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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

At the end of Fourth Kingdoms in BnF syr. 27, a long colophon divided into
several major, unique sections contains infer alia three interesting and important Syriac
texts. The first is a copy of a text written by Eusebius Pamphilus containing an excerpt
from one of Origen’s commentaries on Isaiah, which discusses the problematic dating of
Jeroboam’s reign. The next two texts are similar, often containing the scribe’s own
paraphrases and comments, but which bear stark resemblance—betraying their origins—
to Pseudo-Athanasius’s Synopsis Scripturae Sacrae and Epiphanius’s On Weights and
Measures. These latter two texts discuss the seventy-two translators, the Jewish revisers,

Origen, Lucian, and Origen’s text-critical sigla.!

! Since the scope of this thesis extends only to the presentation of the material in this colophon
by a transcription, translation, and comparison with related texts, matters concerning dates and the
historical veracity of various points of fact throughout the colophon are not investigated here. However, it
is important to establish the possible dates or date ranges concerning the related texts and this colophon.

Concerning the date of the texts here studied: 1) BnF syr. 27, the Catalogues des manuscrits
syriaques et sabéens (mandaites) de la Bibliothéeque nationale notes that f. 93 records the date 1395 des
Grecs, or 1084 CE. “Au fol. 93, une note assez développée qui rapporte qu’en I’an 1395 des Grec (1084 de
J. C.) les Turcs ayant envahi et saccago la Syrie et I’ Asie Mineure, beaucoup de moines de ces contrées
¢laient venus se réfugier dans le désert de Scété, ou ils avaient trouvé asile dans le couvent des moines
syriens.” H. Zotenberg, Catalogues des manuscrits syriaques et sabéens (mandaites) de la Bibliotheque
nationale (Paris: Imprimerie Nationale, 1874), 12. The Syriac text for the date from fol. 93 reads: =\ Auas
Lua,s aas. However, Peter Gentry assigns to the colophon studied here the date range 15 December 719-18
January 720 CE, based on the colophon’s own witness on f. 90r, micu\ an imha i o Krdmseh hue,
Ay=may, “in the year 928, the 5™ Indiction.” See Peter J. Gentry, “Origen’s Hexapla,” in The Oxford
Handbook of the Septuagint, ed. Alison G. Salvesen and Timothy Michael Law (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2021), 561. The scripts used in these sections may be of help: The colophon ending at f. 90r uses the
earlier Estrangela script, whereas the note in f. 93 uses the later Serta script. It is possible that the date on f.
93 was recorded later by a scribe who used the manuscript to record a brief historical note whereas the date
on f. 90r accurately records the original date of transcription by Mar Paul. 2) The date of Pseudo-
Athanasius’s Synopsis Scripturae Sacrae is difficult to establish, with several suggested dates, but Theodor
Zahn gives a general range of the sixth century or later, “Vor dem 6. Jahrhundert ist die Compilation gewif3
nicht entstanden, vielleicht noch spéter.” See Theodor Zahn, Geschichte des neutestamentlichen Kanons
(Erlangen: A. Deichert, 1888), 315. Incidentally, this colophon can be useful in providing, at the least, a
terminus ad quem for Pseudo-Athanasius’s Synopsis Scripturae Sacrae. 3) Epiphanius’s On Weights and
Measures: 392 CE. See James Elmer Dean, ed., Epiphanius’ Treatise on Weights and Measures: The
Syriac Version (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1935), 2.



It is the purpose of this thesis to provide a transcription of this colophon, a
translation for the first time into English, and to compare the respective sections of the
colophon with extant works from Origen and Eusebius, Pseudo-Athanasius, and
Epiphanius to demonstrate where possible the relationship of this colophon to these other
texts. While somewhat summary in nature, this thesis intends to provide access to
important information hidden in Syriac leaves so that the scholar interested in, inter alia,
Origen, Lucian, Pseudo-Athanasius, Epiphanius, and the various Syriac recensions of
their writings, may better understand the shape of knowledge’s tree.

In the chapters that follow, I include in the first a transcription of the colophon,
a brief synopsis of the paratextual features present, and a translation. For the sake of ease,
clarity, and a near-exact representation of the colophon, I have generally formatted the
transcription as one folio per two pages, employing the Estrangela script used by the
scribe. I have assigned line numbers for the sake of the English translation and have
placed them in the far-right margin of the text so as not to interfere with the various
paratextual sigla that occur in the near-right margin of the text. The translation is
footnoted at various points with interesting textual data, which can be used to help further
our understanding of various Syriac textual phenomenon. In the second chapter I
compare the first two major sections of the colophon in BnF syr. 27 with similar texts
from Origen, Eusebius, and Pseudo-Athanasius, noting that no extant text is an exact
match of the Eusebian material, whereas the second major section does indeed draw from
Synopsis Scripturae Sacrae. Finally, in the third chapter | make a comparison of the last

major section of the colophon with Epiphanius’s On Weights and Measures.
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Analysis of Paratextual Features

The scribe makes use of several sigla and numbers. Table 1 provides a brief

overview of these signs.

Table 1. Analysis of paratextual features

Sigla Description

(+ Generally, indicates where a line has a quotation from the Holy Scriptures.

Marks a significant section break.

. Represents the number 1; the first version. Assigned to the seventy-two.

o Represents the number 2; the second version. Assigned to Aquila.

.A_ | Represents the number 3; the third version. Assigned to Symmachus.

A Represents the number 4; the fourth version. Assigned to Theodotion.

. Represents the number 5; the fifth version. Assigned to “the fifth.”

a Represents the number 6; the sixth version. Assigned to “the sixth.”

P Asteriscus; marks where the discussion centers around asterisci in the text.

= Lemniscus; marks where the discussion centers around related sigla (— & ).

The above sigla appear in the right margin, generally alongside the first line in
the text where their signified counterparts are discussed. The sigla =, %, and + also
appear in the text, whereas — and — only appear in the text. In the cases of .., .o, and
%, these sigla are resumptive, appearing again for a second time where their signified
counterparts are discussed again. Further, the 3 is the only siglum to appear three times.

The only paratextual features in the left margin are Greek words that are Syriac
transliterations in the text. In general, the Greek word is placed near the line in which the
corresponding Syriac transliteration occurs. Two Greek words are in shortened forms:

1) ENIC, which corresponds to the last two syllables of wus_i~ and 2) MANTOC,
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which is split between two lines and does not include the prefix AA-, as would be
expected, reflecting s

Relative to other Syriac texts, the colophon in BnF Syr.027 makes use of only
a handful of accent marks. Table 2 provides a brief overview of the main accents

employed in BnF Syr.027.

Table 2. Analysis of the main accents?

Accent Sign Description

Pasoqa ~ Pausal (major)
Marks syntactically self-contained clauses, whether final
clauses or of lengthier self-contained clauses

Level or neutral tone

‘elaya ~ Pausal (minor)
Marks the end of minor, subdivided clause
Rising tone can suggest exclamation, command,

question, etc.

Tahtdya N1 Pausal (major)
Found at the end of a non-final clause; often with a

following antithesis

Probably falling tone

S'wayyd or ' Pausal (minor)

zaugd In older manuscripts, probably equal to Pdsoga
Probably level tone

2 J. B. Segal provides an excellent overview of the bewildering array of Syriac diacritical
points and accents. See J. B. Segal, The Diacritical Point and the Accents in Syriac (Piscataway, NJ:
Gorgias Press, 2003).
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Over the course of Syriac history, the four accents given in table 2 eventually
followed a customary, hierarchical order. Verses in Syriac were generally divided into
two main syntactic units: the first being suddyd and the second, piir ‘and. The general
hierarchy was as follows: The pdsoqa marked the end of the verse and the tahtdya
marked the end of the first main syntactic unit (the siiddyd). The §'wayyd marked a
subdivision in the Siidaya if length or syntax made it desirable, and the ‘é/dyad likewise
marked a subdivision in the piir ‘dnd.’

In the colophon analyzed here, these distinctions are sometimes in use but are
often not maintained. For example, in many instances, one accent or another seems to
operate as the only pausal accent across several clauses; e.g., in lines 2-3 of the colophon
two instances of a fahtdya occur before the final pasoga. Caution is necessary when

assuming a particular function for the accents in this colophon.

Translation

(1) These are the words of Eusebius Pamphilus as they appear to be:
“Origen also mentions in the first volume of his commentaries of Isaiah the prophet that
there is no consensus concerning the years of Jeroboam when he said thus, ‘Therefore, it
was necessary that in Matthew’s [account] those who are between Joram and Uzziah—
that is Ahaziah, Joash, and Amaziah—were passed over in silence in such a manner if
Matthew was deriving fourteen generations from David until the Babylonian exile.* We
were thinking that the manuscripts were mistaken when the names that were required
were omitted by scribal error. Indeed, someone says that the error was due to the

similarity of the names (10) since it was supposed that Uzziah was the same as Ahaziah;

3 Segal, The Diacritical Point and the Accents in Syriac, 75.

4 An interesting use of §'wayyd occurs here, illustrating that the hierarchy of the accents may
not be the only operative paradigm for their use in this colophon. In this case, the colophon has: =nisa 1aa
inmm imsoid haie looa halad where the S'wayyd seems to mark off the appositive; i.e.,
literally “David unto the deportation of Babylon—fourteen generations. We were thinking. . .”

16



but another says that when Matthew was in need of the number “42,” which was
separated into three periods of fourteen years, he did not worry about the story but passed
over in silence the three that were mentioned beforehand. Even by many others it is
clearly indicated that there is no consensus about the story, not only from the (15)
translated Scriptures,® but among their own Scriptures.® For example, concerning
Rehoboam in Third Kingdoms, it is written at the beginning of his account: ‘When he
was sixteen years old, he began to reign. And he reigned twelve years in Jerusalem.’” But
after the words concerning him [it continues], ‘Rehoboam, being the son of Solomon,
ruled over (20) Judah. Jeroboam® began to rule when he was 41 years old. He ruled 17
years in Jerusalem, the city that the Lord chose.’ Further, concerning Rehoboam’s mother,
[continuing] from what is written above,” ‘Naanan, the daughter of Hanan, the son of
Nahash, King of the Ammonites,’!? but at the end [is written],'! ‘Naamah the
Ammonitess.’!?”

These are Origen’s own [words] from the thirtieth volume.!3

Are we not giving all these [words] according to the translation of the

5 Syriac w=%a, which always means “Scripture(s)” throughout this colophon whether in
shorthand or in a full phrase such as =i\ Zs¥ian.

® Literally: “in theirs as in theirs.” The contrast is between the Hebrew and the Greek versions
of Scripture.

73 Kgdms 12:24% . .. Pofoay . . . vids &v éxxaidexa 6y év 16 Pactiedey adTdv xal dwdexa
g€ty ¢Pacilevoey &v Iepovoadnu.

¥ 3 Kgdms 14:21: Kai PoPoap vids Salwuwy éBaciievaey émi louda, vids Teaoapdxovta xal évdg
éviautév PoPoap év 76 Paoidedew adTdy xal déxa énta &ty éfacilevaey év Iepovoainu Tff mélet, Hv
ggehéEato xUptog. . . The LXX has PoPoay. as the subject here, but the colophon makes xnssia. the subject
of the clause. This, of course, is part of the confusion.

° Referring to what continues from the above 3 Kgdms 12:24% quotation.

103 Kgdms 12:24% . . . Naavav Buydtyp Avay viod Naag Bacthéwg vidy Appawy. . .

! Referring to the end of the 3 Kgdms 14:21.

123 Kgdms 14:21: . . . Naapa % Appavitic.

13 1t is unclear whether this is a correction to line three’s “first volume” or a mistake.
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seventy,'* not as though we do not know that what is translated by many others is the
Hebrew [translation] now in use?!® The account of these things remains.

The list that surrounds [this section] is useful concerning how the different
versions of the (30) Holy Scriptures were translated from Hebrew into Greek.

