a measure of doubt on the validity of Skeat's simplified stemma. 
It appears that the complexities of the textual data make the 
exact relationship of the manuscripts more difficult to determine 
than had been previously supposed. According to Grunberg, 'It 
does not seem doubtful that the relation between Corpus and 
B[odley], B[odley] and R[oyal], and R[oyal] and H[atton], is 
only indirect.'3 

Besides the six principal manuscripts mentioned above, a few 
stray folios from other Anglo-Saxon Gospel manuscripts are 
known to have survived. They are the following (with their 
numbers in Ker's Catalogue). 

(7) Part of a leaf belonging to the collection of Major J. R. 
Abby (Ker's no. I), dating from the eleventh century, contains 
the text of Mark i. 24-3 1, 36-42. 

(8) Bodleian MS. Eng. Bib. C. 2 (Ker's no. 322) comprises 
four leaves from a manuscript dating from the eleventh century 
and preserving John ii. 6-iii. 34 and vi. Ig-vii. 1 I. The leaves 
were discovered by Napier in a volume of charters, deeds, and 
other documents, which the Bodleian acquired from the library 
of W. H. Crawford, of Lakelands, County Cork, Ireland. The 
division of the paragraphs is the same as in no. 3 above; the text 
is related to that of no. 2 above, both being 'independently 
derived from a copy that is not directly represented by any other 

I Ibid., p. xi. 
2 M. Griinberg, The West-Saxon Gospels: a Study of the Gospel of St. Mattl,ew, 

with Text of the Four Gospels (Amsterdam, 1967). 
3 Ibid., p. 364. 
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of the extant manuscripts'. I The leaves came to the Bodleian in 
18g1 and in the same year were edited by Napier,2 whose edition 
is reprinted in an appendix to Bright's edition of John's Gospel in 
West-Saxon. 3 

(g) One leaf (fol. 87) of a miscellany of theological pieces in 
British Museum 1'vI8. Cotton Vespasian D. xiv (Ker's no. 209, 
article 30), dating from the middle of the twelfth century, con­
tains the text of John xiv. 1-13. 

3. NOTEWORTHY EDITIONS OF THE ANGLO-SAXON 

GOSPELS 

In 157 I the editio princeps of the Anglo-Saxon Gospels came 
from the press of the well-known Elizabethan printer John Daye; 
it bears the following title: The Gospels oj the fower Euangelistes 
translated in the olde Saxons fyme out oj'Latin into the vulgare toung of 
the Saxons, newly collected out of auncient MOllumentes of the sayd 
Saxons, and now published for testimonie of the same. T'he Preface is 
signed by John F oxe, the martyrologist, and is addressed 'To the 
most vertuous, and noble Princesse, Queenc Elizabeth'. In it 
1?oxc discourses on the theme implied on the title-page, namely 
the testimony of antiquity in favour of the Scriptures in the 
'vulgar tongue'. It does not appear what further share Foxe may 
have had in the volume, which was prepared under the sponsor­
ship and financial assistance of Archbishop Parker. The text, 
which is in Anglo-Saxon characters, is a more or less faithful 
reproduction of the Bodleian MS. 441 (no. 3 above), with some 
slight use of the Cambridge manuscript (no. 2 above), from 
which the rubrics are also taken. The Anglo-Saxon occupies two­
thirds of the width of the page, and the remaining third is filled 
with an English version in small black-letter type, which is 
chiefly from the Bishops' translation of the Bible (1568), here and 
there conformed to the Saxon. 

The first edition to include philological and textual comments 
on the Anglo-Saxon Gospels was the diglot edition of the Gothic 
(see p. 379 above) and Anglo-Saxon texts prepared by Francis 

I So James \V. Bright, The Gospel of Saini John in J1l est-Saxon . .. (London and 
Boston, 1904), p. xxxix. 

:z A. S. Napier, 'Bruckstiicke einer altcnglischen Evangdicnhandschrift', 
Archiv fur das Studium der neueren SjJrachen, lxxxvi i (1891), 255-61. 

3 Op. cit., pp. xxix-xxxvii. 
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Junius, entitled Q,uatuor D. N. Jesu Christi Evangeliorum versiones 
perantiquae duae, Gothica sci!. et Anglo-Saxonica ... , 2 vols. (Dor­
drecht, 1665). The notes on the Anglo-Saxon texts, written by 
Thomas Marshall, rector of Lincoln College, Oxford, provide 
inter alia not only variant readings from the four manuscripts 
used in the preparation of the edition (nos. I, 2, 3, and 6 above), 
but also Anglo-Saxon readings which differ from the Vulgate and 
agree with codex Bczae, as well as readings which represent a 
misunderstanding of the Latin. 

The standard edition of the Old English Gospels is that of 
Walter W. Skeat, which brings together within one cover the 
separate publications of the individual Gospels that appeared 
between 187 I and 1887. The title indicates the scope of the work: 
'The Holy Gospels in Anglo-Saxon, Northumbrian, and Old Mercian 
Versions, synoptically arranged, with collations exhibiting all the 
readings of all the MSS.; together with the early Latin Version as con­
tained in the Lindisfarne MS., collated with the Latin Version of the 
Rushworth .iWS. (Cambridge, 1871-87; repro Darmstadt, 1970). 

The most recent edition, with detailed analyses of the spelling, 
language, and style of the translation of the Gospel of Matthew, 
is that of Madeleine Grunberg, The West-Saxon Gospels: a Study of 
the Gospel of St. Matthew, with the Text of the Four Gospels (Amster­
dam, 1967). Grunberg provides (pp. 33-5) a list of more than 
sixty errata (mostly minor) in the transcription of the Anglo­
Saxon text in the earlier editions of Skeat and Bright. 

4. CHARACTERISTICS AND TEXTUAL AFFINITIES OF THE 

ANGLO-SAXON VERSION 

The literary characteristics of the Old English version have 
been described in the following terms: 'It is earnest, sincere, 
straightforward, and pedestrian, and it shows a willingness to 
speak out in vernacular speech which is not too grossly inclined to 
fall back upon its Latin original. In other words, it is, consider­
ing the time and the environment, authentic English writing.'I 
The translator generally avoided using terms which in other 
versions are adopted from Hebrew, Greek, and Latin, and chose 
to utilize indigenous Anglo-Saxon compounds, so descriptive as 

I George K. Anderson, The Literature <if the Anglo-Saxons, revd. cdn. (Princeton, 
(966), p. 351. 
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to be intelligible to every reader. Several examples will be 
sufficient to show this feature, and the compositive power of the 
Anglo-Saxon language. For centurion the translator sometimes 
used hundred-man (similar to the Latin eenturio) and sometimes 
hundredes ealdor ('chief of a hundred') ; disciple is leorning-eniht ('a 
learning youth'); a man with dropsy is called waeter-seoe-man; 
parable, biyspel ('a near example'); repentance, daed-bot ('an 
amends-deed'); resurrection, aeris! ('a rising again'); sabbath, 
reste-day ('a day of rest') ; scribe, boe-ere, boe-wer ('a book man') ; 
synagogue, gesamnung ('a congregation'); treasury, gold-hard 
('gold-hoard').1 

The competence of the translator as a Latinist has been 
variously estimated. It is generally recognized that a consider­
able number of mistaken renderings are the result not only of 
haste and carelessness, but also of misapprehension of meaning. 2 

The question of the textual affinities of the Anglo-Saxon version 
of the New Testament is difficult to answer. Even a cursory 
comparison of the version with the apparatus in Wordsworth and 
White's edi!io maior of the Latin Vulgate is sufficient to show that 
it rests upon no one of the Latin manuscripts whose readings are 
reported in that edition. In general it is clear that the Vorlage 
contained a noticeable strain of the Irish type of Vulgate text, 
though this is only one of several constitutive elements. A large 
amount of continuing strains of Old Latin readings, including 
some that Marshall long ago detected in codex Bezac, produced 
a composite in which Alcuin's recension of the Vulgate and the 
Irish type of text predonlinated. It may even be, as Peters has 
argued,3 that the Anglo-Saxon version preserves a Tatianic ele­
ment via the Old Latin. In any case, the opinion which Harris4 

and BrightS advocated, that the type of text represented in 
Matthew differs from that in Mark and Luke and both from that 

I These examples are cited by Joseph Bosworth and George \'\Taring, The 
Gothic and Anglo-Sa:~oTl Gospels in Parallel Columns ... , 4th edn. (London, 1907), 
p. xvii. 

2 l~or lists of various kinds of mistaken renderings in the Anglo-Saxon Gospels, 
sec Robert Handke, Ober das Verltiiltnis der westsiichsischen Evangelien-Obersetzlmg zum 
lateirlischm Original (Diss., Halle a. S., 1896), pp. 26-32, and Lancelot M. Harris, 
Studies in the Anglo-Saxon Version of the Go.5pels; Part I, 171e Fonn of the Latin Original 
and Mistaken Renderings (Diss., Baltimore, 1901 ), pp. 35-52. 

3 Curt Peters, 'Dcr Diatcssaron-Tcxt von ~It. 2, 9 und die westsachsischc Evan­
gclicnversion', Bib, xxiii (1942),323-32 . 

.. Op. cit., pp. 30-4. 5 Op. cit., pp. xxvii f. 
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in John, is based on an inadequate induction of data, and the 
thorough investigation undertaken by Glunz l revealed no marked 
differences of type of text among the four Gospels. 

The search for the La tin manuscript that most nearly matches 
the Latin Vorlage of the Anglo-Saxon Gospels has engaged the 
attention of more than one scholar. The suggestion thrown out by 
Max F6rster,2 that Wordsworth and ",Thite's '0', the seventh­
century Bodleian MS. 857 (Auct. D. 2.14) formerly belonging to 
St. Augustine's Library at Canterbury, may well lie behind the 
West Saxon Gospels, has been challenged by Glunz,3 who pro­
posed as Vorlage Wordsworth and White's 'W', the thirteenth­
century British Museum MS. Reg. I. B. xii. 

From what has been said above, the limitations of the Anglo­
Saxon version in representing the Greek text of the Gospels will be 
obvious enough. The chief value of the version for the textual 
critic is its contribution to the task of tracing the history of the 
transmission of the Latin Bible. 

II. THE OLD HIGH GERMAN VERSIONS 

The baptism of Clovis I, king of the Franks, on Christmas Day 
496 marked the effective beginning of Christianity among the 
Germanic peoples dwelling along the middle and lower courses of 
the Rhine. Unlike the east-Teutonic tribes, however, who were 
provided with a translation of the Bible in the fourth century 
as part of Ulfilas' missionary efforts (see the Gothic Version, 
pp. 375-7 above), the west-Teutonic tribes had to wait several 
centuries longer before being able to read the Scriptures in their 
own dialects. Those that have survived4 are the Monsee Matthew, 
the German Tatian, and Otfrid's Liber Evangeliorum, which are 
described below. Nothing further, however, is known of the 
Evangelium Theudiscum which, in 876 with other books, was in­
cluded in a list of bequests made by Heccard, count of Authun, 

1 Hans Glunz, Die laleinische Vorlage der weslsiichsischen Evangelienversion (Leipzig, 
1928), pp. 60-2 and 83. :z ES xxviii (1900),430. 

3 Hans Glunz, op. cit .• pp. 103 r., and Britannien und Bibeltextj der Vulgatatext 
der Evangelien in seinem Verhiiltnis zur irisch-angelsiichsischen Kullur des FrUhmitulalws 
(Kainer anglistische Arbeilen, xii; Leipzig, 1930), pp. 175 f. 

4 In addition to glosses in Latin Bibles; see the collection made by E. Stein­
meyer and E. Sievers, Die althocluleutschen Glossell, vol. i, Glossen zu biblischen 
Scltriften (Bonn, 1879). 



Minor Western Versions 

Mascon, and Chalon in Burgundy, to certain churches and pious 
individuals. I 

I. THE MONSEE FRAGMENTS 

The oldest portion of the Bible in a west-Germanic tongue is 
probably the Gospel of Matthew produced at the Benedictine 
monastery at Monsee (Bavaria) and dating, as it seems, from the 
eighth or ninth century.2 The fragmentary remains of the manu­
script, which preserve portions of treatises by Isidor and Augus­
tine besides part of Matthew, comprise thirty-nine leaves in 
Vienna and two in Hanover. 3 The manuscript, which is bilingual 
with Latin on the left-hand page and a form of Old High Ger­
man on the right, preserves part~ of Matthew, chaps. viii-x, xii, 
xiii, xviii-xxviii. According to the thorough philological exami­
nation undertaken by Hench, the language of the version is a mix­
ture of Rhine Frankish, the dialect of the original from which 
the surviving fragments were copied, and certain Bavarian intru­
sions.4 The Frankish translator evidently strove after an idio­
matic rather than a literalistic rendering, though the order of 
words sometimes tend') to reflect the Latin original.S Occa~ion-

I The list of bequests is cited by Estienne Perard, Recueil de plusieurs pieces 
curieuses servant a l'hist()ire de Bour,gogne . . , (Paris, 1664), p. 26; cf. Paul Lejay, 
'Catalogues de la Bibliotheque de Perreey', Revue des bibliotheques, yi (1896), 228. 
According to Perard (p. 22) Hcccard was the founder of the priory of Perrecy. 

2 The manuscript is dated by Eberhard Nestle to the year 738 (Ur/ext und 
abersetzungen der Bibel in ubersichtliche DarsteUung (,---~ Realencylopiidie for protestantische 
The()/ogieulld Kirche, 3te Aufi, , iii; Leipzig, 1897), p. 121); to the year 789 by Rudolf 
Sonnleithner ('Die Mondsee Bruckstucke der altesten hochdeutschen Evangelien­
ubersetzung', Festschrift der Nationalbibliothek in Wim (Vienna, 1926), p. 801) ; and 
to the beginning of the ninth century by Hench (see the following footnote) and 
\Vilhelm Braune (Althochtkutsches Lesebuch, lote Auti. (Halle (Saale), 1942 ), p. 145). 
According to W. B. Lockwood, 'the date of the translation cannot be precisely 
established, but it could be prior to 800' (The Cambridge History 0/ the Bible; ii, The 
West/rom the Fathers to the Reformation, cd. by G. W. H. Lampe (Cambridge, 1969), 
P·417)· 

3 They were edited by George A. Hench, The Monsee Fragments, Newly Collated 
Text with Notes and a Grammatical Treatise and an Exhaustive Glossary, and a Photo­
Lithographic Fae-Simile (Strasbourg, 1890). The same material, without the glossary 
and facsimile (pp. 143-212), was presented as a Dissertation at Johns Hopkins 
University (Strassburg, 1890). Reproductions of specimen folios are included 
in \Vilhelm Walther, Die deutsche Bibeliibersetzung des Mittelalt.ers (Braunschweig, 
1889-92), frontispiece in Part iii, and in H . .T. Vogcls, Codicum NOZli Testamenti 
specimilla (Bonn, 1929), pI. 51. 4 Hench, op. cit., p. 139. 

S So Walther, op. cit., col. 442, and Elias Steinmeyer, 'Isidor und Fragmenta 
Theotisca', Prager delltselte Studien, viii (1908), 147-63. 
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ally the Latin was misunderstood, as at Matt. xxi. 4 where the 
translator took altilia to mean daz Iwhista, and at xxvii. 2 where 
Pontio may have been abbreviated in such a way as to suggest 
Pontito, for he translates demo pontischin herizohin pilate. 

An analysis of the textual affinities of the version discloses 
occasional intrusions of Western elements. A notable instance is 
the lengthy addition following Matt. xx. 28 ('But seek to increase 
from that which is small ... '), found also in codex Bezae and 
several old Italian witnesses. l 

2. THE GERMAN TATIAN 

Another German rendering of the Gospel story was produced 
about A.D. 830 in Fulda, then the most significant monastic 
centre in the northern half of Germany. The rendering, which is 
in the east-Frankish dialect, was not made from a tctraevan­
gelium, but from a Latin manuscript of Tatian's Diatessaron 
written about 540 for Bishop Victor of Capua (see p. 335 
a.bove). The German Tatian,z as it is called, is preserved in 
several manuscripts, the chief of which (according to Sievers) is 
MS. 56 of the Stiftsbibliothek at St. Gall, dating from the second 
half of the ninth century.3 The text is presented in two columns, 
the left-hand in Latin, the right-hand in German; the latter 
follows the Latin closely, even as to word order. The unity of the 
translation has been questioned by Sievers, who held that the 
presence of varying expressions (particularly conjunctions) in 
different parts of the work can be explained only by the hypo­
thesis that the German rendering was produced by several trans­
lators-as many as seventeen or eighteen! AI) could be expected, 
Sievers's opinion provoked a variety of reactions, some in support 
and some in opposition.4 

I cr. Klaus Metzel, 'Der lateinische Text des Matthaus-Evangeliums der Mon­
seer Fragmente', Beitrage zur Geschichte der deutschen Sprache und Literatur, lxxxvii 
(1965), 289-363; for the text of Matt. xx. 28, see pp. 294-300 and 305-21. 

:z The standard edition is that of Eduard Sievers, Tatianus. LateiTlisch und Alt­
dmtsck (Paderborn, 1874; 2nd edn., 1892). 

3 According to P. Ganz, however, the Bodleian MS. Junius 13 preserves in 
some cases a more original wording of the German Tatian (Beitrage zur Ge!Jcllichte 
der deutschen Sprache und Literatur, xci (1969), 2.8-76). 

4 In support of Sievers, c.g., the review by E. Steinmeyer <Zeitschriftfiir deutsche 
I>kilologie, iv (1877), ,n4-8); Friedrich Kohler, Zur Frage der EntstelzuIlgsweise der 
ahd. Tatians Obersetzung (Leipzig, 191 I); and Taylor Starck, "Der Wortschatz des 
ahd. Tatian und die Dbersetzerfrage', Studies in HOMr of Hmnann Collitz (Baltimore, 
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Among idiosyncrasies of the German rendering we find that, 
instead of 'Jesus', with a few exceptions, the translator generally 
prefers 'the Saviour' (ther heilant), even at Matt. i. 21. At Matt. 
xxvii. 2 the same error occurs as in the Monsee Fragments (it 
occurs also at Luke iii. I), where Pontico is read instead of Pontio, 
resulting in themo PontiJgen grauen Pilate. In John i. 13 the trans­
lator must have read uolu(m )ptate instead of voluntate, since he 
wrote son jleiskes luste. 1 

3. OTFRID'S LIBER EVANGELIORUA1 

In the ninth century Otf"id, a German poet in the monastery 
at Weissenburg in Speyergau (Lower Alsace), composed the 
Liber Evangeliorum,2 comprising 7,416 lines of rhyming couplets in 
the south-Rhine Frankish dialect. From the presence of dedi­
cations it is known that the work was finished between 863 and 
871. 

Although often referred to as Otfrid's Gospel Harmony, the 
poem is not properly a hannony, for the writer was guided in his 
choice of selections from the Gospels, as it seems, by an ecclesias­
tical lectionary. He also incorporated Inaterial from the Apocry­
pha, the Church Fathers, and early nlCdieval theologians, the 
latter especially in the moralizing, the mystical, and the spiritual 
interpretations of events recounted in the Scriptures. The work is 
divided into five books, professedly for the purification of the five 
senses. The first book is devoted to the birth and baptism of 
Christ; the second to his life from the temptation to the healing of 

1930), pp. 190-202. For what can be said against the multiplicity of translators, 
see Walther, op. cit., cols. 446-55; E. Arcns, 'Studien zum Tatian', ZDP (1897), 
pp. 63-73, 510-3 1 ; and Geol'ge Baesecke. Die Obedieferung des althochdeutschen 
Tatian (Hallische Alollograplzien, 4; Halle, 1948). 

I For a discussion of other readings in the German Tatian, see \Vilhelm ""iss­
mann, 'Zum althochdeutschcn Tatian', Indogermanica, Festschrift fur lVo!fi;an/t Krause 
(Heidelberg, 1960), pp. 249-67; Anton Baumstark, J)ie Vorlage des althochdeutschell 
Talian,oo. byJohannes Rathofel' (Cologne-Graz, 1964); and Rathofcr's contribu­
tions to Literalur Imd Sprache im europiiischcn Alittelalter, Festschrift fiir Karl Langosch 
(Darmstadt, 1973), pp. 256-308, and to Zeiten lind Formell ill Sprache Illld Dichtung, 
FeJtschriftfur Frit;: Tschirch (Cologne-Vienna, 1972), pp. :~37-56. 