All of these versions were copied from the Hebrew Scriptures into the Greek
Scriptures, by those that translated the Holy Scriptures:

w~ [is] the first version of the seventy-two experts who were summoned from
the city of Tiberius by Ptolemy, the king of Egypt. Those are the men who, when they
were cloistered in every (35) room and fasted at the same time and turned and prayed
earnestly to God, received the Holy Spirit, and translated the Holy Scriptures from
Hebrew. And when they compared the Scriptures with each other, they found they were
complete and agreed by word and sense in everything. This is that first version.!®

o [is] then the second version of their Scriptures following after the seventy-
two: of Aquila.

(40) ~_[is] the third: Symmachus’s.

1 [is] the fourth: Theodotion’s.

When those men looked in the Hebrew Scripture,!” they indeed placed the

same word for some of these [words] but for others they changed [the words] according

14 The “seventy” and the upcoming “seventy-two” are used throughout this text to refer either
to the number of translators who originally began the translation of the Septuagint, following after the
tradition of the Letter of Aristeas, which is also maintained in Epiphanius’s On Weights and Measures, or
to refer to the version of those seventy-two, i.e., the Septuagint. Instead of translating these numbers as
“Septuagint” where the numbers refer to the version of the seventy-two, I have chosen to keep the literal
numbers as a record of the textual data in this colophon.

15 Interestingly, the ‘éldyd, which can be used with questions, predominates as the minor
pausal accent throughout this section. The pdsdqad is still used to mark the major and final divisions. This
and the predominating use of S'wayyd or tahtdyd in various sections again suggest that the author of this
colophon is using one appropriate pausal accent per section without observing a strict hierarchy.

16 In other words, ~ signifies the first version translated by the seventy-two. Each of the Syriac
letters in this and the following paragraphs is set in the right-hand margin and appears to denote the
location of the discussion of each of the versions as well as to identify them each with a number.

17 Often plural, but here singular: <ins ahan.
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to the likeness, namely, of the words of truth, (45) that the Jews may gladly use the
translators.

But they themselves show that it was not, rather, by the Holy Spirit that they
translated but concerning some dispute of their contemporaries according to a perversion
of the true books.!® Henceforward is an explanation that is entirely true: that those first
seventy-two who translated [the Hebrew Scriptures] (50) unanimously agreed in
everything.

(51) o: Then another version called “the fifth”!® was also found with other
Hebrew and Greek Scriptures in a wine jar near Jericho, after Ezra, in the time of
Antoninus, who was also Geta the king, the son of Severus.

(55) o: The version of “the sixth™?’ was also found hidden in a wine jar in
Nicopolis, which is near Actium, during the time of Alexander, the son of Mamaea.

In the time of Decius, the king, Origen became known, who is also called
Adamantius, who was, (60) by way of life, an ascetic. He also translated the Scriptures
while diligently looking into all of the translations so that with reference to them when he
found, rather, the [version] of the seventy-two to be more accurate and truer, he accepted
it. Therefore, as for the little stars (3¢) that are named asteriskoi*! in Greek, and the little

arrows?? (—) called obeli, (65) and the other little arrows (=) that have two dots—one

18 In other words, the versions of the later translators are based on contemporary disputes and
should not be considered divinely inspired like the work of the seventy-two. This is the most explicit
criticism of the later translators in this colophon.

1% Or “Quinta.” T have chosen to consistently render this the “fifth” for the purposes of
recording the textual data in this colophon.

20 Or “Sexta.” I have chosen to consistently render this the “sixth” for the purposes of
recording the textual data in this colophon.

2! Henceforth, “asterisci.” Following much of the standard literature and for consistency with
the other text-critical sigla, I have chosen to use the Latin form of the names of the critical marks. I
transliterate the Greek here to point out the use of the mater lectionis o that is used for the nominative
plural ending -oy; see the marginal note: ACTEPICKOI. The mater lectionis is used in the same way for the
upcoming obeli, lemnisci, and hypolemnisci.

22 Generally translated “critical marks.” I have chosen to translate ~saires_ in this way to
maintain the descriptive language used here, as well as to parallel the maasas “little stars” in line 63.
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above and one below—named lemnisci, and the others that are named (—) hypolemnisci
that take only one point underneath (in the way that they are placed here), when [Origen]
was investigating carefully as to the elucidation of those [translations] (70) mentioned, he
placed them in his translations when he wished to point out the consensus of the holy
seventy-two translators.

But when a translation, that is, a version, whether “the fifth” or “the sixth,”
was found, because of the obscurity of the ones who translated these, by means of the
fifth letter or the sixth, which is called in Greek episimos,* (75) [Origen] named them
“the fifth” and “the sixth.” After [these is the version of] Lucian, that great ascetic and
holy martyr. He also was the one who, while reading the versions mentioned above as
well as the Hebrew Scriptures, and accurately seeing that words were missing or (80)
were superfluous rather than true, made corrections in places in their version of the
Scriptures and he entrusted [his version] to Christian brothers. After the courage and
martyrdom of the holy Lucian—after the persecution that was in the days of the tyrants
Maximinius and Diocletian—that [version] was found in a book containing a translation
that was in his own handwriting in Nicomedia in the days of Constantine the king, with
the Jews, in a wall, in a little chest that was white-washed as if for preservation.

(87) Now, another list that is collected in abridged form from the rest that was
made by the holy Epiphanius, concerning the asterisci, the obeli, the lemnisci, and the
hypolemniscus (90) that have been found written in the holy books.

The asteriscus is thus % and the obelus is —, as is the lemniscus, and
hypolemniscus; these signs are found in the Holy Scriptures. This is their list. The sign of

the asteriscus is ¢; where it is found that it is written, it signifies those words that (95)

2 Transliterated according to the marginal note: EITICIMOC, which should be understood as
émionpog, or “symbol” particularly of ¢ as the number 6 (the sixth letter of 'Incodc). See énionpog in Franco
Montanari and Center for Hellenic Studies, The Brill Dictionary of Ancient Greek, ed. Madeleine Goh,
Chad Matthew Schroeder, Gregory Nagy, and Leonard Muellner, transl. Rachel Barritt-Costa (Leiden:
Brill, 2015).
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are written in the Hebrew Scriptures, Aquila, and Symmachus, rarely in Theodotion, but
which the seventy-two translators left out and did not translate inasmuch as they were
considered unnecessary and superfluous. As an example of the things that have been said,
I will assert by means of one small quotation so that (100) from it these things may be
known as well as the rest. There is written at the beginning of the book of Genesis** in
Hebrew, with which Aquila agrees (as do the other translators except for the seventy-
two), “and Adam lived thirty year? and nine hundred year.” Therefore, when the seventy-
two translated from Hebrew (105) to Greek they left out the words that were considered
unnecessary and superfluous and did not write them just as [they are in] the Hebrew
Scripture, or also, as I was saying, Aquila and as his fellows [did]. But omitting [the
words] since they were superfluous, he?® wrote instead of “Adam lived thirty year and
nine hundred year,” “Adam lived nine hundred and thirty years.”?’ (110) When indeed
they left out these words that are in the Hebrew, they were not impeding the reading of
the Greek. But again, these [words] excessively repeat, which, with respect to Hebrew, is
not possible.?® Therefore, when Origen compared the versions to each other, he found
words that the seventy-two omitted and did not translate since they were considered
superfluous (115) but are necessarily in the Hebrew as is suitable to the language. But the
other translators followed [the Hebrew] even though, according to the Greek language,
[the words] are superfluous. [Origen] wrote [the words] down again, not as if the need
was incumbent upon them for the reading, that is, the Greek language, for they were

unnecessary as it has been said. (120) But so that it did not seem that the version of the

24 Literally, =huioa Zoha

25 Singular in text, ~¥ue. This is also why the example is apt.
26 Singular, =ha

27 Plural “years”, s

28 In other words, Hebrew does not consider it excessive to repeat the words.
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seventy?’ has translated too little what is in the Hebrew, he placed asterisci by the words
signifying, as it has been said, that just as the stars are in the firmament of heaven, and
whether by the clouds or by the sun they are hidden, so the (125) asterisci that are written
by the words are signifying that these words are written down in the Hebrew version like
the stars in the firmament, but the version of the seventy*’ veils and hides them as the sun
does the stars. These things are what concerns the asterisci.

But of the — obelus, (130) this is its account:

The sign of the obelus is this: =, and it is translated into Syriac as ~irex . And
it is written in Holy Scripture by those words that are considered necessary by the
seventy-two but are not written in Aquila or Symmachus. For those (135) seventy-two
translators of themselves wrote and added the words, not without cause, but rather for
advantage. For there are Hebrew words that, when translated into Greek, are not able to
demonstrate their sense if the other [words] are not fittingly given so that they might be
understood and might complete (140) what is lacking from what was translated from the
Hebrew. For this reason, [these words] are necessarily added by the seventy-two
translators so as not to hinder the reading in Greek. Therefore, Origen necessarily placed
the obeli by the words that were usefully added but were not written in the Hebrew
versions, Aquila, (145) or Symmachus when by means of these he signifies that just as
the ~rirex_ or the lance destroys those that it passes through, so the obelus has done to the
words by which it is written—as if they are come to an end—since they are superfluous
and are not written in the Hebrew versions or in one of the (150) other translators, but
rather in the seventy-two, according to the necessity mentioned before. But concerning

the seventy-two: when they translated the Holy Scriptures, they translated in pairs, as it is

2 Elsewhere, generally “seventy-two”: oida qsae; but here there is a small, vertical, dagger-
like mark immediately following as=ea, perhaps noting the difference.

3% Unlike the previous instance in line 120, no mark follows us=ax here.
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learned from the story composed by the Holy Epiphanius for this sake, so that, because it
was found that everything was translated from the (155) Holy Scriptures thirty-six times,
it happened that some words were found in their translations that were translated by the
end of a word only or not with sense. When Origen encountered and found in these
translations a word that one pair alone translated differently aside from the rest, he
marked beside it a iypolemniscus. (160) This is what was placed: —; a i _ With one
dot underneath it. But wherever he found a word that two pairs from among the
translators translated differently, he placed a lemniscus; this is it +; a ~ires_ that takes
two dots, one above and one below. And these things, in an abridged form, are what have
been said (165) concerning the asteriscus, obelus, hypolemniscus, and the lemniscus, for
the purpose of making known these [signs] that may be encountered, from the abundance
of the teaching inspired by God of the Holy Epiphanius concerning these [signs].

But if, perhaps, someone finds an asteriscus written by words that are
introduced by Aquila, Symmachus, or Theodotion, or from the other versions, he should
know that some of the words are the ones that are repeated two times in the Hebrew and
are those omitted by the seventy-two because of what was said before. Origen also placed
asterisci upon them according to the custom that he placed upon these things that are
from the Hebrew, but his name is not written by them, (175) nor someone else’s, but an
asteriscus only. But there are very rarely other words where the Hebrew is marked by
them or the asterisci are placed beside them.

(178) The holy abbot Mar Paul, bishop of the Christians in the great city
Alexandria, translated this book from the Greek language into Syriac, from the version of
the seventy-two, by the command and exhortation of the holy and blessed Mar
Athanasius, Patriarch of the Christians, in the monastery of Mar Zacchaeus in Callinicum
while he dwelled in Alexandria in the days of the God-loving Mar Theodorus, the
archimandrite of his monastery in the year 928, the 5th Indiction. Let anyone who reads

this pray for the God-loving Mar Thomas, servant and syncellus of the holy and blessed
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Patriarch Mar Athanasius, who took pains along with the rest who grew weary and
labored with him, that God may reward them for their diligence and their labor—the
salvation of their souls by the prayers of his mother and of all the saints.

Amen.
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CHAPTER 2
TEXTUAL COMPARISONS

This colophon contains material from several different texts and betrays
varying degrees of dependency on those texts. In this chapter, I will analyze, discuss, and,
where possible, compare BnF syr. 27 f. 88v-f. 89v, lines 1-86 with extant texts. The
section of BnF syr. 27 in f. 88yv, lines 1-28 purports to come from a section of Origen’s
commentaries on Isaiah; no extant text appears to contain the same material. The section
of BnF syr. 27 in f. 88v-89v, lines 29-86, due to similarities in order and subject matter
that suggest a dependent relationship, is compared with Pseudo-Athanasius’s Synopsis

Scripturae Sacrae and Epiphanius’s On Weights and Measures.