1. Otfrids Evangelienbuch, cd. by Oskar Erdmann and Ludwig 'VoW: 4tc Auf!. 
(Altdeutsche Textbibliolhek, nr. 49; Tubingen, 1962). For a detailed bibliography 
from 1880 (the date of Paul Piper's cdn. ofOtfrid) to 1937, see Comelis SOl'tcman, 
Untersuchungen zur ()hersetzullgsteclmik Otfrid VOII Weiszmburgs (Rotterdam, 1939), 
pp. 127-32 • 
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the leper after the sermon on the mount; the third to selected 
miracles until the decision of the high priest to put Christ to death; 
the fourth to the passion; and the fifth to the resurrection, 
ascension, and last judgement. Otfrid attached less importance 
to the deeds of Christ than to their symbolic interpretation and 
the dogmatic questions derived from them. Whether therefore 
the work deserves to be regarded as a New Testament version is 
open to question. 1 

After years of toil on his opus, Otfrid had a clean copy of the 
poem prepared by two scribes, which he then revised with his 
own hand and provided at the same time with two accent marks 
in each half verse to indicate the syllables that should receive the 
stress. This autograph copy, which is the earliest extant Old 
High German composition in rhyme, is preserved at Vienna 
(codex Vindobonensis2), and is the parent of codex Palatinus at 
Heidelberg (eighth century) and also of codex Frisingensis at 
Munich (copied soon after goo). Fragments of a fourth manu­
script (codex Discissus) are in Berlin, Bonn, and Wolfenbiittc1.3 

III. THE OLD SAXON (OLD LOW GERMAN) VERSION 

The Old Saxon Heliand4 ('Saviour'), a poem of 5,983 verses 
written at the order of Charlemagne's son, Louis the Pious (d. 
840), for the benefit of his Saxon subjects recently converted to 
Christianity, is sometimes reckoned as a New Testament version. 

I Cf. Donald A. MacKenzie, Otfrid von Weissenhurg.. Narrator or Commentator? 
A Comparative Study (Stanford University Publications, Language and Literature, vi, 3; 
Stanford, 1946), and Wolfgang Kleiber, Ot/rid von Weissenburg. Untersuchungen zur 
handschriftlichm Oberlieferung lInd Siudien zur Aufbau des Evangelienbuches (Berne and 
Munich, 1971), pp. 334-40. 

l A facsimile edition, with an introduction by H. Butzmann, was published as 
vol. xxx of Codices selecti phototypice impressi (Graz, 1972). 

3 Cf. H. Herbst, 'Neue \Volfenbuttler Fragmente aus dem Codex Discissus 
von Otfrids Buch der Evangelien', Zeitschriftfur deutsche Geistesgeschichte, ii (1936), 
131 ff., reprinted with additions in ZDA !xxiv (1937), 117-25; and H. Hempel, 
'Bonner Otfridsplinter', ibid. 125-9. 

4 Although the Hcliand was discussed by Francis Junius in the seventeenth 
century, it was not edited until the nineteenth, when]. A. Schmcller published the 
editio princeps (Munich, 1830), and a critical apparatus as 'Lieferung 2' (1840). 
Other editions were prepared by Eduard Sievers (Halle, 1878), Paul Piper (Stutt­
gart, 1897), and Otto Behaghel (Halle, 1882; 7th edn., 1958). 
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Since, however, it is based on Tatian's harmonyl (sec pp. 21-2 

above) with supplementary and explanatory additions taken 
from later ecclesiasticalliterature,z the work scarcely qualifies to 
be regarded as a version in the ordinary sense. Furthermore, 
inasmuch as the author chose to write in alliterative verse, he 
was compelled to take certain liberties in paraphrasing.3 As a 
consequence the colouring of the poem is entirely Teutonic, 
and the personages are essentially Germanic in character, as are 
the descriptions of natural phenomena, feasts, and ceremonies 
(e.g. Christ is depicted as the liege-lord, and his apostles as his 
loyal vassals, to whom he gives rings). 4 

The poem survives complete in a tenth-century manuscript in 
the British Museum (Cotton Caligula A. VII) ;s a ninth-century 
manuscript at Munich has two lacunae. Smaller fi'agments are 
found in two ninth-century manuscripts at Prague and the 
Vatican, the latter also containing two portions of an Old Saxon 
version of Genesis in the same style but by a later poet. 

I For a recent discussion of the relation of the Heliand to Tatian, see G. 
Quispcl, 'Fatian and tlte Gospel rif' Thomas j Studies in lhe Hislor .. y of the Western 
Diatessaron (Lciden, 1975), pp. 26-77. 

~ Cf. Ernst Windisch, Dcr lIeliand und seine Quellen (Leipzig, 1868); G. Keintzcl, 
Der lfeliand im Verhiiltlliss ZlJ seille71 Q!ullm (Hermannstadt, (882) ;Juw fon \Veringha 
(known also as J. J. van "V('ringh), Ileliand and Dialessaron (Studia Germanica, 5; 
Assen, 1965); and Wolfgang Huber, lfeliand und Matthiiusexegese. Quellmstudien 
itlShesolldere Zll Sedulius Scot/us (lVIunich, 1969). 

3 Cf. Gottfried Herron, Der Ilrliand als Kunsiwerk (Wiiraburg·-Aumiihle, 1940), 
and Johannes Rathofcr, Der Heliand,. theologischer Sinn als tektonische Form. Vorherei­
lun.1] und Grundlegung der Interpretatio11 (Cologne, 1962). For an English translation 
which reproduces the h~nnings and alliterative features characteristic of th(' 
original, see Marina Scott, The Heliand, translated from the Old Saxon (University of 
North Carolina Studies in the Germanic Languages and Litera/ures, 52 ; Chapel Hill, 1966). 

4 cr. Gustav Ehrisman, Geschichte der deutschen Lileralur his zum Allsgang des Mil­
lelalters, 2tc AuA .. ; i, Die althochdeutsche Litera/uT (Munich, 1959), 1648. 

5 Robert Priebsch, The Heliam} lvfanuscri/)t Cotton Caligula A VIII in the British 
Museum (Oxford, 1925). 



APPENDIX 

Addenda to the Check-list of Old Latin 

lVlanuscripts of the New Testament 

After reading the page proofs of the chapter on the Latin Versions (Chap. 
VII above), P. Bonifatius Fischer kindly brought to the author's attention 
information concerning a score of additional Old Latin manUSCl ipts as well 
as several bibliographical references. This material, comprising the following 
addenda, will supplement the check-list on pp. 295-3 I I above. 

THE GOSPELS 

A (JLk 2nd edn.). Fragmentum Rosenthal, saec. viii-ix, at San Francisco, 
owned by Bernard M. Rosenthal, contains Luke xvi. 27-xvii. 8 and xviii. 
11-16, 18-26; ed. by Aland in Jiilicher (2nd edn.); text and script are most 
similar to r2 (see B. Fischer, 'Das Neue Testament in lateinischer Sprache', 
op. cit. (see p. 362 n. 2), p. 30 n. 87). 

/-" (JMt only). Fragmentum Ivlonacense, saec. v, at Munich, Bayerische 
Staatsbibliothek, Clm 29155G, contains Matt. ix. 17, 30-7; x. 1-10 with 
lacunae, palimpsest; ed. (provisionally) by Jiilicher. 

p (24). Also A. Dold, Das Sacramentar im Schabcodex Ml2 sup. der Bibliotheca 
Ambrosiana (Texte utld Arbeiten, i. 43; Beuron, 1952), pp. 39-45 and 25*. 

41. Also H.J. Vogels, 'Codex VII der Cathedralbibliothek von Verona (b2 )', 

Colligere Fragmenta. Festschrift Alban Dold, cd. by B. Fischer and V. Fiale 
(Beuron, 1952), pp. 1-12. 

Codex Vindobonesis, saec. v, at Vienna, Nationalbibliothek, cod. lat. 563, 
fols. 122-77, contains fragments of Ivlatt. xxvi. 56-xxviii. 2, palimpsest, ed. 
by G. Philippart, 'Fragments palimpsestes latins du Vindobonensis 563 
(ve siecle?). Evangile scIon s. Matthieu, Evangile de I 'Enfance seIon Thomas, 
Evangile de Nicodeme', Analecta Bollandiana, xc (1972), 391-411. 

Codex Laudunensis, saec. ix1, at Laon, Bibliotheque Municipale 473 bis, 
contains the same citations of the Gospels in Eusebian Canon Tables as 
nos. 39 and 40; see B. Fischer, Karl der Grosse, Lebetlswerk und Nachleben; ii, 
Das geistige Leben (Dusseldorf, 1965), p. 188. 

ACTS OF THE APOSTLES 

(67). Also B. Fischer, 'Ein neue Zeuge zum westlichen Text der ApostcI­
geschichte', Biblical and Patristic Studies in Memory of R. P. Casey, cd. by J. N. 
Birdsall and R. W. Thompson (Freiburg, 1963), pp. 33-63; Vetus Latina, 
XXVi/I, Epistulae Catholicae, ed. W. Thiele; for specimen of script, see Lowe, 
xi, no. 1636. 
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r (62). Also P. K. Kelin, 'Date et scriptorium de la Bible de Roda. Etat des 
recherches', Les Cahiers de Saint-Michel de Cuxa, iii (1972), 91-102. 

69 = 7
69

• Liber comicus Legionensis, sacco xi2 , at Leon, Archivo Catedralicio 
2, contains Old Latin readings in lessons from Acts, Pauline and Catholic 
Epistles, Revelation; ed. by.1. Perez de Urbcl and A. Gonzalez y Ruiz­
Zorrilla, Liber CommicuJ, 2 vols. (Madrid, 1950-5) (Cod. L); Vetus Latina, 
xxiv/I; xxivi2; xxvi/I. 

70 = T10. Libel' comicus Aemilianensis or ofS. Millan, saec. xi2 , at Madrid, 
Academia de la Historia, Aemil. 22, contains Old Latin readings in lessons 
from Acts, Pauline and Catholic Epistles, Revelation; ed. by J. Perez de 
Urbcl and A. Gonzalez y Ruiz-Zorrilla, Liber Commicus, 2 vols. (Madrid, 
1950-5) (cod. E); Vetns Latina, xxiv/I; XXiV/2; xxviiI. 

72 = T72. Missale Toletanum, saec. ix-x, at Toledo, Cabildo 35-4, contains 
Old Latin readings in lessons from Acts, Pauline and Catholic Epistles, 
Revelation; ed. by .J. Perez de U rbel and A. Gonzalez y Ruiz-Zorrilla, 
Liber Commicus, 2 vols. (Madrid, 1950-5) (cod T z); Vetus Latina, xxiv/I; 
xxiv/2; xxvi/I. 

73 = T73. Missale Silense, saec. x-xi, at London, British IVluseum, Addit. 
MS. 30846, contains Old Latin readings in lessons from Acts, Pauline 
Epistles, Revelation; cd. VeluJ Latina, xxiv/I; xxiv/2. 

74. Fragmcntum Sinaitieum, saec. ix-x, at I\.10unt Sinai, St. Catherine, 
Arab. 1\IS. 455, fols. I and 4, two leaves of an epistolary contain Acts X. 
36-40; xiii. 14-16, 26-30; Revelation xx. 1 I-xxi. 7 as pericopcs; cd. by 
E. A. Lowe, 'Two New Latin Liturgical Fragments on Mount Sinai', RBbz, 
lxxiv (1964), 252-83. 

262. Missale Toletanum, saec. ix-x, at Toledo, Cabildo 35-5, contains Old 
Latin readings in lessons from Acts, Pauline and Catholic Epistles, Revela­
tion; ed. Vetus Latina, xxivil; XXiV/2; xxvi/I. 

27 I = 7 271 • 1\llissale Toletanum, saec. x, at Toledo, Cabildo 35-6, contains 
Old Latin readings in lessons from Acts, Pauline and Catholic Epistles, 
Revelation; cd. Vetus Latina, xxiv/2; xxvi/I. 

Missale Silense, &aee. x, at London, British Museum, Addit. MS. 30844, 
contains Old Latin readings in lessons from Acts, Pauline and Catholic 
Epistles, Revelation. 

THE PAULINE EPISTLES 

w (B 1\'i) = gue (1') (79). Also A. Dold, 'Die Provenienz der altlateinischen 
R6merbrieftexte in den gotisch-Iateinischen Fragmentcn des Codex Carol­
inus von Wolfcnbuttel', Zentralblattfi~r Bibliothekswesen, Beiheft lxxv (1950), 
13-2 9. 

'"<2 (T) = 0 (W). Also E. S. Buchanan, The Epistles of s. Paulfrom the Codex 
Laudianus (Sacred Latin Texts, iii London, 1914) ;J. Wordsworth, H.J. White, 
Novum Te.)-tamentum ... , vol. ii. This manuscript is a copy of Wurzhurg, 
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Universitatsbibliothek, M.p.th. f. 69; see H. J. Frede, Vetus Latina, XXiV/I, 
p. 17* f., and XXiV/2, p. 18. 

61 = D (W). See 61 in list of Acts manuscripts; the Pauline Epistles are 
Old Latin. 

68 = 7 68• Fragmenta Toletana libri comici, saec. ix-x, at Toledo, Cabildo 
35-8, contain Old Latin readings in lessons from Pauline and Catholic 
Epistles; cd. by J. Perez de U rbel and A. Gonzalez y Ruiz-Zorrilla, Liber 
Commicus, 2 vols. (Madrid, 1950-5) (cod. T); Vetus Latina, xxiv/I; xxiv/2; 
XXVi/I. 

69 = 7 69• See 69 in list of Acts manuscripts. 

70 = 7 70• See 70 in list of Acts manuscripts. 

7 I = 771. Fragmenta Paris ina libri comici, saec. Vlll-)X, at Paris, Biblio­
theque Nationale, lat. 2269, fols. 17-48, palimpsest, contain Old Latin 
readings in lessons from Pauline and Catholic Epistles; cd. by A. Mundo, 
'£1 commicus Palimpsest Paris Lat. 2269 amb notes sobre liturgia i manu­
scrits visigotics a Septim~mja i Catalunya', Liturgica I, Cardinali 1. A. Schuster 
in memoriam (Scripta et Documenta, vii; Montserrat, 1956); Vetus Latina, xxiv/2; 
xxvi/I. 

72 = 772. See 72 in list of Acts manuscripts. 

73 = 7 73• See 73 in list of Acts manuscripts. 

83. Fragmenta Waldeccensia et Marburgensia, Graeco-Latin, saec. xi 
(Beul ), x-xi (BeuM ), x ex. (Beu25), at Mcngeringhausen in Waldeck, 
Stadtarchiv; Marburg, Hessiches Staatsarchiv, Best. 147, contain in Latin 
2 Cor. xi. 33-xii. 14; Eph. i. 5-13 and ii. 3-1 I; Titus i. I-iii. 3; the 2 fols. 
at Mengeringhausen with text of Eph. ed. by V. Schultze, Codex Waldeccensis 
(DW Paul). Unbekannte Fragmente einer griechisch-lateinischen Bibelhandschrift 
(Munich, 1904). This manuscript is a copy of d (75); see H. J. Frede, Vetus 
Latina, XxiV/I, p. 13*; XXV, pp. 28 f. 

88. Fragmentum Basilense, saec. x, at Basel, Universitatsbibliothek, B.I. 6, 
fol. 21, contains 2 Cor. vii. 3-X. 18; cd. by G. Meyer, 'Ein neuer Zeuge des 
e-Typus der Vetus Latina im zweiten Korintherbrief 7, 3-10, 18', RBen, 
lxxv (1965), 40-53. 

89. Codex Budapcstiensis, saec. viii--ix, at Budapest, National Museum, 
Clmae I, contains the Pauline Epistles with a commentary; ed. by H. J. 
Frede, Ein neuer Paulustext und Kommentar, 2 vols. (Vetus Latina. Aus der 
Geschichte der lateinischen Bihel, vii-viii; Freiburg, 1973-4). 

262. See 262 in list of Acts manuscripts. 

271 = 7271. See 271 in list of Acts manuscripts. 

Missale Silense (London, British Museum, Addit. MS. 3°844), see last item 
in list of Acts Manuscripts. 
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lViissale Silense, saec. x, at London, British Museum, Addit. MS. 30845, 
contains Old Latin readings in lessons from Pauline Epistles and Revelation. 

THE CATHOLIC EPISTLES 

32. See 32 in list of Gospels manuscripts. 

68. See 68 in list of Pauline manuscripts. 

69. See 69 in list of Acts manuscripts. 

70. See 70 in list of Acts manuscripts. 

71. See 7 I in list of Pauline manuscripts. 

72. See 72 in list of Acts manuscripts. 

9 I, 92, 93, 94, 95· See VetuJ Latina, xxvii I, p. 17*. 

262. See 262 in list of Acts manuscripts. 

271. See 271 in list of Acts manuscripts. 

London Add. MS. 30844. See last item in list of Acts manuscripts. 

THE BOOK OF REVELATION 

69, 70, 72, 73, 74, 262, 27 1 • See these items in list of Acts manuscripts. 

330. Psalterium Reginense, saec. viii med. (Beu Lo), at Rome, Biblioteca 
Apostolica Vaticana, cod. Regin. lat. 11, contains (as a liturgical canticle) 
an Old Latin text of Rev. xv. 3--4; cd. by G. !v1orin, 'Un texte prc­
hieronymien du cantique de 1 'Apocalypse xv, 3-4', RBln, xxvi (1909),464-7; 
for specimen of script, sec Lowe, i, no. 101. 



I. Index of Names and Subjects 

Aalders, G . .1. D., :E2 n. r 
Abbot, E., 26 n. 2 
Abbott, T. K., 68 n. 4, 297, ~ 340 
fAbd Allah ibn Salam, 259 
Abel, F., 285 n. !...! 366 n. 2 

Abraham of Himyar, 220 

Abreha, 220, 221 

Abuladze, h 190 , 282 n. r 
Achmimic version, 114 f. 
Acts of John, 101 
Acts of the Persian Martyrs, 19 
Acts of the Scillitan Martyrs, 2Uq, 290 

Adams, A. W., 134, 135, 137, 138, 350 

Adams, W. Y., 271 n. !.: n. 3 
Addai,:G 7 
Adjarian, H., 156 n. 1 

Adler, J. G. C., 66 n. !...! 78 
Adrian, H., 22 n. 4 
.tEdesius, 218 
Aelius Donatus, 331, 332 
Agathangelos, 19 
At:tmad ibn-fAbdulHih ibn-Salam, 259 
Akinian, N., 158 n. 7, 282 n. 2, 376 

n·5 
,t\lamo, M. del, 338 n. I 

Aland, K., 236 n. !.J. 295, 3.3.2..:. 334 n. 2, 

362 n. 2, 367, 368, 369 n. 2, 375 n. !.L 
4 10 n. 3, 426 n . .!.J. :l&2 

Alban, St., 444 f. 
Alcuin, 334, 342 f., 454 
Aldred, 337, 447 
Ales, A. d', 292 

Alexander, P. j., 400 n. L 

Alfred, King, 446. 
Allberry, C. R. C., 116 
Allen, W. E. D., 183 n. I 

Allgeier, A., 50 n. 3, ';00 n. ~ 349 n. 2 

Altaner, B., 77 n. ::1 
Alter, F. K., 414 
Altheim, F., 21g n. !.J. 270 n. 3 
Alton, E. H., 340 

Ambrose, 317 
Amelineau, E. C., 109 

Amphilochij, 411 
Amundsen, L., 115 n. l 

Anassian, H. S., 282 n. I 

Anderson, G. K., 443 n. !.., 448 n. 3, 
453 

Andreas, F. C., 276 n. :u 277 

Andrew, St., 218 
Anfray, P., 219 n. 3, n. 4 
Anglo-Saxon version, 443-55; inter­

linear Latin glosses to, 446 f.; Gos­
pels manuscripts, list of, 443-52; 
editions of, 452 f. j literary character­
istics of, 453 f.; textual affinities of, 
454 f.; Latin Vorlage, search for, 455; 
limitations of, 455 

Antony, St., 104 f. j Life of, 76 
Antioch of Syria, 4 f., m 
Anzani, A., 217 n. 1,219 n. 4 
Aphraates, Ig, 35,44-
Apocalypse of Peter, 101 

Apollos, gg 
Aprakos, 427 f. 
Aquila, 292 f. 
Arabia, introduction of Christianity 

into, 257 f. 
Arabic, limitations of in representing 

Greek, 268 
Arabic versions, 257-68; variety of, 

260 f.; early manuscripts of, 261-1: 
'Alexandrian Vulgate', 264 f. j early 
printed editions of, 2657; textual 
affinities of, 267 f. ---

Aramaic language, 76 ff. 
Aramic, M., 331 n. l 

Arbela, 7 f. 
Arbela, Chronicle q(, 7, 275 
Archi, G. G., 374 n. 3 
Arens, E., 457 n. 4 
Ariston, Presbyter, 163 
Armenia, introduction of Christianity 

into, 153-5 
Armenian, alphabet of, 155 f.; limita­

tions of in representing Greek, 17 1-

8 I ; phonetics of, 171 -3 j morphology 
of, 173-6; syntax of, 176--8 

Armenian Breviary and Ritual, 19 
Armenian version, 153-81; early manu­

scripts of, 157-61; noteworthy fea­
tures of, 161-4; Syriacisms of, 165; 
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Armenian version (COllt.): 

base of, 164 f.; textual affinities of, 
165-71; question of relation to 
Tatian's Diatessaron, 166 f.; colo­
phons in manuscripts of, 169; 
printed editions of, 170 f. 