Folio 88v, Lines 1-28

In this section, the Eusebian text quotes from Origen’s commentaries on Isaiah,
none of which have survived, outside of a few fragments containing material from Isaiah
30 and an excerpt from Isaiah. Nine of Origen’s homilies on Isaiah, particularly Isaiah 6,
have been recorded for posterity by Jerome.! However, no extant texts match exactly
what is contained here. Origen discusses Matthew’s genealogy elsewhere in a clearly

different manner in his Homily XXVII on Numbers:

.. .and, further, the coming of our Lord and Savior into this world is traced through
forty-two generations. This is what Matthew the Evangelist points out when he says,
‘From Abraham to David the king, fourteen generations. And from David to the
Babylonian Exile, fourteen generations. And from the Babylonian Exile to Christ,
fourteen generations.?

! Maurice Geerard, Jacques Noret, and Fr Glorie, Clavis Patrum Graecorum, Corpus
Christianorum (Turnhout: Brepols, 1974), 1:157.

2 Homily XXVII is not extant in Greek, but in Rufinus’s Latin translation. Origen and Hans
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This colophon in BnF syr. 27, then, contains a heretofore untranslated text

from Origen’s lost commentaries on Isaiah.

Folio 88v-89v, Lines 29-86

In this section, the scribe of BnF syr. 27 appears to summarize the related
material in Pseudo-Athanasius’s Synopsis Scripturae Sacrae and to draw from
Epiphanius’s On Weights and Measures.> While BnF syr. 27 omits biographical
information contained in Synopsis Scripturae Sacrae for some of the translators, and at
times includes different details, particularly in the discussion of the seventy-two
translators, the similar numbering sequence and the inclusion of the Lucian material
suggest that the scribe in BnF syr. 27 depends on Synopsis Scripturae Sacrae. The
differences in information concerning the translators may be accounted for when
compared to Epiphanius’s On Weights and Measures, as if the scribe in BnF syr. 27 is
interweaving related information from these two texts.

The following comparison will subdivide the lines from BnF syr. 27 for ease of
comparison, transcribing both the Syriac text from BnF syr. 27 and the Greek text of
Pseudo-Athanasius found in Jacques Paul Migne’s Patrologia Graeca. The BnF syr. 27
text will also be compared with similar material from Epiphanius’s On Weights and
Measures, particularly from the manuscript BL Add. 17148, which will be discussed

further in the next chapter.

BnF syr. 27, lines 29-32a

This beginning section serves as a heading for the following material, which

discusses the various translations of the Holy Scriptures. BnF syr. 27 reads:

Urs von Balthasar, Origen: An Exhortation to Martyrdom, Prayer, First Principles: Book 1V, Prologue to
the Commentary on the Song of Songs, Homily XXVII on Numbers, trans. Rowan A. Greer (Mahwah, NJ:
Paulist Press, 1979), 37. The translation occurs on p. 249.

* While the colophon attests to Mar Paul as the author, I refer to him as “the scribe” throughout
since [ am not investigating his history in this thesis.
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ohar halirsn haislesn N\ swrs Ay &aroax
‘il ins <yl o cardhe ML ol
~uds ofas Gins ofa > @il Khasilys enla
Ll kel aavar (aim >
Synopsis Scripturae reads:
[oiae xal méoar mapadéoeis eiol T Belas Tpadijs, elte oty dmd "EPpaixod elg To

"EAMvixdv épunvelat, xal Tives of Tadtyv épunvedoavtes, xal moTe.*

BnF syr. 27, lines 32b-39a

This section details the “first version,” that of the seventy-two. BnF syr. 27
reads:
arary humin Chasales
S AL oaind, o iohwy al;  Kxias aido
oo arnudi 1ma @i (Qi; oiemm wals wartal) e
ol > furuim asno all wo Kasar amgo s
il 5hal Lins > aarao Zeaio ~woi anm
cara axley auar ofal s hal amna aa
haales ;n <am palas lhus caro hlss
@~ famia
In comparison, Synopsis Scripturae reads:
[pdity éotiv % T6v oy’ épuyveutév. Obror, 'Efpaior dvtes, egeréynoay dmd
éxaatys duliic €&, xal npwivevaay T Belav Tpadiy émt Ttodepaiov Bagidéws Tod
Dl adéddou Tpd Otaxoriwy TpidxovTa EViaUTEY Tig xata gapxa yevwioews Tol Kuplov

nuv Inoot Xplorod.

4 Pseudo-Athanasius, Synopsis Scripturae Sacrae in Patrologia Graeca, ed. J.-P. Migne (Paris,
1887), 28:177b. Hereafter, all citations will be given as “Pseudo-Athanasius, Synopsis Scripturae Sacrae
(PG 28:177b).”

5 Pseudo-Athanasius, Synopsis Scripturae Sacrae (PG 28:177b).
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Clear differences can be noted between the two texts, among which are:
1) Synopsis Scripturae records the detail that six men from each of the tribes of Israel
were chosen and 2) gives the general date of their activity. On the other hand, BnF syr. 27
includes a brief, but active description of their activity, the information for which may be
related more to Epiphanius’s On Weights and Measures, though with some distinction.

As regards this possible relationship to Epiphanius’s On Weights and
Measures, a comparison to BL Add. 17148 is warranted. Here, the scribe in BnF syr. 27
very briefly discusses the seventy-two translators, whereas BL Add. 17148 contains
much more detailed material from Epiphanius.® With specific reference to the activity of
the seventy-two in preparation for translating the Scriptures, BnF syr. 27 mentions that
they “fasted,” a detail nowhere reflected in Epiphanius’s text recorded in BL Add.
17148.7 Even so, the description of the seventy-two as receiving the Holy Spirit and that
“they compared the Scriptures with each other, [and] found they were complete and
agreed by word and sense in everything” accords with the more detailed information in
BL Add. 17148.% Though the details here are brief, a reliance on Epiphanius’s On
Weights and Measures may be assumed. In fact, later in line 163 of the colophon in BnF
syr. 27, the scribe mentions his dependence on Epiphanius for historical details related to

the seventy-two translators.

¢ Epiphanius’s text evidenced in BL Add. 17148 includes inter alia a list identifying each of
the seventy-two translators (columns 51d-52a), two letters from Ptolemy Philadelphus (columns 52d-53a
and 53b-53c¢), and a record of the Ptolemaic line in column 53d.

7 While the scribe in BnF syr. 27 may only be referencing an initial fast—the details are too
ambiguous to be sure of some specific reference—it should be noted that BL Add. 17148 mentions the
dining and food preparations of the seventy-two in several places; cf. column 48d.

8 See, for example, BL Add. 17148 column 50a, lines 22-28a:

Kralo eoil Khomamy anhil Kol ol s A Chamle @\ huadhewr &\

~avraan amlea Ne oY r(\:\\ ;M Qi
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BnF syr. 27, lines 39b-40

BnF syr. 27 here mentions the second version, Aquila’s. BnF syr. 27 reads:
ohdn Lomba ohida o1 Khasales
¢+ Aaardy giho @anr (aim ihs

The related section in Synopsis Scripturae reads:

Aeutépa €aTiy 1) Tol Axdra. Obtog dmd Swvamyg Tod Tlévrou dmdpywy, xal
"EAApy &v, éfantiody év Tepocordpots. Kal maiw tov Xpiotiavioudv dbemioag, xal tolg
"Toudaiots mpoadpapwy, npurvevae Ty Beiav Tpadny dieatpapuéve Aoyoud ént Adptavol
Baothéws Tol Aemtwbévrog peta TN €Ty T T@Y off” épunveiag.’

The scribe of BnF syr. 27 very clearly omits Aquila’s biographical information
contained in Synopsis Scripturae; in fact, BnF syr. 27 contains very little biographical
information for any of the translators, refraining from making many comments about the
value of the translation or the character, or orthodoxy, of the translator. In contrast, in On
Weights and Measures, Epiphanius includes much more biographical information for
each of the translators and readily provides an analysis of their characters, their

orthodoxy, and the value of their translations.

BnF syr. 27, line 41
BnF syr. 27 reads:
.@aamamy M
Once again providing much more detail, Synopsis Scripturae reads:
Tpity épunvela éotiv % Tod Suppdyov. Obtos Sapapeitns dv, xal wi) Tiunbels
Omd Tod i0lov Aaol, wg drhapyiav voodv, Tois Toudalols mpoaTpéxet, xal éx deuTépou
meptrépvetal. Kal mpog dlaotpodny tév Sapapettév épunvevel xat adtods Ty Oelay

Tpadiy Omd Zefrpov ol Baoidéws peta vo' &ty Tiic Tol Axdda épunveiag.10

° Pseudo-Athanasius, Synopsis Scripturae Sacrae (PG 28:177¢).

10 pseudo-Athanasius, Synopsis Scripturae Sacrae (PG 28:180a).
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The only point of comparison, of course, between BnF syr. 27 and Synopsis

Scripturae is the labeling of Symmachus’s translation as the “third.”

BnF syr. 27, line 42a
BnF syr. 27 reads:

Aqu orhn aoir

Again, with more detail Synopsis Scripturae reads:

Tetdpty éotiv 1) To¥ OeodoTiwvos Tod "Edeaiou. Olrog, Tiic aipérews Mapxiwvos
to8 TTovtixol &v, unvidv Tois Tis aipéoews avtol, npunvevae xat adtos émt Kopuodov Tol
Baothéws v adT T6 xpbvé, mpds dtacTpodny i adTol aipérews.!!

Once again, the only point of comparison is the numbering sequence of

Theodotion—*“the fourth.”

BnF syr. 27, lines 42b-50

This passage in BnF syr. 27 refers back to the previous translators Aquila,
Symmachus, and Theodotion, and briefly explains the result of their translations (“that
the Jews may gladly use the translators”). Further, the scribe in BnF syr. 27 makes here
the only critique of these translators in this colophon, determining that their translations
were due to contemporary disputes about the meaning of the text and not, rather, to the
inspiration of the Holy Spirit. While too little material is devoted here in this colophon to
the value of the translators and their translations to be able to meaningfully compare this
passage to an exact section in Epiphanius’s On Weights and Measures, the critical tone
towards these particular translators is certainly representative of the critiques found in On

Weigths and Measures and, to some extent, Synopsis Scripturae Sacrae.

1 pseudo-Athanasius, Synopsis Scripturae Sacrae (PG 28:180a).
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BnF syr. 27, lines 51-54

Returning back to the list of the translators, BnF syr. 27 discusses “the fifth”
translation. Here, however, BnF syr. 27 bears resemblance to both Synopsis Scripturae
and On Weights and Measures. Therefore, all three texts will be transcribed and
discussed below. BnF syr. 27 reads:

ras i m Chamlrs Chise ook
Mudio it ie ohi s e Nusahesd
vama el 5o i o aste hal o s
Niomy min <aln Ao e am

Synopsis Scripturae reads:

[Téumty épunveia éotiv 9 év miboig evpebeion xexpuppévy éml " Avtwvivou
Baoihéws Toll Kapaxddia év "Tepiyw mapd Tvos Tév év Teposorpots omovdaiwy. '

The information contained in both is similar, including the numbering
sequence, “the fifth,” and the fact that the translation was “found” in the time of
“Antoninus” having been “hidden” in “wine jars” in “Jericho.” Otherwise, differences
emerge: BnF syr. 27 introduces the topic more specifically, includes inter alia the fact
that “the fifth” was found with other Hebrew and Greek Scriptures, and identifies
Antoninus as also “Geta the king, the son of Severus,” but makes no mention of the name
“Caracalla.” These differences, while not entirely resolved, can be compared to two
different sections from On Weights and Measures as contained in BL Add. 17148.