Arnobius, ~ 
Ashbeha, 220, 22 I 
Asmussen, J. P., 28011.. 3 
Assemani, J. S., 27 lL. 2, 78 
Assemani, S. E., 17, 78, 238 lL. 2, 274 

11.4 
Assfalg, J., 49 11. 2, 158, 185 11.. 4, 200 

ll..2 
Athananasius, 104 f., 218, 220, 269 
Athanasius IV of Antioch, 267 
Athonite School, the, 196-8 
Atiya, A. S., 38 lL 4, 99 ll.. 2, ~I) I , 

~ 
Auchcr, J. B., !2 ll.. 2, 2611.. 2 
Augustine, ~ ~ 33-2, 360, 362, 

363, 370; C. Felicem, ~; De COllsenslt 
evangel., ~ De doctr. Gllr., 290 if.; 
Epist. lxxi, TI1i Retract., T2:.2 ll.. 3 

Augustine of Canterbury, 445 
Auty, R., 401 !h I, 405, 406 
Ayuso Marazuela--; T., 295, 304, ~ 
~ !L ~ ~ 328 ll.. 2, 337, 338, 
339 

Baarda, Tj., 14 lL ~ 30, 35 ll.. !J 11.. 3, 
59 

Bacon, B. W., 163 
Baethgen, F., 43 !L ~ 45 
Bailey, l:L W., 282 !L 1 

Bakel, lL A. van, 377 IL I 

Bakker, A. lL A., 23 ll.. ~ :l!..,:l11. 2 
Balestri, G., 109 
Balian, T., 158 ll.. 7 
Bammel, E., 35 11. 4 
Banateanu, V., 162 11. 2 
Bar-Anina, Rabbi, 332 
Bardesancs (Bar Daisan), 6 
Bardy, G., 104 ll. !-- 221 n... 2, 223 lL !--

288!l. I 

Barley, M. W., 44411..4 
Barnabas, Epistle of, 101 
Barnard, L. W., 9 11. 4, 33 11. 3 
Barnouw, A . .I., 23 ll.. I 

Barr, K., 276 lL. :J 
Bartholomew, St~ 217 
Barton, G. A., 20 !h 4, 7·1 LL. 5 
Basil,42o -

Ba~ilides, 101 
Bassano, F. da, 231 
Batiffol, P., ') I I 11.. 1 

Bauer, '"V., 6 !.h 2, 7 ll. ~ 99 lL. ~ 104 
LL. 1 

Baumstark, A., 15 lL. 7, 16, 20 lL 2, 22 
LL. 2, ll.. 3, ll.. 6, ~ ll.. 2, 25 LL. 2, 29, 
30 lL. 4, 31 ll.. 4, ~ 45, 49 LL. 4, 66 
n. 1,71,25 n. I, 121>, 127, 159 n. 2, 
165. 166, 191, 193, 259, 260 lL. 3, 
ll.. 4, 264, 268, 28 I !h ~ 458 ll. I 

Bebb, Ll. j. M., 190 lL 9, 384 n. ~ 415 
lL.4 

Bede, the Venerable, 445 
Beer, R., 303 
Beeson, C. ~ 381 !l. 4 
Behaghel, 0',459 lL. 4 
Bell, l:L b 101 lL. ~ 102 lL. 4, 103, 117 

n. 3,123 
Bellarmine, Card., 348 f. 
Belser, J., 30 7 
Belsheim, J., 296, 297, 298 , 299, 303, 

30 4, 30 5, 30 7 
Bent>.sevic, V., 187 !L 2 
Bennett, 'V. !..L: 387 
Bensly, R. L., 38 LL. ~ 73 ll.. 3 
Bentley, R., 292 IL. 14 
Benveniste, E., 279 !h ,2 

Berger, S., ~ ll.. 2, 292, ~ 303, ~ 
ill n. 2, 340 n. I, 341, 344,345 n. I, 
347 lL. 3 

Bergsma, .I., 23 11. !.., 11.. 4, ~ lL. 3 
Berneker, E., 440 lL. 2 
Bernhard, L., 49 lL. 3 
Bernstein, G. H., 64, 66 IL. ~ 73 
Berron, G., 460 lL. 3 
Beryllus, 2')8 

Best, R. L 302 

Beuron, E., 295 
Bewer,.J. A., :~9 lL. 2 
Bezold, C., 215 !l. 2 

Bianchini, G., ~ 296, 297, 3 19, 
335 f., 339 

Bick,J., 304 
Bidez, J., 220 !L 2, 2.18 ll. 5 
Bieler, L., 339 11.. 2 
Bilabel, F., 103 a. 1 

Bilingual manuscripts, viii, 139; Greek 
and Latin, 307, 317-19, 381; Greek 
and Arabic, 2(;:) ; Greek and Armen­
ian, 161; Greek and Coptic (Achmi­
mic). 115, 140n. 2; Greek and Coptic 
(Sahidic), 112; Arabic and Latin, 
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262; Latin and Anglo-Saxon, 446 f., 
450; Latin and Gothic, 1iI; Latin 
and Greek, :1Ql; Latin and Old High 
German, 456 f.; Syriac and Sogdian, 
~8o. 28 I ; see also Polyglot MSS. 

Billen, A. V., 364 rh !..l 368 ll.. 11 369 
n. 5 

Birdsall, J. N., ix, ~ lL .5! 185 lL ~ Illli 
lL ~ ~ 198 lh :h 199 lL ~ 1!.Q LL ~ 
~ 

Bischoff, B., ~ ~ 335 
Black, G. F., 215 11. !.L 229 ll. :3 
Black, M., 43 lL ~ ~ 47, .'U lh ~ 59, 

fill LL :L 64, ~ 76 lL ~ ~ 
Blackman, E. C., ~ ll.. 2 

Blake, R. P., 82. 165, ~ ~ ll.. L 
185 Il. ~ ll.. :b 189 n. ~ ll.. :h 191, 
!..!l:h 195, 197 n. ~ 19B, 2!2Q 11. ~ lL 2 

Blass, F., ~ 30 4, 365, 373 11. ~ 374 
ll.. Y, !L :l 

Blau,J., ~ LL :o! 

Blinzler, J., 238 11. 1 

Blondel, C., i!£ 
Blondheim, D. S., ~ lL :3 
Bludau, A., U 11. 6 
Blum, G. G., :il 11. :l 

Bober, Ii .. I IC) lL I 

Bobrovskij, M. b 411 
Bode, C. A., 230, 266, 278 
Boekler, A., ~ rh :3 
Boetticher, P. (see also Lagarde, P. de), 

123 ll. 2 

Bogharian, N., ~ 
Bohairic version, 12 ~ ~ f.; edi­

tions of, 122 f.; early manuscripts of, 
123-5; textual affinities of, !..1Z f. ; 
date of, 12'c7 

Boismard, M.-E., 239 
Bolgiani, F., ~ 13 LL 5 
Bolognesi, G., M lL :l 

Bolz, B., 343 
Bonfantc, G., 429 rr.. I 

Boniface, St., 20, 335 
Bonus, A., 12 11. !J 56, 6:~ ll. ~ 
Boon, A., ~ .11. ~ 
Boretius, A., ~ ll.. 1 

Borse, E., 358 
Bosworth, J., 454 ll.. I 

Botte, B., ~ 11. !J ~ .11. 1 

Bouuaert, J., 376 ll.. ± 
Bover, J. M., 295. 30 4, 3'1 7 
Boyce, M., 276 ll.. 12 281 !l. :l 

Boyd, R. H .. 262 ll. 11. ~ 268 .11. 1 

Braune, W., 456 ll. 2 

Bray, "N. D., 410 
Bredenkamp, 163 ll.. 1 

Brehier, L., 221 ll. ~ ~ ll.. 1 

Brenner, 0., 448 n. 2 

Brcydcnbach,B. von, ~ rh 1: 
Breyther, C. A., ~ 
Briere, M., viii, 189 ll.. :h 198 lL :L 

199 
Bright, J. \V., :!A&: 452, :!.:Lh 454 
Britain, introduction of Christianity 

into, 443-5; Celtic mission to, H5..i 
Roman mission to, :11:l 

Brock, S., ix, Z ll.. .5.! 67, ~ rh !..lfifr rh 12 
83,93 n. 2 

Brockclmann, C., 46 
Broek, R. van den, :u ll. ± 
Bromwich, J. I'a., 446 ll. :3 
Brooks, E. W., 257 ll. !J 269 !h :l 

Brown, T.J., ill 
Bruce-Mitford, R. L. S., TIl 
Brugsch, B., 123 lL :l 

Bruin, C. C. de, :l2.11. ,i. ~ 11. ~ LL ~ ~ 
Ihi 

Buchanan, E. S., ~ ~ ~ ~ 
~ ll. I, JQ3 

Budge, E. A. W., II I lL ~ 215 ll. ~ 273 
ILl 

Bugge, S., 257 n. I 

Bujnoch, J., :ill.) rh 2 

Bulie, F., ll.! ll.. I 

Buonaiuti, E., 357 
Burkitt, A. P., 262 n. .1 
Burkitt, F. C., vii, ~ ~ 1L ,i. ~ Th 38 

ll.. ~ 43 ll. ~ ll.. 11 1,'b 46, 47 !l. ~ 53 
Ih ~ ,1j !h ~ 5L 58, 59, ~ l!2 !h :h 
7 1 , i3 ll. ~ !h b 7L 22.11. ~ 8..l LL ~ 
85, 87 lh ~ 88, 9± g6 lL !J 21 .11. ~ 
126,-~ ~ 191, 238, 261, 262 
Ih !.J ~ Ih ~ ~ lL !J 266, ~ :&J 
lL !J~f.,~~~~~ 
:E1 f., 33!l n. :h 352, 356, 361 n.. !.J 
386 

Burney, C. F., U !l: 1: 
Burns, Y. E., 410, ~ lL 1 
BUff, V., ~ lL 1 

Butler, A. J., 271 lL 1 

Butzmann, tL 459 ll. 2 
Byron, Lord, 161 11. 2 

Cadbury, RJ., ~ ll..:~ 
Caedmon, ill -
Calder, \V. M., 8 !h I 
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Canon of Syriac New Testament, 48. 

257 11-. 1 

Capreolus of Carthage, :360 
Caquot, A., 21q lL 1 
Carafia, Card., ill 
Cardoliani, A., W LL _ 

Casaubon, h ~ 
Casey, R. P., ~ 161 lL ~ 166 LL I' 

302 , 338, 4 19 f., 430 lL :1 
Caspari, C. P., ~ ll. t.i 
Cassander, G., 379 
Cassels, \V. R., :ci lL I. 

Cassiodorus, :nG lL ~ 367 iL :2 

Castell, E., 230, 378 
Caucasian Albanian version, 282 
Cavallera, F., 357 
Cccchelli, C., 0) I 

Ceolfrid, ~ ~ 
Ceriani, A. M., ~ ~ 
Chabot, j.-B., 49 lL 1, ~ ili ti 
Chad, St., J±2 -
Chaine, M., wi.i 11-. ~ I ill lL 1 

Chapman, J., 335, 354 lL :.L 356 11. J..! 

357 f. 
Charlemagne, ~ f., 344, 424 lL :L 

459 
Charlesworth, j. tL 8 11. ;'), 15. lL ;} 

Chase, F. ~ ~ lL:1 -
Chenoboskion, ~ 
Christina, Queen, 379 
Chronicle of the Kings, 221 

Chrysostom, zS 276, 385 
Ciasca, A., 15 f. 
Cipolla, C., 2qR 

Clark, A. C., viii, ~ J52 lL. 3...j 12. ~ 
n. ;) 

Clark~ P. A. G., ~ lL 1 

Clarke, S., 'ill 
Clement of Alexandria, il- 100 11-. :L 

101 

Clement of Rome, ~ 
Clement VIII, ill 
Clemons, j. T., 49 lL. ~ ~ f., 61llL. 1. 

BB, 93 lh I 

Clovis I, 455 
CodiceS:- see Index of lVlanuscripts 
Colgrave, B., 446 ll. ~ 

Collitz, ~ 383 LL ;2 

Colophons, in Armenian lVISS., It)q 

Columban, St., :l2...l 
Colunga, A., 3.12 lL I 

Colwell, E. C., !2. !h ~ 163 !.L G. ~ 
lli ~ 165, 166, 194 f., 362 !h :i 

Constantine, see Cyril, St. 
Constantine Porphyrogenitus, 394 
Constantine the Great, 218 
Constantius, Emperor, 220 
Conti Rossini, C., 218 lL. :), '22'\ !L 2 
Conybeare, F. C., 44 ll.. -G 160 lL. 11 

163, lti.~, 1(;l!L ~ 165,166, JliR, 
!fll) ll.. G !.lliL 190, 195 

Copptjers, ~ l2.l ~ 1 

Coptic, alphabet of, ll.fl f.; dialects, 
definition of, 1:27 9; dialectal de­
vcIopment of, 1:21) 'F; Achmimic 
dialect, ~ sub-Achmimic dialect, 
1 !...:i f.; Bohairic dialect, ~ Sahidic, 
limitations of in representing Greek, 
141-52 

Coptic versions, qq 1 "):2 ; date and 
mutual relationship of, 1 ~:-)-'p; 

early manuscripts of~ lon :2 5; textual 
affini tics of, 133-41 

Corinthians, Epistle of the, to Paul, 
161 

Corinthians, Third Epistle of Paul to 
the, 161, 165 

Cornelius, Bp. of Rome, 3.Qz 
Corrt'ctorium Parisiense, 346 
Correctorium Sorbollicum, 346 
Corssen, P., 292 
Cosma." Indicopleustes, 221 
Cosma." of Prague, J11 
Coulbeaux,J.-B., 221 lL. ~ 222 

Cowper, B. H., Z ll.. r 
Cozza,j., 301 

Cranmer, Thomas, 450 
Creed, j. M., 73 iL 2 
Crispin, M., 346 lL 1 

ernCic, b 406 
Cross, F. L., TI2 lh :;! 

Crum, \V. E., ~ lL. ~ 
Crux allsata, 119 

Cuendet, G., l.!:i2 ll.. ~ 382 lL.lc 425 lL. 1 

Cuntz, 0., 154 !L ~ 376 lL. ~ 
Cureton, 'V., ~ f., 38 
Cuthbert, TIL 446 
Cyprian, :,1:', :)It), :.EL ~ 362,364 

lL ~ 370 
Cyril, St., 396-404, 418, 420, 422, 423, 

424,425,4.31,432,440 LL ~ 

Cyril of Alexandria, 58 f. 
Cyrillic alphabet, 401-3, 432 f. 

Damasus, Pope, ~ .rn, :ll1.c 352 , 

353 
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DaniCic, D., 408, 1Q9. 
Darlow, T. !L ~ 5.:h 198 ll.. :b 26.,) 

11. ~ 278 
David, M., 374 11. :) 
Davies, D. M., ix, 224, 225, ~ 
Daye, J., 452 
Deansley, M., 443 lL J 
Debrunner, A., 365, 373 ll. 3..r 374 11. !...: 

1l.2 

De Bruyne, D., 262!L:h 2QG, ~ ~ 

306 , 347 ll. ~ 357, 358, 361 11. !...:. 
3831L 1 

Deeters, G., !..fu.: 11. ~ 
Degering, ~ ~ 
Deininger-Engehart, L., 224 ll.. 2 

De la Gardie, G., 379 
Delaporte, L.-J., !tilL :b U2 11. :.! 

Delekat, L., fiu n. 2 

Delisle, L., 344 IL ~ 345 
Delitzsch, F., 262 lL. I 

De' Medici, Card. Fernando, :26') 
Demetrius of Alexandria, 100 -
Denifle, !b 346 11. 2-

Denk, J., 292, 3.3Q 

Der Nersessian, S., 157 f., 15311. L 160 
11. 2, 189 lL. 2 

DeruVian, 443 lL :.1 
Devos, P., 396 n. I 

Devreesse, R., ~ 11. I 

Diapente, 28 f. 
Diatessaron of Tatian, 10-'36; witnesses 

to, 10-2,); Dura-Europos fragment 
of, Ll f.; Ephraem's Commentary 
on, 12-q; Arabic Diatessaron, 14-
!.li Persian harmony, I 7- 19; other 
Eastern witnesses to, 19-20; Fulden­
sis, codex, 20 f.; Medieval German 
harmon ie.I) , :J 1 f.; Middle Dutch 
(Flemish) harmonies, 22-4; Old 
Italian harmonies, 2.1-'); Middle 
English harmony, ~ Diatessaric 
problems and research, :.!", H')6; har­
mony, framework of a Gospel, 267; 
Thomas, Gospel of, relationto 
Tatian's Diatessaron, ~ f.; language 
in which first composed, 30-2: theo­
logy of, 12-'j; anti-Semitic tenden­
cies in, 15.j apocryphal additions to, 
'35-6 

Dickens, B., 446 11. 1 
Diehl, E., 300-1 -
Dieu, L. de, ~ lL. 1 

Dihle, A., 215 lL. G 2 I 7 11. !...: 11. ~ 

8261705 Q.. 

Dillmann, A., ~ 
DinkIer, E., 270 11. l-~ lL :.! 

Diocletian, 269,445 
Diodorus, 276 
Dionysius of Alexandria, 153 
Dionysius bar ~alibi, 27 
Diringer, D., 216 lL !...: 279, 282 u.. ± 
Dobrovsky, J., m 414 f. 
DobschUtz, E. von, ~ 232 11. G. 386 
Dodge, B., 259 11. :) 

Dold, A., ~f., ~l, ~ ~335, :1&1, 
~ 

DOl'esse, J., ~ 11. !.-- 222 11. J 
Dorn, B., 224 11. l! ~ 
Dostal, A., 398 11. :L 412 
Downey, G., ± 11. :.! 

Downs, lL B., 61, ~ 
Dowsett, C. J. F., 282 lL. 2 
Draguet, R., ill 11. ;.: 
Drake, A., ~ 
Drewes, A. J., 216 ll.. I 

Drijvers, IL J. W., fi lL ~ 87 ll. 1 

Dschawachoff (see also Dzavakhishvili), 
I(j2 lL ~ 

Duchesne, L., ~ IL. .h ~ lL. 1 
Duckett, E. S., 447 Ih 5 
Diimmler, E., 313 11. 2 

Dumezil, G., 282 1L :2 
Dupont-Sommer, A., 76 l.l. I 

Durand, A., ~ 11. I. -

Durich, F., 414 
Durnovo, N., 412 
Duval, R., ~ 1L. :3 
Dvornik, F., 218 11. ~ 394, 395 lL. ~ 

398 
DzavakhishviIi, L 185 

Eadfrid, .u.L. 446 
Ebbinghaus, E. A., ix, 375 lL ~ 376 

n.. 51. 388 11. 1 
Edessa, D 
Edmunds, A. J., 163 !h 8 
Edmunds, C. C., ') II ll. I 

Edwards, O. C., JG ~ lL ~. :13 ll. ~ 
Egelkraut, H., ix - -
Egcria,11 
Egypt, introduction of Christianity 

into, ill! f.; spread of Christianity in, 
101-4; early monasticism in, 104 f. 

Ehlers, B., ill ll.. I 

Ehrisman, G., 460 !h ± 
Einhard, 424 ll. 1. 
Eklund, S., 366 !.h ~ 367 11. ! 
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Elanskaya, A. L l2J. 

Eleutherius of Rome, ~ LL :.L 443 
n. :} 

Elis, C., 383 !.h I 

Ella Asheba, 220 
Elliott, C. 0., 447 11. I 

Ellspermann, G. L., ~ ll.. I 

Elze, M., JJ ll. ~ 
Emmi, B., l±2 ll. 2 

Enaton, §5l 
Encratites, ~n 
Engelmann;-U., 13.2 ll. ~ 
Ephraem, 19, 28, i± f., ~ 3:12 
Epiphanins, ~ Haer., ~ lL.' 104 

lL. 12 Parzorioll, lli Prophetamm vitae 
fabulosa, '2 I 7 f. 

Epistle of the Apostles, 101 

Epp, E. j., !....!.B u.. ~ 14 J ll. !.2 364 lh ~ 
Erdmann, 0.,458 lL 2 
Erpenius (Erpe), T., ~ 266 f. 
Ersch, J. S., 222 11. ~ 
Essabalean, P., 166 
Esser, A., 396 lL. 1 

Ethiopia (Abyssinia), early history of, 
!2I5-17; introduction of Christianity 
into, 2 J 7 f.; Frumentius and IEde­
sius, 218; conversion of King Ezana, 
3...!..2.l spread of Christianity in, 21g­

:ll; ~lonophysites, immigration of, 
221 

Ethiopic, early alphabet, script and 
vocalization of, 216; translation of 
New Testament into, 222 f.; limita­
tions of in representing Greek, 240-
56; morphology of, 241-50; time­
reference of the verb, ~ mood of 
the verb, ~ f. ; indeclinables, 249 f.; 
syntax, ~ r)o-6; sentences, formation 
of, 2:-,1-t> 

Ethiopic Synaxarion, 22 I 

Ethiopic version, 215-56; manuscripts 
of, 2'2;)8; need for critical edition of, 
231 f.; printed editions of, 228-32; 
Syriac influence on, question of, 
238-40; textual affinities of, 232-40 

Ethyops, Petros, 2 I 5 
Etienne (Stephanus), Robert, ~ ~ 
Euringer, S., ~ 11. :l 

Eusebius of Caesarea, ~ Hist. teci., ~ 
L E lL. ~ ~ 100, 104, 153, 21 7 
!L ~ ~:21ll..:L 385; Praep. evallg., 
275 ll.. 1 

Eusebius of Nicomedia, 376 

Eusebius of Vercelli, 31:.! 