The first relevant section from BL Add. 17148 column 56d, line 32 through
column 57a, line 13 reads:

o csaher’

sy haasnlrs

Q-.v)vvn Qansiards 9 gao

12 pseudo-Athanasius, Synopsis Scripturae Sacrae (PG 28:180a).
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is ofa as
ofa o ~ias

While differences in clause and word order can readily be observed, the major
differences between the two texts are as follows: 1) the presence of the participle
~imnion in BoF syr. 27 serving to introduce the “fifth” version, 2) the participle s\~
in BL Add. 17148 further describing the state of the “fifth” version in wine jar(s) in
Jericho, and 3) the identification of the other books also hidden in the wine jar(s) in
Jericho.! In BnF syr. 27 the “fifth” version is found with cudee ~iss i ok,
“other Hebrew and Greek books.” In BL Add. 17148, the “fifth” version is found with
~oka Mino hins e ok, “other Hebrew books and other books.” Here, BnF
syr. 27 follows the Greek versions of On Weights and Measures, which explicitly
mentions the “Greek books.”!*

The temporal adverbial clause in BnF syr. 27 axs do wauma\pea s
~iomy mis wals Ay appears to summarize several places in On Weights and
Measures. For example, the section in the version of BL Add. 17148 column 56d, lines
12-18 reads:

61 haalesn N>
Foahe oo Réaa
Mo > Ao
.@oiarl ~aaanin

.docu.-.mlv_\dn <o\

13 Note the preference in BL Add. 17148 for the plural == = and the preference for the
singular in BnF syr. 27. This is a regular distinction between BL Add. 17148 and BnF syr. 27.

14 From the critical edition by E. D. Moutsoulas: "Ev Tais uépats ToUTOU, WS TTPOELTOV,
evpelnoay ai Bifrot T mépmTyg Exddoews v mifors v Tepiyd xexpuppevar petd EAAwy Blﬁﬁiwv Bpainidv
xal EAvixwy, lines 498-500a in Epiphanius, To “Peri Metron Kai Stathmon” Ergon Epiphaniou Tou
Salaminos: Eisagoge, Kritiké Ekdosis, Echolia, ed. E. D. Moutsoulas (Athens, 1971), 164. This colophon,
then, provides further important data for the scholar interested in understanding the various textual
traditions of On Weights and Measures.
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wa\oin ,ioh's am

Ao

Then, another section in column 56d, lines 26-30 reads:
61, Nsahe
R 21 aseiads o gus
mis dawma\p<l Ko
»yioha iardomn
A e walain
In both places the information is nearly the same. The major differences are:
1) that lines 12-18 concern both the “fifth” and the “sixth” versions whereas lines 26-30
focus on the “fifth” version, and 2) that the identity of Antoninus as the son of Severus is
only explicit in lines 26-30. Interestingly, like Synopsis Scripturae but unlike BnF syr. 27,
Epiphanius includes here the name “Caracalla.” Incidentally, These two lines also
demonstrate how often—indeed how quickly—Epiphanius repeats himself and the
difficulty of determining exactly where the scribe of BnF syr. 27 may be copying or

gathering information.

BnF syr. 27, lines 55-60a

Similar to the previous section, these lines bear resemblance to both Synopsis
Scripturae and On Weights and Measures; comparisons will be made between both texts.
BnF syr. 27 reads:

o ens a2, e haahe hrd Khaslys
wa\ o Mala ;;m @laaans
4 = o woinmals /S R oo

S\ IR Ko s de <l wauoll <sis
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Synopsis Scripturae reads:

o, <iooao

“Extn épunveia éotiv %) év mibows ebpebeloa xal ality xexpupuévy émt Adegdvdpou

To8 Maypaiag maidds év NixomdAer Tff mpog "Axtiov U6 Tvog T@Y *Qpryévous yvwpipwy. '

Though differences in the order of the clause “during/under the time of

Alexander, the son of Mamaea” and general word order occur between both texts, these

two texts contain essentially the same information until Origen is mentioned. The

material concerning Origen in BnF syr. 27 more directly reflects On Weights and

Measures.

BL Add. 17148 in column 57a, lines 6-23a reads:

15 Pseudo-Athanasius, Synopsis Scripturae Sacrae (PG 28:180b).
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" har Wima
o A . o
@uoiod ool
A Ldh>
Several differences between BnF syr. 27 and the text contained in BL Add.
17148 are worth noting: 1) the initial position of the clause “Alexander the son of
Mamaea” in BL Add. 17148; 2) the variations in the spelling of Mamaea, the “sixth”
version, and Origen between both versions; 3) the inclusion of much more historical
detail in BL Add. 17148, mentioning the reigns of Maximian, Gordian, and Philip prior to
Decius; and 4) the brief description of Origen in BnF syr. 27. Concerning this last
difference, in contrast to BnF syr. 27, the text in BL Add. 17148 proceeds with several
more lines of biographical information detailing the life of Origen before mentioning his
nickname “Adamantius.” Interestingly, BL Add. 17148 spells Origen’s nickname
waudusa more clearly representing the expected vowels. Conversely, BnF syr. 27
includes the marginal note (with lunate sigma) MANTOC, obscuring the regular
pronunciation. Of most importance to the considerations of this comparison, the clause
siah @\ i s oo In BnF syr. 27— 1ol o\ amare e ;oo in BL Add. 17148—has

poor support from the Greek textual tradition of On Weights and Measures.'

BnF syr. 27, lines 60b-76a

This material discusses Origen and his translation activity and departs from the
list of Synopsis Scripturae. It will be compared with On Weights and Measures as

contained in BL Add. 17148 in the next chapter.

16 Moutsoulas includes it in his critical edition in lines 511b-512a: Kai a0tés 8¢ 'Qpryévrg 6 xal
Adapdvtios xAndels, but notes that it is omitted in J, L, VS, and Lag". Epiphanius, To “Peri Metron Kai
Stathmon” Ergon Epiphaniou Tou Salaminos: Eisagoge, Kritikeé Ekdosis, Echolia, 164.
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BnF syr. 27, lines 76b-86

Here, the scribe in BnF syr. 27 appears to return to the list found in Synopsis
Scripturae. BnF syr. 27 reads:

s dn @aunal o @aihs

CO AN\Q& 1 ap Al ur an Kv.lo Kiwa od
R0 waits ohing (b cwadl hacalens
hlde o (Hamn TAm s\ haodudhe ma
womblin iulus Fluios  Lih Kl & eoudur
ha v o oo Rul ein i) nlea ofian
dmn aaoii s waunal r.aiad ;b Choinwa
u{soﬁv ooc\.ulv.lnonc\ YauTLmAS ydus Kamd
Yuakhe ,0éLr Qicaoy Chalesmy akhas
ados hal s rox_\.‘lv.-Svmcxn s Ziammaniin
~“hoily we flam iaamiias  Khords

Synopsis Scripturae reads:

‘EB06un maiv xal tedevtala épuveia 7 Tol ayiov Aovxiavol Tol peydiov
qoxntol xal uaptupog, 80Tl xal aldTds Tals mpoyeypauuévals éxdooeat xal Tol "EfBpaixois
gvTUY @Y, Xal émomTedoas ueta axptPelag Ta Aeimovta, 7 xat mepirta THs dAndelag pRuata,
xal Sopbwadyuevos év Tols oixelotg T&v Tpadéy Témotg, é£€deto Tols XpioTiavols dderdols:
7Tis 0N xal épunveia peta ™y @0ANTw xal paptupiay Tol adtol ayiov Aovxiavol, Thy
yeyovuiay eml AtoxAntiavol xat Maguuavod Tév Tupdwvawy, fyouy To idiéxetpov adTol Tig
éxdboews BifAiov, evpéby év Nuxoundeia emt Kwvotavtivov Bagtdéws Tol peydiov mapa

"Toudalotg &v Tolyw Tupyloxw Tepixexplopéve xoviduatt elg dtadviagw."

17 Pseudo-Athanasius, Synopsis Scripturae Sacrae (PG 28:180c). Swete records the same text
in Henry Barclay Swete, An Introduction to the Old Testament in Greek (Cambridge: University Press,
1900), 80-81. Devreesse records a different version of this text, attributed to the manuscript Coislin 251; 1
have marked explicit variants in bold and omissions (as compared to the PG text) with an ellipsis:

‘EBSéyJ%TE &xdoots %) Tol ayiov Aouxiavold Tol peydiou doxntol xai pdptupos, 8o . . . Tals
4 3 4 b} A 3 A '\ 1 ~ 4 . ~ \ b 14 \ I N \
TPOYEYpauUEVaLS EX00TETIY EVTUYWY, Eyxilag 0t xal Tols éBpaixols, . . . weta dxpiPelas Ta Aeimovta % xal
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The similarities between these two texts are striking, though a few differences
occur throughout. While this thesis cannot prove that the scribe in BnF syr. 27 is indeed
copying from a Greek text, this particular section provides fruitful and interesting
comparisons between the Greek and Syriac of these two texts. These comparisons
include: the scribe in BnF syr. 27, instead of continuing the numbering sequence
(ERddun), simply begins with the adverb «ins, followed by essentially the same clause
in comparison, though the adjective ~=.1a instead modifies ~amwa. The next sentence,
though varied in appropriate word order for each language, contains the same
information; nearly identical syntactical constructions include: 1) dotig xai adTég versus
ap @y m am; then 2) Tals mpoyeypapuévals éxddoeat xal tois EPpaixols évtuywy in
Comparison to whiss wahdna: (i cniél hasalems wos aze 1, with the
participle évtuyav to be particularly compared to the syntactical construction of the
adverb a plus the verb sae; and, similarly, 3) xai émrontedoas peta axptPeiag versus
~haoXuhe my ~wa While the predicate Ta Aelmovta, 7} xal mepitTa THs dAnleiag pruata
can be compared t0 itz & condu Khide o Chmst ol s\ Similarly, In
the next clause, the text xai dtopbwaayevos év Tols oixelolg Tév Tpaddv témois is
particularly close to o¥ar (ombad du¥us duiors  oid though with the extra

possessive pronoun construction in the Syriac: L aelaa.'’

meptrredovta xal Tol xataidyov tis dAnlelas méppw Tuyydvovta diopbwadpevos év Tols oixeiows THs ypadfis
xwplotg E&édoTo Tols yproTiavois ddehdols. “Hris . . . &xdoois pete T)v &0Anow xal T uaptiplov Tod ayiov
Aouxiavod, . . . THg ol Aoxdytiavod xal Ma&iwiavod . . . xatainiaons uaviag, elpyrar ¢ . . . idioxelpov
Yeypapuéy . . . & Nixoundeia émi Kaoravrivou Tol Bagtiéws mapd Toudaiols ev . . . mupyloxw papuapive
xal xexoviapéve. See 119n1 in Robert Devreesse, Introduction a l'étude des manuscrits grecs (Paris:
Imprimerie Nationale, 1954).

As the following comparison makes clear, BnF syr. 27 bears most resemblance to the PG text
of Synopsis Scripturae Sacrae with the exception of Kwotavtivou Tol Bagiréws from Coislin 251, which
very nearly matches wals wavn\ s\ was, particularly with regards to the missing v from the first syllable of
Constantine’s name.

18 Migne includes the Latin translation et diligenter, quae vel veritati deerant, vel superflua
erant, inspexisset taking veritati as a complement to deerant. Pseudo-Athanasius, Synopsis Scripturae
Sacrae (PG 28:179b).

19 Compare especially oixeloig and s,
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Continuing the comparison: ~u\ wis s\ wle~a could very easily be a
literal rendering of ¢é£¢deto Toic XpioTiavols ddeAdols- while the Syriac in the following
clause wanoal wriaor mla hornwa ha\\h idon ;o0 somewhat obscures the
pronominal antecedent incorporated into #tts 0% xal épunveia peta ™y d0AnTwY xal
naptupiav Tol adtod dyiov Aouxiavol, though everything else is basically the same. 2°
Further, <10l), wau\:looi0 wausmmas ,»ds o am <haoai s corresponds nicely
to Ty yeyowiav éml AtoxAnTiavod xai Magiuavel Tév Tupdwvwy, though “persecution” is
not resumed in the Greek, and continues hsuahe ,mé hiany haalesy akhas,
which could easily be a translation of the Greek #youvv T6 id16yetpov adTol THjg éxddaewg
BifAiov, ebpéhy. Finally, the adverbial prepositional phrases ,»éus ~iamaans
hoi\ a1l e rlasn <haamiian  honds aidon hal wals wau\s\ was correspond
quite closely to év Nixoundeia émi Kwvotavtivou Bacidéws ol peydiov mapa Tovdalots év
Tolyw mupylonw Tepixeyplopéve xovidpatt eis dadvAag, though the Syriac simply calls
Constantine “the king,” not “the great king.”?!