Euthalian recension, H 
Euthalius, 388 
Euthymius, 197 f., ;.wQ. ll. ~ 
Eutychius, 270 
Evagrius, 388 
Ellallgeliwn Theudiscum, 455 f. 
Evans, O. E., 19 lL. 1: 
Evetts, B. T. A., 271 lL r 
Evseycv, L E., d.:.3Q lL. :.! 

Ezana, ~ 220 
Eznik, 19 

Faber Stapulcnsis, 3J!2 lL 1. 

Fabian, bp. of Antioch, '287 
Fabricius,J. A., 217 ll. 6-
Falla, T. C.) tiD 11. ~ ~ lli :;! 

Farman, 447 
Fayyumic version, 120-1, 139; early 

manuscripts of, 1 K! f.; textual affini­
ties of, 139 

Ferdomnach, ~ 
Fcydit, F., 156 lli 1 

Fiala, V., ~ 11. ~ ~ 
Ficker, G., 399 lL 1 

Fiey, J. M., 7 11. 5. 
Fischel, "V. J, 277 Il. 2 

Fischer, B., viii f., '.2~)1 lL ~ :116, ~ 

3:H n. ~ ~ 11. ~ lL ~ 3J2.c 3·P, 35 1 

U=--!...! ll.. ~ 353 ll. .L 359, 362, ·l() I 
(tris), ~ -

Fischer, R. ~ 443 !L :.! 

Fliche, A., 22 I Lh :;! 

Foster, M., 455 
Fosdick, D., 25911. ,1 
Foster, J., 257 !L r 
Fox, C., 446 ll.. ;3 
Foxe, J., 449, 452 

Frede, l:L J., 30 7, :.p6~ 317, 319 ll. !..? 
n. ~ ~ :till 11. ~ 347 u.. :). 358• 
363 lL !...! 366 lL ~ 368 ll. ~ .}63 
(tris) -

Frend, \V. LL C., 221 Lh !...! ~ lL !...' 
270 !L :h 444· !L 1: 

Fretcla, 383 
Frey, j.-B., 287 11. ~ 

Friedrichsen~. "V. S., viii, 378 LL !...! 
382 lL~383,385, 386, 387,388 

Friesen, O. von, 380 
Frings, Th., ~ lL fi 
Fritsch, C. T., 7!l. 11. 2 
Frumentius, 218, 220, 222 
Frye, R. N., ix, 277 11. ~ 279 
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Funk, R. ""'., 365 n. I 

Furlani, G., 51 

Gabelcntz, H. C. von der, 389 
Galbiati, E., 226 n. I 

Ganz, P., 457 n. 3 
Garbe, B., 380 n. 4 
Gardthausen, V., 156 n. I 

Garitte, G., 127, 153 n. 3, 186 n. 4, 
190, 195, 196 

Gaselee, S., I'll 

Gasquet, A., 296 
Gebhardt, O. von, 413 n. 4 
Gelasios of Cyzicus, 2 I 7 
Gelzer, H., 154 n. 2, 376 n. 2 
Gennadius, Archbp., 403 f. 
George of Sagla, 223 n. 1 
George the Hagiorite, 198 
Georgia (Iberia), introduction of Chris­

tianity into, 182 f.; use of Aramaic 
in, 183 

Georgian, alphabet, development of, 
184; early translation of Scriptures 
into, 184; ban-meti texts, 185 f., 193 
f.; hae-meti texts, 185 f., 194; scripts 
of, 185; limitations of in representing 
Greek, 199-214; phonetics of, 200-
4; morphology of, 204-8; syntax of, 
208-14 

Georgian version, 182-214; early man­
uscripts of, 186-90; printed editions 
of, 189-90; base of, 190-6; relation 
to Tatian's Diatessaron, 191-3; revi­
sions of, 193-4; textual affinities of, 
194-6; noteworthy readings of, 196; 
revision of, 196-8 

Georgiev, E., 396 n. 3, 402 n. 3 
Gerhardt, C., 21 n. 4 
Gerhardt, D., 424 
Gesenius, W., 222 n. 2 
Ghazikian, A., 170 n. 5 
Gibson, M. D., 37, 78,262 
Gildemeister,j., 238, 239,266 n. 4 
Gisela, 342 
Glagolitic alphabet, 401-3, 432-3 
Glas, A., 217 n. 7 
Glaue, P., 301, 381 n. I 

Glunz, H. H., 325 n. 2, 343 n. I, 448 
n. 3, 455 

Goates, M., 25 n. 3, n. 4 
Godu, G., 2gB 
Goeje, M. j. de, 263 n. 2 
Goetz, L. K., 399 n. 1 

Gonzalez y Ruiz-Zorilla, A., 304, 462, 
463 

Goodspeed, E. .1., 53 n. 2, 73 n. 2, 259 
n·5 

Goodwin, C. W., 107 n. 2 
Gospel according to the Egyptians, 

101 
Gospel according to the Hebrews, 29, 

35, 183 
Gospel of Peter, 326 n. 2, n. 3 
Gospel of Philip, 101 
Gospel of Thomas, 9f., 101 
Gospel of Truth, 101 
Gothic, limitations of, in representing 

Greek, 388-93 
Gothic version, 375-93; manuscripts 

of, 378-82; characteristics of, 376 f., 
382-4; textual affinities of, 384-8; 
relation to Old Latin version, 385 f. 

Goths, 375-8; evangelism among the, 
375 f. 

Goussen, H., 112 n. I, 187 n. 2, 191 n. 
3, 238 

Graf, G., 15 n. I, 123 n. I, 259, 261, 
263 n. 2, 265 n. 2 

Graf, H. j., 376 n. I 

Grafenauer, B., 399 n. I 

Grammatica, A., 349 n. I 

Granstrem, E. E., 402 n. I 

Grant, R. M., 30 n. 3,33 n. I 

Granvella, Card., 378 f. 
Grape, A., 380 
Graves (Greaves), T., 277 
Gray, L. H., 279 n. 4, 339 n. 2 
Grebaut, S., 223, 224 n. 3, 225, 226 
Gregoire, H., 398 
Gregory the Great, 363, 445 
Gregory II, 336 
Gregory the Illuminator, 153 f. 
Gregory of Nazianzus, 67, 332, 420 
Gregory of Nyssa, 420 
Gregory, C. R., 49 n. I, 71, 182, 226 

n. 1,238 n. 4, 278, 295, 345 n. 2,413 
n. 3, 4 15 

Gressmann, H., 63 n. 3 
Gribomont, J., 348 n. I, 351 n. 2,359 

n. 1 

Griesbach, j. j., 36 n. 4,414-15 
Griffith, F. Ll., 107 n. 2, 273 
Grigorij,406 
Grigorovi~, V., 405, 407 
Grivec, F., 395 n. 2, 396 n. I, 398 n. 7, 

399 n. I 
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Gruber, j. G., 222 n. 2 

Grunberg, M., 45 1, 453 
Grunenthal, 0., 415 f., 420, 432 n. I, 

434,435 
Grunwedel, A., 279 
Gruson, E., 231 
Gryglewic7., F., 343 
Guidi, 1., 125 n. 8, 127, 22:3 n. 1, 229 

n. 3, 233, 260, 261, 264, 267 
Guillaume, A., 55 n. 5, 268 n. 2 
Gutbier, A., 54 
Gutenberg, Johannes, 348 
Gutenbrunner, S., 376 n. 4 
Gwilliam, G. H., 4 n. 1,50 n. ',52 n. 3, 

54 ff., 56 n. 2, 61 
Gwynn, J., 56, 64, 66,67,68 n. I, n. 2, 

n. 4,85, 305, 340 

Haardt, R., 107 n. 2 
Haase, F., 8 
Hablc-Scla .. sic (Sellassie), S., 216 n. 2, 

219 n. 3,221 n. 4 
Hackspill, L., 233 f. 
Haddad, G., 4 n. 2 

Haddan-Stubbs, A. "V., 302 
Hadrian I I, 399 
Haclst,.1. van, 103 n. 5 
Hacnchen, E., 30 n. 3, 1 '7, ,18 n. I, 

199, 141 n. I 

Haffner, F., 380 
Haffter, H., 320 n. 1 
Hagberg, U. E., 377 n. 2 
Hagen, H., 300 
Hagendahl, H., 332 n. I 

Hall, I. H., 52 n. I, 66 n. I 

Halleux, A. dc, 65 n. I, n. 3 
Hamhlenne, P., 331 n. 2 
Hamilton, F. J., 257 n. I 

Hamm,j., 4'3 n. 1,423 f. 
Hammerschmidt, E., 105 n. 3,215 n. I, 

219 n. I, 23 1 n. 5 
Handke, R., 454 
Hannick, C., '75 n. I, 426 n. I, 430 

n. :3 
Hansen, 0., 279 n. 4, n. 5, 280 n. 3 
Hanson, R. P. C., 444 n. 4 
Harclean Passiontidc harmonies, 68 

n. 3, 71 n. 2, 74 f. 
Harclean version, 63-5, 68-75; charac­

teristics of, 69 f.; apparatus of, 70; 
manuscripts of, 71 f.; editions of, 72-4 

Harding, S., 346 
Harmonius,6 

Harnack, A. von, 8 n. 5, 9 n. 2, 30, 103 
n. 3, n. 5, 153 n. 2, '92, 257 f., 275 
n. 3, 329 n. 2, 360, 444 

Harris, .1. R., 13, 25 n. 6, 26 n. 3, 35 
n. 2, 38 n. I, 46, 60, 78, 279 n. 4, 
318, 341 n. 1 

Harris, L. M., 454 n. 2 

Hatch, '''T. H. P., 49 n. 3, 51, 62, 64, 
69 n. I, 71, 72, 78, 79 n. I, 126, 127, 
133, 356 n. 4 

Hatton, Lord, 450 
Hcadlam, A. C., 125 
Hcccard, 455 f. 
Hedley, P. L., 126 
Heer, J. M., 298 
Heffening, \IV., 20 n. 3 
Helialld, 22, 29, 459 £:; contents and 

character of, 459 f:; manuscripts of, 
460 

Heliodorus, 331 
Hellmann, M., 394 n. 3 
Helm, K., 381 n. I 

Hempel, H., 459 n. 3 
Hench, G. A., 456 
Henderson, E., 421 n. 2 
Henninger, j., 258 n. I, 261, 263 n. 2 
Henss, W., 22 n. 4, 314 n. 2, 381 n. I, 

386 n. 6 
Heraclcon, 101 
Heraclides, 258 
Herac1ius, Emperor, 394 f. 
Herbst, H., 459 n. 3 
Hereford, P., 445 n. I 

Hennas, 289 f., 341 
Hermelink, H., 399 n. I 

Hesronita, j., 266 
Hesychian recension, '33 
Hetzenauer, M., 349 n. I 

Hexapla, Origcn's, 70 
Hibat Allah ibn al-'Assal, 264 
Hieronymus, see Jerome 
Higgins, A. J. B., 16, 17 n. I, 33 n. 5, 

328 n. 3 
Higgins, M . .1.,275 n. 4 
Hilgcnfcld, H., 154 n. 2, 376 n. 2 
Hill, j. H., 15 n. 3 
Hintze, F., 112 
Hippolytus, 287 
Hjelt, A., 31, 38 n. 2,46 
Hopfi, H., 345 n. I 

Hoffillcr, V., 331 n. I 

Hofmann, j., viii, 232 n. I, 236, 237, 
238, 240 
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Hofmann,j. B., 366 n. 2, 368 n. G 369 
n·4 

Hogg, H. W., 15 n. 4 
Hoogterp, P. W., 1!..2 
Hopkins, C., 19 n. 1 

Hopkins-james, L. J., 339 n. 2 
Horalek, K., 398 n. 4,425 f., 430, 440 

n. J, n. 2 

Horne, T. H., 56 n. 2, 231 n. I 

Horner, G., 107 n. ~ 109, 122 f., 127, 
133, 135, 226 n. 1. 

Hort, F. j. A., 6 n. 2, 47,61, 125, 273, 
317, :):.26 f., 360, 384 

Hoskier~. C., viii, 82, 125 n. 9, 232, 
236, ~ 302, 32.3 n. !..l 345 n. 2 

Hout, M. van den, 381 n. 4 
Hovhannissian, A., 156 n. 3 
Howsen, R. H., 282 n. 1 

Huber, W., 460 n. 2 
Hubschmann, H., 154 n. 3, 156 n. I 

Hug,j. L., ~ n. 4, 259 n. 5 
Hugo de St. Caro, 346 
Hulley, K. K., 332 n. 2 

Hunger, H., 102 
Hunnic language, 257 n. I 

Hunter, M. j., 384 n. 2, n. 3 
Huntley, D. G., 430 n. 2 
Hurst, L. D., ix 
Husselman, E. M., I lIn. 4, n . .2c 117, 

120 n. 2, n. 4, 123 n. 4, 124 n. ~ 139 
n·4 

Havernat, H., 108 n. 3, lIOn. !..:- 122 
n. 2, 125 

Ibn Isl,1aq, 268 
Ignatius of Antioch, 4, 287 
Il'inskij, G. A., 396 n. 3~07, 409 
ImnaiSvili, LV., 190 
Irenaeus, 100 n. 2c 217 n. 2, :ti 
Irico,j. A., 296 
Irvine, A. K., 215 n. 1 

Isaac of Antioch, :2 
Isaac, son of Velasquez, 260 
Isaac, E., 221 n. 4 
Isidore of Seville, ~ 314 
Ivanov, A., 430 n. 3 

jackson, F. j. F., 99 n. I 

Jacobites, 48, 60, 66 f. 
jager, O. A., 224 n. 2 
jaffe, P., 399 n. 1 

jagic, V., 396 n. 2, 397 n. 2, 399 n. !.... 
405,406,409,416 

jakobson, R., 398 
j ames of Edessa, 64 n. 8 
janko, j., 423 
janssen, 135 
jay, G. M. Ie, 54 
jelic, L., 331 n. I 

jenkins, R . .1. H., 394 n. 1 

jensen, H., 162 n. 2 

jensen, J . .I., 156 n. 1. 

Jeremiah, Bp., 282 
jerome, date and place of birth, 331; 

early training and papal commission, 
330-4; knowledge of Latin, 331 f.; 
knowledge of Greek, 332; knowledge 
of Hebrew, 332; commission to 
revise Old Latin Bible, ~ transla­
tion procedures of, 353 f.; Apol. adv. 
Rr,if., 332 f.; Comm. in Ezecl,., 354 n. 3; 
Comm. in Matth., 100 n. 6; De Vir. 
illustr., 99 n. 2, 100 n. 2, n. 4, ~ 
33 I; Epist. xiv, 331; Epist. xxi, 352; 
Epist. Iii, 33 I; Epist. lxxi, 337; Epist. 
lxxv, 337; Epist. cvi, 383; Epist. cviii, 
TI1i Epist. cxxi, 5. n. !..i r.pist. cxxiii, 
ill; Priface to Revision of the Gospel.f 
:rile 334 

jerusalem Syriac version, see Palestin-
ian Syriac version 

John, jacobite Patriarch, ~ f. 
John of Biclarum, 270 n. 1 

john of Ephesus, 269 f. 
John of Seville, 259 
john VIII, 399, 400 
Johnson, E. A., 33 n. 3 
Jones, A. H. M., 217 n. ~ 220 n. 4 
Joseph of Arimathea, I 1,444 
Josephus, 7 n. 6, 314 
Joussen, A., 134 
Julicher, A., 30, 293, ~ 295, 296, 

297, 298 bis, 299 his, ~ ~ f., 
356 n. 4, 364, 368, 369 n. 3, 386, :1&.! 

Junius, F., 379,450,452 f., 459 n. 4 
Junker, H. F. j., 156 
Justin Martyr, 35, 3Qz 

Kahle, P. E. (pere), 14, 16, 1.! n. 6, 72 
n. 1 

Kahle, P. E. (fils), 104 n. 4, 106 n. ~ 
n. 3, 109, III n. 6, 112, 114, 115 n. 3, 
116 n. ~ 117 n. 2, 120, 121, 124,126, 
129 

Kalankatua~i, M., 282 n. 2 
Kalemkiarian, G., 158 n. 7 
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Kaluzniacki, A., 408 
Kamil, M., 224 1.1. 3 
Kaminskij, F. V., 407 
Kammerer, A., 219 lli ~ 221 Ih 3 
Kammerer, \V., 110 n. I 

Kanalanian, A. T., 157 1.1. r 
~af(hl~at, bp. of Ardin, 257 il. 1 

Karshunic, 20, 266 
Karskij, E. F., 407 
Karst, j., 191 
Kasser, R., 113, 124 1.1. 3, 125 ll. 3, 

127 ff. 
Kauffmann, F., 314, 377 I.l. ~ 383, 386 
Kaufmann, C. M., ~ 11. ,l 
Kebra-Nagast, 215 
Kcintzel, G., 460 11. r 
Kekelidze, K., 183 I.l. ~ 190 
Kelin, P. K., ~ 
Kelly, j. N. D., ~ 11. 6, 331 11. 2, 332 

!L3 
Kendrick, T. D., 446 11. 4 
Kennedy, H. A. A., 288 I.l. 2, 292 
Kenyon, F. G., 64, 102, 108 I.l. ~ 116, 

134 il. 2, 15711. 2, :)18,384 
Ker, N. R., 447 il. G 448, 449, 450, 

45 1, 452 

Kersbergen, G. C. van, 23 I.l. I 

Kerschensteiner, .1., 44, 8:) il. 1 

Khakhanov, A. S., 187 -
Khalathcants, G., 159 il. I 

Khatchikian, 1.. S., 169 il. 3 
Khrabr, 401 
Kilgour, R., n 11. 5 
Kilpatrick, G. D., 7-1· I.l. 3, 295 
Kiparsky, V., 402 ih 2 

Kipling, T., 297 
Kirfd, W., 76 ll. 2 

Kirwan, L. P., 269 1.1. I 

Kisclkov, V. S., 399 1L I 

Klauser, T., ~ I.l. 6 
Kleiber, W., 459 I.l. I 

Klijn, A. F . .1., 5 il. 3, 9 !L 4, 1..2 !.l. !..l 
30 I.l. 3, 160.u:- 3, 161 11.. 2 

Kliment, St., 402 
Kluge, T., 185 !.l. 4, 191, 198 !.l. 4 
Knipfing,j. R., 108 LL 1 

Knittel, F. A., 381 
Knowles, D., 447 I.l. :i 
Kobishchanov, Y. M., 271 ll.. 2 

Koch, A., 376 ll.. 1 

Koch, W., 349 ll. 2 

Kodov, C., 411 
Kohler, F., 457 lL 4 

Koine recension, 133 
Kollmann, E., 23 11. I 

Koole, j. L., 138 ll.. 3 
Koriun, 155, 282 11. 2 
Kos, M., :i99 11. 1 

Kossian, j., 158 11. 7 
Koumi, 60 
Krachkovskii, L Yu. 223 ll. 2, 259 
Kracling, C . .!.:L il I.l. ~ 30 
Krafft, V\'. L., 377 I.l. I 

Kraft, R. A., 6 I.l. :2 

Krapf,J. L., 231 
Krause, M., 270 I.l. 3 
Kretschmer, G., ~ il. 2 

Krodel, G., 6 ll.. :2 

Krogmann, W., 29 ll.. 2 

Kruger, G., 166 il. 9 
Kummcl, \\T. G., 64, 360 
Kuster, L., 232 :h 2 
Kuhn, K. !.b 125 
Kul'bakin, S. M., 409 
Kurdian, II., 282 I.l. r 
Kurz, J., 402 Ih 3, 406, 417 il. !..l 419, 

424 

Labourt, j., 275 ll.. 4 
Lachmann, K., ~ 349 
La Croze, M. de, 16311. I 

Lressee, j., 280 LL 3 
Lafon, R., 182 ll.. 3 
Lagarde, P. de, 78, 12.3 ll. 2, 222, 259, 

260, 266 
Lagrange, M.-j., 12 ll.. !..l 30, 45, 47 

ll. !..ll.l. 3, ~ lL. 3, 64, 77, 15l11. ~ 82 
ll. 4. 107 1L ~ 127, 133, 137 11. 2, 
292,:3 [8 n. 5,329 1L 2, 356,357,359, 
361 r-. - -

Lake, K., 30, 47, 64, 73 ll.. 6, 82, 99 
ll. ~ 166, 189, 195,217 ll.. 3, 279,292, 
295, :.E I n. I, 312 ll. !..l 314 il. 3,427 
ILl 

Lake, S. (see also S. New), 419 f. 
Lambot, C., JQ..! 
Lampe, G. W. II., :i.H I.l. 2, 384 !h 2, 

456!L 2 
Lamy, T. J., 33 ll.. 2 

Landgraf, A., 347 11. I 

Lanfranc, Archbp., 346 
Lang, D. M., 153 il. 3, 182 ll. 2, 192, 

193 11. 6, 194, 196 ll. 3, 197 lL l 

Langton, S., 347 
Lantschoot, A. van, 122 IL. 2 
La Piana, G., ~ n. 4 
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Latin, limitations of, in representing 

Greek, 362-74; basic considerations 
of, 362-4; text-type as single witness 
for Greek Vorlage, 362 f.; importance 
of time and place of contact with 
Greek, 363; value of Latin witness, 
364 f.; Greek features inexpressible 
in Latin, 365 f.; Greek pronouns, 
synonyms, and prepositions, render­
ing of, 368 f.; Greek definite article, 
rendering of, 366; Greek participles 
and infinitives, rendering of, 366-8; 
Greek substantives, rendering of, 
366; translation technique, freedom 
involved in, 369 f.; inner-Latin cor­
ruptions, problem of, 370 f.; scribal 
and phonetic peculiarities, 371-3 