While the scribe in BnF syr. 27 does not seem to copy all of the material in
Pseudo-Athanasius’s Synopsis Scripturae Sacrae, and even seems to interweave material
from Epiphanius’s On Weights and Measures, the similarity in the listing of the
translations, and particularly the material concerning Lucian, suggest that this colophon
heavily relies here on Synopsis Scripturae. In fact, comparing the Greek versions of

Synopsis Scripturae, the scribe in BnF syr. 27 follows the tradition in line with the Greek

version found in PG.

20 Compare especially wha\,\hw and &6Anouv.

2! The Syriac word =saamaia, “little chest,” does not appear in the standard lexicons. I take it as
a diminutive of ~am.1ie/racsia, which is derived from mupyioxog. See Michael Sokoloff, 4 Syriac Lexicon:
A Translation from the Latin, Correction, Expansion, and Update of C. Brockelmann’s Lexicon Syriacum
(Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias Press, 2009), 1228-1229. For the diminutive in =se-, see Theodor Noldeke,
Compendious Syriac Grammar, trans. James A. Crichton (1904; repr., Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns,
2001), § 131. For other diminutives in this text, see =iaaxaa in line 63 and =aawes_ in line 65.
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CHAPTER 3

COMPARISON OF BNF SYR. 27
AND BL ADD. 17148!

From the final third of f. 88v through f. 90v in BnF syr. 27, the scribe
summarizes Epiphanius’s On Weights and Measures. Sometimes the scribe follows a
particular section closely, but most often he pieces together relevant information from
various sections. Epiphanius’s full text includes more historical details and parenthetical
asides than the scribe of BnF syr. 27 and he repeats himself more often in the full text.
The scribe of BnF syr. 27 instead focuses primarily on Epiphanius’s discussion of the
seventy-two translators, Origen, and Origen’s text-critical sigla. In the following
comparative analysis, following the line order of BnF syr. 27, I will summarize the
discussions contained in both texts when it is clear that the scribe of BnF syr. 27 is
himself summarizing or simply discussing the same information found in On Weights and
Measures. Where a more a more exact relationship may be surmised, I will transcribe the
texts, maintaining the format of both, and only including paratextual features when
necessary.? To be clear, I will not argue that BnF syr. 27 depends upon BL Add. 17148
itself, but I do intend to demonstrate to what extent BnF syr. 27 records On Weights and
Measures by comparison with one of the most important Syriac manuscripts containing
On Weights and Measures.

As to the format of both manuscripts: BL Add. 17148 runs two justified columns

'T have transcribed sections of BL Add. 17148 from the facsimile contained in Dean’s
translation. BL. Add. 17148 is dated between 648 and 659 CE; see Dean, ed., Epiphanius’ Treatise on
Weights and Measures: The Syriac Version, 3. BL Add. 17148 is the older of the two Syriac manuscripts
that contain Epiphanius’s complete text.

2 Since Epiphanius often repeats himself or resumes a conversation after a lengthy aside, I have
chosen to transcribe the most closely related section from BL Add. 17148 alongside BnF syr. 27.

39



per folio, with room for marginal notes in all margins. BnF Syr. 27 runs one right-aligned
column per folio with left- and right-marginal notes. BL Add. 17148 maintains Estrangela
throughout, though some marginal notes are in Greek. Estrangela is the primary script in
BnF Syr. 27 though interpolations of Serta can be found throughout the manuscript as a

whole, including at the end of f. 90v.?

BnF syr. 27, lines 60b-69a

Lines 60a-69a summarize content related to Origen and his text-critical sigla in

On Weights and Measures. A precise comparison is unlikely and unnecessary.

BnF syr. 27, lines 69b-76a

Here, BnF syr. 27 continues to summarize, but the specific information bears
more recognizable relation to material also contained in BL Add. 17148.
BnF syr. 27 reads:
wim Fimall wver dudduhe oas
~“haznlel aviaml o o 1l Kafaas (w no | oian
fuso <avraa o1 A +¢.Ean n¥as oiho gaael
=\ N> dsade hEd j;mo st ;o hoamles
i1 Kol o aava (Amh M hasa.
waumar] ushos iahon ,;m hela
+y=na)
@K ome heda
BL Add. 17148 in column 57b, line 21b through column 57¢, line 4a reads:
caar ol 1

~haanlroy ohal

® Due to the unclear handwriting and some distortions in the text, I have not included this Serta
interpolation at the end of f. 90v in my translation.
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o hEla S
~a Qimy do
oLl Qi am
QI Qa¥al ( aim
COMmD1 L Qi ~AoLB
“0mo) asaher
~ommar wlm asicd
~ims dudasoy
<l o o
1 eyl
1o culs med
el “hohe’
a0l s\
om .=yl siora
o oo @1 haasm
hohdl 1 A ido
souls oha casumard
~<hel ~oraal v
Tt
Though clause order (the order of information) does not align between both
texts, the general information is nearly the same. Both texts detail Origen’s naming of the
“fifth” and the “sixth” translations, partly due to the fact that their authors were unknown,
as well as Origen’s placement of both texts in his own translation, though BL Add. 17148
includes clearer information concerning the sequence of Origen’s placement of these
texts—after the four other Greek versions.
A more significant difference between BnF syr. 27 and BL Add. 17148 has to

do with the reason given in BnF syr. 27 for Origen’s placement of the “fifth” and the
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“sixth” in his text. This section notes that Origen “placed them [the “fifth” and the
“sixth”] in his translations when he wished to point out the consensus of the holy seventy-
two translators” (emphasis added). In contrast, BL Add. 17148 does not include such a
comment here, but a discussion of a different tenor appears in column 57d, line 14b
through line 22:
angior =\
haanleny asie 3a
eiha wimr o aiom
udurd
o ) Kl o>
i waiaaly s
@ ama asa\s
s o1 Kam
#iasn urdurs @aoio’
“But Origen, when he heard that the version of the seventy-two was correct, he placed it
in the middle so that it might refute those on each side.* This one thing alone Origen did
helpfully.” Origen’s impetus to include the “seventy-two” in the “middle” as a refutation
of the other versions is missing from the colophon in BnF syr. 27, the closest discussion
besides BnF syr. 27 lines 70ff being the reliability and truthfulness of the version of the

“seventy-two” and some general critiques of the other translators.® Finally, Epiphanius’s

4 Barlier, Epiphanius describes the layout of Origen’s Octapla as the two Hebrew columns,
then the columns of Aquila, Symmachus, the seventy-two, Theodotion, the “fifth,” and then “the sixth.”

5T have generally relied on and replicated Dean’s translation in Dean, ed., Epiphanius’
Treatise on Weights and Measures: The Syriac Version, 37.

¢ See BnF syr. 27 lines 32-39 and 49-50 for a positive discussion of the version of the
“seventy-two” and compare with lines 40-48 concerning the other translators. BnF syr. 27 does not contain
Epiphanius’s biographical information for each of the other translators as does BL Add. 17148 and
therefore does not include all of the criticisms that Epiphanius gives of Aquila, Symmachus, and
Theodotion. Further, BnF syr. 27 lacks the critical remarks of Epiphanius concerning the value and quality
of their work.
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disparaging remark concerning Origen is not mentioned in BnF syr. 27. In fact,
Epiphanius’s well known dislike of Origen has no counterpart in this colophon in BnF

syr. 27; BnF syr. 27 appears to be generally well disposed toward Origen.

BnF syr. 27, lines 76b-86

This material is compared with Synopsis Scripturae in the previous chapter.
BL Add. 17148 makes no mention of Lucian or his biography. The scribe of BnF syr. 27

departs from Epiphanius’s On Weights and Measures here.

BnF syr. 27, lines 87-88a

This heading is the first explicit mention of Epiphanius, and the following

material contains the largest sections most directly related to On Weights and Measures.

BnF syr. 27, lines 88b-93a

Here begins the discussion of Origen’s text-critical sigla in BnF syr. 27, which
follows Epiphanius’s text more closely than the preceding material. BnF syr. 27 reads:
@omumlaome anmahala A\’ara domi)\ o N\ =
Krilo ofas gouril asakhen o\m
vaomumlio walasio — Lo waam.) o X
ki ol Chdd  waamasulaaamia
BL Add. 17148 in column 47b, lines 26 through 30 reads:

vanm.i war N\ =
vaamumala walwaa
Qm  @anmasa\aarda
oo hofi o
¢ i\ ofam

Foremost among the differences to be noted are the repeated lists of the text-
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critical sigla in BnF syr. 27 and the variations in quantity and spelling of those sigla both
between the texts and within BnF syr. 27 itself. In the first case, BnF syr. 27 lists out the
text-critical sigla twice, once in the heading proper, and immediately after to begin the
discussion of the sigla. With regards to variations in quantity and spelling: In the first
listing of the text-critical sigla, BnF syr. 27 uses plural forms for the sigla except the
hypolemniscus employing the mater lectionis o for the Greek nominative plural ending
-ot, and then uses singular forms in the next listing. BL Add. 17148 only uses the singular
forms here. Further, BnF spells the sigla in these ways: 1) the asteriscus:

wanm.i\ w~/anm.i\ o (internally consistent); 2) the obelus: walasw/a\iare (internally
inconsistent with o/« interchange); 3) the lemniscus: oanmu=\/aamusial (internally
inconsistent with absence of o or any phonetic representation of the vowel in the singular
version); and 4) the hypolemniscus: waamus\aaam/@amumlacs (internally inconsistent
with the second occurrence including phonetic representation of all vowels; incidentally,
note the consistency between wamuslaasm and waama=\ as concerns the lack of a mater
lectionis in the x\ syllable).” BL Add. 17148 spells the sigla in these ways: 1) the
asteriscus: wanm.i\ ware (the insertion of the first o is distinct from the spellings in BnF
syr. 27); 2) the obelus: oa\== (note the second ~, which is similar to the plural
occurrence in BnF syr. 27, but not the singular); 3) the lemniscus: waamumal (the
insertion of the first a is similar to the plural occurrence in BnF syr. 27, but not the
singular); and 4) the Aypolemniscus: waamu=\aare (the initial « is distinct from the

spellings in BnF syr. 27).8

"1t is probable that variations in spelling in BnF syr. 27 have to do with line-length
considerations. The instances where the spellings of the text-critical sigla are shortened occur near the end
of the line. However, the o/« interchange in the obelus lacks a convenient or ready explanation.
Henceforth, since spelling inconsistencies—particular in the representation of vowel sounds—occur
throughout both texts, no further inconsistencies in the spelling of the text-critical sigla will be explicitly
mentioned; such inconsistencies can be readily observed in the transcriptions.

8 Incidentally, these spelling variations also demonstrate the linguistic value of analyzing and
comparing texts like these.
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Further differences include: 1) BnF syr. 27 includes the 1 particle with each
sigla in the second listing whereas BL Add. 17148 lists them consecutively with o, which
accords more with BnF’s first listing; 2) in the second listing, BnF syr. 27 includes the
sigla alongside the second mention of the asteriscus and lemniscus whereas BL Add.
17148 does not yet use the sigla; 3) BnF uses a participial form of sa« in both listings, a
root absent here in BL Add. 17148, which instead uses the particle 1 and the inseparable
preposition to achieve nearly the same semantic sense; and 4) the different adjectives

modifying “books”; ~=.ia in BnF syr. 27 and =.és\w in BL Add. 17148.

BnF syr. 27, lines 93b-129

While BnF syr. 27 makes clear that the following information concerning
Origen’s text-critical sigla is taken in abridged form from Epiphanius’s material, the
scribe follows Epiphanius’s text fairly closely. Lines 93b through 129 are devoted to the
asteriscus and are presented below in subsections to better display the similarities

between the two texts while also noting some substantial differences.

BnF syr. 27, lines 93b-100a
BnF syr. 27 reads:
@am )\ o X ~iloar ,madu <. ..
b % srarm ey sahen R e X
Daamama lao halo invy ofas S
oo o1 gaar cadpoaedh halo dulily G
BRI M D we® K aora la aanr <hadas
i oLy o1 Fluashl Giohm aLde >0
M hian Kas Kl us A s
Kaizd alma (odn hasn dusm
In comparison, the relevant section from BL Add. 17148 column 47b, line 30

through column 47¢, line 11a reads:
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)madu wanm.ijward X
Ty L ;XK
o s\ saaes
~Mouoml  ~inss i
~as hal hima
et oty ®asmama
wad ayoah hala
~avash Sihe asde o)
‘maara \a moias
AN 0 S e
“ed s (i
obLdu 1 wera .elm
~hanasasn\a wer | oloh=
iy ol
L AC JETERETT ')
Mol S e hias
A N\ hlsn s
Al aied
The similarities here demonstrate a more exact reliance of BnF syr. 27 on
Epiphanius’s text.” Even so, some differences of note include: 1) the variations in the
opening word order introducing the asteriscus (note as well the differences in the use of
mater lectionis between the two versions; BnF syr. 27: wam.i\ o~ and BL Add. 17148:
waam. ware) as well as the placement of the critical sigla in the text; 2) some slight

vocabulary differences, including the absences of the noun = 1aae and the participle

° As well, note the double occurrence of the asteriscus in both BnF syr. 27 and BL Add.
17148. Both texts employ this double occurrence of the text-critical sign when they introduce the form and
function of each of the text-critical sigla.
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sahess from BL Add. 17148; 3) different lexical choices throughout; for example: BnF
syr. 27 prefers =i versus BL Add. 17148’s «.hi=, as well as aane. versus BL Add.
17148’s aias, and ~duask\ versus BL Add. 17148’s havcsa=\y; similarly, 4) the
preference of the plural <= in BnF syr. 27 as compared to BL Add. 17148’s =<3\, with
the plural versus singular difference maintained throughout pronoun and object
references in both; and finally, 5) the differences between the final clauses, with the
major distinctions between both being the use of the 1% person and participle s i=are
with the following impersonal reference to the noun ~hssx. in BnF syr. 27 whereas BL
Add. 17148 uses an impersonal form is~q¥ and is written to a 2™ person audience:

.;.Tl&\.

BnF syr. 27, lines 100b-103a
While the following lines begin in similar fashion, it is here that BnF begins to
truly summarize much of Epiphanius’s material. BnF syr. 27 reads:
~ohal rain
oo a1 K dhins ohas ouha uioa
eiha gaar G\ > jo Faresin <aira caa
Ry aeho hur W o <asa
BL Add. 17148 in column 47c, line 10b through 19 reads:
rain Yo
PIK o uio
S m~alo
» K hauoha
Al <  Zarahsn
~awa ac ao
hur od\h

~hre &Z>avda
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While similar in many respects, a few differences should be compared: 1) the
lack of xue in BnF syr. 27; 2) the presence of ==ha in BnF syr. 27, which BL Add.
17148 lacks; 3) the fronting of the clause .aay ~\aow’ @~ ~auwe, Which does not occur
until after the transliteration in BL Add. 17148; relatedly, 4) the missing transliteration in
BnF syr. 27, which BL Add. 17148 records: .~<» haun<oha <o naalo mir ax'wa,
and which does appear in the Greek;!? and 5) the mention here, in BnF syr. 27, of the

“other translators.”

BnF syr. 27, lines 103b-107a
Here, the dissimilarities between the two versions becomes more striking. BnF

syr. 27 reads:

i
ins > eido ganr (i garam 1 Kaim
b oLl o hida o ol S aad
Koo Dias oha v Wk axae <o aaax
smainsa oo aa isrds
BL Add. 17148 contains more biographical information as a means of
supporting the translation technique of the seventy-two translators. BL Add. 17148 in
column 47¢, line 19 through line 30a reads:
AT (o i =
S 1 anEem oiha
N0 0oLl ins
Nial haaai Wi

Ina Hinny o

19 Moutsoulas has in lines 22-23: «obdageel Adap coAmeip cavd ovodect unmd covd».
Epiphanius, To “Peri Metron Kai Stathmon” Ergon Epiphaniou Tou Salaminos: Eisagoge, Kritiké Ekdosis,
Echolia, 142.
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durdduhe uasle o
vl qaaine

aora Lios wohal
Monla A sl
Aihy 01 Linson
~ihaioums 1 Sxhe
cudu’ Aova

Here, the differences are impractical to enumerate. Instead, the main

distinctions are the more extensive biographical information recorded in BL Add. 17148

concerning the seventy-two translators—that while being Hebrew they were instructed in

Greek from “tender youth”—and the different way BnF summarizes their translational

activity. Whereas BL Add. 17148 here includes Epiphanius’s judgment that the seventy-

two translated “with insight,” and makes no mention of the seventy-two translators

omitting words, BnF syr. 27 simply states that the seventy-two “left out and did not

write” the superfluous and unnecessary words.

reads:

BnF syr. 27,107b-112a

Again, BnF appears to summarize Epiphanius’s information; BnF syr. 27

@R 0ien n A
hur R 0K K o als oha whilde wer
crlho Koaeh Kai pad s Plur Kmsrha
ol Kuias insoyr W &l ad g0 &) 1o
ins hala ;o @d ule ooho A (e
Rophy e =\
BL Add. 17148 in column 47c, line 30a through column 48a, line 7 reads:
s alsa
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50

T hinol ohikhon
~iuo 1 ey oe
ol qurshed haaon
hoizge inhwsm
n aalue hoaar

R AU 2 £ NER R AP
P Kigan ~la 1
AL 2 \CANFEEN
ymadwrd haotonla
insol L0 uial
o e A\
ainddn halils
M e <o
et oiho asde
e\ ;i <

ar ad rdsaeha
Mool we Ko <
A duas), 1 ave
ihused o s
e he e
=0 T G PN EY
haada \y il
Al 1 A\ oo
x>y hotaons
hadudhuo A\ i
il havida

~im hiohoa



iy & hala ancd
e Maigam oiha
~aa @1 hal
~hamlyha wasmama
Micamn Ay haise
~lay ;o .~arem

cina qsav (b hal
im0 A Figam
s o lao duon

o <o hawns ach
chido o otdu
i aly hison
aes y;m als o) Qam
<im I\ > <hura e

~ied flury sar\

@anr (o haod

el 1 0f oo ida

Ao aids ohw

abslo :laa duoa

ciha gaar (i oo

axle oiah

0 inhae

RhLR LR eouduea

Once again an enumerated list of the differences between these two texts is

impractical. Clearly the scribe of BnF syr. 27 is summarizing much of the material here;
the way in which the scribe summarizes Epiphanius, however, leads to some observable

differences. BnF syr. 27 does not include Epiphanius’s insistence that the seventy-two did
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not really omit any words.!! Instead, BnF syr. 27 immediately says that the seventy-two
were “omitting the words since they were superfluous.” Very little else is said, then,
about the matter of omission in BnF syr. 27 except to note that in Hebrew, such repetition
of the words is not considered superfluous.!? BnF syr. 27 also does not include
Epiphanius’s judgment that Aquila and the other translators “translated superficially” by

keeping the word “year” twice in their translations.'?

BnF syr. 27, lines 112a-122a
Here, both texts mention Origen and his use of the asteriscus. BnF syr. 27
reads:
“haralrsn nas eanei® 1 aim >
@i anta o ai eo1 Gl S wava il
FALIL Ko’ AR vl eidla @aar W\;
A<CILEE ARD TACIRVIN g RERER X, SR SUR RN BN, 4
wed o) B s oo <ofesa o1 ol aaas
Al @R nw wvam poulur Fhli ucs sy
un o Kuios ool Sudciaiamy b wer
AIRART ro’ coudue | Fhbi Ko <l

Qsav hamlemn o kol i N\» <\

! Dean translates column 47d, lines 26b through 28a: wiha asar (cuh hal lacs i
<iesam “However, there has been no (real) omission by the seventy-two” noting that Epiphanius cannot
really mean without qualification “no omission.” Dean, ed., Epiphanius’ Treatise on Weights and
Measures: The Syriac Version, 17.

Epiphanius does indeed in the end say that the seventy-two omitted the superfluous second
“year” in column 47d, line 36b through column 48a, line 1a: o1 co Gido asar (o

121t should be noted that this recognition of the idiomatic differences between Greek and
Hebrew is a shared concern, then, of Epiphanius and the scribe of BnF syr. 27.

13 While throughout this section in On Weights and Measures Epiphanius is concerned to
demonstrate the higher quality and validity of the translation of the seventy-two over against Aquila and the
other translators, the scribe of BnF syr. 27 does not appear to share that concern in this colophon. This is
not to say the scribe endorses any particular translation; rather, the scribe seems to be interested in relaying
just the list of text-critical sigla and their functions.

52



‘.-cr.u.\.;.o inas Ml e 0 hore i oon

cmm_.ﬁvoor{ o At s

BL Add. 17148 in column 48a, line 8 through column 48b, line 2 reads:

53

AL CIE NS RECTRNGS (14
S e i o

<> haor A\

axhal el RY <lmel ,m

wer ol waawi) ware
ulard Kl S
amiaa las ok
W hud il o
D> A udur
o\ panw \s
A=\ &izela
ity il olan
Misaw 1 head
~\ A\ o
hasum A e
@damn gl s
crudud | hild
A Lhiha oo
~MLin 0 ML

<o . N\o= uas
> Ay fsa ol
R hias x>
s i ey hue

(\lm hal asdial\



& Qo o.um_.‘ﬁvmoﬁt\

NIm Al el <
> N\ = aleh
nY aam.) marca

<\ o s hal
QiR Kama Nardamss
Here, several differences should be enumerated. First, Origen’s activity is more
specific in BnF syr. 27: «3in) hasiles mae aeansgi, “Origen compared the versions
with each other,” ¢ido @sne o\ @i aava o oi eon @i % wawa, and
“found words that the seventy-two omitted and did not translate.” BL Add. 17148 instead
simply mentions that Origen “coming after” restored the “missing word” in “every
place.” Second, for the placement of the asteriscus BnF syr. 27 prefers the prepositional
phrase wouls versus BL Add. 17148’s e»aa\, which, incidentally, also shows BnF’s
continued preference for the plural in relation to “words” and any pronominal/object
references versus BL Add. 17148’s preference for the singular. Third, and most
signficantly, BnF syr. 27 does not include Epiphanius’s proposed reason for Origen’s use
of restoring the missing word(s) and the use of asterisci: <a0du\ sanes <\s N\ = <\
Rhead Chiasn Lol ahis adlaihsl | isela, “because he would not permit the
Jews and Samaritans to reproach the Holy Scriptures in the holy churches.”'* The closest
comment the scribe in BnF syr. 27 makes is: whawslesn ,0 iohod s J\» <\
oo ne o eoulio inas Ml ve 0 hara i eon asars, “But so
that it does not seem that the version of the seventy has translated too little what is in the

Hebrew, he placed asterisci by the words.”