Lavron, P. A., 395 n. 2 

Lawlor, H. j., 9 n. 2, 32 n. 1,299,300 
Leal, j., 349 n. I 

Lebon, j., 63 n. 3 
Lee, S., 55 
Lefort, L. Th., 105 n. 2, I IS, 121 n. I, 

123 n. 3 
Legg, S. C. E., 295 
Lehmann, P., 335 
Leipoldt, j., 107 n. I, 126, 127, 133 
Lcitschuh, F., 344 n. 1 

Lejay, G. M., 54, ~66 
Le jay, P., 456 n. I 

Leloir, L., 12 n. 2, 13 11. I, 19 n. 4, 26 
n. 4, 28, 36 n. I, 156 n. 3, 167 n. 2, 

345 n. I 

Lemm, O. von, 121 
Leo XIII, 351 
Leofric, Bp., 449 
Leont'cv, A. A., 376 n. 5 
Leroy, j., 224 n. 2, n. 4 
Leslau, \-V., 216 n. I 

Letten bauer, W., 402 n. 3 
Leudsen, j., 54, 56 n. 3 
Levin, B., 267 
Levy, l'vI., 374 n. 3 
Lewis, A. S., 10 n. 2, 37, 38 n. I, 43 

n. 2,46, 78 , 263 
Libanos, Abba, 222 n. 3 
Libelli, 108 n. I 

Liber Graduum, 19, 27, 44 
Lietzmann, H., 385 
Liewehr, F., 424 
Lightfoot, j. B., 26 n. I, 125 
Lindelof, U., 447 n. 3 
Lindsay, 'AT. A., 302 

Linus of Rome, 287 n. 3 
Lipsius, R. A., 217 n. 6 
Littmann, E., 215 n. I, 216 n. 2, 219 

n. I, n. 2 

Livingstone, E. A., 347 n. 3 
Lo Bue, F., 351 n. I 

Lockwood, W. B., 22 n. 5,456 n. 2 

Loebe, j., 389 
Lofgren, 0., 229 n. 3, 231 
Loewe, R., 334 n. 2, 336 n. I, 344 n. 2 
Loftus, D., 230 
Logachev, K., 426 n. 1,430 n. 3 
Lort'k'ip'anidze, K. I., 190 
Louis the Pious, 459 
Lowe, E. A., 293 n. 5, 294, 295, 296, 

297 his, 298, 299, 300, 30I~ 302, 303, 
30 4, 30 5, 306, 307, 3 1 I n. I, 315, 
335 n. I, 338, 339 n. I, 341 n. 2, 

344 n. 2, n. 3, 345 n. 2, 381 n. 2,462, 
464 

Lowe, H., 399 n. I 

Lowth, Bp., 56 n. 3 
Lucifer ofCagliari, 314, 327, 362 
Lucius Bacticus, 337 
Ludolf,j., 229 n. I, n. 3, 230 
Ludovicus, 229 
Lunt, H. G., ix, 395 n. 3,398,401 n. I, 

402 n. 3,404 n. 2, n. 4, 405 n. 3, n. 6, 
40 7, 410, 412 n. 3, 43 1 

Lygrc,j. A., ix 
Lyonnet, S., 164 n. 2, 165, 166, 167, 

168, 180 n. I, 191 

Macarius Magnes, 316 
McArthur, H. K., 30 n. 3 
McCrindle, j. \-V., 221 n. I 

Macdonald, D. B., 264 n. 3 
l'vlacdonald, j., 33 n. 5 
l'vlcGiffert, A. C., 9 n. 2 

McGurk, P., 347 n. 2 

McHardy, \V. D., 38 n. 3, 64, 72 n. 3, 
74 n. 3 

MacKenzie, D. A., 459 n. I 

MacKenzie, D. N., 279 n. 5 
McLean, N., 32 n. I 

Mader, F., 159 n. 2, 160 n. I, 164 n. 3, 
165 

McNeill, .1. T., 444 n. I 

Macomber, W. j., 224 
lVlcCrindlc, J. \-V., 221 n. I 

Mrehlum, H., 226 n. I, 236 
Mai, A., 71 n. 2, 261, 298, 299, 381 
1-faichlc, A., 349 n. 2 
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Makeda, Queen, 215 
Malan, S. C., 153 n. G 277 n. 3 
Ma'mun, 259 
Ma'na of Shidiz, 276 
Mangenot, E., 346 n. 2, 357 
Manichaean texts, 20, 27, 116 n. 1 

Manuscripts, see Index of Manuscripts 
Mara, William de, 346 
Marazin, Card., 348 
Marchand, j. W., 375 n. !.... 376 n. 4, 

377 n. 3, 381 n. 3, 388 
Marcion, 44, '3 28-9 
Mardirosian, N. B., 158 
Mares, F. V., 416 n. 3 
Margoliouth, D. S., 15 n. 8 
Margoliouth, G., 76 n. 2 

Mari, 274 
Marichal, R., 374 n. 3 
Maries, L., 160 n. I 

Markham, R. P., 295 
Markwart,j., 183 n. I 

Marmardji, A.-S., 15 f., 16 n. 4, 20 n. 4, 
74 n. :i 

Marquart,j., 156 n. I 

Marr, N., 162, 199 n. 2, 278 n. 4 
Marsh, H., 2']8 n. 3 
Marshall, j. '1'.,81 n. 1 

Marshall, T., 122, 450, 453, 454 
Martianay, j., ~ 
Martianus Capella, 29 
Martin,J. M., 382 n. I 

Martin,J. P. P., 4 n. !..l 5. n. 3,20 n. 4, 
25 n. 6, 48 n. 3, 56 n. 2, 64-, 74 n. 4 

Martin, P., 347 n. 2 

Martin, V., 221 n. 2 

Martinez, P.) 338 
Martyrium Matthaei, 2 I 7 n. 6 
Marutha Maipherkatensis, 19 
Massaux, Ed., 125 n. 2 

Massmann, H. F., 387 
Massora, Nestorian, r,'-, 
Matthaci, C. F., 302~13 f. 
Matthew, St., 217 
Matzkow, \-V., ~ 323 n. I 
Maximo, C., 304 
Maximus, Bp., 387 
Mayor, J. B., 30 7 
Mechineau, L., 222 
Meershoek, G. Q.A., 354 n. 1 

Meijer, G. J., 23 n. 1 

Mcillet, A., 422 
Mekhitar, 170 
Melchites, 76 

Melito, 100 n. 2 

lVlenard, j. E., 9 n. 4 
Menelik, 215 
lVlenner, R. j., 447 n. 4 
Mercati, A., 336 n. 2 
Mercati, G., 292, 296, 307 
Mercator, A., 379 
Merk, A., 25 n. G 27 n. !... 155 n. L 165, 

169 n. 2, 295, 349 n. I 

Meropius, 218 
Meruzanes, 153 
Merx, A., 34 n. G 43 n. !.... 262 n. '5 
M~rop, 155-7, 164, 166, 167, 184:282 
Messina, G., 7 n. 51. n. 6, 17, 18, 19 

n. 3, 29, 33 n. 3, 35 n. 3, :i§. 
Methoclius, 396-400, 403, 420, 422, 

423, 431, 432 
Metlen, M., 378 n. G 382 n. 3, 383 n. 6, 

n. 7 
Metzel, K., 457 n. I 

Metzger, B. M., 8 n. ~ I7 n. 2, 18 n. 2, 
19 n. 2,41 n. G m n. 2, n. 3,80 n. 3, 
118 n. 3, 136 n. G 153 n. 2, 183 n. 4, 
234, 268 n. 4, ~ ~ n. 2, 3.fl n. L 
410 n. 3,413 n. 2, 429 n. 2, 444 n. 2 

Meyer, G., 1&3 
Meyer, P., 340 
Meyvaert, P., 396 n. l. 

Michael the Syrian, ~ 
Michael I II, 398 f. 
Michaelis, .1. D., 56 n. 3, 278 n. 3 
Michaelis, W., 30 n. 3 
Michalowski, K., 270 n. 3 
Middle Egyptian version, 1 17-19, 140 f. ; 

early manuscripts of, I 17-19; textual 
affinities of, 140 f. 

Middle Platonism, 33 
Middleton, C., 318 
Miklosich, F., 409, 411 n. I 

Mill (Mills), j., 232, 1!J! 
Millarcs, A. C., 339 n. I 

Miller, E., 292 n. 14 
Milne, C. H., 361 n. 1 

Minard, P., 302 
Miner, D., 224 n. 2, 345 
~1ingana, A., 20 n. 4, 46, 65 n. 2, ~ 

75, 275 n. ,2 
Minicotf, M. K., 446 n. !) 

Miniscalchi-Erizzo, F., 78 
Mink, G., 107 n. ! 

Miquelez, R., 338 
Mirchev, K., 411 
Mizzi,j.,:E..J n. 3, ~ n. 4, 3IS n. I 
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Moesinger, G., 12 n. 2 
Moffatt, J., 40 n. 1 

1vlohrmann, C., ~ n. ~ ~ 323 
Moir, L A., ill n. 2 

Molitor, J., 44, 69 n. 2, 158, 162 n. 4, 
168, 169 n. !..J. 185 n. 2, 186 n. G 189. 
190, 19 1, 193 n. 5L 195 n. 3, n. 4, 
196, 197 n. 4, 199 n. 1 

Molnar, N., 404 n. 2, 430 n. 2 

Monophysite church, 114 
Monophysites, 66 f. 
Monroe, E., 217 n. ~ 220 n. 4 
Montgomery,.J. A., 235 
Moore, D. H., 217 n. 3 
Moravcsik, Gy., 394 n. 1 

Moretz, R. L., 107 n. G 140 n. 1 

Morgenthaler, R., 368 n. 3 
Morillon, A., 378 f. 
Morin, G., 304, 33 1 n. ~ 464 
Morrell, M. C., 446 n. 3 
Moses, bp. of Saracens, ~ 
Moses bar Kepha, 48 
Moses Mardinensis, 52 f. 
Mosse, F., 375 n. 1 

~foszynski, L., 405 n. 4, 428 n. 2 
Moule, H. F., 53, 54,198 n. 4, ~ n. !...! 

278 
Mouradian, S. A., 158 
Muller, C. D. G., 274 
Muller, F. W. K., 277 n. 2, 280 n. ~ 

n. 2, n. 4, 281 
~1uhammad, 263 
Munck, J., 30 n. 3 
Mundo, A., ±§.1 
1vlurad, Fr., 168 n. ~ 169 n. r 
Murdoch, ]., 52 n. I 

~1urray, R., 19 n. 4, 22 n. ~ 35 
n. I 

Musicology, ancient, 29 
Myers, C. D., Jr., ix 

Nag Hammadi texts, Jl6, 130 n. 2 
Nagel, P., 128 n. 1 

Naironus, F., 266 
Naldini, M., 103 n . .') 
Napier, A. S., 451 r.-
Nautin, P., 219 n. 3 
Nellessen, E., 358 
Nelson, H. L. W., 374 n. 3 
Nerses of Lambron, 168 
Nestle, Eb., 3, -+5, 48 n. 2, 52 n. ~ 52 

n. 4, 53 n. ~ 57, 137, 292, 295, 367, 
384,456 n. 2 

Nestorians, 48, 60 
Nestorius, 223 n. I 

Nevostruev, K. h 429 n. 3 
New, S. (see also S. Lake), 64, 69 n. ~ 

74, 82, 166, 279,292 
Newell, W. W., 443 n. 3 
Newman,]. H., 220 n. 1 

Nicaea, Council of, 154 
Nicephorus, 99 n. 2 

Nine Saints, 22 I, 223 
Nino, St., 182 f. 
Noldeke, T., 76 n. ~ 77 
Nolli, G., 349 n. 1 

Nordenfalk, C., 18, 19 n. !..J 160 n. 2 

Nordlund, I., 380 n. r 
Novatian, iE1 
Nubia, 268-7 I; early history of, 269; 

introduction of Christianity into, 
269-7 1 

Nubian manuscripts, 272 f., 274 
Nubian version, 271-4; fragments of, 

271 f., 274; textual affiliations of, 
273 f. 

Oates, J. F., 102 n. 3 
Oblak, V., 412 f. 
Odefey, P., 385 n. 2 
Odes of Solomon, 8 f. 
Ogden, J., 30 5 
Ohijenko, b 398 n. 4 
Old Church Slavonic, limitations of, 

in representing Greek, 431-42; Gla­
golitic alphabet of, 401-3, 432 f.; 
Cyrillic alphabet of, 401-3, 432 f.; 
adjectives and participles, 434 f.; 
cases and prepositions of, 433 f.; 
definiteness, expression of, 434 f.; 
futurity, expression of, 437 f.; infini­
tive and imperative, aspect in, 439; 
middle and passive voice, 439 f. ; 
particles, 440; pronominal system of, 
434; verbal system, 435-8; word 
order in, 440; vocabulary of, 440 f. 

Old Church Slavonic version, 394-
443; manuscripts of, 404-13; national 
recensions of, 404; survey of research 
on, 413-26; textual affiliations of, 
415-20; research on, present state 
of, 426-31; textual complexion of, 
429 f.; future study of, 441 f.; value 
of, 430 f. 

Old High German versions, 455-9; 
Monsee Matthew, 455-7; German 
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Old High German versions (cont.): 

Tatian, 457 f.; Otfrid's Liber Evange­
liorum, 458 f. 

Old Latin versions, 285-330; origin 
of, 285-93; manuscripts of, 293-319, 
461-4; exiitions of, 319-22; linguistic 
characteristics of, 322-5; neologisms 
in, 323; Graecisms in, 323 f.; col­
loquial character of, 324; textual 
characteristics of, 325-30 

Old Syriac version, 36-48; witnesses 
to, 36-9; characteristics of, 39-
44; noteworthy readings of Sinai tic 
and Curctonian manuscripts, 39-42; 
problems relating to, 43-8; relation 
to Tatian's Diatessaron, 45-7 

Olesch, R., 394 n. 3 
D.-be, A., 33 n. I 

Origen, 332; C. Celsum, 33 n. 5; Disc. 
with Heraclides, 258; Hom. iv ill Ezek., 
444; /10m. ill Luc. xii, 104; Hom. xvi. 
3 in lib. Jesu Nat'e, 218 n. 2; III 
Matth. Comm., 218 

Orlandi, T., I I7 n. 2, 119 
Oskan, A. D., 170 
Oskian, H., 158 n. 7 
Osmanic,20 
Ostrogoths, 375, 377 f. 
Otfrid's Liber EVQllgeliorum, 455, 458 f. 
Oulton,.1. E. L., 9 n. 2, 32 n. I 

Outtier, B., 186 n. 3 
Overbeck, J. j., 57 n. 2 
Owun, 447 
Oxyrhynchite dialect, I 17 n. 2 

Pachomius, St., 105, 222 n. 3; Life of, 
115 

Palestinian Aramaic, 43 
Palestinian Syriac version, 75-82 ; 

origin of, 75-7; language of, 76; date 
of, 77; noteworthy manuscripts and 
editions of, 78-80; characteristics of, 
80-2; noteworthy readings of, 81; 
textual affinities of, 81-2 

Palmer, L. R., 324 n. I 

Palomares, C., 339 
Patut,6 
Pamphilus, 69,388 
Pankhurst, R., 219 n. 4 
Pantaenus, 101 
Papias, 100 n. 3 
Parker, j., 450 
Parker, Archbp. Thomas, 449, 450, 452 

Parsons, F. j., 19 n. 4 
Parvis, M. M., 419 n. 2, 420 n. 3 
Passion of SSe Perpetua and Felicilas, 288 f. 
Passiontide harmonies, Harc1ean, 68 

n. 3, 71 n. 2, 74 f. 
Paul of Tella, 48, 67, 69 f. 
Payne Smith, R., 31 n. 9, 55 n. 2 

Pease, A. S., 332 n. I 

Pechuska, Fr., 424 
Peebles, B. M., 289 n. 3 
Peeters, P., 156 n. I, 183 n. 2 
Pelagius, 357 f. 
Pelser, H. S., 9 n. 3,57 n. 2 
Peradze, G., 166, 183 n. I, n. 2, 185 

n. 4, 191, 193 n. 3 
Perard, E., 456 n. I 

Peregrinus, 338 
Pereis, E., 399 n. I 

Peretc, V., 413 n. 1 
Perez de Urbel,J., 304,462,463 
Peri plus Maris Erythraei, 216 f. 
Perrot, C., 79 n. 4,80 n. 2 
Persia, introduction of Christianity into, 

274 f. 
Persian manuscripts, 276-7 
Persian version, 274-9; manuscripts of, 

278; editions of, 277 f.; textual 
affinities of, 279 

Peshitta Syriac version, 4B-63; date 
and authorship of, 56-60; note­
worthy manuscripts of, 49-5 I; note­
worthy printed editions of, 52-6; 
textual affinities of, 60-3 

Peters, C., 10 n. 2, 20 n. I, n. 2, n. 3, 
22 n. 4, n. 6, 24 n. 6, 25, 29, 31 n. 5, 
260 n. 4, 261 n. 4, 264, 267, 281, 454 

Peters, N., 107 n. 1 
Petersen, T. C., 108 n. 3, 118, 140 n. 4 
Petrie, F., 116 11. 4 
Phagan, 443 n. 3 
Philip, St., 217, 222 
Philippart, G., 461 
Phillips, C. A., 23 n. I, 25 n. 6 
Phillips, G., 5 n. 5 
Philostorgius, 220, 258, 375 f. 
Philoxenian and/or Harclean version, 

63-75; problem of identifying, 63-5; 
origin of, 65 f. ; manuscripts and 
editions of, 66-8 

Philoxenus, 4, 63, 65 
Photius, 397, 399,415,416 
Pick, B., 161 n. 2 

Pink, K., 161 n. 2 
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Pinkerton, J., 56 
Piper, P., 458 lL 2, 459 lL 4 
Pitollet, C., 1.! 1 ll.. 1 

Pius, bp. of Rome, ~ lL 3 
Pius X, 351 
Pizzi, b 17 
Platt, T. P., 224 lL 3, 230 f. 
Plooij, D., 12 lL ~ 23 lh ~ 11. 3,25 lL 6, 

31 11. 3, 34 11. 4, 1.!...1 11. 3, 32 9 l:L. 2 
Plumley, J. M., viii, 141, 274 
Plummer, J., 11811. 1 

Pococke, E., 66, 266 
Pogorelov, V., 422 
Pollak, H. , 380 ll.. 4, 382 11. 2 
Polotsky, H. j., 10611.4, 11411. 2, 116, 

239 
Polycarp, chorepiscopus of Mabbug, 

63, 64 11. 10, 65 f. 
Polyglot Bible, London, 19, 54, 222, 

230, 277 
Polyglot Bible, Paris, 54, 266 
Polyglot manuscripts (Ethiopic-Syriac-

Coptic-Arabie-Armenian), 226 
Popruzenko, M. G., 396 ll. 3 
Postel, W., 52 11. 4 
Praetorius, F., 231 
Prausnitz, G., 346 ll.. 2 
Preuschen, E., 15 !h 5. 30 
Prevost, L. A., 231 11.-2 
Price, A. W., 37 lL 5 
Priebsch, R., 460 ll.. 2 
Primasius, ]27 

Prince,j. ~121 ll.. 6 
Priscillian, 21 
Prosper of Aquitania, 331 
Protevangelium of James, 29, 36 
Ptolemaeus, 101 -
Puech, H.-C., 9 11. 3 
Puryear, j. R., 382 11. 4 
Pusey, P. E., 54 f. 

Quecke, Ii .. 113 n. 4 
Quentin, H., 293 
Quispel, Q, 20 rL 2, 23 ll. lc 29, 30, 

328 ll.. 3, 460 11. r 

Rabbula, 19, 57-60 
Raeki, F., 406 
Radovich, N., 395 il. 3 
Rablfs, A., 219 11. I 

Raimundi (Raymund), G. B., 265, 266 
Ranke, E., 20 il. 5, 28 lL 3, 335 
Rassart, M., 269 XL r 

Rathofer, .J., 458 lL G 460 lL 3 
Regan, B. T. P., 388 ll.. 4 
Reichardt, A., 305 
Renouf, P. L. P., 259 !L 6 
Rettig, Ii. C. M., 297 
Reumann, j., 234 LL 3 
Rhodes, E. F. F., viii, 157 ft, 160 ll.. 2, 

169 lL 2, 170 ll.. 4, ll.. .1.: 171 
Riesenfeld, H. , 262 
Risius, S., 266 
Robert, A., 356 n. 5. 
Roberts, C. tb. 102 lL ~ !k 3, 103 n. 2, 

il. 4, 112, 117, 123 
Robinson, F., 126, 127 
Robinson, lL W., 354 ll.. 3 
Robinson, j. A., ~ lL 2, 164, 443 lL 3 
Roca-Puig, R., 102 lL I 

Roediger, Dr., 37 11. 2 

Rosch, F., 114 lL 4, 140 lL 2 
Romanski, S. M., 396 lL 3 
Ro~eburger, E., 21 l:L. 3 
Ropes, j. H., 44 11. 2, 61, 62, 64, 70 

n. 3,73 n .. ~. 133 n. 4, 137 n. 2, 234 f., 
292, 295, 314, ~ il. ~ 356, 427 

Rosenthal, B. M., ~ 
Ross, A. S. C., 337, 445 ll.. 3, 446 11. ~ 

447 n. I 

Rostislav, 398 f. 
Roszko, K., 158, 159 ll.. 3 
Rothrude, 342 
Rozov, V., 423 
Rudolph II, 379 
Ruhl, F., ~ 
Rufanos of Samosata, 155 
Rufinus, 217, 218, 220, :1 16, 332 
R yba, B., 336 
Ryckmans,J., 216 il. 1 

Sabatier, P., ~ 297, 2g8, 30 3, 305, 
30 7, 319 f. 