14 Once again, the scribe in BnF syr. 27 appears not to share most of Epiphanius’s concerns,
preferring rather to focus on the most immediate information concerning the text-critical sigla as well as
idiomatic differences between Greek and Hebrew.
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BnF syr. 27, lines 122b-129a
Here, both texts finish the discussion of the asteriscus. BnF syr. 27 reads:
10D 1 RBACAT nerd
N0 oian (ooudur amrl aanindol Ay
QM0 Fam (amilu Krmr > (Ko <L >
A JRT SRR TE = R B W S
Monds we’ Ginsd Khaslens o i
a0 LSy asnwl o) ~hanles | aaoinds
S @lmo  andal Kemr o K2 e eml
sanmdyme N
BL Add. 17148 in column 48b, lines 3 through 19 reads:
o <im am N st
~amey ooy aame
wFO (ooudu anda
S AT ful >
;o aand e
~aniaa\y o aaw
V\h [ ACET, G CTU ST I TN
Ao & o asa
O emhal amuma
S @afio haniaa
M ity ohis
vl aanin aadan
Naraa > ol gashid
M oia asavs
ul > aadas

D IAm | adndhen
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wanm i mardy hls

Throughout this section BnF syr. 27 shares some of the same language and
word order as BL Add. 17148, though without BL. Add. 17148’s address: am ' s
aamr o <o Further major differences may be noted: 1) the more explicit
comparative language in BnF syr. 27: <o . . . narea (both words are lacking in BL
Add. 17148); 2) BnF syr. 27’s preference for the root ,»s whereas BL Add. 17148
employs ,as consistently; and 3) the plural versus singular references in the final clause,
as well as lexical differences; BnF syr. 27: «aam.i\ o \\» & o\ma versus BL Add.
17148: wanm.i\mwars hls ;0 <o

BnF syr. 27, lines 129b-159

The scribe in BnF syr. 27 continues to follow Epiphanius’s material,
transitioning now to the discussion of the obelus; lines 129b-159 are compared with

relevant sections from BL Add. 17148 in subsections below.

BnF syr. 27, lines 129b-134a
In both texts, the sign of the obelus is introduced and described; BnF syr. 27
reads:
~am o1 waldoy —
<im T A edhaned oudue
AR Muiaw s o1 arahs guder
ICIRAR, g AT SR R TR SVEERD W T T
et Al A (i dotes b eido asar
o &\ waamawa oo
BL Add. 17148 in column 48b, lines 20 through 36a reads:

waloa Nk 2 E NN

15 BnF syr. 27 avoids addresses throughout the summary of Epiphanius’s material.
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a\ du < <o
padu T ;. owalaox —
hamis T xumy ;m
a1 ohaden i
~\iaw i
we¥ Fid o1 walaw
Rhaa\ K e
Jn @l amad
hnal dudura
Kokis o1 umhhe
Ao s hal il
ciha gsar hala
wim hala @ @loo
vasmawa laord duos
o
The latter portions of these two texts are in closer alignment than the beginning
portions. Some notable differences in the first portion include: 1) the variation in mater
lectionis; BnF syr. 27 spells obelus here wa\r=a While walasw is the spelling preferred
in BL Add. 17148 and 2) the words chosen to represent in Syriac the meaning of obelus;
BnF syr. 27 relates that ity ~niaw wiels L1 arads, and does not mention any
“Attic” usage, whereas BL Add. 17148 calls the obelus a “line” (~\,1a0), and a “spear”
(~s>0i), that is, a “lance” (<duadl).
While the latter portions of both texts are generally synonymous and share
similar syntax at times, a few differences are worth noting: 1) the participle miohd= in
BnF syr. 27 versus BL Add. 17148’s finite verb, muwhhw, though both are from the

same root; 2) the synonymous terms for the “Holy Scriptures”; .10 «=has in BnF syr.
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27 versus =i\ ohis in BL Add. 17148;! 3) the judgment here in BnF syr. 27 that
the seventy-two considered the (added) words “necessary” whereas BL. Add. 17148 has
yet to make a judgment concerning the added words; and 4) the references to the
“followers” (».o) of Aquila and Symmachus absent in BnF syr. 27. Finally, though not a
difference, an interesting similarity should be mentioned: While BnF syr. 27 has
generally preferred the plural <y versus the singular ~3\> in BL Add. 17148, here BL
Add. 17148 also uses the plural ~\ss.

BnF syr. 27, lines 134b-142a
Here, both texts provide context for why the seventy-two translators added
words in their translation. BnF syr. 27 reads:
e B Cum
@ aamarda am (0o i infam aiha
~idvasl (al> A uaio Com ) il
=l ava¥isn ama duine s uer i N\»
A Fhaise (F emnbis o @ad &\ ~aas
oo waim oo Mg awahlis
S A aradi ins o Gl (i eod &= o
cidla grar & gawalhe i il N>
s Ruin e <om 1 hases
BL Add. 17148 in column 48b, line 36b through column 48c, line 24a reads:
A NG L
gsar (Qim (oou
s\ <haresh oiha

a\ cawar @m

16 Relatedly, BL Add. 17148 uses the syame more consistently than BnF syr. 27 throughout.
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i A\ haosim)
A AQE NGEE N AP VA
AR W S PCE T
~hool K aavard
ML Ll uial
alr (oouls inm Qs
ooin ahdrn 2\
W o\l com ~rao
hurs om dud s
Al hiha om
~ioh@ml el A olas
duiu iz hom
Nl 1 cdm hom
inshhs acs s
oaas hamahl ok
L e o o)
\is st o o
i A\ cudum)
Ruso o ~alas
iy o l\a
am Kasa am
In both texts, the initial clauses are closely related, but with variation in word
order and the addition of the verb ase in BnF syr. 27 (note as well the variation in
construction for the reflexive phrase: ( oou= « cuen in BnF syr. 27 and 1 « v
i oo in BL Add. 17148). The next clauses are also strikingly similar: <am <\
il (al» A\ doiiw in BoF syr. 27 versus «idas (als A\ hansiol ol

with slight syntactical variations; for example, the use of the adverb ».~a.i» in BnF syr.
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27 versus the noun used in the adverbial phrase .haa.im\ a\.

After these similar clauses, BnF syr. 27 appears to summarize Epiphanius’s
text more broadly though the main concepts are the same: both texts are concerned to say
that the seventy-two added words in Greek to help understand ambiguous or unclear
statements from the Hebrew text. A major difference between the two texts is the absence
here in BnF syr. 27 of Epiphanius’s regard recorded in BL Add. 17148 that the seventy-
two were “not disassociated from the Holy Spirit”: =\ al1 (oouls iom awy <
0om raao woia ahdes.!” Similarly, BnF syr. 27 makes no reference here that the
translation of the seventy-two was “according to the will of God that what is sacred

should be understood”: .am a1 adb sk ham Foley use onld

BnF syr. 27, lines 142b-151a
In this closing discussion of the obeli, the scribe in BnF syr. 27 simply
summarizes much of Epiphanius’s material. BnF syr. 027 reads:
GAOORAR durdursy S eouls @uanoie
Moo Linna Khaslizs i o
OTLLD 1 N Al ne  waamawmia
oms iana il Fhunal o RiR\(1 Mara  saars
el 1mn AL\ S dn we oalar Ko Kam anam
o prudu® FhLiel D v A eoalan sl
<unFem o > awo o invy Khasalyms i
hiod Khls L oo @aars (& AR Kaixa

Nisnehee

17 Recall that earlier in this colophon the scribe does relate that the seventy-two received the
Holy Spirit while translating the Hebrew text (see BnF syr. 27 lines 32-39) and is positive towards their
translation (see lines 49-50).

13 The translations of the two lines transcribed in this paragraph are pulled directly from Dean,
ed., Epiphanius’ Treatise on Weights and Measures: The Syriac Version, 18.
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Because much of the preceding material from BnF syr. 27 is summarizing
Epiphanius, the following transcriptions from BL Add. 17184 will only include the most
relevant sections for the purposes of this comparison.'”

Mentioning Origen in relation to the obelus, BL Add. 17148 in column 50c,
lines 9 through 18 reads:

oo s o3 @m0

War 3 @ozsion

D> ey M s
1\ waamsiwar

valow W\ » ar ~am
ol 1as anoas\

N2 A AT ARIEY SR NG
1ma ey am

Here, Epiphanius notes how well Origen made use of the asteriscus and
obelus, but laments, “Oh that he had done the other things as well!” Then later, after
Epiphanius acknowledges—indeed praises—Origen’s Hexapla or Octopla as increasing
knowledge, he makes his criticism more explicit; BL Add. 17148 in column 50d, lines 6b
through13a reads:

ot sl

=\ mliy Kim=s
ompa =lisa les
n v oo

@m a\r Juhvs

19 In fact, before even mentioning Origen, several columns in BL Add. 17148 tell the story of
the seventy-two translators, outlining their living arrangements and the methodology of their translation—
particularly that they translated in thirty-six pairs, each pair working through one book at a time—in much
more detail than the scribe relates in BnF syr. 27.
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Rharum N\
al oXar hRazwa
aza M esida
“If only in his discourses he had not erred, bringing harm to the world and to himself,
when he taught wrongly the things pertaining to the faith and explained most of the
Scriptures in an unorthodox manner.”?° In contrast, the scribe in BnF syr. 27 makes no
such evaluative comment concerning Origen’s work and legacy.
When discussing the appropriateness of the form of the symbol of the obelus,
BL Add. 17148 in column 50d, lines 13b through 30a reads:
A\
ook wdlasw N\ =
QPN Fhusehs aas
~hnal walsws Liam
ol Fimaw imhm
Moo m madure
aahey Liae A
asar hals il
Kinss o Sihe
> Ghimn <\ s
omn ®aloy aiaax
o s hals
~Eouihhon i

~haor > N> o

> fua o Rduamay

20 Translations from Dean, ed., Epiphanius’ Treatise on Weights and Measures: The Syriac
Version, 21-22.
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e ohal ;i
mhaon gude i >
iny ohan
While both texts note the likeness of the form of the obelus to a lance, BnF syr.
27 does not include BL Add. 17148’s reference to the “sword” as <\a\ s, nor does it use
BL Add. 17148’s imagery of the obelus, as a sword, signifying the lifting up of a word
from the “soil of the Scriptures.” Instead, BnF syr. 27, perhaps expanding on «\a\, s,
analogizes the obelus s function to the destruction that a lance makes to the object it

passes through.

BnF syr. 27, lines 151b-157a
Here, the scribe in BnF syr. 27 summarizes the story and methodology of the
seventy-two translators as outlined by Epiphanius; BnF syr. 27 reads:
cais 1 oiha gaoe saon o1 Ly
o alml Ml e caara Gz (&1 g\ &1 e Sahal
Danaard raaal am ,ak lL lnsa hused
oRa > wla aaraliy sadeh /Ao o Ml
S saheo o1 heay | <has hro ok raaoe
alo 1auls hlma oamoy  <ardas (oms I
It is impractical to transcribe the relevant section from BL Add. 17148, which
extends throughout columns 48c through 50c. In this material, BL Add. 17148 records
inter alia Epiphanius’s outline of the living and working arrangements of the seventy-two
translators, their daily habits, their methodology—particularly that they worked in thirty-
six pairs, each pair translating each of the books one book at a time—and their total
agreement when the final translations were read before the king. The number “thirty-six,”

of course, is the main touchstone between both texts. The major distinction between both

63



texts is that BnF syr. 27 does not take the same pains as Epiphanius does, in the text
recorded in BL Add. 17148, to declare that the work of the seventy-two resulted in total
agreement.?! Nor does the scribe in BnF syr. 27 give an example of the places where a
word might be different in morphological form or sense as does Epiphanius as recorded

in BL Add. 17148 in a later section, column 51b.

BnF syr. 27, lines 157b-161a
In this section, BnF syr. 27 describes the hypolemniscus; also, it should be
noted here that BnF syr. 27 discusses first the hypolemniscus and then the lemniscus,
which reverses the order found in BL Add. 17148. BnF syr. 27 reads:
<im0 Kardas (0mo aN@ 1 @uNGin
Surdalurs dcsls &y ot aed KK hls AL waew
vaamumlaom duls nri waizd ol > Yo e

2! Earlier in BnF syr. 27, the scribe certainly says that the seventy-two translators agreed in
everything (see BnF syr. 27 lines 47b through 50), but here, the scribe more quickly states that there were
minor differences, without the same level of nuance in BL Add. 17148. Compare Epiphanius’s statements
throughout On Weights and Measures; below is a selection.

The first selection is found in BL Add. 17148 column 50b, lines 1b through 7a:

~wair haxle a R\l Charioms uoumhy sy o V\X ~lon o3 ~amiha
aadaie @\ s Mo caave dutale ieaan

“But that what is said may be clear to you, how marvelously, under the guidance of God and in
the harmony of the Holy Spirit, they translated harmoniously and were not at variance with one another. . .”