Sabelli, L. dei, 223 !l. 1 

Sachau, E., 7 l:L. 5, 8 !l. 2, ll.. 3,50 , '275 
lL 2, 276 !l. 3 -

~adwa, P., 225 !h r 
Saeki, P. Y., 257 11. G 275 11. 5. 
Safaftk, P. j., 422 
Sahak, 155, 157, 164, 167 
Sabidic version, 109-14, 133-7; date 

of, 127; early manuscripts of, 110-
14; textual affinities of, 133-7; note­
worthy readings of, 135-7 

Sainio, M. A., 288 n. 1 

St. Eustathius of Mzheta, 192 
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Saizana, 220 
Sakinkov, I., 407 
Salac, A., 10 n. '2 

Salia, K., 184 n. 2 
Salia, N., 183 n. 2 

Salmi, M., 51 
Samilov, M., 402 n. :2 

Samuels, A. E., 102 n. 3 
Sanday, W., 288 n. 2, 296, 298, 299, 

300, 30 7 
Sanders, H. A, viii, 296, 297, 305, 31 I 

n. I, 312 n. 2 

Sanjian, A K., 169 n. 5 
Sargissian, B., 158 
Sargissian, G., 158 
Sarrazin, G., 448 n. 2 

Scardigli, P. G., 162 n. 4, 376 n. 3, 380 
n·4 

Schaaf, C., 54 
Schaeder, H. H., 6 n. 2 

Schafer, H., 272 
Schafer, K. T., 322 n. I, 358, 360 f. 
Schafers, j., 163 n. 7 
Schall, A., 80 n. 4 
Schapiro, M., 18 n. 4, 19 n. I 

Schenke, H.-M., 112 
Scher, A, 276 n. 3 
Scherer, C., 20 n. 5 
Scherer, j., 258 n. 2 
Schermann, T., 218 n. 1 

Schildcnberger, j., 291 n. I, 293 
Schlacht, j., 268 n. 2 

Schmeller, j. A., 459 n. 4 
Schmid, G., 336 n. '2 

Schmid, J., 237, 329 n. 2 
Schmid, 0., 25 n. 6 
Schmidt, C., 104 n. 4, 116, 271 
Schmidt, 0., 347 n. 1 

Schneider, H., 348 Il. '2 

Schonbach, A. E., 22 n. I 

Schoff, W. H., 217 n. I 

Schooneveld, C. H. van, 395 n. '2 

Schreiner, M., 263 n. '2 

Schrijncn,j., 324 n. I 
Schubart, W., 102 n. 4 
SchUssler, K., 135 
Schulthess, F., 76 ll. I, 77, 79 n. 4, 90 

n. I 

Schultze, V., 463 
Schwally, F., 80 
Schweigl, j., 421 f. 
Schwen, P., 85, 88 
Scott, M., 460 n. 3 

Scrivener, F. H. A., 4 n. I, 292 n. 14. 
297, 30 5, 334 n. I, 340 

Segal, j. B., 5 n. 3, 7 n. 3 
Scvccnko, I., 397 n. I, 402 n. 3 
Sever'janov, S., 41 I n. I 

Shanidze, A., 185 ll. I, 187, 189, 191, 
194, 198 n. 2, J99, 200, 204 n. I, 282 
n. I 

Shchepkin, V. N., 407 
Shenoute, Life of, 115 
Shore, A.-F., J30 n. I 

Siegman, E. F., 49 n. 4 
Sievers, E., 21 n. 2, 383 n. 6, 455 ll. 4, 

457,459 n. 4 
Sillib, R., 306 
Silvia, S., 77 n. 6 
Simeon, Czar, 40J 
Simon, j., 105 n. 3, 108 n. 2, 114 n. 3, 

116 n. 2, 185 ll. 4 
Simon, R., 56 n. 2, 164 n. 3, 277 n. 3, 

3 19 
Si-nang-fu, monument of, 257 n. I, 275 

n. 5 
Sionita, A., 265 
Sionita, G., 54, 67, 266 
Sixtus I (Xystus) of Rome, 287 n. 3 
Sixtus V, Pope, 348 f. 
Skeat, T. C., 101 n. I, 117 
Skeat, W. \V., 337, 340, 450 f., 453 
Skehan, P. W., 224 
Skeireills, 387 
Slavonic, 401-4 
Slavonic lectionaries, classification of, 

427 f. 
Slavs, 394-40 I; introduction of Chris­

tianity among, 394-40J; Byzantine 
mission to Moravia, 395-400 

Slonski, S., 422 
Smalley, B., 347 n. 4 
Smith, L. F., 339 n. 1 

Smith, R. P., 269 n. 2 
Smith, "V., 304, 306 
Snoj, A., 416, 420 
Sobhy, G. P., J21 n. 6 
Socrates, Hist. eccl., 217,218 n. 3, 258, 

274 n. 3 
Soden, H. von, 30,40,61 n. 1,82, 133, 

137 n. 2, Ig8, 313 n. 3,315 n. 1, 325 
n. 2, 328, 329 n. 3, 355, 360, 368 
n. 3, 384, 385, 4 17, 419,420,421 

Soeteman, C., 458 n. 2 

Sogdian, 279 
Sogdian fragments, 281 
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280 f.; Gospell ectionary, 280 f.; tex­
tual affinities of, 281 

Sonnleithner, R., 456 n. 2 

Sotiroff, G., 401 n. I 

Souter, A., 295, 297, 301, 302, 306, 
315, 352 f., 357 f. 

Sozomen, Rist. tect., 154 n. 1, 218 n. 3, 
375 n. 2 

Sparks, H. F. D., 321 n. 1,350,351 n. 2, 
354 n. 3 

Spoer, H. H., 20 n. 4, 74 n. 5 
Staal, H., 261 
Staerk, A., 307 
Starck, T., 457 n. 4 
Stegmiiller, 0., 10 n. 2 

Steindorff, G., 105 n. 3, 106 n. I, 127 
Steinmeyer, E., 455 n. 4, 456 n. 5, 457 

n·4 
Stenij, E., 262 
Stenning,j. F., 46 
Stephanus, R., see Etienne, R. 
Steubing, H., 383 n. 5 
Stevenson, j., 337, 340 
Stiehl, R., 219 n. I, 270 n. 3 
Stojanivic, L., 410 
Stone, R. C., 297 
'Story Bible', 25 n. 5 
Streeter, B. H., 384 
Streitberg, W., 306, 382, 384, 386, 388, 

389 
Strobel, A., 193 n. 5 
Strothmann, W., 52 n. 4 
Stuiber, A., 77 n. 5 
Stutz, E., 375 n. I, 377 n. I, n. 2, 380 

n. 3, 386 n. 7 
Sub-Achmimic version, 115-17, 138 f.; 

early manuscripts of, I 16 f.; textual 
affinities of, 138 f.; noteworthy read­
ings of, 139 

Suss, W., 324 n. I 

Sundermann, W., 276 n. 4,281 n. 3 
Sunnias, 383 
Sutcliffe, E. T., 330 n. I, 349 n. 2 
Svedberg, T., 380 n. I 

Svennung, j., 366 n. I 

Synod of Ephesus, Acts of, 58 
Syria, introduction of Christianity 

into, 4-8; Antioch of Syria, 4 f. ; 
Edessa, 5-7; Arbela, 7 f. 

Syriac, translation of the New Testa­
ment into, 8-10; limitations of in 
representing Greek, 83-98; basic 

differences from Greek, 83 f.; phone­
tics of, 85-9; syntax of, 89 f.; mor­
phology of, 90--4 

Syriac versions, 3-98; Old Syriac, 36-
48; Peshitta, 4B--63; Philoxenian 
and/or Harclean, 63-75; Palestinian 
Syriac, 75-82 

Szantyr, A., 336 n. 2, 368 n. 1, 369 
n·4 

Szekula, A., 161 n. 2, 164 n. I 

Szemerenyi, O. J. L., 380 n. 4 

Tafia, B., 221 n. I 

Takaishvili, E. S., 183 n. 2, 187 
T'ang Dynasty, 257 n. I 

Tanner, R. G., 289 n. 4 
Tansc'a-Wald, 229 
Tarchnisvili, M., 183 n. 2, 184 n. 2, 

190, 195 n. 7, 197 n. I, 200 n. 2 
'Targum'translations, 162 
Tasfa-$eyon, 227, 228 f., 230 
Tatian, 6, 288; see also Diatessaron 
Tattam, H., 123 
Tenney, M. C., 329 n. 1 
Ter-Minassian, E. G., 155 n. 4 
Tertullian, 44, 289 f., 327-9, 444 
Teseo Ambrogio, 52 
Teutonic tribes, Christianity introduced 

among, 455 
Thaddaeus, 5, 56, 153 
Thegan, 424 n. 4 
Theodore of Mopsuestia, 276 
Theodore of Tarsus, 336, 337 
Theodoret, 32 n. I, 218 n. 3, 258 n. 4, 

276 
Theodoric, King, 377 
Theodulf, 334, 344, 345 
Theophilus, 220 
Theophilus, bp. of Antioch, 5, 376 
Thiele, 'V., 320 n. 2, 321, 338 n. I, 351 

n. 2, 358, 361, 364,369 n. 2, 370,373 
n. 2, 374 n. 3,461, 462 

Thomas, St., 274 
Thomas of Heraclea, 4, 64, 68-70 , 83 
Thomas, j. D., 70 n. 5 
Thompson, E. A., 376 n. 2, 377 n. I 

Thompson, H., 107 n. I, 1 I I n. 3, 114 
n. I, 116 n. 3, 117 n. 3,126 n. 6,127, 
137 n. I, 139 

Thompson, J. A., viii, 266 n. 2 

Thompson, R. W., 316 n. 2, 462 
Thorpe, B., 446 n. 2 

Thracian version, 443 n. 2 
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ThudisCllm Evangelium, 455 f. 
Till, "V., 106 ll.. ~ 108 ll.. 5, 114 lL 4, 

115 ll.. 2,117,121 Ih 3 
Tinnefeld, F. !:b 3 19 I.L 3 
Tiridates, 154 
Tischendorf, C. von, 54, 238 ll.. 4,2ii [ , 

262, 278, 295, 297, 303, 305. 337, 
360, 4 15, 42 7 

Tisserant, E., 224 ll.. 3, 226 LL l.., 262 
Tjader, .}.-O., 377 Ii.. 2 

Todesco, V., ~ !.h 4 
Tomsic, F., 395 1L. 2, 396 I.L ~ 398 lL 7 
Torrey, C. C., 39 lL 2, 43,46 
Townley, .}., 229 ll.. 3 
Toynbee, j. 11. C., 444 
Tregelles, S. P., 56 1L. 2, 64 ll. 2, 170 

ll.. 3, 23 I n. ~ ll. 2 

Treharne, R. F., 443 !h 3 
Tremellius, b 53, 54 
Trever, K. V., 282 !:L. l 

Tricot, A., 356 ll.. j 

Trigger, B. G., 271 ll.. 2 
Trilingual manuscripts. viii, 139 
Troupeau, G., ~ lL l 

Trujillo, Bp. F., 338 
Tsagareli, 185 il. 4 
Tschernochvostoff, G., 402 ll.. 2 

Tseret'eli, G., 184 n. 2 

Tseretheli, IV!., 182 n. 3 
Turner, C . .tb. ]Q lL 4, 45, 298, ~ 

335 
Turner, E. G., :i2..! 
Turrado, 1.. 349 ll.. 1 

Tyconius, ~ 

Ulfilas, 376 f., 424, 455 
Ullendorff, E., 216 ll. ~ 219 ll.. ~ 223 

ll.. ~ 224 ll.. 3, 227, 228, 23 1 ll.. 5.c. 
239 ll.. 4 

Uppstrom, A., 380 
Urbina, O. de, 7 ll.. 4, n. ~ 19 ll.. 4,28, 

97 n. L 

Ussher, Archbp., 161 lL 2, 339 

Vaccari, A., :::± 267 l.L 2, 292, 293 
Vaillant, A., 398, 412, 425 ll. 1 

Vajs, .J., 406, 416-19. 420 f., 422 f., 
426 il. 2, 428 r., 432 il. 2, 434 ll.. !...: 
ll.. 3, 436 ll. 2, 438 ll. 2, 441 

Valdivieso, P.O., 13 ll.. 2 

Valentine-Richards, A. V., 73 LL 7 
Valcntinian Gnosticism, 33 
Valcntinus, 101 

Valerius Doricus, 229 
Van Puyvclde, C., 35 ll.. 2 

Vardanian, P. A., 169 ll.. 2 

Vaschaldc, A., 108 f. 
Vasica, .1.,426 ll. 2, 427 ll. I 

Vasiliev, A. A., 397 
Vasseus, 259 ll.. ') 

Vattasso, M., ~ ll. 4, ll. i 
Vaux, R. de, 80 LL 1 

Veer, A C. de, 170 ll. 3 
Velasquez, Isaac, 21 
Vclde, R. G. van de, 379 ll. I 

VCl'clcagin, E. tyf., 416 lL 1 

Vcrgote, j., 117 lL. 2, I!z8 ll. 1 

Vernadsky, G., 398 
Victor, bp. of Capua, 20 f., 26 t:, 28 f., 

335,457 
Victor L ~ 
Viehmcyer, L. A., 376 lL 4 
Vigouroux, F. G., 222 ll.. 4 
Visigoths, 375, 377 
Vita COllstalllilli, 395, 397, 398, 399, 

400,401 , 424 
Vita AfetllOdii, 395, 399 lL ~ 403 
Vita cllm Trallsiatiollc S. Clementis, 396, 

397, 400, 40 I 

Vlasto, A. P., 401 lL 2, 403 

Vogtle, A., 329 ll. 2 
Voobus, A., 9, 25 ll.. 5..c 3 1 lL 7, 33 ll.. 3, 

35 lL 2, 39 n. 2, 45, 58 fT., 60 lL 2, 

64, 65 ll. 3, 77, 161 ll.. ~ 162, 167, 
183, 184lL. 3,185 ll.. 1,19 1, '92 ll.. 3, 
193, 22 I, 223 ll.. ~ 239, ~fi [. :::QJ n. 2, 
264 ll.. 4, 268, 276 th 3, ~Hq !h 2, 

290 

Vogels, 11.. j., 21 th ~ 33 th 3, 35 !L 2, 

45, 292 , 296, 299, 303, ~ ll.. 2, ~ 
329 lL. 2, n. 3, 353, 354 LL 2, 355 f., 
360,361,456 lL 3, ~ 

Vogl, ~ 199 LL 2 
Voskresenskij, G. A, 415, 416 
Vossius, L 379 
Voste,.T. M., :H9 ll.. 2 

Vostokov, A, 407 
Vrana,j., 410, 427,428 th 2 

Vra~til, j., 427 ll.. I 

Vries, j. de, 381 lL ~ 382 u.. 1 

Vulgate, 330-62; historical influence 
of, 285; noteworthy manuscripts of, 
TH-·l H; Italian text-type, 335-7 ; 
Spanish text-type, 337-9; Irish text­
type, 339-40; French text-type, 
340 - 1 ; Alcuin's recension, 343-4.; 
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Theodulf's recension, 344-5; Lan­
franc, textual corrections of, 346; 
Harding, textual corrections of, 346; 
Correctoria, 346-7; chapter and verse 
divisions, 347-8; noteworthy printed 
editions, 3413-52; Jerome's work as 
reviser, 352-62; question of extent of 
jerome's work, 356-g; Pelagius, 
question concerning contribution of, 
357 f.; Greek Vorlage of Acts, 356; 
of Pauline Epistles, 359; of Catho­
lic Epistles, 359-61; of Apocalypse, 
361 f. 

Vycichl, \V., 105 ll. 3 
Vyskocil, P., 398 ll. 4 

,,,raIther, 'V., 456 ll.. 3, lL. ,l.:. 457 u. 4 
'vValton, B., 54, 56 lL 3, 222, 230, 23 1 

ll. 2, 266, 277 
'Vardrop,j. 0., 182 lL ~ 183 lL. 2,185 

ll.4 
'vVardrop, M., 182 lL. ~ 183 lL 2 

\Varing, G., 337, 340, 454 ll.. 1 

'vVattenbach, W., 345 lh 2 

'vVatts, R., 230 
''''eber, R., 333 ll.. 2, 351 ll. 2 
''''eber, S., 184 !L G 282 ll. 2 
"Veigandt, P., 117, 118 lh ~ 119, 132 

ll. !..J 140, 141 ll.. 1 

''''eigelt, M. A., 11 f. 
\Veihrich, F., 299 
'Veir, G. A., 13 lh I 

\Veiss, B., 360 
'Veitzmann, K., 160 !L 2 
'Velles, C. B., I I rL ~ 102 lL. 3 
\'Veringh, j. J. van, 160 !k 2 

'Veringha,J. fon, 35ll. 3 
\Vessely, C., 113 ll.. I 

"Vestcott, B. F., 61 lL 2, 125, 273, 304, 
306,317 Ih 2, 326 lL. 4, 360 , 384 

\Vettstein, j. j., 70, ~ 4 13 ll.. 3 
\Vhce1ocke ('VheIoe), A., 278 
\Vhitc, l:L j., 292, 296, 297, 298, 299, 
~ ~ 30 3, 30 4, 30 5, :)13, 33:~ 

u.. 2, TI1: ll. G ll.. 2, 336 lL. 2, 337, 34 1, 

345, 347, 350 , 352 , 355, 356, 370, 
454, 455, 46>~ 

\Vhite, .I., 64,"72 
\Vhiston, G., .6. IL 2 

\Vhiston, W., 161 !.L 2 

\Vidmanstadt,j. A., 37!L G 52 f. 
\'Vijk, N. van, 4 19 !L !J 422 !L ~ 

42 3 

Wijnman, R F., 229 lL 2 
'vVikgren, A. P., 419 ll. 2, 420 ll. 3 
Wilken, U., 102 11. 4 
'Vilkins, A. S., :) 1 8 ll. 4 
Wilkins, D., 122, 161 ll. 2 
Willey, D., 7:') ll. 2 

'Villiam of Malmesbury, 443, 446 
\Villiams, C. R., 163 
Williams, C. S. C., 165, 166, 329 ll. 2 
""illis, G. G., 'i21 ll.. 1 

\Villis, "V. H .. "710 lL 2, 111 lL I 

'vVilmart, A~ ~ 388 lL. 3 
'Vilpert, j., ~ ll.. j 
Windisch, E., 4.60 ll.. 2 

'vVinokur, M., ix, 404 lh 2 

Winstedt, E. 0., 220, }Q.! 

'vVissemann, !l..:.r 430 1L. 2 

"Vissmann, "V., 458 lL 1 

\V6Ifflin, E., ~ 
\Voidc, C. \V., 109 
"Volff, L., 458 ll.. 2 

Wordsworth, j., 292, 296, 297, 298, 
299, ~ 303, 30 4, 305, 307, ~ 
333 ll. 2, :ttl ll.. L 337, 34 1, 345, 
347, 349 f., 352, 355, 356, 360, 454, 
455,~ 

"Vorrell, VV. ~ 105 .lh 3, 106 ll.. 2, 121 
l.l..6 

\Vouters, C., 379 
Wrangham, F., 222 ll.. ~ 277 ll.. 4 
Wright,j., 383 ll. 6 
vVright, S., 224 lL 2 

""right, 'V., 4 ll. G ~ lL. ~ 37, 38 , 45, 
50, 57, 64,224~ 3,228 

Ximenes, Card., 338 

Yohanncs, Abba, 222 ~ 3 
Yonan, N. M., 49 lL. 4 
Youtie, !.L- 123 

Zacharias Chrysopolitanus, 25 
Zacharias Rhctor, 257 lL 1 

Zahn, T., 26 ll.. 2,29,3 1 , 44,45, 135, 
:.!B~l, 292 

Zanutto, S., 223 ll. 2 

Zappala, M., 33 ll. I 

Zarbhanalian, K., 156 ll. 4 
Za-Sclase, 229 

Zatoeil, L., 424 

Zeiller, j., 383 !l. 7 
Ziegler, A., 400 !L I 
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Zietlow, C. T., 381 lL :2 
Zohrab,J., 159 lL 3, 161 u.. 2, 166, 167, 

168, 169 u.. G 170 

Zorell, F., 191, 199 lL. 1 

Zoscales, 217 

Zotenberg, ~ 223, 224 u.. 3, 225, 226, 
227, 232 f., 235 

Zukovskaya, L. P., 410, 427 f. 
Zuntz, G., 64, 69 lL. ~ H . 
Zwaan, J. de, Q LL I 



II. Index of Versional Manuscripts of the 
New Testament 

Abba Garima MS. I (Ethiopic), 224-5 
- - MS. 2 (Ethiopic), 224,225 
- - MS. 3 (Ethiopic), 224, 225 
Abby Collection, fragment of a leaf of 

(Anglo-Saxon), 451 
Aberdonense, fragmentum (23 of Old 

Latin), ~ 
Achridanus, praxapostolos (Church 

Slavonic),409 
Addis Ababa, National Library MS. 

(Ethiopic), 224, 225 
Adysh MS. (Georgian), 186-7, d3q, 

193-4, 199 ff. 
Aemilianensis, liber comicus (70 = T70 

of Old Latin), 462, ~ 464 
Ambrosiani codices-(Cothic), 381 
Amphilochij's Apokalypsis (Church 

Slavonic),411 
Archangel Gospel lectionary (Old 

Slavonic),4Io 
Athos, I viron MS. georg. 42, 187-8, 

195 
-- Iviron MS. georg. 62, 189, 199 ff. 
Axal~xay tetraevangelium (Armenian), 

160 

Bala'izah fragment (Kahle's no. 25, 
Coptic), 112 

-- - of Philippians (Coptic), 124, 126 
- papyrus (Kahle's no. 21, Coptic), 

113 
Baltimore, Walters Art Gallery MS. 

537 (Armenian), 159 
Barcelona fragment of the Gospels 

(pa'), 101 
- P. Palau Rib. 2 (Ephraem's Com­

mentary on Tatian's Diatessaron), 
13 

Basilense, fragmentum (88 of Old 
Latin), ±§J 

Beirut codex (Harclean Syriac), 7 1-2, 

73 U. 2 

Beirut Fragments of Arabic Diatessaron, 
15, 16 

Berlin MS. Or. 408 (Coptic), 112 
- P. 8099 (Coptic), 118 
- P. 15926 (Coptic), 112 
- Kgl. Bibl. Orient Quart. 1020 

(Sogdian), 280-1 
- Royal Orient. Quad. 528 (Old 

Syriac),37 
Bernensia, fragmenta (t (19) of Old 

Latin), ~ 
Bert'ay Gospels (Georgian), 189, 194 
British Museum Add. 7163 Rich. (Har­

clean Syriac), l! 
- - Add. 14469 (Harclean Syriac), 

72 
- - Add. 18714 (Harclean Syriac), 

Z±n. ,2 
- - Cotton Caligula A. vii (Old 

Saxon),460 
- - Cotton Otho C. (Anglo-

Saxon), 449, 450 
- - Cotton Vespasian D. xiv (Anglo­

Saxon),452 
- - MS. Add. 14425 (PeshittaSyriac), 

50 
- - MS. Add. 14445 (PeshittaSyriac), 

52 
- - MS. Add. 14453 (PeshittaSyriac), 

50 
- - MS. Add. 14459 (Peshitta Syriac), 

50 ,5 1 

- -MS.Add.14470 (PeshittaSyriac), 
50 ,67 

- - MS. Add. 14479 (PeshittaSyriac), 
5..! 

- - MS. Add. 14623 (Philoxenian 
Syriac),66 

- - MS. Add. 1711' (PcshittaSyriac), 
50 

- - MS. Or. 3518 (Coptic), 112 
- - MS. Or. 4920 (1) (Crum's 

Coptic no. 522), 116 -
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British Museum MS. Or. 6948 (Coptic), 

120-1, 126 n. 8 
- -- MS. Or. 7594 (Coptic), I II, 120 
- -- Orient. MS. 507 (Ethiopic), 224 

n. 3,228 
- - Royall A. xiv (Anglo-Saxon), 

449-50 

Bodmer Papyrus II (p88), 41, 102, 107 
n. ~ 140 

- - III (Coptic), 124-5, 126-7, 137, 
139, 140 

- - VI (Coptic), 128 n. 1 

- -- XIV-XV (p76), 40, 41, 42, 136, 
140 

- -- XIX (Coptic), 113 
-- -- XXI (Coptic), 130 11. 1 

Book of Armagh (D of Vulgate), 305, 
340 

-- -- - (61 of Old Latin), 30 5, 359, 
463 

---OfDimma (43 of Old Latin), 302 
.- of Kells, 337, 339-40 

- of tvlulling (p. (35) of Old Latin), 
299 

Budapest, latinus medii aevi 1 ~ of 
Old Latin), 317 

Cairo, Coptic Museum no. 3813 (Cop­
tic), 135 

- Coptic Patriarchate MS. 202 (Ara­
bic harmony), 14, 15, 16, 17 

- Garrido fragments (Coptic), 112 

- Sbath Library MS. 1020 (Arabic 
Diatessaron), 14, 16 

Cambridge Diatt:ssaron (Middle 
Dutch), ~ 

.- Univ. Add. 1700 (Hardean Syriac), 
72 , 73 n. 3, 74 n . .2 

- - G. :1. 27 (Arabic), ~ 
- - G. ~ 33 (Arabic), 26S 
- --- Gg. V. 26 (Persian), 278 
- -_. Ii. 2. II (Anglo-Saxon), 449, 

450 ,452 , 453 
--. Corpus Christi 140 (Anglo-Saxon), 

448-9,450 ,453 
Carnutensis Parisiensis (33 of Old 

Latin), 301 
Chester Beatty Coptic codex A, 113-14 
- -.- Coptic codex B, 113-14 
- - Papyrus I (p4u), 42 
- - Papyrus II (p46), 101, 232 
- - MS. Syr. 3 (Hardean Syriac), 

69 n. ~ 72 

Chester Beatty Syriac MS. 709 
(Ephraem's commentary on Tatian's 
Diatessaron), J 3 

Chicago, University Library MS. 899 
(Armenian), 160 

Christinopolitan Praxapostolos 
(Church Slavonic), 408 

Codex Adelbert (Vulgate Gospels), 343 
- Ambrosianus (s (2 I) of Old Latin), 

'{OO 

- '"'= (p & of Old Latin), ~ ~ 
- Amiatinus (A of Vulgate), 336-7, 

343, 345, 343, 349, 350 

- Aniciensis (8A of Vulgate), 345 
- Arabicus (Sinai Arab. MS. 5(4), 

38 n. 4 
-- Argenteus (Gothic), 2 13, 352 , 375 

n. I, 377, 378-80, 382 
-' Assemanianus (Old Church Slavon­

ic), 406, 416, 418, 431 n. 1 

- Augiensis (f(78) of Old Latin), 305, 
~319 

- Aureus Holmiensis (aur (15) of Old 
Latin), 296 

- Bambergensis (B of Vulgate), 344 
- Beneventanus (Vulgate Gospels), 

341 

- Bezae (D and d W of Old Latin), 
~ 40, 4 1, 42 , 44, 62, 73 f., 82, 99, 
119 n. 2, 134, 135, 138, 140 , 195, 
233, ~ 312, 317 f., 324, ~ 330 , 

356,385,453,454,457 
- Bobiensis (k ~ of Old Latin), 298, 

:{ I:'!, :~ 1 .")-1 6 
- - (s (53) of Old Latin), 304 
- Bodleianus Laudianus (e (50) of Old 

Latin), :3 0 ), '')12, 317 
- Boernerianus (g (77) of Old Latin), 

30 5, ~ 317, :)18, :)19 
- Boverianus (60 of Old Latin), 304 
_. Brixianus ~ of Old Latin), 2~J7, 
~ ~ 352, 378, 386 --

- - Budapcstiensis (Bq of Old Latin), 

464 
- Cantabrigiensis, see codex Bezae 
- Carinthianus (fJ (26) of Old Latin), 

296 
.~ Carolinus or Grandivallensis (K or 

cpG of Vulgate), 343 
- Cavensis (C of Vulgate), 337-8, 

339 
- Claromontanus (d l2:ll of Old 

Latin), 30 5, 3 17, 319, ~ 
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Codex Claromontanus (h (I :2:' of Old 
Latin), 298, 360 

- Colbertinus (c (6) of Old Latin), 12, 

296,~~ -
-- Complutensis 1 (X of Vulgate), 

338,34 1 

- Corbeiensis (if (66) of Old Latin), 
30 7 

-- - I ~ (9) of Old Latin), 297 
- - II UP (8) of Old Latin), 297, 

353 
--- Curiensis (a2 (16) of Old Latin), 296 
-- Dawkins III (Peshitta Syriac), TI 

lL.2 

- - Dcmidovianus (dem (59) of Old 
Latin), 302, 414 

~- Dublinensis (D of Vulgate), 340 
-.- Floriacensis, Fleury palimpsest (h 
~ of Old Latin), 140, 303, ~ 
3 14- 15 

- Foro-Juliensis (J of Vulgate), 335-6 
--- Fuldensis (F of Vulgate), 10, 18,20-

G. ± 26-7, 28, 335, 349 
- - Gatianum (gat (30) of Old Latin), 

298 
-- Gigas (g,gig ~ of Old Latin), 99, 

30 3, 312, J.2..:L 330 

-- Grandivallensis or Carolinus (<pC 
or K of Vulgate), 343 

-- Guelferbitanus 1:1~~ of Old Latin) 
~464 -

- Guelferbytanus (w, gUt ~ of Old 
Latin), 306, ~ 

- - Harleianus (z (65) of Old Latin), 306 
-- Hubertanus (H or 8 H of Vulgate), 

345 
.. - Hval (Church Slavonic), 409 
. - Kenancnsis (Q of Vulgate), 337, 

339-40 

- - Laudunensis (Old Latin), ~ 
- - Legionensis (AI. of Vulgate), 338-9, 

341 

-- Lichfeldensis (L of Vulgate), 340 
-- Lindisfarnensis (Y of Vulgate), 337, 

343 
-- Marianus (Old Church Slavonic), 

405-6,416,420,431 11. 1 

~ Monacensis (q (13) of Old Latin), 
~353 

-- Palatinus (e (2) of Old Latin), 297, 
~ 313, 386 ll. 6 

- Pal. Legionensis or Leon palimpsest 
(l t67) of Old Latin), 303, ~ 

Codex Paulinus (<PI' of Vulgate), 343-4 
- Perpinianus (p (54) of Old Latin), 

30 3, 330 

- Petropolitanus, see codex Corbeien­
sis I 

- Phillipps 1388 (Peshitta), 50, !i.! ll.. 2, 

55 ll. !..1 ll. 2, 60 
-- Pictaviensis (39 of Old Latin), 302 
- Rehdigeranus (l !...!....!l of Old Latin), 

299 
- Rodensis or Bible de Rosas (r (62) 

of Old Latin), 304, 462 
- Rushworthianus (R of Vulgate), 

340 

- Sangallensis (0 (27) of Old Latin), 
297, i.!.Q 

-- - (1/ (16) of Old Latin), 299 
- - (0 (16) of Old Latin), 299 
- - (p (20) of Old Latin), 299 
- - (E of Vulgate), 335 
- Sangermanensis (e (76) of Old 

Latin), 30 5, 319 
- ---- (g, gl (7) of Old Latin), ~)6, 298 
- - II (g2 (29) of Old Latin);--2g8 

. (G of Vulgate), 340-1 
- Saretianus (j (22) of Old Latin), 298 
- Schlettstadtensis (r (57) of Old 

Latin), 304 
- Suprasliensis (Old Church Slavon­

ic), 411-12 
- Theodulphianus (8 or eM of Vul­

gate), 344-5 
- Toletanus (T of Vulgate), 339 
- Usserianus 1 (r, r1 (14) of Old 

Latin), ~ 
- - II (r2 (28) of Old Latin), ~ 
- Vallicellianus (V or cpv of Vulgate), 

342 ll. 4, 343 
- Vennessenus (40 of Old Latin), 302 
- Vercellensis (a (3) of Old Latin), ~ 

296, :)I2--q, '):24. T)2, 353 
- Veronensis (b (4) of Old Latin), 

296, 353 
- Vindoboncsis 563 palimpsest (Old 

Latin),1·61 
- - (i (£7) of Old Latin), 298 , 353 
-- - (v (25) of Old Latin), ~ 
- \Valdeccensia et Marburgensia, frag-

menta (8:) of Old Latin), ~ 
.. - Weingartiensia (1T (18) of Old 

Latin), 299 
- '\Vcrnigerodensis (w (58) of Old 

Latin),30 4 



488 Index of Versional Manuscripts of New Testament 
Codex Zographensis (Old Church 

Slavonic), 416,431 !h I 

Crawford Apocalypse (Philoxenian Syr­
iac), 68, BS. 92 

Crosby Codex (Coptic), 110 f. 
Cryptoferratensis (34 of Old Latin), 
~ 

Curetonian Syriac (Old Syriac), :{fi7 , 
38, 39,40 , £.., 42, 43, 45, 46, 47, 61, 
80, 167 

Decani tetraevangelium (Old Church 
Slavonic), 406 

Dura-Europos fragment (of the Diatcs­
saron), I 112, 30 11. 9, ~ 

Dirue MS. (Georgian), 187, 189, 
199 ff. 

Enina apostolos lectionary (Old Bul­
garian), 410-1 I 

Erevan MS. (Rhodes no. 671, Armen­
ian), 159, 170 

- MS. no. II I I (Armenian), 158-9, 
169 

- MS. 2374 (Armenian), 160, 163 
- MS. 6202 (Armenian), 159 
- MS. 7445 (Armenian), 160 
- tetraevangclium (Armenian), 160 
Etchmiadzin MS. 229 (Armenian), 

160, 163 
- MS. 303 (Armenian), 164 
Evangelium Theudiscum, 455-0 

Fleury palimpsest (h L1s1 of Old 
Latin), 140,303, :)1:2, 314-15 

Florence, Convent of San Marco MS. 
724 (Philoxenian Syriac), 68 lL. 1 

- Laurentian MS. XVII (81) (Pel'­
sian harmony), 17-19 

- Laurentian MS. L 40 (Syriac), 2! 
Florentinum, fragmentum (82 of Old 

Latin), 307 
Fragmenta Stuttgartcnsia (17 (18) of 

Old Latin), 299 
Fragmentum Monacense (Old Latin), 

299 
Frisingensia fragmenta (r, rl, rS, r3 (64) 

of Old Latin), 305, 360 

Giessenense, fragmentum (:{6 of Old 
Latin), 30 r 

Golden Gospels (ofVulgatc), 345 

Gravenhage Harmony (Middle 
Dutch), ~ 34 

GrSkoviCiana fragmenta (Church Slav­
onic), 408-9 

Haarcn Diatessaron (Middle Dutch), 
23 f. 

Hae-met; fragments (Georgian), 186 
Uall-meti fragments (Georgian), 186 
Heidclbergcnsia, fragmenta (r4 (80) of 

Old Latin), 306 
Hieronymus in Matthaeum (37 of Old 

Latin), '301-2 

- - --- (38 of Old Latin), 302 
Hil'ferding Apostolos (Church Slavon­

ic), 408 
Himmelgarten fragments (Old High 

German harmony), 22 
Huntington MS. (Old Latin), :E...! n.. I 

Jerusalem, Armenian Patriarchate MS. 
2555 (Armenian), 160 

Kala-Lectionary (Georgian), 190 
Kebran, Lake Tana MS. (Ethiopic), 

224 IL. ~ 226-7 
Khirbet Mird fragments (Pal. Syriac), 

80 
Kuprijanivii fragmenta (Old Church 

Slavonic), 407-8 

Lake Haik, Monastery of St. Stephen 
MS. (Ethiopic), 224 !L. ~ 227 

Lalibela-Ashetin Maryam MS. (Ethio­
pic), 224 lL. ~ 227 

Lalibela-Medhani Alem MS. (Ethio­
pic), 224, 225 

Lectionary, fragments of (87 of Old 
Latin), 307 

Legionensis, liber comicus (69 = -rG' 
of Old Latin), .}62, ~ 464 

Leiden or. 2369 (Arabic), 265 
- Scalig. 18 Syr. (Philoxenian Syriac), 
~ 

Leningrad, Publ. Lib. Greek 281 
(Greek and Arabic 0136), 26:) 

- Saltykov-Shchedrin State Public 
Library Coptic MS. 53, new series, 
121 

- Saltykov-Shchedrin State Public 
Library Efiop. 612 (Ethiopic), 224 
Ih 3, 227 
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Le6n, Archivo Cateclralicio 15 palimp­
sest ~ of Old Latin), ~ 364 n. 2 

Liber Comicus, Lectionarius (t (56) 
or ,-66 of Old Latin), 304 

Liege Diatessaron (Middle Dutch), 23, 
30 ,34 

Lindisfarne Gospels (Y of Vulgate; 
Anglo-Saxon), 4¢, 453 

London, British and Foreign Bible 
Society Coptic John (Q), 107 n. ~ 
116-17, 126, 138-1), 140 

- British and Foreign Bible Society 
MS. 3 (Ethiopic), 224 n. !.! n. 3, 
227 

Macedonicus, praxapostolos (Church 
Slavonic), 409 

Manchester, John Rylands Library 
Armenian MS. L 160 n. 3 

Manichaean texts (Coptic), 116 
Matica-Apostolos (Church Slavonic), 

416 
Mediolanense, fragmentum (g2 (52) of 

Old Latin), 3Q3 

Michigan MS. 146 @j of Old Latin), 
30 5 

- MS. Inv. 926 (Bohairic), 123-4 
- MS. Inv. 3535a (Coptic), 115 
- MS. Inv. 3992 (Coptic), I J I 
-- P. Inv. 3521 (Coptic), 107 n. L 120, 

139 
MihanoviCiana fragmenta (Church 

Slavonic), 409 
Milan Pap. Cop. ~ 
- Biblioteca Ambrosiana MS. B 20 

info (Ethiopic), 224, 226 
Miroslav Gospel lectionary (Old Slav­

onic),410 
Monacense, fragmentum (I-' of Old 

Latin), ~ 
Monacensia, fragmenta (82 of Old 

Latin),306 
Monsee fragments (Old High Ger­

man), 455, 456-7, 458 
Monza, Biblioteca Capitol are i-2 (86 

9 
of Old Latin), 307, 310-17,359 

Moscow, Archaeological Society MS. 
1 (Harclean Syriac), 7 I 

-- Historical Museum Apostolos 
(Church Slavonic), 408 

Munich MS. Mon Cg 532 (Old High 
German harmony), 21 

Nag Hammadi codex VII, 130 n. 2 
- - texts, 116 
Nicolai tetraevangelium (Old Church 

Slavonic), 408, 418, 420 

Ochrid Folia (Old Church Slavonic), 
40 7 

Old Cairo Coptic MS. 151, 123 
- - Coptic MS. 675, 123 
Opiza MS. (Georgian), 187, 18g, 194, 

199 if. 
Ostromir lectionary (Old Church 

Slavonic), 406-7, 431 n. 2 
Oxford fragment of the Gospels (P"), 

101 
- Bodleian arab. e. 163 (Arabic 

harmony), 14, 16, 17 
- - Eng. Bib. C. 2 (Anglo-Saxon), 

45 1- 2 

- - 441 (Anglo-Saxon), 449, 450, 
452,453 

- - Hatton 38 (Anglo-Saxon), 450, 
453 

- - Junius 13 (German Tatian), 
457 n. 3 

- - Laud. A. 96 (Persian), 278 
- - Laud. lat. 108 (Xli of Old Latin), 

306,463 
- - MS. Aeth. C. 1 (Ethiopic), 224 

n. 3, 228 
- - MS. Aeth. C. 2 (Ethiopic), 224 

n. 3, 227 
- - MS. Arm. d. ~ 166 n. 4 
- - MS. Or. IIg (Philoxenian Syr-

iac), 66,85 
- - Or. MS. 361 (Harclean Syriac), 

72 
- - Pococke 241 (Persian), Ig, 227-

8 
- Bodleianus 34J8 (Old Latin), 304 
- New College MS. ill (Harclean 

Syriac),72 
- - - MS. 334 (Harclean Syriac), 

72 
Oxyrhynchus Papyrus 2683 (p77), 10~ 

Pagina 1 Foliorum Kijevensium 
(Church Slavonic), 409 

Palestinian Syriac Lectionary 12, 78, 
'ml81 f. -

P. 051. inv. 1661 (Coptic), 114-15 
P. Palau Rib. Inv.-Nr. 182 (Coptic), 

113 
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P. Strasbourg 380 (Coptic), 140 
Parij.al MS. (Georgian), 187, 188, 18g. 