Then, when discussing the lemniscus, Epiphanius says (BL Add. 17148 column 51b, lines 29
through 37a):

AR uralum o ol e udhen & e o 1 saeh CARA® Fhuadils <amo
Riine ;o = 18l Kom 1 Komhi v Komhen o duralurs dudee S o 1w

“And so you may find it in many places, where there is nothing taken away or changed but it is
the very same (in meaning), though expressed differently, so that it is not foreign to the others. . .”

Both translations are from Dean, ed., Epiphanius’ Treatise on Weights and Measures: The
Syriac Version, 21 and 23. In the end, of course, Epiphanius must admit some slight variation between the
translations due to his discussion of the existence and nature of the lemniscus and hypolemniscus but note
how strongly he continues to speak of the sameness of the translations of the seventy-two. Dean is probably
correct to insert “(in meaning)” into his translation.
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reads:

o Iso KA ,modurl mmy | ~Am

on> neh\

The most similar section in BL Add. 17148 in column 51c, lines 8 through 29a

Qusia> waamasulaaam
Mt Ay L
A anedh (<
>y am

Apre \iaw dude
ouno ol hueds

o a1 owalas
Noxl > v{m.-lvm P VEN
he <o ) e
vanmusu\aaomy ~=arail
Lian ®a aiars
1L xmumy sakess

IC TN R T A CY
RAo¥aml L oo K\ o 1w
2 e Ihls Raen
;Ao oAl s ama
op ax ,madura

o \oﬁva&mrﬁ\cmo
rmy 0 il nles
AN

Several main differences are worth noting. Once more, BnF syr. 27
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summarizes Epiphanius’s material. Interestingly, BnF syr. 27 includes more of Origen’s
activity than does Epiphanius as recorded in BL Add. 17148. Further, the syntax is
different in the expressions in both clauses explaining the use of the hypolemniscus; BnF
syr. 27 says that the hypolemniscus is set beside samls &y o 103 <L W=

aied ol = o Gmar dutalurs whereas BL Add. 17148 says that the
hypolemniscus x> Mooy <insami wois K\ o 1 &1 e, Because of this
variation in syntax, two different translations of the root sas are possible in the texts:
BnF syr. 27, with the context and the inclusion of the adverb h.~alue=, most naturally
gives rise to the rendering “translated” whereas Dean translates fwas as “omitted”.??
Finally, the description of the form of the hypolemniscus is extended in BL Add. 17148,
including the description that it is a “simple line” (A sxa <\ ia0) and the further
explanatory clause explaining “point” (=>u\10 s o), and notably does not use the

term ~inda .

BnF syr. 27, lines 161b-164a
Here, the scribe briefly discusses the lemniscus; BnF syr. 27 reads:
QA& oidd Ihls swarey o A
vanmumul e @asad durdalurs Fiasamy ( ooum
S W o i liary IR madul T cm
ekl = awa L\
Once again, the scribe of BnF syr. 27 skips over much of Epiphanius’s
material, at least as compared to BL Add. 17148; two different comparable passages from

BL Add. 17148 are transcribed below. Corresponding to the first part of the section from

22 Swete summarizes the view of Epiphanius here as, of course, untenable: “Epiphanius indeed
fancies that each dot represents a pair of translators, so that the lemniscus means that the word or clause
which the LXX. adds to the Hebrew had the support of two out of the thirty-six pairs which composed the
whole body, whilst the hypolemniscus claims for it the support of only one pair. This explanation, it is
scarcely necessary to say, is as baseless as the fiction of the cells on which, in the later Epiphanian form, it
rests.” Henry Barclay Swete, An Introduction to the Old Testament in Greek, 71.
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BnF syr. 27—and coming later in the order of discussion in BL Add. 17148—the relevant

section in column 51a, line 33 through column 51b, line 13a reads:

~onlo <im N>
s ailoaey o’
AP AU AT SR
ey W\o>» oo

:.u.;.v_k\ “n\ oo X\..t{LA hhl

asar. o\;y ~araas

=ly la il Gida

Ll i eon er ol
s\ awasn \a
W om aah ol asmn
S AN
il <A =y G
i N> havehw
somals Q> ady
.(Am ol olod>

o’ i aamrhaw

Ky <t B

The most important differences between these two texts are: 1) the =y o as

A& @i > o in BL Add. 17148 versus only the a\ & oix in BnF syr. 27 (note as

well the difference in the spelling of “pairs”) and 2) the understood, specific indication of

the sign: whereas BL Add. 17148 does say that the sign indicates a peculiar translation of

one or two pairs, it also includes the further qualifying phrase o\m o3 eioh=

s o i aammaaw.?? BnF syr. 27 simply notes that the sign indicates that two pairs

23 The last two words of this clause, connected by are, have the marginal notes

67



“translated it differently.”

Then, after providing an example—not included or referred to in BnF syr.

27—illustrating from Psalm 70 and 71 the kinds of translations warranting a lemniscus,

BL Add. 17148 includes another section explaining the symbol. The section in column

51b, line 29 through column 5Slc, line 5a reads:

f{k\w ~iuadin ama

2w o 1n saekh

AP IR SHC I &
A ualus la
LT W, G T RO
Roden o) Yarcalurs
AT V) SRRV

o > 8\ <om
~ljaen o | haise
e ol o (i
wanmum N\ = amrihe
=AM w hala & e
Ruaded R & oih o
el ;i

ANimrh

Once again, one of the main differences is the mention of the unique

translation warranting the lemniscus of “one or two pairs” as in the previous section. As

well, and as mentioned before, note how the text in BL Add. 17148 records Epiphanius’s

concern to drive home the essential sameness (,o» 1 ,a) of the texts even where some

textual difference occurs; BnF syr. 27 does not here record Epiphanius’s concern.

CYNAN®OTEPA and HOMOIA, to be translated in the clause “differently” and “similarly” respectively.
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Corresponding to the second part of the section from BnF syr. 27—coming
first in BL Add. 17148—the relevant section in column 51a lines 1 through 9, reads:
+ aed don waamas\
By v ohakhs
<o ataaxl o\
DALY On )
o eShom &\ iawm
o ou\pi i =
S e 1 ETa s
dm: ymadud L\ >
Aol > s e
With abbreviated syntax, BnF syr. 27 details more efficiently the form of the
lemniscus than does BL Add. 17148. Again, BnF syr. 27 prefers the term ~i~¢s_ versus
BL Add. 17148’s =\,3a0 and does not include the term ~=n.\ 13, nor the specifying ar
. One spelling variation is of interest: wiscs in BnF syr. 27 versus «hsca in BL Add.

17148; the asteriscus above the latter form corresponds to the marginal note, CTI'M®N.

BnF syr. 27, lines 164bff.

From this point forward, the scribe in BnF syr. 27 closes out the discussion of
the text-critical sigla used by Origen, once again attributing the list to Epiphanius, and
closing with an invitation to add to the body of knowledge concerning the text-critical

sigla.
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CONCLUSION

This thesis has provided a transcription and translation of the colophon at the
end of Fourth Kingdoms in BnF syr. 27 as well as a comparison of the colophon with
other known texts from which it derives much of its information. While scholars have
noted this text, this thesis provides the first translation into English, and shows the
relationships the several sections of the colophon have with other texts. In the first main
section, the scribe copies a note from Eusebius that records a short discussion from
Origen concerning the problem of the dates of Jeroboam’s reign. None of Origen’s extant
texts contain the exact same information. In the second and third main sections, the scribe
summarizes and records the list of the Greek versions of Holy Scripture in Pseudo-
Athanasius’s Synopsis Scripturae Sacrae and Epiphanius’s discussion of the versions of
Holy Scripture, Origen, and Origen’s text-critical sigla from On Weights and Measures.
At times, the scribe copies very closely from these texts, at other times, he summarizes
considerably. In all cases, this comparison provides data for the scholar interested in,
inter alia, Eusebius, Origen, Lucian, Pseudo-Athanasius, Epiphanius, and the various
Syriac recensions of their writings, as well as the texts related to these figures,

particularly Origen’s Hexapla and the Syrohexapla.

70



BIBLIOGRAPHY

Dean, James Elmer, trans. Epiphanius’ Treatise on Weights and Measures: The Syriac
Version. Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1935.

Devreesse, Robert. Introduction a l'étude des manuscrits grecs. Paris: Imprimerie
Nationale, 1954.

Epiphanius. To “Peri Metron Kai Stathmon” Ergon Epiphaniou Tou Salaminos:
Eisagoge, Kritiké Ekdosis, Echolia. Edited by E. D. Moutsoulas. Athens, 1971.

Geerard, Maurice, Jacques Noret, and Fr Glorie. Clavis Patrum Graecorum. Vol. 1.
Corpus Christianorum. Turnhout: Brepols, 1974.

Gentry, Peter J. “Origen’s Hexapla.” In The Oxford Handbook of the Septuagint. Edited
by Alison G. Salvesen and Timothy Michael Law, 553-571. Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2021.

Kiraz, George A. The Syriac Dot:A Short History. Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias Press, 2019.

Montanari, Franco, and Center for Hellenic Studies. The Brill Dictionary of Ancient
Greek. Edited by Madeleine Goh, Chad Matthew Schroeder, Gregory Nagy, and
Leonard Muellner. Translated by Rachel Barritt-Costa. Leiden: Brill, 2015.

Muraoka, T. Classical Syriac for Hebraists. 2nd ed. Subsidia et Instrumenta Linguarum
Orientis 6. Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz Verlag, 2013.

Noldeke, Theodor. Compendious Syriac Grammar. Translated by James A. Crichton.
1904. Reprint, Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2001.

Origen and Hans Urs von Balthasar. Origen: An Exhortation to Martyrdom, Prayer, First
Principles: Book IV, Prologue to the Commentary on Song of Songs, Homily XXVII
on Numbers. Translated by Rowan A. Greer. Mahwah, NJ: Paulist Press, 1979.

Patrologia Graeca. Edited by J.-P. Migne. 162 vols. Paris, 1857-1886.

Payne Smith, J., and R. Payne Smith. 4 Compendious Syriac Dictionary: Founded Upon
the Thesaurus Syriacus of R. Payne Smith, D.D. Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1903.

Segal, J. B. The Diacritical Point and the Accents in Syriac. Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias
Press, 2003.

Sokoloff, Michael. 4 Syriac Lexicon: A Translation from the Latin, Correction,
Expansion, and Update of C. Brockelmann’s Lexicon Syriacum. Piscataway, NJ:
Gorgias Press, 20009.

71



Swete, Henry Barclay. An Introduction to the Old Testament in Greek. Cambridge:
University Press, 1900.

Zahn, Theodor. Geschichte des neutestamentlichen Kanons. Erlangen: A. Deichert, 1888.

Zotenberg, H. Catalogues des manuscrits syriaques et sabéens (mandaites) de la
Bibliothéque nationale. Paris: Imprimerie Nationale, 1874.

72



ABSTRACT
THESE ARE THE WORDS OF EUSEBIUS: A TRANSLATION

AND ANALYSIS OF THE COLOPHON AT THE END
OF FOURTH KINGDOMS IN BNF SYR. 27

Ian Andrew Galloway, ThM
The Southern Baptist Theological Seminary, 2022
Faculty Advisor: Dr. Peter J. Gentry

Over three chapters, this thesis studies the colophon at the end of Fourth
Kingdoms in BnF Syr. 27, which is divided into several main sections. Chapter 1
provides a transcription of the colophon, analysis of the main paratextual features, and a
first-time translation into English. Chapter 2 compares the first main section of the
colophon with a similar extant text from Origen, noting that no known extant text
matches the material in the colophon. Then, it compares the second major section with
Pseudo-Athanasius’s Synopsis Scripturae Sacrae and, to some extent, Epiphanius’s On
Weights and Measure, noting where the colophon relies on and is different from these
texts. In Chapter 3 the third major section is especially compared with Epiphanius’s On
Weights and Measures as it is contained in BL Add. 17148 to demonstrate BnF syr. 27’s

reliance upon this text.
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