199 ff. 
Paris, Bib!. nat. arab. 6725. 263 n. [ 
- Bibl. nat. arm. 27. 161 
- Bibl. nat. cth. 21 (Ethiopic), 224 

n·3,227 
- Bib!. nat. cth. 22 (Ethiopic), 223, 

224 n. 3. 225. 2:l2 
- Bib!. nat. clh. 26 (Ethiopic), 224 

n. 3, 227, 235 
- Bib!. nat. cth. 27 (Ethiopic), 224 

n. 3. 226 
- Bib!. nat. eth. 143 (Ethiopic), 224-

n·3,226 
-' Bibl. nat. syr. ~ (Harclean Syriac), 

74 n. 2 
>- Bib!. nat. syr. E (Harclean Syriac), 

74 n . .') 
-' Bib!. nat. syr. ~ (Harclean Syriac), 

74 n. ;} 
- Bib!. nat. syr. 296, 1° (Peshitta 

Syriac),49 
- Bibl. nat. 254, Colbcrtinus (Vul­

gate), 341 
Parisina libri cornici, fragmenta ,- '7 I "-'-' 

.,11 of Old Latin), ~ 464 -
Pepsi an Harmony (Middle English), 

25,31) 
Persian Harmony, 17-19, 30, 34 
Persian tctraevangelion written in 

Georgian characters, 278 n. 4 
Pictaviensis :..m of Old Latin), 302 
Pierpont Morgan Library M572 (Cop­

tic), 135 
- - - Glazier Acts (COpG67), 112, 

117-18, 140, 141 n. [ 
- - MS. 783 (Peshitta Syriac), 50-1 
- - ~lS. 784- (Pcshitta Syriac), l! 

n. 2 

- - MS. 828 (Ethiopic), 224, 226 
Princeton, Scheide Coptic Matthew, 

117-18 
Psalterium Rcgincnse (3:W of Old 

Latin),464 

(l.au MS. (sub-Achmimic), 115-17 

Rabbula Gospels (Pcshitta Syriac), .') r 
Rosenthal, fragmcntum (,\ of OTd 

Latin), 4f)! 

Rushworth Gospels (R of Vulgate; 
Anglo-Saxon), 447, 453 

Rylands fragment of John (pS2), 101 

St. Gall, Stiftsbibliothck 56 (German 
Tatian), 457 

Savvina Kniga (Old Church Slavonic), 
407, 416, 431 n. 1 

Schanbacher fragments (Old High 
German harmony), 22 

Scrutiniorum, Ordo 1:.J.2 of Old Latin), 
301 

Segiienza 150 (Arabic-Latin leaf), 262 
Sclly Oak, Mingana MS. 42 (Harclean 

Syriac), ~ 
- -lVlingana MS. 105 (Hardean 

Syriac), U 
- - Mingana MS. 124 (Harc1ean 

Syriac), 12 
Sevan Monastery MS. l (Armenian), 

159 
Silcnse, missale (Old Latin), ~ 464 
- missalc (73 = 7 73 of Old Latin), 
~~464 

Sinai arab. 70, 263 
~ arab. 72, 263 
- arab. 73, 263 
- arab. 74,263 
-.~ arab. 151, 261 

- arab. 154, 262-3 
-- arab. 155, 262, 267 
,- arab. 514, 38 n. 4 
- Harris 9 (Greek and Arabic 0137), 

263 
- georg. 16, 198 n. 3 
- georg. ~ 188, 18g 
- georg. 38, 188 
- georg . .ill:- 188, 18g 
- georg. 58, 188 
- georg. 60, 188 
Sinaitic Syriac palimpsest (Old Syr­

iac), 37-8, :..r:l40, 41, 42, 43, ::ll:. 46, 
47, 61, 74,80, 167 

Sinaiticum, fragmentum (74 of Old 
Latin), cf6:.!, 464 

Sisatovaccnsis, praxapostolos (Church 
Slavonic),409 

Slepcensis, praxapostolos (Church Slav­
onic),409 

Sofia, National Library MS. 580 
(Armenian), 160 

Stuttgart Diatessaron (Middle Dutch 
23, 34 
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Tarragona MS., 1.! I Il. I 

Taurinensis (Gothic), 381-2 
Tbet' MS. (Georgian), 187 n. 2, 188-9, 

194, 199 £f. 
Thcodiscum Harmony, 34 
Tiftis MS. of Revelation (Georgian), 

188, 190, 197 
Toletana libri comici, fragmenta (68 = 

T88 of Old Latin), ~ 464 
Toletanum, missale (72 = T711 of Old 

Latin), ~ ~ 464 
- missale (262 of Old Latin), ~ 

464 
- missale (271 = T271 of Old Latin), 
~464 

Tubingen, Littmann Collection MS. 2 

(Ethiopic), 224 n. 3, 226 
Tuscan Harmony (Old Italian), ~ f., 

30 

Undol'sky fragmenta (Old Church 
Slavonic), 407 

Vatican arab. 13, ;lliJ 
- arab. 14 (Arabic harmony), 14, 15, 

16 
- cod. sir. 12 (Peshitta Syriac), .1..!...: .15 

n. 2 

- Coptic 9, 264 
- Eth. 2c 230 

- Eth. 11, 224 n. 3, 228 
- Eth. 25, 224 n. 3, 227, 230 

- Eth. 47, 224, 228 
- Eth. 49, 224, 228 
-Eth. 68, 224,227,230 
- Borg. arab. 95, 2f)I-2 

- Borg. arab. ~ (Arabic harmony), 
14,15,16,17 

- Borg. syr. 82 (Arabic Diatessaron), 
14 

- iber. ~ 198 n. 3 
- Syriac 267 (Harclean Syriac), 7!. 
- Syriac 268 (Harclean Syriac), ~ 

74 n. 2 
Venetian Harmony (Old Italian), ~ f., 

30, 34 
Venice, Mckhitarist Monastery MS. 

68 (Armenian), 159 
- Mckhitarist Monastery MS. 190 

(Armenian), 159 
- Mckhitarist Monastery MS. 1144 

(Armenian), 159 
- Mekhitarist Monastery MS. 1508 

(Armenian), 170 
Vennessenus (40 of Old Latin), 302 
Veronense, fragmentum (v (81) of Old 

Latin), 306 
-- lectionarium (41 of Old Latin), 302, 

461 
Vienna MS. Georg. 2, 186 
- papyrus of James (Coptic), I IS 
- Rainer MS. V (Coptic), 113 

Wichita, Kurdian MS. 25 (Armenian), 
159 

\oVolfenbuttel 4148 (Latin and Gothic), 
381 

Yonan codex, 49 n. 4 

Zurich MS. C. 170 App. 56 (German 
harmony), 21 



III. Index of Passages of the New Testament 

Matt. L 2 I72,~ Matt. vii. ~ 178 
i.3 242 viii. 8 173 
i.5 172 viii. II 172 
1.8 42 viii. 19 ~ 
1.[2 172 viii. ~ 178 
1. 16 40, 150 ix.6 391 
1. 17 178 ix. ill 439 
1. 19 34 ix. 13 ~ 
1. 20 315, :~I8 ix. ~ ~ 
L 21 254,458 ix.28 ~ 
L 22 146 iX·34 134 
1. 25 32 ix.~ ~ 
ii. 2 324 x. r 178 
ii.8 177,249 x·4 172 
ii. 9 ISo n. 2 x.1.2 118 
ii. 16 177 x.19 438 
ii. 18 180 n. 2 x. 28 439 
ii. 19 ~ X·42 ~ 
ii.21 242 xi. 11 ~ 
ii. 22 180 n. 2, ~ xi. 15 246 
iii. ill 249 xi. 19 118,421 
iii. 14 180 n. 2 xi. 21 35 
V. II 247 xi. 23 ::ill.! 
v. 13 247, 368 xii. u 178 
v. 17 ~ xii. 18-20 97 n. I 

v. 20 ~438 xii. E 179 
V. 21 ~ xii. '1G 81 
v. ::G 179 xii. 47 3lh 118 
v. :ill 437 f. xii. 50 438 
v·44 12 xiii. I 433 
vi. 5 254,390 xiii. 2 178 
vi. 6 242 xiii. 4 249,439 
vi. 8 32 4 xiii. 33 42 
vi. 9 177 xiii. :ill 88 
vi. ill 178, 315 xiii. 46 436 
vi. 1 I 423 xiii. 48 423 
vi. 13 42, 118, '35, ~ xiii. 52 433 
vi. 15 ~ xiv. 8 178 
vi. 19 178 xiv. 9 440 
vi. 22 177 xiv. II 178,440 
vi. 23 435 xiv. 19 176 n. I 

vi. 33 118 xiv. 23 247 
vi. 34 267 xv. 26 247 
vii. 1 ~254 xvi. 2, 3 :ill f. 
vii. 16 39 1 xvi. 2 f. 118 
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Matt. xvi. 17 117 Mark i.. 8 178,~ 

xvi. 18 80, 178 L.lQ 173 
xvi. 23 277 i.~ ~ 
xvii. 17 ~ i. 37 ~ 
xvii. 21 40,118 i. 38 436 
xviii. II 41,118 ii.2 439 
xviii. 26 440 ii.15 439 
xix. ,} 34 ii.~ 440 
xix. 9 !E! ii.26 368 n. 3 
xix. 16 437 iii. l 434 
xix. 16 f. 135 f. iii. 2 176 
xix. 17 143, 178 iii. ,1 93 
xix. 23 143 iV·3 ~439 
xix. 30 434 iV·4 439 
xx. 16 118 iV·37 441 
xx. 22, 23 40 v. ,} 171, 244 
xx. 28 457 v. 27 435 
xxi. 4 457 vi. 14 434,437 
xxi. ,} 97 vi. 27 177 
xxi. 44 134 vi. 32 .,6 
xxii. 15 173 vii. 3 177 
xxii. 41 151 vii. 23 435 
xxii. 46 440 vii. 25 162 
xxiii. 4 422 vii. 27 438 
xxiii. 14 118 vii. 34 80 
xxiii. 25 147 vii. 37 374,437 
xxiii. 35 172 viii. 38 ~ xxiv. 6 438 ix. 15 330 
xxiv. 66 198 ix.25 177 
xxv. 41 118 ix·38 177 
xxvi. 2 439 ix. 44,46 41 
xxvi. '27 434 ix·49 41 
xxvi. ~ 249 x. 29 421 
xxvi.3Q 172 x.~ 438 
xxvi. 37 ~ x·43 ~ 
xxvi. 41 177 x. 50 238 
xxvi. 49 151 xii. 16 435 n. 1 
xxvi. 50 151 xiii. 14 ~;?l8 
xxvi. 53 171,373 xiii. 25 :248 
xxvi. 65 178 xiv. 3.3 172 
xxvi. 2.2 391 xiv. 58 69 
xxvii. I 390 xv. 27 :l3§ 
xxvii. 2 457,458 xv. 28 41 
xxvii. ,} 246 xv. 34 ~:E§ 
xxvii. 16, 17 41 xv. }Q 246 
xxvii. 22 246 xv. 40, 42 11 
xxvii. 34 35,440 xv. 43 435 
xxvii. 38 ~ xv. 44 254 
xxvii. 40 390 xvi. 3 :i3§ 
xxvii. 42 392 xvi. 8 1!.j 
xxvii. 56,57 II xvi. 9-20 163, 234 

Mark i. 4 434 Lukei. 4 176 r. 
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Luke i. 5 179,200, 201 v. 39 134 
i.8 179 vi. 7 176 
i. ill 176 vi. 9 177 
i. 13 202 vi. 12 92 
i. 21 208 vi. 14 205 
i.26 200 vi. 15 201 
i.27 201 vi. 19 245 
i.29 208 vi. 30 207 
i. 37 1']8, 39 1 vi. 34 390 

t:m 92 vi. 37 207 
i·59 392 vii. 7 206 

i·73 202 vii. 11 39 1 
ii.6 249 vii. 17 179 
ii. 8 179 vii. 24 391 
ii. 9 143 vii. 44 391 
ii. 12 177 viii. 1 91 f., 212 
ii. 13 84 viii. 2 245 
ii.14 41,208, 330 viii. 3 202 
ii. 15 212 viii. 5 391, 438 
ii. 19 176 viii. 9 91 
ii. 21 249 viii. 12 88 
ii. 29 211 viii. 14 179 
ii. 36 :34,177 viii. 25 173 
ii. 37 39 1 viii. 26 179 
ii. 39 212 viii. 29 245 
ii. 45 208 viii. 34 39 1 
iii. 2 ~368n. 3 viii. 43 433 
iii. 3 248 viii. 45 435 
iii. 8 249 viii. 46 214 
iii. ill 245, 390 viii. 54 177 
iii. 12, 14 390 iX·5 209 
iii. 32 201, 202 ix. 17 21 3 
iii. 33 201 ix.26 25 1 
iii. 35 201 iX·46 254 
iii. 36 202 iX·52 39 1 
iV.2 88 iX·54 391 
iV·5 88,179 iX·55 42 
iV·9 206 iX·59 249 
iv. 18 41 x.19 390 
iV.21 249 X.21 145 
iv.23 201, 244 x. 25 89 ll. 2 
iv.25 89 x. 34 207 
iv.27 368 n. 3 x·41 41 
iv.28 89 xi. 15 201 
iV·3 1 200,201 xi. 20 255 
iV·36 435 n. I xi. 22 214 
iV·41 39 1 xi. 42 92 
iV·42 391 xii. 5 202, 253 
v. 7 435 xii. 16 179 
V.12 248 xii. 17 244 
v. !1 437 xii. 21 134 
v. 22 212 xii. 37 115,176 
v. 28 390 xiii. 4- 202 
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Luke xiii. 6 207 Luke xxii. 43, 44 41 

xiii. 7-8 324 xxii. ±2 209 
xiii. 1 I 213 xxii. 57 ~ 
xiii. 14 21 I xxii. 64 421 
xiii. 28 145 xxiii. 2 ~ 
xiv. I 176 xxiii. ~ :~26, ~ 
xiv. ill 208 JP(iii.6 ~ 
xiv. 21 391 xxiii. 7 92 
xiv.~ 92 xxiii. 1 I 212 
xiv. 26 206 xxiii. 15 178 
xiv. 27 392 xxiii. 18 202 
xiv. ~ 254 xxiii. :E ~ 
xiv. 33 392 xxiii. 34 41 
xv. I 392 xxiii. 38 40 
xv. 17 206 xxiii. 48 326 
xv. 20 211 xxiii. 49 II, ~ 
xv. 21 392 xxiii. i! II 
xv. 22 210 xxiii. 54 II 
xv. 28 391 xxiv.6a 134 
xv. 30 436 xxiv. l2. 134 
xvi. ~ 7 210 xxiv. 13 201 
xvi. 9 209 xxiv. 18 92, :i!.J 
xvi. 18 179 xxiv. 20 246 
xvi. 19 I36,~ xxiv·36b 134 
xvii. 3 392 xxiv. :lli 214 
xvii. 4 390 xxiv. 40 134 
xvii. 8 207 xxiv. 42 42 
xvii. II 95 xxiv.5..! 41 
xvii. 14 95, 206 
xvii. 25 392 John 1. 1 !A5 
xvii. 28 200 i.13 458 
xviii. 2 177 i. 15 ~ 
xviii. 7 249,390 bis i. 26 437 
xviii. I I 177 i. 28 172 
xviii. 21 144 i·30 369 n. 1 
xviii. 22 438 i.:l! 433 
xviii. 35 438 i. 34 40 
xviii. 42, 43 207 i. 35 42 
xix. 3 210 i~ 42 
xix. 15 92 i. 38 ~ 
xix. 22 391 ii. 4 173,~ 
xix. 23 210 ii. 22 254 
xix. 25 134 iii. 2 ~ 
xix. 29 201 iii. 6 40 
xix. 37 370 iii. 7 ~ 
xix. 41 391 iii. 8 40 
xix.4B 21 3 iii. 13 41 
xx. .l 392 iii. 15 42, 369 n. I 
xx. 16 92 iii. 16 255 
xxii. 3 172 iv. I ~ 
xxii. 17 212 i~ 172 
xxii. 17-18 40,48, n. iv. 9 41 
xxii. Igb-20 134 iv. ill ~ 
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John iv. ~ ~ John xii. 1& 390 

iV'TI 179 xiii . .:i ~ 
iv. ±2 ~ xiv. :l 177 
iV·47 42,~ xiv. U ili2 
iv. 48 2.')5 xiv. ~ 365 
iv. ~ 42 xiv.1! 437 
v .-. !.TI xv. 1 li f. 
V. I lfu xv. ~ 390 
v·32 ~ xvi. 2 ~ 
vi. 14 177 xvi. !..1 ~390 
vi. 20 246 xvi. ;.U 390 bis 
vi. :.u 392 xvi. ~ ~ 365 
vi.~ 422 f. xvi. 28 369 ll. I 

vi.~ 2.!, 390 xvii. :;! 390 

vi. 1;1 390 xvii. :l ~ 
vi. 49 42 xvii. ± 21: 
vi. l! ~ xvii. ~ 436 
vi. ~ :E± xvii. ~ 390 

vi. 58 390 xviii. !3 QE 
vi. §1 139 xviii. 28 391 
vi. 6q :E xviii. ~ 437 
vi. 70 aa xviii. :.ill 392 
vii. 27 390 xix. ~ 392 
vii. 1.'l 390 xix. IS 25 2 

vii. 44 198 ll. :1 xix. 38 II, 435 
vii. 46 436 xix. ±.! 365 
vii. 49 162 xx. I I 369 IL. I 

vii. 53-viii. I I ~~, ,22. xx. !2 437 
132 , 198 xx.~ 437 

viii. l2 390 xx. ~ 254· 
viii. 38 178,39 1 xx. ~ 437 
ix. 15 176 xxi. :1 369 ll. I 

ix. S'i !...:U., 178 xxi. !2 370 

ix.2q ~ 
ix.38-39a 139 Acts i. I ~ 
X. ,2 390 i.~ 245 
x. 7 ~ h!2 fu 
x. ~ 39 1 i. IS 92 
x. 27 !.±1 h 26 IgG 
xi. fi 369 ll. I ii. fi ~ 
xi. 12 !A± ii. D 87,~ 
xi. U !.±1 ii. ~l ~ 
xi. 19 437 ii.~ 141 
xi. ~ ~ ii. 3!i ~ 
xi'E 369 ll. I ii. :l1 ~ 
xi. 38 369 ll.. I iii. .6 ~ 
xi. 'F} ±.! iv. fi ~ 
xii.S !.l1 v.~ ~ 151 f. 
xii. 16 369 ll. ~ 389 vi. I 92, !..:t! 
xii. 18 390 vi. IS ~ 
xii.~ 39 1 vii. 1 !Al 
xii. ~ 390,437 vii. ;u 235 
xxii. 47 390 vii.~ 141 
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Acts vii. 42 141 Rom. xii. 9 173 

vii. -tl ~bis xiii. 9 244 
vii. 48 141 xvi. 14 172 
vii. 53 145 
viii. ! 179 1 Cor. L. 13 246 
viii. ~o ~ i.. 14 385 viii. 27 147, 196 i.. 16 393 viii. 35 141 i. 22, 23 144 
viii. :ill 141 v.13 393 ix. I I 196 vii. ,:i 393 
x. 33 178 vii. 13 393 x. 38 ~ ix.6 393 xi. 8 147, 235 iX.21 393 xi. 9 147 xi. ~ 393 xi. 27 92 xii. I I 393 xi. 28 87 xiii. 3 393 xi. 30 141 xv. 7 393 xii. 8-9 141 xv. ~ 393 xii. 21 141 xv. 27 245 xiii. I 86 xv. 50 393 xiii. ill 88 xvi. 17 393 his 
xiii. 43 141 
xiv. l2. 173 2 Cor. i. ill 370 xiv. li f. 87 ii.2 246 xiv. 25 141 ii·4 246 xiv. 26 235 ii. 17 ~ xv. 19 f. 136 iii. 15 254 xv. 20 196 vii. 8 ~ xv. 28 f. 136 

xi. :E 86 xvi. 6 ~ xii. 19 389 xvii. 18 ~ 
xviii. 25 99 

Gal. L. 6, 7 179 xx. 21 235 
xxii. II 235 
xxiv. 25 366 Eph. iii. 20 81 
xxvii. 2 367 iv.22 365 
xxvii. 7 370 
xxvii. 8 171 Phil. L. 7 367 n. 2 
xxvii. 12 370 ii. 6 377 xxvii. 22 370 iii. 13 366 n. I 
xxvii. 37 235 
xxviii. 6 367 Col. h 26 366 n. 1 xxviii. 23 ~ iii. 8 313 

Rom. ii. I 173 
! Thess. iv. 16 81 iii. 23 81 

iv.8 345 
2 Thess. ii. 10 81 v. 12 136 

vi. 8 81 
viii. ~ 150 1 Tim. L. ill 242 
ix. II 242 i. 18 87 
X·4 81 ii. 4 ~ 
x. 13 242 vi. 20 87 
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2 Tim. iv. 10 385 I Pet. i. 18 84 

ii. 5 367 11. 2 

Tit. ii. 12 81 ii. II 365 
ii. 15 367 11. 2 

Hcb. i. 1 146 ii. 20 36711. I 

ii·9 262 n. 1 iii. 7 370 

ii.16 56 iv. 4 367 n. 1 
iv.8 173 iv.6 370 

v. 4 172 
vii. 11 172 Rev. i. 1 92 
vii. 16 84 ii. 7 247 
xi·4 146, 172 iV.I 373 
xi. 8 '16 iv.8 247 
xi. 20 172 v. 8 324 
xi. 30 92 vi. 2 247 
xi. 31 172 vi. 6 373 
xii. 16 172 vi. 15 244 

vii. 5 244 
Jas. i. 1 8, viii. 5 243 

i·5 81 viii. 7 246 
iii. :3 366,36911. 1 xii. I, 3 246 
iii. 4 3 67 xii. 12 247, 248 
iii. 7 370 xiii. 15 242 his, 248 

xviii. 13 32 4 
, Pet. i. 8 36711. J xxi. 20 24 1 , 244 

i. TO 366 
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